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"The Ananas or Pine-apple is accounted the most 

delicious fruit not only of these Islands, but of all 

America. It is so delightful to the eye and of so sweet 

a scent that Nature may be said to have been extreamly 

prodigal of what was most rare and precious in her Treasury 

to this plant." 

"The Meat or Pulp v.rhich is contained within the 

rind, is a little fibrous, but put into the mouth i s turn 1 d 

all to juice : it hath so transcendent a taste and so 

particular to itself, that those vlho have endeavor r d to 

make a full description of it, not able to confine them­

selves to one compa rison, have borrow'd what they thought 

most delicate in the Peach, the Strawberry, the Muscadine 

grape, and the Pippin, and having said all they could, been 

forc'd to acknowledge that it hath a certain particular 

taste, which cannot easily be express 1 d. 0 

(From "History of the Carriby Islands11 by Charles de 
Rochfort, published in France in 1658. Translated by 
John Davis and published in London in 1660.) 



Chapt~r I 

The major objective of this study was to seek a 
better knowledge and greater understanding of the factors 
associated with successful pineapple farming in the Eastern 
Cape Region of the Union of South Africa. As no previous · 
investigation equally representative of commercial pineapple 
farming patterns in the ·Eastern Cape has been made, this 
study can be regarded as .a pilot survey of the labour 
structures, rates of production, combination of ent.erprises; 
marketing channels and the suitability of various districts 
in the region of study for the production of pineapples. In 
addition, the history of the pineapple in South Africa will 
be traced briefly, and the position the Union holds as a 
supplier of pineapples on the 1r10rld market, v:ill be 
investigated. 

~he importance of the Eastern Capel as a 
producer of pineapples in South Afr~ca is .well knovm, but is 
also unequivocally illustrated by the information in Table 1. 
According to estimates made by the Division of Economics a~d 
Markets for 1955/56 season, no less than 8.6.5 per ·cent of th~ 
total acreage planted to pineapples . in South Africa, was 
located in this area. Bathurst, East London and Albany, 
three of the six districts included in the estimate, were 
particularly prominent. Taken together, they cultiyated more 
than three-quarters of the total .area planted to pineapples in 
the Eastern Cape, and nearly 70 per cent of ·the total for 
South Africa. The remaining quarter of the area cultivated 
in the Eastern Cape 1rm.s located in the districts of ·Peddie, 
Komgha and· Alexandria. 

Table l 

RElATIVE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE EASTERN. CAPE . REGION AS A 
PINEA-PPLE PRODUCING AREA i1~ TF..E-·~u:Nt6N OF--SOUTH AFRICA - - ·-----·------- ·-· -.-..--··-------· ·-·····---·-----

Albany 10,901 
Alexandria 4,834 
Bathurst 16,535 
East London 12,207 
Komgha · 2,205 
Peddie ·~ ·-· ________ 4 

3 
87E) ____ _ 

Total .. Easte:rn Ca_p_L. 51 ,.22.~8 ____ _ 

18.3 
8.1 

27.7 
20.5 
3.7 
8.2 

B6.5 

Total South .Africa 59,630 100.0 
Sources : 1955/56 Estimat es by the Division of Economics 

and Markets of the South African Department of. 
Agricultural Economics and Markets. · 

Prior to World War II, the corre sponding a creages to 
those listed ~n Table 1, were a lmost microscopic by comparison. 
Due to forces and events 6~tside Sout h Africa, the pineapple 
industry suddenly spr ang into prominence immediately after the 
'~r, especially in those parts of the country where planting 

-...-.--·------·-----------·-····-· _mat.Eir_i_a_l •••• • I 
1. Abbreviation : E.C. 
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material was r eadily available. Since then , the ino.ustrv has 
gro1m to be per haps the single most i mportant source of i ncome 
for the majority· of farme rs along t he Eastern Cape -coastal 
belt . 

Shortlv after the outbreak of hostilities in 1939, 
pineapple plantations in Malava an0 Formosa, at the time pro­
Clueing more than 20 per cent of the 1:TOrl Cl. ' s total supply T·rer e 
virtually destroyed. Onl y st r ict control measures and a 
general de.crease in the ·conS1.1J1lption of luxury foods such as 
canned or even fresh pineapples, preventeG an immediate 
upsur ge i n price on the -v.rorld mar ket as a result of the sharp 
decline in procluction i n t hese 5 as Fell a s in other countri eS , . 
such as Hawa ii. At the end of the Far , the Amer ican market 
continued to absorb, as before, more than 90 per cent of all 
the Hawaiian production. Great Britai n, also a ma jor con­
sumer of both fresh and. canned pineapples before the 1var, was 
a t the end of the war l•rithout its Halayan sources of suppl y . 
At t he same time, a low gold and dollar reserve made it 
impossible to2obtain any sur plus which might be available in 
the Americas. This l ef t South Africa and Aust ralia in the 
enviable positi.on of being able to sell ·at hi gh prices as 
much as they could proc'l.uce. 

'lith a steadily rising price l evel and optimistic 
rumours that the future promised to be even bri8hter , South .. 
Afr ican production increased sev~nfold in the ten years aftE?_r · 
the vJar . Not only did this occur throue;h· the expansion of 
existing plant ations, but manv acr es never before touched ·by 
the plough were brought i nto production a.nd people from all 
walks of life came to seek their fortune in the Easter n Cape . 
As may well be i magined , the pi neapple boom 1..ras accompanied 
by some of t'he most daring land speculation in the his t ory of 
this country. ~·Jhen prices sudr'1enly began to decli ne, after 
a peak during t he 1953/54 season, bankruptcies increased, and 
to-day only the more conserva tive nm..rcomer s and ol d 
established family farms a re still left in production. 

The changes of the last decao.e have not been 
restricted solely to an increase in production . Duri ng the 
1955/56 season , the Bathurst dis t rict still had the larges t 
number of acres under pineapple cultivation and the bulk of 
all pineapples for canning in the Eastern Cape 1vere trans··· 
ported to factories in Port Elizabeth . Since then, however , 
a number of significant changes have come about. The head­
quarters of the pineapple research station 1.vas moved from 
Bathurst to Collondale near East London , and two of the 
largest canning companies in South Africa announced the 
opening of'new factories in East London . More recently, one 
of these companies further announced the intention to close 
dm.vn their · factory in Port Elizabeth and concentrate all 
canning operations in the East London factory .• 

In the l i ght of these changes , which are of vital 
importance to the pineapple farmer , it has become necessary 
to knovr more about the commercial success of the producing 
industry in the various districts of the Eastern Cape It 
is hoped that this study vrill add to the scanty body of 
stat istical knowledge available on the economic a spects of 
pineapple ~reduction, and be of use as a future guide to 
farmers ," extension officers, agricultural policy makers, and 
a l l other i ndivi<'luals concerning themselves with this 
i noust r y and region . 

__ c_pa_Qt_~.:r- _I I •••• • I_ 

2. Small quantities of fruit vrere actuallv received from the 
United States during 1946 and 1947 under a programme of 
aid for 'kstern Europe . 
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Chapter II 

. :·· 

<BIS'I'ORICAL INTRODUCTION: PINEAPPLE FARMING IN SOUTH AFRICA. 
·, :WITH PARTICWLJAR REFERENCE ·To THE EASTERN . CAPE 

'. . .. . . . . -
. ' ' 

.Most historians are agreed to- day· that the early 
home of the pineapple 1.vas probably Braz~l. ·. · Anana.s 
Microstachys, the wild Brazilian pineapple, appears to be a 
primitive ancestor, . . 1.vhich to the ordinary. observer looks " ••• 
as if some Burbank ~ad hybridized our · cultivated pineapple 
plant and· a grassn. Other writers, however, . particularly 
Moise Bertonii are of the opinion that some primitive forms of 
the pineapple occurred in Paraguay, the.original home of the 
Guarani Indians. This belief is based primarily on the 
origin of the name Anana. . . 1' The name Anana is .derived from 
the Guarani language in which 'A' signifies fruit in general 
and nill1§... meant excelling. . ••• The Guaranis, Bertoni states, 
spread the· plant and name from Paraguay in their successful 
conquest of Brazil~ the Guianas, Venesuela, Co.lumbia, Panama 
and the Antilles." c:. - · 

Columbus· first encountered the pineapple in 1493 on 
the island Guadeloupe in the. Nest Indies and then, later , on . 
other islarids in the same grotip. One of the first references · 
to it in literature was that by Peter Hartyr, a tutor to th~ 
children of Ferdinand and Isabella .;:J.t the Spanish court . 
According to a free translation from the Decades, · puplis.hed in 
1530, he writes: "The most invincible King Ferdinand deigns to 
eat another fruit from the same lands (America ); in appearance~ 
shape and color, this scale-coated fruit resembles the · pine 
cone; but in softness is the melon's equal; ,;in flavour it 
surpasses all garden fruits; but indeed it is not a tree, but 
a herb very like the Carduus (thistle) or A canthus. · To it . 
even the King himself . awards the palm. l have not eat en of . 
this fruit, because onl y one of the fel-T brought back .\.vas found 
undecayed, the others spoiled from the long· voyage.. · Those 
who recently .partook of them in their ·native soil extoll with 
admiration their pleasantness. 11 3 

· The Spanish called the . fruit· 11 Pina de India s11
; the : 

11 apple" was added by t he English. During the eighteenth cen­
tury, gardeners on the l arge estates in England displayed great 
rivalry as to who could grow the best pineapples. The culti­
vation ()f the fruit in England \vas undertaken in. ;Large hot-

_, houses that were chiefly erected for this purpose. · In 1841 
the Paris magazine, Gardener's Chronicle, also reporte;d the 
growing of Smooth Cayenne in the Royal Kitchen gardens of 
Versailles . Although the precise origin of this variety is 
somewhat obscure, it was later reported by the same magazine 
tha t the planting. material was bei ng imported from French 
Guiana . 

There· i s reas on to believe that pineapples were 
planted it: 'South tfr-.ica ·for the first time during the time of ' 
Jan van Rle_beec~ . Three years aft er he ha.d ·l an ded at the . 

·- -- ·- - - - - - -- --.-- . _ _ CaJ2..<?__ ~-~--~-·-J--,..----
l. Johnss>n , Maxwell 0 . , The Pineappl e , p.l. 

Pacifi'c· Press, Honolulu, Hawaii , 1935. 
Par adi se of t he 

'2 . Ibid, p.l. 

3 .• Ibid , p . 2 . 

4 •. Metr owich, F . C., As segai over the Hi l ls, Timmins, Cape To~, 
' ' 1953 . ' 

Clark , L.H ., Pynappelbou in die Oostelike Distrikte vah die 
Kaa p-provinsie, Departement van Landbou, Pamflet .. No.l02 ,--
Pr et oria , 1931. · \ 
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Cape , in 1655, pineapple plants arrived from South America and 
iN"ere plante·d in the shadow of Table 11ountain. Due to . 1.vhat is 
to-day known ·as adver se climatic conditions, the ex·periment 
failed , a·nd·· it 1tJ"aS not until" approximately t1v0 centuries lat er 
that pi neapples were again planted i~ South Africa - this time 
in Natal . The origin.of t he plant i ng material for the second 
experiment is un,certe.in . · 

. . . A pu-blic meeting of the inha.bitants of the newly 
formed village of Albert iri Natal and neighbou;rhood l•ras held 
on May 29th , 1852, under the chairmanship of Alexander 
-Giffor d, Esq • . on." the estate "Compensation11

, the purpose of the 
~eeting being to discuss the agri.cultural potential of the 
area . At the meeting, Mr. Mark J. M'Ken , curator of the 
Agricultural Gardens at D' Urban 11 

• •• said that from the 
exper ience · he · has ha·d ·in Natal , he cou.ld ··sneak posit i vely as 
to .. the suitability of both soil .agd climate for the grovrt h 
of VEl:r i ous tro.pica·l plants . . He had been engaged for the last 
eleven mop.ths superint.en.ding tl)e gardens of . the Natal 
.\gricultural Soci ety , and nuring that per iod had introduced or 
cultivated several plants successfully , - ginger, turmeric, 
a rnatta ·, pine apple, arrowroot , tous '":'les.-mois, or French 
arro"~tJr.oot, china gras s, etc . 11 5 At the same meeti p.g , Mr. 
I:a thbone, vJho had previou.sly r~s ided for 16 years. in 
i1a.uritius., express.ed great confidence in the future of Natal · 
as a p~neapple-growing area . 11 Pineapples thr ive better . her e , 
apd· possess f;i.ne flavour; the Queen Pine, "\vhich is the finest 
descr-iption of· the "pine planted in Hauritius, grows here equal 

. i n s::Lze to the - common Cr e.ole Pine." 6 Fr om Mr-. Rathbone ' s . 
statement :we gather that -pineapples had already been harvested 
in Natal and -could, therefore, not have been one of the pl ants 
int:ro.duced by Mr. M' Ken during t he eleven months of his 
associ ation. ~ith the Natal Agricultural Society. According 
to the annual re·port submitted by Mr .• M' Ken to the Natal 
Agri-cultur al and Horticultural Society on August 2nd the · same 
year, it wap i .ndicated that there were al;p-eady mor e than 1,000 
plants established in his gardens by 1852 . "Gentlemen, I 
:1ave gr eat pleasure in laying before you my second annual - re-
nort . Since my last report dated 22nd. August 1851 , I have 
prepared a consideraple ~uantity of land, say near ly four 
a cr.es,. on the , h i ll·, :where I p;Lanted various plants anc'l. s eeds 
t hat have been presented to the Soc i ety , and. I am truly happy 
to· ?a.y that ne.arlv the whole of them have succeeded satis- · 
fa.ct.orilyp · •. :. The Pine Apple plants , of l:rhich we possess ··· 
about ·twelv e . hundred, have also done w·ell and from them I ho.pe 
to have sufficient to supply the sub.scribers in a few months."7 
Pinea·pple plants must , therefor e, have ·been brought to Natal 
before 185-0. It is said· that the· first pineapples were 
brought to Nat.al by a group of. American missionaries who 
arrived at Durban about 1830·.e Although missionar ies at the 
time usually travelled ver y light, it is not unlikely that 
they should have brought a few plants with them. . These were 
then planted, they thr ived, and had increased to more than 
1,000 twenty years later . Another possibility. is that pine-
apples could have been brought to Natal from Mauritius by 
:;eople like Mr-.·· Rathbone, \•rho came to settle permanently • 

• 
- ·-·-· ___ · ____ .:_· ____ . __ . -~--. _. ~·--·--·. - .. - .. b.J-..tJ~op.Jill.. - ·-~!_J. ____ ·- ·-

5 . Van de Sandt, B. J. , The .9ape Q;( Go_Qq HQ.P_~ ~-l~Jl..§l._Q and Annual 
Jie_g_ist§l: for 1..~, p :2b3, Cape To•rn, 1 852 . ·· •· 

6. Ibid, p . 264 . . .. 

.. . 
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Although Queens were probably the first var i ety 
introdu.ced to Natal , Cayennes \vere also ~rown at an early 
sta.ge. · In 1866 the Natal· M'e:r:g_ury .r ?ported " • . • Mr • . .Steele 
has sho\vn us a sa!)1ple ·pf cayenne, just made by h i m, havi ng a 
deep and most ·beautiful bloom, together with a fine flavour, 
tvhich is pr oduced by means . of picking the pods at a later date 
than ~·rhen a lighter colour is required . He expects to have 
two tons this year . Mr . Steele .also pulled in h i s gar den , 
the other day, an apple weighing ten ounces, and thirteen · 
inches r ound."9 

It is ~l~ost certain that the first pineapples to 
arrive in the Eastern Province were obtained f r om Natal; not 
with .the int ention of propaga ting th.e fruit in this area , but 
r a t her for f r esh consumpt ion . Pi neapple exports f r om Natal 
to the -'Cape Province took place fairly regularly during the 
third ·quarter of the nineteenth century. On 2nd Februar y , 
1865, for instance , shipping intelligence r eported that 40 
sacks of pineapples had arr i v ed in Por t Elizabeth from Blain & 
Co . i n the NArALlA screw steamer. lO This, however, was not 
the first shipment, for at th~ time pineapples were already 
being grown in the Eastern Cape; probably from crowns f r om 
fruit imported fr om Natal at some earli er date . On December 
4th , 1865, the .C:U.:a..h..?-_mstown J ourna_1_ reported 11 

• • • :Je fQr got to 
mentton Mr . Dobson ' s P.ineapples . In his hot-hou!3e {Ui tenhage7 
he has a number rapicUy __ coming to maturity , ano we have no 
doubt · will soon equal l.thos_g7 imported from Na tal . 11 In other 
words, Mr . Dobson ' s pineappl~s _whi.ch '''ere coming to maturity 
in 1865 were· probably planted during t he latter half of 1 863. 
Whether Hr . Dobson was the first to experiment is uncertain , 
but he v1as no douht one of the first to be successful . A 
letter from ~~lter Smith, written elevep days after the report 
about Mr . Dobson ' s pineapples, indicates that pineapples wer e 
then still very much a novelty in this area: " But , . sir , how­
ever desirable it may be to introduce new fruits , new f l mvers , 
trees, shrubs, and grow the aristocratic pineapple, and fill 
our garo.ens , .. ;i th all the wealth of the vegetable k i ngdom , are 
we at the same time seeking vror k for our present destitute 
population by int rooucing fresh products into the colony to 
give employment to our people?11 11 . 

The important event, ·which ev entually led . to the 
establishment of large- scale comme'rcial 'pineapple plantations 
in the Eastern Cape , . took place· in Grahamsto.wn. It is very 
likely that some of the pineapples that were imported. from 
Natal also became avai'lable .on the Grahamstown m·arket from t i me 
to time, either from Po·rt El'i zabeth , out· more likelv from Port 
Alfred . '' About 1863, Hr . Charles Pur don, the son of an ·1820· 
settler, ... obtained about 40 pineapple crowns from a ha irdresser : 
shop, owned by Mr. Lindsay . Green in Bathurst Street , 
Grahamstown . As an experiment they 1rere planted in the 
garden of hi s farm "Thorndon11 in t he Bathur st di strict . There 
they took root; but as they 1-Tere liable to be raided , by stock, 
were afterwards moved to virgin soil on a hillsicl.e . Under 
these conditions 1.vhich we n oH 'know to be ideal for pineapples, 
they flouv~shed and bore fruit . Mr. Purdon brought his first 
three fruits to the Grahamstown market tog ether wit h a load of 
fire,vood . One· fruit was handed round in s lices for people to 

-·-- __ .:ta_s_t_ e~ _ •....!....!- "-" .:..;../ __ _ - ·-. --~-------------
' ' 

9 . 9ra~~~~to1•1L1 IQ~~q~-~ ) Februa r y 12th , 1866 . 

10. Ibid, Februa r y 2nd, · l 866 . 

11 . Iqid, Dec ember 15th, 1865. 
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t.::tste the novel tv. The other t\•TO , 1·.rhen put up for auct ion, 
brought in 20s. ,3.nd l~s . respectively . The loac. of firel!/'ood 
va.s sold for 20s . The Purdon familv increased their piant -
ings by vegetation propagation, and supplied t heir neighbours 
~~th planting material, so that within a few years a new 
i ndustry in t he region , pineapple g rowing, was established . 11 12 
'l'he Purdon family , however, was not the only source of planting 
naterial . "There vrere three women, farmers 1 \•rives, who used 
to go dm-m to Port Alfred to sell their produce. One day 
L.ey saw a few pineapples on a coaster and they arr anged with 
a sailor to bring them a few slips of . the pines for planting. 
:Ie did , an0 the slips were taVen by a Hrs. Hartley t o · her 
~orne in Bathurst. They did not thrive and changed -ownership 
sever al times . "13 Aga in Mr . Purdon stepped i nt.o the picture . 
~ie came to look at the wilting plants and, vli th the owners 1 

permission, they ·.vere collected for him in a sugar pocket i n 
wb.ich he took them t o 'his f1.rm and planted them on a natural 
slope facing the sun. They thrived. . · 

Thes e first pineapples to be planted in the Eastern 
C:~pe were Queens. The Cayenne variety 1-vas only intro.duced 
t-vm decades later and also · came .from Natal. This time Mr • . · 
' "illiam Purdon ,- son of Charles Purdon, bought some fruits f r om 
t t:e s hop of Mr. J.J. Vroom in High Street; Grahamstown. 
According to Mr..!. Vroom 's br other, vrho is still aliv'e and in 
his 92nd year Ll96Q7, these plants were sold to Hr . Purdon in 
·?.bout 1890. · 11A bout 70 years ago , my brother Jim had a seed . 
-:tnc< greengr ocer s hop on the corner of Hill and 'HiBh streets, 
nhere Continental Fa.shions are located at present. Up to 
t~1at date, about 70 )iears ago., Purdons had had grown Queen 
pines in· the Bathurst district . My brother had some giant 
pines in h i s shop when Mr. Hil Purc.on came in and sa1.v . . the · 
pines ; he asked my brother if he could get him some p:;Lan:ts. 
~1y brother agreed, and sent t o Natal to get them for Mr. 
Pu.rdon. " l'T 

The early development of the pineapple industry was 
slow compared with the post ~lorld War II . era. In the · 
beginning , when production was limited and pineapples enjoyed 
a high prestige value, only the wealthy could afford to buy 
t h is luxury fruit . Market reports for January 1 868 show t hat 
0ineapples sold for lls. to lls . 6d. per dozen on the 
Grahamstot<rn market, compar eo.

5
to ?s . per hundred for pears and 

ls . lOd. per dozen for eggs.l In 1879 supplies wer e still 
limited and during the off - season pineapples sold for 3s-. each 
on the Grahamstown market . l6 In 1903, pineapp~es were 
reported to be growing 1-vell in Bathurst, Grahamstown anq 
Peddie, but quanti ties t<rere s till extr emely limited by to ­
de.v 1 s standards and are unlikely to have exceec1.ed 50 tons. 
it Bathurst was found i'n places to be admirably sui te_d for- the 
r; rowth of fruit trees, and of late years farmers have ·recog­
nised this and proceeo .. ed vigorously to make the best of . their 
op~)ortunities .· At the pr esent there are upward of 145,000 

. .... . - .. ·:·:-· .. _ ·---~ -~ ____ ___ .:.. ___ ·--.-- ·- _ ·-- ·-··· .. _____ __ILi_n._e_a_.p.J21!31L-~-~L __ _ 

1 2 . Gill, G.A'., Tl}_~ Local _)2_ine_9:.Qi?.J.~ .~P.dU§.tJ.'v _f!p._g its Backgr_Quno, 
Bathurst Fa·rme rs 1 Union , G-rahamstmvn . 

13 . Information supplied by lJinifred :-1. :.rebster, Fort Beaufort, 
from the papers of the late George Cawood Nelson . -

14. From information supplied by W.H. Vroom, Port .. Alfred . 

15. 9...~-~l!a!Jlst..Q.}in JQJ:lr:_qal, January 27th, 1 868 . 

l6 . Ibid, November 19th , 1 879 . 
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pi neapples planted in the district ••• 11 17 In discussing the 
availability of fruit .. in. the .Cape during April, Hay", and June , 
the same s ource stateq: 11 The remainder of the supplies for 
these months is f r om Natal , v.rhence our market is usually 
flooded with small pineapples and bananas. A gr eat many of 
the former are, however, now gr own along the Eas tern coast of 
the Cape, ~nc there can be l ittle dou~t that this industry will 
increa.se year bv year to very considerable dimensions . The 
growers began the proper way , namely by discarding the small , 
hard skinned and half grown \.vildling pine that has so long been 
·foisted upon us, ·and going to Ceylon and the ~Test Indies for 
the very best s orts procurable ., 18 The last sentence would 
seem to indicate that a better quality fruit was gr own in the 
Eastern Cape , either as a result of careful selection of plant­
ing mater i al, or because other varieties -vmre a ctuall y imported 
from Ceylon and .the tvest Indies. It is possible that the 
writer \vas r ef er:ring to the Cayenne pineapple 1\/hich had only 
recently been int~oduced from Natal . 

. . 
Despit.e the optimism expressed by writers a t the turn 

·of the century as to the future of pineapple production in the 
Easter n Cape , th~ .expansion of the industry was r estricted by 
the· Size of the qomestic market . At the time, the 
possibili ties of. export ing pineapples successfully over long 
distances, were still uncertain, but the local paper reported 
favourably on the potential of the export trade , especially 
if us e was made of col d storage . 11 A lady, v.Jho left the shores 
of South Africa a couple of months ago on a health visit, to 
England , took with her a couple of dozens of pineapples . 
They were grown and packed by Mr . C.J . Ansley of Trappes 
Valley. They were carefully packed in a box, and paper 1.vas 
wrapped around each pine . As they were packed a v.reek before 
the ·l ady left Gr ahamstov.m for Port Eiizabeth, quite a month 
elapsed from the t:i,me they were plucked to. the date they 
arrived in England , yet on reaching England they were found to 
be perfectly sound. ~ The passenger kept them in her cabin 
during the voyage. ~ If such good r esults can be obtained· 
without the a i d of the r efrigerator, .what might be expected if 
pineapples were exported on ships fitted up with cold storage 
appliances? There woulo surely be no occasion for pinegrowers 
t o .. s,ell their enormous supplies of f r uit at the ruinously ·low 
prices 1,1hich they have r ealised at times during the past f~w 
seasons - pr i ces which have proved dishear tening to pro-
du'cer s . ,, 19 . 

The val~e .of the f r esh export trade fluctuated 
con.s.i:der ably over the period for v!.hich r ecords a r e available , 
but r emained at comparat ively low levels . According to 
information contained in Table 2 , it was only after the first 
Vorld "Wlr that the export value for fresh pineapples began 
to assume major proportions . However,.not much progress 
was made, and during the depression of the early 1930' s and 
again· during 1'/or ld War II, the export trad~ came to a virtual 
standstill . It was only after 1950 that the value of this 
trade for the first time exceeded £100 , 000. Until the out ­
break .of the second vlorld 1·a r, more than half of t he local 
pineapple production was consumed on the local fre sh mar ket, 

but •• ••• / 

17 . f3u-rton , A. R.A. , CaJ2e· Colony for the Se"'ttler , J . C. Juta & 
Co., Cape Town , 1903 . 

18 . Ibid, p . 47 . 

19. Graham st mm. Jour.Jlal, June 30th, 1904 . 
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Tabie 2" 

THE· VALUE· OF FRESH AND CANNED PINEAPPLE EXPORTS FROM 
--_-f_HE--u=Nfo~ OF SOUTB' AFRICA FRQtl_ 121I--T6-~i9.f9-· --- . . . 

. ' 

-*-·- ·---- ·---------·- Total known 
Year Value· of fresh Value of canned value of · 

export export canned and 
fr·esn pine-

----.. ·-----.------ app;le expor.ts 
' £ £ £ 

1911 826 n.a. 826 
1912 . 1,244 n .a. 1,244 
1913 1 ,-687 n.a. 1,687 
1914 2,407 n.a. 2 ,"407 
1915 879 n.a •. 879 
1916 365 n.a"' 365 
1917 295 n . a. 295 
1918 247 n.a . 247 

.. 1919 366 n.a . 366 
1920 1' 516 ' n.a. 1,516 
1921 7,789 n.a. 7 '789 
1922 26,970 .n.a. 26,970 
1923 . 9 ' 914 n .a. . 9,914 
1924 12 ,660 68,474 . . · 81,134 
1925 13,855 58,150 72,005. 

