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FOREWORD 

The research for this thesis was done during the 

period September 1963 to May 1967. Towards the end of 

this time it became known that a very important report 

of the Maize Marketing Committee of the Maize Board, 

on possible changes in the technique of maize marketing, 

was about to appear. It was, therefore, decided that 

the presentation of this thesis should be held back until 

it would be possible to comment on the contents of the 

report. This report was made available to the public 

late in the second half of 1967 and the Addendum to this 

thesis is a summary of the report, together with comments 

on it. 

To present a thesis such as this, requires constant 

reference to statistical data. As such data often break 

the reader's train of thought, when appearing in a table 

in the body of the thesis, it was decided that, with very 

few exceptions, the majority of statistical tables should 

be placed in an appendix. These tables will, therefore, 

be found in Appendix A to the thesis. Many of the tables 

are, however, graphically presented in the body of the 

thesis. 

While investigating ways and means of i ncreasing the 

South African maize yield per morgen, a great deal of 

technical data was uncovered which, though i nteresting to 

the more ardent student of this subject, was not really 

relevant to an economic study of this nature. It was 

therefore decided to place a lso a limited amount of such 

detail in an appendix to the thesis. This will be found 

in Appendix B to the thesis. 
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During the course of the writer's investigations, 

it became clear that the bibl iography was assuming 

alarming proportions. It was therefore decided that 

only those books, Government and other official 

publ ications, paper's and unpubiished works actually 

re f erred to in the thesis would be included in the 

bibliography. 

To my supervisor, Professor H.H. Smith, I owe a 

debt of gratitude for the guidance he has given me over 

the years. If the thesis has any merit, this is in no 

small way the result of his quizzical and sceptical 

approach to my claims of progress and my tentative 

conclusions. However, for the opinions expressed, the 

writer carries the sole responsibility. 

It must be stressed that it would have been 

impossible to produce a piece of research of this nature 

without the co-operation of many officials of the Maize 

Board and those of the office of the Registrar of Co­

operative Associations, who spent many hours with the 

writer clearing up numerous points of difficulty. To all 

of them go my sincere thanks and appreciation. Special 

thanks must also go to the various wholesale Grain 

MerchruLts in Johannesburg, who helped the writer from 

time to time. 

A word of thanks and appreciation is due to ~ 

Mrs. B. Lunn, lecturer in Bibliography, Librarianship 

and Typography at the University of the Witwatersrand, 

who very kindly inspected the bibliography and suggested 

certain improvements. 

The writer also wishes to express his appreciat ion 

to the staff of the Library of the University of the 

witwatersrand, who spaied no effort in obtaining works 
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of reference for him from libraries throughout the 

Republic. 

Lastly very special thanks go to Mrs. Marie Easson, 

who typed the stencils, and to my wife, Joan, who sp ent 

many laborious hours checking the statistics. 

Johannesburg. 
September 1968. 

R. N. BRITS 
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CHAPTER I 

Introduction 

There is no evidence available that maize was known 

in the old world in ancient times. Seeds of barley and 

wheat have been found in ancient near eastern sites, but 

never has there been any trace of maize at all. 

Furthermore, maize as a plant is not mentioned in the 

Bible, and neither Greek nor Chinese literature makes any 

reference to maize. There is, therefore, nothing that 

suggests that maize was known in the Old vlorld before 

about 1492. However, at that time, Christopher Columbus 

returned with a report about a new grain called "r1aiz". 

At a later date explorers visiting America found that maize 

was being grown and consumed by the Red Indians in places 

as far apart as Canada and Chile. The consensus of opinion 

is, therefore, that maize originated in America and was 

only subsequently imported into Europe. 

Having established that maize is of American origin, 

the next step is to inquire how old maize is. Fortunately, 

it is not necessary to guess its age. Fairly accurate 

estimates can be made, as a result of an ingenious method 

devised by Willard F. Libby of the University of Chicago, 

for determining the age of ancient vegetal remains. This 

method measures the radioactive carbon in the remains, and 

enables the researcher to establish how much of the radio-

carbon originally absorbed by the plant from the atmosphere, 

has since disappeared. The extent of radio-active decay is 

f th f th . 1) a measure o e age o e remalns. 

From about 6700 B.C. until about 5000 B.C. there 

existed in America a culture known as El Riego. The people 

of this culture were predominantly trappers and hunters and 

1) Paul C ... 1'1angelsdorf: 11The Mystery of Corn". 
Journal, Scientific American, Volume 183, No. 1; 
July 1950, pp . 2o/24. 
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collected only a limited amount of plant foods. The most 

important plants collected were a wild variety of squashes, 

avocados, beans, amarrouth and chilipeppers. There is no 

sign that their diet included maize. H8wever, from about 

5000 B.C. a new phase known as the Coxcatlan culture 

evolved. These people spent less time hunting and more 

time developing vegetable foodso In fact, archaeological 

studies show that maize was definitely one of the foods 

they consumed in iair quantities. 2) It is therefore con­

cluded that maize has been consumed by humans as food for 

the best part of 7000 years. 

Turning to South Africa, the question arises as to 

when maize was first introduced. No less an authority than 

Professor A.R. Saunders states that maize was p l anted in 

South Africa in small quantities soon after the arrival of 

Jan van Riebeeck. 3) Burtt-Davy, another authority, is, 

however, of the opinion that maize was probably introduced 

into South Africa before the establishment of the Dutch 

colony in 1652. H~ points out that Portuguese vessels 

calling at the Cape on the voyage to and from the East, 

probably traded maize with the natives for meat and other 

•t• 4) 
necess~ ~es. The view that maize was grown at the Cape 

before the arrival of the Dutch settlers is borne out by 

Hector who wrote "The first reference to maize (in South 

Africa) according to Mr. Gubbins (was) in 1635. At that 

date Joseph de Cabreya, wrecked off the coast of Natal, 

stated that maize was grown by the natlves." 5) 

2) Richard S . r1acNeish: "The Origi...1s of Nevi World 
Civilization". Journal: Scientific American, 
Volume 211 , No . 5; Nov. 1964, p. 31. 

3) A. R. Saunders: Maize in South Africa,C.N.A., 
Johannesburg, 1930, p. 15. 

4) J. Burtt-Davy: Maize : Its history, cultivation, 
handling and uses, Longmans , London, 1914, p. 14. 

5) J .1'1. Hector : "The Origin of certain of our cultivated 
plants". S .A. Journal of Science, Volume 30; 
October 1934, p. 58. 



- 3 -

However, in a very excellent paper, Dr. M.D. W. Jeffreys 

comes to the very convincing conclusion that "l1aize, a 

non-self-propagating American plant, was introduced to east 

African littorals before the Portuguese rounded the Cape 

and was seen by the Chinese navigators at Melinde Circa 

1414 •••..•• Maize was brought to the Indian Ocean 

littorals by Arabs before 1400. Maize was brought into 

southern Africa by the Nguni by 1400 and later by the 

baVenda. Naize was introduced by the Dutch in 1658. There 

is no evidence that maize l·Jas introduced by the Portuguese. n6 ) 

Irrespective of the exact date when maize was introduced 

into South Africa, it was only from the year 1840 that there 

was any real agricultural development in South Af~ica. At 

this date, all those who had participated in the Great Trek 

had more or less settled down, and 3ubstantial areas were 

planted with wheat, maize and oats. 

1866 and 1886 brought the discoverie3 of diamonds and 

gold and therefore the influx of immigrants who had to be 

fed. The result was an increased demand for agricultural 

products and a general feeling of optimism amongst farmers 

that, as was to be expected, led to a much more rapid 

development of agricultural production.?) 

The importance of maize as a crop increas~d at a steady 

pace , mainly so in areas of South Africa that are today 

recognised as its major maize producing districts. At first 

there were inferior varieties not suited to South African 

conditions, but this could not be known before they had 

been tried. Gradually, however, these unsuitable varieties 

gave way to more productive t ypes that were imported mainly 

6) M.D.W. Jeffreys: 11 Who introduced maize into Southern 
Africa?" S.A. Journal of Science, Vol. 63 ; January 1967. 

?) M.D. Marais: Die Ontwikkeling van die Mielienywerheid in 
Suid-Afrika. Unpublished thesis for M.A. degree, 
Potchefstroom University College, 1944, pp. 5 - 10. 
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from America. It was, however, not till the first decade 

of the twentieth century that maize became a crop of 

national importance. 8) 

Soon after the end of the South African War in 1902, 

t~e depression that had been anticipated, overtook the 

country and, within a very short period, it became very 

apparent that the great hopes for a prosperous post war 

period were ill-founded. It now became cle~r that much of 

the past prosperity was stimulated ~y extensive capital 

expenditure on the part of the gold mines, and by Govern-

ment expenditure on public works and by "wholesale distri­

bution of doles, implements and stock, repatriation grants, 

land-settlement loans, and all kinds of advances from the 

public purse." 9) 

Immediately after the war, and before depression con­

ditions had set in, a loan of R70m. was obtained from the 

British government. 10) This loan gave the country's economy -

the necessary economic uplift. During this short-lived 

boom maize became mor e important than ever as· a crop. New 

type s of maize were ~ported. New machines and methods of 

production were used and within ten years South Africa was 

exporting instead of importing maize. With this development 

the position of the farmer changed completely. Gone were 

the days of subsistance economy and simple barter transac~ 

tions. He was now producing for a market on a cash basis. 

His lack of commercial training and experience put him at a 

disadvantage every time he bought and sold through the 

various middlemen, with whom he now came into regular 

contact. It was, therefore, not long before he regarded 

the middleman with a deep suspicion that was not altogether 

8) A.R. Saunders: Op .cit., p. 27. 
9) H. Frankel: Co-operation and Competition in the 

Marketing of Maize in South Africa. University of the 
Witwatersrand Press, Johannesburg , 1925 , p. 3. 

10) M.H. de Kock : Economic Development of South Africa. 
P.S. King & Sons Ltd., London, 1936, p . 611- . 
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unjustified.ll) 'I'his opposition of the farmer to the middle­

man has :played a very important :part in the development of 

an agricultural policy by the various South African Govern­

ments. In fact, it is this enmity of the farmer towards the 

middleman, that was one of the main reasons for the establish-

ment of Agricultural Co-operative associations. Thus, as 

far back as 1908 the Government of the Province of the 

Transvaal was making considerable efforts to encourage the 

co-operative marketing of farm products. 12) Probably the 

Transvaal Government of tb~ time weTe noting the critics of 

other countried throughout the world, who were busy waging 

a full-scale war against wasteful marketing methods and 

advocating co-operative marketing. Unfortunately, in South 

Africa, the farmer was not yet ready for co-operative 

marketing. ~lhile the state spent a great deal of money 

importing such people as Mr. Stilling- Anderson, who was a 

recognisei authority on co-operative asso~iations, and who 

travelled through the Transvaal promoting the movement among 

far~ers, they, the farmers, remained very suspicious of co-

operation, especially of those associations which were run 

on an unlimited liability basis.l3) In fact, ~a-operative 
marketing was pushed so hard towards the farmer by the 

Government, that it ,.•.as almost doomed to failure before it 

had started. Agricultural co-operative associations can be 

successful only if the farmer feels there is a real need for 

such a type of organisation and then does something himself 

about getting it established. It is of no use establishing 

a co-operative association for the farmer if he i ·s not 

certain that he wants such an institution. 

ll) H. Frankel: Op. cit ., p. 4 . 

12) the Transvaal 

13) Ibid, p. 27. 



- G -

The fact that the State was doing everything in its 

power to encourage the growth of the co-operative movement 

amongst farmers did not go unnoticed by those who thought 

that they would be among the losers, if Agricultural co­

operation succeeded. In fact, in July 1909 a special 

Co~ittee was set up by the Johannesburg Chamber of Commerce 

to investigate the Agricultural Co-operative Movement. 14) 

This Committee reported: 11 The position now is practically 

that of the Government entering into direct trading in com-

petition with the recognised merchants and dealers, who have 

been establish€d here for many years." The Committee also 

pointed out that much public money was being spent on co­

operation - to which it did not object, provided the expen-

diture was being kept within limits. Also, the money should 

be used, said the report of the Comr.ittee, by devel0ping 

standardization and the channeling of produce into suitable 

warehouses, and not to the detriment of the distributive 

tra.de. A further point made by the report was that, under 

the Amended Land Bank Act of 1908, power was given to advance 

moneys to Agricultural co-operative associations, up to 50 

per cent of the value of immovable property, r.o enable a 

society to make loans to members on the produce supplied to 

it. 

However, in spite of these and other objections to the 

co-operative movement among f armers , and its method of 

finance by t.b.e government, the movement gre\'r , slowly at 

first, mainly due to the unlimited liability of members and 

at a much greater pace in later years, when this deficiency 

had been eliminaten. In the path of development of the 

Agricultural Co-operative Movement there were, however, 

many obstacles about which more will be said at a later 
stage. 

14) Annual Report of the Johannesburg Chamber of 
Commerce for the year ended 28th February , 1910, 
pp. 58, 83 and 101. 
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The above introductory rema~ks are s~fficien.t to show 

that, at the date of the Union of the four provinces of 

South Africa in 1910, maize had establi sned itself very 

clea~ly as one of the leading crops of the country. Just 

how important maize has been to the South African farmer, 

will now be investigated first of all purely from the 

production point of view, and secondly from a marketing 

point of view. 
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CHAPrER II 

The Production of Maize in South Africa 

Because it is a staple food for a Jarge section of the 

Republic's population, and because it is used (although only 

to a limited extent) as a stock feed and, furthermore, as it 

was and is, at times, exported at a profit, the production 

of maize covers a greater acreage in the Republic than any 

other agricultural crop. 

In spite of the fact that maize occupies such an 

important position in the Republic's economy, South Africa 

in 1909-·13 pro<luced less than 1% of the total maize crop of 

the world, but, even in these pre World War I days, the 

~epublic was known to the world as a producer of ~ood q~ality 

maize. "The Union of So1:.th Africa has become known to the 

principal markets of the #Orld as o~e of the foremont fields 

for the production of maize of good quality." l) 

Just how small the Republic's contri~ution to the 

world's production of maize was in the years just before and 

aft~r the Union of the four provinces, is shown by the 

statistics in Table I , Appendix A. This shows the main maize 

producers during the period 1909-13. Accordi~g to this table 

South Africa's average annual maize production at that time 

was 8 millio~ bags o! 200 lbs. each. The U.S.A. was by far 

the largest maize producer and had an annual production of 

758 million bags. The Argentine was second with 54 million 

bags, while ~razil and Mexico produced 42 million and 37 

million bags respectively. From the table it can be seen 

that there were at least six other countries that were far 

bigger maize producers than South Africa. 

South Africa's position in the world in regard to maize 

at that time was, therefore, not one of great importance. 

1) Official Year Book of the Union of South Africa, 1921, 
No. 4; p. 531. 
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The production of bags of maize per morgen was also, for 

that period, well below that of the other countries of the 

world as is shown by Table II, Appendix A. The figures 

given in both Tables I and II of Appendix A are reproduced 

graphically on the next two pages. 

It may well be argued that the countries with the very 

high yields per morgen, such as New Zealan~, Switzerland 

and Mauritius, did not feature in Table I as being among 

the leading maize producers of the world, and that, there­

fore, maize was probably grown in these countries only in 

small selected areas that were ideally suited for its 

production. 

That may well be the case, and a comparison with those 

countries may therefore be irrelevant, but it is still un­

satisfactory to observe that Egypt produced nearly three 
~ 

times as much maize as South Africa per morgen and that 

both the Argentine and the United States of America 

produced more than twice as much maize per morgen as South 

Africa did. This leads one to inquire why the South 

African maize farmers' results compared so unfavourably 

with those of other maize farmers. 

In all countries throughout the world, it is found that 

the production of agricultural products is less stable and 

more uncertain than the production of manufactured goods. 

The manufacturer, provided he has the necessary ability, can 

plan and organise the land, labour and capital at his dis­

posal in such a manner that the end result of his venture 

will be very little different from that which he originally 

anticipated it would be. The success of his undertaking 

depends, to a large extent, on his ability to organise and 

direct. In the case of the farmer, however, forces beyond 

his control, such as temperature, wind and rain play a very 

important part in determining the final result. It is, 

therefore, very difficult, if not impossible, for him to say 

what the final outcome of his plans will be. These are, 

however, factors which play their part in all countries and 
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are not peculiar to South African agricultural production. 

In spite of this fact it does seem that South Africa's poor 

maize yield per morgen can be explained as follows: 

Reasons for South Africa's poor maize yield per morgen 

a. Climatic conditions do Yary more in South Africa than 

in other countries. During some years the rainfall 

can be as low as only 30% of the average for the 

previous years. 

b. The soils of South Africa appear to be less fertile 

than the soils of the countries v.rhere the 1:ulk of the 

world's mc.ize crop is produced. "The deficiency of 

~vailable phosphates is characteristic of nearly all 

South African soils and in many instances, where 

potential f0.rt~.lity is high, the land is made useless 

through the presence of alkali salts or 'hrak'" 2) 

c . Maize farmers did not realise the importance of crop 

rota~ions, which must include a hoed crop to keep the 

weeds under control. Furthermore, a crop must be in-

eluded to whi~h fertilisers can be added. In addition, 

the soil must be treated with manure that will build 

up its ability to produce after it has b~en exhausted 

by the maize crop. Maize farmers were generally very 

ignoranT. with rP-gard to the preparation of soil. 

d. Also, at this time, very little seed selection was 

done, with the result that often varieties of seeds 

were us~d that were not suitable. Dent maize was often 

grown in parts having relatively low rainfall, where 

flint varieties would ha""re been more successful. 3 ) 

2) A.R. Saunders, Op. cito, p. 26. 

3) H.D. Leppan and G.H. Bosman: Field crops in South 
Africa: Central News AGency, Johannesburg, 1927, 
P• 76. 
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(An explanation of these terms is given in a footnote 

below.4 )) 

e. Maize was often grown in areas where the climatic con-

ditions and rainfall were not suitable for maize pro­

duction. The yield per morgen of such marginal or sub-

marginal land was very low and, furthermore, reduced 

the average yield of maize per morgen for the whole of 

South Africa. 

f. Poor labour resources have also n0t helped the maize 

farmer. Often he was aware of the fact that his method 

of maize p~oduction could have been considerably improved 

u~on if only he had had better labour at his disposal. 

g. Insect pests and diseases also attacked the maize 

plants and helped to reduce the yield per morgen. 

The fact that much UI:'.sui table land was used in the pro­

duction of maize was proved as f ar back as 1917/18, when 

yields of as much as 33 bags per morgen were, on some 

occasions, reported by farmers. Mai ze growing is well 

suited to large a~Eas of the Orange Free State and the 

Transvaal because, especially in pre-World-\<Jar II days, 

land and labour were compa~atively cheap . Furthermore, the 

maize area of South Africa has a long planting season of at 

least eight wP-eks, compared with a planting season in the 

United States of America of only about three to four weeks. 

Also the Republic has "a dry harvesting season which is 

largely responsible for the phenomenally fine quality of 

South African maize." 5) 

4) Footnote: Information from Meal~.e Industry Control 
Board on maize varieties. 
The "Dent" variety of maize is botanically known as 
Zea mays indentata and occurs both as white and 
yellow maize. It is easily recognised, as the seed 
is rather flat and has a dent on top. 

The "Flint 11 variety is botanically known as Zea 
mays indurata and is a very rounded seed without a 
dent on the top. It also occurs as both white and 
yellow maize. 

5) H.D. Leppan and GJ. Bosman: Op. cit., p . 77. 
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Although majze has been grown in almost every part of 

South Africa at some time or other, it has become a recog-

nised fact that there is an area that is best suited for 

the cultivation of maize. This area has become known as the 

maize triangle, although it is a triangle of peculiar shape. 

Further, it must be stressed that, even in this recognised 

maize growing area, there are portions where the yield per 

morgen is very poor, while there are other areas, outside 

thA maize trian~le, where the production per morgen in some 

years is most satisfactory. 

The maize triangle has as its vertices the three points 

Carolina, Mafeking and Ladybrand. 6 ) However, according to 

the riagisterial District Map, attached to the annual report 

of the Maize Industry Control Board for the year ended 

30th April, 1964, and which is reproduced on the next page, 

the triangle lies between the points Vryburg, Smithfield 

and Nelspruit, which makes for a triangle substantially 

bigger in area. For this purpose it is, however, not very 

important where ths exact verti ces of the triangle are. 

Much more important is the fact that from a marketing point 

of view the Republic has been divided into three perts 

area A, which jncludes the so-called maize triangle, area 

B and an area, which could be referred to as area C, but 

which is officially known as the exempted area. Just what 

part of the Republic i s covered by each classification is 

given in detail in Appendix B, Section I. 

Area A, which consists of the provinces of the 

Transvaal and the Orange Free State , together with the 

magisterial districts of Mafeking, Taung, Vryburg and 

Warrenton is, from this point of view, by far the most 

important as it produces annually between 93% and 99% of 

all the maize in the Republic.?) 

6) A.R. Saunders: Op. cit., p. 34. 

7) Mealie Industry Control Board Annual Report for the 
year ended 30th April 1965, p. 18. 
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The g:cm·rth (':f the South A.:f-rican Maize production can 

be considered from. varions points of view but, for the 

purpose of thi~ thesis, consideration wi ll be given to the 

following three apsects: 

a. Total production per year. 

b. The number of morgen of land planted with maize each 

year. 

c. The yield per morgen per year. 

The total production of maize per year for the Republic 

has been summarised in Table III of Appendix A, and from 

this table has been drawn the production graph and five 

year moving average that app~ars overleaf. 

Table III of Appendix A and the graph show how the 

tr;ttal annual production of maize has increased. The Ir.agni­

tude of this increa8e is not always apparent, when the actual 

product~on figures given in column two are examined. These 

actual production figures do, however, indicate very clearly 

that, while the overall picture has been one of expansion, 

there have been so~e very large fluctuations in the annual 

production from year to year, due mainly to climatic and 

economic conditions . In a year of extreme drought, such as 

shown by the ma~keting season of 1933/34, the total production 

of maize was only 8,340,000 bags of 200 lb. each, which is 

actually less than the total production as far back as 

1911/12, which amounted to 8 ,632, 515 bags of 200 lbs. each. 

Just how great the fluctuations in annual production have 

been, is borne out by the fac~ that, between these two dates 

mentioned above, annual production actually was as high as 

24,295 , 561 bags in the 1925/26 marketing season and 

22,386,000 bags in the 1930/31 season. It should, however, 

be observed that, while there have been fluctuations in the 

annual maize production since the 1933/34 season, these 

fluctuations have been much less in magnitude than those 

that occurred before this date, though the seasons 1964/65 
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w.d 1965/66 "''ere~ comparatively speaking, poor ones. The 

overall picture is one of increased production. 

Column three, which comprises the writer's own cal­

cula~ions, sh0ws indices for all the years calculated in 

relation to the base index of 100 for the marketing year 

1911/12. Because indices are here being examined, compa­

risons are much easier and immediately it can be seen that 

the production of maize for the years 1937/~8 and 1939/40, 

the early years of the controlled m~keting of maize, are 

by far the best years to that date. This is followed by 

lower production figures for the war years, but, with minor 

exceptions, the production index figures do show increases 

in the post war years until they reach the record index of 

778.9 for the marketing season 1963/64, compared with the 

base index of 100 for the 1911/12 season. 

Cclumn fou~ , which consists of the writer's own calcu­

lations, shows a five year moving average figure. The 

purpose of u s ing a five year movi~g average figure is to 

iron out fluctuations that occur over the short period, but, 

ar. the same time, to take cognizance of declines in produc­

tion that may persist for a lon~er period. This column and 

the graph based on it show very clearly that the long period 

trend of prodQction,with minor exceptions,has been on the 

upward grade all the time. 

It seems relevant to inquire why production has showed 

such an increase. For the period 1911/12 to 1922/23 the 

growth was slow, but, with minor exceptions, steady. 

During this period \-lorld War I had come and gone and, 

in the years immediately after the war, those countries of 

Europe that had been engaged in this conflict, found that 

their agricultural production had been considerably dis­

organised, with the result that they had to import large 

quantities of grain. This increased demand for South 

African maize maturally brought about a rise in price 
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followed by an increase in production. It; may , therefore, 

be said that the increase in production of maize in South 

Afri0a up to the early 1920's, when the depression set in, 

was directly ~s a result of conditions brought about in 

Eu~ope by World War I. The increase in production was 

achieved, not only by planting a greater area of maize, 

but by constantly trying to improve methods of production 

and so obtai~ing a better yield per morgen planted. 

Statistics show tl:l.at, while for the production season 

1910/11 only 1,081,719 morgen were put under maize by 

European farmers, this figure had risen to 1,871,193 morgen 

in 1919/20 and 2,219,550 morgen for the year 1922/23 . 8 ) 

These figures differ only slightly from those given for 

these years in the annual Agricultural Census, b~t, 

officials of the Mealie I ndus try Control Board have informed 

thP. wri+.er that, since those early figures were published in 

the Agricultural Census, they were found to be slightly in­

accurate and that the figures they have now supplied are 

the correct ones. Unfortunately there are no statistics 

av~ilable for the production of maize by European farmers 

only, for the year 1910/11, nor has the Agricnltural Census 

calculated a yield per morgen for this period. However, 

for the season 1919/20 the Agricultural Census quoted a 

yield of 4.95 bags of 200 lb. each per morgen 9)and 6.51 

bags of 200 lb. each per morgen for 1922/2? . lO) It is, 

h01.vever, noteworthy that for the next seas on 1923/24, the 

yield was only 4.21 bags of 200 lb. each per morgen. ll) 

This was not due to a decline in methods of production, but 

to adverse weather conditions for that particular season. 

8) Statistics supplied by Mr. Malherbe, of the Mealie 
Industr~ Control Board, Pretoria. 

9) Agricultural Census 1918/19 Ho . 2. U.G. 12 of 1921, 
PP• 7/8 . 

10) Agricultural Census 1922L2:2 No. 6. U .G. 25 of 1925, 
P• 102. 

11) Agricultura l Census 1922L24. No. 2· U.G. 4 of 1926 , P• 8 . 
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Because of the ~onsiderable influence of climatic conditions 

on production from year to year, it is the writer's opinion 

tha·c it is alr::ost impossible tio show tha·b there has been a 

ste~dy incredse in the yield per morgen, if individual 

years are considered, and that proof of this increase can 

only be established if the average yield per morgen ove~ a 

number of years is considered and, this is, in fact, how 

the statistics are pr.esented in Table IV of Appendix A. 

Encouragerl -.:..y excellent prices !or maiz:3 in Europe in 

the immediate post War I years , production of Maize i~ South 

Africa continued to e;row, even after it had become apparent 

that the farmer in Europe was once again finding his .fe~t 

and producing his country's own agricultural needs. The 

result was that~ althouf.h the increase in prod~ction was 

not impressive, (perhaps with the exception o! the 1925/26 

saason, when 24,295,561 bags were produced), there was con­

siderable overproduction and the price of maize slumped 

badly, because o.f the creation o.f a buyer's market. During 

thts time wages a~d transport costs did not decline.with 

maize prices and many maize farmers went insolvent.12) 

The importance of the South African maize crcp at th~.s 

stage can be e.ppreciated when it is observed that in 1923 

the total area cultivated for all crops was 5,051,300 

morgen of which 2,223 ,101 morgen, or approximately 44% o.f 

the total, was under maize. l3) 

During the ten year period a.fter 1923 the production 

o.f maize continued to increase slowly. The reason .for this 

continued growth in production was (in the opinion of the 

Commission to inquire into Co-operation and Agricultural 

Credit) that there was an increased desire on the part o.f 

.farmers to produce maize as a cash crop rather than as a 

12) M. D. Marais: Op. cit., p. 9. 

13) Ibid. 
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basic feed-stuif for the raising of animal products. 

Prominent leaders of t~e farming community as well as 

Government o1'ficials were continually suggesting to 

farmers tha~ South Africa should develop into a large 

maize exporting country. ~Iaize producers were further 

encouraged by the high prices for ~aize on the overseas 

markets. By July 1929, after maize prices had declined, 

the price for grade 2 maize ex elevator, was still Rl-16 

b 14) 
~er ag. 

From the point of view of local demand ~d supply of 

maize, it is worth atating at this stage that, while in 

the period before 1923 local demand more or less absoroed 

local production, with only a comparatively small sur~lus 

available for 3xpJrt, after 1923, (with the exceptiJn of 

crop years such as 1932-33 that yielded a ve=y po0r 

harvest), the position was very different. 

During this period, the increase i~ consumption did 

not keep pace wit~ the increase in production , with the 

rasult that abJ~t one-third of the total crop had to be 

exported. Consequently, for example, in crop year 1924/25 

the harvest brought in 24,295,581 bags of which :1,457,192 

bags, or 47% of the crop, had to be exported, while in 

crop year l929/3C ~he harvest was 22 , 385,621 bags of which 

6,674,146 bags, or 29%, was exported.l5) 

During the depression period, 1931-33, overseas 

prices for maize slumped badly due to the production of 

surpluses of most agricultQral prod~cts. How badly off 

the South African maize fa~er was at this time can be 

seen from the fact that maize was being sold in Europe at 

between 60 .5 cents and 68 cents per bag and that export 

14) Re ort of the Commis8ion 
and Agricultural Credit 
paragraph 161. 

15) Taken from a table on page 28 of the Report of the 
Commission to in uire into Co-o eration and A ricul­
tural credit, U.G. 16 - 34 • 
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and other charces amounted to approximately 32.5 cents 

per bag, which, of cou~se, had to be deducted f rom the 

selling pricc. 16) However, in spi~e of these very poor 

prlces on b~th the foreign and local markets, production 

of maize continued to increase. In fact, it appears that 

throughout the period 1910 to 1966 the price factor never 

Ctiused a decline in production, this in spite of the fact 

that there apparently was very definite evidence that 

production was at times taking pl~ce at a loss. l7) 

One would not expect, at first sight, th~t production 

should incre~se witb a decline in price. One can only 

conclude t hat each producer hopes that, although he is 

producing moie, the total production will be less and 

that therefore there will be an improvement ir. pric~ . 

Alternatively, it is, of course, possible f)~ the price 

level to improve considerably, even if South Africa were 

to produce more and more maize, but this could only come 

about if there we~e a crop failure in other parts of the 

world, (which ie not likely to be a regular feature), o~ 

if the increase in consumption of maize was much faster 

than the increase in it3 prod~ction. Durir.g the course 

of his research on this subject the writer visited several 

f arms producing maize in the ncrthern O.F.S. and he taxed 

the farmers with the question of why they produced more and 

and more maize when it was apparent tha+. the total annual 

production of maize exceeded local consum~tion and that 

the surplus would have to ~e exported, in all likeli-

hood at a net price less th~ the local price. The 

answers received can be summarised as follows. 

16) W.J. Lamont : A Review of the Maize situation in the 
Union of South Africa. Bulletin 101 - DepRrtment 
of Agriculture . 

17) Report of the Commission to inquire into Co-operation 
and Agricultural CrediE· (U.G. 16- 34), p. 29, 
par. 169. 
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a . Under the control system of marketing the price 

would never be permitted to fall to a ridiculously 

low level, even if more than 5~fo of the crop had to 

be expurted at a net loss. 

b. At a lower price per bag the farmer's profit per 

bag was also less. Therefore, if he wanted the same 

net income as he had had for the previous year, he 

would have to produce more bags of maize to achieve 

this inc0me. 

It therefore appears that, in the produc~ion of a 

commodity such as maize, where there are at present in 

South Africa approximately 36,000 European producers,18) 

it is virtually impossible to control the total annual 

production. As it is not price that is the ov-erall 

dominating factor in regard to annual production, but 

climatic conditions (which fluctuate from season to season), 

it is almost impossible to predict, exc~pt on a very 

broad front, what the immediate future production trends 

will be. It mRy, however, be said that, given favourable 

weather conditions, the general trend is for an increase 

in production, as is clearly illust~ated by the five year 

moving average column for produ~tion in Table III, 

Appendix A. 

When examining Table IV, Appendix A, it can be seen 

by how much the average production for the ten years 

1924/34- was greater than that for the pre,rious ten years. 

The table does not cover the whole of the ten years before 

1924-, but only the latter hRlf of this period . One may 

observe, however, that during this second half the annual 

production was at a higher level than during the first 

half. This fact can be obtained from the annual produc­

tion figures given in Table III. Table IV shows that 

18) Brief Review of the Maize Industry in South Africa. 
(Publication of Mealie Industry Control Board, 
Pretoria, Dec. 1964-.) 
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average annual production for the period 1918/19 - 23/24 

was 10,895,467 bags, while for the period 1929/30 - 33/34, 

it amounted to 13,018,239 bags, ar. improvement of 2,112,772 

bass or 19.L:%. How this increased production was achieved 

is also found in Table IV, which shows that the average 

annual number of morgen planted wi+,h maize increased from 

2,040,989 for the 1918/19 - 23/24 period to 2,939,456 for 

the 1929/30 - 33/34 period. This represents an increase 

of 898,467 morg~~ or 44%, which is ~onsidercbly greater 

than the increase of 19.4% in the annual prodvction of 

maize. Consequently therefore, as was to be expected, the 

yield of bags per morgen d~creased from 5.34 for the 1518 

/19 - 23/24 period to 4.43 bags per morgen for the 1924/30 

- 33/34 period. ~s a result of this decrease in the yield 

per morgen it is not alr.ogether suxprising to find., as the 

uummi~sion inquiring into Co-operation and Agricultural 

Credit found in 1934, that some maize farmers had been 

producing at a loss during the last few years.l9) It 

should, however, once again, be pointed out that this 

latter period did include the crop year 1932/33, which, 

due to the extensive drought i~ the country at tha time, 

had the lowest total annual pro~uction for the whole of 

the period under consideration - namely 1910 to 1966. To 

some extent, therefore, the low yield per morgen for the 

period 1929/30 - 33/34 must have been influenced by these 

exceptional drought conditions. 

Because the farmer locked upon his maize crop as a 

commodity that had to be sold as grain to bring in the 

necessary income, he tended to specialise as a cash crop 

producer, giving very little thought to the possibility 

of feeding his maize to his livestock, for whic2 he would 

19) Report of the Commission to inquire into Co-operation 
and Agricultural Credit. U.G. 16 - 34, p. 29, 
par. 169. 
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then have obta~ned a much better price in their improved 

condition. This speci~lisation and dependence on an 

invome mainl;; from one source, maJ.e h:i.m much more vulnerable 

to the fluc~uating conditions brought about by the great 

variations in the climatic conditions. He would in fact 

have been much better off if he ha1 spread his risks a~d 

developed a more balanced farming system. 

The South Afrioan Government was fully aware of the 

fact that the m~thods of production employei by the maize 

farmer were not only primitive but also unpro~uctive. As 

a result it r,ontinu~lly requested him to i~prove and 

mod8rnise his methods of production by: 

a. avoiding unproductive debts, 

b. using the labour Rt his disposal in a more eco~omic 

manner and 

c. fertil~sing his land before planting. 

The Department of Agriculture realised that it was of 

the utmost import~ce that the yield per morgen be in-

c~eased, as thts was the surest way in which the profit~­

bility of the industry could be raised. 20) 

During the period 1934 tc 1944 there was ag&in a 

marked incre~.se in the average 3..D.D.ual production as in-

dicated by Table IV, Appendix A. Average annual produc­

tion increased from 13,018,239 t o 18,472,000 bags, an 

average annual increase of 5,453,761 bags or 32.7~ as 

compared with an increase of 19.4% for th~ period 1924 

to 1934. This increase wa;.; brought about by a compara­

tively small increase in thA number of morgen planted 

annually with maize. Table IV shows that the increase 

was from 2,939 ,456 morgen annually in 1934 to 3,033,895 

morgen annually in 1944, an increase of only 9L~· ,439 

20) Annual Report of the Secretary fo r Agriculture for 
year ended 30th June 1926. 
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morgen or 3.2% ~s compared with an increase of 44% in the 

area planted during the period 1924 to 1934. If the large 

increase in t~e annual production did not come about as a 

result of aL increase in morgen planted, it m~st have been 

due to an increase in the number of bags produced per 

morgen. This fact is borne out by Table IV, Appendix A, 

which shows that the yield per morgen rose from 4.43 bags 

in 1934 to 6.10 bags in 1944, an improvement of 1.67 bags 

1;er morgen, wbi~~ is an increase of 37.7~ o~ 4c43 bags per 

morgen. Zven this improved figure of 6.10 bags per ~orgen 

is very low when cowpared with the U.S.A. J~eld (in 1944) 

of 32.8 bushels per acre, which is equivalent to 20 .8 tags 

per morgen. 21 ) 

During the period 1934 to 1939 , the five year moving 

average rose from 17,007,400 to 24 , 293 ,8(,0 tags (Table III, 

appentiix A). Consumption also increased, but could not 

keep pace with the pr~duction increase. Consequently, 

during the marketing year 1937/38, a new pre war record 

export of 10, 940 000 bags of maize was established, and 

·chis rec~rd was not surpas sed until the marketing year 

1955/56 , when 11 , 336 ,00C bags ~f majze were exported. 22) 

Up to 1939, although foreign prjces were not always satis-

factory, there were no physical difficulties encountered 

in exporting. However, with the outbreak of war in 1939, 

shipping space was immediately a t a premium , and as mai ze 

was not con.sidered an essential food, and as there was a 

local shortage the exports for the marketir-g years 1942/43 

to the end of the war i n 1945 were insignificant . 23) 

It was at this stage in the history of the maize 

21) H.A. Wallace and E.N . Bressman: Corn and Corn Growing. 
John Wiley & Son , New York, p . 384. 

22) Mealie Industry Control Board Annual Report for the 
year ended 30/~/64 . 

23) Ibid. 



- 25 -

industry in So~th Africa that it became clearer than ever 

before that something 3hould be done to increase local 

consumption uf maize. It was already evident that a rise 

in the standard of living of individuals was taking place 

and that a more balanced d~et would, if anything, tend to 

reduce the quantity of maize consUilled by humans. It was 

therefore important that something should be done about 

increasing the const:mption of maize by livestock. The 

I1aize Board, ~herefore, decided that , to encourage the 

feeding of maize to liveAtock, it would, as fJ.·om the 

begiiiDing of the 19~9-40 season, give a levy rebate of 2 s. 

(20 cents) per bag on maize used as E>tock-feed. The response 

to this levy rebate was not very encouraging an~ only 

577,765 bags of me.ize were purchased under the rebate 

during that year. It w&s, therefcre , apparent that, if 

better results were desired under the rebate system, stock-

farmers would have to be educated to feed more maize to 

their livestock. 24) 

During the immediate pre-war years, there was again 

evidence that price played very little part in influencing 

the total production . Ir.1ring this time pro<iuction increased 

steadily, as uhown in Table III, Appendix A, in spite of 

the fact th~t prices were very poor. In fact, the majority 

of illaize farmers, especially the smaller ones, must once 

again have been producing at a loss, for they were paid 

5s. 9d . (57.5 cents) per b ag for the best 3rades delivered 

at the producer ' s s t ation for export purposes. A l evy of 

2s. 6d. (25 cents) a bag, wao imposed (with a stock-feed 

rebate of ls. 6d. (15 cents) per bag) on maize sold for 

consumption on the local market, to help subsidise the poor 

export price. The net result was that the producer 

24) Annual report of the National Marketing Council 
1939-40, U.G. 25 - 1941, p. 24 , par. 76. 
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received approximately 80 cents per bag for Jrade 2 maize 

ex elevator, with a further small subsidy of 15 cents per 

ba& on the first 500 bags. 25) A~ first it would appear 

thc..t this extra subsidy of 15 c3nts per bag on the first 

500 bags per producer was unimportant, but the same annual 

report points out that, of the 48 ,339 maize producers jn 

operation at that time, 79.094% of them produced, at that 

date, less than 500 bags of maize each as their total crop 
26) !:or the seasor. 

It \\ras during the period 1934 to 1944 that the ::!..937 

Marketing Act broug~t about the establishm€nt of the Mealie 

Industry Control Board. A~ a later stage this Board and 

its functions will be discussed in detail, but at present, 

purely from a prod·..1ction point of view, let it be seid 

that it must have been e great cowfort to the farmer 

~~oducing maize to know that the price of his product was 

fixed for a year and ~hat h~ would be paid that price irra-

spective of the fact that he had an early or late harvest. 

Within the perioc. under consideration it must have been ~y 

:ar the 3reatest factor in encou~aging the farmer to pro­

duce yet more maize. In fact, it appears teat, during th~ 

war years, thP. farmer was info~ed what price he would get 

for his maize durin~ the coming season even before he had 

sta~ted planting operations. 27) Table III shows that 

production had declined during the war years. The five 

year moving average going down from 2't, 293 ,000 bags in 

1939/40 to 19,117,600 bags ~n 1944/45. Thi 3 decllne was 

due mainly to unfavourable climatic conditions and a 

shortage of labou~. At t~e same time demand had increased 

25) National Marketin Council 
p. 24, par. 76. 

26) Ibid, p. 23 , par. 71. 
27) The Report of the National Marketing Council on the 

Marketing Boards 1938 to 1946, U.G. 27 - 1947, 
p. 4. par. 2o. 
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steadily and, as will be seen later on, actu~lly exceeded 

supply during some of the war years. 

The Marketing Act of 1937 ".lac, however, passed not 

on:y for th~ purpose of stabilizing the prices of agricul­

tural products, but also in an attempt to improve the 

efficiency of agricultural product~.on. It was stressed at 

~he time that for efficient production to take place, it 

".las essential that producers must develop and concentrate 

on farming sy~tE-::ns sui ted to their a.rea, while at the same 

time not losing sight of the consume~s' wants. This, it 

was maint~ined, couJd only be done if ther~ was some degree 

of price stability for all the major farm crops. It was 

pointed out i~ support of stable crop prices that, while 

prices of agricult~ral products fluctuated as they bad 

done without organ~sed marketing, farmers would be conti­

l.Luall;y changing from one line of farming to another. 

However, by maintaini~g a f~ir price baJance between the 

major agr~cultural products, the Marketing Board system 

had achieved gr3~ter production efficiency. 28) It may be 

ubserved, however, that the actual research for improved 

methods of production has always been under~aken ~Y the 

Department of Agriculture and t[l.at the Control Boards, 

established under the Marketing Act, had to be very careful 

that they did not duplic~te this valuable work. In fact, 

the Cont=ol Boards only really assisted ~he Department of 

Agriculture by supplying some of the funds required for the 

research. 

As the War continued , maize surpluses disappeared and 

at one stage the position became critical. For the 

marketing season 1942/43 local consumption was estimated 

at 22 , 000 , 000 bags, while the production was only 16 , 341,000 

bags, thus, "Within a few years, the supply-demand 

28) The Report of the National Marketin~ Council on the 
Marketing Boards 1938 to 1946, U.G. 27- 1947, 
P• 7, par. 35· 
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relationship had been completely reversed. ~arge surpluses, 

involving exports at a loss, had been replaced by shortages, 

necessitating strict rationing of supplies. 11 29) So strict 

was this rationing of supplies, that maize ani maize 

products were sold only by permit issued by the Board, and 

maize could only be used as stock-feed for the purpose of 

~roduciLg protective foods. Maize could not be used to 

~eed animals that were being fattened for slaughter 

rurposes. 

According to Table IV, Appendix A, the average annual 

producti01.~. for the period 1944/45 to 1948/49 actually 

declined slightly from 18,~72,000 bags to 18, 284,346 bags, 

an average anr.~.ual decline of 187,654 bags or 1.02.%. T~is 

decline came about in spit€ of & fairly large ~ncrease in 

the annual average area planted with maize, f~om 3,033,895 

~crgeu to 3,)19,562, which is an average annual increase of 

275,667 morgen or 9.1%. The reason for this decline in 

total pro~uction, in spite of an increase in area planted, 

is given in the 4th column of Table IV where statistics 

show tha~, while the yield per morgen was 6.10 bags for 

the period 1939/40 - 1~3/44, it was o.11ly 5.51 bags per morgen 

for th0 following period 1944/45 to 1948/49 . Had the 

producers been able to continue at the rate of 6.10 bags 

per morgen, the annual a\erage production for the period 

starting 1944/45 would have been 20,249,;28 which would 

have been an annual average increase of almost 2 million 

b ags and would have made al: the difference in this period 

of acute shortage. This f act once again s tresses how vital 

it is for the proauction rer morgen to be kept as high as 

possible. 

I t should , however, be pointed out that this yield of 

29) The Report of the National Marketin~ Council on the 
Marketing Boards 1938 tv 1946 , U.G. 27 - 1947, 
P• 55, par. 300. 
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5.51 bags of maize per morgen for the 1944/45 - 48/49 

period is a figure for all European maize producers 

th~oughout South Africa and, tb~t for individual areas, 

thA yield pAr morgen was often much higher. Thus, for 

example, a committee set up in 1944 to investigate the 

average cost of production of maize, concluded that, over 

~ six year period 1938/39 to 1943/44, the average yield of 

bags per mcrgen was 8.28 for the Transvaal Highveld and 

6.47 bags per morgen for the Western Orange Free State.30) 

Obviously then, if the averages for these two areas were 

considerably above the average for the whole country, there 

must lave been other areas where the yield per morgen ~·as 

very poor indP-ed. 

Throughout the period 1944/45 to 1946/47 there was 

very little di~fe~ence between production ard consumption 

Rnd e~rerythi~g possible was being done to encourage the 

farmer to increase not only his yield per morgen, but als0 

his total production. There was, in fact, a world shortage 

of all cereals which result~d in high prices and which 

would have made it very undesirable if large quantities 

had had to be imported. In some years it was impossible 

altogether to avoid the importation of maize, but fortu-

nately this was never on a very large scale, as, even in 

the seasons of very severe drought, the local maize crop 

was more or less s~ficient to meet the local demand . 

World price s for maize were at this stage substant i ally 

above local prices and just how expensive it was t o import 

mai ze wil l b e appr eciated when it is realised that , to 

subsidize the imported maize down to the local pri ce for 

the consumers , cost the Treasury more than R2- 00 per bag 

30) The Repor t of the National Marketing Council on the 
Market i ng Boards 1938-46. U.G. 27 - 1947 , p . 57, 
par. 320. 



·- 30 -

of 200 lbs. du~ing the 1946-47 marketing season.3l) 

That the authorities were seriously worried during 

tbe war year8 and those that i~mediately followed, can 

be seen from any periodical on South African agriculture 

published at the time. Thus for example, Dr. A.R. 

Saunders, (the Senior Professional Officer (Field 

H".lsbanclry) College of Agriculture, Potchefstroom, at the 

time) stat3d that the unfavourable climatic conditions of 

the past few ye~rs had decreased the total maize produced. 

This fact, coupled witn the increased local consumption 

of maize and tLe decreased yield per morgen, resulting 

from the shortages of fertilizer, had created a set of 

circumstance~ that called for an immediate campaign to 

increase maize production. He further pointed out that 

maize was occupying a very important position because of 

jts enhanced role as an animal feed.32)How important maize 

has become in stock feeding can be realised when Loting 

that the manufacture of balanced rations, in which maize 

forms the prin~ipal ingredient, for stock feeding pur­

poses, increased from 12,000 tons in 1939 to over 300,000 

tons in 1945. While this increase is encouraging, it 

must be realised that 300,000 tons is still only, at the 

most, equivalent to 3,000,000 hags of maize and therefore 

not a very large portion of the total annual crop. 

In the immediate post war years farmers were conti-

nually being guided on what to do to improve their yield 

of maize per morgen.33) As the advice they received is 

relevant to the production of maize, but of rather a 

technical nature, it was decided that the facts should be 

31) The Report of the 
Marketing Boards, 
par. 326. 

Council on the 
7, p. 58, 

32) A.R. Saunders: "Weed control and espacement of 
Maize. 11 Farming in South Africa, October 1945, 
p. 593. 

33) The Report of the National Marketing Council on the 
Marketing Boards, 1938-46, U.G. 27-1947, p. 59, 
nar. ~ ~2. 
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assembled and presented in an Appendix to this thesis. 

These findings, together with a discussion on scientific 

development end selection of se3d varieties, will be found 

in Section ~I of Appendix B. 

Referring again to Table IV, Appendix A, it should be 

observed that during the period 1949/50 to 1953/54, thP 

3.Yerage annual production for European farmers increased 

7ery consiQerably to 24,794,844 bags compared with 

~-8,284,346 bags for the 1944/45 to 1948/49 period. This 

was an annual average increase of 6,510,498 begs or 35.&fo. 

This incr3ase, as column 3 of Table IV shous, was due to 

some extent to the increase in morgen planted with mai~e, 

but, the incr0ase in morgen planted from 3,319,562 to 

3,469,126 was an addition ~f only 149,564 morg3n or 4.~ 

which was really snall ~ompared with the increase in 

~=eduction of 35.6%. The main factor responsible for this 

increase was, therefore, thG one which is apparent in 

column 4 ~f this table, where it can be observed that the 

yield per morge~ increased from 5.51 bags in the 1944/45 

~o 1948/49 period to 7.15 bags for the 1948/50 to 1953/54 

period. 

Table III, Appendix A, shows that this latter period 

was not only a much improved pe=iod for the European maize 

producers, but for all m~ze farmers. It can be observed 

from this table that, while the five yea~ moving average 

figure for all producers of maize sto~d at 26 ,930,600 bags 

at the end of the 1948/49 season, it had increased to 

35,379,000 bags at the end of the 1953/54 season. This 

increase of 8,448,400 bags or 31.4%, while not quite as 

good as the 35.6% increase for European farmers only, 

does compare very favourably with it and shows -!;hat there 

had been an all-round improvement in the production of 

maize within the Republic cf South Africa. 
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To plant ITore morgen of ground with maize and at the 

same time to attempt to produce more maize per morgen, 

imuediately Euggests that there was an incentive to the 

ma~ze producer that encouraged him to produce more and 

more. The incentive was once again the maize price. 

During the whole of this period, 1949/50 to 1953/54,there 

·.ve..s a c')nstant and steady increase in the pi·oducer' s price 

for maize. There was no one steep increase, but a steady 

'mn.ual increaBe which "·as sufficient to encouraGe the maize 

producers to greater and greater eff0rts. 

Befo~e goillg f1~ther to give the reasons for this 

increase in the yield per morgen to 7.15 bags, it should 

be appreciatea that even this higher yield was poor by 

world standards ard was approxi:rnately only one thircl. of 

the yield per morgen obtained in the U.S.A. 

A g~eat deal of research has also bee~ done by the 

writer on the theory of maize production, the prin0ipal 

varieties of ~aize seed available, the planting of maize 

seed, methods of cultivation, alternative crops for rote­

~ion purposes, maize diseases and insect pests, the 

establishment of a seed inspection Rervice ~d the per­

formar.ce of hybrid maize seed a R compared with the standard 

varieties. While all t his is r~levant to the study of 

meens of increasing maize production, it is of a technical 

nature and i3 therefore placed in an appendix (Section 

III, Appendix B) . 

In Sllmming up the period 1949/50 to 1953/54, it appears 

that, from a climatic point of view, this was generally a 

favourable period for the maize indus try of South Africa, 

although there were occasional periods of drought for 

certain areas. The reasons why thore were, in this 

period, greater production and better yields per morgen 

may briefly be summarised ~s follows. 
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a. More care was exercised by seed merchants and co­

operative associations in seeing that the right seed 

was planted in the right area. It was now firmly 

established that certain seeds only flourished in 

certain areas and that seed varieties that were a 

success in one area could be a complete failure in 

another. 

b. More and more use was being made of the high yielding 

hybrid mai7-e seed as this became available. 

c. Weeds were better kept under control by planting the 

maize seed in rows 7 feet apart rather than 3 feet 

apart. 

d. Greater use was being made of fertilisers which 

remained exp~nsive but gradually became less scarce. 

e. More agricultural lime was being used to reduce the 

acjdity of some soils, where it was ~vident that the 

acidic content was too great for the successful 

production of maize. 

f. A greater effort was made to control insect pests , 

(that often destroyed as much as 20% of the crop), 

by winter ploughing and the use of insecticides such 

as D.D.T. 

g. Greater u se of mechanisation rather than native 

labour. 

Throughout this period, however, owing to ris ing 

costs and scarcity of labour, it was very apparent to the 

maize farmer that production costs were continually 

rising, and, while these increasing costs were to some 

~xtent taken care of by the higher prices that the farmer 

was getting for his maize, it was clear to him that his 

selling price could not go on ris ing indefinitely and that 

he would have to cut his cost of production per bag if he 

wanted to continue to balance his budget annually and, 

that the only way he could possibly cut costs was to 
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increase his yield per morgen. It therefore appeared 

that, although his yield per morgen was better than it 

had ever been before in South Africa, he was under con­

siderable pressure to raise this yield still further. 

Once again, referring to Table IV, Appencix A, it 

should be observed that for the period 1954/55 to 1958/59 

the average annual production for European farmers in the 

Republic increased from 24,794,844 bags of maize for the 

previous five years to an annual average of 37,013,828 

bags for the five years between the dates mentioned above. 

This is an annual increase of 12,218,984 bags or 49.3%. 

Colurru1 three of Table IV shows that this increase in pro­

duction was achieved partly becm.'se more morgen were 

planted with maize during the period under revie\,. The 

statistical facts are that the an~ual average area planted 

increased. from 3 ,469,126 morgen to 3,996,5:)5 morgen, or 

an increase of 527 ,379 morgen or 15.2";6 1rlhich is small 

compared to the 49.3% increase in total production. 

Column IV shows ~ satisfactory increase in the yield per 

morgen ~rom 7.15 bags to 9.26 bags an increase of 

2.11 bags per morgen or 29.5%. 

Table III, Appendix A, confirms that this period 

1954/55 to 1958/59 was not only a good one for European 

farmers, out for all producers of maize in the Republic, 

for while the five year moving average stood at 35,379,200 

bags in 1953/54, it had increased to 43,712,200 bags by 

1958/59 an average annual incre~se of ~,433, 000 bags 

or 21%, which is good but not nearly as large as the 

49.3% increase in production for European farmers only. 

In spite of this considerable increase in the pro­

duction of maize, together with in~reases in the production 

of other foods, Dr. M.S. du Toit, Director of Technical 

Services, warned that the position had changed and that, 
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while in pre war days South Africa had surpluses of food 

that could be exported, it was now faced with periodic 

shortages of food and that local consumption would in 

fu~ure continuously exceed procuction unless use was made 

of more scientific methods of farming. He stated further 

that, although the maize crop had recently achieved new 

records, due to mechanisation and favourable climatic 

conditions, this might not continue as soil fertiiLty 

might decline iL the future. There was consequently only 

one course left and that was to increase the yield p3r 

unit of land still further.34 ) 

~hroughout the period. 1.954/55 to 1958/59 there is 

more and more evidence that the 1J.ybrid seed was replacing 

the standard varieties. It was now an established fact 

that the various hybrid seed variAties gave better yields 

than the standard varieties, especially unier unfavourable 

conditions . Hot onl~r was the hybrid seed more drought 

resistant, but it could also be planted more densely, 

which further Lelped it to give a better yield per morgen. 