.1926 17,418 49,259 66,677 
1927 9, 748 56,750 66,498 
1928 . . 3,059 30,905 33,964 
1929 15,414 49,836 65,250 
1930 2 , 835 26 , 651 29,486 
1931 2,322 15,288 1'7,610 
1932 5,931 . 9,114 15' o45 
1933 10,406 11,454 21,860 
1934 14,439 7,594 22 '033 
193-5 12,878 11,194 

' • 
24' 072 

1936 14,420. . 18,143. 32 '563 . 
. ·1937 8, 726 19,280 28 ,006 

1938 11,923 16,671 28,594 
. ' 

1939 21,414 18,044 39,458 
1940 9' 711. n.a. 9, 711 
i'41 1 , 916 

. ' l,916 n._a. 
1942 . 2,507 n.a. 2,507 
1943 2,007 n.a. 2,007 
1944 2 ,157 n.a. ''2 ,157 
1945 1-, 331 7,788 .. 9,119 
. 1946 . 1,115. 37,814. 38,929 
1947 50,_853 29,076 79,911 ' 
1948 2,835 200,562 203,397 
1949 3 ,2.11 188,801 192,012 
1950 89,202 495,347 584 , 549 
1951 325,136 789,356 1,114,402 
1952 334,091 578 ,744 ·912 ,835 
1953 385,689 1,382 '025 1,767, 714 
1954 223,666 2,372,648 '2,596 ,314 . 
1955 · -2Y-4,2i4 . 1,451,981 1,696,195 
J,. 956 184,363 2,075,188 2,259,551 
1957 142' 522 
1958 

~ . . . ~ 

·188,428 
1959 * 159,3'96 ' 

Source: Gill, ~· cit. 
Foreign Trade Statistic·s . 
Excise, Pretoria . 

* Preliminary .. 

2,376' 517 2 '519' 039 
3,237,540 3 ,425' 968 
2' 518 ,256 2 , 677,652 

Departmen,t ·?.f Customs and 
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but prices recei ve.c( were not sat_isfactory . . r-t · was · only the· .. 
limited capacity of the cahnihg industrv a:nd =the poor keeping 
qualities of the fresh pineappl~ which prevented_ lar ger·· . 
quanti ties be-ing sold on the export market.. In 1922, when 
pineapples sold for as little as 4ta:.· per dozen, it. was made 
compulsory for all members of the Bathtirs·f· Farmers 1 Union to 
export ·their p:Lneapple·? through the co-operative . 20 Con­
ditions did not _improve ·much·. . In a letter from an export 
agent· to -t he local ne1.vspa per- it wa s stat~d tha_t 11 

• • • i"Jhi lst in 
London during the past sea-son , our Nr •. Holland was very_ struck 
with the considerable drav.rback to increas:j..o.g t ·o- any consider­
able extent tpe export in pineapples ouing ·to their non-keeping 
qual i ties .: The .limited quantities that go over regularly are 
readilv disposed of bv .the overseas agents, including our . 
principals, Messr s .• J.oseph Travers &.Sons, Ltd., but unless 
the retailers manage to sell them withi n five or six days after 
they are taken from cold storage, they made a dead loss 'on 
their purchase . · In consequence only a small percentage of 
dealers in fruit can be induced to deal in pineapples at all, 
whereas if the keeping qualities could be improved, even to · 
give dealer~ ten qays in-which to retail their pines , the ·_ . 
volv.me of t r ade . could be expanded out of all proportion to its · 
present restricted limits.. .. Grocers throughout the United 
Kingdom .as a rule only deal in four kinds of £ruit, all good 
keepers, viz ., ora~ges, bananas, . app_les, and Almenia grapes . 
Think .. of lvhat it could mean in Lower Albany if pineapples · . . 
could be adCI.ed to this list. 11 ~1 . · . _·· _ 

._ ... 

Pineapple growing "t.Ja.S only es:tabli shed oil a sound and 
more permanent basis after the development of the canning 
industry in the · Easter n Cape . The fir st canning factory \vas 
opened at Port .El i~a beth by the Scjrlesiilger Organisat-ion of 
South Afr ica in. September 1919 und~r the name of the African 
Canning and Packing Corporation, ·_Ltd . African Canners ·did 
take fruit from individual grmrers_, but it was mainly 
established f.o r _ the. processing of l.;l.rge tonnages o:f fruit from 
the .Langholm Estates iri the Bathur.st ·district 7 which was also 
under the management of the Schlesinger Organisation. Pro-
ducing mainly Queens, pineapple production on these Estates 
reached approximatelv 3,000 ton during its peak production 
period . l.tlith·the intention of intensive cultivation and land 
settl·ement, plots of five acres of developed p-ineapple l and 
were sold to people all over the_ 1.vorld. In order to facili-
tate -the · transportation of their fruit to the canning factory , 
the management also undertook the build.ing of ail e ight mile 
railway link with :the main line -between Gr ahamst.own and Por t 
Alfred~ · 

At the time 9ptimism was rupning high about the. 
future of the Langholm Estates and the fruit growing indu~try 
in the, Ea-stern_ Cape . 11 In recent ,years Bathurst and Lo"wer· · 
Albany :have, 1vitnesse,d .. a . gr eat .expansion of the fruit growing 
industry; there is no better example _of _what can be. done by . 
close application, the adoption a.f .9c~entific . methods and a 
forwa:rd policy than that pr-esented by the. Langho_lm Estates, the 
progress of which cannot be arrested by any ordinary obstacle , 
_however great. it . .may .appear to be . 11 22 Extensive experiment -
ation was carried out at Langholm with fertilisation and im­
proved methods of plan~ing and then often these r esults were . . . 

------ --- .. --- · _ ______ t_tl_e. J _ • ~·~.:../ ______ _ 

20 . Grahamstown y~qcott '2 D~i~2 ~ail, Februar y 15th, 1922. 
' . 

21. Ibid, January 12th, 1927. 

22. I bid , Januar y 12th, 1922. 
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the only available guide on pineapple cultivation that the 
government . horticulturist h.ad at his disposal • . . In 1932 Mr. 
S.H .• Clark , tll.e go'vernmen.t horticulturist · in Port Elizabeth 
statecl' 11 

• • • :that he was a great believer. in the use of paper 
mulch . !vhen planting out a s exper iments 1<Ti th this a.t Langholm 
had shovm an . ave.rage 'increas~ of. 14. ounces in the fruit and 
33 per cent 1n total crop_. 11 2J · 

The run . of Langholm as a frui t ·growing coric·ern was 
not as long as people had originally anticipated . The five 
acre . plots we're found to be uneconomical and the settlers left 
the.m lying fallow. - The 1·ride fluctuations in t .emperature and 
the ~ecreasing value of pineapples on the export market, .also 
ma.de the growing of pineapples on the main estate an unsuccess--
ful undertaking . In 1935 the management was reor ganised , the 
plots . 1-·rere bought hack 1-v-here the owner was prepared to sell 
and all pineapples r·rere destroyed to make way for cattle · 
gr azing . . · · 

. Despite the expansion of _ production in :the area , 
the suitability of Bathurst and Lower Albany for pineapples 
vm.s never. accepted· by all • . . In 1927, Mr . Joubert , i;;_hen . 
p~~ncipal of the _Grootfontein College of Ag~icultur~; gave the 
results of · experiment.s vihicl:). had been conducted at Bei thurst. 
He considered Bathurst to .'he entirE!l't a sheep district ~ The· 
numbers .of sheep in the cUst.rict had. increased by more than 
17~000 ·to 21,000 over the· previous five ye·ars . ·· The a r ea was 
not sui ted to the grm.ving of wheat, but barley , he thought, ,. 
could do 1•Iell. · 11 If the district is never to be anything else 
than a thriving sheep farmi ng and barley growing area it will 
do well."~4- Mr. Joubert's recommenoations 1-vere not received 
without demur. A week .later a letter in . the loGal paper 
accused Mr . Joubert,. ?t ~ ·§.1 . , . of .forgetting 9. bout the fruit . 
growi ng in Bathurst . : 11 Take our pineapples, which <1re s.t ated 
by experts as equal . to any pr oduced ,in the world. 11 2' . · However , 
even as late as 1 936 pineapples ; wer~ sti ll_not .listed amongst 
the . agricultural products of prominence in. Albany, . Bath1:1rst 
and Alexandria. The products l i sted were : barley, oa't.s; 
wheat, mealies, kaffi r corn, potatoes, tobacco, ground nuts, 
lucerne, butt er and cheese , ~ool and mohair . 

Although the export 'value of canned pineapples was 
relatively nigh during the first y~ar f9r which information ls· 
available (see . T?-ble 2), it declined steadi1y until 1939 when 
the trade came to a virtual standstill for . the five years 
during TtJorld 1'/ar II. It ,;,a s only in 1945 that exports \vere 
resumed on a small sc~le, but the insatiable demand· for 
canned pro~ucts in the United Kingdom soon forced the prices 
receiv ed by farmers from the canning factories to increase to 
twice the pre-war level .. Supplies proved to be extremely 
elastic for prod~ction increased more than tenfold in the 
post-:war decace . .. In 1951 the ·export value of fresh a nd 
canned pineapp~es for the first . time exceeded £l,00o,ooo, after 
being les s than £100,000 only three s ~asons earlier . This, · 
of cours~ , is not an accurate. reflection of the total value of 
pineapple production in s o· far as the quantities ' consumed . 
d6me~tically are not included. For. ' the years up to . th~ : second 

~lorld · • • • 6.! - - -----..,-- ------------·-·--- ----- - ·--.- -~--· 

23. .Q.:r.a.h_a_m_~_t_Q~l1 I.q_urn~1, Jul v 27th, 1932. 

24-. ·Ibid, November · lOth, 1927-, 

25. Ibid, November i6th 9 1927. 
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Uorld War approximately half the country's total production 
\oras sold on the local market. Thereafter, total production 
and the export trade increased to the extent ~iliere to-day 
less than one-fifth of the total proo.uction is consumed 
locally as either fresh or processed fruit. If these 
factors are taken into consideration anc1 allowances a.re made 
for .'price variations, the information in Table 2 provides a 
useful indication of the growth of the country's pineapple 
industry. 

. · · It is unlikely that the production of pineapples in 
the Eastern Cape ever exceeded 1o,oqo tons until after 1945. 
As such, therefor~, its importance in the farm economy of 
the Eastern. Cape coaBtal b'elt was negligible until the start . 
of the po;=;t -war era. 

Chapt e r III ••••• / 
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In ·thi s chapter, ·with the aic~ of maps, the "location 
of the Tegion of study ~ill be pinpointed anrl des~ribed to show 
some relevant geographical det ails. Attention will be drawn 
to c.limatic va.riations 1..rithin the reeion and comparisons wi ll 
be made with . othe.r . producing·' a r eas in this countr:r , ·as 1..rell as 
other countries prominent in thE: pr oduction of pineapples. 
The importance .of the right climate can never be overemphasised 
as it is bound to 'form the crux of ·an\7 definition of 
I marginality I in pineapple proC!uction. Evi·dence available on 
climatic variations in this chapter is of too general a nature 
to be taken as conclusive . It .. will, hov.rever, serve as a 
reminr1.er that climate must never be taken for granted in an 
economic discussion of the grm..ring of pineapples; for vJhere 
climate is unsuitable , even a high price pa i o. to the farmer 
is seldom high enough to make its grouing a successful 
proposition. 

The a rea of s t udy is the east er n port ion of the Cape 
? rovince, and is located in the south-eastern corner of the 
Union of South Africa . It forms an integr al part of the Cape 
Province for administrat ive purposes. The interior of the 
region is semi- arid in nature and favourably suited to the 
prod.uction of wool and mohair on an extens ive scale. The 
coastal region, on the other hand, has a hi ~her rainfall and 
a number of commodities can be produced vith success . The 
.. nea incluc1es tvJO major ports, Port Eliza beth and East London, 
1.-J'hich handle the bulk of South African wool and virtually all 
its pineapple exports. Both cities support a large industrial 
community vrhile Port Elizabeth constitutes one of the five 
ma jor urban markets in the country. 

Pineapple growing is virtually confined to a narrow 
strip along the coast, about thirty miles 1.o1ide an (_ t ;,vo hundred 
~iles l ong . From the ne i ghbourhooo of Port Elizabeth in the 
south - v.rest, it stretches a long t he c oas t to roughly the Great 
:t~e i river in the north - east. Hap l shm·rs t he region of study 
an~ also some of the other pineapple producing a reas in the 
Eastern Transvaa l and Natal . In addition to the areas indi -
cated. on the map, pineapples are also grown in Swazil and. 

An enlar ged map of the area (Nap 2) shows the 
CJj_stricts covered by the survey and the l ocation of the sample 
f :3. rms in each district. Komgha , East London, Peddie, Bathur st , 
Alban\' and Alexandria were the only nistricts from \vhich farms 
'ffire included in the field survey. The farms, although 
wj.c~el:r scattered~ shml an uneven distribution . From tv.JO 
isolated observat ions in the north-east near Kei Mouth l.•re move 
~oTm t h roug h tracts of native land, v.rhere pineapples a r e a t 
nresent not Erown commercially, to a heavy concentration of 
f-?..rms arounCl East London ano in t h e Kidc'l ' s Beach B.rea . Then, 
:J.. gt:-. in, tracts of native land are encounter ed bebveen Ki dd ' s 
Bea ch and the Gr eat F ish river, 1.-vhich limi ts the number of 
o~Jservations i n the area to three. The farms in the Bathurst 
c:i strict ·are mainly c-oncentrated close to the raih-ray line 
between Martindale and Port Alfred. The rest a r e evenly 
s cattered in the same pattern, :v.rhich is also cha r acteristic of 

the ••• • • ! 
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the eastern portion of the Albany district and continued into 
Alexano.ria. 

The majority of the sample farms fell '-Ti thin a 
distance of fifteen miles from the coast, v.ri th the exception 
of a few farms in the Albanv district. The area is well 
served with rail1;rays, tarmac roads and bus services. The 
great majority of farms were no more than twelve miles from the 
nearest raih..ray or bus station (Table 3). Forty-nine farms 
were, however, further than twelve miles from the nearest 
tmvn, but none more than thirty-t\,ro miles. 

Table "i 
---·--·- -t~:<-

·----- --· ·- . ------- -..... ---------·--·------ - ~·---Num-b-er·~ o:f-Farms·------.. ·------
.. ~-------· . ---- --~- . ___ _,..__.~_ - ·· .... --· - ·-.-. ..... ___ _._ .. _.. .. ...... -- ... ..... ·" .. --_.. ....... .._-.... _...... ...... -·-

Distance Railway or bus 
... . _(miJes.J __ ~- . - ·-· _ .A_t_a_t._;h_gp ____ ........ __ .. _____ ..... J.Q.\1!.1}_ • - --- ----

3 or less 
3.1 - 6 
6.1 - 9 
9.1 -12 

. 12_ .9J'_ .. Jl1Q.X.e _ ___ _. ___ _ 

27 2 
ll 3 
5 3 
8 12 

---=18 -- ----------- ·-· ------- --- __ lt2_ __ ______ --

__ .J'_Qi_a_l _______ __ -·. ·-·- --------~----- ---- ·-· ---· ··--·· M ____ Q.2_ ______ _ 

.'L9..P..OQ.C?-...P..hJL..all_d;.._Q_eolo_g_y 

The area sho\;JS a broken to undulating relief with 
relatively goocl survace drainage; it ranges from sea level to 
approximately 2,000 feet.l ' lith t he aid of nurnerous 
'
1 sprui ts" and rivers, usually entrenched in meandering 
vallevs cut into the elevated peneplane surfaces of the region, 
the surface run-off finds a way out to the sea. The slope of 
t he ridges generally ends abruptly in these natural drains and 
prevents the accumulation of transported material along the 
vla t er courses. 

The geology of the area consists mainly of lower 
Beaufort b~ds of massive ye llow-weathering and felspathic 
sandstone. This alternates with either blue, green, purple, 
or red mudstone and shales, intrusi ve dolerites ancl. later 
formations. The c'lolerite intrusion consists of inclined 
sheets with wi~e outcrops and a shallow dip, as well as 
relativelv steeply dipping dvkes. Nost of the later 
formations are aeolian in origin and have in many cases been 
consolidat ed . 

. .• - · - ~·-.... .. ··- -- ______ _ R_e_~l, __ ._._._._./ ____ .. ·-· . ··-·····--

l. Van der Merwe , C .R. - S_q_i_~ _Qr._qu.J2.s. ~lld -~-UJ2.:::Ci:.r.op_p~ gf :~Q.yt!} 
At~~~~ ' Department of Agri culture and Forestry , Chemistry 
Series No .l65, Government Printer, Pretoria , 1941. 

Davies, R . J . - f:._ _.samJlle :~r.Y.~Y. _q;[ I~r:n;Jn.g .T_y_pe.~ . . :L!l th~ 
D.i V:i.s_i_o_.n.~. o:[ ~-lb._a_l) v §:...l]._q ~a_t_h;qr_s_t. . Unpublished M. Sc. 
t hesis, Rhodes Uni versity, Gr ahamstovm , 1954 . 

2 . :;ader, C. J . - T.he .§..oi1.~ of tQ.©. Eq_?_t_e].'g Q_a.J2§.; _t_he;i.J: 
classification characteri st i cs an0 suitabilitv for the 
~C!:~ftiysi~(ign ·-of: .P1nEi0:.:.~Ji~.~§_ ;· ·p in·e·a pp-i e . .. Jie_s.ear c"h . Stat {on;-
East Lannon , 1959. 
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Red and black doloritic soils and red sandy loams, 
derived from shale, are usually preferred for pineapple 
cultivation because of their high fertility and a~equate 
drainage. Calcareous soils might make the pineapple 
chlorotic if the lime horizon is too close to the surface, 
while the grey sandy soils are usually poorly 'drained,­
especially if ·the slope decr eases . Peard and Bader attach 
considerable i mportance to good drainage in the selection of 
SDils for pineapple cultivation.3 

Most of the rain in the area can be expected during 
the summer months, but this changes significantly as one moves 
north-east from Port Elizabeth. Table 4- sho1·rs that, despite 
variations in the altitude of the station~ , an increasing per­
centage of the downpour occurs 0.uring th-e summer months as one 
moves from 33°57 ' to 32°30! south. The' precipitation usually 
occurs in the form of thunderstorms which vary considerably in 
frequencv and intensity . -The mean figures recorded in T~ble 
4- completely obscure the seasonal variation that sometimes in­
clude prolonged periods of drought, such as occurred during 
1927 and 194-9 . Further into the interior droughts are usual­
ly m0re severe. 

Most pineapples in the Eastern Cape are grown in 
a r eas 'l.vith an ann.ual rainfall of bettv-een tHenty and thirty 
inches . Great variation, hm..rever, exists bet1veen the annual 
precipitation. in t he Eastern Cape and other pineapple growing 
countries. 1-;.pparentlv anything from 20 to 80 inches per 
year is considered satisfa ctory.lt Condit ions in Queensland, 
Australia and Hawaii seem to corr espond fairl y closely, 
according to the figures given in Table 4-, but differ con­
siderably from those in Malaya. Average annual precipitation 
for the two stations in Natal and Transvaal is slightly higher 
than vrould be the average for the Eastern Cape coastal area, 
but correspond closely with recnrdin~s at East London . At 
the same time, the pattern of an increasing percentage of 
precipitation 0uring the summer months is still valid at 
Hluhluvre and Nelspruit l '.Ting further . to the north. 

Table 4- ••••• / 

,. 

3. Peard, .R .H. and Bafl.er, C. J. - " Preparation and Planting of 
a Pinery11 

• Farlr!.i_Qg .i.t.1 _§g_utl.l A:f.r.Jca , June 1956. 
Official Journal of the Department of Agricul~ure, Pretoria . 

4-. Ma thews, ~v. M.H . - P~Q.~.§. .. P.:Ql_e...§. 1-.n Fl_q:r:i~9:§:. ? p.lt . · 
~ gricultural Extension Serial, Gainsville, Florida . 



- 18 -

Table 4 
-. --...__r .. ,•- · - -- • 

;RA I_NFALL It.Q;Rl1AJ:..S __ Jli _':r.H$._~~§1E~]" ___ Cf~_pE_El\.QJIJ___l_9_~1_-J_9i.Q.. AND . ' . : .. ·. 
COHPARATIVE FIGURES IN OTHER PINEAPPLE PRODUCING COUNTRIES '· :· 
---- - -~~···-- ----· ·------ .. ___ , __ _. __ ... ..._ ....... ""- ----- ·- ---·--- ... --- -· ~ .... _ .. _______ .,_ ··----------- ---·- · ~ --~----

··· · · · -·- .· --·---·-------- -----... --. ~- -·- ·----A ve·r·a.-ge·-- - .. .. Pe-rcentage 
Country and Latitude · Altitr.de Annual in · 

Station South Feet Precipi- Summer 
tat ion 

___ . ---·· ____ ------ -------~- ---------·-·-·-----· ·--... _ ..... :tgc~h_e_E)_ ···--·-·--- ·--~---~ 
:'2.9.~ t.h_ _A_(J;:.i_g_a_ ~ 

:S .. B:..s.teJn _ C,9-.J?.§ z 

Port Elizabeth 
-~ lexandria 
Port Alfred 
Frasers .Camp 
·Peddie · 
East London 
Kentani . 

Hluhluwe 

.9.t:.h,e.~_ .Cq_un_t_r_i_e,_.e_ : 

A_u.s_t_r_a)i_a_: 

Gympie 
Cooktovm 

Mal?-.Y@:.~ 

1'-·Iuar 
Batu Pahat 

Cahu 
Kauai 

33°57 I . 

33°39' 
33°36' 
33°17' 
33°12 I 
33°02 I 
32°30' 

178 
673 
201 

1,825 
1, 006 

149 
1,610 

91 

309 
17 

Unc'ler 100 
II 100 

23.6 
24.6 
26.4 
21.0 

. 22.9 
30.9 
43.4 

31.8 

43 .3 
67 .9 

91.5 
100.0 

40.0 
62 .2 

47.6 
52.2 
54.3 
63.3 
65.6 
62 . 5 ' 
70.4 

75.9 

'"'~9JJ .. r.c.~ ~ a) Department of Transport - 'ieather Bureau. Climate 
in South Africa, Part II - R~i.DJ'.<:lJ,.l Hq_r_maJ_~ , 
Government Printer, Pretoria, 1954. 

b) Van Lelyveld, 1. J. - Rep_o_r_t_ .Q....Q .Qf.fJ__c_i_aJ .Y~is:tt.. tQ 
Pr_ :hn. c_t__p_a):. .P..:l11 e_ap.Ql_ E;l, _Pr:o.c.~ c_i p_g_ .c. o.UJl.t.r i _e_s_ _g_[ t _Q§!_ 
.~o:r_ld - A_:Q:r_i.l:-:~-:t-l_g_us~. , 1.9../Z· I'ivision of 
Horticulture, Department of Agriculture, Pretoria. 

In the choice of an a r ea for tl1e lJr ocluction of pine­
apples, climatic extremes must be avo i ded at a ll costs . ) It 
is absolutely essential _that the area considered should be 

___ . _ . - · . ~·. _____ ... . _ .. _ ..... . _ - ·· .... , .... _ ....... __ .. . _f_r_e_e._ .• _ ._. _ ._.(·--- ~ ..... _ .... _ . __ 
; . . . 

5. 11 Pineapples; Farming for bee; inners'1
• 

f.l._tri<;!_~, Nay 1 956 . . . 
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free from any frost or temperatures rising above 95° for any 
length of time. 0 Pl~nts are extr emely sensitive to frost. 
Any prolonged periods of cold weather can easily mean that the 
plant will stand for three years, ~nstead of the usual. · two , 
before the first crop can be harvested. On the other· hand , 
the duration of excessive .heat for any length of time will 
lead to t he internal decomposition of the fruit tissue. 
This is because the pineapple absorbs heat and the 
temperatures inside the fruit are usually much higher than 
that in the immediately surrounding atmosphere. The best 
possible

7
range of temperatures for the pineapple is from 70 

to 90°F. 

Violent temperature fluctuations which lead either 
to frost, sun-scorch or both, introduce a significant element 
of risk for a great many pineapple producers in the Eastern 
Cape; a risk which must be offset in normal seasons by a 
handsome reward if the pineapple producing industry is to be a 
paying proposition in the long-run. This introduces price 
as a factor to be considered in the definition of 'marginality ' 
in pineapple production; it will be discussed at length in a 
later chapter. 

In Table 5 the columns marked 11 M1 give the mean 
monthly temperature for each month of the year for three 
stations in the Eastern Cape and three in Hawaii . The 
columns marked 11 R11 give the temperature range between the 
maximum and minimum temperature for each month of the year. 
The latter information, however, was only available for the 
three Eastern Cape stations. From this table it would·· appear 
that there are not only consider able fluQtuations between -the 
minimum and maximum monthly temperatures for the three Eastern 
Cape stations, but the annual range of the mean is consider­
abl y h igher than in the ·case of the three Hawaiian islands. 
From the relatively large differences between winter and 
summer temperatures and the wide monthly fluctuations in 
temperature, it can be deduced that neithe·r frost nor sun­
scorch is an infrequent occurrence in the region of study. 
It should be noted, however, that both monthly and annual 
fluctuations were lower at the East London station. Frost 
and internal sunburn are virtually UnYillown as pineapple 
11 diseases" in Hawaii. Even evidence of external sunburn is 
usually only found on fruit that have been leaning over to 
the side . 

Table 5 ••.. • ! · 

6 . Van Lelyveld, L.J. -" Pineapples; Sun Scald -Most Dreaded 
Enemy". Farming in South Africa, January 1957. 

7. Mathews, W.M.H., Q£. cit. p . 4. 
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Tab1_EL2 

THE >IEAN AND RANGE OF :tviONTHLi T2MPEfu~TURES AT THREE STATIONS . · 
~JITRIN THE REG I ON OE__.i21'.TLDJ, AJ:Tjf~J;ci{PA_R_ICQT{~£±!.It. THE, MEAN 

TEMPERATURES _Q!'J..: ~CHR.8~ lfb 1 JA.l_IAN __ l~l#J'{J2§ ~OF . . . . 

Month 
. :.._, __ ___ Ea.sT'~rn C~-rie--~---~-=-- -=~ _ Hawai]; _ 

Bathurst Langho1m Ea~t . London Cahu -Kauai Mo1o-· 

·-·-------- -~----~ ____ R ___ --'-"M _ ___ .B_ ___ ... J1 .. .-_ __ R _____ .. .. .11 - ____ )1 

January 
::Yebruary 
·Harch 
April .. 
iiay 
June 
July 
A u~:ust 
September 
October · 
November 
December 

Average 
Range of Mean 

71 
72 
69 
66 
62 
60 
59 
6o 
61 
62 '• 
65 
68 

49. 
49 
49 
50 
50 
50 
50 
52 
51 . 