Experim0nts undertaken during this time in the Northern 

and Eastern Free Stat3 and the Eastern and Western 

Trans-;raal indicated that on an 3.Verage the yield from the 

hybrid maize seed was 6 bags per morgen more than the 

yield from the standard varieties. This result was most 

e:..10ouraging, especially i.:' account is taken of the fact 

that most of the hybrids used extensively are v ery sus­

ceptible to leaf blight (Helminthosporium turcicum), a 

disease that is very common in damp conditions. Another 

encouraging factor iz th~t both the authorities and maize 

~roducers were fully aware that certain hybrids were only 

suitable for certain areas . The following recommendation3 

34) Dr. M.S. du Toit: "Why a new Farming in South Africa?" 
Farming in South Africa, April 1956 issue, p. 9. 
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with regard to hybrids \vere made to farmers during this 

period: 

P.P. x K.64, a white dent top cross, is particularly 

sui. table for the Western and Ee.stern Transvaal, but, 

because of its lateness, is not recommended for the 

Eastern Free State. 

E.K. x K-.64, also a white dent top cross, is 

suggest~d for Sannieshof, Klerksdorp, Coligny, Lichtenburg 

and De la Rey djstrict~. 

S.A. 9.N., a further white dent top crosA that ~as a 

lengthy growing period, and should therefo~e be planted 

early, is likely to do best in the wnstern and Eastern 

Transvaal. A 1-rhi te dent top cross, known as S. A. 9. , 

which ripens soonPr than S.A.9.N., should do ~·ell in the 

Eastern and Western Transvaal, while S.A.5., which is a 

white dent &ouble hybrid, is also recommenied for the 

Western and Eastern ~ransvaal, particularly in the Delma~ 

area. 

With regard to yellow maize, S.A.200., a yellow 

flint d0uble hybrid, is suggested for the Eastern F~ee 

State, but it is also pointed out that it can be grown 

succer.sfully in the Western Transvaal, especially when 

plenting has for some reason or ot~er had to be delayed. 

Another recommended variety is the S.A.4., which is a 

ycl].ow flint dent double hybrid, that is suitable for 

planting in the Western and Eastern Transvaal, as well as 

the Eastern Free State. This partic11lar hybrid is most 

suitable for planting when conditions are unsuitable for 

standard varieties , when its yield is likely to be high 

per morgen and its grain of good quality. 

I n addition to the above guid~ t0 the farmer as to 

what maize he should plant, according to where his farm 

was situated, he was also given the names of a number of 
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co-operative arsociations and seed merchants, each of whom 

stocked one or more of the above hybrids. If, therefore, 

the farmer followed the advice given to him, he co11ld be 

falrly certain, not only that he would plant the right 

seed, according to his situation, but that he would also 
35) 

get good quality of the particular seed that he purchased. 

During this period more and more attention was also 

being paid to fertilising. Every maize farmer knows that 

he will incre~s~ his yield per morg0n if he increases the 

amount of fertiliser he uses per morgen. Whi!e in t~1.e 

immed::.ate post war years it was very scarce, fertiliser 

was now in plentiful supply. That did not, however, mean 

the farmer could lavish unlimited. amounts of fe:':'tiliser 

on his lands. Fe::tiliFer was, and still is, expens:..ve and 

therefore a very import~t item i~ the maize producer's 

budget. To continue cultivating maize it is essential, 

however, that more aud more nitrogen fe~tiliser should be 

used. This is particularly true with regard to uandy soils 

in high r ainfa}_l areas, but it is also true in the case of 

any soi:s that have, for one of many possible re~sons, 

become exhausted. Nitrogen is an important nutrient in the 

soil; a deficiency of it is due to the exhaustion of the 

soil over 8 long period. As the organic matter in the soil 

decreases, there is less and less nitrogen in the soil, 

henGe the plant (maize) cannot be satisfied. This 

deficiency of nitrogen can to some extent be supplemented 

by adding nitrogen fertiliser, but, as the organic matter 

in the soil becomes less and less, more and more nitrogen 

fertiliser must be auded if the farmer wants a good yield 

per morgen, until eventually the cost of the fertiliser is 

so much that it is not an economic pruposition to grow 

35) C. Kuhn: "Seed for the Coming Season". 
Farming in South Africa , &ept. 1958, pp. 16/17. 
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maize on that particular lana. 

For the reasons llientioned above the Department of 

Agriculture advised farmers thdt, if they wished to keep 

u~ their yield per morgen to a satisfactory figure on 

poor soils, it was essential that they keep their soils 

in the best possible condition chemically, physically and 

biologically. To do this, they must adopt a balanced 

farming system, which included the animal factor, and 

which best s~it~d the area in which they were farming. 

Furthermore the plant nutrient reserves that were in the 

soil should be supplemented from time to time by the 

plauting of legumes and g1·ass leys. 3'3) 

To conclude the review of this particular period of 

five years ending with the 1958/59 season, it may b~ said 

that the increased prod~ction of ~aize in the Republic was 

brought abou·c because the producer had been rewarded for 

his muc~ more scient~fic approach to farming . It is not 

true that this scientific approach is something which he 

had suddenly a~opted. He has been aware of the fact for 

a very :ong time, that the on:y possible way he could set 

about reducing his coot of production was to increase his 

yield per morgen. Hence in the period between vhe two 

W01'ld wars , it was continuously suggested to him that he 

should abandon extensive methods of cultivation and go in 

fur more intensive method~. While some farmers did heed 

this advice and f armed more intensively, the majority, 

because land was relatively cheap, and because their farms 

were large, continued farming as they had done for many 

years previously. It was only in the post war years, 

"A'hen the cost of land increased out of all expectation, 

and when labour became very scarce that most farmers 

36) H. Klintworth and J.C. Brevis: "Fertilising Maize 
on the Highveld". Farming in South Africa, 
Nov. 1959, pp. 25/27 
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realised that, if they wanted. to survive as agric.ul tural 

producers, they would ~ave to adopt a much more scientific 

approach. The farmer is by nature a conservative indivi­

du~l and tends to view anythin~ new with a certain amount 

of suspicion, until he is virtually compelled to adopt a 

different approach, if he wishes to continue as a farmer. 

Moving on to the next period, it is once again neces­

sary to refer ·co Table IV, Appendix A, where the figures 

show that the average annual production for European 

farmers for the 1959/60 to 1963/64 period was 50,024,485 

bags cf maize as compared with 37,013,828 lor the 1954/55 

- 58/59 period . This average annual increase of 13,010 ,657 

bags is even better than the average annual increase of 

12,218,984 bags, ~hich was the increase of the 1954/55 -

58/59 period over the 1949/50 - 5~/54 period. As a per­

c~nta!Se ·~his latter increase of 13 , 010,657 bags represents 

an improvement of 35.1% as compared wit~ the previous in­

crease of 49.3%. It is, nevertheless, a very big improve­

ment. 
How this increase was brought about can be deduced 

from columns three and four of Table III, Appendix A. 

Column three indicates that the annual average area put 

under maize during tb.e lq59/60 +,o 1963/64 period was 

4,500,943 morgen as compared vlith 3,996,505 morgen for the 

1954/55 - 58/59 period an average annual increase of 

504 ,438 morgen or 12.8%. It will, therefore, be observed 

that, during this period under review, the area planted 

with maize in the Republic was greater than it had ever 

been before, and, as was to be expected, this are~ yielded 

the biggest maize crop that had ever been obtained. But 

once again the increase in area ple.ntel]_ is not the only 

reason for the increase in total production. Column four 

of this table shows that the yield for this latter period 

had increased to 11.11 bags per morgen compared with 
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9.26 bags per morgen for the 1954/55 to 1958/59 period. 

This increase of l.85 ~ags per morgen or 20% is satis­

factory, but is not as good as the 6 bags per morgen, by 

which it was alleged that the l1ybrid seed could exceed in 

yield the standard varieties. 

Table III also confirms that this latter period had 

been an excellen~ one for the maize industry as a whole. 

For, while the five year moving average for the total pro­

duction by bo~h Europeun and other ~a~ers was only 

43,712,200 bags in 1958/59 it had increased t~ 56,125,000 

bags ~Y 1961/62. 

During this period 1959/60 to 1~63/64, although, as 

will be seen later, it was a per~od when the pr0duction 

of maize very ~uc·~ excAeded the local demand, more ~d 

more stress was laid nn the fact that the farmer shou~d 

~ncreas8 his yield per morge~, if he want8d to reduce his 

cost of production pdr bag of maize. ~~thermore, it wad 

pointed out to him that the price the local cons~er was 

paying for his ~aize was higher than the net foreign pr~ce 

the Mai~e Board was receiving for maize exported. 

Therefore, if the exp~rtable &urplus was going tv get 

bigge: and b~.gger, the local price would have t~ b~ ad-

juGted to bear some relation to th0 foreign p~ice. 

To increase the yield per morgen much advice was 

giv0n to th8 farmer, but ~hree factors in particular were 

once again stressed. 

1. The better use of fertiliser and the greater control 
of weeds. 

2. Mechanisation of maize farming operations. 

3· The use of good seed by this is meant the use 
of good quality seed of the correct type, of either 
standard variety or hybrid, for a particular area. 

Here now follows a brief examination of what was 

being done under each of these headings during this 

period (1959/60 to 1963/64). 
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1. The use of fertiliser and the control of weeds. 

a. The use of fertiliser. 

The enlightened maize farmer is fully aware o~ 

the fact that no land shou~d be planted year a~ter 

year with maize, but that, possibly after one year, 

and most certainly after two consecutive plantings of 

maize, a grass ley should be introduced to revitalise 

the soil. The farmer who did not adhere to this rule, 

would soon become ~ uneconomic producer, a3 the yield 

of his land per morgen declined. However, in addition 

tJ the using of a grass ley, the farmer was also urged 

to fertilise his land during the season that he used 

it for the production of mai~e. There are , however, 

many differen~ typ~s of fertiliser on the market, some 

very much more e~ensive than others, fu~d quite often 

Lot muc~ better than the cheaper vari~ty. It therefore 

appeared that in this dtrection the farmer needed 

further guid~ce . 

Before the farmer thinks of what fertiliser he must 

buy, h3 must have a sample of his soil analysed to 

discover the shortcomings of the soil. Afte~ a grass 

ley, hownver, and before tbe maize is planted, it is 

important that as m~ch decomposition of organic matter 

shouid take place as possible, as this rets free plant 

nutrients. To assist this decomposition of organic 

matter the farmer would be wise to add limestone 

ammonium nitrate to his soil. 

To give the farmer further guidance, numerous 

experiments i nvclvin3 the various fertilisers were 

conducted by Agricultural Research stations. The 

results and conclusions of so~e s~ch experiments will 

be found in Section IV, Appendix B of this thesis. 



- 4-2 

b. The Control of Weeds. 

"Weed infestecl lands cost farmers approximately 

220,000,000 (R4-0 ,000 ,000) every year. Since water is 

South Africa's most serious limiting factor and weeds 

use large quantities of water, they are indeed one of 

the farmer's most formidable enemies. Not only do 

weeds reduce yielcls, but in certain instances, severe 

wee~ infes~ation has even compelled farmers to abandon 

their fa.rns." 37) 

To find published, in 196C, a paragrap~ such as 

the above, is in~eed a poor reflection upo~ the South 

A1rican Maize farmer. l!'or many years he had been 

advised to undertake winter ~loughing and, in addition, 

to plant his r-aize in rows 7 feet apart ir.stead of 3 

feet apart in ord~r to be able to run t~e disc harrow 

between ·~he rows and keep the weeds un1er control. It 

should, however, be obs~rved that in some areas wintP.r 

ploughing is not desirable, while i~ other a~eas it is 

much more yrofitable to plant the maize in rows only 

3 f .Jet apart when the dis~ hc.rrow cannot be ,1sed as 

effectively to co::J..trol weE:.ds as i s the case ~rhen the 

maize rol·Ts are 7 feet apart. 

Possibly many ~aize fc.rmers ~ad not realised how 

great their losses in yield per morgen were, if they 

made no effort to control the weeds in their landn; 

possibly they did not have suffi cient labour at their 

disposal effectively to control weeds; possibly they 

did not have the finance to employ the labour or to 

buy the wee~riller t2at could help them in their 

struggle against this infestation, that was gradually 

but surely reducing their inc0.me and might eventually 

37) Editorial, 11Weeds must be controlled." 
Farming in South Africa. Sept. 1960, p. 5. 
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force them to give up farming altogether. Whatever the 

reasons were, ~he question of weeds and their eradication 

was discussed in great detail e.t the Annual Agricultural 

Congress in August 1960 and it was decided to ma~e every 

effort to make a success of the Transvaal Agricultural 

Union's Weed Control Year. 

It was pointed O'lt to farmers at this <.;ongress that, 

i~ an e:~eriment carried out by the Potchefstroom College 

~f Agricultur~ ~n conn;ction with w~ed control, it was 

found that in part of a maize field kept free oi weeds 

the yield was 17 baga per morgen, while in ano~her part 

of the same field, where the weeds w~re permitted to grow 

for 15 days uncontrolled, the yield was only 10 bags of 

maize per morgen. I n ~et another section of this field 

the yield was only 4 hags p~r morgGn, where the weeds were 

~..~.ot c,ontrolJ..ad for 30 days, end in a final section of the 

field, where theie w~s no WP.ed co~trol at all, the yield 

was only half a uag of maize per morgen. This experiment 

s howed very clearly how essential it was that weeds sho·1ld 

be kept und3r very strict contro: if cost of proauction 

was to be kept to a r3asonabl~ level. 

~t the name college it was also found that 100 lbs. 

of cocklebur, weed takes from the 3oil, plant nutrients 

equivale~t to 3 lbs. of superphosphate, approximately 5 lbs. 

of potassiuw chloride and 9 lbs . of ammonium sulphate, 

~llustrating what a harmful effect a large growth of weeds 

can have on the soil.3B) 

The battle against weeds is , however, one that only 

the farmer can f:!..ght. T~.1e State can assist him and, in 

fact, the State does help by doing research on methods of 

eradication of weeds, and by appointi~g weed inspectors, 

in terms of the Weed Act. These inspectors g~ round from 

38) Editorial: "\-leeds must be controlled. 11 

Farming in South Africa, Sept. 1960, p. 5. 
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farm to farm looking out for noxious weeds and instructing 

the farmer to get rid Clf the weeds , and adYising him how 

to set about reducing weed infestation. The complete 

el~~ination of weeds from a part icular district can , 

however, only be done by joint action of al l the farmers 

of that district. If only one farmer fails to keep his 

lan~ free from WP.eds, or does the clearing of the weeds 

too lat~, that is after they have been all owed to seed, 

the whole district can again be iHfested as a result of 

his negligencG. 

Jt was necessar:r that a weed control ~rogl·amme should 

be .fh;ted into the overall farming s~rstem. To achieve 

this the following suggestions st.ould be implemented. 

I. The are'l p~_antec'. with maize should not be so large 
that it cannot be efficiently managed. By this is 
meant that the area plante~ must be properly cul­
tivated and fertilised and any weeds and insect 
pests that appear must be eradicatea before any 
damage is done . If this advice is followed, it 
,..,ill be follD.d that the tota.l profit from 100 
morgen of weed free and pest free maize will be 
much greater than the total profit from 200 morgen 
of maize that could ~ot be attended to once it had 
been pl~ted and fertilised. 

II. ~he 1ertility of the s0il must be maintaiued at 
such a high level that the crops can oust the 
weeds . This h~gh fertility cannot, however , be 
maintained by fertiliser only. Consequently any 
surpl~s maize lands should be planted wi~h 30il 
improving crops such as legumes and grass leys. 

III. Good seed must be used, a point that will later 
be discussed in detail. The maize farmer should 
aim at planting 20,000 maize seeds per morgen so 
that eventually he may have approximately 15,000 
plants per morgen. 

In addition to the above, it must be remembered that 

winter ploughing, and the ploughing in of phosphates and 

some nitrogenous fertiliser, to rot the plaut remains of 

the previous crop, must be undertaken. The first weeds, 

that usually appear about 8 days after the spring rains, 

can be cut into tho soil with the disc-harrow, and the 

second growth of weeds may be treated likewise. After 

planting, and within the first 8 weeks , hoeing can be done 
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superficially. At this stage the hoeing can be done across 

the rows of ma~ze, but this operation must stop before the 

plants are 12 inches high as, ~fter that stage they will 

be damaged. 39) 

Given favourable climatic conditions, Heeds that grow 

between the rows of maize can thus be controlled by means 

of cultivation. There remain, however, those that grow 

in the rows of maize. Once the maize plant has reached 

the stage whE.re the mechanical hoe V'Jculd do toe much 

damage to the plants, t~e hand hoe can be usea , but, not 

only is this method slow and relatively eA~ensive, but, 

inE-xpertly used, also damages the p lant roots. It is for 

tnis reason that much research has been done wjtn regard 

to chemical ccnti·ol. Two effective sprays have be€n 

developed. They are 2,4-D and MCPA. Maize itself is 

resistant to normal applicat~ons and dose~ of both of 

these. These agent8 are, ~owever, ine!fective against 

nutgrass. The main advantage of using weedkill€rs is 

that the weedc d.re controlled for anything from 6 to 12 

weeks and this gives the mai~e crop time to get itself 

established. 40 ) 

2. Mechanisation of Maize Farming Operations. 

With mechanisation maize lands ~an be cultivated so 

easily and quickly that really large scale maize farming 

can be undertaken by those with the necessary capital, 

ev en if t~ey have, comparatively speaking , only a very 

limited amount of labour at their disposal. 

In the earlier years of mechanisation the maize 

farmer was incl~ned to 0oncentrate mainly on me0hanised 

39) R. van R. Steytler: "Public enemy No . l must be 
stamped out now." Farming ir.. Soll.th .Africa, 
Sept . 1960 , p~. 18~ 

40) I.D. Hattingh and S. P. van Wyk: "Save my Maize." 
Farming in South Africa, Sept . 1960, p. 35. 
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cultivation and to some extent the harvesting processes 

were neglected. However, as he put more and more land 

under maize, it soon became apparent to him that he would 

have to do something about expediting the removal of his 

crop once the time for harvesting had arrived. This was 

not the only reason why mechanisation had to be extended 

to the harvesting process. It was realised that, as the 

yield per morgen had increased, more labour would have to 

be employed per morgen to do the harvesting.. However, as 

both full~time and casual African labour was getting 

scarcer , the farmer had little option but to consider 

seriously mechanical means of bringing his crop to a 

saleable condition. 

Any farmer, considering the possibility of using 

mechanical harvesting as opposed to hand harvesting, would 

first of all want to knov1 how the costs of the two methods 

compared. Obviously hand harvesting involved the farmer 

in no capital outlay, but only in the daily wages of his 

harvesters. Mechanical harvesters on the other hand, re­

quired not only a substantial capital outlay of R2/3000, 

but running costs could be considerable if the combine 

was continually going wrong and requiring repairs. Before 

considering the harvesting mechanisation problem, it must 

be pointed out that in South Africa in the year 1964 as 

much labour was used to produce one bag o~ maize as was 

required to produce 15 bags of maize in the U.S . A. This 

~act in itself shows that, while our maize farmer is fast 

mechanising his agricultural processes, South Africa is 

still a very long way behind the degree of mechanisation 

achieved by a leading maize producing country such as the 

U.S.A. 

It has been proved that during the harvesting season 

the modern maize combines could save the farmer approxi­

mately 73% of the total labour that he would require for 
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the usual harvesting :processes. It therefore appears that 

if such a combine is utilised the farmer will require very 

little if any extra labour for harvesting beyond that which 

he usually requires throughout the year. 41 ) 

Since 1960 the rlealie Industry Control Board, in con­

junction with the Division of Agricultural 'Economic 

Research and also the Division of Agricultural Mechani-

sation and Engineering, has conducted a series of tests 

with various kinds of maize harve3ting combines in order 

to be in a :position to advise the farmer on the advantages 

and disadvantages of particular makes of combines after 

considering the conditions that exist on a particular farm. 

These tests have proved that maize combines can do 

the harvesting of maize not only effectively, but also 

economically. It therefore means that mechanical harvest-

ing can cost the same as or even less per bag than hand 

harvesting. It is, however, important to appreciate that 

the results achieved are very much influenced by the con­

ditions under which the combines are used. The published 

results will enable a farmer contemplating purchasing a 

harvesting combine, to decide whether a combine, under his 

specific conditions, will meet his requirements. 

Naturally he will consider the machine from various aspeG~s. 

a. Profitability 

He will cons:.der whether the machine will be a 

profitable investment . To find the answer it must be 

known how much it costs to harvest a bag of maize by 

hand. To compare with this figure the capital outlay 

for the combine will be required, together with what 

it costs to operate :per bag harvested. 

With regard to running costs, experiments showed 

41) J .J . van Wyk: Mechanise our I'1aize Harvesting 
Processes ." Farming in South Africa , June 1964, 
:p. 9. 
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that the machine woulu be uneconomic if the harvesting to 

be done covered only a very small area. In fact, statis­

tics available indicate that if the maize is planted in 

rows three feet apart and the yield is ten bags per 

morgen, then at least 200 morgen of maize has to be 

harvested before the costs incurred in buying and running 

a single r ow combine will be as low as the costs of hand 

harvesting. On the other hand , if the yield is 30 bags 

per morgen, the combine harvester becomes an economic 

proposition if at least 50 morgen is available per season 

for harvesting. 

If , however, the maize is planted in seven foot rows 

and the yiel d is 20 bags per morgen then at least 90 

morgen per season must be available but, if the yield is 

40 bags per morgen, then only 40 morgen need be harvested 

before the cost of mechanisation falls to the level of 

that of hand harvesting. 

The above figures could not have been determined 

unless the life of the machine were estimated. From 

further statistics availabl e it appears that if the com­

bine is operating in rows three feet apart and the yield 

is 10 bags per morgen, its life expectancy is estimated 

at 1827 morgen or approximately seven years. If the rows 

are seven feet apart, its life expectancy is only 1500 

morgen or approximately four years. 42) 

b. Standard of Performance . 

With regard to efficiency , the combine must be able 

to do those operations that can be done by hand just as 

well as they can be carried out by labour. Furthermore, 

i n addition to being an efficient gatherer of the maize 

ears, it must also be efficient in threshing and sifting, 

as well as in cleaning and grading the grain. 

42) B. v.D. Boshoff: "The farmer and his Maize Combiue. " 
Farming in South Africa, June 1964, pp. 11/15. 
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When the ears are gathered by hand the standard of 

efficiency is usually about 95%. It may, therefore, be 

assumed that if any machine can gather 9~ of the ears 

within its reach, it is satisfactory. This standard is 

in f act achieved by most of the combines. 

It is also important for the farmer to know at what 

speed the combine can operate. The speed of working 

var ies considerably with the conditions under which the 

machine iF operating. This speed factor is not determined 

by the speed at which the operator is driving the machine, 

but by its handling capacity. Thus , if the sieves or the 

drum of the machine cannot handle all the maize available 

at a certain speed, the operator must naturally reduce his 

speed. However, unless the yield of maize per morgen is 

excessively high, that is over 50 bags per morgen, a 

satisfactory performance would be one morgen per hour. 

If, however, the combi ne is working on a fie l d in which 

the maize is planted in rows only 3 feet apart, it is not 

lil:ely that a half, or at best perhaps three quarters of 

a morgen, will be completed in an hour. 

On this basis a single-row combine should, therefore, 

be capable of threshing about 400 morgen per season in 

the case of rows seven feet apart and between 200 and 300 

morgen per season if the rows are three feet apart, if 

each case a working day is 10 hours and the threshing 

period is about 40 working days. 

Re12airs 2 Maintenance and Driving Power 

The buyer of a combine should also be aware of 

factors such as the behaviour of the machine during its 

useful life. Thus he must know if certain parts of the 

machine are subjected to excessive wear and if the 

machine has certain mechanical weaknesses, which are 

going to cause difficulties while operating the 

harvester.4 3) 

43) B.v.D. Boshoff: "The farmer and his maize combine." 
Farming in South Africa, June 1964, pp . ll/15. 

in 
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With regard to actual costs of harvesting per bag, 

for the two methods, it is fortunate that some very useful 

statistics are available, which give an insight into the 

costs of hand harvesting compared with the costs of 

mechanical harvesting. 

During 1963 the Division of Agricultural Economic 

Research calculated the cost of harvesting for 90 farmers 

in the North-Western Orange Free State. These costs were 

made up of permanent and seasonal labour costs together 

with the costs of operating the farmer's own threshing 

machine in some cases, while in other cases the cost of a 

hired threshing machine was taken into account . Also 

included in the cost structure, were the costs of such 

items as trailer and tractor expenses for transporting 

from the lands and the running expenses of the tractor 

while pulling the farmer's threshing machine. 

The average annual labour costs for the 90 farmers 

will be found in Table V, Appendix A, while a graphical 

presentation of these figures appears on the ~ext page. 

The third column in the table requires a little 

explanation. Many hundreds of farmers were asked what 

they estimated the wastage was, owing to the fact that t he 

hand harvesters left some ears of maize on the lands. 

Most of ~hem estimated the wastage to be about 5%, but in 

an experiment conducted by the Division of Agricultural 

Economi c Research the wastage appear ed on an average as 

only 3% , hence thi s figure has been ass~~ed . At thi s 

percentage and at a price of R3-00 per 200 lb. of maize 

the wastage amounts to 9 cents per bag. Hence throughout 

co lumn 3 the figure for any yield is 9 cents per bag 

greater than the corresponding figure in column 2. 

In the case of me chanical harvesting, costs conslst 

of the cost of the combine itself, tractor costs , labour 
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costs and wastage. These costs were also calculated 

during the 1963 season when five different types of com­

bines belonging to 50 combine owners in the Western 

Transvaal and North \.!estern Orange Free State were taken 

into account. The five combines were standardised to the 

extent that each one could deal with only one row of maize 

at a time. Some of the combine owners were farmers, but 

the majority of them were contractors who went from farm 

to farm dning the harvesting for the farmers. 

The harvesting and threshing costs of the five makes 

of combines were calculated on a basis of 55 working days 

per season as a fair number of them worked 55 days and 

some of them actually more than 55 days for the season. 

On this basis it was f ound that a single combine could 

harvest on an average 471 morgen per season. Full 

capacity was therefore considered to be 471 morgen and 

half capacity was taken at 235 morgen for the season. 

The maize lands on which these combines were used all had 

th3 maize planted in rows 7 feet apart. Table VI, 

Appendix A, shows the average cost of mechani0al harvesting 

of the five combines at various levels of production per 

morgen. The relevant graph constructed from this table 

appears on the next page. Columns two and three give the 

results of harvesting 471 morgen and 235 morgen per 

season r espectively, but do not make any allowance for 

any possible wastage that may have occurred. Columns 

four and five add to the figures given in the previous 

two columns a wastage of 1%, which is normal, and there­

fore add a further three cents to each of the costs given 

i n columns two and three. 44) 

44) J.J. van Wyk: "\&ich is cheaper- Mech~:hical or 
Hand Harvesting? " Farmitwa .in; SbU:th Africa, 
June 1964, pp; 33/351' 
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When comparing the cost figures in Table VI, 

Appendix A, with those in the previous table it immediate­

l y becomes apparent that, provided the producer has at 

least 235 morgen per season available, mechanical harvest­

ing is an economical proposition . Even if the farmer has 

not the necessary capital to enable him to own a combine 

himself, he should be able to hire the services of a 

combine contractor to do his harvesting at a cost that 

compares favourably with the cost per bag of hand har­

vesting. The ideal, however, is that the farmer should 

own the combine himself as this eliminate s the paying out 

of profits to an outsider. 

Once the South African maize farmer has mechanised 

his harvesting, as he already has done for his cultivation, 

many of his labour problems will diminish considerably. 

In fact, the hoeing of his lands will then require more 

labour than the planting or harvesting of his maize crop. 

3. The use of good seed. 

Much has already been said about the use of the 

right type of seed and the impact that hybrid seed has 

made on the production of maize in South Africa. .It is, 

however, true that research is going on all the time and 

the latest information is continually being handed on to 

the maize producer by these research stations in order 

that th~ farmer may be in an ever improving position to 

overcome the problems that he encounters. He has been 

told that his seed must be good and be of the right type 

for his particular area. Which types flourish in certain 

areas has already been discussed, but before looking at 

further developments in the production of hybrid seed, 

let there be just a brief explanation of what is meant 

by the term 11 good seed 11
• There i s no doubt that many 

farmers have made great efforts in the preparation of 

their l ands only to p l ant poor seed and consequently 
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produ~e a disappointiag crop. 

According to Mr. J.F. van Wyk, an officer of the 

Seed Inspection Service of the Division of Horticulture, 

good seed must comply with the following standards. 

a. The seed must be pure and must therefore not 
contain any waste matter such as small stones, 
broken seeds, plant remains or any other worthless 
foreign bodies. 

b. The seed must have been graded so that it is all of 
uniform size. This factor is particularly impor­
tant if the seeds are going to be planted 
mechanically, which is, with very few exceptions, 
the case with maize. 

c. The maize seed must be free from any foreign seeds. 
Particular care should be taken to ensure that no 
seeds of troublesome and noxious weeds are mixed 
up with the maize seed. Farmers will know only too 
well what trouble can be caused if, for example, 
nutgrass and dodder are planted with the maize 
seeds. 

d. Particular care should be taken to confirm that the 
maize seed is free of any organisms which may cause 
dangerous plant diseases. 

e. If the seed is good it should come up uniformly and 
give a satisfactory stand. Quite often in the past 
farmers have had to replant parts of lands or 
sometimes even entire lands because of lack of 
uniformity and an unsatisfactory stand. 

f. It is of the uttermost importance that the seed 
must be true to type. Today more and more varieties 
are bred for specific purposes and areas. It is 
therefore obvious that, should a farmer buy one 
variety of seed and then be given another variety 
in error or i gnorance , the results can be dis­
astrous. The farmer should at all times consult 
his nearest research station or extension officer, 
who will confirm that he is, in fact, using the 
true seed of that var iety. 

If the farmer, for any reason whatever, has not 

complete confidence in the seed available from his seed 

dealer, he can always buy his seed direct from a 

supplier working under the South African Seed Certifi-

cation Scheme. This seed is slightly more expensive, 

but t he farmer can then be quite sure that he is getting 

exactly what he asked for. He must, however, make sure 

when buying seed that the bag has been properly labelled 

and sealed and that all the information he requires, 

such as the name of the variety and the date of 
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harvesting, is printed on the label. 

This certification seal and label is the farmer's 

guarantee that he is getting the seed he asked for. It 

i s quite impossible to determine accurately the quality 

of the seed merely by inspection. 45) It is to be 

regretted that use is ~ill being made of seed of unknown 

origin and quality. Especially if one considers that 

there are enough potential growers of seed in South Africa 

to cultivate sufficient quantitiFs of seed of the desired 

quality. Furthermore, the channels of distribution for 

such seed are also available in the form of recognised 

and dependable co-operative associations and seed dealers. 

The Seed Act of 1961 (which replaces the Seed Act 

No. 36 of 1947) compels the seller of seed to state the 

purity and germination capacity of the seed he is selling. 

Furthermore, the exporter of seed usually demands a 

certificate showing the qua~ity of t he seed that he is 

exporting. The quality of the seed grown must be det~r-

mined in terms of the Seed Certification Scheme or must 

be inspected in terms of the Seed Act. 

At present there is a Government Seed Testing 

Station in Pretoria . The station comes under the Seed 

Inspection Service and its function is the examination, 

analysis and testing of seed samples received from seed 

dealers, farmers and ~overnment departments, and the 

subsequent issuing of international seed analysis certi­

ficates on behalf of seed exporters. 46) 

In the writer's efforts to investigate all the 

possible ways and means that could lead to an increase 

in the maize yield, considerable research was done into 

45) J.F. van Wyk: "What is meant by good-quality seed? 11 

Farming in South A£rica, July 1961, p. 7. 

46) J.F. van Wyk: "The examination, testing and analysis 
of seed." Farming in South Africa, July 1961. 
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dry land farming and moisture conservation, and further 

attention was given to the development of suitable hybrid 

maize seed. Once again, while this is all relevant to the 

production of maize, it was decided that, because of the 

technical nature of these subjects, these findings would 

best be placed in an appendix. This part will, therefore, 

be found in Section V of Appendix B of the thesis .• 

To conclude the review of the 1959/60 to 1963/64 

period, it may be said that the ~emarkable increase in 

the quantity of maize produced during this period compared 

with the production statistics for the previous periods, 

is not attributable to any new discovery, but the better 

use of fertilisers, the more efficient control of weeds, 

the greater mechanisation of maize farming operations and 

the greater use of correct seed, especially hybrid seed. 

All of these measures have been practised by some maize 

producers since the immedia~e post war years, but they 

have now become known and appreciated by a far larger 

section of the maize farming population. 

This ends the discusson of &11 the figures given in 

Table IV. Finally, let Table III, Appendix A, be briefly 

examined again. In this table production figures are 

available for the years 1964/65, 1965/66 and 1966/67. 

It is surprising to observe that the annual production 

shows a sudden declin~. There is nothing inexplicable 

about this collapse in production. The reason is that 

the country was experiencing one of the worst droughts 

the South African farmer has ever known. 

No amount of planning or scientific farming can 

help the maize farmer if he does not get sufficient rain. 

There is no doubt that without fertiliser, weed control, 

mechanisation and good seed the maize crop would have 

been even smaller during these drought years. While 
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much information and advice has been given to the dryland 

maize farmer on methods which will show him how best to 

manage with his very limited rainfall, the fact remains 

that there is no substitute for rain, and for maize 

farming to be an economic proposition there must be a 

basic minimum amount of rain. 

The rains for the 1966/67 season have been good and 

the final estimate for the season's crop is just over 

109 million bags. South Africa ~as had these good rains 

before, but the crop has been millions of bags short of 

the one now coming off the lands. It appears that the 

South African maize farmer is now sufficiently enlightened 

to make use of favourable climatic conditions when they 

come. 

Furthermore, it is clear that the maize farmer has 

been given plenty of incentive to increase his production. 

This particular aspect will be discussed in connection 

with the marketing of maize. The formation of co-operative 

associations in the 1920's and the establishment of the 

Mealie Control Board led to the stabilisatior. of the maize 

price from season to season, and this was an incentive to 

increase production. Also in the early post war years 

when shortages of maize led to a threat of the possi ble 

importation of maize on a large scale an improvement in 

the price per bag of naize was apparent. Thus, for 

example, the producer's price of maize was R2-12i per 

bag for the 1949/50 season , but had increased to R3-00 a 

bag for the 1952/53 season. This was an increase in 

price of 87f cents per bag, while the average cost of 

production, according to official estimates, only in­

creased by 46 cents per bag. The average net profit. per 

bag was therefore Rl-01 per bag compared with the previous 

net profit of 59 cen~s per bag in 1949/50. 11This was an 
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exceptionally sharp increase for such a short period, and 

it positively served as a strong incentive to increase 

production." 47) 

It will be recalled that it was stated earlier that 

one of the main incentives to increase the yield per 

morgen, was to overcome the ever rising costs of produc-

tion. The yield per morgen did in fact increase from 

5.51 bags for the 1944/45 - 48/49 period (see Table IV) 

to 11.11 bags for the 1959/61 - 63/64 period, but this 

doubling of the yield per morgen was apparently not suf-

ficient to reduce or even keep constant the cost of pro-

duction per bag, for, according to the Division of 

Economics and Markets the cost of production increased 

from Rl-54 per bag in 1949/51 to R2-ll per bag in 

1960/61.48) 

With regard to costs, i t is essential that every 

farmer should realise that it is of the uttermost impor­

tance that he should increase the productivity of his 

farming unit. To do this, all South A£rican farmers must 

become familiar with sound "farm-enterprise I'lanning11 and 

with this must go good farm management. 

Farm-enterprise planning. 

As already explained, farming has changed and improved 

considerably in the post World War II years. Thus 

technolcgical advantages have been incorporated, the farm 

production and turnover has increased , but so has the 

cost structure, consequently problems of finance and 

agricultural credit have arisen that have required 

qualities of a farmer that many of the older generation 

did not possess. As in industry , so also in modern 

47) A.P. Scholtz : "The Maize Industry in South Africa 
-danger signals for the future. 11

, Agrekon, 
January 1962, p . 43. 

48) A. P . Scholtz:"The Maize Industry in South Africa 
-danger signals for the future. 11

, Agrekon, 
January 1962, p. 47. 



------------------------------------------------------------------------

- 60 -

farming, high qualities of management are now essential 

if farming is to be economically successful. 

As a manager the farmer must plan his operations in 

such a way that he will get the maximum returns possible 

for the efforts he makes. To do this he must appreciate, 

develop and conserve his resources, but at the same time 

recognise economic principles and price relationships. 

Farm enterprise planning must not be limited to the 

field of agriculture only, for i~ also includes the recon­

ciliation of the biological aspect with the economic fac­

tors if maximum efficiency is to be achieved. The success 

achieved by farm-enterprise planning will depend mainly 

on the farmer's personal qualities, his interest and his 

capital resources, but it will depend also upon the aid 

he is given. This aid will entail an appreciation of the 

standards he should expect to attain, methodology of pro­

duction and personal assistance, which can be given. 

With regard to the last point, more and more effort is 

being made by government departments each year to supply 

to the farmer an ever increasing volume of technical 

data, so that if he reads these government publications 

regularly he should, technically at any rate, not fail in 

the management of his farm. 

It is probably in the economic function of farm­

enterpr~se planning tlLat the f armer has f ailed most in 

the past. The majority of South African farmers are 

notoriously short of capital and are invariably attempting 

to do far more than they should with the capital at their 

disposal. It is, however, essential that the modern 

farmer must possess a certain amount of business aptitude 

so that he can know how to employ his limited capital 

most efficiently. Thus, he must b e able to decide 

whether certain crops or livestock will flourish be s~ in 
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his area, or whether he should engage in mixed farming. 

Also he must know something about credit conditions, 

marketing and financing. Furthermore, he should be able 

to keep records and be able to determine what it will cost 

him per head to feed livestock or to fertilise a number of 

morgen put under m~ize . 

To sum up, fai·m-enterprise planning has two aspects: 

a. the technical aspect which indicates what can be 

produced and how it can be produced, and 

b. the economic aspect which shows how much time should 

be devoted to each enterprise, and the proportion in 

which the various products and production elements 

should be incorporated.49) 

In an attempt to compare the progress that has been 

made by South African maize farmers with the progress of 

other maize farmers in the world's leading maize producing 

countries, Table Vli, Appendix A, has been compiled. The 

statistics in this table s'how that, while the South 

African maize farmer is today a more efficient maize pro-

ducer than his predecessor, this is also the case with 

maize producers in other parts of the world. It is also 

clear from this table that the United States of America 

is the world's leading maize producer , irrespective of 

whether this is being judged from the point of view of 

total production , or total area cultivated, or yield per 

morgen. In the case of the figures for the Republic of 

South Africa it should be mentioned that the total area 

under cultivation and the yield per morgen is applicable 

to European farmers only and not to all farme~s. It is, 

of course, encouraging that according to the figures 

South Africa is one of the world's leading maize pro­

ducing countries. In fact, on total production South 

49) S .P. van Wyk: "Farm-enterprise plar.·ning", Agrekon , 
January 1962, p. 59. 
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Africa occupied 5th place, on area cultivated 6th place, 

but on the yield per morgen basis she occupied only 8th 

place for the production year 1962/63. This shows once 

again that while there has been considerable improvement 

in this yield per morgen figure, much still remains to 

be achieved. 

Later figures than those used in Table VII, 

Appendix A, are actually available, but as these show 

South African mai~e production iu two very bad drought 

years they were not used for comparative purposes. 

To get a better idea of the progress that has been 

made in total maize production by South Africa compared 

with the other leading maize producing countries, 

Table VIII, ~ndix A, has been constructed for those 

countries for which comparative figures were available. 

A fact that stands out is the improvement in the 

total maize production of Russia, but it may be observed 

that this Russian improvement is in fact the only one 

better than the South African one of 541 .4%. Judging 

from these figures the local maize farmer can indeed be 

satisfied with the progress that has been made. It is 

also interesting that while in the period 1903/13 the 

Argentine was second only to the U.S.A. as a maize pro­

ducer, she is today only one of a number of leading 

maize producers. 

Conclusion. 

Throughout the period under consideration (since 

1910) the maize farmer has constantly been told that he 

must increase his yield per morgen if he wants to make 

maize farming an economic proposition. As a result of 

the continued stress laid on this f actor , the maize 

farmer has increased the amount of maize produced per 

morgen. 
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To achieve this increased yield the maize producer 

has had to bring about some very important changes in his 

technique of production. His approach to farming has had 

to become very much more scientific. Being conservative 

by nature he was at first very reluctant to change his 

methods and was quite prepared to go on as those before 

him had done. However, reluctantly at first, but with 

more enthusiasm later on, he adopted new methods of 

productic-n. 

The total production of maize in South Africa 

increased for two reasons. Firstly, the area planted 

with maize increased from less than 2 million morgen in 

1910 to over 6 million morgen for the 1966/67 production 

season. Secondly, the yield per morgen was more than 

doubled during this period. This increased yield per 

morgen was achieved because of better weed control, the 

greater use of fertiliser, the control of pests, more 

efficient planting and harvesting through mechanisation 

and lastly, the development and subsequent use of 

superior types of seed. 

The yield per morgen, of good maize land, has 

increased much more than the average shows, but, 

unfortunately, as more and more land i s being employed 

to produce maize , use is being made of marginal and sub­

marginal land that is not really suitable for the 

production of maize , and which could be more profitably 

employed in the production of some other crop such as 

kaffir corn. 

It is the writer's opinion that of all the factors 

mentioned above, the development of the drought resis­

tant maize seed together with other hybrid maize seed, 

has done more to increase the yield per morgen than 
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anything else. South Africa has never before produced 

55 million bags of maize, as it did during the 1965/66 

production season, in a drought year. A total produc­

tion of this magnitude would have been out of the 

question, in a dry season, had extensive use not been 

made of many different types of hybrid maize seed. 
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CHAPTER III 

The Marketing of Maize 

The period 1910 to 1922 

11The unfortunate lack of statistical data precludes 

an exact statement of facts, but, nevertheless, in the 

course of a decade from 1897 to 1907, the Union changed 

from an importing to an exporting country in regard to 

maize ." l) 

The above statement is sufficient to show tbr·t, at 

the time 0f Uni0n in 1910, the South African maize producer 

had already reached the state where he was producing more 

than the immediate needs of home consumers . He had 

therefore t r ied foreign markets and found them satis­

factory. He was satisfied with the price they were prepared 

to pay for his maize and they, of course , were satisfied 

with the quality of maize that he offered for sale, other­

wise they would not have tendered a reasonabl e price in 

return. 

Because of the potential of the foreign market, which 

was, in f act, with few exceptions , the European market, 

the South African maize producer saw a virtually unlimited 

demand for his product, provided he maintained a high 

standard. The Government of the time was also interested 

in encouraging the export of maize, as South Africa needed 

almost unlimited supplies of foreign goods , but, with the 

exception of gold and wool, did not have very many other 

goods that it could offer in return to pay for these 

imports. It was, therefore, essential that every pos sible 

way of earning foreign exchange should be fosterec . 

Thus in 1910 the first South African Maize and Ci~~s 

1) A.R. Saunders: Maize in South Africa; Central News 
Agency , Johannesburg, 1930, p. 27. 
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Conference and Show was held in Johannesburg by the Wit-

watersrand Agricultural Society. Farmers were invited to 

exhibit their best maize at the show and various prizes, 

amounting to £400 (RBOO), were offered as an inducement 

to maize farmers to participate. 

At the show various agricultural machines were dis­

played in order that farmers might examine them and ask 

questions about such machines as they needed on their 

farms. Further the show provided an opportunity for 

growers of seed-maize to exhibit and make known the good 

qualities of their seed. At the conference it was 

arranged to have a number of papers, lectures and dis­

cussions on all aspects of maize growing. 2) 

The maize farmer at this time (1910) was therefore 

being given special attention and the emphasis was on 

increased and more efficient production. 

There were three possible courses open to him in 

disposing of his crop. He could: 

a. keep the maize on his farm and feed it to his 

livestock, or 

b. sell it to his local trader from whom he made all 

his purchases throughout the year, or to an indepen­

dent buyer, or 

c. sell his maize through a co-operative association. 

Each of t hese methods deserves some attention. 

a. The Feeding of Maize to Livestock 

As previously stated, the main maize producing 

areas of South Africa are the provinces of the 

Transvaal and the Orange Free State. Some maize is, 

however, also grown in Natal and the Cape Province. 

In fact, the highest yield per morgen for maize is 

2) J. Burtt-Davy: "The first South African Maize and 
Citrus Conf er ence and Show 11

; The Transvaal 
Agricultural Journal for the year 1910, p . 593. 
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found in Natal. However, while in Natal a large number 

of farmers may be classified as mixed farmers (by which 

statement is meant that they produce both crops and live­

stock), this is not the case in the Transvaal and the 

Orange Free State, where a farmer, if he grows maize, is 

essentially a single purpose farmer depending for his 

income on his maize crop alone. He does have a few pigs, 

sheep and cattle on his farm, but these are for his own 

use, and he does not rear and fa+-ten them for the market. 

Natal was the province which exported the most maize 

in 1908, 289,535 bags out of a total of 545,991 bags for 

the whole of South Africa. By 1912 the Natal farmer had 

realised that it was more prdfitable to feed his maize to 

his stock than sell it as grain, consequently Natal 

exported only 63,954 bags out of a total of 832,742 bags 

for the whole of South Africa.3) 

South Africa's main maize producers, in the Transvaal 

and Orange Free State, persisted in treating their maize 

as a cash crop and selling it as grain. The maize that 

they kept back on their farms was usually sufficient to 

meet their needs for human consumption only. This was in 

spite of the fact that it had been pointed out to them that, 

with the fluctuations in the price of maize, a price 

might be reached at which it would be more profitable to 

feed it to their stock than sell it as maize. Burtt-Davy, 

an official of the Department of Agriculture, was particu­

larly anxious that part of the crop should remain on the 

farm and be fed to livestock. He stated that the average 

South African had little idea of the importance of maize 

either as a farm crop or as an 11artic le of commerce 11
• 

To substantiate his statement he gave s t atistics which 

showed that, during the year ended 31st December 1910, 

3) J. Burtt-Davy: Op cit., p. 558. 



- 68 -

the United States of America produced more than 430 million 

bags of maize of 200 lbs. each. For this crop the American 

farmer received R280m., which was more than four times the 

total value of gold produced in South Africa during that 

year. However, less than RlOm. of the R280m. was received 

in cash, as only li% of the total maize crop was exported. 

The rest of the crop was turned into beef and pork long 

before it reached the market. The U.S .A. maize producer 

estimated that it was five times more profitable to sell 

. . th. th . t t 11 . . 4 ) malze ln lS way an l was o se malze as graln. 

But, in spite of all this advice given to the maize 

farmers, it was found that, although there was an increase 

in the feeding of maize to livestock , the amount of maize 

consumed by animals remained insignificant compared with 

the total production. At the end of the period under 

review (1910 - 1922) there was an article by E. Parish, 

Vice Principal of the School of Agriculture at Glen in 

the Orange Free State, in which he complained about the 

small percentage of the total maize crop that was being 

fed to animals on farms, and he also pointed out that in 

the United States, of the total annual maize crop, 4ry~ 

was fed to pigs , 20% to horses, 1~~ to cattle, 4% to 

poultry, 1% to sheep and 5.5% to animals not on farms, 

thus leavi ng little of the crop over for human consumption 

and for the export market. He did, however, state that in 

the Province of Natal more and more maize was being fed 

to animals, the export of maize f rom that province there­

fore being negligible. He pointed out that the feeding 

of pigs on maize was increasing and that it should be 

extended further. Bacon pigs could be sold at 4.17c 

per lb. live weight, which was more pr ofitable than 

4) J. Burtt-Davy: 11 Importance of Maize. Its producti on 
for Home and Export Trade. 11 The Farmers' Annual 
1913 , p. 150. 
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selling maize at Rl-00 per bag. He also stated that at 

that time, the cattle trade was not sufficiently well 

organised to render the marketing of maize through beef 

a profitabl e business. A further observation he made 

was that farmers complained that the price they had 

received for butter fat was so poor that it was not 

economical to feed maize to dairy cows. He finally indi­

cated that he had encountered farmers who found that it 

was a paying proposition to feed maize to their sheep 

during the winter months~) 

There was at the time, however, a considerable local 

market for maize bought on the Witwatersrand and in 

Kimberley for stock feed, the main buyers being De 

Beers Consolidated Mines Ltd., the Municipality of 

Johannesburg and firms of cartage contractors. The com­

plaint is not against these buyers, but against the maize 

farmer himself who used so little of his crop to feed the 

animals on his farm. 

b. Sales through the local trader or independent buyer 

Before examining this method of marketing maize, it 

is important that the farmer himself, his financial 

resources and his general background be investigated. 

The average South African maize farmer of this 

period (1910 - 1922) was a man with not very much educa-

tion. Because of the long distances between many farms 

and the nearest High Schools and the fact that there was 

a constant shortage of European labour on the farms , the 

sons of farmers could not spend a long time being 

educated in academic subjects that would in most cases 

in later life not be of very great benefit to them as 

farmers. Only a generation before not much education 

5) E. Parish: "Economics of Maize growing in South 
Africa ." Journal of the Department of Agriculture 
1924-, p. 312. 
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was required as the average farmer then was virtually self 

sufficient and did very little selling of anything he 

produced, and the very limited amount of trade done was 

by bartering of surpluses. 

During this period, however, methods of maize produc­

tion and ways of living changed, and as a result the 

farmer came more and more into contact with the outside 

world. He was, essentially, a simple individual with few 

needs. His financial resources v.Tere very limited, since 

he had, in many cases, lost most of his possessions during 

the South African war. To some extent he had recovered in 

the years immediately after the war, only to face a very 

severe depression in 1908. 

Because of his lack of education and complete 

ignorance of modern business methods and practices, he was 

at a great disadvantage every time he came into contact 

with the various middlemen with whom he dealt. Most 

farmers, however , did not meet many middlemen, as they did 

nearly all their buying and selling through a local trader. 

This merchant was usually a general dealer from whom the 

farmer could buy all that he required for his household 

and the running of his farm. Owing to his limited means 

the farmer could not pay cash immediately he made his 

purchases. He had to obtain credit from the merchant. 

The trader had to charge a price that would not only give 

him a profit on the goods that he sold, but that would 

also reward him for the time he had t o wait for his money. 

Furthermore the farmer sold his crop only once a year 

and t:O.erefore he could settle his account for his pur­

chases from the trader only when he received payment for 

his year's crop. The farmer could obviously have obtained 

a better priGe on the open market had he not been 

committed to dealing through the trader. 
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A year is a long time to wait for payment and, under 

the circumstances, it was not unreasonable for the mer­

chant to suggest that , when the farmer eventually harvested 

his maize, the crop should be sold through him in order 

that he would then be sure that he would be paid for the 

purchases that the farmer had made during the past year. 

Unfortunately at this stage the farmer invariably fared 

badly. Being short of working capital he could not wait 

for a :core favourable opportunity to sell his crop, bu·t 

had to dispose of it as soon as it had been harvested. 

There was, therefore, a glut of maize during the months 

of June, July and August. The trader was quick to point 

out that there was a surplus of maize and that he could 

therefore only offer the farmer a price for his maize, 

which both h e and the producer knew was well below the 

selling price obtainable in t he near future. The un­

committed farmer could have refused to accept the t rader's 

price and have found an alternative buyer. Usually, 

however, all the local buyers were offering the same price 

and the farmer's complete lack of knovdedge o.f other maize 

markets prevented him from going far afield to find a 

buyer who would offer a betteT pri ce. Also there was the 

possibility, should the farmer not sell his maize through 

the trader from whom he made his purchases, that he would 

not be given credit by the trader for the following 

year's purchases. 

The farmer, ~herefore, due to his inabili t y to pay 

for his purchases as he made them, found that he was very 

much at the mer cy of the trader , whot being a man of much 

greater business ability t han the farmer ) invariably 

profited much more by their rel ationship than did the 

farmer. 

In aQdition to this predicament in which the farmer 

often f ound himself , his posit ion invariably d8teriorated 
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during bad years, when a partial or total crop failure 

made it impossible to pay his debts for the previous year. 

Sometimes the farmer managed to survive these disasters, 

but often he eventually had to leave his farm and it became 

the property of the trader. 

It is, therefore, not surprising that there developed 

among the remaining maize producers a feeling of great 

animosity towards the traders whom they felt were exploiting 

them by unjust and dishonest meth0ds of trading. There is 

little doubt that in a large number of cases the trader 

did exploit the farmer and therefore the outcry for his 

elimination was justified. In many other cases it is 

equally true to say that the farmer brought about his own 

downfall because of his lack of education and general 

ignorance of business methods and practices. 

c. Selling through a Co-operative Association. 

The above section on selling to a trader has made it 

quite clear that this method was most unsatisfactory to 

the farmer. The farmer always had a strong influence on 

government policy. It was not surprising that, because of 

his dissatisfaction with the trader, the Government decided 

to introduce an alternative marketing system whereby the 

farmer could sell his maize through a co-operative 

association. However, before examining the actual develop­

ment of the co-operative movement among maize farmers 1n 

the period up to 1922, a brief examination of the basic 

principles of the agricultural co-operative movement 

appears to be desirable. 

Basic Principles of Agricultural Co-operation 

An agricultural co-operative association is a volun­

tary form of organisation among a group of farmers for the 

purpose of promoting the economic interests of every member 

of the group. It is a corporate body established under 

specific. legislation and is based on the principle of 
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democratic control by all its members. Thus any benefit 

or saving resulting from such co-operation will be to the 

benefit of all the members concerned. Consequently the 

co-operative association is not established to make a 

profit for itself. Any profit that it may make is dis­

tributed to its members, usually in the ratio of the 

amount of business that they do through the co-operative 

association. It is strictly an association of farmers, 

run by the farmers for the purpoRe of effecting 
. 6) 

econom~es. 

Agricultural co-operati ve associations could come 

into existence for a number of reasons, but in South Africa 

the reason for their introduction was usually the previous 

exploitation of their members by traders, which had 

resulted in considerable loss to the farmers. To prevent 

the exploitation of farmers and to bring about a more 

organised system of marketing of agricultural products the 

co-operative associations were formed by the farmers, 

after encouragement by the Government. 