- ~~ 
49 

50 

70 
72 
69 
66 

:62 
59 
58 
59 
60 
62 
65 
·68 

64 
14 

50 70 
51 71 
50 69 
52 66 

. 52 . 63 

. 51 90 
52 ... 59 
54 61 
52 . 62 ' 
52 . . 64 
51 67 
51 69 

52 65 
12 

45 
45 
44 
46 
50 
52, 
52 
51 . 
48 
46 
45 
45 

---------------------.,..--· ---

70 
70 
70 
72 
74 
76 
77 
77 
77 
76 
74 
72 

70 
70 
70 
71 
73 
75 
76 . 
77 
77 
75 _. 
73 . 
71 

73 
7 . 

kai 
M 

69 
-69 
69 
70 
72 
74 
76 
76 
76 
75 

'72 
71 .-. 

73 
'7 

_§.Q_u£S:.g: a) Department of Transport - Feather Bureau , Clinia te 
of South lliica, Part I .:. Climate -Statistics. 
Government Printer , Pretoria, 1954. 

b) Van Lelyveld, L. J. - 6p . ~it. p . ll5 . 

The · farm~rsi impres sion ·of climatic conditions Cluring 
the period o:f study, ·(Table .6) , indic;:a tes t hat i:t -vms a v.ery . 
good year for th·e ·area on the whole . Forty-five per cent of ·. 
the sample farmers said that the clim.?-tic con·dit'ions ~Arere above 
average, while a_ further 35 per cent .i n dicated tha:t the 
conditions vmre at least normal .. . Th~ remainint: . 20 per -cent 
complained mainly about sunburn rather. than lack of _an adequate 
rainfall~ These apparently goo·d cliniatic conditions pertain-
ing during the time of the study must be keT'lt in mind during 
the later consideration of the financial r esults of the s ample 
farms . 

~.§:.b_le. . . Q 

FARMERS' IMPRESSIONS OF CLIMt ... TI C GOJ.'TDI TI OiJS DUHING 
·----·-----... -- -T1lli-PEiliOD 6F's'ftfnY ··-- --··---- ~-~-

C69 CommercialPineapple l5r oCft:cer ·s, :~~ . c . 1959) 

Climatic--Conditions ·r:r 6--.- ·o-r · ·- ----Perc_e_ri.t'age 
-------~-----Jf.al'~--~--o.f ___ t_o_t_~l_ __ _ 

Above aver age 31 44o9 
Average 24 34.8 
Be~..9"' ave~a_g_~ ------ ·-- ···- -~J-_4 _________ 2_Q.) ___ _ 

Total 69 100. 0 . - -=-=-=:;.=.__________ --- --.- --- -- - -·-
_. · '· · I1argina1i ty • · ••. .! 

------------------~-- ------------



- 21 -

Ha r gina 1 it y 

It is advisable, once again, to reiterate the 
import ance of certain agronomical and meteorological factors. 
Although usually taken 'as given ' by the agricultural economist, 
these factors are primary, especially in cases 1vhere there is 
reason to doubt the suitability of a .particular area for the 
production of a given commodity. 

There is, of course, no fixed mar gin of suitability 
that can be laid . dovm for · a particular area in the production 
of any primary commodity, for the margin shifts to and fro as 
the price moves up and down. Assuming only one commodity, 
it is possible to sav that some areas · are mor.e marginal than 
others at a given level of price. If the existence of an 
international margin is disregarded, it can be said that 
within the Eastern Cape some areas will be more suitee to the 
production of· pineapples than others. Relatively speaking, 
then, with a given price level and an adequate rainfall, the 
better drained the soil, the less the frost and the absence 
of temperatures above 95°F, the more intr~-margtnal the area 
is likely to be for the production of pineapples in the 
Eastern Cape. 

· To define these areas falls outside the scope of 
this study, but their existence is recognised by it. 
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. . .. ·c In · investi.ga t'ing· th·e ecc:mo~n.ic .a·s.pects of pineapple '.·, 
~roduct{bn in the Ea~t~tn Ca~e,· it · i~ · virtually impo~sible to 
include the entire pineapple farming· population. The . 
alternative ;i.s to examine a group of sample farms in either a 
contro~lf:ld, expetiment·, or, to make a · sta tisti.cal analysis of an 
uncontrolled experiment . Under· the fir·st alternative the farm 
'·rill be .ruri as ari· experimental plot. All possible comb-inations 
of e~t~rprises and ~ineapple ~ultural practises will be tried 
until the optimUPJ c·oinbiriation ·of factors of product"icin has been. 
c1etermined _under fixed conCli tions. · In the second · case, the 
farm is taken as a unit, and, bv means of carefully analysing 

exis~ing conditions, hypothe:ses can · be developed as to the 
affec.ts 'of var:ying :rarming practices op the financial success 
of th.~ un.it. · Heco'minend~tions can then be made · to the ent:i.,re 
popula tiqri _. in the · area with the ···a·id of info'F·mation ·.obtained .: .. · · 
from these exper iments.l ' ·· 

In deciding on the approach to be adopted for this 
stur.y? the statistical analysi~ of actual farms under uncon­
trolled cond:i, tions was pr eferred "for · the fo~lm,ring reasons~ 

· : I 

a) It is virtuall~r impossible to control factors such as 
management or climatic conditions for any substant i al 
period of time. 

b) The farm is not a controlled experimental plot, nor does 
a controlled ex perimental plot depict conditions on a 
farm. 

The experiment will thus be run in the form of an ~x post facto 
analysis of the conditions on the farm as it existed during a 
specific period. ~Jhen dealing -vri th factors external to the 
farm which affect the industry in its present day position, the 
time period vlill become completely flexible. 

There are three different ways by 1.ffiich the 
statistics necessary for an analysis of the primary producing 
industry can be obtained~ 

------~L_.!...!...~ ... u/ ___ - ----
l. Both methods are inductive by nature in that only generali ­

sations can be made from the study of particular cases. As 
such it is important to realise the limi tat ions of the 
inductive method~ 

(a) The conclusions of inductive argument can only hold in 
terms of probabilities, never with certainty. 

(b) There is necessary reference to circumstances outside 
the f acts inherent in the premises. 

(c) It must be assumed t~at there exists some uniformity in 
the system of facts to l•rhich the premises and conclusions 
of inductive argument relate . 

(d) The verification of inductive argument calls for objective 
reference, i . eo , its conclusions must be checked against 
observation . 

Mills , Frederick C. - Statistical Methods , Henry Holt and 
Company, New York, 1955. 
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a) The farrrier can be asked to keep cost. ac·counts ·in co­
operation with the resea~ch organisat'iori doing the 
survey. Although this is the most accurC!-:te way to ob­
tain J,.nformation .on. the farm business, its value is 
limited by the · one-sided response which is usua.lly 
obtained. Ot}.lY the · more al.ert and better educated · 
farmers are usually prepared to co-operate, and conse- · 
quently littl e is learned about t he ways and means of 
the rest of the po'pulation. · 

b) A field survey can be carried out. In this case the · 
farmer is asked a series of questions about his own 

·business .which he usually answers with the aid of 
r~cords, from memory, or both. Especially in cases . 
wher.e the farrr~er has had little formal education, the 
field survey is the most reliable technique. 

c) Questionnaires can be mailed to the farmers. Although 
this is the cheapest alternative, the response is 
usually poor .and as one-sided as in the case of cost 
accounts. · · The research worker is further restricted 
in the number and complexity of the questions he ca~ put · 
to the farmer. 

Influenced by the limited amount of money av~ilable to complete 
' the study, and the likelihood of obtaining a more representative 

bci'dy of information, a field sp.rvey was decided upon. 

The field . survey is usually limited in the degree pf 
accuracy of the information obtained, especi ally in cases where 
good records are not available . No questions were asked on 
matters with which the farmer was not familiar, and grave 
errors are ttius unlikelv to have been committed. It is 
possible; however , that· the absence of controlled conditions 
l ead to incidental correlations ~knowingly caused .by uncon­
trolled factors, even though the data may be accurate. More-:­
over, a field ~urvey can reveal nothing about the potential 
of individual factors of production, but only what has been 
achieved under exist i ng .conditions and combinations. 

Although serious, these limit~tions are the 
limitations of most. social . and economic studies . 2 . They stem 
from the fact that soc.ial, economic , and meteorological 
conditions change with the pas~age . of time and that production 
efficiency is based on the assumption of a given level of . 
conditions, usually the existing ones. . It is therefore 
demanded that continuous reappraisals should be made in the . 
light of ever- changing conditions. 'These conditions flow from 
the pec~liarities of hum~n and social existence, .and cannot be 
easily eliminated by the on+y alternative method, i.e., the 
controlled experiment . 

Sources of data ----· -·- ·-·---""=--== 

The major· source of information, .thm, was the 
answers of sample farmers to the various questions put to them 
in a questionnaire and obtained directly by means of an 
extensive field survey carried out during Octoper and November 
1959. These questions cover ed the existing structure of 

-----~----------------------JP""'r:;..;. o"'-d::::..u:-.:.;;;..ct.:::.=i.:::.o:.::n;.......:..~•..:.•...::•..::•~/ __ _ 

2. Van. As, M.L. Different'ial .Roles of the Press and Radi o in 
ari Extension Program in the Union of SOUt~Africa . 
Unpublished Ph.D . t .hesis, Cornell UniversitY,Ithaca, N.Y. 
1959. . . 
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production in the region of study and the patterns of marketing 
adopted by the farmer.s ·. · 

., 

.In view of the importance of the canning industry in 
the market ing of pineapples, separate interviews were. :arranged 
ivith executive officials of all the canning factories in the 
Easter·n .Cape that handle pineapples . Their opinions were 
sought on the ways . and means of obtaining a greater degree of 
stabilitv in the ·prices paid to the produ.cers, and the · · 
legislation at present regulating the fruit~ and v~getable­
processing ind~stries. 

Other sources ·Of information were mainly publications 
by the pineapple · companies of Hawaii, the Commonwealth Economic 
Committe.e, ahd correspondence · between the author and individuals 
connected with the pineapple industries of other colmtri.es. 

Sam-q;ling pr_q_c_~dure 

With less than ten canning factories handling pine­
apples ih the Easte-rn Cape, no nee·d existed for sampling. 
Intervi·ews, with top management offici.als in each factory, were 
arranged through the Midland Chamber of Industries in Port 
Elizabeth, and the Buffalo Catchment Association in East London. 

- : :·· In order to obtain. a re~res~ntative sample of pine-
apple farms in the region of study, a complete list ·had to be 
obtained of the names and addresses of the enttre pineapple 
farming population. Such a list, only recently completed by 
the Bathurst Farmers' Union in ' Gr ahamstown· with the aid of ·other 
co-operative Grganisations, canning factories, and pineapple 
exporting companies, was generously made available . It is · · 
possible that commercial producers selling on the local fresh 
market and not belonging to any co-operative organisation, may 
have been omitted.· \.Vi th approximately 90 per cent of all 
pineapples produced in the area being sold to canners, and the 
great majority of all farmers belonging to one · or more co­
operative organisation, ·it is unlikely that majo'r omissions 
were made. . The original list contained 545 names and 
addresses. It was presented for careful scrutiny to exten-
sion officers of the Department of Agriculture in Grahams.town 
and East London .and to . other individuals vrell' ·:acquainted with 
the farming ·communities in the various districts ; · No further 
names were added , but thirty-fou:rt names of people vJho ·had 
ceased pineapple farming, or had· b-een duplicated on the 
original list, were eliminated . ·.·This left 511 constituting 
the total known population~ · 

· · No information was ·available on the importance of 
the pineapple enterprise on each individual farm. This. made 
it impossible to make any further eliminat·ions :in cases where 
the income from pineapples 1t~as , compara.tively speaking, insig-
nificant . All the names remaining on the list Here numbered 
from one to 511, and a sample of seventy-five names1 represent­
ing 15 per cent of the total population, v1as selected with the 
aid of a table of random· numbers·. 

CQ.~lection of dat~ 
I 

As stated earlier , intervievrs were arranged i.vi th 
ex3cutiy~ officia·~s in all canning f.actories handling pine-
a·pples in the region of study . Questions were asked from a 
sta ndard ques.tionnaire. prepa~ed. in advance ·s.p:ec·ially of· this· ... 

purpose ; •.. ·.1 

~----~~---------- -----
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purpose . 3 All answers were r epor ted· as car"efully as possible .. , 
as well as any discuss i on f ollowing ,on a part.icular question . 

~Jith thE! objective of :·covering "orie: complete harvest ­
ing and plant i ng season in the farm' _sur vey, records were taken 
for a period which include_d both seasons . Virtually all 
harv.esting is compieted during the first half of the year, and 
planting in the early summer months of the second half . The 
South Afr ican financial year which runs from the beginni ng of 
July until the end of June, therefore,pr ovides complete 
cover age of harvesting ~nd planting. Moreover, using the 
financial year also greatly facilitated the gathering of data 
on income and expenses.. It was accordingly decided to take 
all records ·for the financial year ending o~ 30th June, 1959. 

A questionnaire intended to obtain detailed .· records 
on the entire farming operation and covering some aspects df 
the operator's social life, was pr epared in co- operation with 
the .-Division of Economics and Marke~s of the Department of . 
Agricultural Economics and Markets. 'T The questionnaire was 
carefully pre- tested and appropriate adjustments made befor e 
commencing .fieldwork . Each farmer included in the sample was . 
then approached by a fieldworker from the In_sti tute, ·and the 
questionnaire co- operatively completed. vJith the exception 
of · one, all the sample farmers kept some form of records on 
income and expenses . · · 

Data jpterpretation 

In making an assessment of South Africa ' s position 
as a wor ld producer of pineapples, extensive use was made of 
graphic and tabular analysis . This greatly facilitated an 
understanding of the comparisons necessary in such an ?-::nder­
taking . 

The int·erpretation of production data is presented 
in the form .designed to provide farmers with an indication of 
the extent to which :certain factors influence the maximisation 
of profit_s. .. t-.Jherea'S most economic data easily lend them­
selves to numerical expression, most of th,e information 
obtained from the field survey was prepared for coding on 
I.B.M. cards. 14ith the aid of these machines numerous 
correlations were made bet\•reen various factors, which vrere used 
as independent variables, and the degree of financial success · 
achieved as measured by labour income , the dependent variable~. 

It is important to point out that correlations alone 
do ·not detect or el i minate the extent to which an· averag·e may 
fail to summarise the distribution of any _sample group , nor 
does it overcome some of t he other limitations mentioned · 
earlier . The existence of correlation bet1veen two variables 
must nei~her be thought of as the proof of causation by the 
independent variable; it may be due to co -variat·ion... The 
I dependen?e 1 Or I indepepderi.Ce I Of a Variable iS based. SOlely . 
on a logical. process which determines t he statistician 1 s belief 
that there is a causal r~lati'onsn1p between two varia'Qles, and 
hi.s belief as to which is cause and which' is effect . 5 

-~---------Assuming .•.•. • .I 

3 . A copy of the questionnaire is contained in Appendix r.· 
4 . A copy of the questionnaire is contained in Appendix II. 

5.- . .Croxton·,:F'.E . and Cbwden, D. J . -Applied- General Statistics, 
p~6(_8, ~rentice-Hall, Inc, New.York, 1947. 
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Assuming that the reasoning \vhich determipes the nature .of the 
var i?-bles -was correct ·; ·a · pdsi t i ve correlation may arise which 
~~nnot be regarded as generally applicable for all farms in a 
~iven region. No two farm units are exactly alike in the 
avr>..ila bili ty of basic resources, the far:rpe,r 1 s debt and capital 
positiqn ·,- qnd his managet·ial ability.6 The interpretation of 
the farm management data availablE:l for the survey can,. therefore, 
onl;~ .. lead to the f -raming of general principles a.nd not specific 
recommendations. . . 

Significance of the sampl& ----... ·- -···--... -- ... -...- - ·-
Altogether 75 farmers were approached , and 6.9 records 

~r~re co~pleted in the survey, representing 14 per cent of the 
}:eno':Jn population. As indicated b~r Table 7, the majority of the 
saMple farms were situated in the districts of· East -London, 
Bathu~st and Albany , anu a small minority ~n Peddie , .Komgha and 
Alexandria. The majorit y of all the sample farms derived mo:r;-e 
than 50 per cent of their · .annual cash income from pineapples, 
espe.cially . in ·the districts of Bathurst and Ea.st _Lqndon . Both 
farms - in Alexandria f ell wi thi.tf. the lmvest perGentage group, 
vlhile thos.e in Peddie and Komgha · shb~r gr:ea:ter distribution. . 
l·fi tl;:l; .the .ex,ception of a slight ·concentration in the. first group, 
Bathun~t . f~rms are :evenly spread~ but the~e ii a definite con~ 
centr·ation . of· East London farms in the group deriving mdre than 
90 per cent of their cash income from pinea-·pples. No fe1·rer· than 
11 of the 15 farms included in t his category v.rere located in the 
East London district. Taken as a group, the majority of· the 
sample farms seems to have pineapples as an enterprise to be 
carefully considered in the day-to-day administration of the 
entire farm business. · 

. Table· 7 . 
. . . .. 
THE DISTRIBUTION OF SAMPLE FARMS BY DISTRICT AND PERCENTAGE 

- INCOME DERIVED FROM PINEA PPLifi:f-~ 
(69 Commerciaf . .,_Pineapple--Pro.ducers -~E . c . 1959) . . . . . · .. . . 

Percentage --·-----~umber of farms 
income from D·· i s t r i c t .:...;__;_ 
pineapples · Albany ·Alexan- Bathur.st- ·East'"Ifomgha- Peddie Total 

dria London 

49 or less 10 2 ·6 · 5 1 0 24· 
50 59 1 0 4 2· 0 1 8 
6 0 - 6 9· . 1 0 3 1 0 0 5 
70' - 79 . 2 0 2 5 0 1 1 0 
80 - 89 1 · 0 3 1 1 1 7 
.2_Q__.or .~m::..:::o:..::.r..:::e __ -=l:::---...:::.o ____ -""3~----=l::c.:l=---- o 0 12 

~T~o~t=a=l~---~1=6~--~2~ ___ :2=1~·~--~2~2~-----~· 2~----3~--~: 6~9~ 
'' 

C~~arly, .the percentage .of cash incom~_fr6m ~~ne~ppl~s 
does not necessarily indicate the size of · the pineapple :enter ­
nrise .. . Using ·tonnage sold as ·an i.qdication .of . size,: Table 8 
shotv.s a· c·oncentration in the group sell~ng less ·thari 100 ·ton : ' 
annually (29 out of 69), and this concentra tion is very marked 
in the district of Albany (10 out of 16). As the tonnage sold 
increases , . th~ number ·.of farms in each category is seen to 
diminish s'tead.ily , exc'ept for the_ open range_ , selling more than 
500 ton . Concentration in Bathurst and East London is ma i nly 
in the first two size categories, although t Pe. distribution is 
more even here than in Albany. . . 

·· . · · Table 8: • : . .. . I : ----· ---------------~------ ----- -- --.;..). .. - -·--·--·--'--
6; ·Head·y~ E . o . and Jensen,: ·H.R. - fa'rm 11anagemE}_n~ ;Economics, p . 9 

Prentice-Hall , Inc., Englewood Cliffs , N.J. 1958. 
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Table 8 

DISTRIBUTION OF FARMS BY DISTRICT AND TONNAGE OF PINEAPPLES - ··---- . -SOLD PER FARM _____ _ 
(69 Commercial Pineapple Producers , E .C. 1959) 

Number of farms 
Tonnage sold D·i strict 
per farm Aibany· Alexan- Bathurst East Komgha Peddie Total 

dria London 

99 or les s 10 1 7 9 1 1 29 
100 199 2 1 ·5 z 0 0 13 
200 - 299 2 0 3 1 0 10 
300 - 399 0 0 2 2 0 1 5 
400 - 499 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 
500·· or more 2 0 3 4 0 1 10 _.,._. ___ 
_ __ Total 16 2 21 22 2· 3 62 

The only comparat.ive mea sures ava'ilable to t est the 
signifi.caqce of the sample farms in the production · of pine­
apples for each distr ic·t and the Union as a whole, was to be 
found in estimates by the Division of Economics· and· Markets of 
the acreage under pineapples during ·1955/56. Table 9 shows 
those districts wher e the largest number of sample farms were 
located as be i ng the ones most adequately cover ed ~Y the sur-
vey. Some degr ee of error must be expected in comparative 
figur es on the regional level , since the estimates by the 
Division of Economics and Markets wer:-e made three years . before 
the survey was carried out. It is unlikely, however, that 
pr oportions would have changed to the extent of r ender;ing an 
i nt+a-reg iona1 comparison inval id. 

Table_2 

RELATIVE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE SAMPLE FARMS IN ACRES PLANTED TO 
P'I"NEAPPLES C~OVERED FOR VARIOUS DISTRICTSAND-T~-UNION OF 

SOUTH AFRICA 
( 69 Commercial· Pi neapple Producers , E . C. 1959) 

·- - ----- .f,.r ~a-· pl anted Sample farms 
Region Reg i onal Sampl e· as per cent 

total farm~ _ _ __ _Qf_ total 
acres 

Albany 10 , 901 1,2.60 11 ~ 6 
Alexandria 4, 836 100 · 2.1 
Ba thurst 16,533 2 , 150 13.0 
East London 12,207 2,-040 16 . 7 
Komgha 2 , 205 120 5. 4 
Pedg_t_e..__ _____ __;4,_.,.·~-----'3"'""'5'-0 __ _7_.,_2 _ _ 

T ota 1 Ea ~-t_.~rn Ca:::..p~:;:.;e:::....:::51=..;. ''-"2~2r..;:8:..__ __ ~6+-, .:;.;02=-0:::;.._ ___ -.-=;1.;1..!,. • .i-7 _ _ 

10. 1 

Definitions ----- -~·'-7'---

The technical terms to be· used later i n this study 
could be subject to different inter pretat i ons unless their use 
in this cont·ext is clearly defi ned. The meani ng of each , as 
u sed i n this sturly , is given below: .. 

~ ) ...... I 
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a) Receipts , Exp~nses and Farm In~om~ , Only income derived 
directly f r om, and expenses directly connected with, the farm 
business can be taken into account. Receipts , ther efore , 
consist of total cash sales of all f::1rm products , plus any 
excess of closing over openin~ inventory. Expenses, on the 
other hand , con~i~t of all cash ·expenses in connection with the 
farm business , plus 'the estimated value of famil~r labour 
(other than the f~rm~r himself)_, plus any ex~ess of opening 
over closing inventor y . '/ The· difference bet\<reen total receipts 
and total ~xpenses calcutated in this way , constitutes t he· farm 
income for t he business. . · ·- . . . . 

b ) Labour Income ~ The most i~portant definit ion is · that of 
Labour Income . The term refers not to the return of labour as 
a factor of production, nor·to t he gross return per unit of 
labour employed , but to t he net remuneration tha t the far mer 
receives af ter paying all farming expenses. It therefore 
includes the reward t o the far mer both as entr epreneur and as 
manager and labourer on his ·own. farm . 9 The Labour Income per 
farm is obtained by deducting f rom farm income, the interest on 
the aver age total ca·pital investment for the year being calcu­
lated at 5 per cent . In addition, the farmer has a house and 
farm products used in the household . 

c) Average Capital Investment~ Following from ·the definition 
of .Farm Income, the vallJ.e of the dwelling house and the non­
f arm . share of t he mot6r .vehicle will not be taken into consid~r­
ation. Aver age capita·l investment will thus be .the average 
bet1-re.en total f a :r:m capital at the beginning, and total farm 
capital at the end of the financial year under consideration, 
excluding the value of the dwel·ling house and the non- farm 
share of the motor vehicle . ·· 

d) Man- equiva l ent: The non-white labour force on each farm 
is made up of several classes .of workers, likely to const~tute 
varying degr ees of pr oductivity apart f r om the variation within 
each group . Before adding the number of days worked by each 
gr oup respectively to obtain a total for the farm , an attempt 

had •••• • I 

7. The value of family labour is deter mined on the basis of 
what it would cost to hire the v-rork done . Inter est paid on 
debt is not included as an expense , for all farms are being 
put on an equal . basis by calculating the interest on aver age 
capital investment for each f a rm at a fixed r ate . Strictly 
speaking, · the contributions of the farm to labourers i n the 
form of r ations, etc. , should also be considered as an in­
come for _the farm, and the receipts by labour as an expense . 
This \vould increase both total expenses and total receipts 
somewhat ; but cause no change in the calculated Far m Income . 
Be cause of the uncertain· value of these items and the insig­
nificant -pr opor tions they hold in the total cost and r evenue 
structure· of the business , they were not included as either a 
receipt or as an expense - see Chapter VII . Total expenses 
and total r eceipt s were ?-lso equallv affected for some . farms 
\"Ther e the· operA. tor could only provide the net receipts for 
the sale of a product after some expenses had already been 
subtracte~ , ·e . g ., transport cost on milk. 

8. Labor Income Blank No . 4o_ Prenared by the Department of 
Agr icultural SConomics, Rew York State. College of Agri ­
culture , Cornell Univerpity, Ithaca, New York . 

9 . The concept can perhaps be .more accur a tely des cribed ·· as 
Oper ator ' s Earnings, but I have adopted the t e rm and method 
of calculation as currently used by the Department of Agri­
cultural Economics a.t Cornell University. 
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had to be made to reach some degree of uniformity . 1·lith · the 
cash wage of the .adult male permanently employed as a basis , 
the days worked by females , seasonal labourers and youths, were 
adjusted acc.ording to the amount of differ ence in the cash "YJa.ge 
paid to each gr oup respectively from that of the permanently 
employed adult male worker. +O The adjusted days for each 
group were then added and divided by 280 to obtain t he non­
white man- equivalent per farm~ll 

A similar adjustment was not possible between white 
and non- white labour days . To get the total man-equivalent 
per farm , the days worked by each of these two groups were 
si_mpJ,.y added together and divided by 280. The procedure 

·foll ovred can be regarded as val id in so far as all farms were 
treated alike, and as the measure used for inter-farm 
compq.risons only. · 

e) Effective Yield: The effective yields for the Queen and 
Cayenne varieties were calculated separately by dividing the 
tonnage of each variety sold by the respective acreage under 
production . 

. f) Yield Index: The yield index for each farm was calculated 
by weighting the aver age effective yield obtained for each 
var i ety with the respective quantities sold , and then divid~ng 
the · cumulative total by the total tonnage sold. The weighted 
yields for all the .f arms in the· sample were t hen added together 
and divided by the total number of f arms in the sample . The 
r esultant mean was taken as a basis to equal one hundred and 
used to calculate a yield ~dex for each i ndividual farm •... · 

g) ·Price Index: A price index was calculated for each farm 
by weighting the average pri'ce obtained for each variety with 
the respective quantities sold, and again the accurnulat"ive 
tc;ytal was divided by the total tonnage sold . The weighted 

·prices for all the farms wer e then added together and the 
total divided by the number of farms in .the ·sample. The 
resultant mean was taken to equal one hundred, and from it a 
price index was calculated for each individual farm . 

h) Rat~ of Capit~l Tur~ov~r: . The rate of capital turnover is 
a measure of the number of years that would be required for 
gross farm r eceipts during any financial·year to equal average 
total capital investment for that particular year. ·· 

i) Debt Ratio: The debt ratio per farm is expressed as the 
percentage -vrhich total indebtedness constitutes of the fixed 
capit~l invested per farm, including the value of the dwelling 
house . 

j) All Farms : This includes all the farms for which a 
questionnaire was completed in the survey on pineapple produc ­
tion in the region of study, and is composed of: 

Group A - Those farms.deriving less than 5~ per cent of annual 
cash income . from pineapples, 

Group B - Those farms deriving from 50 to 89.9 per cent of 
annual cash income from pineapples , 

Groupe •••. .I 

lOo See assumption (e) on the suitability of cash wages to be 
used for measuring variations in productivity • . 