It i s extremely important to stress that an agri­

cultural co-operative association should be formed only 

when a number of farmers living in a particular area feel 

that the ·establishment of such an organisation will be to 

their mutual benefit. Under no circumstances must the 

co-operative form of trading be forced upon them before 

they are quite certain that it will be to their mutual 

benefit to become members. An unwi lling co-operat~ve 

associati on member, who uses its services only when it 

suits him and discards it when it does not, is the sure s t 

means of causing the breakdown of the whole association, 

long before it has become firmly established and had an 

6) M.A. Abrahamsen and C.L. Scroggs; Agricultural Co­
Q2eration; University of Minnesota Press, 
Minneapolis, 1957, p. 61. 
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opportunity to prove its worth to its members. 

The Co-operative Movement in the Maize Industry of 

South Africa during the period 1910 to 1922. 

The selling of maize through one central agency had 

long been an ideal upheld by maize growers.?) 

In 1907 the Transvaal Government, which had always 

been a strong supporter of the co-operative movement, had 

imported Mr. J. Stilling-Andersen from Denmark to organise 

the establishment of the co-operative movement. 

The co-operative marketing of maize began with the 

passing by the Transvaal Parliament in 1908 of Act No. 14. 

11 0m voorzienip.g te maken voor het opric:P.ten, registreren 

en beheren va...'"l Kooperatieve Landbouw-Verenigingen." 8 ) 

This act envisaged co-operative associations whose members 

suffered from the disadvantage of unlimited liability.9) 

This Act was passed mainly as a result of very strong 

recommendations by Mr. Stilling-Andersen for the 

establishment of co-operative associations on a legal 

footing. The whole of the Act, with very minor 

differences, was taken over in the form of a Co-operative 

Act by the Orange Free State in 1910. 

Mr. Stilling-Andersen was put in charge, in the 

Transvaal, of the co-operative development progrwmme, and 

the Department of Agriculture was responsible for the 

administration of the Act. Co-operative associations were 

formed throughout the Tr ansvaal, unfortunately without 

making provision for the close supervision of their 

activities. In the Orange Free State the formation of 

co-operative associations proceeded at a much slower pace, 

mainly because the principles of co-operation were not 

7) Report of the National Marketing Council on the 
Marketing Boards, 1938-46; U.G. 27 - 47, p. 59. 

8) A ricultural 

9) J.F.W. Grosskopf: Ko-operasie in Suid-Afrika. Annale 
van die Universiteit v an Stellenbosch, Augustus 1923 , 
P· 3 · 
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explained in detail to the Free State farmers, as was the 

case in the Transvaal. A further mistake which caused 

considerable difficulties later was the introduction of 

the credit system rather than a system whereby members 

paid cash for all their requirements, as had originally 

been suggested by Mr. Stilling-Andersen. 

All the associations in both the Transvaal and the 

Orange Free State operated on the principle of unlimited 

liability of their members. This was a most undesirable 

state of affairs, as it resulted in the more efficient 

members having to pay in to meet the debts of the less 

efficient farmers, if and when the association was involved 

in financial difficulties. 

As the newl y formed associations lacked sufficient 

fixed and working capital, the Government agreed that they 

should be financed by the Government controlled Land and 

Agricultural Bank, which granted fixed loans for the 

erection of buildings and the purchase of plant. These 

loans could be re-paid over a number of years. It also 

advanced seasonal cash credit loans which could be used 

for the payment of advances on produce delivered. 

Soon after the launching of the co-operative movement 

in the Transvaal, it became apparent that many of the 

associations were being run by farmers and officials who 

had little or no business aptitude. The result was that 

the management of the associations was at a very low level, 

and it became obvious, that if some re-organisation were 

not carried out soon to keep the affairs of the associa­

tions under closer supervision, a large number of them 

would become i nsolvent. To overcome this mismanagement , 

two inspectors were appointed to the staff of the Registrar 

of Co-operati ve Associations. Their investigations showed 

that very few associations had made any progress and, 

that in fact, of the thirty associations r egi stered, 
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fourteen of them had already been dissolved. After these 

findings, the Department of Agriculture insisted that no 

association could be registered unless it adopted the 

principle of cash transactions with its members. 10) The 

only exception allowed, was the supply of grain bags, 

which continued to be provided on a credit basis. 

At the inception of the co-operative association 

movement in 1908 "The Central Agency for Co-operative 

Societies Limited" was establishe~ by the Transvaal 

Government in Johannesburg for the purpose of selling the 

maize that had been delivered to the co-operative 

associations established throughout the Transvaal. The 

Central Agency operated a pooling system for all the maize 

received from its members. The identity of the maize 

received from any one member was therefore lost. In the 

first year this Agency was maintained by the Transvaal 

Government, but after that it was taken over by the co-

operative associations themselves . It then became a 

company with limited liability and only ~o-operative 

associations, not individual farmers, could become members. 

The services rendered by these co-operative asso-

ciations were mainly those of collective selling and 

purchasing and the removal of competition amongst their 

members. From a maize marketing point of view, the aim 

of co-operative associations was mainly the stabilisation 

of maize prices by a much more even flow of maize to the 

market than had been possible befor e. In addition, they 

provided information about current marketing conditions 

and also assist ed farmers in grading and improving the 

quality of their maize. Some co-operative associations 

also undertook to supply farming implement s to their 

10) Report of the Commission to i nquire into Co-operation 
and Agricultural Credit ,; U.G. 16- 34, p. 2. 
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members . Unfortunately the credit facilities grented to 

members were at times too generous and this not only 

caused the co-operati ve associations financial difficulties, 

but also made potential members diffident about joining , 

especially as their liability was unlimited. 

The co-operative associations did not buy and sell 

maize for their own account, but acted purely as agents 

for their members. Briefly their system of operation was 

that, on delivery of the members' maize, they paid an 

advance (voorskot), which they, in ~urn , obtained from 

the Land 3ank. This advance was a percentage of the price 

that they anticipated they would get when they sold the 

maize. The maize of all members was pooled according to 

grades. Once all the maize for a particular season had 

been sold, a final account was drawn up of all receipts 

and expenditure and a final payment (agterskot) was made 

to farmers for any sums still due to them. 

Once again, however, it must be stressed that these 

co-operative associations far too often found themselves 

in financial difficulties as a result of inefficient 

management and administ ration. The percentage advance 

payable to members on delivery of their maize to the co­

operatives' stores was not fixed among associations and 

consequently a high rate of advance was often used to 

encourage new members to join. This lack of uniform 

formula in determining advances did not continue for 

long, for in 1913, en account of a sudden slump in the 

maize price, associations were faced with the fact that 

they had already over-advanced against maize delivered 

and that there was, therefore, no final payment to farmers 

once the accounts for the year h ad b een drawn up. 

Furthermore, members found themselves in the unfortunate 

position of not only having to settle their debts for 

the year with the co-operative associations, but also 
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having to refund that portion of the payment which 

exceeded what they were entitled to receive. This caused 

much hardship and dissatisfaction among members. However, 

after this experience a new policy was fixed whereby the 

advance payment for each year was determined at a meeting 

attended by directors of the various associations in con­

sultation with the Land Bank. There was,therefore, from 

1914 some form of control over the advances made to 

members against maize delivered, and individual associa­

tions could not use high advances as an inducement to a 

farmer to join a particular co-operative association. 

In spite of this control, however, the associations 

once again over-advanced on maize delivered. At the 

beginning of the 1921-22 season .maize was selling at 

between 25s. (R2-50) and 30s. (3-00) per bag and the 

associations fixed their advance bearing these prices in 

mind. The advance payment was 18s. 6d.(Rl-85) per bag. 

Due, however, to exceptional circumstances caused by 

restrictions on the exportation of maize and also by the 

speculation with export permits, the price of maize 

slumped within the year to lls. (Rl-10) per bag. On 

investigation it was found that the various maize co­

operative associations had over-advanced to their members 

a total amount of about £500 ,000 (Rlm.) This amount, as 

before, would now have to be paid back to the associations 

in order that they in turn might settle their accounts 

with the Land Bank. The predicament in which the maize co-

operative association member found himself was so 

serious it must be remembered that he was on the 

average a man with little working capital that a 

special Bill had to be passed through Parliament giving 

the associations five years in which to settle their 

debts with the Land Bank. In the end only about half of 

this amount was refunded by the associations to the Land 
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Bank and the balance of the debt was wr itten off against 

the reserves of the Land Bank . The associations were 

thus re l eased from their obligations to the Land Bank, but 

they were not obliged in turn to re l ease their members 

from their obligations to refund the over-advances that 

they had received from the associations. Most associations 

did, however, during the season of 1921-22, release their 

own members. However, as a result of this experience, 

further legislation was introduced that prevented the 

Land Banh from granting seasonal loans of more than 6ry~ 

of the estimated value of the products to be del ivered to 

th t . . t' 11) e co-opera lVe assocla lons. 

To sum up, it can be said that, for the period from 
-o-

1910 to 1922, the ~operative association movement, in spite 

of the unlimited liability of its members, made progress. 

It cannot be referred to as a period of unqualified 

progress, for there had been many setbacks. For example, 

bad management and administration and disloyalty of members 

had hampered progress , but the movement had achieved, 

through its Central Agency in Johannesburg, a certain 

degree of stability in the maize price. Furthermore, 

those farmers, who had joined the co-operative associations 

were now certain that they were not being exploit~d by 

the middleman. 

The co-operative marketing of maize was not, however, 

accepted by all maize producers. Statistics show that by 

the end of this period (1910-22), there were in So~th 

Af rica 20 co-operative associations marketing maize, and 

that their membership was 6 ,313, and that between them 

they sold only 801,711 bags of maize, which was 10% of 

the total Transvaal and Orange Free State crop. 12) The 

11) The Report of the Commission to inauire into Co­
operation and Agricultural Credit ; U.G. 16 - 34, 
PP· 25 and 26 . 

12) W.J. Lamont: A Review of the Maize Situation in the 
Union of South Africa, Bulletin 101, Dept . of 
Agriculture, p. 13. 
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turnover of the maize co-operative associations by 1922 

was, therefore, only a small percentage of the total maize 

sold. The co-operative associations, however, provided a 

very useful system of marketing for the farmer other than 

the large producer. It is to be regretted that they did 

not have the support of the large producer, but, it is not 

altogether surprising, for the large producer, who had 

sufficient capital to be able to withhold his maize from 

the market, when the price was low, could do for himself 

exactly wnat the co-operative association was doing for 

the small man. Furthermore, he could do it without paying 

commission, and from this point of view he was better off 

marketing his own maize than he would have been handing 

it over to the co-operative association. 

However, that the co-operative association member was 

deriving benefit from his membership is clearly illus­

trated by the following quotation taken from the report of 

the Secretary for Agriculture for the year ended 30th 

June 1921. "The average price per bag obtained by the 

maize growers who belong to co-operative sqcieties was 

from 6s. (60c) to 7s. (70c) more than that realised by the 

non-co-operators, amounting in the aggregate to some 

hundreds of thousands of pounds." The statement l.Llakes one 

wonder if it would not have paid even the big maize producer 

to join the associations. 

The most likely explanations of why the co-operative 

association movement was not as popular with maize producers 

as it should have been, appear to be as follows: 

a. Maize farmers were ignorant concerning the advan­
tages to be derived from becoming a member of an 
agricultural co-operative association. 

b. The financially more stable farmers feared that the 
application of the unlimited liability clause in 
the constitutions of the co-operative associations, 
could involve them in losses incurred through no 
fault on their part. 
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The very fact that by 1922 only 10% of all South 

African produced maize was being sold through co-operative 

associations, makes it obvious that there must have been 

other channels of distribution used by maize farmers to 

dispose of their maize. The following three distribution 

channels were the ones most often used by those maize 

producers who were not members of co-operative association$. 

Other methods of marketing maize. 

1. Direct sale to consumers. 

In South Africa the main human consumer of maize 

is the African. To some extent the maize farmer 

could sell direct to the African in areas such as 

Natal and the Transkei, where there is a considerable 

concentration of Africans, and not an abundant supply 

of maize. In the Transvaal and the Orange Free State, 

however, he would supply free to his African staff 

some maize as part of their rations but, unless his 

farm was close to a main highway, he would not have 

had much opportunity of selling directly to con­

sumers. 

2. Sale through Produce Brokers. 

There has never been, in South Africa, an 

organised 11 futures market 11
• There are, however, 

produce brokers, who often gave advice as to the 

best markets available at any one moment, and through 

whom sales could be made. 

3. Sale to )bolesalers. 

Wholesale produce dealers bought to supply the 

local market when the price was favourable, or to 

sell to large buyers, such as the mines and munici­

palities or to export. They always constituted an 

available market for the farmer's maize. 

Of the three methods mentioned above, the first one 

- direct sale to consumers was the one least often 
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used, simply because very few maize producers had the 

necessary time or contacts to exploit this method of sale. 

On the other hand, selling through pro~uce brokers 

and direct sale to produce dealers, were both methods in 

common use and played a very important part in helping 

producers who were not members of co-operative associations 

to dispose of their crop. 

Up to now the discussion has concerned itself with 

the marketing of South African m~ize during the period 

1910 to 1922, on the local market only. South Africa 

was, however, during this period, making a very serious 

effort to develop its export market in maize. It is 

therefore necessary, at this stage, to examine the progress 

made in the maize export market during this period. 

The Maize Export Market (1910- 1922). 

Before examining the actual statistics for maize 

exported from South Africa, one very important point 

should be stressed. While, within South Africa, maize is 

used as a human food, this is not the case with maize 

sold on the world markets, where it is purchased mainly 

as a feed for livestock. 

The statistics representing the exports of maize 

from South Africa f or this period (1910 - 1922) should be 

examined to appreciate the relation between the amount 
·-

exported and the total crop for South Africa. Table No • . 9 

of Appendix A, cont ains these s tatistics . A graphical 

presentation of these figures appears on t he next page. 

Firstly,it should be observed that during the period 

under review there was not any year in which no maize was 

exported. Secondly, the general trend of exports was 

upward. It will be recalled that the stimulus to export 

maize was originally the satisfactory price obtained 

overseas, and this price in turn caused yet more maize to 
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be produced. A situation had, however, developed where 

there was, towards the end of this period, a very distinct 

surplus that had to be exported if the local maize price 

was to be maintained at a profitable level. During the 

las·t five years of this period, there was, in fact, only 

one year in which maize exports had not amounted to at 

least a quarter of the year's crop. The reason why exports 

in 1919/20 were only 6.6% of the total crop was not that 

there was no maize available, but that serious errors had 

been mad8 when the crop was estimated. The maize exported 

in 1920/21, (which is represented by the very high export 

figure of 37.4% of the total crop) was in part actually 

maize which, had crop estimates been more accurate, would 

have been exported during the previous year. 

In spite of the increase in maize exported, South 

Africa remained a very small and rather unimportant figure 

in the world maize trade. Our maize had, b ecause of its 

good quality and low moisture content, acquired an excel­

lent reputation on the world markets, but the quantities 

were still such that they did not and could not ~ave any 

influence on world prices for maize. 

For the last year for this period (1921/22), the 

United States of America (which certainly did net grow 

maize for the export market, but almost exclusively for 

home consumption), sent abroad 176,386,000 American 

bushels of 56 lbs. each,l3)which if pres ented in muid 

bags, comes to 46 , 593,675 bags of 200 lbs. each. dow un­

important this quantity exported was in relation to the 

total American production can be appreciated when it is 

observed that the total U.S.A. production of maize for 

that year was 819,840,000 bags. 14) This was, however, 

13) Henry A. Wallace and Earl N. Bressman: Corn and 
Corngrowing; John Wiley & Sons, Inc., New York, 
1949, p. 378. 

14) Ibid, p. 377. 
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more maize than the U.S.A. usually exported as is illus­

trated by the fact that during the previous two years 

1919/20 and 1920/21 the U.S.A. exported only 4,051,246 

and 18,765,052 bags of 200 lbs. each respectively.l5) 

South Africa has always been aware of the fact that 

her main competitor in the maize export market has been 

the South American state of the Argentine, which produces 

maize mainly for the export market. Statistics show that 

during the 1922/23 season the Argentine produced 4,473,000 

tons (50.097,760 bags of 200 lb.)lC) and that production 

increased so steadily that for the 4 years 1925-28 her 

average annual export of maize was 6,000,000 tons 

(67,200,000 bags).l7) Against such competition it is 

therefore obvious that the South African maize exports 

had very little if any influence on the maize price in 

the markets of Europe. 

In the days before Union, when it became apparent 

that the export of South African maize could be a large 

earner of foreign exchange, the governments of Natal, 

Transvaal, Orange Free State and the Cape Province agreed 

to make available special facilities for the exporters of 

maize. The arrangements,which were subsequently taken 

over by the Union Government, were: 

a. a specially reduced railway rate for maize from 
the station of the consignor to any South African 
port; 

b. a specially reduced ocean freight rate from any 
South African port to the overseas markets; 

c. grading and inspection facilities at the ports; 

d. specially low insurance rates for maize handed to 
the Government for disposal; 

15) Henry A. Wallace and Earl N. Bressman: Op. cit. 

16) 

17) 

P• 378. 

"The Agricultural Crises." 
Economic Committee of the 
Geneva 1935 , p . ?9. 

I bid, p. 78 . 

Publication of The 
League of Nations; 
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e. maximum care while consignments were in transit 
or being handled; 

f. shipment by the Government at the minimum of 
expense; 

g. the selling of maize while in transit; 

h. provision of storage facilities for consignments 
of maize at the ports; and 

i. the furnishing of information with regard to 
export arrangements and maize samples by the 
High Commisioner for South Africa in London. 

From 1908 there were three schemes, any one of which 

could be adopted, depending on the wishes of the South 

African p~oducers. These schemes were as follows: 

1. "Scheme C". In this scheme a special railway 
charge, as low as Rl-00 per ton of maize, was 
granted to encourage the export trade. The 
consignor had to ensure that all maize for 
export passed through the Government grader, 
otherwise full ordinary rates as laid down in 
the Tariff book would have applied. If the 
maize was found to be weevily, wet, unripe, or 
mouldy the consignment was detained, pending 
the sender's instructions and the export rate 
was increased to the ordinary .rate. Further, 
if the Government g~ader refused to grant an 
export permit for a consignment of maize, or 
if the maize was sold by the Administration, 
the higher railway rate was applied to that 
consignment. The exporter made his own 
selling arrangements . 

2. "Scheme B" . Under this scheme the railway and 
harbour authorities acted as shipping agents 
on behalf of exporters , for a fee which 
included rail, port and agency charges. All 
bags of maize had to weigh exactly 203 lbs. 
Ordinary consignment notes had to be used 
and endorsed "Delivered to the S .A.R. Adminis­
tration for export and sale in terms of con­
ditions published in Government Gazette No. 
145 Transvaal or 49 O.R.C. (Orange River 
Colony), or 9038 Cape, which I accept." 
followed by the signature of the sender. 

3. "Scheme A" . In this case not only were all the 
foregoing facilities included, but also the 
Union Government ' s representative in Britain 
would dispose of any maize on the London 
Market that had originally been handed to 
the Railway authorities. The fee for doing 
this was inclusive of any expenses in 
connection with rail and ocean freight, 
together with any other expenses connected 
with the disposal of the maize. The net 
result of the sale was then indicated by 
cable and paid to the consignor. 
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The Government did, however, insist that advantage 

could be taken by exporters of the low export railway 

rate, only if a minimum of 10 tons of maize was included 

in the consignment. Obviously it would have been an un­

economic proposition if consignments of maize travelling 

long distances by rail did not, at least, constitute a 

full truck load. 

In order to fulfill overseas contracts, unripened 

maize sometimes arrived at the ports. The Government 

inspecto:..·s rejected this maize and it had to be left on 

the wharfs to dry, causing considerable conjestion of the 
. 

traffic. To discourage the railing of unripened grain 

the Government decided that the exporter would not receive 

the benefit of the low export rate on any grain that had 

been rejected by the Government grader, but that he would 

have to pay ordinary rates, and that no rebate would sub­

sequently be granted, even though the maize, at this 

later date, had been declared fit for the export market. 18) 

This regulation was, however, amended on the 1st of 

October 1913. Grain which had been r e jected as wet, 

weevily, mouldy, or on any other account, and was not 

shipped immediately was entitled to 7 consecutive days 

free storage and thereafter storage was charged at 3d. 

(2fc) per ton per diem. 19) 
Of t he above schemes, C was the one that was most 

favoured by exporters as it gav e opportunity for 

immediate and individual action, and because it eliminated 

the loss of time so often associated with government 

undertakings. Scheme A was never used on a large scale . 

It should here be repeated that no organised 

"futures market" in maize existed in South Africa. 

18) J. Burtt-1:lavy: Op. cit., pp. 544/5. 

19) Ibid, p. 550. 
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Consequently the export of maize could be a considerable 

risk. Quite often the exporter s ecured a contract from 

an overseas buyer for the shipment of maize, only to 

find at a later date that he had to buy in the maize as 

there had been a crop failure and that, contrary to the 

good profit he had anticipated he would get, he found 

that the prices he had to pay were so high that he only 

just broke even or that he lost on the transaction. At 

other times the exporter found that, although he had 

booked tne shipping space months ahead, once the date of 

loading arrived he could not purchase the maize he 

required at a suitable price. He therefore had to buy at 

a higher price and so try to cut his losses, rather than 

not use the shipping space for which he would have to 

pay in any case. 

Such were the misfortunes of a grain exporter in a 

country such as South Afric~On account of climatic con­

ditions, there were considerable fluctuations in the 

total annual crop, and, due to the absence of an 

organised grain exchange, it was impossible for him to 

hedge against losses occasioned by price fluctuations. 

The maize export trade during this period (1910-22) 

also suffered a serious setback because of World War I. 

At this time shipping space was at a premium and the 

cost of shipping a bag of maize to Europe rose greatly. 

Statistics showing how these export costs increased, and 

then declined again during this period , will be fuund in 

Table 10 of Appendix A. A graph representing these price 

fluctuations will be found on the next page. 

As a result of these fluctuations in export costs, 

there were considerable fluctuations of prices on the 

local market, but this was not the only reason why home 

prices fluctuated. For some reason, that is not 

apparent, it appears that the Chief Inspector of grain 
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found it almost impossible, for a number of years during 

this period, to give a reasonably accurate estimate of 

the crop for the coming season. Consequently, nobody was 

ever very certain what the country's maize position was. 

Thus, for example~ the Chief Inspector of grain estimated 

the maize crop for 1913 to be about the same as that for 

1912, which was a poor crop. The result was that priqes 

remained high on the local market and no maize was exported. 

Towards the end of 1913, however, it appeared that the 

crop was in fact quite a good one . Instead of the export 

of maize starting during July 1913, it started only 

towards the end of the 1913 season when home prices were 

declining instead of rising as they usually do at that 

time of the year. Farmers, therefore, who held back their 

maize instead of selling it at the earlier high price, 

made a much smaller profit, when they eventually sold at 

the lower price at the end of 1913. Also, by this time, 

the export market was well supplied by South Africa's 

competitors, such as the Argentine, and foreign maize 

prices did not therefore encourage exports. 

For the season 1918-19 the crop was under-estimated 

by 2 million bags. For the 1919-20 season an under­

estimate of 3 million bags caused the price to rise to 

the record figure of 32s. (R3-20) per bag and the Gov~r.n­

ment promptly prohibited the export o+ maize. That year 

only 811,457 bags of maize were exported. Huch to every­

body's surprise it was subsequently discovered that the 

crop was only slightly below normal, and when the crop 

for the following season was up to standard, there was a 

large slump in prices,and exports which had been delayed, 

started i n large quantiti es in January 1921. 20) 

20) H. Frankel: Co-operation and Competition in the 
Marketing of Haize in South Africa; Uni vers ity of 
the Wi twatersrand, Johannesburg , 1925, p. 69. 
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These instances of the effects of inaccurate crop 

estimates, are sufficient to show that they can result 

in large losses, not only to the farmer, but, in foreign 

exchange, to the state. 

Summary for the period 1910 - 1922. 

This was a period during which the South African 

farmers were consistently encouraged and advised to feed 

more maize to their livestock, as an alternative to 

selling their maize. While the consumption of maize by 

livestock did increase, maize farmers, on the whole, 

continued to treat their maize as a cash crop. 

By far the most important event during this period, 

from a marketing point of view, was the development of 

the co-operative association movement. The Government 

imported a specialist in this field from Denmark in order 

that he should advise and help the farmers to establish 

their own co-operative associations. These made the 

farmer less dependent on the middleman, for whom the 

maize producer had developed a deep distrust. For a 

number of reasons the co-operative association movement 

had only very limited success during this period and by 

1922 only 1~~ of all the maize sold, was being marketed 

through co-operative associations. However, in spite of 

setbacks suffered by co-operative associations, figures 

show that the co-operative association member invariably 

received a better price for his maize than did the non-

member. 

During the whole of the period there is evidence 

that the Government was doing its utmost to help the 

South African maize industry build up a profitable export 

market. Not only was the export of maize desirable as a 

foreign exchange earner, but it was also essential that 

the surplus maize be exported in order to maintain the 

local price at a reasonable level. Special low railage 
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and shipping rates cut the maize exporter's freight costs 

to a minimum, while at the South African ports, Govern­

ment inspectors and graders ensured that all maize 

exported was of good quality. 

More and more maize was exported during this period, 

but this was not because new and better foreign markets 

were found for South African maize. Foreign markets were 

always available and South African maize had always found 

ready overseas bu3rers. The greater quantity of maize 

that was being exported was the consequence of greater 

production. Table III of Appendix A shows that the pro­

duction index for the 1921/22 marketing season was 154.6 

compared with the base index of 100 for the 1911/12 

marketing season. 

It would be most satisfying to conclude that this 

increased production was the result of better farming 

techniques, but, while maize production methods did 

improve, this was only one of the minor reasons for the 

increased production. The main reason for the increased 

production was the larger number of morgen planted with 

maize . Unpublished figures obtained by the writer from 

the ~ea1ie I ndustry Control Board shows that 1,082,000 

morgen were planted with maize for the 1911/12 marketing 

season, while for the 1921/22 marketing season 1,802,000 

morgen had been put under maize. 

It was, therefore, a period of advancement for the 

South African maize industry. However, during this 

period there was also evidence of the disorganisation 

and subsequent losses that could reAult to the industry 

if inaccurate estimates of the likely total crop for a 

season were made. 
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CHAPTER IV 

I 
I 
I 

The Marketing of Mazfe during the period 

1922 to 1937 

Introduction 

This period covers the marketing of maize from the 

introduction of the Co-operative Societies Act in 1922 

until the passing of the 1937 Marketing Act and the 

establishment of the Mealie Industry Control Board. 

During this period there were event3 such as the intro­

duction of the Elevator System, the passing of the Mealie 

Control Act of 1931 and the establishment of Unie Graan 

Kooperatiewe Landbou Maatskappy, all of which left their 

mark on the development of maize marketing in the years 

that followed. These events will be dealt with separatel~ 

and in addition, the period as a whole will be reviewed. 

The Elevator System 

During the first period discussed, 1910 - 1922, the 

production of maize did increase, but so did local con­

sumption; consequently, while mai ze had to be exported to 

keep the local price at a reasonable level, there was 

never really an export problem. In the second period 

(1922-37) the rate at which production increased was con-

siderably greater than that at which consumption rose. 

Thus, to keep the internal price of maize at a reasonable 

level, more and more maize had to be exported, but, before 

the maize could be exported, it had to be graded and 

stored in suitabl e containers until transport facilities 

were available . It was, therefore obvious that , if the 

export of maize was to work smoothly , it was essential 

that elevators should be erected for storage purposes. 

As far back as 1911 Sir Thomas Price in a report to the 

Government, recommended the erection of elevators . 1 ) 

1) Thomas Price : Report on the Storage and Handling of 
Grain in Europe, United States of America and Canada; 
U.G. 43 - 1911, p. 32. 
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Furthermore, in 1918 a committee under the chairmanship 

of Mr. C.L.S. Clarke had recommended the establishment of 

grain elevators to operate under state control. This 

committee suggested that three coastal elevators at Cape 

Town, East London and Durban respectively, together with 

fifty inland elevators, be built. The Government sub­

sequently accepted thi s recommendation. 2) In spite of a 

decision being taken in 1918 to erect the elevators, it 

was not until 1921 that work on them was commenced.3) 

On the 27th of June 1926 a new type of country 

elevator was put into commission at Settlers.4 ) With the 

completion of this one, there were two coastal elevators 

(one each at Cape Town and Durban) with a total storage 

capacity of 72,000 short tons and 35 country elevators 

with a total capacity of 110,950 short tons. Where these 

elevators were situated and what the storage capacity of 

each was at the above datA can be seen in Table 11 of 

Appendix A. 

From the placings of the elevators as shown in 

Table 11 of Appendix A, it will be seen that the idea 

was that the country elevators should be in the principal 

grain producing areas. Farmers could deliver their grain 

to these country elevators, either in bags, or loose, 

depending on which method they preferred. The grain was 

then tipped from the f armer's wagon into the receiving 

hopper of the el evator , from where it was mechanically 

transferred to the various storage bins, there being a 

separate bin for each grade of grain. However , before 

it was finally stored in its particular bin, it was first 

2) Annual Re ort of the South African Railwa s and 
Harbours Administration for 1 18 ; .G. 43 - 1918, p. 6. 

3) Report of the General Manager of Railways and Harbours 
for year ended 31.3 .1923 ; U.G. 40 - 1923 , p. 17. 

4) Ibid, for year ended 31.3.1927; U.G. 34 - 1927, p. 59. 



I I 
I I 

------------------~-----------------

- 95 -

cleaned, weighed and graded. Identity of the individual 

farmer's grain was thus lost. From the country elevator 

the grain was loosely spouted into closed railway trucks 

in which it was conveyed, either to other country 

elevators or to the port elevators, where it was once 

again mechanically transported into the respective bins, 

depending on its grading. From the port elevator the 

grain was spouted into the hold of the ship. The complete 

absence of grain bags once the grain was in the elevator 

system w~ll be noted. 

The elevator system, which was at that time con­

trolled by the railway authorities, did not buy and sell 

grain. Its purpose was confined to grading, weighing, 

cleaning, storing and handling grain. Once the farmer 

had deposited his grain at an elevator, a negotiable 

elevator receipt, stating the weight, description and 

grade of his grain was issued to him. The Commercial 

banks recognised these elevator receipts as first class 

security and would advance loans against the deposit of 

such receipts. The elevator authorities insured grain 

in their possession against all losses of any kind. 

Furthermore, they guaranteed, on the presentation of the 

elevator receipt, to deliver the exact weight and grade 

as per the receipt. They did, however, deduct one pe:r-­

cent to cover themselves against the loss of weight, 

which was likely to occur during storage, as the maize 

gradually lost some of its moisture content. 

Under the elevator system a product emerged that 

had been carefully cleaned and graded and it was there­

fore possible to buy and sell grain simply by trading in 

elevator receipts. It was not necessary for the buyer 

to have an inspection of the grain he bought. 

An essential principle of the elevator system i s 

the pooling of the same grade of maize from different 
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farmers, as this makes possible economies in handling and 

transport. Bulk handling not only saves the price of the 

bag, which would otherwise have to be used, but it is very 

much faster. Under this system a ship can be fully loaded 

with grain in one day as compared with seven t o ten days 

if bags are used. This naturally results in a substantial 

reduction in stevedoring charges at both sending and 

receiving ports. Also the ship itself can carry at least 

10% more grain loaded in bulk instead of in bags. 

Frok a storage point of view, the elevator is also 

ideal, as the grain is protected and cannot deteriorate 

on account of unfavourable weather conditions or the 

presence of r odents and insects. Once in the el evator 

the grain is kept clean and in good condition with very 

little extra expense. This should be compared with the 

possibilities of deterioration when stored in bags. 

Even in post World War II days there were complaints about 

grain being lost, because it had to be stored in bags 

covered by tarpaulins. 

Financially also, the elevator is a great h~lp to 

the farmer. Before its introduction the farmer was often 

compelled to sell his maize immediately after the harvest 

because he needed money at once, and, even if his 

financial needs were not pressing, he very often did not 

have a suitable place to store his crop. In either case 

he had to sell , when all the other producers were selling, 

and the price was at its lowest l evel. This diffi~ulty 

was to some extent overcome by the co-operative asso­

ciation, which could give its members a "voorskot" when 

they delivered their maize, but, as already stated, not 

all farmers were members of co-operative associations. 

The system of financing through the maize e l evator 

receipt was the first opportunity farmers,who were not 

members of co-operative associations, had of obtaining an 
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advance, while their maize remained their property. 

A further major advantage of the elevator system is 

that it eliminates all the arguments between buyer and 

seller about the exact weight of the maize del ivered. 

Often there were cases of producers alleging they had 

sol d one we i ght of grain, while buyers were quite certain 

that they had received a l esser amount. In addition it 

avoids arguments about the grade of the product, since 

the elevator receipt clearly sta~es the weight and the 

grade, hence avoiding all possibility of dispute at a 

later date. 

As all grain is now pooled according to grade, the 

elevator system is a considerable saver of transport. If 

grain is required at a certain point, it can be drawn 

from the elevator nearest to that point and not necessa­

rily from the elevator where it was originally stored by 

the seller. Thus, for example, if a producer stores his 

grain at say Kroonstad, and subsequently sells his 

elevator receipt for the delivery of the grain to a 

merchant, say in Johannesburg, the grain can be drawn 

from any of the elevators near Johannesburg.5) 

The first figures to show the use that was being 

made of the elevator system by maize farmers are those 

for the crop year 1923-24 (marketing year 1924-25). 

During the following year there was a record maize crop 

and the General Manager of the South African Railways and 

Harbours stated, in his annual report, that the total 

quantity of maize and kaffir corn handled in the elevator 

system, during the year ended 30th June 1926, was 

518,386 tons (equal to 5,183,860 bags), which was con­

sidered very satisfactory. This quantity was about one­

fifth of the record crop of about 25 million bag3 

5) 
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produced during that season, and represented a turnover 

of about five times the storage capaci~y of the country 

elevators, which was approximately 100,000 tons or 

1,000,000 bags. 6) 

It is also worth observing that during the year 

ending on 30th June 1926, a record export of 11.5 million 

bags of maize and maize products was made and that, of 

this total, almost 4.5 million bags passed through the 

elevators. In fact, the General Manager of S.A.R. & H. 

stated that, in his opinion, this record export would not 

have been possible had it not been for the elevator 

system.?) 

The quantity of grain handled by the elevator system 

is, however, considerably influenced by climatic 

conditions. In a good year a l a r ge tonnage of grain will 

pass through the system, while in the years when the crop 

is poor, the elevators are not used to full capacity. 

On numerous occasions the General Manager of railways 

complained in his annual report that the system was being 

used far too often as a storage place where the same 

grain would remain for six or seven months at a time. 

If the system was to pay its way, it had to turn over its 

holdings of grain at least five or six times during the 

season. 

How the maize intake of the elevator system varied 

from year to year, can be appreciated if the figures in 

Table 12 of Appendix A are examined. The total intake of 

maize for each crop year during the period 1922 to 1937 

is graphically pr esented on the following page. 

It was not until the year ended 30th of June 1931 

6) Adapted from the Report of the General Manager of 
Railways & Harbours for year ended 31 . 3 .1926 ; 
U.G. 4 2 - 26 , pp. 49 and 50 . 

7 ) Ibid, for the year ended 31. 3 .1926 ; U. G. 42 - 26 , 
P • 50. 
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that the system showed a surplus for the first time since 

its inception. During this year the intake of the system 

was 571,178 tons and it showed a surplus of £8,555 

(Rl7,110). The accumulated deficit was accordingly re­

duced to £284,188 (R568,376). 8 ) This record tonnage of 

maize passing through the elevators was, however, due not 

only to the satisfactory crop for the season (by no means 

a record), but to the fact that there was, in the first 

half of that year at any rate, a very satisfactory export 

market for maize. During the second half of the year the 

export price declined and only 100,000 tons as compared 

to 471,000 tons for the first half passed through the 

elevators. Another reason for the increased flow of maize 

through the elevators was the introduction of a revised 

scale of storage tariffs. These new tariffs were specifi­

cally designed "with a view to forcing the movement of 

grain from the elevators during the busy intake period of 

the season, and they had the effect intended, namely of 

discouraging the use of the elevators for purely storage 

or speculative purposes and of securing the tonnage turn­

over necessary to balance accounts". 9) 

From the above quotation it will be appreciated that 

the purpose of the grain elevators was to assist in the 

export of grain. It was never intended that they should 

be storage depots. Up to the 30th of June 1937 it had 

cost £2 ,558,807 (R5 ,117,614) to establish the system. 10) 

If all that was wanted was storage space, this could have 

been provided at a considerably lower cost than that of 

building the elevators. By this date the cost of 

providing sufficient s torage space in an elevator for one 

8) Report of the General Manager of Railways and Harbours 
for the year ended 31 . 3.1931; U.G. 37 - 1931, p. 40. 

9) Ibid, p. 63 . 

10) Ibid, for year ended 30.6.37; U.G. 62 - 1937 , p. 129. 
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ton of maize exceeded R27 , while the co-operative 

associations were providing adequate storage space at a 

cost of RlO to R20 per ton. 

However, looking at the elevator system from the 

maize export point of view only, it did meet a real need 

during this period (1922-37). South African maize had 

established a good reputation for itself on overseas 

markets. To maintain a consistently high quality, 

required detailed supervision, ill.spection and grading . 

In this respect, the officials at the port elevators, 

through whose hands a large percentage of the exported 

maize passed, contributed in no small way to establishing 

a market for South African maize in foreign countries. 

The Co-operative Societies Act No. 28 of 1922. 

As already stated, Agricultur al Co-operative 

Associations were in existence from as early as 1908. 

While they made some prog~ess over the years, they were 

not an outstanding success and their membership was small 

compared with the total number of farmers who could have 

joined. 

Before the union of the four provinces in 1910, the 

agricultural co-operative associations had been operating 

under the separate provincial legislation and they con­

tinued to do this for some time. It became obvious, 

however, that it was necessary for the Union Parliament 

to pass legislation that would bring all the agricultural 

co- operative associations throughout South Africa under 

the same laws. It was , however, not until the 17th of 

July 1922 that an Act was passed "To provide for the 

formation , registration and management of co-operative 

agricultural societies with unlimited liability, co­

operative agricultural companies with limited liubility 

and co-operative trading societies with limited 
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liability." ll) This Act repealed all previous acts 

dealing with co-operative associations and stated that, 

unless an association was registered with the Registrar 

of co-operative associations, it could not use the word 

co-operative in its name. Much more important is the 

fact that it provided, for the first time in South Afri~a, 

for the establishment of co-operative associations with 

limited liability, while at the same time maintaining the 

old type of unlimited liability 00-operative association. 

All co-oyerative associations had to be registered under 

this Act, and thus all the associations in existence 

before the passing of the Act had to re-register. In 

Section 57 the Act made provision for such re-registration 

but permitted the existing undertakings to retain their 

existing articles of association. Some of the older 

associations were not really co-operative associations in 

that they did not handle members' produce on an agency 

basis, but actually purchased such produce at a pre-

determined price. Furthermore, on occasions, they also 

purchased agricultural produce from non-shareholuers. 

Any co-operative association formed after 1922 and there­

fore registered under Act 28 of 1922, is prevented by 

this Act from purchasing outright the agricultural 

produce of members or non-members. 

After the promulgation of the 1922 Act all new co-

operative associations established had to subscribe to 

the following basic principles . 

1. Only bona fide farmers could become members 
of such an agricultural association. 

2. The co-operative associati on had to act as an 
agent for its member s and the members received 
the full selling price of their produce less a 
prescribed fee, to cover administrative costs, 

11) Act No. 28 of 1922; Statutes of the Union of South 
Africa, 1922, p. l52. 
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to build up reserves and, in the case of 
associations with limited liability, to pay 
a limited interest on paid up share capital. 

3. The co-operative association could not trade, 
or in any way operate for the benefit of, or 
on behalf of, anybody who was not a member. 

4. The organisation and operation of the co­
operative association must be controlled by 
persons and not by capital. 

5. Any accumulated funds (profit) had to be 
distributed among members in cas e of dis­
solution of the co-operative association. 

6. Such a distribution of surplus funds had to 
be made, not according to the number of 
shales each member held, but according to 
the amount of business that he had done 
through the co-operative association. 

This Act was extremely favourably received by those 

whom it concerned and farmers throughout the country 

hastened to form new associations. Care had, however, 

to be exercised that only co-operative associations which 

had a reasonable chance of survival were registered. How 

important the Act was to the co-operative movement, can 

be seen from the fact that, while there were 54 co­

operative associations, with a membership of 12,878, in 

existence when the Act was promulgated in 1922, +.his 

number had increased to 416 associations with a membership 

of 85,697 by the 30th of June 1933. It is also worth 

observing that, of the 416 associations at that time, 

there were 169 with a membership of 55,786 having limited 

liability for their members, but that there were also 2~-7 

associations with a total membership of 29 , 911, in which 

the liability of the members was unlimited.12) I~ 

appears strange indeed that in 1933, eleven years after 

the Act was passed (which permitted the formation of 

associations the l i ability of whose members was limited), 

this latter class of unlimited liability members should 

still be so large . 

12) Report of the Commission to inquire into Co­
operation and Agricultural Credit; U.G. 16 - 34 , p. 4. 
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The writer tried to determine why there was such a 

delay before co-operative associations with unlimited 

liability re-registered with limited liability. No 

explanation could be given for this delay by the officials 

of the Maize Board. However, after further investigation 

regarding this subject, the writer was informed by 

Mr Pienaar of the office of the Registrar of Co-operative 

Associations that, at that time (1922-33), the financial 

position of many of the agricultural co-operative 

associat7ons was very weak. Consequently they were in­

structed by their cr editors that further business between 

the co-operative associations and their creditors would 

not be possible if they re-registered under the 1922 Act 

as co-operative associations, whose members had the advan­

tage of limited liability. Many co-operative associations 

were, therefore, compelled by their creditors to improve 

their financial position before they could re-register as 

co-operative associations, whose members enjoyed limited 

liability. 

With regard to the associations themselves, the 1922 

Act succeeded in making it quite clear that farmers could 

either form a co-operative association whose members' 

liability was limited to the amount they had invested or 

had agreed to invest in the co-operative association, or, 

alternatively, another type of co-operative association 

whose members ' liability was not limited in any way to 

the amount they had invested or promised to invest in the 

society. Thus for example, section 15(1) of the 1922 Act 

states: "No co-operative agricultural society with un­

limited ~iability, shall be r equired to have any fixed 

capital", while section 16(1) states: "The capital of a 

co-operative agricultural company with limited liabi lity 

•••• •••.• Shall be variable in amount according to the 

nominal value of shares from time to time subscribed." 
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Also matters such as borrowing powers, the general running 

and control, procedure at general meetings, voting of 

members, appointment of auditors, preparation of financial 

statements, inspection of affairs and, finally, dissolution 

of the association are dealt with in considerable detail. 

One cannot help feeling that it is a great pity that this 

Act was passed only in 1922, for it was certainly long 

overdue, and would have done a great deal to further the 

co-operative association movement had it appeared in 

statutes before that date. On the other hand, it must be 

appreciated that such a comprehensive Act as this could 

not have been compiled without considerable experience in 

the matter of co-operative associations. 

A further step forward in 1922 was the pooling of all 

maize by the Central Agency. Until this date the maize 

of the various associations was not pooled, but the 

Central Agency sold the maize of each association on its 

own individual account. The result was that one association 

very often received a lower price than another for the 

same grade maize. Needless to say, this caused ~uch 

dissatisfaction. Under the pooling system, however, the 

maize of the different associations lost its identity and 

everybody was much happier receiving the same price for 

a particular grade of maize. 

At the time of the passing of the 1922 Act, there 

were ten maize co-operative associations in the Orange 

Free State and ten in the Transvaal. These twenty 

associations had a membership of 6395 and all twenty 

associations were affiliated to the Central Agency. By 

the 30th of June 1933 four of these associations, two in 

the Orange Free State and two in the Transvaal, had been 

dissolved. The two Orange Free State associations were, 

however, subsequently reformed, and a new association was 

formed in the Transvaal, · so that by this latter date 
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17,462 maize farmers in these two provinces were members 

of co-operative associations. Surprisingly, however, 

"the liability of all members was unlimited". l3) 

In 1925 Act No. 38 introduced a very important 

amendment to the 1922 co-operative societies Act. Section 

seventeen of Act No. 38 of 1925 stated that the Minister 

of Agriculture could from that date,(if he was satisfied 

that in any province, district or area, at least seventy­

five per cent of the agricultural producers residing there 

and producing at least seventy five per cent of a specific 

agricultural product produced in that province, district 

or area, marketed their product through a co-operative 

association) by a notice published in the Government 

Gazette, compel the remainder of the producers of a 

specific product in that province, district or area, to 

sell their product through the co-operative association. 14) 

This is a most important piece of legislation as it is the 

first implementation of compulsory co-operative marketing. 

After the passing of the 1922 Act there was a con-

siderable increase in the membership of agricultural co­

operatives generally. This increase was not, however, 

apparent amongst the maize producers. 

The following table shows very clearly that, for the first 

eight years after the passing of the Act, the total 

membership of maize co-operative associations remained 

almost constant. In fact, as the table also indicates, 

there was a considerable decrease in the percentage of 

the total Transvaal and Orange Free State maize crop that 

was sold through co-operative associations. 

13) Report of the Commission to Inquire into Co-operation 
and Agricultural Credit; U.G. 16 - 34 , p. 26 . 

14) Act No. 38 of 192g; Statutes of the Union of South 
Africa, 1925, p. 08. 



No. of 
Year Soeieties 

1922-23 20 

1923-24 21 

1924-25 22 

1925-26 22 

1926-27 21 

1927-28 21 

1928-29 19 

1929-30 18 
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15) 

Tab~e No. I. 

Member- Turnover 
ship in Bags 

6,313 801,711 

6,938 1,658,001 

6,942 566,471 

6,872 2,504,138 

7,263 447,357 

6 ,506 1,097,693 

6,220 1,091,415 

6,486 936,368 

I ~ of Total O.F.S. 

I and Tvl. Maize 
Jrop soid through 

Co-operatives 

10 

12.3 

8.6 

13.0 

6.3 

8.4 

7·3 

7.0 

It is extremely difficult to determine why the 

majority of maize producers remained so unenthusiastic 

about the co-operative association movement. At first it 

would appear that the reason was , perhaps, that the prices 

producers obtained for their maize when selling through 

co-operative associations, was perhaps less than that 

which they obtained by direct sale. The following brief, 

season by season, analysis, however, shows that this was 

definitely not the case. 

During the 1922/23 season the Central Agency paid 

out 14s. 2d . (Rl-42) per bag , while in the open market, 

the price was never above Rl-30 till October, and after 

this month it dropped to less than Rl- 20 per bag. 

In 1923-24 the Agency paid out R1-16 , while, till 

the end of September , the open market price was always 

10 cents b elow that price. From Octo~er, however, the 

open market price did exceed the Rl-16 paid by the 

Agency. As already indicated , however, most of the 

producers are usually short of both cash and storage 

15) W.J. Lamont : 11A Review of the Maize situation in the 
Union of South Africa". Bulletin 101 of the 
De.partment of Agriculture; Pretor ia, 1931. 
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space and, therefore, cannot wait for this higher end of 

season price. 

The Central Agency paid out Rl-49 per bag during the 

1924-25 season. At first the open market price was much 

lower, but by the end of September it had risen to Rl-54. 

It did exceed the Agency price for more than two months, 

but by November had dropped to considerably less than that 

that paid by the Agency. 

In the beginning of the 1925-26 season the open 

market price was just a few cents higher than the Agency 

price. During August the two prices were actually the 

same, but thereafter the open market price dropped to 

12i cents less than the Agency price and did not recover 

to the Agency price level until the end of December. 

During the seasons 1926-27, 1927-28 and 1928-29 the 

Central Agency price was higher than that obtained by 

most producers selling in the open market. For the 

1926-27 season the Agency price was higher till the 

middle of December. For 1927-28 it was higher till the 

end of December. In fact, not till March of 1923 did the 

open market price actually exceed the Agency price. For 

the 1928-29 season the Agency price was considerably 

higher till the middle of November. It must be stressed 

again that for the majority of producers it is only the 

early season prices that are of any importance. 

Of the eight seasons represented in Table I above, 

the 1929-30 season was the only one for which the open 

market prices for the early part of the season were 

actually higher than those paid out by the Central 

Agency. During the latter part of the season open 

market prices declined to a figure below the Agency price. 

It is , however, generally conceded that, during this 

season, those producers selling their maize in the open 

market,obtained better prices than those who were 
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members of agricultural co-operatives. 16) 

The above season by season summary shows very clearly 

that the co-operative association members, more often than 

not, obtained better prices for their maize than those 

producers who did not sell through co-operative 

associations. 

If, then, the lack of enthusiasm to join a co-opera-

tive association was not caused by a price differen-

tiation in favour of the open market seller, one wonders 

what other reasons there could be for this absence of 

growth of maize producers· co-operative associations. The 

writer regrets that he has been unable to discover any 

literature in which this point has been investigated. He, 

however, suggests the following three possible reasons. 

a. It is unfortunately true, especially of those 

years, that the average South African farmer was 

not a great reader. It is therefore quite likely 

that, unless he had a flourishing co-operative 

association virtually on his doorstep, he would 

not have known very much about it and the 

possible benefits that he could have derived 

from becoming a member. Furthermore, the South 

African farmer is inclined to be very conservative. 

He does not like trying out anything new, until 

he has actually had evidence from somebody else 

of the benefit s of a new policy.. Coupled with 

this , is the fact that quite a number of the 

earlier co-operative associations, established 

before the 1922 Act, came to an unpleasant end 

and at times the farmers, who were members, 

were the losers. This kind of experience, 

16) Mauritz Kruger: "Eight years of Maize Co-operation!.' 
Bulletin of the Department of Agriculture; 
Pret~ria, 1931, pp. 1 - 2 • 
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especially in a conservative community, is not 

easily forgotten. 

b. In all of the 18 maize co-operatives which were 

operating in 1930 the liability of the members 

was unlimited. This fact in itself would have 

been sufficient to keep a large number of maize 

producers from joining the associations. The 

average maize farmer can easily lose his total 

income for the year if climatic conditions go 

against him, there.fore he must, especially if 

he has only a very limited amount of capital 

at his disposal, be a thoroughly bad financial 

risk. If, therefore, he had managed to 

accumulate some reserves during the better 

years, he would have been most unwise to join 

a co-operative association where his liability 

was unlimited, and where , through no fault of 

his own, he could have lost part of his capital. 

Unlimited liability was certainly a most un-

attractive aspect of ~o-operation. 

c. The co-operative association paid only a 

"voorskot" on delivery of the maize, while the 

farmer received the full price immediately if 

he sold in the open market. 

It is worth noting that the Commission set up to 

investigate and report on Co-operation and Agricultural 

Credit in 1933, did not come to any conclusions as to why 

the co-operative movement had not developed faster among 

maize producers. They simply stated that the Commission 

considered that the pessimism of maize farmers as 

regards the future of co-operation was unwarranted.l7) 

17) Report of the Commission to Inquire into Co­
operation and Agricultural Credit ; U.G. 16- 34, 
p . 44. 
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While for the eight years 1922 to 1930 the co-

operative association.s handled, on an average, only just 

over 1,100,000 bags per year, which was approximately 

only 7% of total production, it is found that during 

1931-32 and 1932-33 this percentage rapidly increased to 

approximately 34% for each of the two seasons. 18) In 

actual bags of maize handled, statistics show that, 

during the 1931-32 season, just over six million bags 

and, in the 1932-33 season, just under six million bags 

were sol~ through the maize co-operative associations. 

This remarkable increase in the turnover of the co-

operatives was due mainly to the sudden increase in 

membership of the co-operative associations. Table I 

above shows that the membership was 6,486 as at the 30th 

of June 19~0. On the 31st of December 1930, only six 

months later, there were still only 18 associations, 

but their membership had increased to 10 ,154, an increase 

of 56.~fo, whereas the increase for the previous eight 

years was negligible.l9) Furthermore, so rapidly did the 

membership of maize co-operative associations in~rease, 

that by the 30th of June 1932 there were 18,214 members, 

almost three times as many as two years previously. This 

figure had, however, declined by 752 to 17,462 members by 

the 30th of June 1933. 20) 

During the seasons 1931-32 and 1932- 33 the market 

for maize was very depressed and the sudden increase in 

membership of co-operative associations was, no dou'ut, to 

some extent, attributabl e to the very attractive advances 

that the co-operative associations paid, especially 

18) Report of the Commission to Inquire into Co-operation 
and Agricultural Credit; U.G. 16 - 34 , p. 44. 

19) W.J . Lamont : "A Review of the Maize Situation in the 
Union of South Afric~" Bulletin 101 of the 
Department of Agriculture; Pretoria 1931 , p. 13 . 

20) Reporc of the Commission to Inquire into Co-operation 
and Agricultural Credi t ; U.G. 16 - 34 , p. 26. 
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during the first of these two years. In the past it has 

been found time and again that farmers join the co-operativ~ 

associations in years of surplus production, when the p~jce 

is low, but tend to resign as soon as prices recover in the 

seasons that follow. At any rate, during these two years 

1931-32 and 1932-33, the associations handled 6~~ and 5?~ 

respectively of all the maize marketed. 21) 

It is important to realise that there was a marked 

difference in the marketing appr0ach of the co-operative 

associatlons compared with that of the ordinary middleman. 

In the first instance the middleman was in business for 

his own benefit and expected to make a living for himself 

out of his transactions. Secondly, while he bought and 

sold maize, he never physically handled or stored maize 

in large quantities. As previously stated, the co-

operative association, because it attempted to stabilise 

prices by an even flow of maize to the market, was 

compelled, if it wanted to ensure that the maize of its 

members was evenly marketed throughout the season, to 

undertake both the handling and storage of maize. The 

middleman knew that, if he wanted to keep his expenses 

and his capital requirements at a minimum, he had to 

keep up a rapid turnover. Producers thls, very often, had 

themselves to truck their maize to the final consumer, 

leaving the middleman to do only the organisation and 

administrative work connected with t he purchase and sale. 

In order to operate successfully, it was essential 

that a co-operative association should comply with the 

following requirements . 

1. It had initially to have sufficient capital to 
pay for its fixed assets . Because it had to 
store members' maize in the early part of 
the season, it had to have considerable land 

21) Report of the Commission to Inquire into Co-operation 
and A¢ric~ltural Credit; U.G. 16 - 34 , p . 45. 
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and buildings where this storage could be 
undertaken. In addition to its fixed capital 
requirements it needed working capital, i.e. 
money to finance its daily operations, which 
included the payment of large advances to its 
members on the delivery of their maize. A 
co-operative association could never hope to 
grow and acquire more members, unless it had 
a reputation for paying to the farmer, as an 
advance, a fairly high percentage of the 
price he anticipated he would finally receive. 
Once again it must be stressed that the 
average co-operative association member is 
continually short of capital and must have 
money the moment his crop comes off the land. 
"Farmers generally lack the minimum capital 
resources which business prudence would 
dictate." 22) 

2. The manager had to be a man of business 
experience who had a very good knowledge 
of marketing procedure and insight into 
future marketing trends. Unless he had 
these qualities it would be almost impossible 
for him to determine an advance that was not 
too high or too low and, furthermore, he 
would not know when he should enter the maize 
market in order that the co-operative asso­
ciation members might receive the maximum 
benefit. 

3. It must operate with maximum efficiency and 
at the same time in the most economical 
manner possible in order that administrative 
and distribution costs be kept at a minimum, 
for it is only then that members would at 
the end of the season receive the maximum 
arrear payment. 23) 

As most co-operative associations paid the advances 

to their members out of loans they received from t he Land 

Bank, the que stion of what the advance per bag should be, 

was often taken out of the hands of the management of 

individual co-operative associations, as the Land Bank 

itself made an estimate after consulting with various 

authorities including central co-operative associations. 

The Land Bank consequently fixed the advance that co­

operative associations were permitted to pay to their 

members, on delivery of their maize at the co-operative 

associations' store, at 6ry~ of the estimated maize price 

22) F.J. van Biljon: "State Interference in South Africa. "; 
P . S . King & Sons Ltd., London, 1939, p. 121. 

23) A.P . Scholtz: "Die Bemarking van Mielies in Suid­
Afrika ." , Unpublished thesis of the University of 
Potchefstroom, 1953, p. 12. 
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per bag for that season. This relatively low advance 

caused a great deal of dissatisfaction amongst members of 

co-operative associations and the Land Bank became 

extremely unpopular. (see footnote 24) In fairness to 

the Land Bank , however, the incident already mentioned, 

when in 1920 the advance paid to farmers was Rl-80 per bag 

and the net final realisation price was only Rl-10 per 

bag, should not be forgotten. 

There is much evidence thro,lghout this period 

(1922-37) of the disloyalty of members to their respective 

co-operative associations. Often members would, in the 

early part of the season, sell part of their crop to a 

merchant who would pay the whole price in cash. Often, 

also, co-operative association members would sell their 

whole crop for a particular year, privately, to a 

merchant , conveniently forgetting that, during the past 

year, they had bought from the co-operative association 

various farming requirements on the understanding that 

they would settle their account with it, once they 

delivered their crop to it, and received an advance 

payment. Such action by disloyal members caused the co-

operative association management much inconvenience and 

naturally benefited the member by giving him an extended 

period of credit as, by the time the co-operative asso-

ciation had realised that he had sold his crop through 

another channel, he had u sually spent most of the money 

he had received from the merchant and therefore could not 

settle his account for at least another year . The 

24) 11Numerous witnesses held that the rate of advance so 
agreed upon tends definitely to determine the 
general trend of prices for the coming season, 
with consequent harmful effects on the loyalty of 
the co-operator who is apt to compare his rate of 
advance with the price obtained by the non- co-oper ator ." 
Report of the Commission to Inquire into Co- operati·on 
and .Agricultural Credit; U.G. 16 - 34, p. 146. 
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co-operative association with its very limited capital 

resources was the los er in such a case, especially as the 

Land Bank insisted that all its loans were made for one 

season only and had to be repaid at the end of that season. 

In defence of the farmer, if t here is any defence in such 

a case, it should, however, be pointed out that, in his 

ignorance, he v ery often did not appreciate the principle 

of co-operation and did not realise how he was undermining 

the whole structure of t he organisation by suddenly, for 

one reason or another, breaking away from it and not playing 

the part he was expected to play. 

It has also been argued that disloyalty arose because 

the cost of co-operative marketing was comparatively high. 

It has been pointed out that the Central Agency charged a 

commission of lt% and that, in addition, the local 

associations could charge a further commission of anything 

up to ~~' though some associations did charge less. Some 

co-operative association members thus had to pay a total 

commission of &¥~. This was indeed very high when it was 

compared with a commission of 1% charged by produce 

brokers . It must be remembered , however, that the sole 

purpose of the broker was to put the seller in contact 

with a buyer, while the co-operative association, in 

addition to performing this function, also received, 

graded, handled and stored the maize of its members. 

Furthermore, the co-operative association acted as a del 

credere agency,insuring therefore, that the farmer would 

in fact be paid for maize sold through it. Lastly, if 

the co-operative association did m8ke any profit out of 

the commi ssion it received from its members, this profit 

went towards the payment for the assets which the co-

operative association had to have , and which in fact 

belonged to its members. 25) 

25) Report of the Commission to Inquire into Co-operation 
and Agricultural Credit ; U.G. 16 - 34 , p . 46. 
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Bearing these facts in mind, it is astonishing to 

find that complaints of the disloyalty of co-operative 

association members were fairly general. It is agreed 

that co-operative associations did suffer because of the 

poor managerial material at their disposal, but at the 

same time it is recorded that only 7fo of those co-

operative associations that failed did so because of poor 

management and extended credit t o members. 26)It is further 

agreed that a 60% advance on anticipated price is not 

nearly so attractive as receiving the full price in cash 

immediately the maize is delivered, and therefore may 

encourage disloyalty in a sellers' market. At the same 

time the fact that the end price paid by the co-operative 

associati on was almost invariably better than the open 

market price, must again be stressed. 

While the farmer's disloyalty to his co-operative 

association was, in many cases, due to the fact that he 

did not appreciate that the principle of co-operroion had 

to be applied at all times, the writer is firmly con­

vinced the disloyalty was also, in some cases . due to the 

dishonesty of co-operative association members. Avoiding 

the payment of a debt for goods received, is very seldom 

the result of ignorance. If the first few farmers who 

had tried to avoid payment to their co-operative asso­

ciations, had been severly dealt with, the lesson l earnt 

by them would have served as a deterrent to others con­

templating such action and the number of cases where co­

operative associations had lost money through this type 

of action, would have been so few that they would not 

have been worth mentioning in the Report of the 

Commission to Inquire into Co-operation and Agricultural 

Credit, U.G. 16- 34. 

26) A Re~ort of the Commission to Inquire into Co­
operation and Agricultural Credit; U.G. 16 - 34, 
p . 7 
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In 1933 an amending Act gave to co-operative 

associations 11 a first and preferent claim on produc e 

produced with seeds or fertilizers or for which bags were 

supplied to members on credit, to the extent of the 

amount of credit granted. 11 28) 

While at first each of the various co-operative 

associations marketed its own members' maize so that they 

competed with one another, the procedure was gradually 

developed by which the Central Agency did more and more 

of the marketing and the individual co-operative asso­

ciations less and less. The Central Agency was empowered 

to sell the maize of its affiliated members, to establish 

an agency overseas for the marketing of maize and to 

enter the open market as a buyer of maize. It was a much 

more satisfactory arrangement that the Central Agency 

should sell on behalf of members rather than members 

should enter the market on their own, as this gave it some 

control over the supply of maize and it could, therefore, 

prevent the overstocking of the market and the slumping 

of prices. 

In spite of the fact that it was agreed at the time 

that the Central Agency was doing excellent work for the 

co-operative associations and that, without the Central 

Agency, the position would have been unfavourable for 

thousands of maize growers, 29) it was also felt that the 

agency was not adopting a sufficiently dynamic sales 

campaign. It was not doing very much about actually 

finding buyers, par ticularly new buyers,for maize, but 

it rather negatively offered maize for sale when a buyer 

made an inquiry. 

27) Act No. 23 of 1933 · To amend the law relatin~ to 
co-operative agricultural societies and companies· ; 
Statutes of the Union of South Africa, 1933. 

28) Report of the Commission to Inquire into Co­
operrtion and Agricultural Credit; U.G. 16 - 34, 
p . 188. . 

29) Ibid, p. 47. 
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The Central Agency, however, continued to offer 

maize for sale. Earl y in 1934 it entered into a large 

contract with local merchants to deliver maize at 55 cents 

per bag. The merchants in turn sold the maize for delivery 

to foreign buyers. In the meantime, however, there was 

an increase in the local price of maize and it became im­

possible for the Central Agency to honour its contracts. 

At first it -.;vas hoped that the Land Bank would stand by 

the Central Agency, but the Government decided that it 

should net get involved in the business. The result was 

that the London Association of Grain Merchants decided to 

boycott South African maize and not to buy it until the 

position of the Central Agency had been clarified. In 

the end the Central Agency could find no way out of its 

troubles and on the 31st August 1934 had to go into 

liquidation. During the 1934-35 season, therefore, co-

operative maize associations were left without a central 

selling organization and maize had to be sold individually 

by each association in competition with the others. "A 

substantial quantity of maize was not even pooleQ by local 

associations, but was sold direct for members. The pool 

prices realized by some associati ons compared favourably 

with average market prices but, generally, prices paid 

were not satisfactory. 11 30) 

It was soon appreciated, however, that it was essen-

tial for the success of the co-operative movement that 

there should be a Central Co- operative Association. In 

May 1935, therefore, the Unie Graan Kooperatiewe Landbou 

Maatskappy was founded, financed and owned by grain co­

operative associations, and from that moment onwards it 

acted as a central selling agency for its various grain 

30) 11A Review of the Co- operative Movement in the Union 
of South Africa. (Prepared by the Co-operative 
Sect~on 0f the Division of Economics and Markets) ; 
Pretoria , 1937, p. 21 . 
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co-operative association members. Unie Graan negotiated 

for contracts and conducted the actual selling of maize, 

because it was well equipped to enter the various markets 

and it was also in the best possible position to control 

the flow of maize to the markets. The local co-operative 

associations, in turn, confined their activities to 

receiving, grading and storing maize for their members.3l) 

It may, therefore, be concluded that, during the 

period 1922-37, the co-operative association movement 

among maize farmers achieved considerably more success 

tllan it had during the first period 1910-22. As already 

shown, members of co-operative associations did receive a 

better price than they would have r eceived in the open 

market, but sometimes not to any appreciable extent. I t 

must be remembered that the majority of members of the 

co-operative associations were small farmers. For these 

small producers the co-operative movement was a big step 

forward , even if considered mere l y from the price point 

of view , for it was they who were invariably compelled, 

by circumstances beyond their control, to sell their maize 

early in the season, when prices were at their lowest, 

and it was they who benefited most from such high prices 

as the co-operative associations could achieve for their 

members. 

When considering the achievement of the movement , it 

should not be looked at merely from the point of view 

of the price realised. The main benefits derived by 

farmers who joined co- operative associations were as 

follows . 

a. The Associations provided organised and rational 
marketing of their products . 
Co-operative associations studied the maize market 
very carefully before they entered it . Furthermore, 

31) Y . . ')• Mara:..s : Op . cit., p . 80 . 
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the co-operative associations were in a position 

to withhold maize stocks from the market, if the 

maize price was too low. 

, 

b. The co-operative associations graded their members' 

maize according to its quality. Good maize was 

therefore not sold mixed with maize of poorer 

quality, but each type was sold as a specific 

grade. 

c. The introduction of the pool system was also of 

considerable benefit to members, for now all maize 

of a particular grade was stored together and no 

longer was it possible for one farmer to get a 

better price for a specific grade of maize than 

the price paid to his neighbour. Members were 

very much happier when they all received the 

same price for the same grade. The co-operative 

system indeed held many advantages for the 

small producer. 

In spite of these advantages accruing to co-operative 

association members, there were still many farmers who 

did not join the movement. Possibly they 1vere of the 

opinion that the co-operative association was still not 

doing enough. What they really wanted from it, was that 

it should be able to determine or fix the maize price 

for each season, so that they would be sure that they 

would not get less than the price so determined . No 

co-operative association had any control over total 

production and, therefore, none could ever hope to 

achieve such a state of affairs, especially since 

surpluses were being produced in most years. 

It must, however, have been obvious, even to the 

non-members, that they had, over the years, benefited 

considerably through the establishment and continued 
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existence of co-operative associations. It is indeed 

doubtful whether there would have been any system 

resembling organised marketing amongst maize producers 

during this period (1922-37), if there had been no co-

operative associations. 

Factors influencing the price of maize during the perio~. 

During the first part of this period from 1922 until 

the passing of the Mealie Control Act of 1931 the local 

price of South African maize was very much dominated by 

the pric0s of maize ruling in foreign countries . The 

pattern year after year was that of supply exceeding 

demand. Consequently, to prevent a complete collapse of 

the internal price , it was essential that part of the 

crop be exported each year. 

Tables 13, 14 and 15 in Appendix A show very clearly 
r-·- - · - · 

how the two prices, internal and foreign, varied from 

season to season, and how the prices fluctuated during 

any one season. The graphs on the following pages were 

constructed from the facts given in Tables 13, ~4 and 

15 and show at a glance the variations of prices from 

season to season and the fluctuations in the maize price 

during each season . 

Other things being equal one would normally expect 

the price of South African maize to be at its lowest 

level during June and July, when the crop is being 

harvested, and when a large number of farmers are 

anxious to turn their crops into money as soon as 

possible . If supply exceeds demand, it would be at 

this time that the position v.rould be at its worst. 

Further logical reasoning would suggest that the price 

should then start rising so that the October price should 

be higher than the July price and that the January price 

should be better than the October price with the highest 

pricj in April, when there might actually be a shortage 



\Jl l 1cJ~ __ r 

-----I-----9Q-i....:------t-·----+-----+------t-----j-



! 
I 

I 
-----·--··· -- -·-·· ··- -- - I ·-- -· -·-·----- ~----

1 I 
I I 
I I 

.,.;I _____ b~~- \?..;)_. -------- ·------ --------- --- .... ---·--- :).00, --- ------- - -- ------- --------· ----------- --· 

I I 

. -- · _ --- ----- 1a., - --- ---- ------------------- ------ _______ j _________________ !s O_L.Ij_\, A.~\;~c"~ C\l~~ l\ __ ~--~\~e.~ ] .h ""' ~ d C l'Yl ___ ________ __] -----
b V - 1 ' fwh:l; s ::, ;·-ry ~::r- r~" ~----?~-~-~~-- ! 
'"< / L\ n ; t 1d h \;., '1 d 1 m l \,J hI r:--cr;:-J: Ttr-M---::-;.:L·:')____ I 

I -i - - \r-A, a \ e s "I e. F\ " "- . · . I j 

I 1\ r ~ • 

() /,<:....Sol.!.th Af.r,c_c,n I i ,So"'t'l 11frtcC\n 
I I I I I ; ~ ltJ hole~CII~ PY~c.~ . :\A/hole.sC\\'e l)o. 

1 

- - - i Price. i 
--- --- - - ---- 11-IJ. ---- ---------1-- --- ·-t--------- ···- - ----- --- _____ J __ _ 

- -

~ 
0 

_a. 

)... 

Qj 

o_ 

1.11 
-t-
c 
tl 

u 

\10. 

·H.Xh 

qv. 

.gv., 

i 
! 

----- --~ L~~~ ~~~-~-+·~~~~~~~~~~~-~~-~~--~--- 1~-~~---
1 o, l.l 'l, .,_ 'll I 'l. ~ l ?. .. - -... i.. II ').' I ,_ <;; l-~ • 0 I l. I } '':.. ; !- I l ~ ! ~ .. - } I. l '>\ 

10, 

1 ~eC\v s i ! ! I 



I 

I i I 
.Th~ - A:~--\~-~::\· -- 1~\~1~~-~-~~- ~ - P-;,~~~ -- ~ ~1? N~.'1 

~ --
! fled· vJ,\.,·,t-e !'lei \ -z. e, p~y Po.c\ o\2 ~oo \'os. 

·- - -- - --·- -· -· - -· 11~ 

I : I 
' I I ~~~ --------------- --------------· ----------·--·--[------- P-~-':J --e.. ____ --- -- -· -,- ------ ---

, 

---- -- '-------· jt,o- ----·· . ________ --+----r-===--=::-~-::-:t----J, ______ 
1 
_ ____ . __ ,(R_v_e!a1~-'?:~-~ Ji~~: ~~t .1 ~~2_+~~: __ ~;Tsj 

·---· ___ __ _ () 16~ 

C) 

~ 

OJ.. 
0 

I I I 

I . ) I 
------ - f--- - - -- ----~----1-- ----4------ f-- ----1--1----- ------------ -----------·-··-------:-

. I 
I 
I 

! 
----+------Ji~4~~----~-~---~---~--~---+,-+------4-------~~-----+---r--1-----r--------~-------T, ---- ---~--~-----;-

6 I I 

J2 I I 
i I 

\'Z. 1 - ~ l R I - Lt q R 1- S"l . [..J- 4 ~ __:_R.:_:_I -+-~ -~-=--=-\ --+-----+--------4---------1 ___ ,1------+------+ 
I 

Ul 
-+-

I(\ ·-~-

! ~ I ~ I 
1. .. .)_1CO I .. 

I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I~ '1..'1... I I" 1.3 1'\ ''l.~ l9. ~~- I '1 'l. (, . 
! 

--~-- --- -_-__ -__ ---__ J ____ -_ :~--_-----_--_ ----- +--_-__ --:_-__ -__ !. -- ---

I 

I I 
------+------ --+----- ___ L_ ___ . - ___ ;_ 

I i 
i R \- ~ o \( l- o$" 
I 

i 
I 

I 

:t 
I· I 
I 

I 

(C..'l q 

'Hl I 
I 

I I I 

I I -

R \- o~ 

I 
l 
I l <;_ 3.3 

!j -e. 0. 'V s 

I ___ _____ ,- .. __ _ 

I l'1~1. 

I I ---t-----+------------,----~----- --; . 
tq ~I 

• 



- 125 -

of maize, just before the new season's crop came in. 

On examining Table No. 13, this general pattern of 

prices can be traced, if not for the whole season, at 

any rate for the first three quarters of it. Thus, for 

example, in July 1922 the price was Rl-28 per bag, in 

October Rl-59, iri January 1923 Rl-94, but by April 1923 

it had fallen to Rl-78. Likewise, at the beginning of 

the season in July 1923 the price was Rl-24 and had 

increased to Rl-46 by October and to Rl-95 per bag by 

January 1924, but had slipped back to Rl-52 by April 1924. 

It therefore appears that, while not much maiz8 had come 

in for the new season by April, the anticipation of the 

coming crop was nearly always sufficient to reduce the 

price below the figure it reached in the previous January. 

While it was, therefore, the general rule that the price 

tended to increase as the season progressed, there were 

also exceptions to this rule. During July 1927 the price 

was Rl-31 per bag, but declined to Rl-27 by October, and 

subsequently rose again to Rl-45 in January 1928 and 

increased still further to Rl-56 by April 1928. There is 

one case of the price steadily declining as the season 

progressed. In July 1934 maize sold for Rl-07 per bag, 

in October the price was Rl-03, in January 1935 it was 

down to Rl-00 and by April 1935 it was only 90c per bag. 

For all these seasonal variations and peculiarities there 

are reasons and M.D. Marais in his thesis "Die Ontwikkeling 

van die Mielienywerheid in Suid-Afrika'' goes into them in 

a considerable amount of detail. For our purpose it is 

sufficient to observe that Table 13 shows very clearly 

that the general trend in the price of maize from 1923 to 

1933 was downward . This fact is further confirmed by the 

statistics in Tables 14 and 15 . Table 14 shows that, 

with minor exceptions , the maize price in the United 
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Kingdom declined and recovered and declined again between 

the years 1924 and 1929, and collapsed in 1931. Table 

15, which gives the wholesale price of grade 2 maize in 

South Africa, shows that it reached its lowest ebb in 

1932, a year later than was the case in the United 

Kingdom . 

It may well be asked at this stage why the maize 

price declined so drastically and what the state did to 

ensure greater stabilisation of prices. 

Loo~ing at the price of maize first of all on a 

world wide basis, it is found that t he statistics in 

Table 14, showing the decline in price of maize in the 

United Kingdom during the period 1924 to 1931, represent 

with considerable accuracy what was happening to the price 

of maize throughout the world. From 1922 to 1929 a series 

of record crops by the world's major maize producing 

countries forced the price to become lower and lower. In 

1929 the world found itself in one of the worst depressions 

it had ever known, and the prices of both agricultural and 

manufactured commodities collapsed completely. 

In South Africa the internal maize price declined 

during this period, very much in step with the world price, 

as shown by the graphs on page 122. The reason fur this 

is apparent, for here too the production of maize was 

mounting steadil y and a larger and larger percentage of 

the crop had to be exported. the result being that the 

export price to an increasing extent influenced the local 

price . If during this period local consumption could 

more or less have kept pace with production, the pos ition 

would have been totally different. Then the co-operative 

associations with their available storage space, limited 

though it was, could have attempted, perhaps with some 

Government assistance, to keep up an even flow of maize 

to t~1~ market and to keep the internal price at a 
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considerably higher level than the overseas price. In 

spite of all the talk and advice about feeding maize to 

livestock and poultry and then marketing them at a higher 

price than they would otherwise have commanded, this was 

simply not being done. As a result a considerable maize 

export surplus existed annually and this surplus, which 

was often sold at a loss on foreign markets , was 

sufficient to bring down the local price to an uneconomic 

level, especially for the smaller producer. Unfortunately 

the supply of maize is inelastic, and while it is in some 

years considerably reduced by adverse weather conditions, 

production does not respond immediately to variations in 

price. 

The farmer, therefore, found himself in a most un-

satisfactory state. Not only were agricultural prices 

declining, but, in spite of the efforts of co-operative 

associations to stabilise prices, these continued, though 

to a lesser extent, to fluctuate over short periods, and 

this fact made it difficult for farmers to plan ahead. 

The depression of 1929-32 accentuated the difference 

between the prices of industrial and agricultural products 

and the position deteriorated to such an extent that the 

Government was more or les s compelled to step in, in an 

attempt to improve the position of the farmer.32) The 

Government reacted by introducing The Mealie Control Act 

(No. 39 of 1931), which came into force on the 9th of 

June 1931. 33) 

The Mealie Control Act No. 39 of 1931 

During the period 1923-27 the South African maize 

production averaged approximately 17 million bags per 

year, but for the three years 1928- 30 this figure 

32) of the National Marketin Council, 
1, U.G. 31- 1 45, p . 2. 

33) l?.R. vil~oen: "The 1'-Iealie Control Act 193511
, 

Farming in South Africa, July 1931, p. 143 . 
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increased to an average of 20 million bags per year, while 

at the same time annual consumption remained steady at 

about 12 million bags . The e~?ort of the surplus had, 

therefore, to be undertaken on a larger scale, while there 

was a general decline of priceB. This Act to be implemen-

ted by the Department of Agriculture, was therefore a 

piece of legis l ation very much concerned with preventing 

the maize farmer from becoming even wors e off as prices 

declined still further. The maiTl objects of the Act were: 

1. to protect the maize producer by ensuring that 
he obtained a reasonable price for his product; and 

2. as (1) above could be achieved only i.f: sufficient 
maize were exported, to provide that the respon­
sibility for exporting maize was to be that of 
the merchants and co-operative associations and 
to ensure that this responsibility was propor­
tionately distributed amor:g those concerned, 
depending on the extent of their purchases or 
receipts of maize. 

The most important provisions of the Act were as follows. 

1. Any merchant who or co-operative association 
which had been in the habit of buying or 
receiving maize from farmers in the past , 
could only continue to do so provided they 
had a licence authorising such business, 
but farmers were permitted to buy a reasonable 
quantity for their own use without possessing 
a licence . 34) 

2. Private individuals, merchants, co-operative 
association s or farmers w·ho bo·..1ght 100 bags 
or more per month were compelled to export 
a percentage of their purchases , and this 
percentage or export quota was determined 
by the I"'.inister from year to year, depending 
on the surplus of maize available for export 
in that year. 

Thus by making the the exporting of maize compulsory, 

the Act ensured that a surpl us production would not exert 

a depressing influence on prices in the inland market, and 

facilitated to a large ext ent t he regulation of inland 

consumption by the powers of the Minister to fix export 

quotas . 35) The i mmedi ate obj ective of the Act was to 

34) A reasonable quantity in this case was defined as 
anything up to 99 bags per month. 

35) Ann11al RerJrt of the Secretary for Agriculture for the 
tu~ year ended 30th June 1931. Farming in South 
Africa, November 1931, p . 302 . 
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bring about a higher internal price for maize by creating 

an artificial shortage and, as production could not be 

controlled, this shortage could be brought about only by 

removing the surplus from the internal market. 

This Act goes down in history as the first step of 

direct State intervention in the export marketing of 

maize, with the object of increasing the local maize 

price above the very depressed worJd price, which prevailed 

at that time. Before this date the State's influence was 

very much more indirect and limited to its attempt to 

foster the growth of the co-operative movement. 

While the Act deserves the highest praise for the 

help it rendered to the producer, it is regrettable that 

this should have been done at the expense of the local 

consumer. Were maize a luxury commodity no great harm 

would have been done, but it is in fact a staple commodity, 

being to a very large extent a basic food for the lower 

income groups. It is unfortunate that they, who could 

least afford to pay more, should have had this additional 

price burden placed upon them. 

Under this Act, as has been noted above, the Minister 

of Agriculture had to declare, each season , an export 

quota percentage. This percentage of either the purchases 

of a trader, or the receipts of a co-operative association 

would have to be exported or proof submitted that it had 

been exported . 

The success of the Mealie Control Act of 1931 , in 

creating a shortage of maize on the local market, there­

fore depended, in the first p lace, on how accurate the 

estimate of the total crop, for any one season , was. 

Secondly, a fairl y accurate estimate had to be made of the 

number of bags of maize producers would hold back for con­

sumption on their farms. This maize held back would 

natural~y not enter the market. A third estimate that was 
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required, was of the number of bags of maize that could 

be sold on t he local market at a reasonable price, and, 

lastly, a decision had to be made by the authorities 

concerning the carry-over of maize to the next season in 

case the crop for that season proved to be a poor one. 

The ratio between the export quota and total production 

was to be not higher than that between the estimated 

surplus and the total quantity of maize which producers 

were expected to sell.36 ) 

It should be made clear at this stage that , because 

of the artificial local shortage of mai ze, the internal 

price was higher than the net foreign price which was 

known as the export parity. A percentage of the maize, 

which merchants and co-operative associations had 

r eceived from producers, had, t herefore, to be exported 

at a loss. It was thus assumed that, in order to recover 

the loss they had incurred on the maize they were 

compelled to export, merchants would raise their pr ice 

to local consumers. The local consumer's price therefore 

contained a form of levy or subsidy, which enabled the 

producer ~o receive a price, which was higher than the 

export parity (net export price). 

The basic essential for the successful operation of 

the Act was thus that a local scarcity had to be created. 

In other words the supply-demand relationship for maize 

on the internal market had to be different from that 

prevailing on the world market. This variation in the 

supply-demand relationship could, in turn, be brought 

about only if there was a fairly accurate estimate of the 

crop position for the coming season. Unfortunately it 

was almost impossible to make a very accurate estimate, 

36) Re ort of the National 
Marketing Boards, 1938 
u . 49. 
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as the amount of maize, which producers retained on their 

farms, depended very much on climatic conditions, which 

fluctuated from season to season. Consequently, because 

the amount of maize they retained directly influenced 

the amount they sold, which in turn determined the surplus 

available for exports, it was impossible to fix accurate­

ly in advance what the export quota percentage had to be. 

A further difficulty, which complicated matters even 

more, was that the following year's crop was always a 

matter of considerable uncertainty, as it once again 

depended on climatic conditions. In case there happened 

to be a total or partial crop failure in the next year, 

care had to be taken during the current period, that not 

too much maize was exported, even though there was for 

a particular season a surplus available for export. It 

was therefore essential that allowance be made for a 

considerable carry-over into the new season. The export 

quota thus had to be arrived at on an extremely conser­

vative basis; and this militated against the whole 

purpose of the Act, which was to cr eat e an artificial 

scarcity. 

Yet a further difficulty encountered was that, 

because the small producer , who was not a member of a 

co-operative association, wanted to sell his maize 

almost immediately after harvesting was completed, it 

was important that the surplus should be exported as 

soon as possible as its continued presence could create 

a glut of maize on the market and so cause the local price 

to f all to export parity . At first the Act allowed the 

buyer four months from the date of purchase in which to 

export, but this period was much too long and was sub­

sequently reduced, first to three months, and then to 

two months. Even when the period allowed for export had 
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been cut by 5~fo , it was still long enough to influence 

local prices. 

There were thus two factors conflicting with each 

other. 

a. As much maize as possible had to be exported as 
quickly as possible each season in order to 
create a local shortage and so force up the 
local price; and 

b. care had to be taken that not too much maize 
was exported in case the crop of the following 
season was a failure. 

As these two factors were pulling in completely 

opposite directions, it is not surprising that the Act 

in itself failed as an internal price raising measure. 

On paper, the procedure by which a local scarcity of 

maize coul d be created, was a satisfactory one, but, if 

the total crop was under-estimated, as so often was the 

case, or if producers held back less maize than it was 

estimated they would do, the market automatically received 

more maize than was expected, and as only a fixed 

percentage (the export quota) of this extra maize was 

exported, the effect of the extra maize on the market 

was to depress the local maize price. 

Although the Act did not succeed in its aims, the 

Government's decision to guarantee the advances that the 

Land Bank made to the co-operative associations, proved 

to be an effective instrument in bringing about an increase 

in the internal maize pr ice . Before this Government 

guarantee was introduced, the Land Bank was permitted by 

law to advance only 60% of the current season 's price to 

the co-operative associations. However, in the 1931-32 

season the Land Bank advanced the u sual 6~~ of the current 

price, together with a further ls. 9d. (17~c) per bag 

under Government guarantee. In the 1932- 33 and 1934-35 

seasons the Land Bank advance again exceeded the usual 

60%, recause of the Government guarantee . In order to 
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compete with the co-operative associations, the trade was 

obliged to pay prices to producers which werecompetitive 

with those of the co-operative associations. Moreover, 

in order to provide for losses on export quota maize, the 

co-operative a.ssociations and the trade had to sell their 

local quota maize at prices which would cover those 

losses.37) 

The exporting of maize was so specialised a business, 

that the ordinary merchant did not undertake it himself, 

nor did the Act expect him to do so. A specialised 

exporter of maize performed this function for him. All 

that the merchant had to do was to obtain proof that he 

had discharged his obligations by buying from the 

specialised exporter export quota certificates. These he 

then tendered to the Department of Agriculture as proof 

that the required percentage of his purchases had in fact 

been exported. The price the merchant paid for the 

export quota certificates was the difference between the 

local consumer's price and the current export parity. 

Because the export price fluctuated from week to week, 

however, there was always some doubt as to the price of 

the export quota certificates. This doubt soon gave rise 

to speculative dealings. Thus, while these expor~ quota 

certificates assisted the flow of maize through the usual 

trade channels, it was necessary to check the speculation 

that was going on, because, whi le this was happening, most 

of the benefit, which should have accrued to the producers 

of maize, was going into the pockets of the speculators. 

How the speculative dealings, mentioned above , came 

about can be explained by means of the following example. 

Let it be assumed that the quantity of maize to be 

37) Report of the National Marketing Council on the 
Marketing Boards , 1938 to 1946; U. G. 27 - 1947, 
p. 50. 
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marketed is, say, 10 million bags. Further, let it be 

assumed that the export quota is 50%, and that 5 million 

bags must therefore be exported. Also let the aim be 

that the farmer must average, say, Rl-00 per bag. Let it 

be anticipated that the net export price will be only 

about 60 cents per bag. 

Bearing the above facts in mind, a merchant who buys 

1,000 bags from a farmer at Rl-00 per bag, will be com­

pelled to export 500 bags, for w2ich he will get only 

60 cents per bag. Therefore, to break even on t his 

transaction he will have to sell the remaining 500 bags 

in the home market at Rl-40 per bag. (500 at 60c + 

500 at Rl-40 = Rl,OOO) However, unless he is a very big 

maize merchant, he will not export any maize at all, but 

sell the 1,000 bags he purchased on the local market at 

Rl-40 per bag. He will, however, at the end of the 

season be required to furnish the necessary export certi­

ficates to the authorities. He could, however, still 

obtain the necessary proof by entering the market as a 

buyer of export quota certificates for 500 bags of maize. 

The price he would pay for such certificates would be the 

difference between the net foreign price and the local 

price for maize. The export quota certificate this maize 

merchant would purchase should therefore cost him Rl-40 

less 60 cents = 80 cents per bag, or 80c X 500 = R400 in 

total. 

However, the foreign maize price very seldom 

r emained fixed. Consequently, if this price rose, the 

export quota certificate should cost less per bag, while, 

if the foreign maize price declined, the export quota 

certificate should cost more per bag. It was therefore 

possible for a large maize merchant to export more maize 

than he was required to do and so obtain a surplus of 
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export certificates over and above his own requirements. 

If at a later date in the season, the net erport price for 

maize declined, the export quota certificate increased in 

value. This state of affairs introduced a new class of 

individual who was, in fact, a specul ator in expor t quota 

certificates. He bought a supply of maize export quota 

certificates from the maize export merchants and then 

kept these certificates in the hope t hat the foreign maize 

price would fall, and that he WOl1.ld therefore be abl e to 

sell his export quota certificates at a profit. 

The Act itself, therefore, introduced various un-

certainties , which brought about speculation the very 

thing producers objected to in the days before the Act. 

While previously there existed only one price for maize, 

the Mealie Control Act now introduced four bases on which 

sales prices could be fixed. 

a. At export parity. The sal e was effected at the 
net price obtained in the foreign market. 

b. On buyer 's quota contract. Buyer's quota contract 
price was the price paid to the producer of maize. 
The r esponsibility for exporting some of the maize 
purchased under this type of agreement, was on the 
buyer. 

c. On seller ' s quota contract . The price of maize 
sold under such a contract was the price paid 
by the local consumer. The r esponsibility for 
obtaining an export quota certificate remai~ed 
with the seller of the maize . 

d. By sale of quota certificates. As explained above 
the price of the export quota certificate was 
determined by the difference between the l ocal 
price and the net foreign price for mai ze. 38) 

In 1935 the Mealie Control Act was amended, aLd 

provision was made for the establishment of the Mealie 

Industry Control Board to act as advisor to the Government 

38) Report of the Commission to inquire into Co-operation 
and Agricultur al Credit ; U.G. 16 - 1934, p . 35 . 
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on all matters concerning maize.39) (See footnote 40) 

At the same time the Government decided that it should 

attempt to stabilise the value of export certificates. 

Because it was believed that, for a particular 

season, the demand for, and supply of, quota certificates 

must balance, it was decided by the Government that it 

could, without loss to itself, offer to redeem all excess 

quota certificates at a fixed price and so establish a 

fixed market value for these certificates. This action 

would el~minate the local price difficulties that arose 

becaus e the sur plus maize was not exported fas t enough. 

This procedure did in fact succeed in raising producers' 

prices, but its success was not achieved without any risk 

to the Government. As exporters Low had a fixed price at 

which to r edeem c erti ficates, the risk of loss was 

eliminat ed and t here was every incentive t o over export. 

Consequently, there was now a surplus of quota certi fi -

cates, whi ch cost t he Government R600,000 in the 1935-36 

season and Rl,060 , 000 in the 1937-38 season. Thi s sur plus 

in export certi ficates was attributable to the followi ng 

factors. 

a. Certain exemptions were granted from furnishing 
expor t certificates. 

b. Some merchants s imply avoided or ignored their 
obligations to obtain such certi ficates. 

c. Sometimes, before the end of t he season, further 
exports were prohibited. 

I n 1937 t he Ac t was again amended and the Meali e 

39) Act No . 59 of 1935 . To est abl i sh a Mealie Industry 
Cont ro l Boar d and to define its f unct ions ; to provide 
for t he impositi on of a l evy on mealies mi l led i n the 
Union ; to make further provision for t he regulati on 
in cer tain respects of t he trade in mealies ; and to 
amend further the Mealie Control Act , 1931. 
Union St atutes , 1935 . 

40) According t o Act 59 of 1935 the Mealie Industry 
Cont rol Board shall be made up out of members 
representing a ) maize pr oducers who are members of 
Co- operative ~ociations, b ) maize produ cer s , who are 
not m~mbers of co-operative association s , 
· ·) ordi n a.ry con sumer s of maize , as well as those 
con sumer s who buy mai ze for feeding to liv estock 
and , d ) mill ers , brokers , merchants and export 
merchants . 
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Industry Control Board became the clearing house for all 

export quota certificates. All those maize merch~ts - who 

had exported more maize than their quota obligations, were 

compelled to sell all their excess quota certificates to 

the Control Board at the Government guaranteed price for 

the season. The ordinary merchants, who were not engaged 

in the export of maize, could then buy these certificates 

from the Control Board(at the same price as the Board had 

paid) and so fulf~l their obligations. The outcome of 

this was that all speculation in quota certificates ceased 

and the Control Board was able to keep a much firmer 

hand on exports. 

It should, however, be pointed out that an export 

quota percentage was not fixed every year. In some years 

the crop was so poor that it was not deemed necessary to 

fix a quota for export. The following table shows this 

fact clearly. Maize was, however, exported to a limited 

extent even in these poor years as a later table will 

show. 
41) 

Table No. II 

Quota Percentages and Estimated Export Quotas 

Season Quota Percentage Estimated Export Quota 

1931-32 

1932-33 

1933-34-

1934--35 

1935-36 

1936-37 

1937-38 

4-1) Re ort of 
Marketing 
P • 50 . 

3~ 
50 

00 

50 

50 

00 

6~ 

3,200,000 Bags 

5 ,100,000 11 

0 11 

4-,700 ,000 11 

6,300,000 11 

0 II 

10,600 , 000 11 

Council on the 
U.G. 27 - 1'14-7, 
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The 1935 Act empowers the Mealie Industry Control 

Board, 

a. to give the minister advice that will help him 
determine the export quota percentage, 

b. to advise the minister in connection with the 
export of maize and maize products, 

c. to advise the minister on all matters concerning 
the marketing of maize and to take steps that will 
improve the position of the industry. 

It will, therefore, be observed from the above that 

the Mealie Industry Control Board acted as an advisory 

body to the Minister of Agriculture. This position was 

soon changed. According to the 1937 Marketing Act the 

Mealie Industry Control Board may, 

1. buy maize which it may then sell or treat or 
dispose of in a manner it thinks will best 
serve the industry, 

2. forbid producers to sell their mai ze to any 
person or through any channel that is not 
an agent of the Board, although the Board 
itself may act as agent for the receipt and 
sale of maize, 

3. forbid any person to export his maize unless 
he has first of all obtained a permit from 
the Board, 

4. determine producers' and consumers' prices 
for maize in South Africa by placing a levy 
on ~aize sold locally, and by paying a 
subsidy to exporters of maize. 

At the beginning of every year the Board shall 

determine the price at which maize shall be sold. The 

price paid to producers is determined after taking into 

consideration the following factors : 

1. the size of the current season's crop, and 

2. the price at which the export surplus is likely 
to be sold. 42) 

42) The first Control Board consisted of fifteen members. 
Co-operative Mealie Producers had four represen­
tatives, Non-co-operative Meal ie Producers also 
four representatives, while the Millers, Brokers, 
Exporters , Merchants , Stock-fe eders and consumers 
each had one r epresentative . The fifteenth member 
of the Board was a nominee of the Department of 
Agriculture. It is worth noting that right from 
the scar+ the producers had the greatest represen­
cation on the Board and could outvote all the other 
representatives even if they faced the producers with 
a united front. 
Annual Re ort of the National Marketin Council, 
1 38-3 ; U.G. 26 - 1 3 , p . 225. 
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The purpose of the 1937 Marketing Act may be very 

briefly summarized as follows. 

1. It aimed at greater price stability for 
agricultural producers. In spite of the 
actions of co-operative associations and of 
the Mealie Control Act of 1931, the farmer 
was still subjected to considerable price 
fluctuations. 

2. It aimed at increasing the productive 
efficiency of farming. Farming in South 
Africa was still very much on an extensive 
rather than an intensive basis. In the 
case of maize the yield per morgen still 
compared very unfavourably with that of 
the major maize producing co,rntries of the 
wo~ld. 

3. It aimed at a reduction in the price spread, 
that is, it attempted to narrow the gap 
between the price paid by the consumer and 
the price actually received by the 
producer. 43) 

Up to the passing of this Act the agricultural 

producer had very little say, if any, in the marketing of 

his produce. The Act, through the establishment of 

various control boards, particularly the establishment 

of the Mealie Industry Control Board, gave the producer 

an opportunity to have some say in the marketing of his 

product . 

Up to this point the discussion has been concerned 

mainly with the marketing of South A.frican maize on the 

home market during the period 1922-37. It is, however, 

also necessary that the position of South African maize 

on the world markets should be examined. 

The Export Market for Maize during the period 1922 - 1937. 

Encouraged by leading members of agriculture and also 

by the Government, and promoted by the high price for 

maize on the foreign markets in the early post war 

(1914-18) years, far~ers did everything possible to turn 

South Africa into one of the world's leading maize 

producing countries. It is therefore found, at the 

43) Report of the National Marketing Council on the 
P~~ketlng Boards, 1938 to 1946; U.G. 27- 194?, 
PP • 1, 7 and 8. 
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beginning of this period, that there was every incentive 

for the maize farmer to produce not only for local con-

sumption, but for the export market. 

Bearing in mind all the incentives, it is thus not 

surprising that during the ten years 1924-34, with very 

minor exceptions, approximately one third of the annual 

crop was exported as surplus production. 

Table 14 of Appendix A shows that the average whole­

sale price per bag of 200 lbs. decl ined from Rl-65 in 

1924 to ~1-25 in 1926, remained almost steady at Rl-28 

in 1927, but recovered to Rl-60 in 1928, declined to 

Rl-51 in 1929 and slumped to 97 cents in 1930 and to 

65 cents in 1931. 

During this period the cost of production per bag of 

maize in South Africa varied from approximately 50 cents 

to 65 cents, which was a very high cost compared with 

that of the other major maize producing countries. The 

main reason for this high cost of production was the fact 

that the yield per morgen was usually between 5 and 8 

bags, while in the Argentine, which was South Af~ica's 

main competitor, production averaged 16 bags per morgen.44) 

With such a comparatively high cost of production 

it is therefore obvious that South Africa could never 

effectively compete in the foreign market and, further-

more, when the price collapsed to 97 cents per bag in 

1930 and 65 cents per bag in 1931, it was totally un-

economic for South Africa to attempt any maize expvrt. 

At this time the United Kingdom was by f ar the 

largest buyer of South African maize. The following 

table shows that , in the years before the price collapse, 

the South African producer would have been in serious 

44) P .R. Viljoen: "The Ottawa Conference and our 
Agricultural Export Trade. 11 Farming in South 
Africq, February 1933, p . 47 . 
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trouble with his surplus production, were it not for the 

fact that he could sell most of it to the United Kingdom. 

It should, however, be observed that in 1930 Canada came 

into the market and that in 1931 she was by far the 

biggest buyer of the export surplus. 

Table No. III 45) 

Exports of South African I'1aize 

Percentage of total export taken by each country) 

I 

Consignee Countries 1927 192G 1929 1930 1931 

United Kingdom 79.82 59.87 62 .64 54.22 29.87 

Germany 7.51 13.76 8.80 5. 15 1.04 

Holland 1.87 10.30 10.74 15.20 .71 

France 1.92 9.28 7.30 8.77 1.85 

Canada 0 0 0 4.88 59.43 

Others 8.88 6.79 10.52 11.78 7ol0 

100 . 00 100.00 100 . 00 100.00 100.00 
I 

As the above figures are purely percentages, they 

give no indication at all as to quantities . It &ppears 

that it is therefore necessary to look at yet another 

table to get some idea of what quantities of maize were 

being exported during this period. Tabl e 16, App~ndix A, 

gives the annual exports of South African maize in bags 

of 200 lbs . each, together with a four year moving average 

of these exports. The graph on the fo llowing page illus-

trates these facts. 

It will be observed that the amount of maize 

annually exported fluctuates and obviously bears no 

relati on at all to the average wholesale price per bag 

in the United Kingdom as given in Tabl e 14, Appendix A. 

45) S.J. de Swardt & M.L. Stahl : "The future of our maize 
industry." Farming in South Africa , February, 1933, 
p. 77. ( ~able constructed from facts and figures 
given in ·chis article.) 
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In an attempt to determine some export trend, the writer 

calculated the figures shown in column three, but even 

here there is no definite trend apparent. This brings us 

back to a fact already known, namely that the total pro-

duction of maize, and hence the export surplus, depends 

mainly on climatic conditions,which vary from one season 

to another. It appears , therefore, logical to conclude 

that, unless the price of maize declined and remained at 

obviously uneconomic level, prod~ction, and with it the 

export surplus, will increase, provided climatic condi­

tions are reasonable and if no other local outlet can be 

found for the surplus production. 

During August 1932 a most important conference for 

all agricultural producers in the British Commonwealth 

took place in Canada. At this conference, which subse-

quently became known as the Ottawa Conference, numerous 

agreements between members of the British Commonwealth 

were entered into. The object of these agreements was to 

aid and promote trade between members of the British 

Commonwealth and the British Colonies in respect of 

products for which those countries and territories were 

largel y dependent on an export markat. 46) The Conference 

aimed at 

1. more trading within the Commonwealth, 
particularly for pr~mary products , 

2. an increase in the general levels of 
wholesale prices, but not necessarily of 
retail prices at the same time. 

It was agreed that , while preference should be 

given to fellow Commonwealth members, this did not 

necessarily mean that foreign countr ies would be 

excluded altogether. The general principle accepted, 

46) Annual Report for the year ended 30th June 1933 for 
the Secretary of Agriculture. Farming in South 
Afric~, Dec. 1933, p . 454. 
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was that in the case of each country its own home pro­

ducers of a product should be the first to be considered, 

thereafter members of the Commonwealth and lastly foreign 

countries, that is those not members of the Common­

wealth. 47) 

As a result of this conference, the United Kingdom 

granted, on maize from South Africa and any British 

colonies in Africa, a preferential tariff of l~fo on 

"Flat White" maize . Thus maize from these countries had 

free access to the United Kingdom, while on maize from 

other countries, a duty of l~fo of the declared value had 

to be paid .• 

In connection with maize exported to Canada by South 

Africa, it was agreed at the same conference that, 

should the maize come into Canada as stockfeed, it would 

receive a preference of 20 Canadian cents per bushel, 

that is, approximately 71 Canadian cents per bag of 200 

lbs. The Canadian dollar - South African pound rate of 

exchange of that time - was such that the preference given 

to the South African exporter by Canada amounted to 

approximately 3s . 8d. (37 South African cents per bag). 

A further point that should be observed, is that it was 

anticipated that, while South African maize to the United 

Kingdom would be mainly of the white variety, the maize 

to Canada for stockfeed would be the yellow variety.48) 

It is important at this stage to examine what had 

been happening to South African maize exports since 1930, 

and to find out which countries had been South Africa's 

main buyers and in what quantities they bought. In 1931 

47) P.R. Viljoen: "The Ottawa Confer ence and our Agricul­
tural Export Trade." Farming in South Africa , 
February 1933, p. 41. 

48) S.J . de Swardt and M. L. Stahl : "The future of our 
maize industry." Farming in South Africa, 
FP-brue:..ry 1.933 , p. 78. 
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Canada purchased 59.43% of South Africa's maize exports, 

while the United Kingdom bought only 29.8?fo (Table III). 

But percentages are meaningless if the quantities involved 

are not known. 

Tables 17, 18 and 19 in Appendix A, were constructed 

from statistics extracted from the Department of Customs 

and Excise annual publication "Trade and Shipping". 

Further explanation is, however, required as the three 

tables will not in themselves, be found in this 

publication. Thus Table i7, dealing with maize exported 

as maize and not as a product of maize, was taken from 

Table 83 in the export section of TITrade and Shipping" 

for each edition from 1930 to 1937. Table 83 does not 

give the maize exported in bags of 200 lbs. each, but in 

pounds, and the necessary division was done to arrive at 

the figures given in Table 17. It will also be found 

that Table 83 gives much more detail than is incorporated 

in Table 17. Because interest is concentrated on the 

main buyers of maize, the item "Others" was introduced to 

cover the many small buyers of South African maize. 

The average price per bag was calculated by dividing 

the total value of the export for each year by the 

number of bags. 

The explanation given in the above two paragraphs 

also applies to the Table 18 , under the heading of 

11Exports of Maize Grits in 200 lb . bags", except that in 

this case the relevant statistics were extracted from 

Table 61 of the export section of "Trade and Shipping". 

Likewise is the explanation applicable to Table 19, 

under the heading "Exports of Maize Meal in 200 lb. 

Bags", except that her e the information was supplied in 

Table 95 in some years and Table 96 in other years of the 

publication "Trade and Shipping". 

it will be observed that the figures given in 
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market, considering her low yield per morgen compared to 

the Argentine, and therefore her higher cost of produc­

tion per bag. The following are some of the reasons why 

she had some success in the foreign market. 

1. Because of favourable climatic conditions South 
African maize has a lower moisture content than 
American maize. This fact reduces its chances 
of deterioration while in transit to Europe. 
The South African product was considered maize 
of good quality by the foreign buyer. 

2. This good reputation was guarded with great 
care and a system of caref11l grading was 
introduced at the South Afri~an ports to 
ensure that the foreign buyer would not 
be disappointed. 

3. The maize producer was given special faci l ities, 
such as low rail and shipping rates and excellent 
storage facilities were provided by the elevator 
system. 

4. Commonwealth preference provided that final 
boost which made the export market in maize 
an economic proposition in some years. 

Summary 

During this period (1922-37) a major step forward 

for the South African maize industry was the introduction 

of the el3vator system. The small maize farmer, who was 

not a member of a co-operative association, could now, 

at last, through this system, obtain a loan against his 

crop deposited in an elevator. He was, therefore, no 

longer forced to sell his crop to a middleman, at an 

unfavourable price, if he wanted money in a hurry. 

The elevator system also , through the services it 

rendered , did a great deal to improve the quality of 

South African maize that was being exported . I t was, 

however, very unfortunate that the system in most years , 

could not build up a sufficientl y large turnover in maize 

to enabl e it to be a financial success. 

In the early part of this period, the agricultural 

co-operative association movement made very little 
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progress among maize farmers, because it had certain un­

desirable features. However, from June 1930 the total 

membership of the maize co-operative associations in­

creased from just over 6,000 to over 18, 000 in two years. 

From this time onwards co-operative associations became 

an important force in the marketing of maize. The whole 

co-operative association movement did, however, receive a 

severe setback, when its Central Agency went insolvent 

in August 1934. 

There is; however, ample proof, throughout this 

period, that the co-operative association memb8r was better 

off as regards the price he received for his maize, through 

organised marketing, than was the farmer, who was not a 

co-operative association member. However, the benefits 

to farmers, who became members of co-operative associations, 

should not be looked at only from the price point of view. 

They were also greatly assisted by their co-operative 

associations in the grading of their maize, so that good 

qu~lity maize was not sold in the same bag as lower 

grade maize. Furthermore, by the introduction of the 

pool system, by co-operative associations, maize farmers 

benefited considerabl y and certain p~oducers could no 

longer claim that they had been badly treated, because 

they had received a lower pri ce for a certain grade of 

maize than other producers had. 

It was again apparent during this period, especi ally 

before the introduction of the Mealie Control Act of 1931, 

how much the maize price on the world markets influenced 

the local maize price . 

The Mealie Control Act of 1 931 goes down in history 

as the first step of direct state intervention in the 

exporting of maize. Its objective was to ensure that all 

surplus maize would be removed from the local market, so 

that J~e dome~tic price would not be forced down, because 
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the supply of maize exceeded the demand. It was found 

that this Act was only partially successful in achieving 

its objective. The success it did achieve was unfortu­

nately at the expense of the local consumer, who was 

asked to pay a price that was at times considerably 

higher than the maize price ruling on the world markets. 

While examining South Africa's efforts to export 

maize to foreign markets, it becomes clear that, in 

spite of the natural advantages th~.t she enjoyed (such 

as the lower moisture content of her maize), and, 

notwithstanding the fact that the Government was 

providing special facilities (such as the elevator system 

and low rail tariffs for maize), and also that South 

African maize enjoyed certain tariff advantages when sold 

in Commonwealth count ries, South Africa was still finding 

it extremely difficult to sell her maize at a price on 

these foreign markets, that covered production costs and 

left a reasonable profit margin. 

The logical conclusion was, therefore, that the 

cost of production per bag of maize in South Africa was 

still too high, and that the main reason why it was too 

high was because the yield per morgen of maize was much 

lower in South Africa than it was in the other leading 

maize producing countries of the world. 
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CHAPTER V 

The Marketing of Maize 

Marketing Schemes during the period 1937 to 1947. 

The early part of this period, immediately after the 

passing of the 1937 Marketing Act, was very much one of 

trial and error for the Mealie Industry Control Board. 

At an early date the Board submitted, as it was required 

to do under this 1937 Marketing Act, a comprehensive 

~eme for the marketing of maj_ze. In view of its new 

powers, the Board was doing its best to find what measures 

would prove best for the industry as a whole after giving 

due consideration to the needs of both the producer and 

the consumer. In fact, the whole period from 1937 to 1944 

may be looked upon as a transition period until the Maize 

Board eventually arrived at the basis for the present one­

channel marketing scheme, which was first put on trial for 

the season 1944/45. 

So important was this transition period, that it 

warrants a brief examination of the changes that took 

place each year during the period. 

The scheme the Mealie Industry Control Board submitted 

was referred for investigation to the National Marketing 

Council, which had to report on it to the Minister of 

Agriculture. Unfortunately the Marketing Council could 

not complete its investigation before the start of the 

1938/39 season , so a temporary scheme was introduced for 

that season's crop only. This temporary scheme came into 

operation from the 17th of June 1938 and differed in 

principle very little from the old control scheme that had 

developed under the Mealie Control Act of 1931. 

powers given to the Mealie Board were as follows. 

1. It had to regulate exports under a permit 
system after considering local requirements 
and uroviding a normal carry-over for the 
~ollowi1g season. 

The main 
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2. In order to raise the price paid by local 
consumers above that which would be obtained 
for maize exported, it had to impose a levy 
on all maize purchased from producers, this 
money being then used to pay compensation to 
those who exported maize at a loss. 

3. It could buy and sell maize and maize products 
for its own account to enable it to guide both 
producers' and consumers' prices to-wards 
target prices set by the Board. 

4. It had to compel all persons trading in maize 
or maize products to submit monthly returns 
covering these transactions to the Mealie 
Board. 