11. Allowing for Sunday and half day on Saturday, 280 working 
days are left in each calendar year. 
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Group _ _Q - Those farms deriving 90 per cent or more of annual 
cash income f r om .PinE?apples • . 

·· ·. The farms included in Group C especially, ar~ of 
considerable signif icance .for · the purp·oses of this study . 
These far ms specialise· in the production of pineapples to the·· · 
ex clusion of vir tually ever y other · enter prise . · As such, .· · 
Hherever possible , compari s ons lvil,l be made bet'i·reeb. Group C and 
all the farms in the study , or, the two other groups which were 
def ined above . 

(d) that all economic ·data ·obt~ined fiom t~e sample farms · will 
be normally distr ibut ed . The valid.ity of this assumption is 
dependent on, and strengh~ned by·, an 'earlier assumption· on the 
representative nature of the sa~ple.; · · · 

\e) that the money ·'I,.Jages r eceived 'by· noh-white vrorkers ·accurate­
ly reflect the variation: ·in their· productivity amongst farms and 
the various age and sex gr oups . Undoubtedly, individual cases 
w~l.l . be open· to .grave doubt, especially in those cases at the 
extreme ends of the value range of non-cash receipts by labour. 
On the whole, however , it' is im.pos.sible to ·e.stimate the degre·e 
of er ror involved in .this assumption. · · 

- - -- - --- -----
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Chapter V 

THE ORGANISATION OF THE SAMPLE FARMS 

· 
11Experierice and economic reasoning dictate that an 

organisation must be created within the limits imposed ·by 
fixed conditions~ . • •• Ordinarily, available financial 
resources, the characteristics of other fixed as sets, personal 
capacities, prices of products and inputs . at the farm, and 
personal preferences-impose joint restrictions on what can be 
profitably p:l;'oduced. 11 1 In other words; .it can be said that 
the organisation of any farm will depend on physical, economic 
and personal factors, but the physical, or more fixed factors, 
are primary in determining the types of farming suitable to a 
particular environment. 

Physical conditions include land and the agronomical 
and meteorological conditions which determine its use. 11 Land 
is composed of climat~, topography,_ depth of soil, pr esence 
and absence of rock~, trees,. gulleys, alkali , free water and 
many other. thing.s. 11 2 The more unfavourable- and rigid these 
conditions are, the more limited the farmer v.rill be in the 
choice of an enterprise in his particular locality. 

Given the physical environment, economic consider­
ations must follow. hTith the capital at his disposal and a 
number of enterprises from which tp select, it is important 
that the farmer should consider those that will: 

a) enable him to make the fulle·st possible use of his 
labour force throv.ghout the year; 

b) reduce to a minimum the burden ·of risk he has to carry; 

·c) enable him to make the most efficient use of .existing 
farm buildings·;-

d) give a fairly even distribution of income throughout the 
year; 

e) pay all operating expenses, interest on ca:pi tal at the 
prevailing rate and a fair wage to the farmer for his 
labour and ma·nagement. 

In the selection of· an enterprise, some degree of 
personal preference is human, ·but, because of an earlier 
assumption on economic rationality , must be limi t ed within the 
framework set by physical and e conomic f a ctors . Only when 
there i s an absolutely equal aqvantage to be had from more than 

. two enterprises, is choice permissible . 

The f a rm busines s must, however, adjust itself to 
changes in economic conditions and to r esearch discoveries. 
The combination of the factors of production, as determined by 
a survey extendi ng .. over one financial year, must not be thought 
of as sta tic . Pres ent conditions a r e the result of modifi­
cations due to experiment and experience extending over many 
years and wi1l continue to change in the future. In the case 
of pineapples, .as with other farm products ·;· it is not possible 

' to • ~ •• ol 

l . Bradford, ·L.A. and Johnson, G. L.- Farm Man?-gement Analysis, 
p .72 . John Wiley & Sons, Inc ., New York, l95J. 

I I , • .f .• 

2. Ibid. p.72 . · 
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to observe these adjustments in the period of one year. The 
economic life of the Cayenne varie.tv lasts for approximately 
fol-;.r years and that of the Queen f.or · six to seven ~1ears . 
Bec~use of the r apid and radical changes which have affected 
tl: e industry in . the Eastern Cape over the la::?t. decade, it is 
likely that th~ organisation of the s ample farms, together with 
other pineapple f&rms in the area, is in the midst of a process 
of change. An indication of the extent of this change is 
'lrovided in Table 10 . · During the 1954-/55 season, · mor~ than 
nine million. Queen pineapples 1-ver e planted~ By· 1958/59 the 
number .. had decre.;lS ed to . l~SS th.;in . one million , although 
f~rmers indidated that they intended plahtipg ov~r a million 
during the 1959/60 season . The chahging pattern for Cayenne 
is not quite as marked. Planting increased slightly after 
1954/55 , . but the rise was only tempor~ry . In 1958/59 actually 
less·· w:e;re planted than during the 1954/55 season, .but · farmer s 
indicated that they do not intend to reduce-planting further 
during 1959/60. . . 

Table 10 

AGE STRUCTURE OF PINEAPPLE PLANTATIONS IIJ THE EAsTERN CAPE 
C69 Comme r cial Pineapple · P;Lantations, -~ .c .. 1959) 

~ .. V a r i e t y_· ~ 

Year planted . Queen Cayenne · 
No . of ··-_piants (thousands) 

.1954/55 9,373 7 ,3.59 
.1955/56: 7,34-0 .. 8,769 
1956/57 4,284 9,549 . 
1957/58 2,934 · 8 , 61D 

' 1958/59 843 7,215 
To ' be planted 

1959/60 '1 ,165 7,381 

. These changea .do not greatl y affect the results of 
this study because , so far, there have been no significant change 
in the marketing outlets . Although there ·has been some con­
siderable contract i on in plantings , .Particularly Qf Queens, 
pineapples still remain an industry of considerable impor tance . 

:::lize and Land Utilisation 

The sample farms r ange bettreen 20 and 4- , 800 acres . 
T ~e grouping of the s~~pl~ farms by size is given in Table 11 . 
uore than half of the farms (61 per cent) 1ver e less than one 
thousand acres in.size.· A quarter va ried between one thousand 
c..nd two thousand asres and one- teri'th '\-·!ere. i .arger .than two . . 
t~ousand a cres . - · ., 

Table 11 

?REQUENCY PI,PT~JBU',r ION . OF FARIVIS ACCORDING T_Q_ AGJ\ES OPERATED 
· . . ( 69 Comnercial Pineapple Pror~ucers, · E . C. ], 9595 · 
. . . . . 

Size . gto~ps No, of farms 

. 499 or less 17 
; 500 - 999 25 
1~000 - 1,499 12 
1,5oo · ~ 1,999 · 7 
2 , 000 or more 8 

Percentage.of 
· tbtal ='-----

24-.6 
36,3 
17.4 
10.1 
JJ- • ..:::..6-~-

---=-T..:::.bta 1 -------'-·-~-----~---~00!~-----
By ••.•• • I 
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·· By ·referring to Ta bie 12, it will be noticed that 
t he .farms in the East London district are considerably smaller 
t han the average for the a rea, and those in the 'other' 
districts consider:ably larg,er.3 The. size of the latter group 
is attributable mainly to three . large livestock farming 
operations; ·one each in Peddie, Komgh~ and Alexandria. The · 
average acreage under pineapples does not· differ considerably 
between the districts, with the exception of Bathurst where 
farms have, on the average, t werity acres more under pineapple 
than in the other districts. The more or less equal acreage 
under pineapples , compared to the cons:i,der:able variations of 
the ave~age farm ~i~e in ea~h district, . result~ i n a signifi­
cant range of the percentages that . pineries constitute of the 
total farm la·nd in each district • · · From nearly 15 per · cent of · 
total farm land in East London, it decreases to roughly 4 per 
cent in Peddie, Ko'mgha and Alexandria. · 1 Orchards and 
I rrigation' · is limited mainly to citrus and vegetable pr.o­
duction in Albany, Bathurst and East London. No instances of 
irr i gation of p:lnea pple l and wer e met with dur.ing the survey. 

Table 12 

LAND UTILI SA.T ION~ FARMS GR OUPED BY DI STRICT 
· (69 Commer c ial Pineapple Producers , E. C. 1959) 

No.of 
Distr i ct ---=~----· farms Pine - Orchards Other I m- Grazi~g . · Total 

Al ba ny 16 
Bathurst 21 
Ea st London 2 5 
Other 7 

ries and irri- dry pr oved 
gat i on l ands pas-

tures 

79 9 74 9 
102 2 74 11 
. 82 5 9 8 

81 0 162 6 

1,101 
875 

.· . 457 
1_, 812 

82 All f arms -~~---~--~- 5 60 2 - 821 

Albany 
Bathurst 
East London 
Ot her 

per 
cent 

6.2 
9.5 

14 .6 
3·2 

per per per per 
_ _2ent cent c~nt __ __ cent 

.. 

0.7 5.8 0.7 '86. 6 
0 .2 7.0 1.0 82.3 
0 . 9 1.6 1.4 81. 5 
-~Q ____ ~l-~.-- sz.z 

1,272 
1,064 

561 
2$..3. 

1 ., 032 
per 
c enL 

100.0 
100.0 
J OO.O 
100.0 

' Dry l ands ', excluding pineapples, cover a larg e 
acrea ge i n the ' other' . districts, .but cons t itute no more than 
8 per cent of total farm land. Although less t han ha lf the 
s i ze in Albany and Bathurst , the same category i s almost of 
equal impor tance i n the per centage of farm land covered by ft 
i n t hese two districts . On the East London far ms an aver age 
of onl y nine acr es per farm is used for other dry lands , or 
less t han 2 per cent of t he total area . This cat egory in- · 
eludes t he lands set aside for · cult ivation by nat ive .l abourer s ·,­
or for t he gr owing of maize as 'a source of f ood f or t hem. 
The Eastern Cape is not .onl y rel ativel y unsui tab.;Le for maize 
gr owing , but a ' number of f a rmers commented on the wasteful use 
t hat is being made of · the land·' tradi t i onally allocated to the 
nat i ve l abourers . In a study of far m labour in Al bany and 
Bathurst , Robert s commented that~ "The impr ession is that. many 
workers· do not take suff icient care of their · vegetab~e gar dens 

. 
. ., ~ and •· • • • • l · -----

3. Becaus'e of the small number of fa~ins in K,omgha , .Pe dO,i e and 
Alexandr ia and the 'r elat i vely minor importance. of t he pine ­
apple as a source of i nc.ome for t he majority of t hese farms , 
t hey were grouped together for the purpose of . t his a'nal ys i s .... ' 
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and their lands to derive as much benefit from them as they 
night . Partly this i·s due to distrust or ignorance of modern 
~gricultural methods, but apathy and lack of time are also to 
bl8.me . 11 '-1- · 

Very few acres were set aside £or improved pastures , · 
although there is a direct correlation between the total size 
of the farms in each ctistrict and the percentage of land under 
iDproved pastures . The f a ct that in all four areas grazing, 
or other land, still constitutes more than 80 per cent of the 
total , is an indication t hat farming in the area is not 
intensive . In many cases it is due to the br oken and 
'h~dul& ting r elief which complicates cultivation, while in 
others large tracts of land must be set aside for grazing 
cattle of Bantu farm labourers.. The nat ive l abourers insist 
on keeping a few cattle each, not because they reeard them as 
an income earning asset, hut as a mark of prestige , a store of 
v~lue an% the ' money ' to pay for a vnfe when they .decide to get 
:narried. · 

The farms that derive a larger percentage of income 
from pineapples are, on t he whole, smrtller than those with other 
important enterprises. By referring to Table 13 it will be 
seen that Group C farms a r e almost 40 per cent smaller than 
Gr oup A farms . Both the acreage and the percentage of total 
land under pineapples show a direct r elationship with the 
~er9entage of cash income derived from pineapples, while the 
inverse is true for orchards and irrigation, other dry lands 
and grazing . The area under improved pastures has no definit e 
r elationship with the percentage of income derived fr.om 
pi.tfe~pples. 

Ta bl_e_...1} 

LAND UTILISATION~ FARMS GROUPED BY PERCENTAGE CASH 
, INC 0~ I?_~J:fiVED-I:~QJ1.J:lNEA PPLE 9. ----·· 

(69 Commercial Pineapple Producer s, E .C. 1959) 

Item 

Average percentage 
·;u~per of farms* 

Pi neries 
Crchards & Irrigation 
Dther dry lands 
Improved pastur es 
Grazing 

Groun A G_roup-1fSirouD_ c All 

36 69 95 
-~-__J_Q__- - -- ·- 12 

Acres ::Qer farm 

55 .9~ 121 
7 2 

94 53 21 
6 -12 6 

1,025 . 837 ql3 

farms 

66 
62._ 

87 
5 

60 
9 

871 

Total 1,237 1,002 263 1, 032 

Pineries 
Orchards & Irrigation 
Ot.b :;r dry lands 
I~proved pastures 
Grazing 

__ Total 

per 
cent 

4 . 4 
0 . 6 
7 . 6 
0 . 5 

86 . 9 

100.0 

per 
cent 

·9 . 9 
0.4 
5. 3 . 
1 . 2 

83 . 2 

100.0 

per per 
cent cent 

15. 8 . 8 . 4 ·. 
0.3 0 . 5 
2.7 5. 8 
0. 8 0.9 

80. 4 84. 4 

__ __]._ O_Q_._Q__ 100.0 
~ One farm in Group· B· should more properly have been classified 

in Group A. To have done so wuuld have made no significant 
difference · to this or the following tables. 

A c_q_ordJ_n__g_ •• • • • I . . 

4 . Roberts; Margaret - Labour in the J:arm Ec9.nom_y, p.ll5 . 
Inst itute of Race Relations, Box 97 , Johannesburg, 1958 . 

5. Ibid. p . ll5. 

---------------------------------------------- -------~-- ------------~~= 



According to information contained in Table 14- , 
pineapple production in the Eastern Cape is no~ nearly develop­
ed to t he fullest extent . Especially in those districts where 
the farms are 1-'lrg·er, less tharr half the indicated potential 
have been realised . These possibilities are~ hovrever, not 
without serious limitations. Not only do .:elimatic conditions 
favour some areas more than others, but the high labour · 
requirements of pineapple farming must be taken into consider ­
at'ion vhen further expansion is considered . Then there is 
the principle of opportunity costs; 11 The principle of oppor­
tUnity costs states· that profits -vrill be greatest if each unit 
of labour, capitCJ.l and land is used where it will add 'the 
most to retur n . 11 6 If it is true that the existing combination 
of factors of production on each farm is at the optimum, pine­
apple production cannot be increased, even though vast acreages 
of l and on each farm may bo suitable for thqt purpose . Only 
if the marginal revenue derived from an additional acre under 
pineapples is greater than what can be derived if that acre is 
used for any other purpose, will its working be economically 
feasible . 

Table 14-

POTENTIAL PINEAPPLE U1.ND BY DISTRICT 
. (69 Commer-cial Pineapple Proc3Iicer.s, E . C. · l959) = _ ltem --=~ ~---Albany Bat~pr~t _East_],ondon~-- O'fher Total"" 

No . of farms _ · _l¢) ____ ____g~ ____ __:l5. ___ --~----'-7_.......__...;6'-"-9 

· Present area~ 
Total 
Per farm 

Potential Area ~ 
Total 
Per farm 

Possible increase~ 
Total 
Per farm 

_ ·--- __ __ A_~_g_e.§__ __ _ 

1,260 
79 

5,960 
373 

4-,700 
294-

2,150 
102 

4-,650 
221 

2,500 
l_lj__ 

2' 04-0 
82 

5,14-0 
206 

3,100 
124 

570 
81 

4,570 
652 

4-,ooo 
. .2Zl 

6, 020 
87 

20,320 
294-

14-,300 
2oz 

It is not known to what extent the price of pine­
apples will have to increase in order to bring all potential 
land in the Eastern C~pe into production. · Howev$r; the fact 
that these acres were left out of production during the post­
war boom would seem to sug ~est that the agronomic and economic 
potentials do not necessarily coincide. 

C~pit~l investment 

. It is a difficult undertaking to obtain an accur ate 
a ss·essment from the farmer as to the market value of his land 
and buildings . '! Tomlinson observed 0 that two farms may be 
exactly alike as to soil types and improvements and if asked 

--- ------ --· -·- -------------- the • ~l 

6. Heady , E . O. and Jensen, H.'R. - F~rm Managem.e_nt Economics, 
p . 78. Prentice-Hall, I nc . Englewood Cliffs, N.J . 1956. 

-7 . For the ,purpose of this study, the entire a creage operated 
was taken as part of the farm unit , whether it was owned or 
rented . Altogether, three farmers rent.ed. all the land they 
operated, while a further nine rented portions of their 
land. · In calculating Labour Income, rent ·was taken as an 
expense, consequently interest 1:/a s calculated only on that 
portion of avs ra.ge: cap::. t a l jnTrc~:;tmE'nt wh~ cr '-Na s owned by the 
operator -
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the value Qf his farm, the one farmer will ans1·1er ·.23 and the 
other £6H. ~ The farmer is usually asked to base his valu­
ation on what a willi ng buyer will pay to a willing seller 
and, if a number of pr operties have been sold in the area 
recently, the prices realisen can be used as a check . Al­
though, in fact , a large number of farms have been sold in the 
area of study since 1950, the extreme fluctuations in land 
values since , made it impossible to use the prices realised as 
a crit eria by 1·Thich to measure t he accuracy of the farmer ' s 
valuation . In the last few years there has been no market for 
planted pineapple land as such . The presence of pineapple 
plants on a piece of land came to be regarded as a handicap 
rather than a help in its sale; not only because the price for 
the f r uit vias very lm·r, but also because canners wc;re not 
prepared to take fruit from a ' nevi gro..,mr ' • In consequence, 
some farmer s wer e reluctant to value pineapple plantations any 
higher than ordinary grazing, while others, who undoubtedly 
paid inflated prices for their land, insisted that it was not 
-vmrth les s than at the time of purchase when prices were at 
their highest . 

The largest single concentration of sample farms, or 
39 per cent of the total , fell within the group which had less 
than £10,000 i nvested - Table 15. Of those r emaining, 26 per 
cent had less than £20 , 000 invested , 23 per cent between 
£20 , 000 and £30,000 , and 12 per cent had an investment of more 
than £30 , 000. The table also shows that the pattern of 
distribution of the sample farms do not vary much from Gr oup A 
to Group B to Group c, as the percentage of income derived from 
pineapples increases . r ~th the exception of Group A, ~mere 
the concentration in the first two categories is r evers ed, there 
is a tendency for the number of farms in each group to decrease 
as the total investment per fa r m increases . Group B farms show 
an exceptionally high cluster in the first category where the 
investment per farm is less than £10,000. 

Table 15 

FREQ.QENCY DISTR.JJ3UTI_ON OF FARM_$_2._9C_QB__DINQ__1._Q__THE _ _A VERAGE CAPITAL 
INVESTMENT PER FARM AND PERCENTAGE INCOME FROH PINEAPPLES 

(b9-Commer cia-1Pineapple.Procfucers, ::::: . c .1959) 

Investment 
__ J2Sir farm 

£ 

9,999 or less 
10,000 - 19, 999 
20,000 - 29 ' 999 
30,000 or more 

Total 

Group A 

7 
9 
5 
3 

24 

-- ----·----
Group B Group c 

Number of farms 

14 6 
6 ~ 7 

2 

10 ---- ]-5 
Per Per Per 

cent ___ q_~nt _ _ cent 

9,999 or less 
10,000 - 19 , 99> 
20,000 - 29,999 
30,000 or more 

Total 

29 . 2 
37. 5 
20.8 
12 . 5 

100.0 

------·----

46 . 7 40. 0 
20. 0 20. 0 
23 . 3- 26 . 7 
10.0 _)-_3 . 3 

100.0 __ -· _ .. _:to_o . o . 

---- ·-·-·-- _.I_Q._. _•..._!...!..•/_ 

All 
farms 

27 
18 
16 

8 

62 
Per 
cent 

39 . 1 
26 . 1 
23 . 2 
11 . 6 

100.0 

E. . Tomlinson , F .R. - The Economics of Peanut and ivfaize Pro­
duc.tion on the Springbok Flats . Department of A.grj_culture 
and Forestry Bulletin No.l9~Economic Series No.27, Govern ­
ment Printer, Pretoria , 1938 . 
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In all the districts land constituted by f a r the 
most impbrtant capital item - Table 16• The difference in 
the value of a f a rm can be attributed to either .one of four 
reasons~ ·. a) varying degrees of i ntensity iri cultivation, 
b) real estate prospects for farms near town and a long the 
coast where a new coastal highway is in progress, c) errors in 
valuation, and d) the position of each farm in respect of the 
agronomical and meteorological margin of pineapple cultivation 
in the Easter n Cape . In a ~>'urvey of far ming organisation in 

· the Molopo region, it was ascertained that land constituted . 
about 56 p~r cent of total capital invested. 9 · A similar sur­
vey Of citrus farming in the Union showed that more than 80 
per cent of the total farm capital i n some a r eas a r e invested 
in land. l0 

· Table 16 

AVERAGE CAPITAL INVESTMENT PER FARH BY DI STRICT 
Tb9 Commercial Pineapple Producers~.c-~--i9i59;-

Item 

J:i[o. of farms 

East 
Albany Bathurst London 

16 21 25 

£ £ £ 

Other Total 

7 69 

£ 

Laud 8,807 
Fixed iirJ..J2KQY.emen t s~_d7.9 

£ 

8,802 11 , 576 21,971 11,144 
2' 020 --~,_2Q.~ - ___ .3' 071 2 ~3. 

__1L.Q86 1 0' 8 92 --- 14 !I 08 0 _._?2.,_0:::....;4:.=2_-=1""'-3-l-, 5'-=2::..L..7 

Mechanical power 987 1,106 1,602 1,174 1,265 
I mplements · 460 397 635 571 515 
Livestock 1 ,463 1 ,3 71 1 , 092 3,628 1,52·0 
Fee q__C?-_Qg_supnl_t.§J> _____ _ 12 ___ _____11 _______ Lt . ...l-3 _ __ __ __ 41 ____ 28 

vJorki ng_ Capit al 2,922 2,891 -~ ,328 

.J.--~00§_ __ _J,.J._,_'Z. 8_3._]-_2 ' 4- 52 3_9:) 4 2 6 16 , 8.22 
Per Per · Per Per Per 

_c_e_.p t cent __ --~ c enL ___ .. C.§.[l._t_ __ ....£ en t 

Land 62 . 9 63.9 66.3 .. 72.2 . '66.1 
Fixeq__ improvELmen_t_=s~_.l6.3 ---~---- 14.:...:...!-:...3"----·----l _Q=-· 0~-----=1:...:4...!. • ..=.1 

.. 

Fixed Capital __ .....L7.~ 79 ._L __ . _8_o . 6 ----~_2~·.:::.2 ___ ~80:::...:·~2 

Mechanical power 7. 0 8.0 9 .3 
Implements {3 . 3 2 . 9 · 3 . 6 
Lives t ock lD.4 9.9· 6 .'2 · 

3.9 7 . 5 
1 .. 9 . 3 . 1 

11 . 9 . 9 . 0 
Fee g_ __ 9-p_rt_ . Slil2P_l i e s ____ _Q_J_,__ _ _ _:::_o.:.;.l=--___ .-::0::..!: . .!:....3!- ·-Q!J_ ____ ~_g 

vlo:r_k_i_~=-a~Pl:::-... t~a=-=l::..-_ __ .....:2:::...0::::..:•::...:8~-=2...:::.0..:.• . .L..,9 __ ..:::1..2.!..~-- --J-2. 8 . 

TOTAl:_S,APIT~-1~- _, _____ lQ.Q_~~--___l_QO '!-Q__ .. _ 100.0 . 4-_00.!..9 .. 100.0 

* Does not include the value of the homestead, 1vhich is valued 
as follows ~ Albany £2 ,1 50; Bathurst £2 , 395; East London 
£2 , 504; Other £2,271 . · 

__ ._...__ _____ _ ________ ----~·In . ...!-.._._ • • ! ____ _ 

9. Du Toit , S . J . and Smit, c . ~r . - Eco_npJ.11i c ~rialy_s is of Far ming 
.- -Organisation in. the Molopo Region . Department o·f Agr 'icul­

t ure, Bull etin No . 360, Government Printer·, Pr.etoria, 1958. 

10. Prins ;Loo.,. _A . L. - An Ecgnomic .Survey of Citru~ Growi ng in 
}he Union , 121§. Department of Agriculture , Bulletin No . 22l , 
Gover nment Printer , Pretoria, 19~1 . 
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In Albany, land ·composed 63 per cent· of· total capital 
as compared ' to 72 per cent in the · tothei ' di~t~icts. Fixed 
improveme,nts are, hovJeve:r, of ·somewhat great er significanc·e in 
the capital· -~tructure of t he farms in Albariy than in the 'other' 
di$tricts. In consequence the fixed capital ratios on an 
inter-dist_rict :basis correspond more clos·ely. 

.. By referring back to Table 16 for comparison, it tvill 
be noticed that those districts with a larger percentage of 
farm land _u.p.der pineapples also had ·a slightly higher percentag·e 
of · working capital tied up in machinery and i~plements and 
lesser amounts in livestock. The same feature is better 
illustrated in Table 17, where the capital structure is 
investigated on the basis of the percentage income derived f rom 
pineapples. Mechanical power and i mplements comprise at least 
lt per cent more of the total capital i n Group C than in any of 
the other groups.. This is even more significant in the light 
of the higher capital investment in G.roup C.. . Investment in 
livestock, on the other hand, is from 4 ·to 6 per cent lo\<rer for 
Group. C farms. 

Table 11 . 

AVERAGE CAPITAL INVESTMENT PER FARH ACCORDING TO THE PERCENTAGE 
- -- --·----·-INCOME DERTVED FROH -PINEAPPLES- .. 

( 69 Commercial Pineapple Producers-,-If;c . 1959) 

Item Group A 

No . of farms 24 
Percentaga income 
from pineapple::..::s:__ __ .3h 0 

30 

69.0 

69 

Land 10,843 10,941 12,033 · 11,144 
Fixed im..Qrovem£?_Q_t§,~- 2·, 6_Qlt _ ___ ____h~q_i __ _ __ -~_,_4_Q_7 __ -----·--=2~,~3c.;:8~3~ 

Fixed Capital 13,447 13,106 _l4 , l_Q_O ____ ..:::.l'""'3~,5=2;:..1.7_ 

Mechanical power 1,286 991 1,779 1,265 
I mplements . 481 492 618 515 
Livestock 1, 971 .. l ,450 940 1, 520 
=-F.:::..e.:::..e~d......:a:::.!n;:.:d::::,_:s~u::;..~:p~..I:P:.::::l:.::::i:...::::e:..=.s. ___ __..3"-'0"-------2 Z ____ _ n_ ____ ..,.£ 8 __ 

v·for.king Capital 

TOTAL CAPITAL 

Land 
Fixed improvements 

• 
0 3 '768 _ __ ._]. ' 96Q. __ 3 ,364 ---·- 3,328 

17,215 16,066 lz_J&4 ~-=16=:-.:'~-.::::8~5..:....5-
Per Per Per Per 

. ce.Qi___ - - · cent cent__ cent __ 

63.0 68 .1 . 67.4 66.1 
15.1 ---=-1:hi_. __ .....;l::::..3.<...::·~2:....-.....-__ .....;l~4_..1 

=-F-=ix=e .::::.d_;C:::..::a::..Jp~i::....:t:;.::a:..::l::_._,,__ _ ___ 7J.....8:::...:•~1=-____ 8l ._ q__ ---~-~. _1 _____ ---=:,8..;;.0..:.... 2;;;... 

Hechanical pov!er 7. 5 6 . 2 10.0 
Implements 2.8 3.0 3.5 
Livestock 11.4 9.0 5.3 
Feed and S'ld:lrQ..li~ ____ j)_!..,? ________ o_d. ~ ___ _ _Q._l_ 

-~-

7 .5 
3.1 
9.0 
Od_ 

_" ;orking Capital _2;1.::::....:.--"-9 _______ 18~-~---·-· ~ ~.1_8_._9. ~----+..2.·.-L 

TOTAL CAPITAL . . · 100.0 1 0.0 . 0 100. 0 100.0 

* Does not include the value . ·of : the homestead tvhli.ch is valued ~ 
·as follo\<rs .. : Group A £2 , 704; Group B £2 ,036; Grq:up ·C £2 ,566; 

·All farms £ 2,384. · 

- --- --- - - -~-
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The differences in the total capital for each group 
a·re not so much the result of a difference in working capital 
.or fixed improvements, as a difference in ·the estimated value 
of land in each group . . From Tabl.e· 13 it 1,.rj_ll be remembered 
that Group C farms were almost 40 per .cent smaller than Gr pup 
A~ £arms anp yet their land value is 11 per cent higher. Al ­
though they· are slightly more 'intensively cultivated, this 
does not apequately explain the difference in value, for which 
other fa ctors a r e undoubtedly more important. The possible 
influence of some of these factors has already ·been mentioned, 
while others a r e to be discussed at a later stage . Judging 
from Table 18 , the distribution of farms in Group A and Group 
B follo~m no definite pattern; if an~~hing, there is a slight ­
ly higher concentration of farms in those categories where the 
investment per acre is relatively low. · Group c , on the other 
hand, shmvs a steady increase in the percentage of farms ·in 
each categor y as investment per acre increases. Almost half 
the farms in Group C fell in the 1 £30 or more • category, com­
pared to an average of 25 per cent for all the farms. 

Table 18 

FREQUENCY DISTRI:f?UTION OF [.ARMS ACCORDING _'f_O_J]'J_YESTMENT 
PER ACRE OPERATED AND PERCENTAGE INCOME FROM PINEAPPLES 
--. Tb9 Commercial Pineapple Producers-,-E.C . 1959) 

Investment per 
acr e operat ed Gr oup· A Group B Group C All farms 

£ Number of far ms 

9 or . less 
10 - 19 
~b - 29 
30 or more 

4 
13 

2 

4 
13 

7 
6 

T=ot~a::;:..:l=-·---------~2=-4..:.__ ___ ...,_ ~3....::;.0 __ . 
Per Per 

1 
4 
4 

_ _g__ 

12 
Per 
cent cent cent __ --:: 

·6 . 6 
26 . 7 
26 . 7 

__ lt.Q ._Q 

9 or less 16 . 6 13 .3 
10 - 19 54 . 2 ·43.3 
20 - 29 8.4 23 . 4 

_lQ or morJL..._ ---~--- . 20!]. __ ___ ~20"-.:.-"o __ 

Total 100.0 100.0 100. 0 

Land va.l~ 

9 
30 
13 
17 

69 
Per 
cent 

13.0 
43.5 
:i8.8 
24.7 

100.0 

As ment~oned earlier , great · confusion exis ted amongs t 
farmers as to the approximate marketable value of their 
properties. An incident which was by no means un:i:{ue, relating 
to a particular pieGe· of land in the Bathurs·t district, will 
help to illustrate the r eason for this confusi'on. In 1951 , 
farmer A was made ~n offer of £10,000 by farmer B for 1, ooo;ooo 
Cayenne plants - an article vJhich formerly had, and again to­
day has, no market value • After consul tat ion with his 
lawyers, farmer A decided it . w'Ould be to his advantage from an 
.income tax point of view, i'f he sold the land from which one 
million Cayenne plants could be obtained , rather than just 
sell . the planting material . He suggested this to B, and the 
latter made him an offer of £15·, 000 for 204 morgen which he, 
A, had acquired in 1934 for £300 . In addition A was to re­
tain the right to harvest . the cTop from those plants for the· 
next three years . B also gained from the deal . He took all 
the planting material he required and after three years sold 

the •••• • / 
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the same property to C for £12 ,500 . The planting materi al, for 
1,~rhichhe had offered £10,000, nmv cost him approximately £3,0~)0. 
C did ·not know anything about pineapple gr owing, s o he decided 
to work on A ' s farm in the neighbourhood to gain experience . 
After six months, however, he got the opportunity and sold the 
land to D fo·r £21,500. At this stage prices began to drop and 
it· was not long before D found himself in trouble . He ,.;as 
forced into liquida tion and his bond hol der s , not being pre­
pared. ·to accept t he property, offered it for sale . Almost six 
years. have passed· and the property has still not ·been sold. 
It has been re - offered to A, but he is not pr epar ed to pay 
£5, <?OO for i-t • · . . 

The uncertainty caus ed by the wi de f luctuations in 
land prices over the last fe1v years is not the only , or primary, 
cause of the f a rmer 1 s di.fficulty in v1.luing h i s land. I n the 
early 1950's the canning factories were so eager to get pine­
apples that t hey entered into ten-year contracts trlth fai mers 
in 1,J-hich they fixe·d a ·min_imum pri ce and stipulated a minimum· 
quantity ·to be delivered by t he farmer annually. 1•lhen the 
pineapple market was approaching a point of satiety and prices 
began to drop, this same clause apparent ly became an ' es cape 
clause' . At this time , when t he canners 1.>rere anxious to r e ­
duce tpeir purchases, the contract of any farmer who fat l ed to 
supply the stipulated minimum, was cLncellec1 . So- operative 
canners, on t he other hand , 'l.•rere equally desirous of obtaining 
more . pineapples at a time when private factories were entering 
into contracts. No minimum prices were fixed by them, but · 

·membership .. was open t o anybopy \vho could supply pineapples • . 
. As . cir .. cumstances began t o change for the worse , membership 
(particularly for those desiring to deliver pineapples) 
suddenly became more exclusive . Even if a pr operty had been 
delivering pineapples to the factory for a number of yea~s, 
and 1vas then sold, the ne1·1 mmer was not per mi tted to continue 
delivering to the same f actory under the old contract . . . This, 
of course, immediately limited the major market for pineappl es 

... and ·made it very difficult to s .ell a pineapple far m to an y 
one who was not in possession of a contract vrith a canning firm 
.or a member of a .co-oper ative . 

This, then,.. was the position in which the Easter n 
Cape pineapple producer found himself at t he time of the-- survey 
during which -he \vas asked to put a value on his property . His 
task was further complicated by being asked to value fixed ; 
improvements separately from the land. Although this latter 
is .l i kely to · lead .to an upward bias of valuations, it can be 
disr egarded in so far as i t is not peculiar to pineapple farms 
only . 

Judging f rom Table 19, rural real ~state va l ues have 
·increased considerably since befor e the \-Jar. In the ten years 
a fter the outbreak of the war, prices shmved a sharp i ncrease 
~nd r eceived further stimulation from the pineapple.boom which 
laqted for the greater part of the 1950 ' s . · Pr ices for the 
thr ee districts included in Table 19 ·show about equal 
fluctuations, although at different levels . Real estate 
values were higher in Bathurst than in Albany-and, in turn, 
i1. i gb.er in East London t han in Bathurst . The most remarkable 
feature of the table is, however, t~e considerable incr ease in 
the turnover of farms during the f1ve year s immediately af.ter 
1950 . No less than forty - one farmSi · or 59 per cent of those 
include.d in the sample , had change.d ownership s i nce 1950. . .A-l ­
though comparative measures a re not available , this feature must 
be a t least part"ially a ttributed to the pr esence of a 
speculative element in r ural rea l estate- in the Eastern Cape at 
the time . · 

Table 19 •• ~ . ·. / 

- - -- - _,.._,_~-. 
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Ta ble 19 

PRICES .PAID FOR FAB.MS I N VARIOUS. YEARS BY DISTRICT: ,. 
(69 Commercial Pi neapple Producers, E ~C. 1959) 

' ' . 
- -· ----------~~--

Year of sa le Al~..§.JlY.___ Bat hur st Eas·t London 
No .of Av. price-:-:N-:-o-•. of Av.pr ice No .. of Av •. price 

------ .. ___ _farms per a_cre farms__p_~_r: ~---f_arPls~r acre 
£ £ £ 

1939 and before 2 1.1 3 3 . 9 2 2. 8 
194-0-194-9 ·2 2.9 3 11.1 2 13l8 

1950-1951 · 1 14-.4- 2 23 .. 2 3 20 .. 3 
1952-1953 3 7.4- 3 7. 8 6 21 .6 
1954--1955 1 5.0 4- 8 •. 8 5 25.2 
1956-1957 0 0 2 64- .. 5 

l2.21t_. __ -----·--· ·-.. .... _Q -- J_ 2· 2 1 2~.,1__ . -·- ··--· ...... - · . -
All f a r ms 9 5. 7 _l._Q.._e:-=-·..._5_ 21 22 . 2 

With t he exception of Ea st London and Albany , at the 
top and bottom ends of the r ange respectively, r eal estat e per 
acre as va lued by the farmer does not differ ·markedly between 
the remaining districts - Table 20 . Conditions to be con­
s ider ed in t he va luation of a farm may, however, differ sub­
stantially from one farm to the next even within the same 
district . In consequence , an average figure ·can only provi de 
a poor indication of what some of the farms in a particular 
district mav be -vmrth. . If compared vrith the prices paid over 
a period , as recorded in Table 19, the far mer 1 s valuation of 
his pr operty would appear to be too high. An aver age value 
of £10.2 per acre for Albany is higher than most- of the prices 
r ealised for far ms sol d in this district when the pineapple 
boom was at its peak . In B~thurst and East London the farmers 
valued their pr operti es higher t han the'· aver age pr i ce which 
was realised for the farms sold in each of these two districts 
r espectively during the five years following 1950. I t is 
possible that mainly farms of lower productivity wer e sold a t 
t he time of high prices because the · owner , ·being aware of this, 
thought it ~n excellent opportunity to rid himself of his l ow 
profit yi elding ent erprise . On this assumption , the 4-o per 
cent of the sample farms that were not sold , would have reali-

·sed considerably higher prices than those that we~e and any 
such di screpancy, as mentioned-above , would not ·have been · 
possible . \t.lhilst such an a r gument may be . valid~ t here is no 
evidence to support it . Thus the inevitable conclusion· is 
that the f~rmers included in the study valued : t heir · properties 
o$- bove the existing market. rate . . The extent to which values 
were inflated, however, ·cannot be determined from information 
ava·ila ble . 

Table 20 ••. • ·. / · 
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TablEL_2.0 

FlRMER 1 .S VALUATION OF REAL ESTATE VALUE PER ACRE BY DISTRICT 
--· c ~commerciaT-?ineappf'~-Pr~dliCers;-E~:--cr.-· 1959). · 

. ~ . 

Distr ict 

= · · klban_y ·· 
A 1 exari dr ia 
Bat hurs t 
East London 

No . of 
farms 

Value-per 
acre* ----' £: ---------

··16 10~'2 
2 10.5 

21 12 . 3 
. 25 28 . 2 

2 14.2 ··Komgha 
··Peddie ______ _..3,__ _____ 1._~6 ___ _ 

.. ·· Totai 69 " 12. :)_':.....·---

* Includin6 ··the value of the homestead • .. 

Indebt e.Ctnes s 

·· According to ··i nformation in ··Table 21, only 29 per 
cen~ of the farmers had no debt at all, but no less than 16 per 
cent had :a debt of over £8,qoo. 'The av·er.:tg~ debt for the 
group w:as '£4,384 . 

. .. 
Ta·ble 21 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF FARI1S ACCORp_I.N_G_ TO 
INDEBTEDNESS PER FARM 

(69 Commercial Pineapple Pr oducers 5 E . CG 1959) 

Debt · No. of Percentage of 
£ farms far!J1_~- _ 

0 20 29 . 0 
1 , 999 or less 11 ·1 5 . 9 
2 , ooo · - 3 , 999 .15 ' 21 . 7 

·4,ooo - 5,999 5 .. 7 . 3 . 
6,000 - 7,999 7 10 .. 2 . 
8,ooo or more 11 12G 2. • 

Total 62 10.9~0 __ 

The actual amount of debt is not as impor tant as the . 
' debt ratio ' per f a rm, i . e . the r a tio between indebtedness and· 
the real estate value per farm. This r atio need not , and in 
fact, does not,. corre.sponcl vii th t he actual money debt per far~ . 
Apart from the farmers v.rho had no debt at all;._ the percentage 
of 'All Farms ' in each category tends to increase as the deb~ 
ratio. becomes more unfavourable, Table 22 . . This· has to be 
explained· largely by the heav y concentration of Gr.oup C farms . 
in those categories which specif:r a more unfavouro,ble ·debt 
ratio. Group A and Group B farms were not concentrated in 
<:.nv particular category, other than a l a rge num'.:>er of farmers 
in Group A who had no debt a t all. 

Table 22 • ••• • / 



Tabl e 22 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF FARHS ACCORDING TO .THE DEBT RATIO 
PER FARM AND PERCENTAGE INCOME FROM PI NEAPPLES 
(57 Commercial Pineapple Producers , E. C. 1959) 

Qr oup A Group :8 _ Gro~-=c ___ . All farms 
.~~~.--~~N~um.~b~e-r of f arms 

0 
0.1 . - 15 

15.1 .- 30 
30.1 ~- 45 
45.1 - 60 
60~1 'and .higher 

'Total 

10 
2 
2 
3 
l 

21 
Per cent 

4 
2 
7 
2 
2 
4 

21 
Per cent 

0 . 47 . 6 19.1 
0.1 15 9.5 9.5 

15.1 - 30 9;5 33.3 . 
30.1 - 45 14 .3 9~5 
45.1 - 60 4.8 9. 5 
6 0 4.....?.-ng_ high::..::::e-=-r __ --=1...;..4.:..., 3"'---__ ..::;;l.~l_ -· 

Total 100.0 lOQ~---

3 17 
0 " 4 
0 9 
2 '7 
6 9 

---'-4 ____ ....;:.1::.,;:1;;___ 

1 5 57* 
Per cent Per cent 

20 . 0 
0 
0 

13. 3 
40. 0 
26 .7 

100.0 

29.8 
7.0 

15.8 
12.3 
15.8 
19.3 

100.0 

*Twelve properties, either ~olly or partially rented , were 
excluded . 

The debt situation for Group 9, or those farms de­
rlvlng more than 90 per cent of cash.income from pineapples, 
is serious. The majori ty of these farms has · a debt r atio of 
above 45 per cent ~nd their already unfavour able position is 
aggravated by the fact that they virtually practis e monoculture 
of a peri-shable product under climatic conditions prone to 
excessive fluctuations. Tomlinson suggested that 11 an indebted­
ness bordering on 50 per cent of the .. fixed assets of the farm 
is a rather dangerous r:1tio and farmers '"bo are heavily in debt 
should try to reduce that ratio as much as possible during· 
good. years" . ll 

An interesting relationship was found to exist between 
the debt r atio per farm and the year in which it was purchased. 
Table 23 shows that those farmers who acquired their properties 
before 1950 had a relatively low debt and favourable debt 
r atio . The 1950-51 period., however, shows a radically 
differ ent position . The debt r atios for the f arms bought 
during that period average 44 per cent . For the farms pur­
chased between 1952 and 1955 the r atio is still high but 4 per 
cent lower than for the farms in the second category . The 
ratio improves by ~ further 6 per cent for the farms purchased 
during and after 1956 . 

----------------·-----=-T"'::=.!::a'QJ.e 23 .. .. • I 
11 . Tomlinson, The Economics of Peanut a nd Maize Production 

on the Springbok Flats, Op . cit . , p:}). 
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Table 2J. 

YEAR OF PURCHASE A S RELATED . T 0 INDEBTEDNESS 
··: J. ?7 Comm_er c iaf-:-Pinea ppl e ··P~od~c-ers"' .. }f. c··: ·-i959) 

Year of~ No . of -A-ctual Debt 
purch~ farms debt ratio ·- --y- ---- -

JO 

1949 and befor e 22 1,882 16 . 5 
1950 - 1951 6 7,672 43 . 7 
1952 - 1953 15 6 ; 828 39 . 5 
1954 - 1955 10 5~960 39 . 3 
12~6 and after 4 6 038 33 -.3 

Total ~7 4,800 ___3.0 . 6 

.... . .. . . Although there a r e probr;3.bly numerou~ factors that 
mi gJit pe_ ]1e l d r esponsible for the unfavouraple debt ratio of 
the far ms bought after 1950, the speculative r ange of land 
values .at that time correspond too closely to be regarded 
merely .as coincidental . After 1956, when pineapple prices 
1-rere beginning to slump seriously the sale of farms decreased 
and r eal estate values became .more reasonable . 

Lab~ur str uct ure 

More than 95 per cent of the labour supply on the 
sample farms was made up of non-uhi"te '-Torkers·. Of the 
rem~ining 5 per cent, four-fifths were contributed by the 
operator and the remai ning one-fifth by either the family or 
hired 1vhite labourer s . In Table 24 it is shmm that the 
permanently- employed non-,·.r.hi te adult m:1le constitutes t he most 
important element in the labour structure . He contr-ibutes 
fully 50 per cent of all the labour p~rformed on the sample 
farms.· . Next· i n importance a r e the SP-3.Sonal labourers-. This 
category is -pri marily made up of members of ·t.be family of the 
-permanently .:.~empl:oyed adult male who are hired from time to time 
to assist with · ha.r vesting and in keeping the lands f r ee of ·: 
I;.Jeeds . Permanently-employed females · (not domestic) and yout hs 
comprise only 7 per cent of the total . ·.. .. 

Table 24 .. •• .I 

: . ~ .. 

,I 

' 

~ . . 

--- --- ----
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Table 24 ·· 

LABOUR STRUCTURE ACCORDING TO PERCENTAGE INCO~ffi FROM. PINEAPPLES 
---- T 69cOID:-Tier-ciai-Tine-appfe P"io-du-c ers;-E:-.c~-,-1-959 ) ·----

I tem Grou12 A Grou12 B Gr-oup ·c All farms 
No . of 

farms 24 0 1 6 -
Days 7o . of Days o of Days % of days q, of 
·-v;orked t.ota~ wo.r ked total worked total worked total 

White ~ 
Operator 280 4.1 280 4 . 2 229 2 . 9 269 3 . 9 
Hired 47 0. 7 58 0~9 75 0~9 58 0.8 
Fa mill__ 10 0.2 6 0 .1 0 0 6 0 .1 ----
lmite total 33Z 2 - 0 .34~__2L. 304 .J..!-8 333 4.8 

Non-vJhi t e : 
Per manent 

male 3,616 53 . 4 3,297 49 . 6 3,853 48. 0 3 ,524 50 .4 
Permanent 

female 352 5.2 55 0.8 205 2 . 5 187 2 . 7 
Seasonal .. 2 066 30.5 2 ' 774 41.8 3 , 125 39. 0 2,614 37.4 

' Youths .. 39Z 5. 9 1-21 2 ._9 ___ j'34 6._1__325 4 .z 
Non-White 
total 6,431 95.0 6 , 297 94. 8 Z,ZlZ _2_.6_.2 6, 650 95.2 

Grand ·Total 6 , Z68 100.0 6 , 641 100.0 8 , 021 100.0 6,283 100.0 

"Vvlfl it e Man-
equivalent 1.2 1 . 2 1 .1 1 .2 

Non- TJ,Jhi te Man-
equivalent 22 . 2 22 .2 2Z . 6 23 . 8 

Total Man-
equivalent 24 . 1 23.2 28.2._ 25 . 0 

The white m~n-equiv~lent per f arm is virtually the 
same for Group A, Group B and Group C, although for Gr·oup C 
farms it comprises a slightly sma lle.:r;. percento.ge of the total 
l abour supply . This is due to the higher total labour re­
quirements of Group C farms . On the average they have five 
non-~Jhite man-equivalent more per farm than either Group A or 
Group B. In virtually every one of the n on-white l a bour 
categories, Group C farms h2d a larger number of days worked. 
The importance of each category, however, changes as the per­
centage incqme derived from pineapples chang~s. The .permanent 
non-white male is more import ant in Group A than in e'ither 
Group B or Group ~ · Seasonal labour, on the other hand, com­
prises almost 10 per cent more of the total man-equivalent per 
farm for Group· B and Group C than for Group A •. 

The farmer 

a) Education: According to the information in Table 25, 
onl y 15 per cent of the f-:::trmers ·for whom information was avail ­
able , attended either.a university or an agricultural college 
after ~atriculation . In a survey of the differ ential roles of 
the press and r adio in an extension programme covering certain 
districts of the Eo.stern Cape, van As found that 23 per cent 
of the f~rmers had post -matr i c education . l 2 The dis cr epancy 
_may be d~e either to different methods of sampling employed, or 
t o the fact th8.t there is no agricultural colle3e to · ·serve ·the 

) ~ ! \ ' 

mixe~l.~· ~ . ··...!·~/ ____ _ 

12 . Van As , Op . cit. p . 55 . 
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mixed f~rming areas of the Eastern Cape coastQl belt . Of the 
remaining 85 per cent, 21 per cent of t he total did not receive 
J.ny schooling after standar d six and a fur ther 3lt per cent did 
not . go beyond s t andard eight . The remain ing 30 per cent had 
either complet ed matriculation or left one year before. 

Table 25: . 

DI STRIBUTION OF FARMERS ACCORDING TO NUMBER OF YEARS OF 
- . -.. - · . . FORMAL EDUCATION RECE IVED 

_(67 Commer cial Pine<_lpple Producers,E . C. 1959) 

No . of Percent6.ge of 
Years far mers t.otal ---

8 or less 1~ 2o. 8 
a 
/ - 10 23 3lt . lt 

11 - 12 20 ~9 . 9 
13 or tgor e 10 - ---~--~4...!..~.----

Total ___2_2 * 100. 0 

* No I nformat ion was available for two farme r s 

. b) Age distribution: The majority .of sample farmers were . 
between the age.s of forty an.d forty-nine .- Table _26. Of ·the · 
35 .per cent under forty , about one-third, or 10 per cent of the 
to:ta·l, were. under thirty_. Fourteen per cent were between f-i fty 
and sixty, and 16 per cent were sixty years ·or older. This 
1vould indicate that the age di stri but ion of farm operators in 
the· ·Eastern Cape Coastal belt is r oughly normal . I n the study 
by van As, 35 per cent of the farmer s wer e older thqn sixty, 
~nd only 36 per cent were younger than forty-five . l~ 

Table 26 

AGE DISTRIBUTION O;F' FARMERS IN THE EASTERN CJ.\ PE COASTAL BELT 
· C'67-Commercial PineapplePr-oducers,-EJ5~'" -i 9~9) 

------- --- -
Age group No . of Percentage of 

--- -------·----=-f '=ar;:;;..:m..E?J'...§..... __________ _:t ot_a_J, _____ ..;_ 