From the above facts it will he observed that all 

those pov.rers connected with controlled marketing of maize, 

previously possessed by the Department of Agriculture, 

were now transferred to the Mealie Industry Control Board. 

It should be observed that the levy on maize purchased 

from producers once again fell on the shoulders of local 

consumers, as the merchants naturally passed on this 

charge, when they sold to local consumers. It was, 

therefore, once again the local consumer who had to 

finance the loss incurred in exporting maize. 

The most significant of the above powers was, 

however, that whereby the Board itself was permitted to 

enter the market as buyer or seller. This was an 

entirely new factor which could have a very significant 

influence on the price , for, if the local market condi­

tions were such that supply was exceeding demand, the 

Board could come in as a buyer of large quantities and 

so create an artificial shortage and cause the price to 

rise, while it should actually have been declining. I t 

had, of course, the advantage that this power could be 

used to stabilise early season prices at a reasonably 

high level, even before the surplus had been exported. 

The Board was, however, still faced with the s ame 

difficulties which had been encountered under the control 

measure s of the 1931 Mealie Control Act. The export 
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surplus still had to be determined in advance, while a 

number of other factors, such as the exact size of the 

crop, the amount of maize retained on the farms and 

therefore the amount that would be offered for sale, were 

all still very uncertain. Also there was the difficulty 

of determining what a suitable carry-over figure for the 

next season should be. Altogether the collection of 

statistical data proved a great burden. It was, however, 

essential for the successful working of the scheme that 

these statistics be reasonably accurately determined.l) 

The Maize Marketing Scheme for 1938/39. 

During May 1938 it was estimated that the crop for 

this season would be about 17.6 million bags. To this 

had to be added the carry-over from the previous season 

of 1.5 million bags, making a total of 19.1 million bags 

available. On the other side of the account it was 

estimated that 9 million bags would be retained on the 

farms, 6 million bags could be sold on local markets and 

1 million bags could be carried over to the following 

season. This left an exportable surplus of ap_proximately 

3 million bags. 

The Board, with the Government's consent, decided to 

stabilise the consumer's price at Rl-00 per bag f.o.r., 

and the producer's price at 90 cents per bag. Because 

the net export price was only about 80 cents per bag, the 

Board decided that compensation would have to be paid on 

maize exported and so fixed the rate at 22.5 cents per 

bag. It then imposed a l evy of 10 cents per bag on all 

maize and maize products purchased from producers by 

maize merchants or by co-operative associations. The 

re sult was that the consumers' price was raised to 

Rl-02.5 per bag (80 + 22 .5) and the producers' price to 

92 . 5 cents (80 + 22.5- 10). 

1) Report of the National Marketing Council on the 
Marketing Boards, 1938 to 1946; U.G. 27 - 47, p. 51 
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As the season progressed the Board issued permits 

for the export of 1.75 million bags of maize and maize 

products. However, it soon became obvious that the 

export compensation of 22.5 cents per bag was too high 

in relation to the income it was likely to receive from 

the levy of 10 cents per bag. The reasons for this were 

as follows. 

a. The final crop was 19.2 million bags and not 17.6 

million, as originally esti~ated. 

b. Durlng the season the export price declined from 

80 to 70 cents per bag. Consequently at least 

another one million bags had to be exported and, 

as a result, both consumers' and producers' prices 

declined by 10 cents per bag. 

In the meantime, however, co-operative associations 

had advanced up to 90 cents per bag to producers, and 

because an improvement in foreign prices was anticipated, 

they had not exported earlier in the season, when foreign 

prices were favourable. Under pressure the Board increased 

the levy from 10 to 15 cents per bag and raised ·~he export 

compensation from 22.5 cents to 32.5 cents per bag. As 

a result producers' prices rose by 5 cents to 87.5 cents 

per bag, i.e. 17.5 cents above the export parity of 70 

cents and consumers' prices went back to Rl-02.5 per bag. 

Further permits were then issued permitting the export of 

another 1.53 million bags. 

To prevent the presence of the surplus from depressing 

local prices , the Land Bank granted the Board a loan of 

R200,000, so t :hat it could enter the market as a buyer, 

provided it did not pay more than 85 cents per bag , and 

that it would subsequently sell its purchases to con­

sumers at a price to cover only its cost plus the levy 

and any expenses incurred. 

£s a re~ult of improved weather conditions the 
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consumption of maize on the farms declined and more maize 

was put up for sale. To prevent this additional maize 

from depressing the market, permits were issued for the 

export of a further half a million bags. Because of the 

inadequacy of the Board's funds, it was granted a further 

Rl60,000 to pay export compensation of 32.5 cents per 

bag. Later, when it was finally realised that the crop 

had amounted to 19.2 million bags, further permits were 

issued for the e~ort of another 800,000 bags on which 

the export compensation was only 25 cents, as the export 

parity had improved to 75 cents per bag. 

The final result for the season was therefore that 

4.825 million bags, and not 3 million bags, as originally 

estimated, had to be exported, and the Board had to pay 

Rl36,000 more compensation than it had received from the 

levy on maize sold locally. However, in view of all the 

uncertainties which the Board had to face , it was con­

sidered that, on the whole, it had been successful in 

achieving the objectives of the scheme. The Board, in 

fact, came very close to its target prices, as producers' 

prices for the best grade maize averaged 88.8 cents and 

consumers' prices averaged not more than Rl-00 per bag. 

The experience of the season indicated that the matters 

to be watched in future seasons were as follows. 

a. As the Board was annually faced with a number 
of uncertainties concerning the size of the 
crop and l ocal consumption, i t should not too 
readily yield to pressure from producers for 
a price that was well above the export parity, 
as export losses must be paid out of the levy 
on local sales and the Board could not con­
tinually turn to the Government for assis­
tance in this matter. 

b. Although the Board at the beginning of t he 
season stated its intention to aim at 
certain target prices, it s hould not be 
taken by bodies such as co-operative 
associations that this was in fact a 
guarantee that those prices would be 
achieved and maintained . 
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c. It was impossible under the Marketing Act to 
maintain a constant price for the season to 
producers or consumers, because the export 
surplus could not be accurately determined 
in advance and also because the export parity, 
which was completely beyond the control of 
the Board, played a very important part in 
determining any local price. If the Board 
had had large reserves on which it could 
have drawn, it would of course have been 
possible to maintain local prices at a fixed 
level, but this was not the case at the time. 2) 

The Marketing Scheme for 1939-40. 

The permanent scheme which was submitted to the 

National Marketing Council, but on which they could not 

complete their investigation before the start of the 

1938/39 season, was implemented for the 1939/40 season. 

It was basically the same as the temporary scheme, but it 

gave the Maize Board two further and rather important 

powers, viz.:-

1. to place a levy on maize ground by millers; 
and 

2. to use its funds fo~ any purpose, which in 
its opinion, would promote the local 
consumption of maize. 3) 

The purpose underlying 1. above was to have a source 

of revenue out of which the administrative costs of the 

scheme could be met. It was, however, stated that no levy 

would be paid by a producer who had maize ground for his 

own use. 

The power given to the Board under 2. above was 

encouraging, for obviously the higher the local consump­

tion of maize was, the easier it would b e to stabilise 

prices and so to ensure the continued economic existence 

of the producer. To all those who fed maize to livestock 

as well as to the industrial processors of maize, a 

rebate of 20 cents per bag was given. Unfortunately 

2) Report of the National Marketing Council on the 
Marketing Boards, 1938 to 1946; U.G. 27 - 47, p. 52. 

3) Annual Report of the Mealie Industry Control Board 
foE. thf' Yea_E, 1939740, p. 12. 
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this rebate did not do much to increase the consumption 

of maize as it was not generally known that a rebate was 

being offered and also because the demand for maize from 

these sources was of rather an inelastic nature. 4 ) The 

idea was, however, a sound one. 

A further important difference contained in the 

permanent scheme was that price assistance was to be 

given to producers in a much more direct way than before . 

Also the payment made was not really an export subsidy, 

but simp:y a repayment of the levy collected. 

The basic price paid to the producer during this 

season was the same as the export parity. Therefore, 

after the merchant had paid the levy on his purchases 

from the producer, to the Board, he could not export 

maize without making a loss on such purchases. Provision 

was therefore made to have the levy repaid to exporters 

on all maize and maize products that they had exported 

as per permit they had received from the Board.5) For 

example, if the levy was fixed at, say, 10 cents per bag 

of maize for the season, a merchant who purchased, say, 

20,000 bags of maize during that season, would have to 

pay a levy of R2,000 (20,000 X lOc) to the Board. But, 

if he subsequently obtained permission from the Eoard to 

export, say, 10,000 bags of maize, he would receive a r e-

fund from the Board of Rl,OOO (10,000 X lOc) as soon as 

he had submitted proof t hat he had in fact exported the 

10,000 bags of maize. 

A further concession made to producers by the 

Government , was a reduction on railage costs of 7.5 cents 

per bag on all maize that was exported, while on maize 

for local consumption the railage rate was reduced by 50%. 

4) Annual Report of the Mealie I ndustry Control Board 
for the year, 1939/40, p. 20. 

5) r;.'.d~ pp. 13 and 17. 
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The crop for the 1939/40 season was a record one, 

being over 29 million bags and it was estimated that 

between 13 and 14 million bags would have to be exported. 

However, because of drought conditions early in 1940, 

further issues of export permits were stopped, and in the 

end, only 12,345,000 bags were actually exported. 

Statistics published for this year showed that the 

majority of maize producers, in fact 79% of all producers, 

sold less than 500 bags each during the whole season. In 

order to assist these small farmer2, as ruling prices were 

very low, it was decided in August 1939 to pay an addi­

tional 15 cents per bag on the first 500 bags delivered 

by each producer. Of this payment 10 cents came from the 

levy funds and 5 cents per bag was contributed by the 

Government. Still later in the season it was decided to 

make a further payment of 3.33 cents per bag to all pro­

ducers on the first 500 bags sold. The end result was 

that for the first 500 bags a producer received 88.33c 

per bag as compared with an average of 80 cents per bag 

for the whole crop. 6) 

The Maize Marketing Scheme for 1940-41. 

The statistics for this season showed that the 

estimated crop was 18.5 million bags and that this crop, 

together with a large carry-over from the previous 

season, was such that between 3.0 and 3.5 million bags 

would be available as t he exportable surplus. However, 

by the end of t he season only 2.874 million bags had in 

fact been exported. 

The scheme applied to this season differed very 

little from that for the previous season. The principle 

of a levy, to be paid(by those who purchased maize and 

maize products from the producers) , and subsequently used 

for export subsidies, was re-instated. The direct supple­

mentary p~yment s to maize farmers, out of the levy funds, 
-- -·---------
6 ) Report of the National Narketing Council on Marketing 

Boards, 1938 to 1946; U.G. 27 - 47, pp. 52 and 53. 
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continued as an important part of the scheme. A payment 

of 15 cents per bag, on account of the supplementary 

payment, to be settled in full at the end of the season, 

was made at the time of sale on the first 500 bags sold 

by each producer. 

South Africa was , at this stage, very much involved 

in the Second World War, with the result that the South 

African maize producer found his overseas market adversely 

influenced by war-time conditionR. The Argentine had 

disposed of large quantities of maize on foreign markets 

and had caused prices to fall to a very low level. An 

agreement between the South African Government and the 

British Ministry of Food, by which the latter Government 

body agreed to buy all South Africa's surplus maize at 

fixed f.o.b. prices, did a great deal to assist the Board 

in stabilising maize prices. The prices agreed to were 

very low indeed, amounting to only 57.5 cents per bag 

f.o.r. producers' stations for the best grades of maize. 

But even at these low prices no advantages accrued to 

Britain as the prices were, in fact, slightly higher than 

those that were being paid on the open overseas markets. 

On the above basis, producers' prices were stabilised 

at 80 cents per bag ex elevator for the best grades. A 

levy of 25 cents per bag had to be paid and export compen­

sation was first fixed at 15 cents, then at 18.33 cents 

and then at 22.5 cents per bag. The result of this was 

that a producer selling not more than 500 bags, received 

95 cents per bag which included a supplementary payment 

of 15 cents. At the end of the season a further supple­

mentary payment of 4.166 cents per bag was made so that 

all maize producers received a total of 99.166 cents 

per bag for the first 500 bags of maize sold by each. 

Transport delays made it necessary for the Board to 

ente~ ' :-:he mar\::et from t ime to time as a buyer, in order to 
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prevent surplus maize from depressing the price to an un-

reasonably low level. In all, it purchased 903,000 bags 

at 80 cents each, and of these it later in the season 

exported 700,000 bags . 

Early in the 1940 season the consumer's price was 

Rl-05 per bag, that is 80 cents producer's price plus the 

levy of 25 cents, f.o.r. producer's station. The Board 

therefore considered that a wholesale price of Rl-22.5 

cents per bag towards the end of the season should be 

sufficient to give the merchant a reasonable profit and 

also cover storage costs. In actual fact, prices 

started rising after November 1940 and by March 1941, 

the wholesale price was Rl-42.5 cents per bag. In order 

to protect the consumer the Board therefore entered the 

market as a seller of maize and offered its stocks at 

Rl-20 to Rl-22.5 per bag. This happened in spite of the 

fact that the co-operative associations still held con-

siderable stocks of maize. No doubt this was not a very 

popular move by the Board as the co-operative associations 

were then required to sell their stocks at Rl-25 per bag 

f.o.r. It must, however, be appreciated that, although 

producers constituted the majority 'Jf the Board's 

members, it was not there for the benefit of the producers 

only, and that it had to take action, if it thought such 

action was necessary, to protect the consumers also 

against excessive prices they might be asked to pay.7) 

The Marketing Scheme for 1941-42. 

The 1941-42 season opened with the same scheme in 

operation as that which was used during the previous 

season . The crop was estimated at 24 million bags and 

the export surplus at 3 million. I n the end, however , 

7) Report of the National Marketing Council on the 
Marketing Boards , 1938 to 1946; U.G. 27 - 47, p. 53 . 
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due to increased local consumption, only 1.4 million bags 

were exported. The Board agatn made arrangements with 

the British Ministry of Food for the sale of the surplus 

maize at fixed prices. 

For the season the levy was fixed at 20 cents per 

bag and the export compensation at 27.5 cents per bag. 

Again the supplementary payment was fixed at 15 cents per 

bag and once more a further supplementary payment of 

4.166 cents per bag was made at ~he end of the season on 

the first 500 bags received from each producer. Because 

production costs had increased, the Board stabilised 

producers' prices at 85 cents per bag, so that the pro­

ducer who sold not more than 500 bags, actually received 

Rl-04.166 per bag. 

The estimates for the 1940-41 season allowed for a 

carry-over of about 1 or 1.5 million bags to the 1941-42 

season. It was subsequently found that these estimates 

were very inaccurate and that, in fact, the carry-over 

was almost nothing . This confirmed the Board's suspicion 

that both the farm consumption and the consumption through 

merchants had increased considerably in recent years. 

Today it appears to have been an extremely short-

sighted policy of the Government of the time to dis­

continue the taking of the annual agricultural census at 

the beginning of World War II. A body such as an agricul­

tural commodity Control Board, must surely get into 

serious difficulties i n formulating future policies, if 

it has no suitable statistics of past performances at 

its disposal. 

Local wholesale prices for maize showed a strong 

upward tendency during November 1941 . As most producers 

had already sold their maize and would not benefit from 

the rise in prices the Board decided to utilise the 

power given to it under Proclamation No. 82 of 1941 and 
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(See footnote 8) 

to peg prices A ~lholesale prices only were pegged at 

Rl-18.33 per bag and a further allowance of .3.33 cents 

per bag was made to cover railage on maize that had to be 

delivered to Natal and the Cape Province. At the same 

time a maximum wholesale price was also fixed for mealie 

products. 

The fixing of prices could not, however, by itself, 

solve the difficulties encountered , and, from early 1942 

great difficulty was experienced by consumers in obtaining 

supplies. At the same time it was found that there was, 

in fact, sufficient maize within the country to meet 

requirements, but because of unfavourable climatic con-

ditions, the trade was predicting a poor crop for the 

nex¥ season and was therefore holding back stocks in 

anticipation of a rise in price. Therefore, in order 

that the Board might effect a better distribution of 

available stocks, it was given a further power, under War 

Measure No. 20 of 1942, which enabled it to demand from 

any person, such a quantity of maize, which in the opinion 

of the Board that person was holding in excess ol his 

immediate requirements. The Board was also permitted by 

War Measure No. 20 of 1942 to appoint agents who could 

receive maize on its behalf and distribute maize according 

to its instructions. This was the first time that the 

Board had appointed agents to act on its behalf. 

Furthermore , because it was necessary at this time that 

the Board should have complete control of all available 

8) Proclamat ion No. 82 of 1941 amended Section 22 of the 
Mealie Control Scheme , so that it might, subject to 
the approval of the Minister, prohibit -
a . "any producer of mealies from selling mealies which 
he had produced, or any mealie product derived from 
such mealies, a t a price below the fixed price, 
b. any pers on from selling mealies or any mealie 
product at a price above a price fixed by the Board 
for such mealies or mealie products." 
(page 277 Union of South Africa Government Gazette, 
2nd Mey 1941) 
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stocks, no further registration of merchants (who could 

normally purchase maize from producers) was permitted in 

March and April 1942. The Board's permission was 

necessary before maize could be accepted for storage in 

elevators. 

These measures enabled the Board to obtain control 

of 428,000 bags of maize which it requsitioned from the 

surplus stocks of the mines, the trade and co-operative 

associations and which it subsequently redistributed on 

an equitable basis. Producers also assisted the Board by 

selling to it a further 25,000 bags of maize. The Board 

had also, during this difficult period, in an attempt to 

stabilise producers' prices at a predetermined level and 

to prevent the over-exporting of maize, managed to buy 

elevator receipts for 1.058 million bags. This enabled 

it to carry over 740,000 bags into the new season for 

which, as a result of a severe drought , an abnormally 

small crop was expected.9) 

It i s indeed interesting to observe that an attempt 

to solve a problem, created by a shortage of ~aize and not 

a surplus, had brought about the stricter control of the 

marketing of maize. Here are very 0learly the first 

steps that were taken towards the eventual sys tem of one­

channel marketing. During this season they were no doubt 

looked upon as purely temporary measures, introduced to 

overcome an emergency. The fact r emains , however, that 

these temporary measures remained as part and parcel of 

the marketing schemes that fo llowed for the succeeding 

seasons , and eventuall y became t h e corner stones on which 

the current system of one-channel marketing was based. 

9) Report of the National Marketing Council on t he 
Marketing Boards , 1938 to 1946; U.G . 27 - 47 , p . 54. 
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The Maize Marketing Scheme for 1942-43 

As the total carry-over from the previous season was 

estimated at 1.25 million bags (including the 740,000 bags 

carried over by the Board) and the crop for this season 

was estimated at the abnormally small figure of 16.8 

million bags, it is easy to see just how difficult the 

position was. The greatest possible care had to be 

exercised in the distribution of the available maize. 

Although the Board had the power to act as sole 

buyer of maize, it did not have the necessary staff to 

implement this right . It therefore allowed registered 

traders a free hand to buy and sell maize for their own 

account. Later in the season the Board found it necessary 

to have physical control over most of the crop. It there­

fore entered into an agreement with the co-operative 

associations to take over all maize held by them after 

the 1st of September 1942. For continued storing and 

handling on behalf of the Board they were paid 9.167 cents 

per bag, together with any interest on the loans from the 

Land Bank to cover the purchases . Altogether the Board 

took over 3 .185 million bags from the co-operative 

associations. At this stage the Board also became the 

only buyer of maize from the elevators. Furthernore, it 

ruled that only producers were allowed to draw maize 

from the elevators . 

As it was generally believed t~at the price of maize 

would rise considerably during this season, and b6cause 

the Board wanted to support the Government's anti­

inflation po1icy, it was agreed by producers and the 

Board that the price of maize should be fixed on a cost 

of production basis for the season. Producers were 

assured that the long-term policy of the Board, which 

would str etch into the post-war period, was the stabili­

sat~.c~ 01 ag~icultural prices. With this assurance 
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given, producers were prepared to sacrifice any short­

term gain which would have been theirs, due to the current 

temporary shortage. The main consumer, who could least 

have afforded the increase in prices, the African, was 

thus protected from any inflationary rise in maize prices 

that might have taken place . 

The cost of maize production had increased con­

siderably during the war period. Unfortunately, due to 

the complete absence of any reliable statistics, it was 

impossib~e to determine exactly by how much the ~reduction 

costs had increased. However, after taking into account 

a number of figures and facts, the producers' price was 

fixed for the 1942-43 season at Rl-50 per bag (for maize 

in bags) and Rl-42.5 per bag ex elevator for the best 

grades of maize. In addition, to protect the consumer, 

the Board fixed the maximum wholesale prices for maize 

and maize products. These prices allowed the ~holesaler 

a margin of 3.33 cents per bag on wholesale quantities of 

not less than 100 bags and a retail margin of 10 cents 

per bag was allowed to merchants. The millers' ~argin on 

granulated mealie meal was fixed at 22.5 cents per bag, 

while the retailers' margin on mealie meal, if bought in 

quanti ties of not less than 30 bags and sold in q·u.anti ties 

of one bag, was 15 cents per bag. 

It was also in this season that supplementary pay­

ments to producers and export subsidies out of levy funds 

disappeared. As export surpluses no longer existeQ, and 

the price was fixed, measures to raise depressed prices 

for the producer ' s benefit were not necessary. It was 

much more important that measures be adopted that would 

protect consumers against inflationary prices. 

The first rationing scheme to be administered by the 

Board was introduced by the Food Controller on the 3rd of 

June 1942 and appeared in the Government Gazette under 
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Notice No. 1033. Maize and maize products could hence-

forth be sold only under a permit issued by the Board. 

The only exceptions were quantities up to 2 bags per 

month sold to ordinary consumers and 25 bags, later only 

10 bags, per month sold to bona fide farmers. Also the 

supply of maize for milling was placed under permit; and 

millers and traders were rationed through the permit 

system, each one's ration depending on past turnover. 

The position deteriorated t0 such an extent that by 

November 1942 no person without a permit could buy more 

than 100 lb. per month of mealie rice, samp and crushed 

mealies. By February 1943 the purchase of permit-free 

maize and maize products for human consumption was 

limited to 200 lb. per month per person, and, with the 

exception of such maize-byproducts as hominy chop and 

germ meal for animal consumption, the sale of all maize 

and maize products was prohibited. Also by December 

1942 nobody was allowed to use sifted mealie meal. 

(See footnote 10) 

To ensure that all the measures mentioned above were 

carried cut, placed a tremendous responsibility and 

strain on the staff of the Board, but, it is certain 

that, had t he Board not been in existence, considerable 

maldistribution would have taken place and the 

suffering that the less fortunate members of the South 

African community would have had to endure, would have 

been disastrous. There is no doubt that the Board played 

a most important and humane role during this season.ll) 

10) "Sifted mealie meal means meal:ie meal from which the 
bran and other offals have been removed." Proclama­
tion 23 of 1942. Government Gazette, dated 
29th January 1942. 
When mealies are crushed the husk is taken out. This 
husk, after it has been ground , is known as hominy 
chop and is used for cattle feeding. 
When making mealie samp (crushed mealies), the heart 
of the mealie i s taken out. This heart is known as 
the [erm and when it is crushed, is known as germ meal, 
wbich is also used for cattle feeding. 

11) Re ort of the National Marketin Council on the 
arketing Boards, 1 38 to 1946; U.G. 27 - 47, p. 55 · 
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The Maize Marketing Scheme for 1943-44. 

The crop for this season was estimated at 24 million 

bags. Of this 12.5 million bags were marketed during the 

season. The Board again decided to take over all maize 

delivered to co-operative associations which acted as its 

agents. The central maize co-operative "Uniegraan" acted 

as the selling agent of the Board. Grain merchants who 

were agents of the Board accepted maize on behalf of the 

Board up to the 31st May 1943, but after that date they 

were per~itted to purchase for thelr own account. As in 

the previvus season all elevator maize was purchased by 

the Board. 

This season can be considered to have commenced at 

the 20th of March 1943. Because of the poor crop for the 

previous season there was at this date still a shortage, 

and producers were encouraged to start harvesting at the 

earliest possible date. The Food Controller declared that 

Rl-60 would be paid per bag for all maize delivered 

between the 20th of March and the 31st of ~ay 1943. In 

the end the price throughout the season was fixed at Rl-60 

per bag. To encourage early delivery and because it was a 

very wet season, it was further stated that maize would be 

accepted with a moisture content of 18~~ and in so:rne cases 

even 2~fo during these two dates (instead of the usual 

12.5% moisture content usually allowed), without any re­

duction in price. It will be recalled that one of the 

reasons why South African maize had had a favourable re­

ception in earlier years on overseas markets was because 

of its low moisture content as compared with maize from 

the Argentine. 

Because of the extremely wet conditions and also 

because of the shortage of farm labour, reaping was very 

difficult, therefore,to expedite deliveries to meet the 

shortage,t~e Food Controller asked for and obtained a 
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large number of army lorries and the services of Italian 

prisoners of war to assist in getting the maize to the 

co-operative associations and merchants. However, June 

turned out to be a dry month, with the result that the 

merchants, who were the main suppliers to the market in 

the early season, found that they in fact had sufficient 

dry maize to meet current demands, and there was, therefore, 

no demand for the maize with the high moisture content. 

The rapid delivery of the maize to merchants and co-

operative associations had, in the meantime, caused an 

acute shortage of storage space. Furthermore, because 

the maize was in many cases very damp, it would indeed 

have been very unwise to store it in closed stores where 

it might have deteriorated long before it was dry. Large 

quantities were therefore stored in the open. Unfortu­

nately, however, excessive rains fell during July and 

August 1943. The end result was that, altogether, 

640,000 bags of maize were damaged to a greater or lesser 

~xtent and their value in some cases declined by as much 

as Rl-39 to 21 cents per bag. In addition, 84,000 bags 

were comrletely lost. Some of the larger maize co-operative 

associations lost as much as R400,000. 12) 

During this season the one-channel maize scheme d:Ld 

n~t operate. At first the Board purchased only elevator 

maize , but in July 1943 it decided to take over all maize 

held by co-operative associations, "Uniegraan" acting as 

the Board's selling agent. An arrangement was also made 

with the Food Controller that the Board, as a seller of 

maize, would not compete with the grain merchants, but 

that it would hold its maize until the end of the season 

before entering the market. 

12) Report of the National Marketing Council on the 
Marketing Boards, 1938 to 1946 ; U. G. 27 - 47, p. 56. 
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It is a pity that the co-operative associations 

should have received this financial setback, especially 

as it had by now become apparant that they would play a 

very important part in the controlled marketing of maize. 

Evidence subsequently given shows very clearly that at 

any rate part of the blame for this setback was theirs as 

their storage space was inadequate. At a later date it 

was decided thatthis loss should be made good partly out 

of the funds of the co-operative associations themselves, 

partly 0ut of funds of the Maize Board and partly by the 

Government.l3) 

The Maize Marketing Scheme for 1944-45 season. 

The crop for this season amounted to 18.3 million 

bags. This, t ogether with the carry-over of 3 million 

bags from the previous season was &ill not sufficient to 

meet the country's needs and once again great care had to 

be taken in the distribution of available supplies . 

Because the crop was again below normal and, 

furthermore, because of the increased costs of production, 

the Board recommended to the Minister that the producer 

should be paid R2-00 per bag. This price was, however , 

not acceptable, and, after the National Marketing 

Council's recommendation, the Minister agreed to a price 

of Rl-75 per bag, together with a further 5 cents per 

bag on the first 500 or less bags sold by each producer 

during the season. Basic prices to consumers for maize 

and maize products were, however, maintained at rhe 

previous season ' s l evel, which could only be done because 

the Government paid a subsidy of 15 cents per bag . 

The Board had previously found, especially during 

the period November 1942 to June 1943, that it was 

extremely difficult to operate a fair and just system , 

13) Report of the National Marketing Council on the 
Mar~~etjng Boards , 1938 - 1946; U.G. 27 - 47; 
Annexuie 10, pp . 199 to 206. 
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while it had control over only a portion of the crop. 

Furthermore, the previous system had operated to the dis­

advantage of the co-operative associations who were 

expected to render a national service by accepting maize 

at considerable financial risk to themselves, as the maize 

might deteriorate while in storage, while the merchants, 

on the other hand, were left free to do as they pleased 

within the limits of the fixed prices . 14) 

To overcome this difficulty and also to ensure the 

greater ~rice stability to farmers on a long term basis, 

which had been promised to them, and also to reduce the 

difference in producers' and consumers' prices at any one 

moment, the Board was permitted to introduce a one-channel 

marketing scheme for maize. This is an event of such 

magnitude in the history of the marketing of maize that 

it should be dealt with on its own. It will, therefore , 

not be discussed here, but will be given the attention it 

deserves in the following chapter. 

The Marketing Scheme for the 1945-46 season. 

The crop was again a poor one, being estimated at 

18.3 million bags, while the carry-over from the previous 

season was as low as 1.1 million bags. The position was 

so bad that the Government had to buy maize from outside 

the Republic, wherever it could be found, but, outside 

supplies were also limited and in the end only 1.887 

million bags wGre imported during the season. The strict 

rationing of maize thus had to continue and the ona-

channel scheme introduced during the previous season was 

retained. 

In this season also a Committee was set up to in­

vestigate the average cost of production of maize during 

the years 1938/39 to 1943/44. It was hoped that the 

14) Report of the National Marketing Council on the 
M~rkctin~ Boards, 1938 to 1946; U.G. 27 - 47, p. 56. 
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Committee would produce sufficient facts to enable the 

Board to establish a basis on which it could determine 

future prices for maize on a long term basis. However, 

in the absence of census figures, the Committee had to 

base much of its work on the annual estimates of the 

Division of Economics and Markets. It therefore started 

on a not very satisfactory basis. In the end it con-

eluded that total costs were Rl-94 per bag in the Trans­

vaal Highveld area and Rl-77·5 per bag in the Orange Free 

State. vn these facts the Board recommended a price of 

R2-00 per bag be paid to producers . The National 

Marketing Council disagreed with this price and recommended 

that the price should remain the same as it was for the 

previous season, namely Rl-75 per bag. Eventually the 

producer's price was fixed at Rl- 90 per bag. The con­

sumer's price, however, was raised from Rl-60 to Rl-65 

per bag while the Government increased its subsidy by a 

further 10 cents to a total of 25 cents per bag.l5) 

The Marketing Scheme for the 1946-47 season. 

As a result of the drought conditions this ~vas 

again a poor season. The total crop amounted to 18. 1 

million bags and the carry-over from the previous season 

was only 600,000 bags. Every effort was made to import 

f~om other countries, but as the world as a whole wa s 

experiencing an acute shortage of all grain, this was no 

easy matter. However, during the first half of the 

season, 4.5 million bags of maize were imported. Jnce 

again it was necessary to introduce very careful 

rationing of available supplies. 

Because of the poor crop , producers demanded a 

minimum price of R2-50 per bag. The Board recommended 

R2-25 per bag. The National Marketing Council recommended 

that the price should not exceed R2-15 per bag. 

15) R~po~t o~ the National Marketing Council on the 
Marketing Boards, 1938 to 1946; U.G. 27 - 47. p. 58 . 
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Eventually the producer's price was fixed at R2-25 per 

bag, and at the same time a guarantee was given that the 

price for the following year's crop would not be less 

than R2-00 per bag. 

The consumer's price for the year was raised from 

Rl-65 to Rl-75 per bag and the Government subsidy was 

increased from 25 cents to 50 cents per bag. It is also 

worth observing that the imported maize was being sold at 

the local price. This could only b e done with the aid of 

a Government subsidy, which for this season, due to world 

shortages of grain , amounted to over R2-00 per bag.16) 

The Maize Co- operative Associations and the 1937 

Marketing Act 

The production of most agricultural products is not 

only seasonal, but also fluctuates from season to season 

and year to year, depending on Climatic conditions and 

other factors beyond the control of the producer. 

Because the demand for agricultural products, over the 

zhort period at any rate, is fairly inelastic, these 

variations in supply cause variations in the ~rlces paid 

for thesd pr oducts. Because total consumption and dietary 

habits of consumers do not change lliuch, there is very 

little reaction to changes in producers' prices. This 

stability in demand becomes accentuated by transport and 

distribution costs , which are fixed. This results in 

variations in retail selling prices, which are very much 

smaller than the large variations that the producer 

experiences in the prices he receives. 

Unlike industrial production) agricultural produc­

tion does not respond readily to changes in demand. 

This is so mainly because of the high percentage of 

fixed costs in agriculture, the long production cycle 

16) Report of the National Marketing Council on the 
'arLeting Boards, 1938 to 1946; U.G. 27 - 47, p . 58. 
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and the inability of the individual farmer to influence 

prices by his own efforts. In fact, all these difficul­

ties show, in one way or another, that the agricultural 

producer is really much worse off than his counterpart 

in industry. 

The problems faced by the farmer served as an im­

portant motive for the establishment of agricultural co­

operative associations . Co-operation was the first 

attempt at collective marketing by the farmer. He 

expected that such joint action would result in the 

stabilisation of prices for his products. There is no 

doubt that by more orderly marketing of products the co­

operative associations did achieve a certain degree of 

success, but it is also a fact that they did not influence 

prices to the desired extent. Mainly because too small a 

percentage of the crop was marketed through the co­

operative associations and also because the co-operative 

associations were not always in a position to achieve the 

necessary security the farmer desired. 

In order to raise and stabilise prices, co-operative 

associations often found it necessary to withhold supplies 

from the market. Unfortunately, ont~e the price rose to a 

reasonable level,others, namely those producers who were 

nnt members of co-operative associations and mer chants, 

. off-loaded their suppl ies and once again the price went 

down. The result was that the co-operative association 

members at times receives even l ower prices than those 

who were not members. As was to be expected, this in 

turn led to disloyalty amongst co-operative association 

members, who still continued to use the co-operative 

association to buy their farming requisites, but sold 

their crops for their own account, so l eaving the co­

operative association with a debt for their purchases , 

which it nad somehow or other, to collect from them. 
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This inability of the co-operative associations to 

stabilise, or even control to a limited extent, the price 

movements of agricultural products was a direct cause of 

the introduction of the 1937 Marketing Act. It should, 

however, be appreciated that, while this Act did intro-

duce some state control, it did not mean that free 

enterprise was completely abolished. However, the cir-

cumstances which exist in agriculture are rather unusual 

and as such justify the introduction of special measures. 

These measures are, however, not peculiar to agriculture 

in South Africa only. Investigations show that 

"measures to stabilise agricultural prices by way of 

state interference are ~pplied in all capitalistic 

countries." 17) 

During the war years when there was an acute 

shortage of maize, unlike the time when the Maize Control 

Board was established, the prices fixed by the Board were 

very much on a cost-plus basis, perhaps a generous cost-

plus basis, because the Board wanted to do everything 

possible to increase the production and so overcome the 

shortage. However, no system can go on indefinitely 

fixing prices on a cost-plus basis only. Sooner or later 

it will have to take note of the supply and demaud 

position if it wants to stay out of trouble. However, 

the purpose of the Marketing Act was the stabilisation 

of prices and not the guaranteeing of a fixed margin of 

profit to the producer. To ensure such a fixed margin 

of profit would have been impossible, as no two producers 

ever have the same production costs. The Maize Board 

did, however, during the war period, do very useful work. 

17) A. J. V. Rorich: "Some aspec.ts of the Marketing Act." 
Second short course on Co-operation in Agriculture, 
arranged by The Eastern Agricultural Union in Co­
operation with Rhodes University, Grahamstown, 
27th April - 1st May 1959, p. 49. 
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To take only one example, there would have been complete 

chaos during the very wet 1943/44 season, when the rail­

ways could not move all the maize in time, if the Maize 

Board had not been in existence to organise the overall 

distribution pattern. 

The establishment of the Maize Control Board has 

brought about important changes in the nature and 

functions of the maize co-operative associations . No 

longer is it necessary for the co-operative association 

to perfo~m its erstwhile main function, that of stabilising 

maize prices; and almost as important, no longer is it 

now necessary for the co-operative associations to find 

a market for the maize delivered by their members. 

However, in spite of the fact that the co-operative 

associations have now lost their main function to the 

Maize Control Board, an extraordinary expansion of the 

co-operative movement has taken place since the coming 

into existence of the Control Board. This fact is, 

furthermore, not only true in the case of maize co­

operative associations, but all agricultural co-operativP­

associations have shown remarkable growth since the 

passing of the 1937 Marketing ·Act. In the case of maize 

only 30% of the 1938/39 crop was marketed througl1 co­

o~erative associations, while at present about three 

quarters of the total crop is delivered to co-operative 

associations. This remarkable exp~~sion of the co­

operative movement under t he Marketing Act requirbs some 

attention. 

Firstly, the Maize Control Board confines itself to 

r egulating the disposal of maize under its control. It 

was never intended that the Board should handle the maize. 

For this purpose it employs the services of the 

established channels such as the co-operative associations. 

Fur+;J:ermvre . the recognised channels provide these 
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services efficiently, and probably much more economically, 

than the Control Board could do itself. 

Secondly, 11 By assuming the responsibility for price, 

the control boards have placed the co-operative societies 

in a position of greater security, have freed them from 

the speculative risk of market finding, which took a 

great part of their energies, and have made it possible 

for them to concentrate on greater service-rendering to 

their members. 11 18) There is no doubt that, as the many 

services rendered by the co-operative associations to 

their members grew, so it became more and more obvious to 

others that they should join the co-operative association 

movement. 

Thirdly, as maize prices were now fixed, all 

speculative dealings in maize had come to an end. This 

fact considerably assisted co-operative associations in 

increasing their turnover in maize. As to be expected, 

if t he price is fixed, maize farmers would naturally give 

preference to their own organisations. 

Fourthly, with the advent of the Control Beard, the 

credit facilities of co-operative associations improved. 

They were now in a position to obtain bigger advances 

from the Land Bank as the Control Board guaranteed part 

cf their loans and therefore they in turn could give 

their members more credit. 

All these improvements he l ped the growth of the co-

operative association movement amongst the maize larmers. 

The co-operative associations assisted in no small way 

in making the operat i ons of the Maize Board a success. 

The Control Board, for example , would have experienced 

more difficul ties had it not been fo r the storage space 

18 ) Reconstruction of Agriculture. Report of the 
Reconstruction Committee of the Department of 
Agriculture and Forestry, G.P.S. 9278 - 1943/44, 
1' . 3\) 
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placed at its disposal by the co-operative associations. 

In fact, it may be said that"since the Boards and the 

co-operatives in certain respects pursue the same basic 

aims, they are in a position to supplement each other. 11 l9) 

From the facts and figures discussed above, it will 

be appreciated that the period 1937 to 1947 was one, 

during which there was, for several years, an acute 

shortage of maize in South Africa, and that there was, 

therefore, no mai~e available fo~ export. Furthermore, 

war-time conditions were such that, even if South Africa 

had had maize available for export, she would have found 

it extremely difficult to obtain the necessary transport 

facilities to export maize to the fore i gn markets. 

However, there were years during this period when maize 

surpluses were produced and exported. There is, therefore, 

some justification for giving the maize export market 

during this period some attention. 

The Export Maize Market during the period 1937 to 1947. 

Under Section I of the Mealie Control Amendment Act 

No. 59 of 1935, the Mealie Industry Control Bo~d was 

established as from the 5th of July 1935. The Board was 

empowered to advise the Minister in connection '\'.ri th the 

export of maize. However, soon afterwards there was 

fv~ther important l egislation with the passing of the 

Marketing Act (Act No. 26 of 1937) . This act provided 

the legal framework for the comprehensive control of the 

marketing and distribution of the major agricultural 

products. Various control boards, each for a different 

product or group of products, were set up, with the object 

of achieving stability and increased productivity, by 

careful application of appropriate control measures. 

19) A.J.V. Rorich: "Some aspects of the Marketing Act", 
Op. cit. , p. 58. 
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Table 17, Appendix A, shows that during 1937, before 

the Marketing Act was actually applied, South Africa 

exported 8,554,645 bags of maize, Canada being South 

Africa's best customer during that year with 3,124,629 

bags, followed by the United Kingdom with 2,362,694 bags. 

The United Kingdom did, however, also buy 2,103,533 bags 

of mealie meal and 197,155 bags of maize grits. 8he was , 

therefore; overall, the biggest buyer of South African 

maize and maize products. The very poor prices for maize 

and maize meal for the year 1937, should be observed from 

this table. Looking at it strictly from an economic point 

of view one wonders if it would not have been more 

profitable to feed this surplus maize to livestock, rather 

than dispose of it at such uneconomic prices on the world 

markets. 

For the 1938 season Table 20 of Appendix A, shows 

that the export price was slightly better, but at the same 

time that the quantity exported, due to a smaller crop, 

was considerably less. The local price itself at this 

time was very low being only Rl-00 per bag to consumers 

and 90 cAnts to producers. Export compensation was paid 

at the rate of 2s. 3d. (22.5c) per bag. 20) 

The quantity exported in 1939 was large in spite of 

the fact that the price remained very depressed. 

However, in September 1939 , war was declared and the 

South African foreign market conditions for maize changed 

completely, in the first instance b ecause there was an 

acute shortage of shipping space for a commodity such as 

maize, and secondly because of the poor crops of the war 

years. 

That South Africa still contributed only a small 

20) Report of the National Marketing Council on the 
Marketing Boards, 1938 to 1946; U.G. 27 - 47, p. 51 . 
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percentage of all the maize exported by the maize producing 

countries throughout the world in these immediate pre-war 

years, is clearly illustrated by Table 21 of Appendix A 

and by the bar diagram on the following page, which was 

constructed from the statistics appearing in Table 21. 

As regards the Mealie Control Board there were few 

amendments in the first seasons after 1938/39 . Probably 

the most important was the abolition of the system of 

compulsory export, which was replaced by a system of 

export s~bsidies. Thus, the Board had power under Procla-

mation No. 86 of 1939 , as amended by Proclamation No. 88 

of 1940, to regulate the exportation of mealies and mealie 

products, and no mealies or mealie products were exported 

during the 1940-41 season without the authority of the 

Board. With regard to subsidies it is worth observing 

that, in terms of section 25 of the Scheme, a levy of 

2s. 6d . (25 cents) per bag was imposed during the seasonal 

year 1st May 1940 to 30th April 1941, on all mealies and 

mealie products delivered by a producer. Out of the 

moneys derived from the levy (imposed under section 25), 

the Board was required to remit the amount of the levy in 

respect of mealies and mealie products exported under the 

authority of a permit. 21) 

The crop for the 1940-41 season was about 18.5 million 

bags, which was more than 10 million bags less than the 

record crop of the previous season. However, due to an 

abnormally large carry-over of maize from the previous 

season, no thought was given to a poss~ble shortage . It 

was estimated that the export surplus would be somewhere 

between 3 and 3.5 million bags and this quantity would 

have been exported were it not that "war conditions ad-

versely influenced the overseas market and due to heavy 

selling of maize from the Argentine, prices receded to 

21) Union of South Africa Year Book for 1941, p . 667. 
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very low levels". 22) 

During the 1941-42 season the crop was again large, 

being about 24 million bags, and it was estimated that 

the export surplus would be about 3 million bags. 

Arrangements were again made with the British Ministry 

of Food to take over all exportable maize at a fixed 

f.o.r. price. However, local consumption had increased 

and less than half the anticipated surplus of 3 million 

bags was eventually exported. 

The 1942-43 crop was extremely poor and much less 

than South Africa's own requirements. Consequently 

exports of maize virtually ceased for the rest of the war 

period. Table 20 of Appendix A shows that just over two 

hundred thousand bags of maize were exported to Holland. 

In view of the shortage within South Africa, which 

necessitated rationing of available supplies, this export 

must have been under a contract previ ously entered into. 

A little maize, as Table No. 20 shows , left South Africa 

in 1943 and 1944, most of it going just across the border 

to Portuguese East Africa. By 1945 the maize export had 

fallen to 478 bags, of which 442 bags were destined for 

Southern Rhodesia. By 1946 the war was over and more 

maize could have been exported if only a surplus had 

~een available . Of the 10,931 bags that left South Africa 

almost all went to South West Africa. By 1947 the South 

African maize position was desperate and 4.5 million bags 

of maize had to be imported during the first six months 

of the 1946-47 season. It seems surprising, therefore, 

that 395,870 bags were exported to Southern Rhodesia. 

However, as that country also suffered from a shortage 

of maize at this time , this export was more of a good 

22) Report of the National Marketing Council on the 
Market ing Boards, 1938 to 1946; U.G. 27 - 47, p. 53. 
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neighbour act than anything else. 

By far the most interesting information contained in 

Table No. 20 comprises the figures for the second half of 

the war. The third part of this table shows the figures 

for the exports of maize meal and indicates that from 

1942 to 1945 a fai r amount of maize meal was exported to 

Egypt, a country which had not previously featured as a 

buyer of South African maize or maize products. Further 

research by the writer revealed +.hat this maize was 

exported to Egypt at the request of the South African 

troops who were at that time campaigning in the Western 

Desert. (See Footnote 23) 

From the above it therefore appears that with minor 

exceptions, brought about in most cases by necessity, the 

South African export of maize and maize products more or 

less ceased during the war years and immediate post war 

years. This was occasioned at first by the shipping 

difficulties encountered. However, even if there had been 

no war and no shipping difficulties, there would have been 

very little export trade, because of the poor 0rops during 

these years. 

23) The writer contacted the Mealie Industry Control 
Board in Pretoria in an attempt to determine why 
this maize meal was exported to Egypt, but their 
chief statistician, Mr. Malherbe, could not furnish 
any reason for this. The writer then contacted 
Mr. Kahn of Kahn and Kahn (Pty.) Ltd., grain 
exporters of Johannesburg. Mr. Kahn remembered 
the exporting of the maize meal during the war years 
very well, and stated that it was sent to Egypt to 
provi de the South African troops , who were stationed 
in Egypt at the time, with their regular mealie meal 
porridge breakfast. On the suggestion of Mr. Kahn 
the writer subsequently also contacted Mr. Nicole 
of Louis Dreyfus and Co . Ltd., another grain 
exporting firm. Mr. Nicole confirmed that Mr. Kahn 
was right and that the mealie meal was exported to 
South African troops stationed in Egypt. He added, 
however, that it was not the white, but the African 
and coloured South African troops who had demanded 
their regular plate of mealie meal porridge. 
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Summary 

By far the most important event during the 1937/47 

period was the implementation of the 1937 Marketing Act. 

This Act made provision for the establishment of Control 

Boards for agricultural products. Throughout this period 

the Maize Board operated on a trial and error basis. At 

first it had to regulate the export of maize on a permit 

system, after it had given due consideration to certain 

other factors, such as local re~uirements and a suitable 

carry-over to the following season . It compelled local 

consumers to pay more for their maize than the price at 

which maize was being exported, by imposing a levy on all 

the local sales of maize. This levy was subsequently used 

to compensate those who had exported maize at a loss. 

The Board was also given the right to enter the 

local maize market as a buyer and seller of maize. It was 

essential that it had this right if it were to guide 

producers and consumers towards the target prices it had 

set for them. 

The Board insisted that all those who traded in 

maize su~mit to it a complete record of all their maize 

transactions each month. It would have been impossible 

for the Board to have a compl ete picture of the country's 

~aize position at any one moment if it did not have these 

statistics at its disposal. 

In spite of all the additional powers the 1937 

Marketing Act gave the Maize Board, it was still encoun­

tering the same difficul ties that were present under the 

1931 Mealie Control Act. It still had to rely heavily 

on a number of estimates concerning both production and 

consumption which had to be made in advance of the 

harvesting of t he season' s crop. If in any one season 
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these estimates w~re inaccurate the success of the whole 

scheme was jeopardised. The season by season review of 

the Maize Board's operations showed that it operated for 

a number of years before it eventually introduced the 

one-channel marketing scheme. In fact, it was only in 

the 1944/45 season that this very important step, which 

is today one of the corner stones of the whole maize 

marketing scheme, was taken. 

It is interesting to observe that the main reason 

for the ~ntroduction of the one-channel scheme was not to 

obtain more efficient control of the marketing of surplus 

maize, but the acute shortage and therefore the very 

careful rationing of the very limited supplies that were 

available at t hat time, that necessitated the introduc­

tion of the one-channel scheme. 

The establishment of the Maize Board took away from 

the co-operative associations two of their main functions. 

It was now no longer necessary for co-operative associations 

to control the flow of maize to the market in order to 

stabilise the maize price, nor was it necessary for them 

to find markets for the maize that they received from 

their members . This change did not, however, destroy the 

co-operative association movement, in fact, rather the 

op~osite happened and they became more and more important 

as the agents of the Maize Board. The growth in the 

amount of maize they handled, i s illustrated by the f act 

that for the 1938/39 season only 3ry~ of the country's 

maize crop was marketed through co-operative associations, 

while at present about 7~~ of all the maize produced is 

marketed through the co-operative associations. 

It should, however, not be forgotten that, while the 

establishment of the Maize Board did sti.mulate the growth 

of the co-operative association movement among maize 
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producers, it is also a fact that the co-operative 

associations contributed in no small way to t he efficient 

functioni~g of the Maize Board. 

In spite of the very poor prices obtained for South 

African maize on the foreign markets, the export market 

for South African maize was very active for the years 

1937 to 1940. After this latter date, however, partly 

because there was very little shipping space available 

for maize, and partly because of very poor maize crops 

in the y~ars that followed, virtually no maize was 

exported for the remaining years of the 1937-47 period. 
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CHAPTER VI 

The Marketing of Maize 

The One-Channel Marketing Scheme 

A. Introduction 

For the application of the one-channel marketing 

scheme for maize the Republic is divided into three areas, 

namely areas A, B and an exempted area. The parts of the 

Republic that fall into each of these areas have already 

been given in Appendix B, Section I. The one-channel 

marketing scheme means that all maize produced in area A 

can be marketed only through the Mealie Industry Control 

Board. (See footnote 1) 

While the one-channel scheme was introduced only in 

March 1944, the ideal of selling maize through one central 

agency had been cherished by organised maize growers as 

far back as 1908. 2) At that time the Co-operative Societies 

Act was passed by the Transvaal Government, which also 

undertook to establish and maintain for one year only, a 

Central Agency, through which all the co-operati7e 

associations could market their maize. The Government 

believed, and the co-operative associations agreed, that, 

once such a Central Agency was firmly establishe~, it 

should be run by the co-operative associations themselves. 

Subsequently this Agency was converted into a private 

company and operated by the co-operative associations, 

who were its shareholders, until the Co-operative 

Societies Act was passed in 1922, when it was registered 

as a central co-operative company, in which manner it 

1) Area A consists of the provinces of the Transvaal and 
Orange Free State together with the magisterial 
districts of Vryburg, Mafeking, Taung and Warrenton. 

2) Report on the National Marketing Co~~cil on the 
Marketing Boards, 1938 to 1946; U.G. 27 - 47, p. 59. 
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continued to operate until it went into liquidation in 

1934. In the same way the Central Agency, "Uniegraan", 

that was established in 1936 by the co-operative 

associations, acted as a seller of all the maize of its 

members and it was hoped that, at some future date, it 

would be in complete control of all maize sales. But, in 

spite of the compulsory clause, (See footnote 3) intro­

duced into the Co-operative Societies Act of 1925, the 

one-channel ideal did not become a reality, as many maize 

producers still r emained independent of all co-operative 

association activity. However, the idea of one-channel 

selling once again came to the thoughts of many of those 

who supported it, when the Marketing Act came into being 

in 1937. 

In 1941 the first scheme under the Marketing Act, 

for the one-channel marketing of maize, was submitted by 

the Mealie Industry Control Board. The scheme was, as 

laid down in the Act , referred to the National Marketing 

Council, whose business it was to submit a r eport on the 

scheme to the Minister of Agriculture. 

The Marketing Council found that the proposed scheme 

was to be regarded as a permanent, long range one, whose 

purpose was to bring about a radical change in the 

mRrketing of maize. The first question to which the 

Council required an answer, was whether the proposed one-

channel scheme would actually be of benefit to the 

3) The compulsory clause states that if, in any province 
district or area, seventy-five per cent of the 
producers of a particular agricultural product , 
provided they produce seventy five per cent of 
the total crop, are members of a co-operative 
association , the Minister may, at the request of 
such an association, compel all other producers 
of that product in that province , district or 
area, to sell their product through the co-operative 
association , whether they be members of such an 
association or not - Clause 17(1) of Act 38 of 1925, 
p. 608 . Statutes of the Union of South Africa, 
1925 . 
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producer, by insuring that he would,as a result of the 

scheme, receive a better price for his maize, or alter­

natively, a more stable income, than was the case in an 

open market system. 

A considerable portion of the annual maize crop does 

not come on to the market, but is consumed on the farms. 

The farmer's return is , therefore, determined by the price 

that he obtains for that portion of his crop that he does 

sell. In normal years a fair percentage of the marketable 

crop has to be exported as there is a surplus over local 

requirements. Over the price obtained for this exportable 

surplus no control scheme could have any influence, as 

South African maize exports are only a very small part of 

all the maize sold annually on the world markets. There­

fore, the one-channel scheme could not possibly claim that 

it would benefit the producer by obtaining for him in the 

foreign market a better price than he would normally get 

there. The only way in which the export price could be 

improved by local action, would be by the South African 

Government lowering the export charges, over which it had 

some control, but this, of course, in no way depends on 

the marketing system being used. 

The National Marketing Council stated in itn un-
4) 

published report that, if the proposed one-channel scheme 

could not obtain a better export price for the producer, 

the only remaining possibility was that a full control of 

supplies would realise a better price on the local market. 

This the one-channel scheme could of course do, if it 

developed a more efficient marketing technique, that would 

reduce marketing costs, but, at the same time, it must be 

remembered that the local maize price had already been 

maintained for a number of years at an artificially high 

4) Report No. 44A of the National Marketing Council. 
(Unpu~lished), 1942. 
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level above the export price. This higher price was, in 

fact, already the result of Government policy, which in 

turn depended on a number of factors, and which had the 

effect of transferring income from the pockets of the 

consumers to those of the maize producers. Certainly this 

Government policy could not be influenced by the proposed 

one-channel marketing scheme to the further advantage of 

producers. If the Government did increase the benefits 

to the maize producers, it would not be due to the fact 

that all maize was now sold through one-channel. 

The Marketing Scheme could, however, bring about 

greater stability by fixing prices but, to fix prices 

for a season or longer did not require the implementation 

of a one-channel scheme, for in fact, price fixation had 

already taken place without the one-channel scheme. 

The National Marketing Council therefore concluded 

that, as far as prices to the producer were concerned, 

a one-channel selling arrangement could be superior to 

the existing control system, only if it succeeded in 

reducing the distributive margin.5) The Council went 

further to point out that this would mean the elimination 

of some middlemen, such as the grain brokers, and a reduc-

tion in numbers of the numerous wholesale and retail dis-

tributors, who were available. This latter fact (a re­

duction in wholesale and retail distribution) was, 

however, not contemplated by the scheme at all. There­

fore the only possible saving which could have b~en 

brought about by the one-channel scheme , was not to be 

explored. The Council, therefore, concluded its 

examination of the proposed scheme by stating that the 

scheme would definitely not be able to raise producers' 

prices for maize above those already achieved with 

5) Report No. 44A of the National Marketing Council. 
(Adarted). (Unpublishe&, 1942. 
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Government assistance. Consequently the Council could not 

lend its support to the claim, frequently made, that one­

channel sale of maize, along the lines contemplated, would 

give producers a higher price for their product. Some 

benefit could be conferred on producers (or consumers) 

only if the distributive system were to be re-organised as 

part and parcel of a one-channel scheme. As stated, the 

promoters of the scheme did not intend to embark upon such 

an endeavour. 6) 

The above were the findings of the National Marketing 

Council during 1942 with regard to the proposed one-channe~ 

marketing scheme for maize. There can be very little doubt 

that the Council was quite certain, in its own mind, that 

the introduction of such a scheme would be of little, if 

any, benefit to the producer. However, in spite of this 

very formidable opinion, the one-channel scheme was intro-

duced in 1944 . In 1946, after the scheme had been in 

operation for eighteen months, the Council again had an 

opportunity to express its views on the merits of the 

scheme. On this occasion the Council pointed out that the 

dominating factor, which persuaded the Minister to agree 

to the introduction of the scheme, was the great scarcity 

of maize at the time, which necessitated t he restricti ng 

of consumption, and the rationing of available supplies. 

The Council admitted that, under such extraordinary con­

ditions, there existed a good case for giving the Maize 

Board the necessary powers to have full «ontrol ovdr all 

supplies of maize that came to the market. Only then 

would the Board be able effectively to control distribution 

and so to ensure a just distribution of the very limited 

supplies . The Council hastened to point out, however, 

6) Report No. 44A of the National Marketing Council. 
(Unpublished), 1942. 
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that under such circumstances, the one-channel marketing 

scheme was in fact an emergency war-time measure, intro-

duced primarily to deal with shortages created by unusual 

circumstances. Had there been no war at the time it seems 

certain that South Africa would have avoided the rationing 

of maize by ent ering the foreign market as a buyer and 

not as a seller of maize as she had so often done in the 

past, and so the one-channel marketing scheme would have 

been unnecessary . 

I n case i t should now be thought t hat by 1946 the 

Nat ional Marketing Council had accepted the one-channel 

mar keting scheme for mai ze as a necess ary, p ermanent 

evil, with which i t would have to learn to live, it ended 

this section of i ts r eport with a paragraph that left the 

reader in no doubt whatsoever as t o how it felt about the 

one-channe l scheme. Its r eport s t a t ed: 11 The Council is 

therefore convinced that in order to attain stability and 

security for the maize industry under the Market ing Act 

the continuance of such a ful:J;y-:fledged one-channel 

marketing scheme is unnecessary. It will, in fact, prove 

to be an obstacle to the attainment of those object s. 11 7) 

In ano t her section of the abov8 r eport the Marketing 

Council went further and expressed concern about the 

m~rketing of maize in future years, when the shor tages of 

t he war years once again giv e way to sur pluses that would 

have to be exported. I n t his connec t ion it pointed out 

that , if maxi mum sal es were to b e achiev ed under condi tions 

of sur p l us , much woul d have to b e done to create market s , 

and t hat this would only be possible with energetic sal es­

manshi p , which the Maize Boar d, if i t were still burdened 

with a centralised one- channe l s cheme , woul d not be abl e 

to provide . The Council also be l i eved t hat , whil e such 

7) Repor~ of the National Market ing Council on the 
rra.:-ke -ving Boards , 1 938 to 194 6 ; U. G. 27 - 47, p . 61. 
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a one-channel scheme would be ide~for the marketing of 

wheat, it was not nearly as suitable for maize, because 

this product had a much wider market than wheat and con­

sequently the one-channel scheme would not be flexible 

enough to give satisfactory results in such a wide 

market. It therefore recommended that, as soon as 

adequate supplies of maize were once again available, the 

one-channel scheme should be modified, so that it 

possessed greater flexibility. 

The full one-channel marketing scheme was introduced 

during the 1944/45 season for the first time. In the 

first ins tance it was only for a trial period of one year, 

but, except for minor amendments over the years, the 

scheme has remained as originally formulated. 

B. The Main Objects of the Scheme. 

The main objects of the scheme were and still are 

as follows. 

1. All producers must obtain a fixed price for their 
maize as determined by the Mealie Industry Board 
and approved by the Minister. 

2. Each consumer of maize mus t pay his sha~·e of 
handling and storage charges on the maize he 
buys . 

3. All consumers of maize must be assured of an 
adequate supply at predetermined prices. 8) 

C. Method of operation of the one-channel scheme. 

Under this heading there will be two main sections, 

and various sub-sections. The two main sections will 

deal with 1. The Board of Control. 2. The application 

of the scheme . In the first of these sections the com-

position, powers and duties of the Board, together with 

its functions of appointing agents and registering 

millers will be discussed. In the second main section 

the various sub-sections will cover production , handling, 

storing, consumption, exports , imports and the financing 

of the maize trade. 

8) Annual Rtport for the Mealie Industr y Control Board 
for the year 1949/50 , p . 31. 
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1. The Board of Control 

Introduction 
9) 

The one-channel scheme applies to Area A only, 

which area produces approximately 98% of all the maize 

of the Republic . 

At the beginning of each season the Board recommends 

and the Minister accepts or refers back for further consi­

deration, a price to producers of maize for that 

season. In addition to the maj.ze pri ce, other prices, 

i ncluding maximum millers• resale prices for maize, 

maize meal and other milled maize products are then 

determined. In order to render producers• prices effec­

tive, and furthermore to give the Maize Board full 

control over available maize supplies, the Board appoints 

agents in area A. Producers in area A are compelled to 

deliver at fixed prices to these agents the maize they 

wish to sell. Naturally an agent cannot compel a pro­

ducer to deliver to him any maize that he wishes to 

keep back for his own use. 

Through its agents , the Board is, therefore, the 

sole buyer of maize from producers in area A. It is 

i mportant to appreciate that the B0ard itself does not 

undertake any of the physical handling and stortige of 

maize, but that this is all done on its behalf by its 

agents, who also await the Board's instructions with 

regard to the eventual disposal of the maize. For the 

services they render the agents are remunerated at 

predetermined r ates . 

In area A there are three types of agents, viz .: 

co-operative associations , millers and merchants, or 

trader agents as the Board pr efers to call them. They 

9) ••Brief Review of the Maize Industry in South Africa. 11 

A publication of the Mealie Industry Control Board , 
Pretoria , December , 1964, p . 6 . 
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must all render to the Board monthly returns that keep it 

informed of the quantities of maize at each point. This 

information is naturally of great value in helping the 

Board to ensure an orderly distribution and marketing of 

maize stocks. If, hmvever, a producer finds that there 

is a consumer in his neighbourhood, who wishes to buy 

maize, but that there is no agent of the Board in the 

vicinity, the producer may apply to the Board for a permit 

enabling him to supply the consumer direct. This permit 

system not only cuts out unnecessary transport costs, but 

it also serves two other purposes, viz.: (1) it ensures 

that the necessary Stabilisation Fund levy is collected 

and (2) it protects the interests of agents, who have to 

lay out considerable amounts of capital· to ensure that 

they have the necessary facilities for the efficient 

handling and storage of maize. 

Although area B does produce some maize, it is 

usually not sufficient to meet the demand for maize in 

that area. In fact, it is estimated that the annual 

inflow of maize from area A to ai:ea B is approxi.l!l.ately 

500,000 to 750,000 bags. 10)According to the Board's 

regulations, all producers of maize in area B may sell 

their maize only to merchants registered with the Board. 

Hnwever, unlike the merchants in area A, who purchase 

maize from producers on behalf of the Board, the merchants 

in area B are permitted to purchase maize for their own 

account. They therefore naturally have the right of dis­

posal over the maize they have purchased for their own 

stocks. In area B producers are liable for certain 

levies on the maize they sell. These levies must be 

collected on behalf of the Board by the registered 

merchants who must also submit to the Board monthly 

10) "Brief Review of the Maize Industry in South Africa." 
A Publication of the Mealie I ndustry Control Board , 
Fret~ria . December, 1964, p . 5. 
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returns of their transactions in maize. 

In the exempted area, which comprises the rest of 

the Republic very little maize is annually marketed by 

producers, and because of this~ the area is not subjected 

to any of the control measures that are applicable to 

either area A or B. Producers are therefore free to sell 

their maize to whom they wish and buyers do not have to 

submit returns to the Board, nor do they have to be 

registered with the Board. The nrtly way in which producers 

in the exempted area are affected by the Board's regula­

tions at all, is that, when they wish to sell any of their 

maize in areas A orB, they are liable for, and must there­

fore pay, the same levies as their producers in areas A 

and B pay when they sell their maize. 

With the implementation of the control explained 

above and the division of the Republic into areas, the 

Board i s in a position, which enables it to exercise 

complete control of the bulk of the mai ze crop each year. 

To a very limited extent the agents of the Board can sell 

maize without reference to it, but orders for large 

quantities of maize have to be placed directly with the 

Maize Board, which then instructs its agents to make 

deliveries. At all times one of the objectives of the 

B d . t k th h 1 f . t . . ll) oar lS o eep e cross au age o malze a a mlnlmum. 

While the Board fixes prices, it never concerns it-

self with the physical retailing of maize or the disposal 

11) The cross haulage of maize is avoided or reduced by 
the judicious utilisation of available stocks. For 
example, if t he Board finds that it has surplus maize 
stocks at, say , Lichtenburg , while, due to drought 
conditions there has been a crop failure in the 
Ermelo district, and a partial crop failure in the 
Potchefstroom district, the Board will not 
immediately rail all surplus maize stocks from 
Lichtenburg to Ermelo, only to find later in the 
season that some of the maize delivered to Ermelo 
must now be re-railed to Potchefstroom. As the 
Board has complete control of all maize stocks in 
area A, it can decide in advance how much of the 
surpl As maize at Lichtenburg must immediately be 
railed tc Ermelo and how much must, later in the 
season, be railed to Potchefstroom. 
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of milled products. In fact, it confines itself to 

arranging the execution of wholesale orders. Because 

maize merchants, unlike the co-operative associations, 

very often had very little storage space and were there­

fore likely to stack their maize stocks in the open, the 

Board found it necessary to satisfy early season orders 

from the stocks of the merchants and only later in the 

season to start disposing of the stocks held by the co-

operative associations. The Board has, however, no fixed 

pattern of operation and simply do~s its best to satisfy 

local purchasers from the nea.rest source, at the same time 

taking care that no maize is lost duetoalengthy period 

of storage in the open. 

The early years of the one-channel scheme were, 

however, years of shortages or in which the crop was only 

just sufficient to meet local demands. However, the 1947 

Marketing Act Commission anticipated that the years of 

surplus production would again return and that it would 

then be a very difficult task to fix prices in advance 

for the whole season. The Commission therefore recommended 

the establishment of an equalisation account out of which 

possible deficits could be met. It also pointed out that 

it would, in years of surplus production, be necessary 

for the Government to assist the Board to finance carry­

overs, if its reserve funds were inadequate. 12) 

The 1947 Commission was a lso perturbed about the 

fact that the Maize Board was fixing prices for maize on 

a free-on-rail basis so that those maize producers, who 

had paid high prices for their land, because it was near 

the market, no longer received a better price than the 

far-off producer. This the Commission stated, was unjust. 

The Commission ended its report with the comment that the 

12) Re ort of the Marketin 
U.G. 48 - 1949, p. 42. 



- 196 -

Commission agreed with the Marketing Council that, at 

least some of the rigidities involved in the one-channel 

scheme, were both undesirable and unnecessary, and it 

supported the Marketing Council's view that modification 

should be introduced, when the supply position permitted. 

The specific modifications, which the Marketing Council 

suggested, were, however, open to criticism. It appeared 

to the Commission that a workable solution was to be 

found under the one-channel scheme, if agents were allowed 

greater acope to accept and execute orders under the 

general control of the Board. If, in addition, the 

Board's policy in appointing agents were to be modified, 

a further degree of elasticity would be imparted to the 

scheme.l3) 

This view was very strongly supported by the Distri­

bution Costs Commission, which stated in 1947, in connec­

tion with maize, that the greatest possible flexibility 

in distribution should be fostered, and therefore the 

fullest latitude should be given to ordinary trade 

channels to assist in distribution. Only if freer com­

petition were found to give rise to the exploitation ot 

consumers - the majority of whom were both ignorant and 

poor - should the determination of retail prices be 

adopted. 14 ) 

l.(a) The Composition of the Maize Board. 

At this stage a closer examination of the composition, 

rights and duties of the Board appears to be juctified. 

Under the Mealie Control Amendment Act of: 1935 Cl:+J.4 ·a1s6 . .. : 
. ~ ~ . 

under the first Mealie Contro:b Sell~~ 1 v _Proinulgated in 
• ~ f , • • 

terms of the Marke~~T.lg ·. Aet .. of 1937, the Mealie Industry 

"' , u .. . : . 
:t;p) ~e·· dirt'·"of;. the Mar k:etin 

.. U. G. 4~ - 1949, p. 43 . 
I ' } • 

ct Commission (1947); 
Adapted 

... ' ' ' -~ 

14) the Distrib~tion Costs Commission; 
1947 .j pi 37 J Adapted 
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Control Board consisted of 15 members. Of these, eight 

members represented producers (there being four Board 

members, who represented producers, who were members of 

co-operative associations, and four further Board members 

representing producers, who were not members of co­

operative associations). Therefore, from the very 

beginning, the producers' representatives, provided they 

voted en bloc, could dominate the decisions of the 

Board. The other seven members represented the very 

scattered interests of Mealie Merchants, Brokers, 

Millers, Exporters, Stock-feeders, Consumers and the 

Department of Agriculture, each having one representative 

on the Board. In addition to the above, provision was 

also made for the appointment to the Board of certain 

advisory members, provided they were nominated by the 

Minister. Also, the Board could co-opt advisory members. 

In those early days there were four advisory members, one 

each from the Department of Agriculture, the South 

African Railways, the Department of Native Affairs and 

the High Commission Territories. 

During the 1939/40 season the composition of the 

Board was changed, and the total menbership increased 

from 15 to 19 . This was done by increas ing the number of 

representatives of co-operative association producers 

from 4 to 6 and also the representatives of non­

co-operative association producers from 4 to 6 . The 

producers' representatives therefore completely dominated 

the Board, as they comprised 12 members out of a total 

of 19. At the same time the advisory members increased 

from 4 to 5 as the Department of Agriculture now had two 

advisory members. 

I n the 1945/46 season it was decided to disDense 

with the representatives of the Brokers and the represen­

tat:i.vt=> o: the Exporters. The consumers and the mealie 



- 198 -

traders, on the other hand, each received an additional 

representative on the Board and wer e, therefore, from 

this date represented by two members each. 

The Board's membership was further increased to 

twenty-one members in 1957. On the 15th of March 1957 

the scheme was amended to make provision for the control 

of kaffircorn and the number of Board members was in-

creased to twenty, but during July 1957 the membership 

was increased to 21. The compos~_tion of the Board at 

that date was therefore as follows:-

a. Six members representing those producers 0f maize 

and kaffircorn, who were members of co-operative 

associations, 

b. six members representing those producers of maize 

and kaffircorn, who were not members of co-

operative associations, 

c. two members representing the cons~uners of maize 

and kaffircorn , 

d. two members, representing maize and kaffircorn 

traders, 

e. two members representing maize and kaffircorn 

millers, and 

f. one member repr esenting stock-feeders, one 

exporters and one the Department of Agricultural 

Economics and Marketing. 

Since that date the composition or the representation 

on the Board has not changed and today it still stands 

as detailed above. 

The repr esentatives on the Board of the various 

bodies are appointed as follows. 

1. Representatives of producers who are members 
of co-operative associations are nominated by 
those co-operative associations who, in t he 
opinion of the Minister, are concerned mainly 
with transactions involving maize and maize 
products. 
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2. Non-co-oper ative association representatives 
on the Board are nominated on a provincial 
basis by associations in their respective 
provinces, who, in the opinion of the .1'-Tinister, 
represent maize producers in that province. 
Representatives can only qualify for nomi­
nation, in the first instance, provided they 
are definitely not members of maize co­
operative associations. The provincial 
division amongst these members is at present 
such that the Orange Free State and Transvaal 
each have two representatives and Natal and 
the Cape Province each have one representative. 

3. The stock-feeders' representative on the Board 
is nominated by the South African Agricultural 
Union. 

4. Th~ Mini ster himself nominates the •Jnsumers' 
representatives after he has consulted the. 
Consumers' Advisory Committee. At least one 
of the representatives of this group on the 
Board must be a member of the Consumers' 
Advisory Committee. 

5. The Millers' representative is nominated by 
an association that, in the opinion of the 
Minister, is representative of the maize 
millers of the Republic. If such an a ssociation 
is not in existence at the time that the 
nomination has to be made, then the nomination 
can come from local associations of millers, 
after they have reached agreement amongst 
themselves. 

6. One of the maize traders' representatives is 
nominated by an association that, in the 
opinion of the Minister, represents maize 
buyers in the Republic or, if no such 
association exists at t he time of nomin~tion , 
then by local associations of maize buyers, 
after they have reached agreement amongst 
themselves. The other representative i s 
nominated by the Minister after consulting 
with the above associations. 

7. The representative of the Department of 
Agriculture is nominated by the Minister. 
This representative must be a member of t he 
Department of Agriculture. 

8 . The Minis t er may a lso appoint one or more 
Civil Servants and one or more officials 
of the South African Railways Administration 
to attend one or more meetings of the Board 
as advisors . Such a member enjoys the same 
status as the other members of the Board, 
but does not have the r ight to vote at 
Board meetings. 

9. The Board itself also has the right to co­
opt not more than t wo further members who 
will act purely i n an advi sory capacity. 15) 

15) A.P. Scholtz : Die Bemarking van Mielies in Suid­
Afrika. Unpublished thesis, Potchefstroom 
University for C.H.E. , Potchefstroom, 1956, p. 67. 
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Members of the Board are appointed for a period of 

two years in the first instance, but may t hen be re­

appointed. The two year rule does not, however, apply to 

the representative of the Department of Agriculture who, 

once appointed, holds office at the State President's 

pleasure. 16) 

With the permission of the Minister, the Board may, 

from time to time, appoint from its members various 

committees to assist in the propAr functioning of the 

scheme. These committees are appointed to investigate 

specific matters and to submit their findings and re­

commendations to the whole Board. In addition to these 

temporary committees there are also several standing 

committees, viz.: 

a. the Finance Committee,that deals mainly with 
matters such as temporary staff appointments, 
staff promotions, increases and regrading of 
salaries , appointment and cancellation of sub­
agents to maize merchants and any other matters 
which require urgent attention, but which do 
not involve a deviation from current policy, 

b. the Farm Policy Committee that originally kept 
an eye on the pilot research farms that the 
Board acquired,(which farms have, however , 
since ceased t o be under the control of the 
Board and now come directly under the control 
of the Department of Agriculture), 

c. the Export Committee that deals with all 
matters concerning the export of maize, maize 
products and kaffircorn and its products, 

d. the Kaffircorn Committee that is consulted by 
the Board mainly on matters of an adminis­
tDative and technical nature, relating to 
kaffircorn. 17) 

l.(b) The Powers of the Board 

Various sections of the scheme give the Board 

certain general powers, which it requires to operate 

effectively. I n addition to these general powers, 

however, it also has specific powers as follows. 

16) Mealie Indu s try Control Board Report for the 
Year ended 30th April, 1958 , p . 2. 

17) I0id. 
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1. It may appoint any staff and hire any property 
it may require to enable it to carry out its 
duties effectively, although it may not acquire 
any fixed property without the Minister's consent. 

2. Out of its income it may pay any expenses it has 
incurred in the course of the operation of the 
scheme. 

3. Provided the Minister gives his consent, it may 
borrow money and use it for the purpose of 
achieving the objects of the scheme. It may 
also use funds obtained from any levies imposed 
on maize or maize products under section 22 of 
the scheme for any purpose which, in its opinion, 
will be to the advantage of persons interested 
in maize or maize products. 

4. The Board may accept any money or property given 
to it as a donation by any person. It may, 
however, use such income or property only in a 
manner the Minister approves. 

5. It may assist with a grant, loan or otherwise, 
any person or organisation with the object of 
preserving, processing, storing or conditioning 
of maize or maize products. It may also assist 
financially or otherwise in any research work 
that may bring about an improvement in the 
production, processing and marketing of maize 
and maize products. 

6. The Board may , if it so wishes, establish an 
i nformation service to advise maize producers 
about marketing conditions generally or about 
conditions on a particular market at a 
specific time. 

7- It may co-operate with any person to perfo~m a 
task that the Board wishes to perform on its 
own behalf or on the behalf of any other 
similar Board. 

8. The Board must advise the Minister on the following:-

a . on conditions in r espect of grades, quality, 
standards, packing methods and the marking 
of any product to which this scheme relates, 
or any receptacle containing the product, 
subject to which any such product may be sold 
or imported for sale, 

b. the prohibition, control or regulation of 
importation or export of such product. 

c. any matter concerning or related to the 
marketing or the processing of such a 
product. 

9. It may purchase maize and maize products (at 
such prices as it may determine) with the 
l'1inister' s approval . 

10. The Board may treat in such a manner as it may 
deem fit, grade , pack, store , adapt for sale, 
advertise, transport and insure any maize or 
ma~ze products which it has purchased. It may 
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also cause to be ground, crushed, gristed or 
otherwise processed any maize it has purchased. 

11. It may sell maize in the form originally 
purchased, or it may partly or completely 
process such maize before it resells it. 
Furthermore, it may withhold from future 
markets, part or all of its purchases of 
maize. 

12. It may also act as an agent for the receipt 
and sale of maize and maize products. 

13 . Provided the Minister approves, it may appoint 
agents, whose assistance it thinks mrequires 
to help it carry out its functions. However, 
if any person who has appl~_ed to the Board to 
be appointed as its agent ha~ been refused 
such an agency, or if the appointment of any 
person as agent of the Board is terminated, 
then the applicant has the right, after he 
has deposited with the Secretary the sum of 
thirty rand, to appeal to the Minister against 
such a decision. The Minister shall also 
decide how the thirty rand deposited shall 
be disposed of . 

14. Once again, provided the Minister approves, 
the Board may prohibit any person from pro­
cessing maize or manufacturing or processlng 
any maize products of any class, on behRlf 
of anyone, unless a permit has been issued 
by the Board permitting such action. 

15. Also, with the approval of the Minister, the 
Board may fix the fees to be charged by anyone 
for the processing of maize and for the pro­
cessing and manufacture of maize products. 

16. The Board can demand that anyone concerned 
with the production, threshing, shelling, 
marketing , grinding , crushing, gristing or 
otherwise processing maize, o:·.:- maize products, 
supply to it such information as he may have 
available and as the Board may specify. 

17. Provided the Minister approves, the Board may 
decide what r ecords should be kept and the 
period for which such records should be 
retained and the returns such a person or 
group of persons, should render to the Board 
and at what periods, and in what manner such 
returns should be made to the Board by any 
person producing or dealing, in the course of 
trade, with maize and maize products. 

18. The Board may prohibit any producer of maize 
from selling maize or maize products of any 
class or grade, or in any quantity or per­
centage which the Boar d may from time to 
time fix , except throug~ the Board or such 
person a s may be appointed by the Board . 

19. It may also prohibit any producer of maize 
from selling any maize or maize products to 
anyone, who is not registe~ed under section 
28 of the scheme , except under the authority 
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of a permit issued by the Board, and subject 
to the conditions specified in such a permit. 

20. Provided the Minister approves, the Board may, 
from time to time, prohibit any producer of 
maize or maize product; from selling his 
product, except in. such class, grade, quantity 
or percentage as the .Eoard determines or 
except for such purposes as the Board has 
defined. 

21. The Board may prohibit anyone from buying, 
selling, using, manufacturing or processing 
any maize and maize products in any class, 
grade or quantity determined by the Board, 
except under the authority of a permit which 
may be issued by the Board, subject to any 
conditions which it may lay Qown. 

22. The Board may also prohibit the purchase or 
sale or export for sale of maize or maize 
products, except under permit, the issue of 
which shall be at the discretion of the Board. 
Furthermore, such a permit may be cancelled 
by the Board if the holder thereof has failed 
to comply with the conditions specified 
therein, or any regulation made under the 
Act. However, if the Board refuses to issue 
such a permit, or subsequently cancels the 
permit, the holder thereof may appeal to the 
Mini ster against such a decision of the Board, 
and the Minister may, after consideration, 
confirm, set aside or vary such a decision. 18) 

l.c. Duties of the Board 

While a Board such as the Maize Board has so many 

duties - many of a minor nature - that it i s not 

possible to list them all, the following may be said 

to be the most important of these. 

1. It must determine and apply reasonable prices 
for maize for the various groups of individuals , 
producers, middlemen and consumers that are 
directly or indirectly affected by the policy 
of controlled marketing. 

2. It must introduce and apply a proper system 
of grading according to quality, for maize 
and maize products, so that both producers 
and consumers can benefit from the price 
differences arising from quality variations. 

3. It must make the necessary arrangements for the 
orderly marketing of the crop by:-

a. seeing that its agents undertake the assembly 
of the crop on a reasonable and efficient 
basis, 

18) Proclamation No . R.ll of 1961. Government Gazette 
Extraordinary No. 6 68, pp. 9, 10, 11. 
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b. seeing that the portion of the crop that is 
not consumed immediately is stored in a safe 
and hygienic manner, and 

c. seeing that the wholesale distribution of 
maize is carried out as speedily and 
efficiently as possible. 

4. It must ensure that the country's maize require­
ments are met in the best and most efficient 
manner . To achieve this, it must have a 
detailed knowledge of all distribution 
possibilities, as well as Gf exports and 
imrort possibilities. 

5. Its price stabilisation policy must encourage 
greater productivity as well as the protection 
of natural r esour ces, thus:-

a. the prices the Board fixes, must take into 
account the general l eve l of prices in 
agriculture, so that, as far as possible, 
there must be the co-ordination between 
the various branches of agriculture that 
is aimed at by the Market i ng Act, 

b. it must co-operate with the Department of 
Agriculture in the undertaking of research 
and the distribution of information to 
producers and so give a lead to the 
industry as a whole. 

6 . It must aim at applying the whole system of con­
trolled marketing as effectively and as 
efficiently as possible . 19) 

l.d. The Appointment of the Board's Agents 

The appointment of the Board ' s agents, together 

with the registration of millers, forms a very essential 

part of this scheme for the marketing of maize. There-

fore, before actually examining the scheme in operation, 

it is desirable that some attention should be given to 

the appointment of agente. 

As already explained the maize Board is the con­

trolling body, but does not itself do any of the 

physical handling required to move the crop from the 

producer to the eventual consumer. This, as has been 

19) A.P. Scholtz: Op . cit., p. 69. 
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emphasised before, is where the agents serve the Board 

and as this is such a very important part of the marketing 

of maize, it is essential that those who are appointed as 

agents, should not only fully co-operate with the Board, 

but also that they perform their tasks in the most 

efficient manner possibl e. It should be ~bserved that the 

Marketing Act Commission of 1947 fully agreed with this 

procedure~ and stated that the appointment of agents by 

the Board must go hand in hand w:th the institution of 

the one-channel marketing scheme, which prohibited pro-

ducers from selling maize, except to the Board or persons 

specified by it. For this purpose, the Board had hitherto 

employed the services of established trade channels and 

had not undertaken physical handling itself. 20) 

When the one-channel scheme was introduced in 1944, 

it was indeed fortunate for the Board that those who were 

appointed as its agents, namely the co-operative associa-

tions, the maize merchants and, to a limited extent, the 

commercial millers, had already had some experience in the 

handling of maize. It would have been very much more 

difficult to have introduced such a scheme if inexperienced 

agents had had to be used. It was therefore easy for 

the Board to adopt a policy which permitted its agents to 

cc~tinue the functions, which they had previously 

performed. The only new policy which the Board had to 

formulate, was one that covered its procedure in the case 

of new appointments as agents. Perhaps the most difficult 

question for which the Board had to find an answer in this 

connection, was whether it would ap~oint most of the 

applicants desiring to be its agents , or whether it would 

impose some limit on the number of new agents. 

20) Re ort of the Marketin 
U. G. 48 - 1949, p. 28. 
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On this matter the Marketing Act Commission of 1947 

also had a great deal to say. It stated, that while it 

appreciated that, if there were indiscriminate appointments 

of agents,who perhaps would not observe the agency agree­

ment, and so cause the whole scheme to break down, it was 

very much opposed to the creation of a closed field of 

agents. This could lead to inefficiency and ultimately 

make ths Board beholden to existing agents, as it would 

then have no other channels of djstribution. 

The Board, however, believed that restricting the 

number of agents would keep costs down, but the Commission 

considered that this was an inadequate reason for limiting 

the number of agents. The Commission therefore recommeaded 

that the policy rigidly to restrict the number of receiving 

agents should be modified. Furthermore, the Commission 

stated that one type of agent should not be preferred to 

another. It made this stRtement, because it had received 

complaints that the co-operative associations were being 

preferred to the private traders, simply because they were 

owned and run by the producers. The Commission said that 

it would, however, deprecate the use of the powers of the 

marketing boards, in such a manner a3 to give preferential 

treatment or recognition to the co-operative associations 

rather than to private traders. The Commission believed 

that the Board must act impartially, it being their duty 

to take only costs and efficiency of service into 

account. 21 ) 

Over the years the co-operative a ssociations never 

ousted the merchants and r egistered millers, who wanted 

to act as agents for the Boards, though the co-operative 

associations did become by far the most important body of 

agents. It is essential that there should be other types 

21) Report of the Marketing Act Commission (1947); 
U.f"T. 1'-8 - 1949, p. 28. 
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of agents in addition to the co-operative associations, 

as this gives the producers a choice of agents to which 

they can deliver their crops, not that a producer has much 

of a choice if he already owes the co-operative association 

money for purchases that he has made on credit through it. 

The choice of agents by the producer however generates 

competition amongst the various types of agents and 

prev~~ts any one type from becoming the only type of 

agent that the Maize Board has. However, while competition 

is desirable, it must also be borne in mind that for the 

effective working of the one-channel scheme, the number 

of agents must not be too l arge, as it would then be 

extremely difficult for the Board to control them all. 

At the same time each new application must be considered 

on its merits. In later years new applicants were 

required to satisfy certain conditions before they were 

consider ed. For example~ the applicant had to have 

storage space for at least 60% of the total quantity of 

maize he would handle during the season , and in any case, 

he had to have storage for at least 20 , 000 bags . 

The Board naturally does everything possible to 

prevent the double handling of maiz.3. Therefore, in the 

case of maize consigned to millers it is desirab~e that 

e11ch a consignment must come straight from the producers. 

Thus, where established agents cannot supply all the 

maize required, it is found that Commercial Mj_llers in 

these production areas, are permitted to act as agents 

for the Board. These millers may not have receiving 

depots in any other areas , except the ones in which 

they are situated . 

The Board also has the right to stop any agents from 

opening up depots in any area in which they are not 

established. This regulation has been subject to a 

greet deAl nf opposition, especially from the co-operative 
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associations, but in spite of the opposition, it is 

essential that the Board should have this right, provided 

it does not apply it indiscriminately. The limiting of 

the registration of other agents would have been pointless 

unless the Board could, when it deemed it desirable, 

implement this regulation. 

To accommodate shopkeepers and smaller merchants in 

the rroduction area, the Board originally permitted its 

agents to register smaiier buyers as su~agents. The 

appointm0nt of these sub-agents had to be approved by the 

Board, but the main agent was responsible to the Board 

for the application of the Board's rules and regulations 

by the sub-agent. These sub-agents had to deliver their 

maize purchases to the main agent or to his depot, and 

such purchases were then entered as purchases from pro-

ducers in the records of the main agent. The Board sub­

sequently decided that, as from the 1955/56 season, all 

sub-agents had to register direct with it and that they 

would be registered as retail agents. 

l.e . The Registration of Millers 

"Manufacturers of primary maize products in the 

Republic are required to be registered with and to 

submit munthly returns of their transactions to the 

Board. The Board can accept or reject applications for 

registration, in accordance with such corditions as it 

may deem necessary. There are two classes of millers, 

namely gristing millers, who grind only for customers 

and commercial millers who manufacture and sell maize 

products." 22) 

Section 28(b) of the original Mealie Control Scheme 

states that all processors of maize had to be registered 

22) Mealie Industry Control Board Annual Report for the 
year ended 30th April 1962, p. 3. 
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with the Board. Producers who processed maize on their 

farms for their own use were, however, exempted from 

such registration. 

During the period 1944 to 1946, when there was an 

acute shortage of maize, the Board's policy was to restrict 

the number of new millers, but it did so, more with the 

view to rationing short supplies, than to rationalizing 

the milling industry. However, when supplies of maize 

became more plentiful after 1946, the Board discontinued 

this policy. 23) 

Up to the season 1945/46 the Mealie Industry Control 

Board did not distinguish between commercial millers and 

gristing millers. However, at this date it became apparent 

that it was desirable t o disti nguish between these two 

groups from the dat e of registration. It is not difficult 

to appreciate that one of the reasons why it was better 

that these two gr oups should be registered separately, 

was b ecause it was necessary to follow a different policy 

iu connection with each group. 

I n the case of commercial millers it was ~t one stage 

suggested t hat further increases in their production 

capacity should be strictly limited, as it was thought 

that, during the season 1951/52, only 5~/v of the total 

c~pacity of the existing roller mi lls was being utilised. 

Naturally , i f each mill er ' s outpu t was mucb sma l ler t han 

he was capable of handling , the cost of produc·:Jion per 

uni t would be much gr eater, because cer t ain expenses i n­

curred in connection with t he output were fixed, 

irrespective of the number of units going thr ough. I t 

was , therefore , desirabl e that each mill s hould operate 

as near to f ull capacity as possible, as this was t he only 

23 ) Report of t he National Marketing Counci l on t he 
Marketing Boards , 1938 to 1946 ; U. G. 27 - 47, p . 65 . 
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sure way of reducing the cost of production per unit. 

If, therefore, the number of commercial millers was, at 

any one moment, too great, there were two possible courses 

of action open, if a reduction in cost of production per 

unit was desired. 

The first course would be to cancel the registration 

of some of the commercial millers already in operation 

a moet undesirable procedure, as it would be extremely 

difficult to know which registrations to cancel. The 

alternat~ve course of action would be to adopt the long 

term approach, and to do nothing for the time being. If 

this procedure were adopted, not only would no existing 

registration be cancelled, but also no new commercial 

millers would be registered. Over a long period, as 

production increased, the demand for the services of 

commercial millers would, however, increase and therefore 

the capacities of existing millers could be more fully 

employed. In conjunction with this approach, it would 

also have been necessary to prevent already registered 

millers from increasing their capacities, becaus~, if 

they were allowed to expand their capacities, the whole 

purpose of refusing or limiting new registrations would 

have been defeated. Capacities of existing millers could 

have been expanded at such a rate that the total capacity 

utilised, could have remained at a very low figure. 

However, it was not during the 1951/52 season that 

the problem of over-capacity of commercial millers 

appeared for the first time. As far back as 1947 the 

Marketing Act Commission found itself confronted with 

this problem and expressed itself as follows: "The 

Commission considers that the grant of such powers (viz. 

restrictive licensing of processing industries), must be 

preceded by a searching investigation to establish 

whethPr rr not marked economies will ensue. Most 
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supplies from other areas, and this would bring about an 

increase in the cross haulage costs. 

The above policy, as applied to commercial millers, 

also fits in well with the general policy of the Board, 

whereby these millers in production areas can also be 

appointed as agents of the Board. 25) 

According to the National Marketing Council 's Report 

published in 1965, the Maize Board was still very con-

cerned with avoiding the cross-haulage of maize, wherever 

possible, and it stated that the basic object of the 

registration policy of the Maize Board was to limit to a 

minimum transport costs, which represent an important 

item in the case of maize products. In order to eliminate 

cross-haulage as far as possible, the Board, in practice, 

registered as many mills in producing areas as are 

necessary to meet local demand. No new mill was, however, 

allowed in the producing or consuming areas, if an 

existing mill (or mills) within a radius of 20 miles 

could meet the demand. 26) 

The above report continued to state that th~ 

capacity of the maize mills was, however, not controlled, 

and therefore, although no new mill could be started 

without being registered with the Maize Board, tcere was 

nothing to prevent existing millers from expanding their 

mills' capacity to any amount. This is no doubt one of 

the reasons for the low rate of utilisation of available 

capacity. Other factors such as the distribution policy 

of the Maize Board and the variations, from year to year, 

in the size of the maize crop, also led to the 

25) A.P. Scholtz: Op. cit., p . 74. 

26) Re ort of the National Marketin Council on the 
ontrol Boards under the Marketing to 

1963/64, p. 29. (Adapted) 
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enlargment of the capacities of existing mills. ~ 

It was estimated by the National Marketing Council that 

the surplus productive capacity of the maize milling 

industry was still in the region of approximately 50%. 

Because there was this surplus capacity available, 

it appears that it was only right that the Board should 

limit the establishment of any new mills, However, the 

MarkPting Council also pointed out that, as the distri-

bution of maize exerts a very im~ortant influence on the 

location of the mills and, furthermore, since possible 

changes to the distribution policy of the Maize Board are 

under consideration, it may become necessary in the near 

future to review the millers' registration policy of the 

Maize Board. 28) 

Up to this point only commercial millers have been 

considered. In the case of gristing millers who process 

maize only on behalf of customers, the unit size of the 

mill is much smaller than in the case of commercial 
(Footnote 29) 

millers. ~ Consequently applications for registration 
(Footnote 30) 

are usually fairly easily grante1. A Because the Board 

has always paid particular attention to the wants of 

producers as far as gristing millers are concerned, 

particularly the wants of African producers, who have 

very limited transport facilities at their disposal, it 

27) If the distribution policy of the Maize Board was 
such that it caused too much maize to be directed 
to certain mills, the capacities of those mills 
would naturally expand, while others, perhaps 
slightly less conveniently situated mills, wo~ld 
have idle capacity. Also if the maize crop was 
exceptionally large in an area, for a number of con~ 
secutive years, it would cause the capacities of the 
mills, in that area , to expand. 

28) Re ort of the National Marketin Council 
Control Boards under the Marketing to 
1963/64, p . 29. 

29) The majority of the customers of gristing millers are 
farmers who only have a few bags of maize ground at 
any one time for their own use. 

30) Because it was desirable that the gristing miller 
should be near the maize producer, registration of a 
new ~riFting miller ·was fairly easily granted, , 
providen there was not already another gristing 
miller in close proximity. · 
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decided that, if the distances between such gristing 

millers were between 6 and 7 miles, the position was 

satisfactory. It did, however, also take into account 

other topographical factors before it finally agreed to 

a new registration. 

The maize merchants that are found in area B are 

more or less on the same footing as the Board 1 s agents 

found in area A. However, because the total maize pro­

duction of area B is only a very small percentage of all 

the maiz~ produced in area A; the transactions of the B 

area merchants are, comparatively speaking, on a small 

scale. The Maize Board permits these merchants in area 

B to buy and sell for their own account, a privilege not 

extended to its agents in area A. Usually all the maize 

that the merchants in area B buy from producers in that 

area is again sold to consumers in the area. In fact, 

area B invariably does not produce sufficient maize for 

its own r equirements and a large quantity of maize must 

therefore be "imported" from area A for consumption in 

area B. Like the agents in area A, the maize me~chants 

in area B are required to register with the Board and 

submit r eturns to it , showing their various maize tran­

sactions during each month.3l) 

2. The Application of the One-channel Marketing Scheme 

Introduction 

The Mealie Industry Control Board was originally 

established for two main reasons: 

a. to stabilise the producers 1 prices for the various 

grades of maize, which was a0hieved by fixing the 

prices at the beginning of each season, and 

b. to ensure the orderly marketing of maize. 

31) A.P. Scholtz: Op. cit., p. 75 . 
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As the stabilisation of prices was mentioned first, 

it would appear logical that this topic should be the 

first to receive attention. However, the writer is of 

the opinion that the fixation of maize prices can be 

examined with greater success once it is appreciated how 

the marketing of maize, on an orderly basis, is executed. 

It is for this reason that orderly marketing will be the 

first to be discussed . 

It should not be thought tbat the orderly marketing 

of maize was introduced only with the establishment of 

the Control Boards in 1937. Long before that date one of 

the chief aims and objects of the co-operative association 

movement was the orderly marketing of all agricultural 

products, because, even in those early days it was 

appreciated that prices of agricultural products could 

only be enhanced and stabilised, if there was orderly 

marketing of the products concerned. In Chapter II of 

this thesis it was stated that the agricultural co-

operative associations were not entirely successful in 

their efforts to achieve orderly marketing, for it is 

a well known fact that co-operative associations must 

control a large part of the total crop, before they will 

be able to develop a system of orderl y marketing for that 

c~op. 32) In those prsControl Board days the maize co-

operative associations never managed to gain control over 

such a large portion of the crop that they could 

dominate the market . 

When examining the marketing of maize, attention 

mus t be given to such facet s of the overall problem as 

total production and the percentage thereof marketed 

locally, as well as the percentage of the total crop held 

back by producers for various reasons - the handling and 

32) R.D. Tousley, E. Clark and F.E. Clark: Principl es 
of Marketing; The MacMillan Co ., New York, 1962 , 
p. 3~1. 



- 216 -

storage· of ·~he crop, and also the distribution of the 

total produced. 

2.a. Production 

This subject has already received a detailed 

analysis in Chapter II and for that reason will not be 

subjected to an intensive study again. There are, 

however, some facts that were not previously examined 

and, th~refore, now deserve some attention. 

As has already been pointed out, the provinces of 

the Transvaal and the Orange Free State, together with 

the magisterial districts of Mafeking, Taung, Warrenton 

and Vryburg in the Cape Province are referred to as area 

A and usually produce at least 95~ to 98% of all the maize 

produced in the Republic. The following table clearly 

illustrates the importance of each of the four provinces 

in the production of maize. The table shows that the 

Cape Province produces qujte a large amount of maize, but 

it must of course be realised that most of this maize is 

produced in the four districts mentioned above and that, 

if their production had to be subtracted from the total 

figures for each year given for the Cape Province, it 

would immediately be seen that very little maize is grown 

elsewhere in that Province. 

Table No. I 33) 

Production in bags of 200 lbs. each 

196:7/64 1964/65 1965/66 

Transvaal 32,061,000 24,897,000 23,604,000 

O.F.S. 27,338,000 16, 267,000 21,946,000 

Cape Province 5 , 409,000 3 ,862 ,000 2,175,000 

Natal 2,435,000 2,141,000 1,769,000 

Total 67,243,243,000 47,167, 000 49,494,000 

33) All figures supplied by Mr. Malherbe, s tatistician 
of the Mealie Industry Control Board. 
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The table on the previous page clearly shows that 

the Transvaal is the biggest producer of maize. Both the 

Transvaal and the Orange Free State cover a very large 

area of land. The Department of Agriculture has sub-

divided the recognised maize regions of the Republic 

(the Transvaal and Orange Free State) into the following 

six agro economic regions. 

1. The Transvaal Highveld Region that is made up 
mainly of the districts of Bethal, Heidelberg, 
Middelburg, Standerton and Springs and portions 
of the dist~ict of Ermelo. 

2. The Northern Free State Region consisting mainly 
of the whole district of Heilbron, together with 
portions of the distric~s of Frankfort, Kroonstad, 
Lindley, Vereeniging and Vredefort. 

3. The Caledon River Region made up of the districts 
of Ficksburg and Fouriesburg and parts of the 
districts of Bethlehem, Clocolan, Ladybrand, 
Senekal, Wepener and Zastron. 

4 . The Western Transvaal Region that includes the 
whole of the district of Delareyville and parts 
of the districts of Klerksdorp, Lichtenburg, 
Bchweizer-Reneke, Ventersdorp and Wolmaransstad. 

5. The North Western Free State Region which 
includes the districts of Odendaalsrus and 
Koppies, together with portions of the districts 
of Bothaville, Bultfontein, Kroonstad, 
Ventersburg and Winburg. 

6. The Central Free State Region which covers the 
whole districts of Marquard, Reitz and Senekal 
and portions of the districts of Bethlehem, 
Clocolan, Frankfort, Harrismith, Ladybrand, 
Lindley, Thaba 1Nchu, Vrede and Winburg. 34) 

With the exception of the very bad drought years the 

total maize produced annually in the Republic has shown 

a steady increase. This increase is the result of: 

a . a steady increase in the area put under maize 

annually as shown by Table No . 22, Appendix A, 

and the graph on the following page, constructed 

from this table , and 

b. an increase in the yield of maize per morgen planted . 

Statistics show that the yield per morgen has 

34) Mealie Industry Control Board Annual Report for the 
year ended 30th April 1957, P• 7· 
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increased from an average of 5 -34 bags per morgen 

for the 1918/19 - 23/24 period to 11.11 bags per 

morgen for the 1959/60 - 63/64 period. (See 

Table 4, Appendix A) 

During September 1966 the writer made a tour of the 

Western Transvaal and interviewed a number of maize 

farmers, maize breeders and officials o£ co-operative 

associations. He was very fortunate indeed to spend some 

time with Dr. A.R. Saunders, former professor o£ Genetics 

at the ~niversity o£ Natal and then general manager and 

chie£ maize breeder of Sentrale Sa~dkwekers Ko-op. 

Dr. Saunders has been recognised for the past forty years 

as one of Sout h Africa's leading authorities on maize 

breeding and maize production. 

Both the above points: the total area under maize 

and the yield per morgen were discussed with Dr. Saunders 

in considerable detail. 

As regards the total area aunder maize, Dr. Saunders 

expressed the opinion that more and more marginal and 

sub-marginal land, that was not really suitable for maize 

production, was now being used £or t his purpose. He felt 

that much of this marginal land could be used much more 

profitably for the production of kaffircorn. In fact, 

Dr . Saunders has found that some of this poor maize land 

can and has been used to produce as much as 60 bags of 

kaffircorn per morgen and has proved to be a very 

profitable venture to a farmer , who, the year before, 

could not make a living out of planting maize on the 

same land. 

The average yield of maize per morgen was being kept 

low according to Dr. Saunders, because all this marginal 

land was being utilised for the production of maize. He 

suggested that, as a result of an a ll-round improvement 

in farming methods, and the greater use of hybrid maize 
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seed, the yield per morgen for the real maize farmer in 

the right maize producing areas had increased much more 

than statistics suggest. In fact, he stated that farmers 

obtaining yields of 40 bags of maize per morgen in a good 

season were no longer achieving something out of the 

ordi nary. 

A very interesting point that Dr. Saunders made, was 

that it was most unlikely that the South African maize 

yield per morgen would ever be as high as that in the 

U.S.A., irrespective of any improvements in production 

techniques. He stated that one of the factors that 

limits the yield per morgen in South Africa, is that 

there are not as many solar heat-units per 24 hour cycle 

as in the U.S.A. This, Dr. Saunders explained, does not 

mean that it does not get hot enough during the day for 

successful maize production, but that it actually gets 

too cold at night, even in the summer months, and that 

the s e cold nights have an adverse effect on the maize 

plants and so the yield per morgen is considerably 

reduced . Dr. Saunders was, however, confident that maize 

breeding experiments at pr esent being conducted in South 

Africa, will,within the not too distant future, produce 

a maize hybrid seed that will be capable of yielding 100 

bags of maize per morgen in . So1lth Africa under 

favourable climatic conditions. 

Another point made by Dr. Saunders was that in the 

U.S.A. it has been found that, if the mai ze is pl~ted 

across the direction of the sun 's path , the yield per 

morgen increases, compared with maize in adjacent fields 

planted in the other direction . This increase in pro­

duction is due to the fact that if maize is planted 

across the direction of the sun ' s path, it is not 

possible for one plant to shade the other at the extreme 

ends of each day. All the maize plants therefore get 
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the maximum period of sun each day and this results in an 

increased yield. 

As regards the local consumption of maize, Table 

No. 23, Appendix A and the graphs on the following page 

are worth examining in some detail. Column four, the 

percentage of the total crop held back on farms, column 

six, the percentage of the total crop consumed in the 

Republic, and also column e ighti the percentage of the 

total crop consumed in the Republic other than that held 

back by producers, were all calculated by the writer. 

The figures in column seven were arrived at by sub­

tracting column three from column five. 

Column three of the table shows that; in the eleven 

year period represented by the table, there has been an 

increase in the quantity of maize held back on the farms. 

Column four indicates that, with the exception of the 

year 1964/65 (which was such an exceptionally poor year 

for production that it is completely out of step with 

the production trend of the other years), the percentage 

of the total crop held back by producers actually 

decli ned slightly. From this it can be concluded that, 

in spite of the numerous occasions on which it has been 

suggested by vari ous authorities that maize shoulQ be 

sent to the market i n the form of pork, beef or poultry, 

maize has not been used to any increased extent to feed 

livestock. The reasons for t his will be cons idered at 

a later s t age when c iscussing t he price of maize. 

Column five indicates ~hat there has also been an 

increase in the total number of bags of maize consumed 

in the Republic. It appears from column six, however, 

that, from the year 1958/ 59 t o 1962/63, the production of 

maize increased at a f aster pace t han that by which local 

consumption increased. 

The t otal maize consumed locally, excluding maize 
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held back on the farms, as given in column seven, shows 

that with very minor exceptions, there has been a stead~ 

increase for the whole of the period covered by the table, 

but, once again column eight shows that this increase of 

maize sold on the local market, has not been able to keep 

pace with the increase in production. What is even more 

disturbing is that the officials of the Maize Board are 

not at all confident that this rate of increase in local 

consumption will continue. They state that, in the latter 

years re?resented in the table, the steady increase in 

consumption has been due to crop failures in various 

parts of the Republic. More maize than would normally be 

absorbed in these parts has therefore been consumed, than 

would have been the case had drought conditions not pre­

vailed. The Mealie Industry Control Board Report for 

1965 states that "In some areas the crops were at an 

extraordinarily low level for the second, and in some 

even for the third, consecutive year. For this reason it 

cannot be expected that the r ate of disposals will be 

maintained once local production returns to normc.l." 35) 

Of course, it can be argued that it is very seldom 

that there is ever a year in which one or more parts of 

the maize producing area of the Republic is not sabjected 

to a drought, and that, therefore, it is most unlikely 

that the rate at which the local consumption of maize is 

expanding, is likely to decline. This may indeed be so, 

but there is always the possibility that a bigger and 

bigger percentage of the total maize crop will have to be 

exported in the years that lie ahead, particularly if new 

and improved hybrid maize seed is going to further en­

courage the production of maizP. in the Republic. 

35) Mealie Industry Control Board Annual Report for the 
year ended 30th April 1965, p. 7. 
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2.b. The Storage of Maize 

It should not be assumed that everything was in 

complete order from the moment the Control Board took 

over the stabilisation of prices from the co-operative 

associations. In spite of the storage facilities of 

the co-operative associations, together with the 

storage accommodation available in the grain elevators, 

there was still considerable concern for many years, 

because it was alleged that there was inadequate 

storage space.36 ) 

Table 24, Appendix A, constructed from a number of 

annual reports of the Mealie Industry Control Board 

shows how the available storage space increased until, 

at present, there is sufficient storage space available 

for a really big crop. Inspite of this abundance of 

space, there will still not be sufficient storage for 

the 1966/67 crop, which is now finally estimated at 

109 million bags. 

The very large increase in the storage space pro-

vided by the co-operative associations should be 

obserVeQ, showing once again how vital their continued 

existence is to the successful operation of the one-

channel marketing scheme, under the supervision of the 

Mealie Industry Control Board. Although this storage 

space was more or less sufficient, the following quota-

tion shows that at any one time, in certain areas, it 

was not always fully utilised, while, at the same time, 

maize had to be stored in the open in other areas. 

11 The storage space of 25,911,000 bags would be adequate 

for a normal crop, but in practice crop failures 

generally occur in some parts of the producing area, 

36) Report of the Marketing Act Commission (1947); 
U.G. 48 - 1949, p . 43. 
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whilst average and above average crops are reaped in other 

areas. It would be uneconomical for an agent to erect 

sufficient storage sheds for abnormal crops, since some of 

those sheds would not be utilised in normal and sub-

normal years. For this reason the stacking of maize in 

the open cannot be entirely eliminated in ideal circum­

stances." 37) 

In connection with Table 24, Appendix A, the 

following points should be noted. In the case of the 

column headed '1elevators etc.", the figure of 1. 803 

million bags for the year 1946/47 is the figure for 

elevators only. In subsequent years, however, aircraft 

hangars were hired by the South African Railways and 

operated under the elevator scheme. The heading "etc ." 

therefore really refers to storage space in aircraft 

hangars, that vJ'ere utilised in some of the years for which 

figures are given. HowevAr, for the year 1965/66, it 

appears from the annual report of t he Control Board, that 

no storage space was available in aircraft hangers. 38) 

In the earlier annual reports the term "Commercial 

agents" did not appear. Instead the phrase "Commercial 

Millers" was used . These commercial millers were not 

agents of the Maize Board. 

Calculated on a percentage basis, the above figures 

show that the storage space provided by the co-operative 

associations amounted to 64 . 3%, 69 .7% and 77.8% of the 

total available for the years 1946/47, 1956/57 and 1965/66 

respectivoly. 

All this storage on behalf of the Maize Board in­

volves the payment of storage fees. To erect a modern, 

efficient store costs a great deal of money and somehow 

37) Mealie Industry Contro l Board Annual Report for the 
year ended 30th April 1952, p . 25. 

38) I"'ealie Industry Control Board Annual Report for the 
ye~r ~nde~ 30th April 1966, Annexure XVIII, p . 31 
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the Maize Board must make it worth the while of those 

connected with the maize trade to erect suitable storage 

facilities. At the beginning of the 1948/49 season the 

Board was informed by various agents that their stor age 

remuneration was insufficient . The Board, therefore, 

investigated the matter to determine exactly what costs 

were incurred by the different agents in the actual 

handling and storage of maize. As a resul t, the storage 

remuneration was fixed at 4d . (3.3c) per bag per month 

for the 1950/51 season, while the handling fee for the 

same season was 6d. (5c) per bag . This remuneration for 

storage was paid on maize stored for an average period of 

3t months, because it was assumed that all fixed costs 

connected with storage had to be recovered duri ng this 

period. If , however, the storage was for a period longer 

than 3f months, the only additional costs that would have 

to be considered, woul d be the variable costs incurred, 

as all fixed costs for the year had already been recovered. 