29 or younger 
30 - 39 
40 - lt9 
50 - 59 
60 or older 

Tot al 

. 7 
17 

. 23 
9 

~=1:_.._ __ 

67* 

lO. lt 
25. 4 
3lt . 3 
13.5 
16 . 4:_ ----

100. 0 

* No inf ormation 1...ras available for two farmers 

c) Experienc e in Pineapple Farmi~ g From earlier discussions 
it is not surprising to find in Table 27 that almost 50 per cent 
of the farmers gained their first experience of pineapple farm ­
ing in the last ten years . This is not · due to the age distri­
bution, for no more than 10 per c:ent of the present operators 
could have been too young to farm by 1950. 1··Jhen referring in 
t-he -introduction to the rapid expansion of the pinea-pp-le industry 
af~er World War II, it was suggest.ed that it did not occur 
merely as the result of the .expansion of exis t ing plantations , 

but •••• • I 
---------~----------~---~------·---------=~~~~~---------

13 . Van As·; Op . cit . pe90. 

- ~~~~----~== 
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but i't was · also due to the many former-ly 'extra-marginal areas 
that were brought into production and the larger number of 
people from all v~lks of life th~t ·came to seek their fortune 
in the Eastern Cape~ 

Table 27 

OPERATORS' EXPERIENCE IN PINEAPPLE FARMING 
(69 Commercia,l PineC?-pple Producers, E . C. 1959) 

Experience No. of Percentage 
(years) farmers of total 

4 or less 3 4._4 
5 · -- 9 29 42.0 

10 -14 22 31 . 9 
12 or more 12 _, __ _?1._1_ __ 

Total 62 "100. 0 

Of the thirty- two farmers ·who started to. grow pine­
apples afte·r . 1950, no les.s than twenty, or. 65 per. cent, had n.o 
previou~ farming experien.ce vrba.ts·o·ever . · 1 .. J.hen questioned on 
their ·· respective occupations before they ·ente:red pineapple 
f arming,' a .most unexpectedly wide range of professions was 
r evealed. The following list should provide some indica tion 
of the Wide -spread optimism that must · have e~isted" about the 
future prospects of the pineapple: 

Jeweller and hair dresser 
Professional photographer 
Navy ·. 
Building ~ontrac.tor 
Engineer · · 
Poultry breeding expert 
Bank clerk 
Trader. 

Printer 
Business manager 
Tobacco ·company worker 
Att ·orney · · 
Mines 
Medical practitioner 
Fitter and turner 

I f reference is made to the ·circwnstances at the 
time, the optimism· of these people was _not :u,nfounded . As 

, late as 1954- some· canning factories were still entering into 
ten year contracts with growers in· which a minimuir!' ·.price -was 
specified . In September 1955, an economic review of the 
Union's pineapple industry stated: 11 In 1953 when canned pine ­
apples went on ·the f~ee market, the price went up by about 25 
per cent . Although these prices have now declin'ed; · there is 
no indication that they will drop any further·. The futur·e of 
the pineapple seems to be in the ··~anning industry and provided 
there is greater e·o-operation amongst growers, more intensive 
advertining and wider cultivation of· m~rkets; the prospects of. 
the pineappl_e industry se.em assured. 11 1 · Whether or not these · 
provisos have . been fulfi l led would appear, ho\..rever, to be 
immaterial, because they would not have prevented the collapse 
in the world . market for pineapples that has since occurred,. 
It is this fact w~ich has led to the downfall of so many 
gro"l.vers. 

d) Acquisition of farm land : It follows log-ically from the 
discussiori' .of the limited experience of a l a rge number of 
farmers and the high rate of turnover in farms sinc_e · 1950 , that 
the majority of farms should have been acqu-ired through 
purchase-. According to information contained in Table 28, 
70 per cent of thB far_ms were bought, 20 per cent were 

----------------~------~~---------------=in~h~erit~d • •• ,.! 
\. ' · . .. . 

14. Economic Review, September 1955, p ~ 5 . 
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inher ited and 7 per cent were acquired partly through purchase 
2nd partly thr ough inheritance . Onl7 three far 111S , or 4- ner 
cent of 'the total· ··w~r·e r ent ed • . 

Table 28 

~Q.Q.Ql.9J._T I ON _QE _Ffi1iV!..JA ND 
(69 Commercial Pineapple ·Pr cducers , E . C. 1959) 

---------- No . of Per.centage 
Ne thod .·: · ____ ___f_Cl!'_!!!S __ _Qf_i_qJ;_~-

Inheritance 13 18. 9 
Purchase · 4-8 69 . 6 
I nher itance and purchase 5 7.2 
Rental ··-------- _3 __ ,_·_~oj. _ _ _ 

_ _;T=-o~t::..:a::..:l~----- ____ 6-"--9.<-- - - -=-1 OQ!_Q __ 

e) Acqu~~~tio4_of knowledge on pin~aJ01Le c~~ture: The major­
itv of fa r mers w2s vague and unspecifi.c about their s ources of 
inform~tion on pineapple culture. Atout 15 per cent denied 
any · source . of inr"orma tion other t ·han per sonal experience -
Table 29 . ( . It ·i s possible that these far mers ~ave never had 
direct contact with tecb.n:i."cal ·officer s or technical ·bulletins 
issued by t·he res e·arch stations ." I t is unlikely," however , 
tix:.t :tney have not discuss'ed ·the pro 1 s and con 1 s of certain 
techniques with a nei ghbour ing farmer at some s·tage or another, 
a.nd 'should , ther efore , preferably be classified with · those who 
listed ' ot her f ar mers' as a sour ce of information .· The l atter 
category was by far the most important . Almost half the 
fnr mer s in the sample (4-7 . 8 per cent) deri ved benef i t f r om the 
~dvice f r om. other farmer s . If we then add those -Who said they 
had rio par t i cular sour ce of infor mation other than t heir own 
experience , the size of 'this group increases to mor e than 60 
per cent . · 

Table ~ 

SOURCES OF INFORV~TION ON FINE~PPLE GROviTNG 
( 69 Commerci al Pineapple Pr o-ou-:sers, E .c. ·1959) 

·' No . of Percentage of .. 
----~S~o~u=r~c~e~~--------f~a=r=m=e=r~s _________ .Tptal 

None· 
Other farmer s 
Research ' station · 
Technical advisor s 
Press 

10 
-33 ., 
15 
13 
11 

. . 

~ ' .. 

Only a comparatively small percentage of farmers has 
had direct c·ontact with the ·resear·ch station or with a techni­
c<.l l advisor. : This need not necessaril y; be regarded as an 
ind-ication that the diffusion of tech~lical knowledge is limited. 
It is almost certain that some of the ' other farmers ' listed 
:J. r e either people v1ho have been in contact 1.ri th technical · 
officers, or with other farmers vlho ho.d: ·been . 

The press was the least .fre1uent source of infor- . 
mation, according to the' farmers~ Although a series of 
P..rticles on the various aspects of pineapple gr m·ring appeared 
in at least two widely circulated farming magazines , riot many 
farmers seem to remember having benefited from them . . .van As 
found that more than 90 per cent of t l1e farmers in hi s study 

"' . . .. ~ 
' •• • 0 subscribed •.•. • • .• ! 

--- -----~~--~= 
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subscribed to at .least one farming magazine, but that these 
magazines were not the most effective means of communication 

. with the farmer.l5 Government officials reached the largest 
humber of farmers; · posters the leas.t. Of the mass media, 
newspapers were the .most successful, but only came third after 
governm.ent official~ and other farmers. Newspapers were 
follo11red in effectiveness by farming magazines and the radio ... 
In comparison to the study by van As, the lesser significance 
of government officials in spreading information about pine­
apple growing must be ascribed to the :('act that no specific 
prog~am was ever implemented to do so. The importance of 

.other f~rmers as a source of information and the lower degree 
of success achieved by farming magazines is, however substan­
tiated by the present study. 

fj Domestic facilities: Most of the farms had good home­
steads . Even 1.vhere signs of dilapidation were obvious ·, the 
structures were generally. spacious and .equipped with a number 
of modern .. faciliti·es , as the table below will indicate . · 

Table .30 

AVA liABILITY OF MODERN FACILITIES ON SANPLE ·FARMS 
(69 Commercial Pineapple Producers , E .C. 1959) 

Item No. of Percentage of 
farms . t_otal 

Radio 69 100.0 
Electricity 45 65.2 
Refrigerator 61 88.4 
Running water 54 78.4 
Motor car 53 76.8 
Te.J.enhone 62 82.2 

· At least one link with the outside. world was assured 
as all t•he farmers had radios. No questions vrere asked about 
newspaper reading, . but it is expected that the majority of 
farmers suqscribed to at least one . Van As . found that only 
9 per cent ·Of the farmers in --his survey . did not receive a news-
paper at a11 .l6 . 

Of the items listed in Table 30, electricity had the 
lowest incidence. Only 65 per cent ·of the farmers reported 
dwellings lighted by electricity. On more t han 90 per cent 
of thes·e farins, the current was suppLied by batt·eries charged 
by a small' engine of 32 volts or less. This compares very 
unfavourably with the position in other countries·. As early 
as 1935 ,_ 95 per cent of the farmers in Franc·e, 90 per ·cent in 
Japan, b5 per cent in Denmark and 100 per· cent in Holland 
received electr i city from a central station.l7 

Refrigerators were well represented and 88 per cent 
of the housewives could claim the use of one, mainly, of 

cou:rrs e ~ ••• • I 

15. Van As, Op . cit . p .l94. 

16 . Ibid. p . 50. 

17. Loomis, C.P . and Beegle , J .A. : Rural Socia l S~stems , p.l25. 
Prentice-He3:ll, Inc •. , New York, 1950. 
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course, of the paraffin type. Running water in the kitchen 
and qathroom was not quite as common; it had only been in- . · 
stalled :in 78 per cent of the ·houses. · 

At least three-quarters of the ·sample farms possessed 
a motor vehicle -in addition to either a truck and!or .a tractor. 
The farmers . who did not have a motor car, all had a truck of 
some description. · "Rural soc·iologists ·are · of the opinion that 
the automobile appears to be one of the proc.ucts of technological 
advance most appreciated in the rural distr·icts and ranks higher 
in the scale of desires of farm people than of urban residents.l8 

Only 10 per cent of the farms were without a telephone 
and next .to the radio, .therefore, it PaS the convenience most 
commonly possessed; 

g.) Recreation: One-fifth of the farmers had no particular 
form of recreation, while several of the remain<Er had mo-re than 
one. Fishing, cricket and tennis were the most ·popular forms 
of entertainment . Shooting ranked fourth and \4.'8-S follov1ed by 
golf and bowls . The remaining 7 per cent infhcateO. various 
forms of entertainment ranging from poetry and play-reading to 
s vlimming • 

Table 31 

FARMERS' RECREATIONS 
(69 Commercial Pineapple Producers, E.C. 1959) 

No . of Percentage of 
I.tem farmers total ----

Bowl.s 3 4.3 
Cricket 19 27.5 
Fishing 22 31 .·9 . 
Golf. 6 8. 7 
Shooting 7 10.1 
Tennis 16 23.2 
Other .5 ' · '; 7 . 2 
Non~ -~- - .:_ _ _1i, ____ - ~~-~l· 7 

.. 
:,\ 

A ·number of" farmers · had private tennis courts and 
several clubs have been organised. Many of the farmers 
also own either a house or bungalow at the seaside and 
frequent fis-hing- trips are arranged for the 1•reekends. 

.. .. 

h) Marital status: Only six of· the operators were not 
married . · Of· the six., one was an elderly spinster who stayed. 
on the farm · vdth her ·aged mother. She had both a telephone 
and a motor car and· wa·s assisted in the farming by her neigh­
bouring br·other.. 

.·, 

-. 

18. Loomis , C.P. and Beegle, J .A., Op . cit . p .l24 . 

------------------------------------------------------------------------~~ 
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PINEJ!.:.PPLE CULTURE AND MARKETJJ'fG ON THE SA!:1PLE FARMS 

.. 
Two main varieties of pineapple a re· planted by 

·farmers in South Africa arid the Eastern Cape , i.e., the QUEEN 
OF PINES and the SMOOI'H CAYENNE . . A number of other varieties 
are gro~m at the Pineapple Research Station near East Londqn, 
a few of which thrive particularly well under local conditions. 
The scarcity of planting material to propagate these varieties, 
however, prevents their establishment in large plantations • . 

The Queen variety is grown mai nly for fresh con­
sumption and sold on the fresh fruit market both locally and 
overseas . · Because of the h i gh requirements set for fruit 
marketed overseas, the limited local market, the short period 
over which the entire crop ripens, the perishability .of all 
pineapples, etc., .it is virtually unavoidable that l arge-scale 
producers of Queens send a certain perceqtage of their crop to 
the canners. · Cayennes , on the other hand, are not as ~eet­
flavoured as Queens; but are very suitable for canning. The 
large size of the fTuit, its square-shouldered cylindrical 
shape and shallow segments make it possible to obtain a higher 
recovery with the use of mechanical peelers than i s the case 
with Queens . 

.. 
In evaluating the characteristics of a humber of · 

pineapple varieties, Mathews lends great prominence to the 
cannin~ qualities of the Cayenne and the palatability of the 
Queen . , Not only is the Cayenne tender and juicy, but it is· 
on the whole heavier than any other variety and has enough 
fibres to can well -Table 32. Queens are not only 'sweet and 
rich ' with a ' crisp and tender ' texture, but have excellent 
shipping endur ance qua-lities. 

Table 32 

T~_f.ft]J_'L_CHA.RAC'J;'E~J STIQ~S- OF A NTJMBER OF PI~ PPLE VARIETIES 
--~· -- ---:------ --------::---,---Flesh . 

__ Variet-::..Yt---

Red Spanish 
Natal Queen 
Pernambuco 
Smooth Cayenne 

Variety 

Nor mal Seas on* 

May-June 
June-July 
June-August 
July- September 

Weight 

3-5 lbs . 
l-2t lbs . 
2-42 lbs. 
5- 8 lbs. 

July-Sept§..rn...ber __ _±-6_ lbs. 

Flavour Texture 

Colour 

\!Jhite 
Yellow 
vJhi te 
Slightly 
yellow 

Yellow 
Shi pping 
endurance 

Red Spanish Sweet & spicy Coarse & juicy Excellent 
Natal Queen Very sweet & rich Cri sp & tender Excellent 
Per nambuco Very sweet Very tender & juicy Good 
Smooth Cayenne Sweet but tart Tender & juicy Good 
A bakka 'Sweet· T eng_~:r & .iu.ic_y_ ___ __ P9o..::O=r _ _ _ 
* All varieties will produce some fruit out of their normal 

season· a:nd can be for,ced to fruit a t .. other sea sons . The 
seasons given a re peculiar to Florida . 

Source_: Mathews, Op ., cit . p.5. 
---------------------------~------------~B~a~l~ance ••••• ! 
l• 'Pineapples - Sel~cting good Plan-ting Haterial.' Farming in 

South Africa, July 1956, p . 46 . 

2 . Mathe'll{s,, 9P• . ~itj 
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Balance of structure 

Of the six ty-nine farme r s included in the sample sur­
ve~r, ll . 6 :_ per: cent s9ld Queens . only , 14. 5 per cent Cayennes only 
and the r emaining 73 . 9 per cent a combination of the two -
Table 33 . Altoget her then , 61 f a r mers sold Cayenne s and 59 
farmers sold Queens.. Of the eight far mer-s who sol d Queens only , 
four had Cayenne .plants t hat wer e not in bearing yet . This 
increas e'S the n 'umber of fa r ms Hhich gre'\lr both varieties f r om 51 
to J5. None of ,the far mers who grew Cayennes only had Qu een 
plan~s which we-re not in bearing . . Of all the .sample far mers , .. 
then, there were · 65 gr Gwing Cayenne and 59 :g-rowing . Queens . The 
larg e:r · percentage of fa r mer s growing c;:ayennes , as compar e d .wit h 
those s elli ng them , can be taken as a fur ther indication t hat 
Cayennes are . increasing a t the ex pense of Queens • 

-.. . }able '33 

PINEAPPLE SALES AND PLANTS. STRUCTURE · . . 
( 69 Commerci al Pineapple-Producers , :E:c~-1959 ) 

- ----·--·-------Far ms sel l i ng ·each Far ms pl anti ng each 
variety of :· pi neapple yariEL'tt..sd "pinea pple· 
No.of · Per~entage of No . of Percent~ge of 
farms . ·total farms ---=-f=a,;f,'J.JlS_. _ ____ t_ota.1._farrrr.L: ~ 

Item ··. 

-------·---
Queens only 8 11 . 6 
Ca yennes only 10 14. 5 
Queens & Cayennes 51 73,. 9 

4 5 ~ 8 
10 14 . 5 
-55 .· 79 . 7 

Total Queens 59 85. 5 
Total Cayennes 61 88 •. 4 

. 59 '. 85 . 5 
65 94 .'? 

Grand ' Total 62 1 00. 0 ,, 69 100. 0 
. 

The Cayenne var i ety predominates ~ in the distr ict s of 
Bathurst and East London , accor di ng t o t he i nfor mation containe d 
in Table 34 . In both these districts r oughly 70 per cent of 
the tonnage sold annually are Cayennes . In Albany it i s only 
a l~ttl~ mor e than 40 per cent of the tbtal , while · in the ' other 
dist r icts ' both varieties are of equal import ance . The pattern 
also· changes as the percentage income derived from pineapples 
change~!..... The percentage that Queen~ constitute of the total 
tonnage sold decr eases f r om 53 . 8 per cent to 26 . 5 per cent as 
the percentage cash inc.ome derived from pineapples increases 
f r om less than 50 per ,c~nt (Group A) to more. than 90 per ·cent 
(Group C') . On the distri ct . level ther e ·are exceptions • . In 
Albany , \vher e the Queen variety predominates , the percentage 
Queens·· constitute of the total tonnage sold actually increases 
as the_ per·9entag~ income derived from pineapples . increases . 
In ·East :London there is no definite trend , ·but Queens never 
ip.~~e?-s.e to mor e than ·,one- third of the total tonnage sold .· . 

Tabl~ . 

Q_QE]_~Ji~...J1_8_~ P~]C~_NTAGJt_QF .JONNAG~ §_OLD '~CC_QR.Q.I!fG .10 ·THE 
DISTRI CT AND PERCENTAGE INCO'ME DERIVED FROM PINEAPPLES 
--.-C69Commer.cial J?ineapple Pr.ocfucers, E .cr:-.. T959-y-

No . o·f .. Q.ue~ns as .· .§:....J?_e_rce:nt~e · of.:.. t ·onna.g e sold .· 
)2 is t r::....:i~c::;...;t=------=f::.~a=r::..;o· m=s"-----G~r oup L.Qr o_gp B .. Gr oUR C • A 11 farms· 
Albany 16 36 .• 4 52 . 6 84 . 0 ··58:1 · 
Bathurst 21 61 . 5 · 25. 8 ·· · 8 . 3 ··. 33 . 5 ·· ·. · 
East . London · .· !2 .5 . . 2 6 . 6. 32 . 1 . . . . 2 6 . 2 2 7. 8 · 
_ot_her 7 69_. 3 35. ? 5o.o· 

·· · .. ,· 

:rotal 69 53 . 8. ' 33 . 0 2 6 . 5'·· . . ~ . .. 3 8 . 8 

Planting· .· • • ~ .• 1 , 
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Plapting mat erial 

The type of planting material the farmer will use, is 
to some extent determined by the · variety he '.rishes to produce . 
According to recommendations by the Pineapple Research Station 
at Eas t London, the order of importance (economic) for Queen 
and Cayenne planting material is as follows:3 

(i) The parent stump (wi th its suckers ) 
(ii) The suckers alone 

(ii i) The top (not economical) · 

Cayenne ~ ( i) 

( ii) 

(iii) 

The slips, which are available only once a 
year, four to seven months after harvesting 
The top , which is in abundant supply during 
the summer harvest and to a lesser extent 
during the off - season 
The suckers . .. 

The scar city of plant i ng material that existed unti.l 
very r ecently did not allow the farmer a choi ce of either type 
or quality in selection . At the time of the survey, planting 
material had become more plentiful and fa r me.rs exercised a 
defini te pref erence for slips and tops in Cayenne planting -
Table 35. To what extent discrimination as to quality in the 
·sel ection of planting material was practised , is uncertain • . 

Table 35 

CAYENNE PlANTING MATERIAL USED 
(65 Commercial Pineapple Producers, E . C. 1959) 

Item 

Slips 
Suckers 
Tops 

No . of farms 

55 
31 
57 

Although more farmers us ed tops than slips for 
Cayenne planting material, the majority expressed a definite 
pr~ference for slips . Suckers were also used, but to a 
lesser extent • . 

For the planting of Queens, farme~s made almost 
exclusive use of the parent stump. 

Planting • • • • • I 

3. Farming in South Africa, July 1956, Op , cit . p.46 . 
Ibid. May 1956 , p.ll . . 
The following description of the various types of planting 
material i s based on information contained i n the above­
mentioned articles : 

The parent stumP is the stump which bore the original fruit 
and grew from the original plant; 
The sucker is a pineapple plant which sprouts from the stem 
of the pa r ent plant; 
The top is the crown at the apex which generally is still 
found ·on the fruit when it is bought at the market or fruit 
shop; 
The slips are fruitlets developing on the stem immediately 
underneath the fruit itself . They are not to be confu sed 
with the collar slips wnich grow out from the lower eyes of 
the fruit . 
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f l antj.ng slo~ 

The major ity of p i neries in the Eastern Cape a r e .· 
established on sloping ground to ensure the best drainage , and 
the ·· lay-out i .s planned to eli-minate soil · erosion as much as 
possible .. 11·For th,is purpose, ·contour banks not spaced ·. too .. 
widely apart are necessary, and these should be constructed . 
vhere the entrance roads lead into the lands. The .contouF· . 
banks should run into the· natural water-courses, , the banks of 
which should alvJays r emain undamaged and be protected by means 
of a cover of .grass and s~rubs; if t he natur al cover is poor, 
g r ass should be planted." ·. : 

The majority of fa r mers pl~nted a cross the s lope , 
i. e . on the contour - 'I'<3.hle 36. I n 1956 it vras reported that 
this sy'Stem of planting was . rapidly coming . . i nto favour with 
the progressive produc~rs as it lends itself favourably to 
the adoption of mechanical means of spraying and cultivation.5 
Another lar ge gr oup of growers planted diagonally a cross the 
slope with contour furrmvs at r egulfi;r. intervals, dependi ng , of 
cour se , on the s l ope of the land . The advantage of t his 
system lies ·in the r .apid dr ainage of surface water and the 
greater freedom of movement i t allows bet1.reen the plants f rom 
one contour furrow to the next . It does, however, r esult in 
a mor e rapid ·movement of · soil down the slope and r equir es 
additional ·labour to· keep the contour fu,rrows free from silt . 
The advant ag·e that the system .ha s in good surface drainagE) is 
relatively unimportant . ·.The interna·l · d:rainag-e of the soil .i s : 
vJha t i s vi tal, and t his is enhanced more by adequate subs oi ling 
than by good surface dr ainage . : 

Tabl~ 

PINEAPPLE PLANTING SLOPE 
(69 Commercial Pineapple Producers, .. ~ . c. 1959) 

Sl ope No • . of fa rms 

Across (con tour). 37 
Down (wi th contour furro>rs) 13 

·Diagonally (with contour furrows) 29 
Flat land 2 

Thirteen farmers also planted directly down the slope 
with regular contour furrows to stop t~e run-off. Only two of 
the sample farmers had plan~a:tions on level ground . 

Planting method 

O;f the 65 farmers in the sample . ·~tTho grew Cayennes, a~l 
made use of double row planting, although tqre$ experimented 
1vith t riple rows to obtain a larger number of plants per acre -
Table 37. The spacing of t he plants i·Jithin the rows, a s well 
as between the rows differed considera ~Jly . ·~ The system most 
com111only used . left one foot between t he plants within the ro\ITS 
and then alternate spaces of tvm feet and four ;feet between the 
rows . Other farmers used narrower s pacings · such as nine inches 
beti-reen the plants ·and··: three -and-a - ha l f and · one-and- a ..,.half feet 
between the rows . 

· Table 37 ~.: .• ! 

4. ' Pineapple farmihg for beginners~ ' ' Farming· i n South Africa, 
' Ma1 1956 , p . ll. :. 

• ' 'I 

5 . Peard & Bader, Op . cit. ·· " 1 • 

I ... I • .~ I 
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.· Table · 32 

PLANTING METHOD · 
(69 Commercial · Pineappl e Producers, E.C. 1959) 

No. of farms 
Method Queens Cayennes 

28 0 
31 65 · 

Single rows 
Double rows 
Triple rm-rs __ . __ o _______ _}__ . 

An almost equal numbe~ of farms planted Queens in 
double rows a.q.d single rows respectiv·el y . Th~ double ro~ 
spacing is usually the same as that for Cayennes, while in thB 
single rows , plants were from nine inches to one foot apart in 
the rows and from four to s,ix feet apart between the rows . As 
in the case of · _Ca yennes , tpe .number of Queen plants per acr.e 
the.r t:?fore va ried considerably from one f arm to the next .. : 

According to recommendations by officers of the 
Pineapple Research Station, the plants should be spaced from 
fifteen to eighteen inches apart in the rows, with alternate · ­
spaces of two anq. f our feet between the -rov.rs ;.6 · The s pacing 
of the plants wi ll , however, depend largely on the general 
fertili·ty ·of the soil. "In ·fertil~ s·oil ·the plants· -can be 
planted closer together , becaus~ th~ loss in the av~rage weight 
per fruit will not· ·effect ·these large fruits v ery .se'riously 
and in any cas~ , excessively large f ruits are undesirable for 
both the factory and the· market . In poorer soils . the plants 
are spaced fur~her apart· in order to obtain fruit of better 
qua 1 it y • " 7 · , . . . .. . 

Farmers were usu~lly well aware of the importance of 
spacing between plants and rows, but not ·Of the number of plants 
that such a system of spacing ~11 give. per acre • . In order 
to avoid inconsistencies, .the · number qf plants per acre gi:ven 
by variou s spacings was obtained from experi!J!ents conducted ·by.­
the rese9-rch station. ~Vhereas these experimental plots we'!·e 
on a small scale and laid out on flat land,_ .allmvance had to be 
made for contour furr.ows and roads to fit · in vlith 'the situation 
on the f a r m. · After consultation it was decided to reduce 'the 
experimental figures by two thousand ·plants per acre t hrough­
out . 

Dist rict and yield . , 

. Consider able varia.ti'ons ih the yi eld per acr e was 
found to exist at the- distr;Lct level - .Table 38 . Altho-q.gh 
ther~ ar-e more ea:yenne plants per acre in Albany ·tnan in · 
Ba.~h-qrst or the 1 other 1 dis~ricts ,. the yield per acre is 
actually _lower . On the other hand, while there a re _only 
about 13 .Per. cent more ·plants Pe.;r acre :in East· ·London t han in 
Albany, the yield in the latter 'district is.almost 90 per cent 
higher than that of the former .• 

Table 38 .... • I 

6. ' Pineapple Farmi ng .for Beg_inners !.' 
May l , 1956, p .l2. 

Far~ing in South Africa, 

7• ' Pineapples - How and vfuen they are Pl anted.' 
So}lth Africa , August 1956 , p .47 . , 

Farming in 

.; ' 
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_ra ble....l§. ·· 

AVERAGE EFFECTIVE CAYENNE YIELD PER FARM BY DISTRICT 
-1~commercTa_f_Pineapple Producers, E-.c. ··1959} 

No. of. Plants · per Effective 
District farms acre yield (ton) 

Albany 14 12,100 5.3 
Bathurst . 19 11,100 5.8 
East London 22 13,700 9·.9 
Othe.r. ____ ___ 6 11 800 6·.6 ·- -····-~·-·-·--· 

Total. 61 12 400 z.3 
The yield pattern for Queens at a district level 

shows much the same variation as that for Cayennes. Although 
there are only about 14 per cent more plants per a~re in East 
London than in either Bathurst or Albany," the yield per acre is 
almost -60 per cent higher -Table 39. In turn, East London 
has on the average 20 per cent fewer plants per acre than the 
'other' districts but the yield is about 30 per cent higher. 

·Table 39 

AVERAGE EFFECTIVE QUEEN YIELD PER FARM BY DISTRICT 
(59 Commercial Pineapple Producers, E.t. 1959) 

No. of Plants E-ff ective 
District farms :Qer acre :y:ield (ton) 

Albany ·16 9 ,4oo 1.7 
Bathurst 20 9,400 1.,8 
East London 16 10,900 2.7 
Other lj,900 2 .• 1 