Adopting this basis of calculation, the charge for 

additional storage after the 3t month period amounted to 

3.3d. ( 2 .75 cents) per bag per month. 

If, however, costs were calculated on the basis of 

an average storage period of 3f months, it is obvious that, 

should the actual storage period be less than 3f months 

for any one agent , the agent would not recover his fixed 

costs. The Board, therefore, decided that, if an agent 

had provided the minimum storage facilities (which nad to 

be sufficient to store at least 6~~ of all the maize he 

received that season and which in any case could not be 

less than the s torage accommodation required for 20 ,000 

bags of maize), a remuneration sufficient to cover his 

fixed costs would b e paid to him for that period, although 

this was l ess than the basic average storage period of 
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3t months.39) 

As already pointed out previously, the handling rate 

was 6d. (5c) per bag. It was, however, decided by the 

Board that in certain cases, such as that in which the 

agent did not himself handle the maize, but simply re­

directed it from producer to another destination, the 

handling fee paid to the agent would be reduced by 2d. 

(1.67 cents) per bag . 

In the case of Commercial M~.llers, however, the 

storage remuneration was different. Like the Miller 

agents, their remuneration for the 1950/51 season was 

fixed at 4d. (3.3 cents) per bag per month on all maize 

they held on the first of each month for milling purposes. 

No allowance was made in the millers' margin for costs 

relating to storage. In addition to the above, the Board 

also agreed to pay the miller and millers' agents a 

special remuneration of 3d. (2.5 cents) on any stocks 

held by them on the first days of July and October 1951, 

"less in each case the average milling turnover of half 

a month calculated on t he millingt~over of the previous 

six months". 40 ) By this special fee it was hoped that 

millers would be encouraged to stors as much maize as 

possible during the period when other agents, due to 

sr.orage difficulties, often had to stack maize in the 

open. The millers and their agents did not, however, 

r eceive any handling remuneration, such as was paid to 

the other agents of the Board. 

In spite of this incentive to millers to buy and 

store as much maize as possible, it was found in the 

years 1947 and 1948 that all their storage space was not 

being utilised, because they did not have the necessary 

39) Mealie Industry Control Board Annual Report for the 
year ended 30th April 1951, p . 9. 

40) Mealie Industry Control Board Annual Report for the 
year ended 30th April 1951, p. 10. 
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capital to invest in maize purchases. To overcome this 

difficulty, the Board decided that, as from the 1948/49 

season, it would assist millers further by financing their 

purchases of maize, which they purchased from the Board 

under special storage agreements. The Board only entered 

into this type of storage agreement with millers, whose 

financial Dosition was sound. It was also understood 

under the agreement, that the maize so purchased, would 

remain the property of the Board, and that it would be 

insured against loss through fire. The number of bags 

stored under such special agreements increased from 

670,000 in 1948/49 to 1,609,200 bags by 1951/52. 41) 

During 1949 the Board sent a mission to Australia to 

investigate and report on the various systems used in that 

country to store maize. To that date, mainly the vertical 

system of storage had been used in South Africa, and while 

it was a very efficient system, it was very expensive, 

the cost of construction being approximately R2-00 per bag. 

The main purpose of the Australian mission was, therefore, 

to determine the advantages and disadvantages of a hori-

zontal system of storing. The investigation showed that 

the main advantage of the horizontal stoi·age system was 

that it would cost only approximatel y Rl-00 per bag. On 

the other hand, its disadvantages were, that it would have 

a comparatively high operating cost and that it would 

leave a large area of the grain exposed to the atmosphere, 

thus l eaving it unprotected against moisture absorption. 

After much deliberation the Board decided to erect an 

experimental, horizontal store at Lichtenburg , Transvaal, 

which , if successful, it would later sell to the North 

Western Co-operative Associaticn .42) When the store was 

41) Mealie Industry Control Board Annual Report for the 
year ended 30th April 1952 , p. 20. 

42) Ibid, p. 26. 
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completed in June 1953, it had cost only Rl78,000 or 79 

cents per bag. 

Since 1953 two other stores of the horizontal type 

have been erected for the storage of maize. The first 

one was erected at Clocolan in the O.F.S. This one, 

like the one at Lichtenburg, was expensive to operate and 

was, therefore , not very suitable for maize storage, in 

spite of its l ow construction costs, since the maize 

traffic in and out of the store was fairly heavy. 

However , at a later date, another horizontal store was 

built at Bothaville . For this store a firm of South 

African engineers devised a system that completely 

mechanised the handling process and so made the store 

much more economical to operate . No further maize stores 

of the hori zontal type have, however, since been const ructed . 

Th~ Government decided in March 1952 to make 

RlO,OOO,OOO available for loans to co- operative associations 

and millers for the pur pose of erecting bulk storage 

accommodation. A circular l etter , publishing this fact, 

was sent to all who might be interested. The fi1st 

results showed that the scheme aroused much more i nterest 

amongst the millers than the co-operative associations. 

As a result of increasing costs the handling and 

storage fees had to be increased for the 1952/53 season. 

The new fees were 5.3d. (4.4 cents) per bag per month for 

storage, and 8d. (6.67 cents) per bag for handling . Once 

again this was paid on maize stored for an average of 

3f months, and it was assumed that all fixed costs would 

be recovered during this period . The storage fee for 

maize stored longer than 3i months was 4.28d. (3.57 o3nts) 

per bag per month , but this fee was paid only up to the 

30th of June 1953. After that date, if any of the 1952/53 

season ' s maize was still in stock '· the storage fee would 

once again be 5.3d . (4.4 cents) per bag per month. Also , 
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in the case of an agent, who had provided basic minimum 

storage facilities, but who had not stored maize f or an 

average of 3f months, the Board provided that he should 

be paid 3-72d. (3.1 cents) per bag for that period "by 

which his actual average storage period is less than the 

basic average storage period of 3f months". 43) 

The handling rate of 8d. (6.67 cents) per bag was 

reduced by 3d . (2.5 cents) per bag in cases where the 

agent did not physically handle the maize which was 

merely d~.rected dir ect from producer to consumer. 

In the case of commercial millers the same conditions 

as stated before still applied, but they were now paid 

5 .3d. (4.4 cents) per bag per month storage remuneration, 

together with 3d. (2.5 cents) as before, this being a 

special remuneration on their own stocks, to encourage 

them to store as much as possible. Once again it was 

decided to pay no handling r emuneration to millers. 44) 

During the following season (1953/54) all handling 

and storage fees for both agents and commercial millers 

were again increased. Also during this season the average 

storage period was increased from 3f to 4f months. 

However, in spite of the constant increase in storage 

space for maize, it was still found that an ~mjngly 

large amount of maize had to be, from time to time, 

s t ored outside. Thus by the 31st of October 1953 

4 , 700,000 bags of maize were stacked in the open by the 

Board's agents, and a year later, on the 31st of O~tober 

1954, the position was much worse and these agents were 

stacking 9 ,124,000 bags outside.4 5) Even allowing for a 

substantial carry-over from the previous season, this 

figure of over nine million bags appears to be 

43) Mealie I ndustry Control Board Annual Report for the 
year ended 30th April 1953 , p. 22. 

44) Ibid. 

45) Irid p . 17. 
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unnecessarily large. According to the annual report of 

the Board the total maize crop for the 1953/54 season was 

33,760,000 bags ; 6 ) while Table 24 of Appendix A shows 

that the storage space available with the various agents 

of the Board was for 29,759,000 bags, for the same season. 

If one, further, takes into account the fact that, by the 

31st of October 1954, a large portion of the current crop 

must already have been consumed, it can only be concluded 

that some of the agents must have had an abundance of 

storage accommodation available at that date, while others 

had more maize on hand than they could put under permanen0 

cover. Evidence of this nature makes one wonder what 

would have been the official explanation if the maize 

producing areas had been subjected to unusually heavy 

rains and a large percentage of the maize stored outside 

had been lost. 

This was the largest post war crop to date, but, 

as there had been previous crops of over 32 million bags 

in 1948/49, and over 30 million bags in 1951/52, it does 

not appear that this crop can be described as abilormally 

large. Maize production was increasing and therefore it 

should have b een anticipated that a crop of 33 million or 

even more could be expected, provided climatic cunditions 

were favourab l e and, in fact, the following season the 

crop exceeded 39 million bags. 

The Board was aware of the inadequate storage 

accommodation that was available;7~ut, because of the 

expense involved in er ecting additional accommodation, 

it decided to investigate yet another system of s torage, 

namely that of underground storage. For this purpose it 

sent a mission to the ArgentinB, where this system had 

been extensively employed . It was alleged that this 

46) Mealie I ndustry Control Board Annual Report for the 
year ended 30th April 1953 , p. 21. 

47) Ibid, for the year ended 30th April 1955, p. 17. 
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method of storage was even cheaper per bag stored than 

the horizontal system, which was employed in the store 

erected at Lichtenburg. After further investigation of 

South African conditions, it was decided by the Board, 

that the soils in the maize producing areas were not 

suitable to provide underground storage, consequently 

any further attemyts to deve lop the underground system of 

storage was abandoned by the Board. 

It appears that the Lichtenburg store caused some 

concern, because it was noted, particularly in this store, 

that when maize was stored in bulk, there was a possibi-

lity of moisture condensing on the top layer of the maize 

so stored. The presence of this moisture caused crust­

formation and mustiness on the surface, which in turn 

created conditions ideal for the development of weevils. 

A mission was also sent to Kenya and Nyassaland (now 

Malawi), during October 1954, to inspect and report on 

methods used in those countries to control insect pests 

in bulk maize storage. Most useful information was 

obtained by the mission. It will be appreciated that the 

surface area in a horizontal store is much greater than 

the surface area in a vertical store and therefore the 

possibility of the maize becoming infected with insect 

p:sts is much greater. However, according to the Board's 

annual report in 1955 , it was found at the Lichtenburg 

bulk store that regular spraying of walls and exposed 

areas with D.D.T. and B.H.C. preparations, added much 

towards controlling re-infestation.48) 

The Board went even further in its efforts to con-

trol insects and rodents in maize stores. In co-

operation with the Departments of Agriculture and Health, 

48) Mealie Industry Control Board Annual Report for the 
year ended 30th April 1955 , p. 19. 
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it produced a guide in which various measures of combating 

insects and rodents wereset out. This brochure was issued 

to all agents of the Board. It also obtained the services 

of an expert in Britain, who came out to South Africa to 

demonstrate and explain the technique of fumigation with 

methyl bromide. These demonstrations were most successful 

and, as a result, some of the co-operative associations 

now operate their own fumigation units. 

Since 1956 much maize infected with weevils has been 

found to be quite suitable for export, after it has been 

treated in the elevators with Phostoxin. In fact, the 

Phostoxin treatment in a full elevator bin was very much 

more successful than the methyl bromide treatment. This 

latter treatment, however, still remained the best for 

maize stored in bags. 

By 1956 fumigation had become an indispensible part 

of South Africa's maize export programme , and only maize 

that had been treated with methyl bromide could be railed 

to the ports for export. This step did much to improve 

the quality and condition of maize at the ports ~d at 

inland centres. 49) 

It appears that by 1957 the co-operative associations 

had definitely decided that they preferred the vertical 

silo type of storage to the horizontal type, in spite of 

the fact that the initial outlay pe r bag of the vertical 

type was cons iderably more than that of t he hor izontal 

type. It was argued by them that , although the iLitial 

cost was gre ater, if account was also taken of the easier 

and cheaper handling of stocks i n the verticle silo, then 

this was the system they should definitely adopt. This 

is particularly so if t he turnover to be handled is large 

49) Mealie Industry Control Boare Annual Report for the 
year ended 30th April 1956 , P• 35. 
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and the storage space has to be filled and emptied several 

times during one season. The vertical storage silo was 

certainly the answer to speedy handling. However, where 

insect infestation was not a problem, the horizontal 

storage type was more economical. 

For the 1957/58 season the storage remuneration was 

5d. (4.2 cents) per bag per month for 3f months and the 

handli~g remunerat ion lOd. (8.33 cents) per bag. At the 

same time commerc~al millers wer8 paid 5d. (4.2 cents) per 

bag per month for storage, plus a special additional 

remuneration of 3d. (245 cents) per bag to encourage them 

to store as much as possible and so prevent or reduce the 

storage of maize by the agents of the Board in the open.50) 

It can therefore safely be said that, since this 

question of handling and storage remuneration was first 

discussed, the changes which had taken place in the rates, 

have not been very significant. However, these rates are 

reviewed annually and ar e not l ikely to become unrealistic. 

At the beginning of the 1958/59 season the Board 

introduced a scheme, which permi~ted a special payment to 

agents to encourage them to fumigate and to take precau-

tions against infestation of maize ~n their stores. 

Research undertaken by the Board i n conjunction with the 

D~partment of Agriculture, showed that the cost of 

fumigation was 2 . 5d. (2.1 cents) per bag ar.d that the 

application of store hygiene cost another fd. (.42 cents) 

per bag. However, because store hygiene is so important 

in comba· ting store infestation , the Board decided to pay 

out ld. (.83 cents) per bag for the application of store 

hygiene and a further 2d. (1.67 cents) per bag for 

fumigation, provided these functions were carried out to 

50) Mealie Industry Control Board Annual Report for the 
year ended 30th April 1958, p . 14. 
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the satisfaction of the Board's inspectors. Unfortunately 

during this year most of the Board's agents did not have 

the necessary equipment or trained personnel available to 

perform these functions, consequently very few of them 

could be considered when compensation was paid out. The 

net result was that while R374,000 was set aside for this 

payment, eventually only R64 ,767-87 of the total sum 

was, in fact, paid out.5l) 

By 1962 it had become apparent that more and more 

maize was being subjected to bulk ~torage, and that the 

whole policy of maize handling and storage should be 

reviewed. In view of the progressive transition from bag 

to bulk handling and storage, a clear policy had to be 

evolved as regards the functions of storage, dispatch and 

handling of maize by the various agencies, in order to 

attain the highest degree of efficiency at the most 

economical cost.52) 

At the same time the Board was of the opinion that 

insect control in maize stored, was becoming more and 

more important , and that its decisions of 1958 in con-

nection with this control were no longer satisfactory. 

It therefore decided, after it had discussed the matter 

with its agents and manufacturers, that, as from the 1st 

of May 1964, all its agents, together with millers and 

manufacturers, would be compelled to combat insect infes­

tation to the satisfaction of the Board. Inspectors of 

the Board would regularly examine maize stored by those 

mentioned above, in order to determine that the necessary 

measures to combat insect infestation had, in fact, been 

taken. The storage fee hens3forth paid by the Board for 

maize stored by agents and Commercial Millers included 

51) Mealie Industry Control Board Annual Report for the 
year ended 30th April 1959 , p. 16 . 

52) Ibid, year ended 30th April 1962, p . 11. 
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an amount to cover the costs of insect control.53) 

To co-ordinate the erection of stores capable of 

bulk-handling grain, the Minister of Agricultural 

Economics and Marketing appointed an advisory committee 

in 1962. The recommendations of this committee have since 

been accepted by both the Minister and the Maize Board 

and the following recommendations have already been 

implP.mented. 

1. The Maize Board assumed control of the 34 inland 
elevators previously under t:he control of the 
Sou~h African Railways. These elevators were 
systematically taken over by the Board as from 
the lst of May 1963, and by the 30th of April 1964 
the take-over was complete. The elevators are 
now used by agents of the Board and play a very 
much more important part in the bulk storage of 
the country ' s maize than \vhen controlled by the 
Railways. 

2. The Board appointed a panel of engineers to 
advise it on certain types of bulk storage that 
had alr eady been erected locally and also about 
other types of bulk storage which were inspected 
by the Maize Board's mission to the U.S.A. 

3 . On account of the differences in the unit costs 
of the various storage facilities erected through­
out the country, the Maize Marketing Committee 
was given the task of examining possible changes 
that might be brought about in the remuneration 
of millers and agents. 

4. The Advi~ory Committee tabled general principles, 
which enabled the Board to cut to a minimum, 
any costs involved in the utilisation of elevator 
facilities and in the double handling of grain. 54) 

It should be observed that more and more pressure is 

being brought to bear on agents of the Board by producers, 

who are clamouring for the erection of stores , where malze 

can be handled in bulk, so that grain bags can be 

eliminated as far as possible. To meet this demand for 

bulk storage the agents themselves are now sending 

representatives overseas to study the various types of 

bulk storage for grain that are already in use. The 

53) Mealie Industry Control Board Annual Report for the 
year ended 30th Apri l 1964 , p. 8. 

54) Ibid, p . 11 . 
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Board itself, however, is doing all it can to develop and 

encourage the erection of bulk stores and has, consequently, 

as stated above, appointed a panel of engineers to give 

advice on the erection of these stores. The Government 

is also encou~aging the erection of bulk stores, and has 

established a special fund, out of which loans can be made 

available, to finance such construction. This fund is at 

present being administered by the Co-ordinating Committee 

on Bulk Storage~ 

1able 24 of Appendix A, shows that, for the year 

1965/66, the total storage available for grain amounted 

to 64,530,000 bags. Of this total the bulk storage 

available at the 30th of April 1966 amounted to only 

15,833,000 bags or just over 24% of the total. As at 

this date, therefore, most of the country's maize was 

still being stored in bags and not in bulk. Of the total 

bulk storage of 15,833,000 bags the co-operative asso­

ciations owned space for 11,034,000 bags or almost 70% of 

the total. Furthermore, of the bulk accommodation for 

15,833,000 bags, a total of 8,721,000 bags' ac~ommodation 

had been ~onstructe~with the assistance of the Government 

Loan funds. 55) 

As regards storage space, it may therefore be con-

c:uded that, while there is at present more or less 

sufficient available for a fairly large crcp, this does 

not mean that more accommodation should not be provided. 

For exampl e, the l arge bulk of the 1966/67 crop (estimated 

at 109 million bags ), will result in large amounts of 

maize being s tored in the open. It would be most un-

fortunate if maize were lost because of insufficient 

storage accommodation. Storage , after all, is a basic 

55) Mealie Industry Control Board Annual Report for the 
year ended 30th April 1966, p. 14. 



- 238 -

essential of modern marketing. It is only to be hoped 

that the storage to be erected in the future will all be 

of the bulk variety storage and that storage in bags will 

be eliminated. The South African maize producers, 

together with all those who handle the maize crop, must 

adapt themselves to this system of handling at the 

earliest possible date. At this date there still appears 

to ba some doubt as to the economy and efficiency to be 

56) 
derived from bulk storage. The writer feels confident, 

however, that the fears expressed are purely growing 

pains of the maize industry and that the process whereby 

the products of various producers are pooled, will be 

severely hampered if bulk storage is not adopted as a 

general rule. 

2.c. The handling of the maize crop by the various agents 

Table 25 of Appendix A, has been constructed from 

various annual reports of the Mealie Industry Control 

Board to show what percentage of the maize crop has been 

handled by each of the various agents during the last 

years of World War II and the post war years. Because 

area B al!d the exempted area produce less than ~fo of the 

total maize crop in any one year, this table takes into 

account the production of maize in area A only (that is 

tne provinces of the Transvaal and the Orange Free State, 

together with the magisterial districts of Vryburg, 

Mafeking, Warrent on and Taung in the Cape Province). 

Earlier in this chapter the reasons for the growth 

of the co- operative association movement were discussed 

and the facts will ther efore not b e r epeated. Table 25 

serves to show that this growth, from the handling point 

of view at any rate, has been mainly at the expense of 

56) Mealie I ndustry Control Board Annual Report for the 
year ended 30th April 1965, p. 14. 
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the trader agents, who in the 1965/66 year handled only 

approximately one third of the percentage of maize that 

they handled during the year 1944/45. The position of 

the trader agents is not, however, as bad as it appears 

at first. It should be taken into account that the 

1965/66 crop was almost three times as much as the 1944/45 

crop. The trader agents therefor e probably handled just 

about the same quantity of maize in the year 1965/66 as 

they did in 1944/45, while the amount handled by the co-

operative associations increased tremendously. 

It will be observed that up to and including the 

1953/54 season the proportional quantities taken in by 

co-operative associations, miller and trader agents 

remained fairly constant. Since the 1954/55 season, 

however, the percentage handled by co-operative associations 

has increased appreciably. This was probably due to the 

fact that other classes of agents were not organised to 

receive maize at the higher intake rate necessitated by 

the increase in the Republic 's crop. Co-operative 

associations encouraged and even 0ompelled their members 

to deliver the~.r mealies to the associations, since this 

enabled the associations to collect advances made to their 

members in respect of fertilizer, seed, etc., and at the 

same time to earn an income on storage and handling 

commission. 

These factors resulted in a dec:ine in the percentage 

handled by the elevators, especially during the period 

1944/45 to 1958/59. The large drop since the 1954/55 

season is also attributable to the fact that during the 

intake period, large quantities of mealies were e levated 

ex bag depot stocks by the Board's agents for the purpose 

of export, thus l eaving comparatively little space 

available for deliveries by producers.57) 

57) Mealie Industry Control Board Annual Report for t he 
year e:tlde: 30th April 1956 , p. 24 . 
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A further fact Table 25 illustrates very clearly is 

that, not only are the co-operative associations as a 

group the most important agents of the Board, but that 

they are now very definitely the biggest handl ers of the 

South African maize crop and that they are no longer 

struggling as they were when the majority of producers 

by-passed them in the process of marketing their maize. 

In fact, it is difficult to imagine how the Mealie 

Industry Control Board would manage at all to fulfil its 

task, if it were not for the support and assistance it 

receives from the co-operative associations, who perform 

all the physical functions required. 

2.d. Conditions of Sale and Dispatqh of Maize by the 

Maize Board to Local Buyers 

The Board may sell maize of all grades and classes 

at its disposal to anyone who wishes to buy maize for 

local consumption. It reserves the right, however, to 

refuse to sell such maize from time to time, shoul d the 

position of its maize stocks justify such a refusal. 

In order to buy maize from the Board a cont~act of 

sale must be ~ntered into between the buyer and the Board. 

The Board's acceptance of such a co~tract is indicated by 

the ~ssue of a sal e note by the Board. In the case of a 

sale, the Board assumes that the buyer is acquainted with 

the conditions of sale and that these conditions shall be 

binding on both parties , as if they were actually printed 

on the sale note. Furthermore, the Board naturally 

assumes that the buyer accepts these conditions of sal e. 

Once the sale note has been issued there will be 

prompt railing and delivery of the maize at a specified 

rate. At the same time the Beard does not, under any 

circumstances, accept liability for any losses or costs 

incurred by buyers or consignees of maize, if there has 

been a. delay in the delivery of the maize. This is a 
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clear ·case where "time is not the essence of the contract" 

and thus the buyer or consignee shall not have the right 

t o cancel the contract just because there has been a 

delay in delivery. 

As regards the general conditions under which the 

Board sells maize, the following relevant facts should 

also be noted. 

1. The Board will not accept any offer to buy maize, 
if such an offer is for less than ten bags at a 
time. Also, the Board will not accept responsi­
bility for the non-viabilivy of maize delivered 
by or on behalf of it. 

2. The Board will not undertake to provide maize 
of a specific variety, and will therefore not 
accept any offer to purchase a specific variety. 
Furthermore, unless the Board makes an exception, 
it will not undertake to deliver standard 
we~ht bags of maize. 

3. If a buyer of maize wishes to alter or cancel 
an order, before it has been executed, and if 
the Board is prepared to accept such an alteration 
or cancellation, the Board shall be entitled to 
recover from the buyer any costs that it may 
have incurred in connection with such an order. 

4. Should the Board find that it has been given 
incorrect information about a buyer or con­
signee, and the buyer or consignee has benefited 
as a result of such incorrect information, the 
Board may demand that such benefit be retu~ned 
to it . In addition, the Board may, for a 
period it thinks fit, refuse to acknmvl edge 
any claim by the consignee or buyer, arising 
from these conditions of sale. 

5. If a buyer wants the Board to deliver any ~aize 
he has purchased, to any other person, he must 
furnish the Board with delivery instructions, 
together with a full postal address of such 
consignee and the destination to which the 
maize must be sent. 

The Board shall , in addition to any rights that it 

has, have the following powers . 

a. It may withhold the undelivered balance of the 
maize sold and cancel the contract of sale, 
if the buyer fails to pay the sell ing price 
within the specified time, or fails to 
furnish another, or an increased guarantee 
should the Board demand such increased or 
additional guarantee . 

b. I t may cancel any contract of sala completely , 
or in part only, if the buyer or consignee 
fails to take delivery of the purchased maize, 
when this is supplied . The Board may also 
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recover from the buyer any costs it has incurred 
in connection with such a contract on which 
contract the buyer has defaulted. 

The following are the main conditions of payment 

that a buyer of maize from the Board must adhere to. 

1. The payment must be made when the crder for the 
maize is submitted to the Board . If the railage 
or any other transport charges are to be pre­
payable, these must be included with the payment 
for the maize. 

2. :f payment for the maize is not made with the 
order, it can be made by sight draft. Such a 
sight draft is payable immediately, and must 
be accompanied by invoices and delivery notes, 
which will be regarded as proof of delivery. 
The buyer must first, in advance, give the 
Board a guarantee in a form acceptable to the 
Board. The Board may from time to time deter­
mine and revise the amount it requires for 
such a guarantee. 

3. Payment to the Board can also be made in arrear 
within a period determined by the Board. Such 
payment shall be made against invoices, 
provided the buyer has previously furnished 
the Board with suitable guarantees, and provided 
that the following conditions are adhered to. 

a. If the method of payment adopted, is as that 
outlined in paragraphs 1 and 2 above, then 
the full amount of the invoice shall be 
paid. The buyer is not permitted to deduct 
amounts for short-weights delivered or for 
any other claims that he may have against 
the Board. Any claim against the Board, 
for which it is liable , will be paid by it, 
once it has passed the necessary credit 
notes. 

b. The Board shall at all times have the rjght, 
Wlthout giving any reason, to demand that the 
buyers referred to in paragraphs 2 and 3 
above, supply it with a larger guarantee or 
with an additional guarantee, within a given 
period indicated to the buyer in '\t;ri ting. 

As regards prices at which the Board will be willing 

to sell maize, the following relevant facts should be 

noted. 

1. To arrive at the n et weight for maize, when the 

maize has been packed in bags, 3 lbs. per bag 

may be deducted if such maize is delivered 

from a bag store, or, alternatively, a weight 

that is equal to the average weight of one 
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grain bag, as indicated on the dispatch documents, 

may be deducted if the maize is delivered from a 

through-tariff elevator or other bulk installation. 

2. The Board is prepared to sell maize at the price 

that it has fixed for the season, provided that the 

moisture content of the maize is not in excess of 

12~~- If, however, the moisture content is in 

excess of this percentage, it will make an 

allowance. In the calculation of such an allowance 

th0 moisture content shall be determined as set 

out in Government notice R632 of the 27th of April 

1962 and as subsequently amended. The allowable 

deduction for excess moisture shall be a 

percentage of the weight of the maize, equal to 

the percentage by which the actual moisture 

~ontent exceeds the allowable 121%. 

3. In the case of maize that is delivered on rail, 

sender's station, the buyer shall be liable for 

the railage to the consignee's station, together 

with railway siding charges and site rent at 

both the sender's railway station and the con­

s i gnee ' s railway station. In addjtion, the 

buyer i s also liable for any road motor tr~sport 

charges to the destination of the maize. 

Finally, if the maize is delivered from a 

through-tariff elevator, the buyer will be 

liable for the railage from the station fro~ 

which the maize was originally consigned to the 

through-elevator as shown on the elevator 

receipt, and to the consignee's railway 

station, as well as for siding charges, both 

in and out, at the through-tariff elevator . 

Where , however, the delivery of the maize 

is taken at the depot of the Board 's agent, 
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the cost of transport to the consignee's premises 

shall again be for the buyer's account, but the 

agent himself shall be responsible for the loading 

of the maize onto the consignee's transport at the 

depot. 

4. If a consignment is received at its destination 

and it is then found that some of the bags used 

in the consignment are not "class A" bags, the 

Board will, subject to certain provisions , be 

prepared to make an allowance for bags of classes 

B and C used instead of class A bags. 

At this stage it appears necessary that an 

explanation should be given regarding the different 

classes of bags that are used in the maize trade. 

These are defined in Schedule B of a pamphlet on 

the conditions of sale of maize by the Board, 

published in 1966.58 ) Details are given in 

Appendix B, Section VI. 

If there is any doubt about the quality of the 

bags that have been used, this doubt must ~e 

settled at the destination of the consignment 

before the bags are opened. If, however, the 

bags are graded after they have been accepted, 

then only those defects which would have been 

apparent, were t hey still sewn up, may be taken 

into account in determining the class of the bags. 

Once it has been established that the Boa:t.·d 

has in fact sold maize in inferior bags, an 

allowance will be made by the Board, for the 

overweight of the inferior bags (overweight due 

to damaging and patching) . At present the 

allowances that the Board will make for inferior 

58) "Conditions of sale of maize by the Mealie Industry 
Control Board to operate as from 1st May, 1966." 
~~blication of the Maize Board - Pamphl et, 
Page 3 (I Schedule B. 
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bags are as follows. In the case of a class B 

bag, an allowance of 5 cents per bag is made. 

For a class C bag the allowance is 27 cents per 

bag, if the consignee is not a commercial 

miller or manufacturer, 27 cents per bag if the 

consignee is a commercial miller or manufac­

turer and he returns the bags to the Board, 

but 30 cents per bag if he returns the bags 

to the agent concerned in terms of the con­

ditions of sale. 

5. The price basis per bag assumes that the gross 

weight per bag will not exceed a maximum of 

206 lbs. per bag. I f, however, in the case 

of a particular consignment, it is found that, 

after that consignment has arrived at its 

dsstination, the average gross weight per bag 

is in excess of 206 lbs., before any deductions 

have been made for excess moisture, if indeed 

such a deduction is necessary, the Board will 

be prepared to make an allowance per 200 lb. 

net weight. Such an allowance according to 

the schedule (mentioned in 4 above) will be 

27 cents per bag. 

The prices at which the Board will sell maize are 

determined at the beginning of each season. (How the 

maize price is determined each s eason, is discussed in 

detail in Chapter 8) . For any one type or grade of maize 

there is a price to commercial millers and another price 

to per sons other than commercial millers. In this latter 

category the price varies according to the number of bags 

bought at any one time. Thus , for example, for the 1966 

season the price for white Dent maize (W.D.I.) va~ied as 

follows , according to the quantity purchased : 10 to 24 

bags p~r order, 352.5 cents per bag; 25 to 49 bags , 
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348.5 cents per bag; 50 to 99 bags, 346 cents per bag; 

100 to 399 bags, 344.5 cents per bag; 400 to 1199 bags, 

342 cents per bag; 1200 to 4799 bags, 340 cents per bag 

and over 4800 bags per order, 337.5 cents per bag. The 

larger the quantity per individual order the lower the 

price per bag. 

The prices to buyers, other than commercial millers , 

laid a0wn for the season by the Board, are applicable 

subject to the following provisions. 

1. The buyer makes an offer in the form of a 
pur~hase note for the amount of maize which he 
he anticipates he will require during a 
period of 31 days starting from the date 
on which the delivery note is issued. 
The price he pays for such maize will, 
therefore, in the first instance, be 
based on the quantity he has bought 
according to the purchase note. If, 
after the expiry of the 31 day period, 
it appears that the buyer has in fact not 
given the Board delivery instructions for 
t~e full amount referred to in the purchase 
note, the price he will be liable for, will 
be that appli0able to the quantity he has 
actually given delivery instructions for, 
during the 31 day period. Under no circum­
stances will delivery instructions be 
acceptable against a purchase note if they 
are received after the 31 days have expired. 

2. Delivery instructions that are cancelled by 
the buyer before they are executed by the 
Board shall, for purposes of price 
determination, be ignored by the Board. 

As regards the Board ' s prices for maize sold to 

Commercial Millers for dispatch to themselves or any of 

their mills, the prices applicable shall be those charged 

to buyers other than commercial millers, who p~rchase at 

least 4800 bags at any one time. These prices shall be 

applicable to commercial millers irrespective of the 

quantity that they buy at any one time and shall remain 

in force for that season, unless the Board and the buyer 

have agreed on another price. The following conditions 

must be adhered to. 
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1. Such prices shall be determined on the basis 
indicated in item No. 3 of Schedule A issued 
by the Board on the 1st of May 1966. 59) 
Item No. 3 of Schedule A states that, if maize 
purchased by a commercial miller is received 
at its destination after the lst of May 1967, 
the price to be charged for such maize will be 
the Board's selling price, applicable as from 
the lst of May 1967. If, therefore, the price 
of maize is increased as from that date, the 
commercial miller will be debited with the 
higher price, unless he can prove to the Board, 
within 14 days of receiving the consignment of 
maize, that he, in fact, actually received his 
order before the lst of May 1967. Conversely, 
should the price of maize actually be decreased 
as from the lst of May 1967, the buyer will be 
given a credit note by the B~ard if he can prove 
to its satisfaction that he actually received 
hie consignment of maize after the 30th of 
April 1967. The Board will accept as '1Proof 
of Receipt'1 from a commercial miller, a copy 
of the M.A.5 dispatch note endorsed by the 
consignee and supported by a South African 
Raihvays delivery note, officially stamped 
with the delivery date. 

2. If a Commercial Miller sells products manufactured 
from maize purchased from the Board, then, if 
such products are not priced in accordance with 
Proclamation No. R304 of 1965, as amended, and 
are sold at prices in excess of the prices 
prescribed by the Government notice, or do not 
comply with the colour requirements for mixed 
maize products, as prescribed by the Government 
Notice, then the price to be paid by the 
Commercial Miller, as discussed in (1) above, 
may be increased, if the Board considers that 
such an increase is justif:!.ed, but the inc:cease 
in price may not be more than that of the 
Governm(nt subsidy, payable on maize from time 
to time·. All the maize purchased by the 
Commercial Miller from the Boc.rd is not subject 
to this increase in price, but, only that 
portion of his purchases that is used to 
produce products that do not comply with the 
grading regulations, or are sold at prices in 
excess of the prescribed prices , or which do 
not comply with the prescribed colour 
requirements. 

3. If the portion of the Commercial Miller ' s pur­
chases from the Board, so otherwise used, 
during any ~articular month, exceeds a quantity 
equal to 12~~ of his commercial milling turn­
over, then he shall pay to the Board the 
difference between the Board ' s selling price 
for 400 - 1199 bags and the price for the 
purchase of 48CO or more bags at a time, as 
indicated in item 1 of Schedule A (already 
discussed), on the said portion which exceeds 
1 2t% of the commercial milling turnover. 

59) "Conditions of sale of maize by the Mealie Industry 
Control Board to operate as from lst May, 1966." 
Publication of the Mai ze Board - Pamphlet , 
PagP 5 of Schedule B. 
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4. If a Commercial Miller buys maize for purposes 
of distribution, and such maize is to be con­
signed to an address other than his mill, then 
the price he must pay for such maize, shall be 
the price paid by other buyers from the Board, 
who are not Commercial Millers. 

When maize is delivered by the Board, the risk shall 

pass to the buyer on delivery. All maize is delivered 

free on rail, (or by any other transport conveying the 

maize), at the agent's depot or store; or on rail at the 

railway station or siding from which the maize is con­

signed by or on behalf of the Boarn. There are, however, 

the following provisions in connection with the Board's 

delivery. 

1. The buyer cannot stipulate from where the maize 
must be delivered, nor will the Board undertake 
to make a delivery from any specific place, 
depot or through-tariff elevator. 

2. Even after the Board has indicated in the sale 
note from where the maize will be delivered, it 
way change the point from which delivery shall 
be made, and will not be liable for railage or 
other costs caused by such a change. 

3. If the buyer fails to take the necessary steps 
required of him and, as a result of such 
failure on his part, the Board or its agent 
is unable to complete delivery at a rate 
specified in the Board's sale note, or if ~he 
consignee fails to take delivery of the maize 
within +.he stated time laid down in the Board's 
sale note, then the Board shall be able to 
obtain compensation from the buyer, at the rate 
of 5 cents per bag undelivered, for each period 
of 30 days which elapses from the expiry of the 
period indicated, until delivery is made. 
However, if the period that has elapsed, is 
less than 30 days, the amount of compensation 
the Board is entitled to shall be reduced 
proportionately. 60) 

The Board's agent, who has executed an order on its 

behalf must, on the same day that he has dispatched the 

maize, forward to the consignee, for each consignment of 

maize dispatched, an M.A.5 form in quadruplicate. This 

form contains all the required particulars concerning the 

consignment of maize that has been dispatched. If, 

60) "Condition s of sale of maize by the Mealie Industry 
Control Board to operate as from 1st May, 1966 ." 
Publication of the Maize Board - Pamphlet, 
~ag ' s 5 and 6 of Schedule B. 
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ho\<rever, the buyer and the consignee are different persons, 

then three copies of the M.A.5 form shall go to the con­

signee, and only one copy to the buyer. The Board or its 

agent may at any time before the consignee actually un­

loads the 0onsignment, amend the details appearing on the 

M.Ao5 form, by placing in the consignee's possession such 

amended details. These amended details shall be just as 

valid as they would have been, had they appeared on the 

M.A.5 form for that consignment. 

One~ a consignment of maize has been received at its 

destination by the consignee, he must pay particular 

attention to the following details. 

1. He must weigh the maize on an assized wei ghing 
machine and issue a weight certificate. If the 
maize has been weighed on a weighbridge, the 
consignee must give details about the weight of 
each vehicle when fully loaded with maize and 
when the maize has been off-loaded. If the 
weighing machine prints the r ecorded figures 
on dockets, then duplicates of such dockets 
must be submitted. 

2. If the consignee wishes to lodge a claim with 
the Board for short-weight , he must count the 
number of bags of maize in the consi gnment and 
then indicate on the M.A.5 form the number of 
bags he actually received. 

3. Should the maize appear to contain excessive 
moisture , and should the dispatch documents 
also indicate that the moisture content of the 
consignment is in excess of 12t%, or if they 
show that the moisture content i s exactly 12t%, 
but this fact is disputed by the consignee, 
then he must, in order to determine the short­
weight or over-weight, weigh the consignment 
and also definitely establish its moisture 
content. The short-weight or over-welght shall 
be represented by the differen~e between the 
dispatched weight of maize less moisture con­
tent in excess of 12¥fo, and the received 
weight less moisture content in excess of 12t%. 

4. If the consignee finds that the correct number 
of bags of maize has not been delivered to him 
by the railways, or, alternatively, should it 
appear that the maize has been damaged in any 
way while in transit, he must endorse the con­
signment note accordingly, but he must not 
lodge a claim for damages or shortages with 
the South African Railways . 61) 

61) "Conditions of sale of maize by the Mealie Industry 
Control Board to operate as from lst May, 1966." 
Publication of the Maize Board -Pamphlet , 
Page 6 o~ Schedule B. 
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It does sometimes happen that an agent of the Board 

delivers, on its behalf, more maize than the buyer has 

ordered. In such a case, the buyer must not refuse to 

accept the over-weight of maize if it does not exceed 2% 

of the weight of maize referred to in the sale note. 

At first sight it appears that this is indeed a 

strange regulation, as it is most unusual that a buyer 

can be compelled to accept , and therefore become liable 

for, payment for goods in excess of those which he has 

ordered. However, in the case of ~he maize buyer, it is 

not so unreasonable, if one considers that each buyer will 

probably buy many consignments of maize from the only 

seller, the Maize Board, and if he is given slightly more 

maize than he requires on one occasion, then all he need 

do, is simply to cut down on his next order from the 

Board. 

If, however, the weight of maize delivered exceeds 

by more than z~ the weight referred to in the sale note, 

the buyer may refuse to accept such an overweight of 

maize. Consequently, he must immediately inform the Board 

of his refusal to accept the over-weight of maize. After 

that he must deal with the over-weight in such a manner 

as the ~oard instructs him to do. 

Immediately the consignee receives the M.A.5 form, 

he must, on all copies of the form, insert, in the space 

provided , the following detail s in connection with the 

consignment - date of receipt of the consignment, the 

truck number, the number of bags of maize received , the 

gross weight of the maize, the moisture content of the 

mai ze and the grade of it. If the maize has b een 

infected by insects, he must give particulars of such 

infestation and, finally, he must also record the number 

of class B and class C bags in the consignment . 

The consignee must a l so , within eight working days 
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of having received the consignment, whether he has lodged 

any claim or not, ensure that a completed and signed copy 

of the H.A . 5 form has been lodged with both the Board and 

its agent concerned. 

If, on the receipt of a consignment, the consignee 

finds that there are certain differences, within the per­

missible limits (to be discussed later), he need not 

indicate these differences on the M.A. 5 form. All he 

must do, is to insert the date of receipt, the number of 

bags received and endorse the M.A.5 form to the effect 

that the maize has been received as consigned. 

Should the consignee be a Commercial Miller or a 

manufacturer, who is required to submit monthly returns 

to the Board, then he must forward to the Board an 

additional copy of the completed and signed M.A. form, 

in support of the entries on the returns in question. 

In the case of a consignment of maize arriving at 

its destination before the consignee has received the 

relevant M.A.5form, or if there is no truck label inside 

the maize truck, or if he has not received an amended 

notice, then the consignee must, within four working 

days (96 hours) after he has received the consignment, 

submit a statement to the Board containing the following 

dP-tails - the number of the truck , the number of bags of 

maize concerned, the gross weight of the maize , the 

moisture content of the maize if it is in excess of 12Mb, 

the grade of the maize, particulars of insect infestation, 

if any, and the number of bags that are not class A bags . 

The consignee must also , within 8 working days after 

having received the maize, pl ace the Board in possession 

of a weight certificate for the maize. 

I f t he consignee i s a Commercial Miller or a 

manufacturer, and he receives a consignment of maize 

without any of the documents mentioned in the previous 
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paragraph, he must immediately 

1. refer the matter to a representative of the 
Board, who must immediately check the 
consignment or, 

2. if permission has been obtained from the Board 
to unload the consignment before a representative 
of the Board has checked it, then the consignee 
must, within 72 hours, (excluding Sundays and 
holidays) of receiving the consignment, furnish 
the Board with a notice that indicates the 
number of trucks, the number of bags of maize, 
the gross weight of the maize, the moisture 
~ontent and the grade of the maize and the 
number of bags in the consignment that are not 
up to class A standard. 

When the consignee eventually does receive the M.A.5 

form, it must be completed and signed by him and copies 

must be forwarded to the Board and the agent who dis­

patched the maize to the consignee in the first instanca. 

\Jhere shortages in the number of bags of maize 

occur, or if the maize has in some manner been damaged 

while iu transit, the Board shall not be liable provided 

that: 

1. the agent of the Board has had the consignment 
checked by an official of the South African 
Railways, before it was dispatched, and had 
then by telegram on the date of dispatch 
informed the consignee of the number of the 
truck, the number of bags of maize, the 
wei~ht of the maize, the date of dispatch 
and of the fact that the consignment had 
been checked by a railway official; 

2. the Board's sale note is endorsed to the 
effect that the consignment will be checked 
at the sender's railway station by an 
official of the railways; 

3· the consignment of maize was t ransported 
by the road motor transport service of 
the South Afr5_can Railways to a railway 
station, from where it was railed to the 
consignee . 62) 

If, in the above c i rcumstances , the consignee still 

finds it necessary to submit a claim for shortages or 

damages, then such a claim shall b e lodged with the South 

62) "Conditions of sale of maize by the Mealie Industry 
Control Board to operate a,s from 1st May, 1966." 
Publication of the Maize Board - Pamphlet, Page 8 
of Schedule B. 
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African Railways. 

The Board shall, furthermore, not be liable for 

losses resulting from shortages in the number of bags, 

excessive moisture, short-weights, differences in the 

grade of maize or in the quality of the bags, or for 

insect infestation, if the maize is received by the con­

signee at the store of an agent. In such a case where 

the consignee takes delivery at the agent's store, it is 

his duty to satisfy himself that everything is in order, 

in regarn to the consignment, before he accepts it. If, 

at this stage, a dispute does arise between the Board's 

agent and t he consignee, then a representative of the 

Board must be called in, before the consignee takes 

delivery of the maize. 

Finally, the Board shall not be liable for additional 

or waste railage caused by the fact that the moisture 

content of the maize is more than 12¥fo, but does not 

exceed 14~~-

Under certain circumstances commercial millers and 

manufacturers cannot claim against the Maize Boa~d for 

differences and defects in consignments. These 

circumstances may be de tailed as follows. 

1. If, after a consignment has arrived at its 

destination, and there appear to be differences 

between the amounts ordered and delivered, but 

they are wi thin the "permissible limits",the buyer 

shal l have no claim against the Board. It will 

be observed from the discussion which follows, 

that the t erm 11permissible l imits " covers a wide 

fie ld and that there are a number of permissible 

limits which contribute substantially in cutting 

down the number of minor claims for and against 

the Maize Board. 
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A consignment of maize, arriving at its 

destination, may be found to be short-weight or over-

weight. If it is short-weight, but the short-weight 

is within the permissible limits, the buyer shall 

have no claim on the Board. Conversely, if it is 

over-weight, but the over-weight is within the 

permissible limits, the Board shall have no claim 

for extra payment against the buyer. In the case 

of short- and over-weight the permissible limits 

are: 

a. 12 ozs. per 200 lbs. of gross dispatch weight 
in the case of maize weighed on the con­
signee ' s tip scales ; 

b. 8 ozs. per 200 lbs. of gross dispatch weight 
plus 100 lbs. per scale load in the case of 
maize weighted by consignees over weight­
bridges weighing to the nearest 50 lbs. , and, 

c. 8 ozs. per 200 lbs. of gross dispatch weight 
in the case of maize weighed by consignees 
with weighing apparatus other than those 
already referred to. 

2 .• If on arrival at destination, a representati ve sample 

of the whole consignment is taken and found satis-

factory for grade requirements as indicated on the 

dispatch documents, then it shall be considered that 

the whole consignment complies with these requirements, 

and the buyer shall have no claim i n respect of 

individual bags, which do not comply with the requi£e-

ments , unless the consignee finds t hat: 

a . the consignment contains bags of mai ze of 
another colour or class; 

b . it contains bags of maize of the colour 
and class dispatched, but which are at 
least two grades lower; 

c . consignment of a higher grade contains 
bags of maize of grades \fF3 and YM3 and/or 
sample gr ade maize . (See footnote 63) 

63) As regards the grading regulations concerning maize , 
much general information to buyers and consignees 
is contained in Government Notice No. R632, first 
published on the 27th of April 1962 and subse­
queL:ly ~ended from time to time. A summary of 
some of the more important definitions and regulations 
will be found in Section VII, Appendix B. 
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If any of the above applies, the maize found to 

be different shall be kept separate and the balan~e of 

the consignment shall be graded on its oltm. The 

different maize mentioned above will therefore be 

graded s eparately and a claim may be lodged with the 

Board for the grade differences. 

In order to determine the grade of maize by means 

of a representative sample, small quantities of maize 

shall be taken by hand or drav-rn from the bag by means 

of a maize probe. The grain must be taken from at 

least two levels from each bag sa~pled, and at least 

25% of all the bags of a consignment must be sampled. 

If the whole consignment is 100 or less bags at least 

25 bags must be sampled. The maize drawn as samples 

shall all be placed into one container and thoroughly 

mixe~. The sample maize is then placed on a flat 

surface and mixed again. The maize is next divided 

into two equal portions, which are kept apart. The 

two halves are now each again divided equally so that 

there are now on the flat surface four more Ol· less 

equal portions. The two diagonally opposite quarters 

are then r emoved and the two rem:::inin['S portions are 

well mixed and again divided into four equal portions 

on a flat surface. This process of quartering may be 

repeated again and again. The remaining sample must 

not weigh less than 200 grammes. 64) 

3. On arrival at its destination it may be found tnat a 

consignment of maize contains more B class bags than 

is stated to be the case on the dispatch documents. 

If, however, the actual number of B class bags does 

64) "Conditions of sale of maize by the Mealie Industry 
Control Board to operate as from lst May, 1966." 
Publication of the Maize Board -Pamphlet, Page 9 
of Schedule B. 
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not exceed the number stated on the dispatch documents 

by more than ~~' the buyer shall have no claim against 

the Board in this respect. Likewise, if the number of 

B class bags actually contained in the consignment is 

not more than ~ more than that stated on the dispatch 

documents, the Board shall have no claim against the 

buyer for an additional payment in connection with this 

itera.. Obviously, therefore, 5% is the "permissible 

limit" figure as regards B class bags actually used in 

the consignment, as compared with the number stated to 

be used, on the dispatch documents . 

If a consignee wishes to determine whether there 

are possible shortages or defects in a consignment of 

maize that he has received, he must comply with the 

following regulations. 

a. He must compare the dispatch particulars on 
the M.A.5 form, or the amendment thereto, 
that he has subsequently received, with the 
actual facts and figures as hy assesses 
these on the arrival of the consignment. 

b. Should he find that, for any particular 
consignment, the dispatch details on the M.A.5 
form do not agree with those on the truck 
label, even if the latter has been amended, 
he sho,lld assume that the particulars appearing 
on the M.A . 5 form are the correct ones. 

c . If the consignee finds that, on arrival of a 
consignment, he has not r eceived the relevant 
M.A.5 form, he must compare the receipt 
particulars with the truck label details as 
they are, or as they are amended , if he has 
received any such amendment. If they dis­
agree, and if he then finds that he has a 
claim, he must within 8 working days, place 
the Board in posses sion of the said truck 
label, together with all the necessary 
documents in support of his claim. 

d. If, on the receipt of a consignment, the 
consignee has received neither the M.A.5 
form nor the truck label, nor any amend­
ments, then he must compare the details on 
the M.A.5 form, when he eventually receives 
it, with the particulars as given in his 
notice to the Board. 

~· .. 
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Should a consignee, who is not a commercial miller, 

wish to file a claim with the Board after the receipt of 

a consigr~ent, he must, within four working days of 

receiving the consignment, p lace both the agent who has 

dispatched the maize to him, and also the Board, in 

possession of such a notice, that states clearly what 

the differences or defects are. He must submit with his 

noti~e the number of the Board's sale note, the truck 

number and the number of the relevant M.A.5 form. 

Reasons :or which a consignee may submit such a notice 

are: 

a. if the number of bags of maize actually 
received be less than the number stated on 
the dispatch documents, 

b. if the gross weight of the consignment is 
at least 200 lbs. less than the total weight 
indicated by the dispatch documents, after 
making allowance for excess moisture content 
a.bove the 12-Pfo , but not above 14%, 

c. if the moisture content of the maize is more 
than that indicated on the dispatch documents, 
or is higher than 12~~' and this is not 
indicated on the dispatch documents, 

d. if the maize is of a different grade to that 
shown on the dispatch documents, 

e. if the mai ze is insect infected, or 

f. if the number of bags, that do not comply 
with the requirements for class A bags, 
exceed the number of class B bags indicated 
on t he dispatch documents by more than 5% of 
the total number of bags indicated on the 
dispatch documents. 65) 

In addition to giving notice to the Board, the 

consignee must also comply with the following regulations. 

a. If he has a claim for short-weight, he must 
submit to the Board , when he sends the 
relevant M.A.5 form, a weight certificate 
that shows separate weighings (of one or 
more bags at a time) of the whole consignment. 

65) "Conditions of sale of maize by the Mealie Industry 
Control Board to operate as from 1st May , 1966." 
Publication of the Maize Board - Pamphlet , Page 10 
of Schedule B. 
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b. Should he degrade or reject the consignment of 
maize, he must keep such maize separate from any 
other maize, until such time as it has been 
inspected by a representative of the Board, or 
the Board has issued the necessary instructions 
for the disposal of the maize. 

c. If one (or more) bags of the consignment is not 
of the grade ordered, and if such maize of a 
different grade has not been checked by a 
representative of the Board, the consignee must 
submit to the Board a representative sample 
taken according to the regulations laid down 
by the Board. 

d. lf he has already dispatched a telegram to 
the Board and its agent, he must now submit 
a copy of the telegram to tb8 Board, together 
wL:;h the completed and signed M.A. 5 form. 66) 

There are certain requirements commercial millers 

and manufacturers must comply with, when lodging claims 

for shortages and defects of consignments of maize. If 

a commercial miller or a manufacturer finds, on the 

arrival of a consignment of maize, that he has reasonable 

grounds for a claim against the Board, because there are 

differences in the consignment, which exceed the per­

missible limits (already discussed), or the maize is 

insect infested, or because more than ~~ of the bags 

used for the consignment are class C bags, he mu3t hold 

over the consjgnment and immediately call one of the 

Board's representatives to check it. Should a repre­

sentative of the Board not be available for this purpose, 

and if the further holding over of the consi gnment might 

l ead to unreasonable costs, the commercial miller or 

manufacturar may obtain permission from the Board to off­

load the consignment, and then to file his claim fvr any 

of the defects mentioned. 

Althougb the Board has, in the past, granted its 

permission to off- load a consignment before its repre­

sentative has inspected it, the Board may at any time at 

its discretion withdraw this concession in respect of any 

66) "Conditions of sale of maize by the Mealie Industry 
Control Board to operate as from lst May, 1966. 11 

Publication of the Maize Board - Pamphlet, page 11 
of Lche·:"ule B. 
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miller or manufacturer. The consignee must at all times 

first call a representative of the Board to make the 

inspection, before he off-loads the consignment. He may 

not assume that, because h~ has been previously granted 

permission to off-load before an inspection has taken 

place, that he will automatically be granted this per­

mission for all future consignments that have shortages 

or de..fects. 

The commercial miller or ma~ufacturer must grade 

all cons1gnments on arrival and if, according to such 

grading, it becomes apparent that the maize does not 

comply with the particulars laid down for the grade dis-

patched, or is insect infected, then a representative of 

the Board must be called to check the maize before it is 

off-loaded. 

Ir. addition to the above basic requirements the 

commercial miller or manufactur er must also comply with 

the following regulations. 

1. He must inform the Board and its agent of the 
defects for which he intends to claim, and 
also submit the number of the Board's sale 
note, as well as the M.A.5 form number or the 
truck n~ber. ~lliere the short-weight exceeds 
the permissible weight differences, a shortage 
in the number of bags must alE.o be reported. 

2. He must, within 3 working days, inform the 
agent of the shortages, irrespective of whether 
a representative of the Board has inspected 
the consignment or not, or, the permissibl e 
differences have been exceeded or not. 
Together with this information he must also 
supply the Board's sale note number and the 
M.A.5 form or the truck number. If such 
notice is given by telegram, the cost of the 
telegram wi ll be refunded. 