Total .. 29 1~.300. 2.1 

· Assuming a given level of management efficiency and a 
similar number of plants per · acre for all the districts, it is 
likely that the average yield in Albany will be low:er than the 
average yield in Bathurst, which in turn will be lower than the 
vield in East London. These variations must be attributed to 
.;:,ariations in meteorological and a,gronomical factors ·such as 
temperature, drainage, etc. 

Plants and yield per acre 

The more plants there are per acre, the higher the 
yield in tons is expected to be. According to Mathews this is 
tru~ ev~n though there may be C: slight r~duct~on in .individual 
fru1t s1ze as result of t he· th1cker sett1ngs. In ·other words, 
the loss of weight as the result of small er individual fruits 
is more than offset by the increase in~ the m.unber of f ruits. 
Theoretically speaking, this can only be valid up to a certain 
point . As happens in the case ·of fertiliser appl ication , 
yield on a given piec~ of land will inc~ease to a peak as the 
number of plants per acre increases , hut after that, the larger 
number of fruit will not be abl e to offset t he loss of v.reight 
caused by a smaller indi vidual fruit. 

Mathews suggests that for maximum production the 

- --·----
8 . Mathews, Op. cit. p.7. 
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number of plants per acre should be within t he range of thir­
teen to sixteen thousand. In a survey of the pineapple 
industry in Queensland, Australia, it was found that the 
majority of farm~rs had between fourteen and sixteen thousand 
plants per acre.~ The number of plants which may be planted 
per acre , as was pointed out earlier, will largely depend on 
the fertility of the soil . Experiments at Bathurst showed 
that the yield for single rows, four feet apart and fifteen 
inches between the plants, is substantially lower than for 
double rows two and four feet apart . In the case of triple 
rows it was found that the size of the fruit was so much 
reduced that the increased number of plants could barely off­
set the loss of weight from the smaller fruits . lO 

Within the area of study there is a direct corre­
lation between t he number of Queen plants per acre and the 
yield - Table 40. A frequency distribution of the number of 
Queen plants per acre shows no deviation from the pattern of 
regular increases in yield as the number of plant-s per acre 
increases . From an effective yield of 1.6 ton for less than 
8,000 plants per acre, it increases to 1.8 ton for those farms 
having between 8,000 ana 10,000 plants per acre. The yield 
then continues to increase for the next two categories until 
it reaches a high of 2.7 ton on those farms where there are 
more than 12,000 plants per acre. 

Tabk 40 

FREQ..UENCYJ?l_STRJBUTION QF FARHS ACCORDING TO THE NUMBER OF 
Q.QEEN PLAI1.T S PER ACRE AND YIELD 

(59 Commercial Pineapple Producers, E .C. 1959) 

No. of plants _ _ __ No-: of Effective yield 
per acre. farms __ :Qer acre ( tq_ll.L 

7,999 or less 17 1 . 6 
8,000 - 9,999 11 1.8 

10,000 - 11,999 15 2 .2 
12,000 or more 16 2 . Z 

T ptal __ ~----- ____ .2.2. . _ _ 2 . J_ 

There is also a definite increase in Cayenne yi eld 
as the number of plants per acre increases - Tabl e 41. From 
5.2 ton for farms with less than 12,000 plants per a cre, the 
yield almost doubles when the number of plants increassto more 
than· l3,000 per acre. 

Table 41 

FREQUENCY __ piSTRIBUTIQ.N_OF FARMS A:CCORDING TO THE NUMBER OF 
CAYENNE PLANTS PER ACRE AND YIELD .· 

(61 commercial Pineajpple-producers, E~c .. 1959) 

- -N"o:-of -pTants .. No . ·-or-· Effective yield. 
___ _ J.1er acre __ . ___ farm~ ___ .J2..e_r acre (tonY · 

11,999 or less 
12,000 - 12 , 999 

- u_,_ooo or_ pwre - -· -·· 

23 5.2 
2"0 7 . 8 

__ . ...;:;:.lc.;::.8 _____ ~1t.~-

---=T..:::o..:::;t.~1..-· __ ·--- --- ___ _Q_],. ___ ___ _7_ • .3_ ___ _ 

-···-- · ---- ----- ______ AL.u_._. d_ _______ _ 

9. Division of HarketiJ:!g , De:Qartment of Agricul_tllre and Stock, 
Queepsland , 1222· ' An Economic Survey of the Pineapple 
Industry in Queens l and .' 

10. Farming in South Africa, August 1956, p . 50 . 
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At first, this feature of continuous increases in 
yield· for both the Queen and· the Cayenne varieties would seem 
to violate the law of diminishing returns.. This,' however, 
need not be the case. Firstly,. it is more than . likely that 
the range of the number of plants per acre for the sample farms 
does not include the optimum point. . In other ivor.ds, the sample 
farmers can still increase the yield further by ·having a larger 
number of plants per acre. Secondly, b.y referring back to 
Tables 38 and 39, we notice that neither the Cayenne nor Queen 
yields bet\.lreen the districts vary in proportion to the m,unber 
of plants per acre . Closer investigation of the information 
in these two tables 1;1rould seem to suggest that the yield per 
acre is low Fhere the number of plants per acre are few be­
cause it includes mainly farms from those districts where the 
number of plants per acre are restricted due to less favour­
able climatic and agronomic conditions. The lavr of diminish­
ing returns can therefore be more reliably illustrated under 
controlled conditions as is approached on identical experimental 
plots. 

Percentage Inc9me from pineanples and vield 

It is found that the yield per acre is higher for. 
both varieties on those farms which concentrate on pineapples., 
i.e. Group C -Table 42. Cayenne yield increases from· 6.2 
ton per acre for Group A to 8.6 ton for Group c, while Queen 
yield increases from 1. 7 ton to 2.4 ton bet1veen t he two 
respective groups. 

· Table. 42 

AVERAGE EFFECTIVE YIELD PER PRODUCTIVE ACRE FOB__QUEENS AND 
CAYENi'rEs ACCORDING TO THE PERCENTAGE I NC OME DERIVED FROM 
- PINEAPPLES 

(69 Commercial Pineapple Producers, E . C~ 1959) 

Per-centage No. of Yield 
Group farms ___ ._Qa yennE? -·Queen 

Group A 24 ·6 .2 ·1. 7 
Group B 30 7. 0 2.3 
Grou12 C 12 8._6 _ _ 2.4 

All farms 62 2·3 2.1 

An explanation for this feature must be sought in 
terms of either the more efficient management of the pineapple 
enterprise on Group C farms, or the location of these farms in 
the regions more suitable to pineapple product ion . There is 
no criterion available by which to measure the managerial 
efficiency on these farms. Indications are, hov.rever, that the 
majority of those farms deriving more than 90 per cent of cash 
income from pineapples are situated ·in tho~ districts where the 
vield per acre is highest.ll 

The extent to which the pineapple producer is depend­
ent on the canning-industry has been hinted at earlier, but is 

--------~----------------------------~s~u~b~s~tantiated ••••• / 

11 . Chapter III~ Table 7. 
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substantiated by information in Table 43. No less than 90 per 
cent of all pineapples marketed by the sample farmers were s·old 
to the canning factories . In the instance of Cayenne, the 
figure increases to virtually 100 per cent . From an average 
of 212 tons of Cayenne sold per farm, less than one-and-a -half 
tons were sold as fresh fruit on either the local or the over­
seas market; t he remainder went to the canneries. For Queens 
the marketing pattern is quite different . Roughly half the 
tonnage per farm (46 per cent) \~S sold on the fresh market 
locally and overseas and the rest iATent for canning. 

Table 4'1 . 

MAR...l{ETING PATTERN FOR PINEAPPLES 
(69 Commerciai Pineapple Producers, E.C. 1959) 

- ·----- - Queens Cayeruies Total Percentage of 
Channel (ton) (ton) (ton) total 

Canning 28 . 5 210.5 239.0 90.4 
Fresh export 3.2 0. 8 4. 0 1.5 
Fresh local 20 . 7 0. 6 21_J_ 8.1 

Total 22.4 .. 211 ~--g_q~-!_3_ ______ 100 . 0 

. Table 43 a lso clearly illustrates the predominance 
of the Cayenne variety in the pineapple structure of the 
Eastern Cape . No less than 59 farmers 2 or 86 per cent of the 
total, were growing and selling Queens (Table 33), but the 
tonnage realizeq was less than 20 per cent of the total average 
production for the s ample farms . 

A more detailed analysis is possible by taking the 
marketing pattern of the two varieties separately. Of the 
61 farmers who marketed Cayennes, all sold to the canneries -
Table 44. Thirteen of the 61 farmers a lso sold small 
quantities as fresh fruit locally and overseas. An average 
of 230 tons per farm was sold to the canners at an average 
price of £8 . 1 per ton . A number of farmers on contract with 
a certain canning company received £10 per ton, but for the 
remainder the price fluctuated well below that - to £6 in some 
cases . Five of the farmers sold an average of 11 tons each 
on the fresh export market which realised £20 per ton and a 
further eight sold an average of five tons each on the local 
market fetching £12 . 9 per ton. Local exporting companies 
have been encouraging their members to export the smaller 
Cayenne fruit. If the factory price continues to sink lm..rer, 
or remains at the present level for any length of time , the 
tendency for fresh export is likely to increase . 

Table 44 

MARKETING OF THE CAYENNE VARIETY 
(61 Commercial Pineapple-Pr oducers, E . c . 1959) 

_9hannel No . of farms 
____ _Average _ _pJ?J'_ .farm ·-:--­
Tonnage __ !?old Pric~ per ton 

£ 
Canning 61 230 8.1 
Fresh Export 5 11 20.0 
Fresh loc~il ____ _ 8.;;.. ___ . ______ __..__ ____ J2.!_.9 ___ _ 

Total ________ .QL_ ------=2.-~.3..L.3 ·----- 8. 4 __ _ 

Of the 59 farmers who marketed Queens, a larger 
number sold on the local fresh ma r ket than to the canners -

Table 45 .•.. • I 
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Table 45. Forty- six :armers sold an average of 43 tons each 
to t he canners for 1.'1hich t hey received. £7 .5 per ton. Ten 
exported 22 tons each for sale on the overseas mar ket Hhich 
realised £25.6 per ton, or £5 more than was paid for fresh 
Cayennes exported. 

Table L~5 

MARKETING O:f THE QUEKJ VARIE~~ 
(59 Commercial Pinea pple Proo~cers, E.C. 1959) 

Channel 

Canning 
Fresh export 
Fresh local ·---------- ------

46 
10 
54 

_Total _ _______ _____ _.5_2 __ 61 - 13.8 

It is importaGt to note that only a relatively small 
r ercenta.ge of either the Queen or Cayenne crop is exported as 
fresh fruit. Because of the strict r3gulations on size, degree 
of ripeness and fr~edom from disease , selection for the export 
market has to be undertaken '1·rit h great care. It is estimat-ed 
that not more than 10 or 12 per cent o·~ the annual Queen crop 
is likely to be a criepted for export. · In addition, ex porting 
involves consi c1 er ably more york and cost as lftrell as the r isk 
of damage or decay dur ing the time i t t akes before the f ruit 
is sol d . 

The sale of fresh pineapples on the local market can 
be sub-divided into t hree separate categories : 

(a) Muni cipal ma rkets 
(b) Pri vate orders 
(c) Roadside sel ling . 

Only a small number o~ farmers sold si ~nificant quantities as 
private orders, while ' roads i de selling depended almost ·entirely 
on the proximity of tpe farm to a major road. In a fevJ cases , 
however , f a rmers took a truckload of pineapples up- country , 
travelling -from town to to"'m until they managed to sell the 
enti re load. Th.:. ...; f .J L n uf s e2.li!.lg I·Ja 3 mainly under taken as a 
l as t resort by farmers who had no outlet to the canning . 
f actories. · 

Th e eight urban marketsl2 abs or b the great bulk of 
l ocal fresh sales. :Jithout exception the f a rmers were satis­
f i ed v,Ji th the services provided. by market agents in the ur ban 
a r eas and countrv tovrns q but compla ine1 bitterl y a bout the un­
certain nature of the prices. One we '3k a farmer lifould receive 
anything from ten shil ling to £1 a case while th e next -vreek 
there 1..vould be a n ett debit on a particular con signment so that 
·1 8 ha s to pay in t o cover tran sport an( other expenses . Prices 
0 11 t he ur ban markets general ly ·rea ch a peak durin g the earl y 
summer months and then drop shg rply to remain low until the same 
per i od the fo l lowing year - Figure l . Indications are that in 
ma r ket s -closer to t he prooucing areas 5 e . g . Durban , pr i ces are 
gener a lly lower and flu ctuat e mor e viol ently·. The aver age 
pr ice per pound on the J ohannesbur g marl{:et during the t wo years 
l 957/58 was 8.34 perillies , or roughl y £?0 per t on. I n Cape · 

-·------ ------- - ·- --
12 . J ohannesburg , Cape Town , Durban , Pret oria , Port Elizabeth, 

Germis ton ,Ver e eniging/Vanderbylparl: 7 Springs . 
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FINANCIAL RESULTS 

The cash income for the sample farms ranged between 
£140 and £17 , 700 sterling. Of the 6S· farms, 12 had an income 
of less than £1,000 and 31 fell in the range betveen £1 ,000 
an~ £3,000 - Table 46 . The remaining 26 farms were almost 
eq~ally divided into t hree categories a t £2,000 intervals. 
Jir.e farms, comprising 13 per cent of the total , fell in the 
open group above £7, 000 . 

Table 46 

FREQUENCY DI8rRIBUT I ON OF FARMS ACCORDING TO CASH INCOME PER FARM 
- - --- ---rb9c ommerci.a1-PTri-eap-ple -Proct1J~rs~-1f.cr:- 1959) 

Average pe:- No . oT--Pe.rcentage 
Income GrQ.Y.P. __ _ _ __ _g_£Q@. _ ___ f_arLJl9 ___ _Q_f total 

£ £ 

999 or l ess 610 12 
1,000 - 2,999 1,845 31 
3 , 000 - 4,999 4,120 8 
5, 000 - 6,999 6 , 022 9 
7 , 000 or more _____ JJ_~6--~ .3. 

Total 3,702 

17.4 
45. 0 
11 . 6 
13.0 
13 . 0 

100.0 

On the average , the sample f a r mer s ~erived 66 per cent 
of t heir total cash income f r om pineapples -Table 47 . Alto­
ge_ther, more t han three-quarters of th·-.; total cash income was 
derivec f r om the sale of crops . Livestock and the sale of 
livestock products contributed 19 per cent , while the remaining 
4 per cent came fr om the sale of fa r m machinery and miscellaneous 
farm pr oducts. 

Non- cash sources of i ncome were of minor importance 
for the sample as a whole . Far m privileges, ,._Jhich include the 
use of all f a rm products in the household valued at an estima t ed 
farm price*, total led £67.1 Aft er allowances had been made for 
sales, purchases , depreciation, etc ., there '"as a net increase 
i n farm inventory for the year amounting to £56 . This brings 
the average gr oss f a rm income for the t..' r oup to £3 , 825. 

Total cash income for Group h was approximately £280 
higher t han for the farms classified under Group B, but s till 

almost £1 ,400 les s t han the cash i ncome for the f a rms in Group 
C. For the latter group , 95 per cent of the income 1~S 
derived from the sales of pineapples , compar eri. with 69 per ~ent 
for Group B and 36 per cent for Group A. The cash income from 
the sal e of pi neapples bv Gr oup C farms was more than t1~ice that 
received by Group B far ms ano. more than three times the amount 
received by Group A, and accounts pri mari ly for the differences 

------ ------ -------· - - ---·-""""b-"-et•:reen ••.. • I 

* Calculated from values obtained from the Division of Economi cs 
and Markets , Department of Agrieultural Economics and Markets , 
Pretoria . 

1. One year ' s use of the d,._relling, -vJhic:1 came to £119 , 1-va.s not 
included . 

=---- ---=== 
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Town and Pretoria the average price per pound was 0.1 of a 
penny higher, which does not change the price per ton sub­
stantially. The Durban price was 1.1 penny per pound, or £10 
per ton lower than Pretoria or Cape To~m. Peak price periods 
are obviously characterisea by a greater scarcity of pine­
apples for fresh consumption, and vice versa during troughs. 
This feature of agricultural production and prices was well _ 
summarised by the Commission on Co-operation and Agricultural 
Credit. 11 It is generall 'r accepted that except on a highly 
organised or speculative market, where severe fluctuations 
between seasons are smoothed out, prices of agricultural 
products are, due to large supplies, generally depressed 
during the first fe1,.T month s of the crop year, thereafter rising 
as stocks. become depleted until, depending on the incoming 
crop prices reach their peak during the latter half of the 
season/' 13 

The limited extent of the local market, the perish­
ability of the pineapples, and the fact that Queen pineapples 
i n South Africa ripen during a relatively short period of time, 
all contribute to .complicate anti - cyclioal pla~~ing in the 
market for fresh pineapples. The ripening of pineapples can, 
however, be chemically forced, but to date little ha s been 
done by farmers in this r es pect; this affords a field which 
remains to be fruitfully exploited. 

- ... 

13. Rep~rt of the Com~i~_ion of,Iqguiry in Co-o~eration and 
Af..:r_l_Q.lJ]_tura l Cred1t, page 11. U. G.Ib, 193 . Cape Times 
Limited, Cape Town 1934. 
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.Chapte_r VII: 

FINANCIAL RESULTS 

The cash income for the sample farms ranged between 
£140 and £17 , 700 sterling . Of the 69 fa r ms, 12 had an income 
of les s than £1 ,000 and 31 fell in the range bet1.,reen £1,000 
an3 £3 , 000 - Table 46. The r emaini ng 26 farms were almost 
eqv.ally divided into three categories :::tt £2,000 i ntervals • 
.. :Jine farms , comprising 13 per cent of the total , fell in the 
open group above £7,000. 

Table 46 

F!Tl~!.Q_~_FC1rW,~JiiBv.JJ.9JIJ.. _9F F:A_RM_S AQ.C_QR_p_ING 1'_Q _Gj\._§JI i~;~rr PER FARM 
\09 Commerci al Pineapple Producers, E .C. 

--·------_,A,_v_e_r_a-ge pe:' N--o.-oT-Percentage 
Income Gc:..::r~o:::..:u:::.Jp"'---- ___ _g£Q.@.. __ ____fftr!ll~ __ ___Q_:f total 

£ £ 

999 or less 
1 ' 000 - 2' 999 
3,000 - 4,999 

610 12 17. 4 
1 ' 84 5 31 4 5. 0 
4,120 8 11.6 

5,000 - 6,999 
7, 000 or more 

6,022 9 13.0 
____ _.l.l__,_£_6 ______ 9 _____ -=1...._3 .=:.....• o ___ _ 

_Total _ ___ ---· 3,702 69 100. 0 

On the average , the sample f~rmers derived 66 per cent 
of their total casr income from pineapples -Table 47. Alto­
ge_ther, more than three-quarters of th '; total cash income was 
derivec from the sale of crops. Lives tock and the sale of 
livestock products contributed 19 per cent, while the r emaini ng 
4 per cent came from the sale of farm '?lachinery and miscellaneous 

· farm products . 

Non- cash sources of income were of minor importance 
for the sample as a whole . Farm privileges , Hi1.ich include the 
use of all farm products in the household valued at an estimated 
farm price*, totalled £67 .1 After allo1~nces had been made for 
sales, purchases , depr eciation, etc ., there was a net i ncrease 
in farm inventory for the year amountL1g to £56 . This brings 
the average gross farm income for the ~ roup to £3 , 825. 

Tot al cash income for Group h was approxi mately £280 
higher than for the farms classified under Group B, but still 

almost £1 ,400 less than the cash income for the farms in Group 
C. For the latter gr oup , 95 per cent of the income 1;Jas 
derived from the sales of pineapples, compare~ with 69 per eent 
for Group B and 36 per cent for Group A. The cash income f r om 
the sale of pineapples b· Group C farms was more than twice that 
received by Group B farms ano. more than three times the A.mount 
received by Group A, and accounts prima rily for the differences 

bet'.reen • •.• • I 

* Cal culat ed from values obtaine~ from the Division of Economics 
and Markets , Department of Agrieultural Economics and Markets , 
Pretoria . 

1 . One year ' s use of the dwelling, whic'1 came to £119 , 1-m.s not 
i ncluded . 



Table 4z. 
AVERAGE GROSS INCOME PER F&~ 

( 69 commer.cial Pineappl"e--·Pr.od.ucers·: - ·E-:-c. 1959) 

_ Group A Group B Group C All F~rms 
-=I:...::t-.::e.:::m-=--------___:_---=£ % £ % £ /6 £-- % : No. of Farms 24 ---~-=lc-::5::------!.--------;_.:___6,__. 9~---1..:.~-

------
Cash R~£~_ip~§. 

.Qrop§_: 
. Pineapples 1,271 36 . 0 2,244 69.0 2,425 65.5 

Chicory 221 6 .3 101 3.1 121 3·2 
Orchards 239 6 . 8 1

7
3 1. 0 · 2 98 2. b 

Vegetables 307 8.7· o 2 .1 35 0.7 14
4
% 3-9 

Other _ __ 85 2 . 4 32 l. 0 ..J. 1. 2 

To tal Cr ope 2, 12 3 60 ._·2 _____ --=2-L, 4_;_7w?.__ __ 7L.:6:...:•...::2 ____ 4~,!.....:6--L7=l-----L9d.-5 .:....· 5'---____ 2J...; 8::...~3~1=---_7!.--6....:.·...:.5_ 
Livestock: 
-Lives.tock sold ~ff~ 14.9 337 10.4 6 0 .1 331 8.9 
_ L-=-=.i v.:....e~s:::..t"'""o"-"c=k:....J:::p.:...r=od=u"'-'· c:::..t=s"---=s=o~l"""d'------~~----=!:.1.=:.8.!... 3~- -----..J.:30~l=--_____2 .. ::...;:• 2~- _ __,l~0'-'5'-------_.;.2=·w.2=------·lL~'----l=-0=·<-=2=--
~T~ot~a~l~~L=i_v_e~st~o~c=k~-------~l~,l~7~3'-----~3L3~· 2 _____________ 6~.3~8~· --=lL9~·6~-------~l~l=l~---2~· ~3 _______ ~70~9~--~1~9 ·l 
Miscellaneous : 

1viachi nery sold 130 5 .1 9
4
0 2 .8 92 1.9 122 

Other cash sales ~=2~--~1~·~5'--------------~4~-~l~·....:.4 ___ _ ___ ~1~5 __ 0~· ~3 _ _ ___ __ 4~o~-
Total Miscellaneous 232 6.6 134 4 .2 107 2.2 162 

_T_OT_AL_-_C_A_S_H_.R·_ E_C_E_·I~l'_T_S ___ ~3,528 100.0 3,249 100.0 4,889 100.0 3, 702 

Non-cash Income: 

Farm privileges 
Net Inventory Increase 

68 73 .53 67 
170 62 56 

Total non-cash income ~----------------1~5~---------------5~3'----------------· -1~23~ 
GhuSS FAlli~ INCOME 3 , ?66 ·3,384 . 4-,942 3,825 

3--3 
l.l 

4.4 

100. 0 
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between the total cash income for the three groups. The sale 
of ' other crops was of diminishing i mportance from Group A 
through Group B to Group c. These other crops, mainly 
chicory , citrus _an9. v~getab;J-es,_ contributed 24- per cent of the 
total cash income for Group A, 7 per cent· for Group Band 0.7 
per cent in the case of Group c. 

As may well be expected, the sale of livestock- and 
livestock products was of greater importance to the farmers 
classified under Group A. One-third of the total cash income 
of this group was derived from the livestock enterprise as 
compared to 20 per cent for Group Band 2 per cent for Group C. 

Miscellaneous sales, which included farm machinery, 
planting material, etc., never reached major proportions on any 
one farm. The highest group average \~S 6.6 per cent for 
Group A farms. 

Farm privileges averaged at £67 for all the sample 
farms, but was generally higher for Groups A and B than for 
Group C. The difference of roughly £20 between the latter 
and the former two groups can be ascribed partially to the 
virtual monoculture practised by those farmers classified under 
Group C. 

There was a net increase in inventory of £56 for all 
the farms. On the group level , however, only Group A and 
Group B farms showed a net positive change in inventory. 

Non~f_~rm_income · 

Only 63 farmers were prepared to divulge information ' 
as to their sources of income other than from farming - Table ·. _ 
48. Of the remaining six whq were not prepared to co-operate · 
in this particular respect, there is reason to believe that 
they had substantial sources of income other than their normal 
farming incomeo 

Tap.l_~ 48 

NON -FARM INCOME 
(63 Commercial Pineapple Producers, E.C. 1959) 

Non .=-farm.'· income --· ·- .. -ffo.: -of .--.Per"cenTa"g e of 
____ __grou:Q . _____ . __ .farms ______ t_Q.t_~_l __ 

£ 

None 
499 or less 
500 - 999 
~000 or mp=r~e~-----------

32 
17 

8 
6 

50.8 
27.0 
12.7 

_ _9_ • ..2__· 

Total 63 100.0 -----·- -----·----- --- ------"'-·- ---- •. - ...:;_ __ 
Thirty-two farmers, or 51 per cent of the group said 

that they had no sources of income other than farming. Of 
those r emaining , 17 had non-farm income of less than £500 and 
eight between £500 and £1 ,000. A small group of s ix farmers 
had other sources .of income totalling to more than £1,000 . 
It is likely that the s i x farmers for whom no information was 
avail able can be classified in the latter category . 

' ,. 

Farm expenses 

Total cash expenses for the three groups of f a rms 

varied •• · •• .! 
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varied in much the same order as their total cash incomes did -
Table 49. Group C farms with the highest cash income had the 
second highest cash expen$es :. - . · yroup ·A had the se·cond highest 
cash income and the highest total ·cash ·expenses, while the 
farms in Group B ·had the lm.rest cash income and also the 
smallest total cash expenses. FoiL' gross receipts, and gross 
expenses the var~at~on occurred in exactly the same order; 
Group C with the ; highest 'gross r eceipts al.so had the highest 
gross expenditure, and Group B with the lowest gross receipts 
also had the lowest gross expenses . · 

Mechanical pow~r and labour were, by far, . the ti•TO 
most i mportant items of expense for all the farms. .For 
Group A, both ar.e roughly the same and equal approximately 32 
per cent of total cash expenses. For the farms in Group B, 
these proportions change • ·Labour. a.t .3Y. •. o .Per cent of total 
expenses, is 7 per cent more than mechanical pm.;er, which is 
still the second most important item of expense . In Group C, 
the gap continues to increase, although mechanical power 
retains its relative position; labour cost is now 5l>.2 per 
cent of total cash ·expenses and roughly tvTice t.he amount spent 
on mechanical pbwef. it follows, therefore, that ' the larger 
the percentage ~f income derived from pineappl~s , the higher 
i s likely to be: the percentage that labour cost constitutes of 
the total cash expenses:. ·For all the farms, cash.· expenses on 
mechanical power consti~uted 29 per cent of the total .and 
labour 38 per qent.. : . · 

Labour and me.chariical ' power constituted .n9 less than 
84 per cent of . the total cash expenditure for Group'C farms. 
The urgent need for making the most efficient use of labour 
and mechanical power on all the farms cannot be overemphasised, 
but particularly ~o on those farms deriving virtually all their 
income from the pineap~le enterprise. 

' . 
All the ' r emaining individual items of expense, 

whether listed separat~ly or as a group together, were of 
secondary impqrtance cbmpared with the two mention~d a.bove; 
the one exception bein.g money spent by Group P;. .farmers for the 
buving of livestock. . - . . . . ~ . 

The expenditure,· on fertiliser, in particular, was 
low. Most farmers iqdicated that they had curb~d fertili­
zation on pineapples cons,id.era bly since prices . had started to 
slump, while some· had ',stQpped altogether . Although it is 
correct, econbmically : speaking, to adjust fer-tilization accord­
ing to variations in the ·price of the particular : fertilisers 
used, or t he priee of ' the product produced, a decision to stop 
altogether shoul~ only be taken after the most . careful con­
sideration. Fertiliper ;experiments at present in progress at 
the Pineapple Research Station will supply m~ch needed infor­
mation on th~ extent to W'nich yield can be imp:roved with the 
aid of proper fe:rtilization . Accor ding to va:n Lelyveld , 2 
however, much st·ill remains to be done before a proper system 
of fertilization can ;be carried out in the Eastern Cape. ,. 

. j . . 