3. If the consignee has been granted permission 
to off-l oad before a representative of the 
Board has inspected the consignment, and the 
cons i gnee now wishes to claim for short­
weight , he must forward to the Board a weight 
certificate s howing separate weighings of one 
or more bags at a time, of the whole consign­
ment , and also submit the completed and signed 
M.A. 5 form . 
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4. Should the consignee degrade the maize on 
arrival because it does not comply with the 
requirements laid down, and if such maize has 
not been checked by a representative of the 
Board, but the consignee has obtained permission 
from the Board to off-load, he must, within 8 
working days of having received the consignment, 
submit to the Board a representative sample, 
take~ in the prescribed manner, from the maize 
that he has degraded. 

5. If the consignee finds that there are class C 
bags in the consignment, he must return these 
bags when empty to the specific agent, when 
he is requested to do so by the agent. They 
n..ust be returned at the ''empty return" rate 
of the South African Railways. He must then 
lodge a claim with the Board, which must be 
ac~ompanied by a stamped consignment note, 
for the value of the bags in accordance with 
the rate laid down, together with the claim 
for the railage on such bags, if he has in 
fact prepaid the railage on them. The claim 
must once again be accompanied by a completed 
and signed M.A.5 form. 

6. On the other hand, if the consignment has 
been checked by a representative of tke Board, 
he must submit to the Board a copy of the 
grading certificate issued by the Board's 
representative, together with the completed 
and signed M.A.5 form. 

7. If the consignee has sent a telegram to the 
agent or the Board, or both, about the 
shortages or defects, he must submit to the 
Board a copy of the relevant telegram(s) 
dispatched, together with the signed and 
completed M.A. form. 

The reasons for the rejection of a consignment of 

maize, because it does not comply with the quality or 

grade ordered, may vary from one consignee to another. 

It will be recalled that, according to the Board's 

classification, there are only two types of consignees 

or buyers - the one type b eing commercial mill ers and 

manufacturers and the other type b eing made up of all 

other buyers, who are not commercial millers or 

manufacturers . All consignees may reject maize on 

the following grounds. 

a. If maize is of a class or colour other. than 
that ordered, then only those bags that are 
not according to order may b e r ejected . 

b . If the moisture content of the maize exceeds 
15%, (unless it was previously agreed by 
both buyer and seller that this would not be 
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grounds for rejection), only those bags which 
have a moisture content of more than 15% may 
be rej ected. 

c. If the average moisture content of the whole 
consignment exceeds 14%, the whole consign­
ment may be rejected . 

d. If consignment of a higher grade maize contains 
sample grade maize or maize classified as WF3 
and YM3, only the bags which actually contain 
the sample grade or grades WF3 and YM3 may be 
rejected. 

e. If the whole ~onsignment of maize is infected 
by insects, 67J i t may be rejected in toto. 

Only persons other than commercia] millers and manu­

facturers may reject a consignment of maize for the 

following reasons . 

a . It is of the same colour and class as that 
order ed , but mor e than 10% of the total 
number of bags contain maize, that is at 
least one or more grades lower t han the 
grade ordered . If, however, not more than 
l~fo of the total number of bags of maize 
are not more than one grade lower than the 
3rade order ed , the consignee must take 
delivery of such maize , but he shall be 
l iabl e to the Board only for the price 
appl icable to the lower grades for the bags 
so graded . 

b. If one or more bags of maize of the same 
colour and class as those ordered , are two 
or more grades lower than the grade ordered, 
the consignee shall reject only the bags 
containing the lower grades. 

A commercial miller or manufacturer may reject a 

consignment of maize in toto, if, after maize of another 

colour and class and WF3 and Yr13 gr ades and sample grade 

maize have been r emoved from the consignment, a general 

sample shows that the quality of tha balance of the 

consignment is still two or more grades lower thm~ that 

ordered, or, if more than l~~ of the consignment, 

originally specified as a higher grade , consists of 

WF3, YM3 and/or sampl e maize. 

6?) "Conditions of sal e of maize by the Mealie Industry 
Control Board to operate as f rom l st May, 1966 . 11 

Publication of the Maize Board - ~amphlet , Pagel3 
of Schedule B. 
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If a consignment has been rejected, the consignee 

must immediately inform the Board why the maize has been 

rejected and, at the same time, must state whether 

delivery has been taken from the South African Railways, 

and at what reduction in price the consignee desires to 

accept the maize. If the consignee does not wish to 

accept the maize under any circumstances, then such maize 

must be stored separately by him, until the Board can 

issue redirection instructions. 

Sho~ld any of the deficienciesfor which the buyer is 

entitled to claim, be found in a consignment on arrival 

at its destination, the Board will compensate the buyer 

for losses incurred by him as a result of such 

deficiencies arfor insect infestation. The Board will pay 

compensation up to an amount of 5 cents per bag to the 

buyer for maize rejected and off-loaded and then re-

directed in terms of the Board's instructions. The 

Board shall not be l iable for any loss, and may refuse to 

consider any claims, unless notices of defi~ies or 

insect infestation are filed witb the Board and its agent 

within the given time and in the prescribed manner, and 

unless, in the case of commercial millers and manufac­

turers, the inspection by the Board's representat~ves has 

been carried out. 

As regards inspection, the Board may at any time it 

wishes, make the necessary arrangeme~ts to have a con-

signment of maize inspected by one of its representatives 

if: 

1. buyers, other than commer cial millers or 
manufacturers, dispute the quality of the 
bags in which the consignment is packed , 
the degree of insect infestation, the grade 
of the maize, its moisture content or the 
number of b ags that makes up the consignment ; 
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2. a manufacturer or commercial miller maintains 
that the permissible limits have been exceeded, 
or the maize is insect infected, or that more 
than 5% of the consignment has been packed in 
C class bags . 

If, once such an inspection has been completed, and 

it has become apparent that the claims of the consignee 

are not valid, the buyer shall be liable for an inspec­

tion fee of 2.5 cents per bag for the bags actually 

insp~cted. If, however, the buyer is not prepared to 

accept the findings of the inspe~tor, he shall have the 

right to refer the matter for arbitration to the 

Secretary for Agricultural Economic£ and Marketing in 

Pretoria, whose ruling shall be final. The party against 

whom the ruling is given, shall be liable for both the 

inspection fee and the arbitration costs. 

The Board may at any time instruct one of its 

repres0ntatives , or the r epr esentative may decide on his 

own initiative, to test the weighing equipment used for 

weighing the maize. This test is done by comparing the 

weight of a quantity of maize, as shown by the weighing 

equipment, with the weight of tho same quantity of maize, 

according to another weighing apparatus of which the 

reliability has been established by means of tests with 

assized standard weights. If, after such a test, the 

r~presentative of the Board is of the opinion that the 

weighing equipment used by the consignee does not register 

the correct weight for the maize , he may demand that the 

buyer weigh the maize with some other we ighing equipment, 

or he may insist that, before any further consignments of 

maize are weighed with the weighing equipment in question, 

that the buyer must have the said weighing equipment 

checked and r epaired by an official of a firm that 

specialises in doing that type of work. If, after such 

weighing equipment has been checked and repaired, the 

repreEentative of the Board i s still not satisfied with 
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with its performance, the maize buyer shall call in an 

assizer to test the equipment. If the assizer finds that 

the weighing equipment does not register the correct 

weight, the buyer shall be liable for the charges made 

by the assizer. 

In the case where a consignment has not been checked 

by a representative of the Board, and the consignee 

decioos to lodge a claim with the Board, because he 

believes that the maize is not of the grade that he has 

ordered, or that the moisture content is too high, he 

must take a sample of the maize at the railway station 

or road transportation halt before the maize is removed 

to the premises of the consignee. How the maize samples 

shall be drawn by hand or by a maize probe, and the 

procedure which fol l ows, has already been explained. The 

samples shall be consigned to the Board in Pretoria, 

together with all the required details in connection with 

each sample. If the claim is that the moisture content 

of the maize i s too high, the sample must be packed in an 

air tight container, otherwise it may lose a larGe per­

centage of its moisture content before it arrives at the 

Maize Board. 

As it is not always possible to have consi5r~ents of 

maize checked by a representative of the Board, it is 

suggested by the Board, that it will help considerably in 

the settlement of disputes , if the samples that are 

forwarded to the Board, are taken in the presence uf 

impartial persons. The Board will in turn inform the 

consignee, as soon as possible , of its findings. 68) 

The above facts and figures make it clear that a 

very detailed system has been worked out, and is now in 

68) "Conditions of sale of maize by the Mealie Industry 
Control Board to operate as from lst May, 1966." 
Publication of the Maize Board - Pamphlet, 
Pages 14 -15 of Schedule B. 
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operation when the Maize Board sells maize on the local 

market to Commercial Millers and manufacturers of maize 

products (who f all into one category of maize buyers) 

and, all other buyers of maize who come into t he second 

category of loca l maize buyers. 

What has been discussed above is, however, ·in no 

way applicable when maize is sold for the purpose of 

exporting. In the next section, the procedure to be 

followed when maize is exported lUlder the one-channel 

system, will be considered. 

2.e. The Procedure for the Exporting of .Maize ~~der 

the one-channel system 

During the years preceding the introduction of the 

pr esent one- channel marketing system, the private grain 

·crade performed all the services connected with the 

export of maize - procuring supplies in the producing 

areas, arr anging for transportation to the ports and for 

shipment and overseas disposal. 

While the Maize Board is the onl y buyer and sel ler 

of maize in the controlled area A, within the ~epublic, 

it does n~t itself sell any maize beyond the borders of 

the Republ i c. The amount of maize to be exported each 

year varies according to the stocks available, which in 

t~rn depend on the crop for the particular season under 

r eview. Provided s t ocks are available, bot~ white and 

yellow maize is sold by the Board to local and foreign 

buyers for the purpose of export. 

Maize cargoes, as distinct from maize parcels, 

(See Footnote 69) are sold on a tender basis once a week . 

In the past this has more often than not taken place on 

Wednesdays . The procedure followed is that the South 

69) One maize cargo is a full shipload of maize and is 
approximatelyl~OOO tons . A maize parcel is less 
than a shipload . 
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African Grain and Produce Shippers' Association of 

Johannesburg is informed by telephone, usually on a 

Thursday, of the number of cargoes, the grades, times of 

shipment, ports of shipment, whether the maize will be 

delivered in bags or in bulk and finally, the closing 

date and time of the tenders. If all this information 

passes on to the South African Grain and Produce Shippers' 

Association on a Thursday, the closing date and time is 

usually set for the following Wednesday at 2.30 p.m. 

The Maiz0 Board will, under no circumstances, accept 

responsibility for messages passed on incorrectly by the 

Association to its members, nor is it liable in any way, 

if any of the Association's members is not given the 

facts regarding the maize available for sale. Should 

other buyers, who are not members of the South African 

Grain and Produce Shippers' Association, wish to obtain 

the necessary information, the Board will be prepared to 

supply this information to them by telephone. 

A buyer, who wishes to tender for cargo quantities 

of maize, must lodge with the Board, before the tender 

closes, a t ender bond to the value of RlOOO. Such a 

tender bond shall be in the form of a guarantee issued 

by a bank, acceptable to the Board or a banker's cheque 

from a bank acceptable by the Board or a cash depooit. 

Should the successful tenderer fail to l odge with 

the Board, within a stipulated time, the performance bond 

that is required in terms of the contract, he shall 

forfeit his tender bond. Furthermore , he shall be liable 

for any damages suffered by the Board as a result of his 

failure to fulfil his obligations in terms of his 

successful tender. The Board may also withdraw its 

acceptance of the offer (tender) that it accepted in the 

first instance. On the other hand, the Board will return 
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the tender bond to the successful tenderer, immediately 

the required performance bond has been established. The 

tender bonds submitted by the unsuccessful tenderers, will 

be returned as soon as possible after the closing date of 

the tender. 

The basis on which prices must be submitted, is that 

quotations, to the nearest one hundredth of a cent, must 

be gjven for each cargo quantity on the basis of 200 lb. 

net weight either 

1. in bulk alongside the elevator, or 

2. in bags alongside ship as the case may be. 

Tenders in sealed envelopes and addressed to the 

manager, must reach the Mealie Industry Control Board in 

Pretoria, not later than the closing time stipulated in 

the advice of tender. The envelope in which the tender 

is submitted, must indicate clearly to which tender it 

refers. Tenderers have the option of submitting a pro­

visional tender in a sealed envelope, prior to the closing 

time, but such a provisional tender shall only be valid, 

if it is confirmed by telephone, or in some othe~ way, 

prior to the closing time of the tender, without dis­

closing the tender price. Furthermore, such a provisional 

tender price may be increased or decreased by telephone, 

or in any other way, provided this is done before the 

closing time of the tender. 

The Board cannot in any way be held responsible, if 

tenders are opened ln error by an official of the 3oard, 

who is responsible for the opening of the daily mail 

received by the Board. To prevent tender documents from 

being exposed, if such an accident should occur, 

tenderers are advised to enclose their sealed tenders in 

yet another envelope accompanied by a letter which states 

that the sealed envelope contains a tender. 

Within a f ew minutes after the closing date and time 
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of the tenders, they will be opened in the office of the 

management of the Maize Board, in the presence of at 

least two senior officers of the Board. Any organisation 

that has submitted a tender may have an authorised 

representative present at the opening of the tenders. 

The contents of the tenders will be disclosed to all 

present. After the opening of all the relevant tenders, 

the South African Grain and Produce Shippers' Association 

is immediately advised by telephone of the prices 

tendered. The Association may in turn advise those 

members, who did not have an authorised representative 

present at the opening of the tenders. The Board's 

acceptance of a t ender is communicated to the successful 

tenderer before 4 p .m. on the same day, and thereafter 

the South African Grain and Produce Shippers' Association 

is informed of the results of the tender. 

While the Board will usually accept the highest 

tender for a cargo of maize, it does reserve the right 

not to accept the highest or any tender. 

It can happ~n that the highP-st price is bid by two 

or even more r-enderers. In such a case the method known 

as the "Table of Random Numbers 11 is used to determine 

which shall receive preference.70) 
A table of random numbers can be found in most text 

books on statist ics . Each number in the table must 

consist of the same number of digits. For example, a 

small portion of a table containing say two-digit numbers 

would appear as fo l lows : 

03 47 43 73 86 

97 74 24 67 62 
16 76 62 27 66 
12 56 85 99 26 

55 59 56 35 64 

70) Unpublished memorandum of the Maize Board of 
Conditions of 3ale . Applicable to maize for 
export. M.U. 65/108. 
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These numbers can be read in any methodical way: verti­

cally, horizontally, diagonally, forwards or backwards. 

If the table on the previous page is to be used to 

decide which one of, say, 3 tenderers, who have all 

tendered the highest price, is to be awarded the contract, 

then each one of the three would be awarded a two- digit 

number. Now , after it has been decided whether the table 

shoul~ be read horizontally or vertically or diagonally, 

the table or a certain portion of it, would be referred 

to. If the three tenderers are A, B and C and the numbers 

of each are, say, 43, 16 and 62 respectively, then, A 

would get the contract if the table is read horizontally, 

B would be successful if the table is read vertically, 

and C would get the contract if the table is read 

diagonally.7l) 

As already stated, a cargo of maize is considered to 

be 11,000 tons. It does, however, happen that the 

successful tenderer has chartered a vessel that will take 

more than 11,000 tons, and that it will therefore be un-

economical, from his point of view, if he loads jt with 

only 11,000 tons of maize. In such a case the Board will 

endeavour to supply an additional qu.antity of maize, over 

and above that put out for tender, so that the exporter 

is able to f i ll completely the vessel chartered. The 

South African Grain and Produce Shippers' Association wi ll, 

from time to time, be informed by the Board of the maximum 

quantity of maize t~e Board is prepared to sell to an 

exporter to fill a vessel. Exporters should, therefore, 

make it their business to obtai n this information from 

their Association , or from the Board, before chartering a 

vessel that might take more maize than the maximum 

71) G.L. Thirkettle: Weldon' s Bus iness Gtatistics and 
Statistical Method; MacDonald & Evans Ltd., London, 
1957, pp . 16/17. 
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quantity provided for in a contract. 

Subject to the limitations referred to above, the 

additional quantity required to fill a vessel may be 

acquired from the Board by purchasing a stated maximum 

quantity o~ maize of the same grade as the maize cargo 

before 12 a.m. on the day on which a tender for maize 

cargo closes, at a price equal to that realised by the 

Board, on that day, for a cargo of maize of the same 

grade. This can only be done provided the names of the 

vessels~ or the names of alternative vessels, for which 

the additional quantity of mai ze is required,are disclosed 

to the Board. Also such a purchase must be effected 

before the loading of a vessel, for which the additional 

quantity is required. is actually started. 

As pointed out, the Board enters into a contract with 

the successful tenderer, who buys maize from it. The 

following is a summary of the main points contained in 

the latest standard memorandum of agreement (issued 

1/5/65), which is the contract entered into between the 

Board and the buyer of maize cargo for export. 

Conditions of purchase of maize cargoes 

1. The Board sells to the buyer for shipment , in 
not more than two vessels, 11,000 short tons 
of maize, which may be increased or decreasei: 

a. by 12f.% at the option of the buyer if only 
one vessel is used , and provided he is not 
using space to export other cargo, other 
cargo being almost anything else with the 
exception of kaffircorn; 

b. by 12¥fo at the option of the buyer, if only 
one vessel is used for lifting both the 
cargo covered by this contract and another 
cargo of maize sold by the Board to the 
buyer, or any other person under another 
contract, provided, furthermore, that the 
quantity of maize lifted under this con­
tract must not be more than 5~b of the 
total quantity of maize lifted by such a 
vessel in respect of the aforesaid two 
car goes ; 

c. by 12+% at the option of the buyer, if 
shipment takes place in two vessels, 
lifting the cargo covered by this contract 
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and two other cargoes of maize sold by the 
Board under two other contracts, but in 
such a case the quantity of maize lifted 
un~er this contract shall not be more than 
33~ of the total quantity of maize lifted 
by such two vessels in respect of the 
aforesaid three cargoes; 

d.by 5% at the option of the Board if shipment 
takes place in two vessels, provided that 
this option shall not be exercised by the 
Board if a cargo or part of a cargo of 
kaffircorn, sold by the Board under another 
contract, is lifted by both these vessels. 

2. The maize shall be South African maize of the 
current crop year or the previous crop year, 
at the option of the Board. The crop year 
and grade(s) shall be as defined in Government 
Not~ce No. R.ll41 of 31st Ju~ 1964. The 
Board has the option, subject T.o certain 
provisions, to supply either maize with a 
moisture content not exceeding 12~~ by weight 
or maize with a moisture content not exceeding 
14% by weight. The moisture content shall be 
determined as set out in the Government Notice 
quoted above. 

3. The price for the maize paid by the buyer shall 
be paid in South African currency per 200 lb. 
n3t weight of maize in bulk free alongside the 
grain elevator, provided the moisture content 
does not exceP.d 12~h. On the other hand, if 
the moisture content is more than 12f%, but 
does not exceed 14%, the price shall be reduced 
by the same percentage as that by which the 
moisture content of the maize exceeds 12¥~ . 
Therefore, if the moisture content is say 13¥fo 
by weight, the price will ce reduced by 1% as . 
the moisture content is 1% above the 12¥fo 
maximum laid down in the agreement . 

4. The agreement specifies alongside which port 
elevator of the South African Railways the 
mai ze shall be delivered , subject to certai~ 
provisions . Furthermore, the maize shall be 
deliver ed at the buyer's call between twc given 
dates, both dates inclusive, provided that , if 
the vessel scheduled to load the maize is not 
ready during the stipulated period, tne Board 
may, at its discretion , arrange for the 
loading of other vessels scheduled to l ift 
cargo for other parties who have entered intu 
contracts with the Board for the export of 
maize or kaffircorn. The Board will do 
everything possible to ensure that the maize 
is released on time for shipment but, in the 
event of a delay in such a release, from any 
cause whatsoever, the risk shall, subject to 
what is stated in the next paragraph, be with 
the buyer . 

The Board shall arrange for the release of 
maize alongside the elevator at a~ average 
rate of not less than 1,500 long tons per 
working day, weather permittlng, always 
provided that the vessel concerned is capable 
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of being loaded at this rate, and provided 
further that, in respect of vessels taking 
cargo other than maize, the only loading 
time for maize that will be taken into 
account, is when the vessel is in the loading 
berth, or waiting while another vessel is 
being loaded with maize or kaffircorn not 
covered by this contract. The calculation 
of the loading time shall commence to run 
24 hours after the vessel is in an elevator 
berth or awaiting berth, while another 
vessel is being loaded with maize or kaffir­
corn for another contract. The vessel so 
waiting must be ready for loading and must 
have given notice, during the business 
hours of 9 a.m. and 5 p.m. or up to 2 p.m. 
on Saturdays, that she is ready for loading. 

Should the maize not be released within 
tha stipulated time, the Board shall be 
li~ble to pay the buyer damages in lieu of 
demurrage. Such damages shall be calculated 
at the rate of R500 per running day of 24 
hours or pro rata for part of 24 hours, plus 
interest at the rate of 6% p.a. on the price 
of the contract, calculated from the day on 
which damages in lieu of demurrage commence, 
to run to the day of completion of loading, 
including both the said days. 

The Board shall, however, not be liable 
for any other damages that the buyer may 
suffer as a result of a delay in the release 
of the maize. Should there be such a delay 
in the release of the maize, the final date 
of shipment shall be extended by the period 
of duration of such a delay in release. 
There shall, however, not be any additional 
liability to the buyer. 

As conclusive proof of the weight and 
gra~e(s) of maize delivered by the BoarJ to 
the buyer , the weight certificates that are 
issued and certified by the South African 
Railways, and the inspection certificates 
issued by the Department of Agricultural 
Economics and Marketing, shall be acceptable. 

5. Prior to the commencement of the loading of 
maiz~, a representative of the Department of 
Agricultural Economics and Marketing has the 
right to inspect the holds of a vessel into 
which the maize is to be loaded. Also, while 
loading is taking place, and after it has 
been completad, he may again inspect the 
maize in the holds of the vessel. If he 
should find, during his inspection, that 
the holds are insect infected, he must 
advise the buyer's agent and also the marine 
surveyor, employed by the buyer, of this fact. 
In such a case the buyer shall refuse to 
accept notice of readiness for the loading 
of the vessel, until such time as the repre­
sentative of the Department of Agricultural 
Economics and Marketing certifies that, on 
further inspection, he has found no live 
insects in the holds of the vessel . The 
Board has the right to refuse to r elease the 
mai ze for loading , until the holds of the 
vesse, have been declared free from l ive 
insects. 
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6. The buyer must give the Board at least seven days 
notice in writing of the approximate quantity, 
the name of the vessel and the expected date of 
loading of the vessel. The date of loading glven 
by the buyer shall not be before the first date 
of the stipulated period, within which loading 
must take place and which is stated in the 
contr3.ct. 

7. Railage to the elevator at the port of shipment, 
grading charges at normal rates and elevator 
and storage charges, according to the tariff 
charges of the South African Railways, up to 
the actual date of completion of shipment are, 
st:bj ect to certain provisions, for the account 
of the Board. The buyer, however, shall be 
liabl e for clearing, forwaraing, wharfage, 
ste .. redoring and for any other charges not 
specifically stated to be for the account of 
the Board . 

8 . If the maize is to be exported in bags, the 
buyer must make the necessary arrangements for 
the bags to be available when required. All 
costs involved in supplying these bags will 
be for the account of the buyer. 

9. Payment for maize purchased shall be made in 
cash or by bank guaranteed cheque at the 
Board ' s offices in Pretoria and shall be made 
not later than 12 a.m. on the seller ' s last 
business day, prior to the commencement of 
shipment. 

The Board will be under no obligation to 
authorise the release of the maize earlier 
than six business hours prior to the commence­
ment of shipment. The Board will, however, 
be obliged to release maize that must be 
bagged before shipment, at an earlier date, 
provided payment in cash or by bank guaranteed 
cheque , for that quantity of maize to be 
released for bagging , has been made to the 
Board, prior to the release of the maize. 

If, however, the Board releases maize for 
which it receives payment at a later date 
than that specified in the cont ract, the 
buyer shall also be liable for interest on 
the purchase price, and shall pay the Board 
such interest not later than 14 days after 
the completion of shipment. Interest at ~~ p.a. 
is to be calcLlated on the purchase price 
for the period dating from the date on which 
payment should have been made, according to 
the contract, and runs to the date of 
commencement of shipment. 

The buyer may, subject to the provisions 
already mentioned , elect to pay the purchase 
price a t any time after entering into a 
contract with the Board. The following 
regulations concerning payment must be 
adhered to. 

a. The buyer undertakes to pay the Board 
interest within 14 days of completion of 
shipment. This is calculated at a daily 
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rate, varying at the option of the Board, 
between the rate applicable on such days 
to deposits at call with the National 
Finance Corporation, and the rate of interest, 
which would have been applicable, had the 
Board's account been overdrawn with the South 
African Reserve Bank. Interest shall be on 
the purchase price of the maize shipped, and 
so prepaid and held by the Board from the 
date of receipt, to the day before the last 
day on which payment should have been made, 
according to the contract. (If the buyer, 
however, has paid the purchase price, but 
cannot start loading before the last date 
stipulated , because the berth is occupied by 
another vessel loading maize or kaffircorn, 
the Board shall pay the buyer interest at the 
rate of 6% p.a. on the purch~se price, cal­
culated from t he date of payment of the 
purchase price to the day immediately pre­
ceding the Board's last day of business, 
prior to the commencement of shipment.) 

b. The purchase price prepaid, shall be refunded 
with interest , if the contract is cancelled 
as a r esult of a breach by the Board. 

c. The purchase price prepaid, together with 
interest to the date of settlement of the 
Board's claim for damages, shall be credited 
to the buyer's account, but may be r eturned 
by the Board, pending such settlement, where 
the contract is cancelled as a result of a 
breach by the buyer. 

d. The Board may, at its discretion, refund in 
full or in part the prepaid amount, without 
interest, if the buyer requests a refund, 
pending the arrival of the date prescribed 
in the contract for payment. 

10. Provided the buyer submits to the Board a completed 
application form, the Board wil:_ obtain a permit 
for the export of the quantity of maize stated 
in the contract. Such a permit shall be valid 
onl y for a specific contract and for the maize 
dealt with in that contract. If t he buyer uses 
the permit obtained for him by the Board, in any 
other way, he will have to pay t o the Board an 
amount equal to the difference between the 
highest price at which the Board could have sold 
maize of the same grade (s) for export during the 
time , between the date of this contract and the 
date of shipment , and the price at which the 
Board could have sold that quantity of maize , 
at the time of incorrect shipment , for local 
consumption at the port of loadin5 . 

11. Within seventeen business hours after the Board 
has accepted the buyer' s offer to purchase maize, 
the buyer must deposit with the Board cash or 
provide bank or i nsurance guarantee , (in a form 
acceptable to the Board, and which shall be 
valid for at l east 30 days after the last day 
of shipment), .;qual to 5% of the total purchase 
price that will b e due from the buyer under 
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this contract. This is known as the Performance 
Bond. Shonld the price of maize for subsequent 
contracts vary greatly, before shipment of the 
maize purchased in the first contract, the 
Boai·d may, at its discretion, require the buyer 
to lodge an additional Performance Bond. This 
additional sum deposited will, however, be 
returned to the buyer, if payment of the 
purchase price has been made. 

If it becomes apparent to the Board or the 
buyer that the shipment of maize will commence 
at a later date than that stipulated, the buyer 
must have the date of validity of his guarantees 
extended by the number of days by which the 
shipment of maize has been delayed. 

The full amount of the Performance Bond(s) 
shall be forfeited at the Boerd 1 s option, if 
the buyer fails to carry out t he terms of the 
con+-ract entered into. Furthermore, the buyer 
shall b e liable for any damages suffered by 
the Board, as a result of the buyer's failure 
to fulfil the terms of the contract. If the 
buyer does not deposit the Performance Bond(s), 
he has defaulted in terms of the contract, and 
the Board shall have the right to cancel the 
contract and recover from the buyer any damages 
it has suffered. When the contract has finally 
be en fulfilled, the Board shall release the 
Performance Bond(s) to the buyer. 

12. I I shipment of maize does not commence by 
t he last day, by which it should commence 
according to the te~ms of the contract, the 
buyer shall be in default, unless he has applied 
in writing or by telephone for an extension of 
the loading period. In case of such a default, 
the Board shall be entitled to cancel the 
contract and claim damages and costs. 

If the buyer is in default, because ship­
ment has not commenced within the stipulated 
perlod, the Board may, at its discretion, 
allow an extension of the time for loading, 
provided that the following conditions are 
adhered to. 

a. The buyer shall pay the Board interest at 
tho rate of 6% p.a. on the full price of 
the maize, such interest being calculated 
from the last day of business of the 
Board, immediate l y precedi ng the last 
permissible date of shipment up to and 
including ~he date of payment. In addition, 
the buyer must pay the Board: 

i) a charge of .l cent per 200 lb . per 
day, as from the day immediately 
following the l ast permissible date , 
until the day on which shipment 
commences, provided that it does 
commence within 10 days of the last 
permissible day; 

ii) after the expiry of the 10 days 
mentioned in (i) above, a cnarge 
increased to .2 cent pe r 200 lb. 
per day, until commencement of 
shipment, provi ded that shipment 
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does commence within 20 days after 
the last permissible date; 

iii) l. f the shipment commences more than 
20 days after the last permissible 
date, a charge increased to .3 cent 
per 200 lb. per day, as from the 21st 
day until the commencement of shipment. 

b. In addition to any other costs incurred by 
the Board, the buyer shall pay to the Board, 
on demand, any costs and charges, which the 
Board has incurred, as a result of the 
fact that shipment did not commence on or 
before the last permissible date of shipment. 
These costs shall include demurrage on trucks, 
cost of outside stacking at the port, 
fumigation, redirection cf trucks, etc. 

c. If shipment does not commence on or before 
t~e last day permissible, the buyer shall 
pay to the Board all losses 0f dispatch 
money or demurrage incurredi and any other 
proved losses suffered by other parties, 
who had entered into contracts with the 
Board to export maize or kaffircorn or both. 

d. At least 16 business hours of the Board 
before the last permissible date of shipment 
stated in the contract, the buyer shall 
furnish to the Board an additional per­
formance bond for an amount to be determined 
by the Board, having due regard to the 
probable costs and damages, which the Board 
expects to incur and suffer. 

e. The Board shal~ at its discretion, arrange 
for the delivery of such quantity of cargo, 
and at such times as it may consider 
equitable for the loading of vessels, which 
are scheduled to lift cargo fo r other parties 
who h~ve entered into contracts with the 
Board for the export of maize or kaffircorn 
or both. 

Should shipment not take place within 
the t i me allowed in t he contract, the Board 
may at any time cancel the contract and sell 
out against the buyer and so recover from 
the buyer damages agreed to on the following 
basis. 
i) The Board shall pu t out on tender in 

the usual way, the maize concerned i n 
the contract , which has been cancelled. 
If the Board obtains a lower price at 
the second attempt, the first buyer 
shall be liable for the difference 
between the first and second prices . 
The date for shipment once the cargo 
of maize has been sold for the second 
time , will be wi thin 3 calendar months 
after the date of Gancellation of the 
first contract . 

ii) The Board shal l also be able to claim 
for storage charges at the rate of . lc 
per 200 lb. per day, from the firs t day 
immediately following the expiry date 
of the extension allowed , to the actual 
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date of shipment, but not later than 3 
calendar months after the date of can­
cell ation of the first contract. However, 
should the Board find that the actual 
storage charges it has incurred are 
higher than those calculated above, it can 
claim these higher storage charges from 
the first buyer of the maize. 

iii. The Board may also claim interest at the 
rate of 6% p.a. on the full price of the 
contract. Such interest shall be cal­
culated from the day immediately following 
the date of expiry of the extension 
allowed, up to the date immediate l y prior 
to the commencement of shipment by the 
new buyer, provided that such date shall 
not be later than three cal3ndar months 
after the date of cancellation. 

13 . Should it be impossible to fulfil this contract, 
due to such factors as prohibition of export, 
blockade or hostilities, then the whole contract, 
or the part of it which cannot be fulfilled, 
shall be cancelled. 

14. On the other hand, should the fulfilment of 
this contract be unavoidably delayed because 
of riots , strikes , lockouts or a breakdown 
in the South African Railways' system at the 
port(s) of loading , the final date of ship­
ment that is laid down in the contract shall 
be extended by the duration of such outside 
occurrences, without any additional liability 
to the Board or the buyer. 

15. According to the contract, the buyer must 
agr ee not to sell the maize purchased under 
the contract to an importer of maize in the 
United Kingdom at a price lower than the 
minimum ~rice for imported maize, fixed by 
the authorities in the United Kingdom from 
time to time. 

16. The contract concludes by stipulating that 
the Supreme Court of the Republic of South 
Africa, Transvaal Provincial Division, 
Pretoria, shall have jurisdiction to deal 
with any dispute arising out of the contract 
and that the buyer agrees to accept the 
judgement of this court . 72) 

Purchase of Maize Parcels 

When considering maize that is bought and sold for 

export under the term ''maize parcels ", it must be 

appreciated that these parcels ar e individually much 

smaller than the maize cargo previously discussed. 

72) Unpublis hed memorandum of agreement between the Maize 
Board and buyers of maize car goes 1st May, 1965 



- 278 -

The Maize Board will, on any working day after 

9 a.m., with the exception of the days on which a tender 

for maize cargo closes, be prepared to sell maize parcels 

at prices which are fixed from day to day. The Board is 

prepared to make these sales provided that: 

a. shipment of the maize parcel will be made 
within eight weeks of the sale taking place; 

b. there is a maximum quantity that will be 
sold to any one person during any one week; 

c. that the quantity of maize required by the 
buyer can, without inconveni~nce, be railed 
to the relevant port in time for shipment 
at the date required; 

d. a variable, maximum total quantity will ·be 
sold by the Board in any one week, and 
infor mat ion about the maximum quantity that 
it is prepared to sell, is available and 
can be obtained by anyone interested, either 
from the Board or from the South African 
Grain and Produce Shippers' Association. 

The Board will also consider selling a maize parcel 

for any quantity less than a cargo lot, on a day on 

which a tender for maize cargo closes, against a firm 

bid , submitted to the Maize Board before the closing time 

of tenders for maize cargoes. 

Once the Board has accepted a firm offer from a 

buyer to purchase maize for export, it shall be con-

sidered that the buyer has entered into a contract with 

the Board, on the conditions of sale applicable to maize 

cargoes or maize parcels that are sold for delivery at a 

port . The buyer of cargo or parcel maize must sign a 

contract for such a purchase, and then lodge the contract 

with the Board, within eight days of the Board having 

accepted his offer. If the buyer, after he has been 

informed that his tender has been successful, should fail 

to sign the contract within the period prescribed , or 

such an extension of the period as may b e n ecessary, the 

Board shall be entitled, either to accept any less 

favourable tender of those received with that of the 
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original buyer, or, if the Board so wishes, to call for 

fresh tenders. The original buyer, who has not signed 

the contract, will then have to pay to the Board any 

additional expenses incurred by it having adopted any of 

the courses set out above. He will also be liable for 

the difference between the price he had originally 

tendered and any lower price, which the Board subse­

quently had to accept. 

The contract entered into between the Board and a 

buyer of a maize parcel i s in many respe cts the same as 

that signed by the Board and the buy~r of maize cargo . 

For thi s reason a comple te summary will not be given of 

the standard maize parcel contract, but the main points 

of difference of a maize parcel contract as compared wi th 

e. maize cargo contract are her e summarised. 

1. The quantity of maize purchased in a mai ze parcel may 

be increased by 5% at the option of the buyer, or by 

10% at the option of the buyer, if shipment is 

~ffected of a t least 1,000 long tons in bulk in one 

vessel. 

2. No provisicn i s made for damage s to the buyer, if the 

maize is not relea sed within the stipulated t ime by 

the Board. In the maize cargo contract the buyer i s 

entit led to damages in lieu of' demurrage at the rate 

of R500 per running day of 24 hours . 

3. A represent ative of the Department of Agricultural 

Economics need not i nspect t h e ho l ds of the vessel 

into which the mai ze is loaded, as must be done i n 

t he case of mai ze cargo . 

4. Shipment s hall be ef fec t ed by the buyer i n gr ain bags 

a t t he port menti oned i n tha contr act bu t , if quantities 

of 1 , 000 l ong tons or more per vessel are involved, 

then the maize may b e shipped i n bulk and this al s o 
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applies to quantities of less than 1,000 long tons, if 

lifted by a vessel loading a full cargo of maize. 

5. The Board shall, at its discretion, arrange for the 

delivery of such quantity of cargo at such times as it 

considers equitable for the loading of vessels (which 

have to load cargo for other buyers, who have entered 

into contracts with the Board for the export of maize 

or k&ffircorn), but this shall not apply to a parcel of 

maize that has to be loaded into a liner vessel, which 

is already anchored at the elevator berth. 

Generally speaking, the standardised contract 

governing the sale of maize parcels is not nearly so 

involved as the one which is entered into between the 

Board and a buyer of maize cargo. The main reason for 

~his is probably that, in the case of maize parcels, the 

transactions are for much smaller amounts, and therefore 

the losses, that can be suffered on both sides, are much 

less in the case of default.73) 

2.f. The Financing of the Maize Trade 

One of the problems encountered in financing the 

maize trade is that production is concentrated only in 

a specific part of the year, while the consumption of 

maize takes on a more or less even pattern throughout 

the year . It thus means that huge stocks of maize have 

to be stored immediately after the harvest, which, of 

course, involves a large amount of capital. Towards 

the end of the season the stocks have run down and the 

capital tied up is , therefore, very much less . It is 

obvious that, if the total capital required at the peak 

period is acquired on a long term basis, some of that 

73) Unpublished meillorandum of agreement between the 
Maize Board and buyers of maize parcels -
lst May, 1965. 
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capital will be idle once the peak has passed. The net 

result will, therefore, be that the effective ~ate of 

interest on the capital for the period, when the capital 

is actually being utilised, will be much higher than the 

actual rate at which the money was borrowed. Therefore, 

if it is at all possible, some of the capital required to 

finance the maize trade should be obtained on a short­

term basis. 

It is, however, not only tbe financing of additional 

stocks tnat increases capital requirements. Storage 

faciiities are seldom provided on a large scale by third 

parties, and it is therefore the Board itself or its 

agents that must find the capital for these facilities. 

Yet another factor that plays an important part is 

that prices of agricultural products tend to show greater 

instability than those of manufactured goods. This has 

the effect of causing the provider of capital to look 

upon the financing of agricultural products as a propo­

sition that contains greater risks than one apper­

taining to manufactured goods. It is the opinion of 

Dr. A.P. Scholtz, assistant manager of the Maize Board, 

that this risk factor associated \vi th agricultural 

finance, has led to considerable reluctance on t~e part 

of financiers to provide capital for any venture connected 

with agriculture. To substantiate his argument he states 

that there was a time when the Land Bank loans to co­

operati ve associations were limited to a maximum uf 60% 

of the total estimated value of the delivered product. 

It may, therefore, be concluded that the capital require­

ments for a certain turnover of agricultural products is 

not only higher than for a similar turnover of manufac­

t"..lred goods, but that the cost of the capital i s also more. 

The State itself has done a great deal to help in 

the f"i.nancing of agricultural products, both in their 
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production and their marketing. Its assistance has been 

mainly, although not exclusively, through such action as 

its help to the agricultural co-operative movement, the 

introduction of the Control Boards and Marketing Schemes 

for the more important agricultural products, and the 

advancement of price stability for agricultural products 

that has resulted from these Control Boards and Mark~ing 

Schemes. The co-operative associations would not be such 

a force amongst maize farmers if they were not the agents 

of the Mc.ize Board. 

The role of the Land Bank as the financier of agri­

cultural co-operative activity has grown very fast. Not 

only has its volume of business in this direction grown, 

but today the Land Bank will give a 100% advance on the 

value of all controlled products delivered to co­

operative associations. 

As the price of South African produced maize is now 

fixed from season to season by the Maize Board, the 

marketing risk from the producer's point of view has 

virtually disappeared. The producer of maize, tDerefore, 

no longer requires a specialised knowledge of the maize 

market to guide him to obtaining a better price for his 

maize. Over the short period (one season) price 

fluctuations have been completel y eliminated by the Maize 

Board. 

The producer is not the only one to benefit from the 

fixing of maize prices for the season. The large ~aize 

buyer is now in a good position to determine his 

financial commitments in connection with his purchases. 

The growth of the co-operative association movement can 

also in no small way be ascribed to the stabilisation of 

malze prices . It must have been very difficult for the 

management of a co-operative association in the early 

pre-control days, to determine exactly when the best 
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moment was to dispose of his stocks. With maize prices 

fluctuating from month to month, the co-operative asso­

ciation management must have been perpetually faced with 

a number of irate members, who alleged that they could 

have done much better financially if they had only taken 

care of the marketing of their maize themselves. Today, 

however, the co-operative association, as an agent of 

the ~eize Board, is no longer burdened with such problems . 

The buyers of maize, from p~oducers in the O.F.S., 

Transvaal and the four districts of the Cape Province, 

where the Board has direct control ever the marketing of 

maize, are, of course, the agents of the Board. These 

agent s must buy maize out of their own funds, store it 

and dispatch consignments of maize to wherever the Board 

~nstructs them to send it. Once the maize has been 

railed to its new destination, the agent is paid by the 

Board for the grade and quantity of maize he has dis­

patched, together with the payment he is entitled to for 

storing and handling the maize. 

Co-operative associations obtain most of their 

working capit&l from the Land Bank . In a season with a 

good crop these advances from the Lend Bank total well 

over RlOO million. I n cases where the loan is for 100% 

of the crop value, the Maize Board must furnish the Land 

Bank with a guarantee amounting to 1~~ of the money 

advanced, which is another way of saying that the Board 

actually participates in the risk. This 10~~ loan is, 

however, of considerable benefit to the co-operative 

associations as it enables them to give their members 

certain credit facilities, which they need for production 

purposes. In addition to these crop loans to the co­

operative associations, the Land Bank also advances con­

siderable sums to them for the erection of storage 

facilities . 
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The merchants and commercial millers, who are agents 

of the Board, obtain any financial assistance they may 

require, mainly from the commercial banks. Through 

storage contracts, the Board does, however, in cases of 

need, assist the merchants and commercial millers with a 

certain amount of direct finance. 

In the case of distributors and processors of maize, 

the Board provide s only a limited amount of financial 

facilities. Payment is usually made against invoice, 

provided a suitable guarantee has been given to the Board. 

The time it takes to present an invoice depends, of 

course, on postal facilities, and can amount to a few 

days. These buyers therefore operate mainly on their own 

funds, together with the facilities they may obtain 

from Commercial Banks. 

In the last few years the Board has, however, sold 

maize to distributors and wholesale buyers on a 60 days' 

basis, provided that the Board holds a suitable guarantee 

from such a buyer. Surprising though it may seem, very 

little use has been made of this facility. 

Trade credit appears to be fairly freely available 

from dist ributors and millers to any merchants who buy 

their maize and maize products . At this stage in the 

distribution process, any additional financial require­

ments that are not taken care of by credit facilities, 

are met out of the buyers' own funds or out of facilities 

from Commercial Banks. 

For its own financial requirements the Board makes 

use of the f~nds it has available in its reserves. If 

necessary, the Board can also obtain an advance from the 

South African Reserve Bank. It is, however, very rarely 

tLg_t it makes use of this facility . 

In connection with the export trade, the sales of 

maize are financed by the Board for only a v ery short 

period . The whole purchase price of such maize being due 
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to the Board frcm the buyer before the maize is actually 

loaded on board ship. Financing by the Board is thus 

limited to the period between the time when the Board has 

paid its agent for the maize supplied and the date on 

which the Board receives payment from the exporter. 

It should be pointed out that the financing of the 

export maize trade involves a considerable amount of 

financial burden and risk. Shipping is usually done per 

ship load, which means that ~ 125,000 bags at + R3-50 

each,representing ± R437,000,are concerned in each con­

signment. If the exporter has a number of shi~ loads of 

maize in transit at the same time, the finance he requires 

can amount to several million rand. It is therefore net 

surprising that the international grain trade is in the 

uands of only a limited number of large organisations.74 ) 

It is therefore certain that the State, through the 

Marketing Act and Control Board, has, in no small way, 

been responsible for considerably easing the problem of 

finance connected with the sale of maize . The stability 

of the maize price, which has reculted, has made it much 

easier for ev0ryone concerned with the internal distri­

bution of maize and maize products i;o arrange for such 

necessary financial assistance as they may r equire. 

While the tender system is the method at present 

being used by the Maize Board to sell mai ze for the export 

market, there are other methods by which the maize could 

be sold . It therefore appears right that some attention 

should at this stage be given to these other possibilities. 

74) A.P. Scholtz: Finansiering van die Landbou-afset. 
Paper read by Dr. Scholtz and subsequently 
published by the Maize Board. 

Much information on the financing of the mai?.e 
trade was a l so obtained during discussions with 
officials of t~e Mai ze Board. 
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2.g. Other possible methods of Maize Sales in the 

Foreign Market 

The efficiency of the current tender system 

employed to sell maize on the world market has on more 

than one occasion been questioned. It has often been 

stated, especially by those who do not really appreciate 

the virtues of the tender system, that the Maize Board, 

an~ the producer in the end, would do better if some 

other system for selling maize abroad were employed. 

If a better method is to be found, it would have 

to provide for the following improvements. 

1. It should increase the Board's net receipts 

per bag sold, for after all, if an alternative 

method is technically more efficient, but 

causes the export loss per bag sold to increase, 

it is still not a proposition worth considering. 

2. It should increase the volume of foreign maize 

sales for the Board, without having a detrimental 

effect on the net realisation per bag exported. 

Taking the second point mentioned above first, 

the Board iu convinced that the total volume of exports 

could not be increased by simply changing to another 

method of sale . During the years when the Republic had 

an enormous surplus of maize, ther e was some 

difficulty experienced by the South African Railways 

in shifting such a huge volume of maize from the 

interior to the ports of the Republic , but in the 

end the Railways did manage to do what was r equired 

of them. At no time, however , did the Board 

experience any difficulty in finding buyers for 

this surplus of maize. Buyars were always available 

for all the mai ze that was offered. 

The questio~ of other methods of sale must there­

for~ be viewed only from the point of view of the first 
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point mentioned above, namely whether any of the other 

methods would yield a higher net price to the Board and 

the producer. 

Various other methods have been suggested for the 

overseas sale of maize. This discussion will, however, 

be limited to the three methods most often suggested. 

a. The appointment of Overseas Agents 

Overseas Agents, operating on a commission basis~ 

could be appointed to sell maize on behalf of the 

Board at predeter mined prices, or at prices to be 

negotiated. There are, however, ~number of dis­

advantages attached to such an arrangement, the main 

ones being as follows . 

1. It would be exceedingly difficult to find a 

r eally good and reliable agent who was 

prepared to specialise only in South African 

maize. 

2. If, on the other hand, the agent is also 

deal ing in maize from other sources or in 

other cereals, it would be a lmost impossible 

to assess whether the agent is doing his 

best to promote the sale of South African 

maize over and above the sale s of his other 

interes ts. 

3. When an agent is appointed to operate on behalf of 

a principal, it will still r eqQire a limited amount 

of direct contact betw~en buyer and seller . I t is 

therefore by no means certain that marketing costs 

will be reduced and that the Board ' s net realisation 

will be gr eater than it is at pr esent under the 

tender system. 

4. For a proper pricing policy to b e applied, the 

Board would probably have to se l l on a cost , 
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insurance =reight basis, or alternatively on a 

cost and fre ight basis. This would involve the 

Board in full scale operations in the freight 

market,which would mean increased professional 

staff who were experts in this field. Such 

additional staff must in the end result in 

increased over heads . Therefore, unless the 

Board can be sure that such overseas agents 

will do everything in their power to promote 

the sales of South African maize, it is more 

than likely t hat the appointment of overseas 

agents would increase the Board's costs per 

bag sold, and so reduce its net price realised. 

It is well worth noting that the Rhodesian 

Grain Marketing Board once employed an agent in 

London to dispose of all its surplus grain. 

The result was that the net price realised by 

the Rhodesian Board through the agent was con­

siderably less than that r ealised by the South 

African Maize Board operating under the tellder 

system. The Rhodesian Board has since switched 

back to the tender system and a Commission of 

Inquiry in 1962/3 reco.rn.mended that "the existing 

arrangements for disposing of exports should be 

maintained" • 75) 

b. Setting up the Board's own overseas sales organisation 

As pointed out previously, competi tj.on on "the 

world grain market is very keen indeed. Not only 

must South African maize compete with maize from the 

Argentine and U.S.A., but it must also compete with 

7~) Report of the Commission of enguiry into the Maize 
and Small Grain Industry of Northern and Southern 
Rhodesia, 1962/3 , Paragraph 140. 
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other feedstuffs such as barley, oats, sorghums, feed 

wheat and non-grain fodder. The broad level of prices 

for all these is governed by the general levels of supply 

and demand over which the South African Maize Board 

obviously has no control. Whether it will be to the 

benefit of the Maize Board to set up an overseas sales 

organisation of its own, therefore really depends on 

whetb~r such an organisation will be able to perform all 

the marketing services more cheaply than is at present 

being doue by the various grain traders. Naturall~ if the 

Board has to accept the price as given, it can only in­

crease its net realisation per bag sold in the foreign 

market by cutting down on its marketing costs. 

The Board is of the opinion that it will not be able 

to achieve the same coverage of markets as is being 

achieved at present at costs lower than the margin on 

which the exporters are operating. 

The Board bases this view on the following con­

sideration. 

1. On account of political considerations, the Beard 

would not at present be able to cover markets in 

certain countries that are at the moment being 

taken care of by the international grain traders. 

The total number of markets effectively covered 

would therefore be reduced if the Board sets up 

its own sales organisation. Another fact that 

must be taken into account,is that it would tak~ 

a considerable period of time before the Board 

can effectively establish the world wide network 

of contacts , which i s at present available to it 

through the international g~ain traders. 

2. The overheads of the Board per bag of maize sold 

would be in exce ss of the corresponding costs to 
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the exporters. With its own selling organisation the 

Board would be in direct competition with the present 

exporters and would need the services of highly 

specialised personnel, who can only be had at very 

high salaries. The sales organisation would therefore 

involve the Board in considerable expense, and as all 

the costs can be recovered only by the sales of South 

African maize, which would be fairly small in respect 

of the individual sales areas, the cost of the 

organisation per bag of maize sold must be higher than 

that of the eXporters. 

3. To meet the needs of overseas buyerssthe Board would 

be required to review the market as it was at that 

time, and then to make sales for delivery six or 

more months ahead. As the sales organisation would be 

restricted to dealing only in South African maize, the 

Board would be more vulnerable than exporters in such 

instances. Current exporters do "hedge" such tran­

sactions in the established and recognised futures 

markets overseas. The Board, however, would Pot be 

able to go in for hedging, with the result that it 

would have to take far more risk than the exporters 

at present do, alternatively, it would have to forego 

such forward sales. 

4. Because the present tender system provides for competi-

tion, it ensures that the Board shares i n the 

exporters correct anticip~tions of prices. If en the 

other hand the exporter wrongly interprets the foreign 

markets and quote s too high a price, he onl y i s the 

loser, the Board has made its sale and is never called 

upon to share losses with a.n exporter who has in­

correctly anticipated the market. "If an exporter 

sold short in anticipation of a decrease in prices and 

the market does go down, the exporter has an advantage 
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over his competitors at the time when maize in that 

shipping position is put up to tender by the Board. The 

particular exporter, in order to ensure that he would 

cover his requirements, would utilise the 'reserve' to 

outbid his competitors and the Board would thus receive a 

higher price than would otherwise have been the case."76 ) 

On the other hand,if the price does not decline as 

antic~pated by the exporter, his competitors would in any 

case be selling at prices higher than he anticipated. 

The important point is that the Board would not be worse 

off, but, because bids would be guidAd by market levels, 

the exporter who sold short would be compelled to outbid 

his competitors if he does not want to be faced with 

defaulting on his contract. In such a case the Board 

vould be the benefactor as a result of the wrong 

anticipations of the exporter. 

If, however, the Board itself took all these risks, 

the best it could ever hope for would be, in the long 

run, to break even while it maintained its turnover. It 

is therefore clear that the Board is, in fact, under the 

tender system, better off than would be the case if it 

established its own overseas selling organisation. 

c. The Fixing of prices at which the Board would dellver 

Maize at the ports for e!Port 

I f the Board adopted this procedure, it could 

succeed only if it operated a perfect pricing policy 

which, while theoretically possible, is seldom achieved 

in practice. 

If the Board sets the price to0 low, it would be the 

loser, because it would receive l ess than would have been 

the case if it had given buyers an opportunity to compete 

76) "The South African Export Trade in Maize." Part II, 
Miel ienuus , Official Journal of the Maize Board, 

Pretoria, September 1963. 
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with each other for the maize offered. 

Conversely, if it sets the price too high, it would 

still be the loser, because it would not sell any maize 

at all. Needless to say, this would result in an accu­

mulation of stocks, which could create a serious problem. 

Bearing the above two possibilities in mind, it 

would therefore appear that the Board would have no option 

but always to fix the price too low - even if just a 

little below that attainable. 

It would therefore appear that this would be a most 

unsatisfactory method of selling, es9ecially ii supplies 

on the world market are plentiful and the Board conse­

quently has to be a keen seller in order to avoid the 

accumulation of stocks and the expense involved in the 

storing of such stocks. 

As regards the most suitable method for the sale of 

maize on foreign markets, the Board's point of view can 

be summarised as follows. 

1. The volume of sales of South African maize on foreign 

markets would not be increasea above that a0hieved by 

the te~der system. In fact , the Board is convinced 

that as a body the exporters provide all the cover of 

foreign markets that is needed for South African maize. 

2. Because considerable competition exists amongst 

exporters at present participating in t~e tender 

system, the Board is certain that this competition 

provides it with the necessary protection it requires 

against any malpractices or excessive margins of 

profit to the trade. 

3. The Board is convinced that no other known method of 

marketing will provide it with a higher net 

realisation per bag than it at present obtains under 

the tender system. It is therefore sure that the 
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necessary marketing service required to sell South 

African maize in foreign countries cannot be 

performed more efficiently than is being done at 

present. 

The Board is therefore of the opinion that the 

present tender system is the most suitable for its re-

quirements and will continue to remain so, provided there 

is al~ays effective competition amongst the tenderers 

participating. It will therefore do everything it can 

to ensure that such competition is maintained, and will 

guard against any attempt to undermine the competitive 

element. 77) 

77) "The South African Export Trade in Maize", 
Part II. 1Mielienuus , September 1963 
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