. Nor:-c~sh expenses , like non-cash inqome, were 
rel~t1vely m:.nor . In a few instances us·e was ma.de of unpaid 
fam1ly l abour, which had to be valued on . the basis of what it 
would cost tt;r hire labourers to do the same . work 'and then 
added to exp@nses . A ne t decrease in invent0ry was recorded 
only for Gro.~p C far~s . · 

The· •• •• • I 

2. Van Lelyveld. Op. cit . p . 175. 



Tnble. 4cz 
~V:2:,iL.,.GE GR02.S EXPENSES PER F ARl-1 · 

.(69 Co~mercia.l Pineappl e .PrOdu.cers, E:-c. 195S' ) 
' I • • 

------------~GroupA . Groun B --:-- Groyp C - All Tar;;s--
--- Itew -----·---£;;;;:_--?~m----2==---_f -=-=:r---r-- % __ -r- /v-
·No. of farm;::.;-s:;;......__ 2J:i: _ _lQ____:- 15 . .;."69. __ 

Oas,h EXp.§..q~g_: 
Mechanical Power 
Fixed Improvements 
Implements 
Livestock bought 
Labour 
Feed bougpt 
Fertilizer bought 
Veterinary & dips 
Telephone & stationery 
Other 

900 
24 
?9 

295 
885 
105 

70 
54 
21 

· j ~8 

32.5 
0.9 
1.0 

10. 6 
32.0 
3.8 .. 

2.5 
1. 9 
0. 8 

14.Q 

!Qtal c~~~~g___--------~·~----~~ 2772 100.0_ 

Unpaid family labour 
~t Inventory ~~crease 

Gross F§.!:.m Expenses 

7 
---------

'2779 

722 27.0 
39 1.5 

l§a 1. 2 
a [$ 

913 3 :o 
130' 4.9 

55 2.1 
51 1.9 

. 22 o. s 
~56 20.8 

2675. _ ___100. 0 

13 
--

2§~~-

. . 
756 27.4 791 29.0 

32 1.1 32 1.1 
13 0.5 27 1.0 
23 1.0 176 6.5 

1550 56. 2 1042 38.2 
10 o.4 ~5 3·5 
52 1.9 . 0 2.2 
31 1.1 48 1.g 
16 0~6 20 . o. 7 

272 ~.8 --~-1.6 16.Q_ 

__ gz~Q_-~ OQ:...Q..._ 27 2L_..-1.Q9..:...Q_. 

0 8 
140 __________ __..... 

29.QQ_ 27}5 

a--
():) 
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The average gross expenditure for the sample f a rms 
as a g:rdup, was Just above £2,700 with a range between the 
separate group averages of less than £300. 

Cash wages constituted only 53 per cent of the 
total annual receipts per non-white man-equivalent - Table 50. 
The remaining· 47 per cent was derived from contributions in 
kind by the . farmer . An average cash wage of £2 per month, 
or £24 per annum, was paid per man-equivalent . The value of 
food purchased by the farmer · came to £12 and clothing, tobacco, 
etc., to £2 . Other r eceipts, mainly in the form of ·medicine 
and medical fees, · equalled £1 per man-equivalent per year. 
Farm produce consu~ed and grazing rights for cattle, valued at 
ls.6d. per animal unit per month, contributed a further £6 and 
brought the total to £45 per non-l<Thite man-equivalent per year. 
In addition the worker received a hut, water, wood and a piece 
of land for growing vegetables f ree of charge. Housing, fuel 
and water involves the farmer in little dir ect cost, yet its. · 
value to the 1<rorker is considerable. In most urban· areas 
these amenities cannot ·be acquired for less than 30s. per 
family per month.3 It is uncertain to what extent vegetables 
grown by the. labourers and the sale, or slaughter, of their 
own cattle contribute to the general ptandard of living of the 
non-white farm worker in the Eastern Cape. Roberts gained the 
impression· that the economic potential 'of t):le~e gardens and 
grazing r ights are not d~veloped to the full. 

Table 50 

ANNUAL RECEIPTS OF LABOUR IN CASH AND KIND (PER NQ.N-VJHITE 
MAN-EQUIVALENT) 

(69 Commercial Pineapple Producers , E.C. 1959) 

Item Amount Percentage of 
-·---·--·-·- ·---------·~£ total_ 

Cash wages · 
Purchased food 
Clothing, tobacco etc. 
·Farm rations . 

24 53.3 
. 12 26.7 

2 4.4 
3 6. 7 . 
3 6.7 Grazing rights 

Other --- .1_ ______ _£!_2 __ _ 

__T:otal * 45 100.0 

* Not including the use of a hut, water and 
wood, sale or slaughter of own stock , or 
proruce grovm in own garden . 

If it is assumed that each permanently employed 
adult non-white male, who is the basis for the calculation of 
non- white man-equivalent, stands at t he head of a family and 
that all permanently employed females, youths and 50 per cent 
of the seasonal labourers form part of these families, receipts 
per family on the basis of information in Table 50, will equal 
£68. 9 per familv per year - Table 51 . If an additional allow­
ance is then ·made for water, wood and housing at 30s . per 
month, a further £18 has to be ad.ded , bringing the total to . 

£86.9 ... .. ! 

3. Roberts, Op . cit. p . 57 . 

4. Ibid, p . 59 . 
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£86.9 per year, or £7. 4. 0 per month. Roberts found that 
~he. a:re·rage size of the family on pineapple farms was 6~ 
lndlvlduals and the payment in cash a •·1d kind per ·family '\.\ras 
£7. 7. 8.5 . 

Table 51 

ANJ'lUAk__RE_g_EIPI'S IN CASH AND KINI'1 PER NON- ~·IHITE FAMILY 
Cb9 Commercial Prneappfe-Pro-fucers, E.c. 1959) 

Man:..equF~alent Earnings 
Labour Group per fan,ily per g_roup 

£ 
Permanent males 1.00 45.0 
Permanent females 0.05 2.7 
Seasonal . 0.3';" 16.7 
Jouths __ . ____ .. _, ______ 0.~~ ------~---

Tot_p..].. family recei:rrt_e_ ___ J.:._._~J. -----· _2~~ ~--
. In addition to the estimate~ family rec~ipt$ of 

£86.9 per annum, allowance must be maCe for produce. grown in 
home gardens, the benefit derived frol"i the -sale or slaughter of 
stock ovmed by the labourers, an-d earnings by members of the 
family employed as domestic servants. 

If the earnings per man-equivalent can again be used 
as a basis for measuring, it \vould ap::>ear that family earnings 
vary considerably from district to district. The average . 
r eceipts in cash and kind per non-'tvhit e man-equivalent. is m·or~ .. 
than t wice as high for the sample faros in Alexandria and East 
London than it is in Komgha. Excluding those districts v1here 
only a relatively small number of farms were included in the 
sample, receipts per man-equivalent s t ill range from an 
average of £39.1 in Bathurst to £54.2 in East London. If 
allo1ovance is then made for earnings b:,.· other members of the 
family on the basis of information in Table 51, as well as for 
"va ter, wood and housing at £18 per annum, family earnings on a 
district level is calculated roughly i n Table 52 by increasing 
the receipts per man-equivalent in each district by 93 per cent; 
93 per cent being the difference bet\•'een annual receipts in 
cash and kind per non-white man-equiv~lent (£45) and the 
estimated receipts per family befqre allowance has been made for 
the value of produce grown in homP. gardens, the sale or slaughter 
of own stock and earnings by members of the family employed as 
domestic servants (£86.9). 

Table 52 •... • I 

5. Roberts, Op. ci t. pp. 2 8 and 47. 
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Table _2g_ 
. ' 

ANNUAL R$CE IPT S IN CASH_AND ·· KIND PER NON -WHITE MAN-EQUIVALENT 
: · AND PER NON- HHITE .FAHI LY. BY "DISTRICT . 

(~9 Commercial Pineapple Pr oducers, E. C. - ~959 ) 

District 

Albany: 
Al exandri a 
Bathur st 
East London 
Komgha · 
Peddie· 

Total 

. 
' ' ! 

No . of Receipts per Receipts 
farms man-equivalent~· f amily** 

£ £ 

16 
2 

21 
25 

2 
3 

69 

44.8 
54.5 
39.1 
.54.2 
"26.0 
39.0 

86.5 
105.2 
. :Z~~· 5 
l 'v-r. 6 

50.2 
75.3 

86.9 

* In :addition, allowance must be made for produce grown 
i n home gardens and the benefit derived from the sale 
or ,slaughter of own stock. 

** In ·addition, · all.owance must ·be made for prod:uce grown 
in ·home gar dens , the benefit derived from the sale or 
slaughter of. own. stock and earnings by m~mbers of the 
f amily employed as domestic servants. ' 

! ! 

Financial summary 

! The sample farmers had an average FARM INCOME of 
£1,023 .· - .,Table 53 . The farm income for Group C was consider­
ably higher than t 'he average, .and that for Group ~ and Group 
B somewhat lower. If i ntere·st on t he average capital invest­
ment i s calculateq at 5 per cent and subtracted from t he farm 
income; the sample farmers received an average retur n of £209 
each for · their enterprise , i ncludi ng their own l abour, i. e . a 
LABOUR INCOME of £209 per farm. 

; Farm privileges, if added to labour income, give 
the labour ear nin&s per farm, but is not of enough $ignifi­
cance to: alter the po9ition of the farms substantially. 

The return on average capital investment is derived 
by substracting an allowance for the operators ti-me , valued 
for the year, from farm income. If the oper a tors time and 
labour for the year is arbitr a rily va lue d at £2 per working 
day and ~he total : subtracted from farm income; i t leaves a 
return of £490 for. all the farms , yielding 3.0 per cent on the 
av erage ~apital investment . At 8. 6 per cent; the ' yield for 
Group G farms, or · thoS.e farms deriving more than 90 per cent 
of cash ;income f r 9m pineapples, i.s the highes~ and that for 
Group B far ms a t Q.5 ?er cent, the -l owest . · , 

. . . r ' 

When analysing the f act·ors which influenced the 
degree of financial success achieved by the sample f a rms, 
LABOUR INCOME will be· used as ·the meas.ure of .. success . This 
measure ·is prefer red to _labo-qr earni-ngs ·anc;l ;pf3rcentage return 
on capital because of. th~ add~tional un6ertdinties introduced 
in the valuation of farm priv~leges and the : oper~tor 1 s time . 

' ! ' . 

A range' of nearly £10 , 000 existed between the 
highest and the lowest labour income for the sampl e farmers. 
A frequency distribution of the labour incomes for the sample 

farmers •••• • I 



Table '13 

AVERAGE RECEIPTS , EXPENSES~!m. LABOtffi INCOl•iE OtL._TIIE SAMPLE F ~ 

---·- IQ9 C~!:Qi9-Ll2!1~.€U~Pl~odu~~ E. C. 1 §59) ., , _ ____.,,_..;......:....---~~·~~-
·. -· Item --~- -- . __ , 9£~£- Gr ouQ__B _ Group C _____ IU:t: t;;rms-

- NO.O'f farms _.=g:L.,~----30 15_ .;;.. 
Receip~:---- -------;;;:....t.,.~---

1 Crops 2123 24 77 4671 2831 
2 Lives tock sold . · 527 337 6 331 
3 Livestock Product Bold 646 301 1 05 378 
4 Miscellane ous 232 134 107 162 
5 Total Cash Receip:t;s . 3528- 3249 4SS9 3702 
6 Ne tt Inventory I n6rease 170 62 56 

r· ' 7 Total· -Receipts 3698 3311 4889 3758 

Expenses: 
3 Cash ·- 2772 2675 2760 
·9 Unpaid family l abou·r 7 13 -

2727 
g 

1 0 Nett Inventory decrease - 140 
11 Total Expe nses · 2779 2688 2900 2735 
12 Fa.D!LIP£Qf!l.Ll1-11 ) --------- .... ___ _919 ________ ....2_?] __ -~----~·...1989 ------~ : ~ ~--l.QgL__ 
13 Interest on Capital at 5% 835 752 893 814 
ll_Labo~ncome .(12-13) 84 -UL___ 1096 _ ___ _g~ogJ.---

15 Farm Privi1egesX 68 7_3 53 67_ 
16 Labour Earnings (14+15) 152 -63 1149 276 
17 Operators time vaiued a t £2 per day ·558 553 458 533 
18 Return on Capital (1 2-17 ) 361 70 1531 490 
.!.2__Pe.~ ta~r e tu~r:..:. n;,:;-...__ _ ________ ___.--.;2.::... ;;;.2 ------~0.:..• .5 ______ ~! 6 3. 0 

x Not including · the years use of the operator1 s dwelling house 
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farmers, contained in Table 54, shows that nine operators, or 
13 per cent of the total had a negative labour income greater 
than £1,000. The average for this group was -£1,731 and the 
rang e extended from -£3,195 upvmrd. The largest single con­
centration of farms occurred in the second category with a 
labour income range of between 0 and -£999. The 30 farms in 
this group constituted 44 per cent of the total and had an 
average labour income of -£491. The third category contains 
16 farms with an average labour income of £437. The remain­
ing 14 farms all had a labour income of £1,000 or more; the 
average return to the operator for his labour being £2,692. 
The range for this group extended from £6,648 downwards. 

Table 54 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF THE 81\MP~ FARMS ACCORDING TO T~ 
LABOUR INCOME PER FARM 

(69 Commercial Pineapple Producers, E.c . 1959) 

Average No. of· Percent:1ge 
Labour income :Qer farm. farms ·of total 

£ £ 

-1,000 or iess -1' 731 9 13.0 
999 to 0 - 491 30 43.5 

0 to 999 437 16 23.2 
l,OOO . or more 2,692 14 20.3 

Total 202 62 100.0 
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Chapter VIII 

FACTORS POSSIBLY DETERMINING TH.G DEGREE OF FINANCIAL · ' 
--· - SUC9E ss ON THE _ _.§lCM'P1EFARJ1S 

I n previous chapters it was pointed out that con­
siderable. variation ex:isted between t 1.1e size, income, 
productivity, etc ., of ·the sampl e· far1ns. A detailed analy!:?iS 
of the· financial structure of these f "l.rms a lso showed a . con­
side~able range in the degree of profitability with which each 
individ"ll;al farm was operated, as measured by labour income. 
Proceeding from the assumption of economic rationality applied 
to all the sample farmers in the chapter on methodology, it now 
becomes necessary to determine t he extent of the influence of 
certain of these factors on profit maximisation on the sample 
farms. Eight factors usually are re~ognised by agricultural 
economists as be-ing of basic importan~e for the achievement of 
this goal: · · · 

{a) Prices 
(b) Size of business 
(c) Crop yields per acre and pro~uction per animal 
(d) Selection and combination of enterprises 
(e) Labour efficiency 
(f) · Farm layout and building a rrQngement 
(g) Efficiency in the use of equi pment 
(h) Markets and marketing. 

· For analytical purposes, these factors c.::tn -be sub-
divided into primary (causal) and seconda ry (resultant) 
factors.l Primary factors, such as the price of the farm 
products and the size of the farms anc the yield , "\vork direct­
ly to determine l abour income per farm. Secondary factors , 
on the other hand, are only indirectly related to financial 
success. These latter factors .::tre usually expressed in the 
form of a r atio, e.g. labour cost a s a percentage of cash 
expense , or the rate of capital turnover. As such they do 
not affect labour income directly , but rather give a reflection 
of what has been achieved by the farmer through the use of the 
primary factors at his disposal. Although obviously not as 
important in conducting the affairs of the farm as the primary 
factors, these secondary factors are extremely useful in 
indicating any maladjustment which may exist i n the farm 
business structure. 

No information is available in this study on farm 
layout, building arrangements and the degr ee of efficiency 
achieved in the use of machinery . However, where these 
f a ctors were not used to the fullest anvantage,theywill be 
brought into t he analysis in that they are likely to influence 
disndvantageously the secondary ratios used in the analysis. 
T~e influence of the various marketing channels on the 
financial success of the unit and marketing margins, (depend­
ing on the location of the farm) , 2 is well realised, but 
cannot be included in the analysis for lack of sufficient 
data . Such an analysis would be complicated by the limited 
number of sample f a rms deriving a large percentage of total 
income from pineapples, limitations of the quantities 1mich 

can ••••• / 

1 . Tomlinson - The Economics of Peanut and Maize Production gn 
the Springbok Flats, Op. cit.~bO.--- -

2 . Haite , W. C. & Trelogan , H.C . - Agricultural M~rket Prices, 
p .l83 . John 1!Jiley & Sons, Inc . Nm·1 York, 1951 . 
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can be sold as fresh fruit and the fact that the far ms in 
Group C sel l virtual ly all their pineapple~ through one 
channel .3 Some consideration will be given to non-economic 
factor~, although the effects they are l i kely to · have on the 
maximisation of profits will be reflected partially , at least, 
t hrougb managerial influence on the first five factors listed 
on the previous page \vhich are discussed below. .. 

Prices 

The influence that the level of pineapple prices has 
on the financial success of any sa~ple farm is, of course, of 
diminishing importance a s the percentage of annual farming in­
come which is ·derived from pineapples, decreases . No doubt 
it might influence small-scale growers to increase or decrease 
their plantings in the short-run, but ··the influence of price 
on these units will not be decisive between a positive·and ·a 
negative labour income . Rather, it will affect the need to 
re-allocate resourc~s at present employed in pineapple pro­
duction to other enterprises where the marginal return will be 
greater, or vice versa where it is smaller. If the pineapple 
as a source of ·income in the farming structure is rriore im- · 
portant than all other enterprises then the resource allocation 
problem remains the same, but the immediate .effect on the 
financial success of the unit will be greater. 

Informat ion ~ontained in Table 55, . however, indi­
cates that a r ·elatively higher price is no guarantee of 
greater financial succes~. There is no correlation betwe~n 
the pineapple price index and labour income for either Group C 
or all t he farms taken together . It is quite under standable 
from discussion in the first paragraph that correlation for 
all the farms vlill be unlikely, but not so for the 15 farms in 
Group c·. These farms derive more than 90 per cent···of their 
annual cash income from pineapples, so that ordinarily one 
would expect the influence of price to be considerable, but it 
does not appear to be at all dominant . I n the case of all 
the farms , labour income is equal to £110 in the first or 
lowest price index category, then increases to £~11 in the 
second category and again decreases for the third and highest 
category to £105. For Group C the pattern is just the other 
way round; labour income is lower in the second category than 
in the f irst, and again higher in the third than in the second. 

Table 5.2 
PINEAPPLE PRICE INDEX AND LABOUR INCOME PER FARH FOR GROUP C 

.. . . AND ALL- THE FARMS (100 - £9)"f.. ... P..~_Ii. TQNJ 
(69 Commercial Pineapple Producers, ·E .C. 1959) 

--·- -- --·-· ----- - ·-· ----·-·- ····crroup ·c--·---· --- -·~ 11-Tarms--

Pri ce Index No . of Labour No . ·of Labour 
farms income· _f a rms income 

£ £ 

89 or less 5 1,223 22 110 
90 - 109 8 533 23 ~11 

110 or more 2 3 ,0~1 ·2~ . 105 
- ·---~· --

_ _ 1;'otal 1 1,026 ~9..9. 209_._ 

-· ~ - - ·-----------·-------~- __ ._T.JlE?-~·-~-•-•....:c•-"-/ _ ___ _ 

3 . 95 per cent of all the fruit sold by these farms went to 
the canners. 
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The reason for a lack of association between price 
·'2nd labour. income for Group C farms can be explained by giving 

un extreme yet actual example . The largest pineapple farm 
encountered in the survey had the largest labour income of all·· 
t'1e f o. rms, yet had only. a pineapple i"lrice index of less than · · 
89;. . This farmer had 5~6 million pin2.apple plants . He sold · 
2,o50 tons .during the year of the sur7ey and realised a return 
of 14 . 8 per cent on average capital investment .·". The exact 
~rices he received for Cayennes Here ·::6 . 3. 0 and for Queens 
£5. 8. 0. If we remove this farm from our analysis in 
Table 55, there is correlation betwee~ price and labour income, 
but its presence i ndicates most emphs.tically that the pres.ent · 
crisis in the pineapple industry is not due to the price factor 
alone • . The importance of· priee in -::;;! e farm E?Conomy is, how­
eyer, ·b,! no means discounted. AlthoOJ.gh it is true that at a 
given level of prices one farm may make more money than 
anot~er, if all other factors remain ~he same, ' variation s in 
the price of a particular procluct fro'!l year to year will lead 
to ya r iations .in the labour income of a particu1ar farm. ''The 
farmer 's salvation cannot come only from technical advances in 
the canneries 1vhich will leac1 to a hi ~:,her output of canned 
fruit from each ton of r aw material a ,1d so make it possible t ·o 
offer him a hieher price; it must corre from an inqreased yield 
of fruit from each tree, for only i n this way can. a farmer 
incre~se his income without demanding a higher price for his · 
fruit ana so eventually restricting t '1e market for the product 
vrhich he is offering."'+ 

It cannot be said in this survey, as 1·ms done in a 
survey of tobacco farming in the Tlestern Transvaal, 5 that 
variations in price at a point in time are a r eflection of 
variation. in the quality of the product • . Not .only does the 
price vary .from Queens to Cayennes, but also from one market ­
ing channel to the next, or, even wit :1in one marketing channel 
for a single variety. Although it is true that Queens sold on 
the fresh export inarket mav be of better quality than those sold 
to the canners, this variety is of so small a quantity that it 
is unlikely to have much influence on a weiehted price -index . 
Cayennes · sold to the canners by farmet·s fortunate enough to 
have a private cont ract need not be of better quality than 
those ·sold by farmers \.vi thout the ben )fit of such a contract, 
yet the terms of the contract ~uarant3e them a higher price •. 

There are various measures of size ~1ich can be used 
to illustrate the r elationship between size and financial 
success in farming. Most frequently far m size is spoken of in 
terms of the acres operated, or the land input. · The relia bil­
ity of this measure depends · to a · larg ~ exte~t on the assumption 
of uniformity in the: intensity of lanc1 use in the area under 
consideration. The farm unit is saiCl to be i ntensive vrhen a 
large: am·ount of capita;!- is used on a ~elatively sma.ll acreage 
of land and it is extensive when lar~ ~ acrea3es of land are 
used ·re·lativ'e to labour and capital . c Farm size can therefore 
be varied by changing the inputs other than land. 

----·---·- - ---- _______ The --~-~-·-·-·/-·---

4. · Food Industrie~ of South Afric§.., A, ,_gust 1958, p .l9 . 

5. Tomlinson, F . R. - EY:onomie_s_Q onrer_s_oek Y.§1l .9_op~ci..roog-
ta bakboerder:l in T;Jes :-Transy_~als~ :~~~SPtg_eij.ngs_t_r_eek . Departe­
ment van 'Landbou, Pamfelt No::318. Btaatsdrv'\:Ler, Pretoria, 
1951 . 

6 . Heady and Jensen, Op. cit , p . 451 . 
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Th~ sample farms included some extensive livestock 
units;· v.rith only a smp.ll pDrtion of the land Cl.:!-ltivated for 
either ·pineapples or other crops, (l s well as other units · 
exclusively dependent on large pineapple plantations. Despite 
these variations in the intensity of cultivation, information 
in Table 56 shows direct correlations between size as . 
measured in acres and labour income. For all the farms in 
the sample labour income increases from -£519 for those 
smaller· than 500 acres to £766 for those larger than l ,_000 · 
acres. In Group C this· variation in labour income between the 
various size categories is even more marked. Labour . income · 
changes from -£355 for the smallest category to more than 
£2,200 for the largest group. This relationship, however, is 
undoubtedly incidental and need not be valid theoretically. 
It is quite likely 'tha·t a farm smaller than 500 acres may be a 
larger pineapple proposition than one of over 1,000 acres 
simply because the topographical factor on the second farm 
makes it. less favourable to pineapple cultivation. 

Table___22 

TOTAL ACRES OPERATED AND LABOUR INCOME PER FARM FOR ----·---GROUP-CAND ALL THE FARMS _________ ----
( 69 Commercial Pineapple Producers, E. C; . 1959 ). 

· Group C 
·Acres Operated No . of Lapour 

fa rms income ---:------=c=:..: £ ··· - ·· 

499 or l~s~ 6 
500 - 999 4 

l, OQQ_or :._Ill_OX§__ __ ~5"----

.-355 
1,837 
?~2¥r•-'--

Total ~ ____ .,...._..;:;;;.... __ .. -.li.. .. __ l~096 

·Ali- farms 
No . of Labour 
farms income --· £ 

17 -519 
25 101 

·---~_7_~ -~-- - 266 . 

~-----;:.2..:;...09"---

·A more Significant relationship is obta.ined by using 
acres to measure the size of the pineapple operation only -
Table 57. However, this still does not eliminate var.iations 
in the intensity of land use on the various pineapple farms. 
It was sho~>m earlier, for instance,- tb.at some farmers have 
more pineapple plants per acre than others or might apply more 
capital in the form of mechanical pow·er and fertilizer per 
acre. Using the area under pineapples has the advantage over 
the previous measure of size by limiting intensity to the 
p:LneappJ:e operation only, rather ·than the farm as a vrhole 

~2'Z 
, • 

ACR~$ IDJ:QER PINEAPPLES AND LABOUR INCOME- PER FARM FOR GROUP. C 
'FARMS ----

(15 Commercial Pineapple Produce.rs , E.C. 1959) 

-- - - · - --- -------------N=-0 . of --Labour-
farms income -----' ·r-

49 or less & -3 55 
. 50 - 99 3 184 

· lOQ_ or mQ.r:~----.. ----- -·-- ----~ ·-· _ _ j _ _, _ _o_QL_ 

----=1~2-· ··- _).' 096 

It. will .be noticed· that, compared with· Table 56, the 
humbe~ of farms in ~ach of the three ca tegories in Table 57 
has changed.. Th e number of farms in the first category 

remains ••••• / 
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rer:1ains .at six, but the number in the last category increases 
fr orJ'l five.·.to six. If it is valid to suggest t hat there is a 
close cor>relation between total acreage and, the size of the 
pinea pple .plantations on the farms in Group c, ·then the six. 
f r rms in the first category of Table 56 will be the same as 
those in the first category in Table 57 and the difference be­
t·-reen the last two categori-es will be that one' farm in the 
se r:ond category of Table 56 entered the third category of 
T?1,le 57.. Closer investigation supports this supposition for· 
t~lE: .first category of each of the two tables, but not for- .the 
second and third categories. 

More accurate methods of measuring t he .size of the 
pineapple ope·ration alone are available, e . g., the total 
number of plants per farm or the tonnage sold annually. 
OL~sr things being equal, one ,,ould expect direct correlation 
bettreen ·the number of plants per farm and the tonnage sold. 
Information on yield and the number of plants per acre, which 
vms discussed in Chapter VI, indicate that such an assumption 
for the sample farms "tvill not be valid . Consequently, 
different results 1vill be obtained if size (as measured by the 
nu~ber of plants per acre) and tonnage sold are correlated 
separately with labour income . ·· · 

The data in Table 58 indicate a direct correlation 
bet1reen the. number of plants per farm and labour income for 
Grorip C is well as all the far~s in the sample. The steadily 
i~proving financial position of all the farms in th~ sample as 
the ·number of pineapple plants increase, need not be due only 
to the influence of the pineapple enterprise . Of the 17 farms 
in the third category of Table 58 , as many fall in Group A as 
in Group C so that the scale of an enterprise other than pine­
apples may also wield considerable influence . It is noteworthy, 
hoYever, that labour income for the five farms in the third 
category of Group C is conside~ably higher than that for the 17 
farms in the same category for all the farms . From -£369 for 
those farms in Group C with less than 5oo·,ooo plants, labour 
inc orne increases to more than £3, 500 for · thos.e farms with over 
one mill-ion plants, compared with an increase ·for all the farms 
f r om -£294 to £1 ,433 from the first to the third categories. 

Table ...2] 

N_UMJ?~R_9.f_.~fJ];JEAPPLE PLANTS AND LABOUR INCOME PER FARM FOR . 
. GROUP C AND ALL THE FARMS . - --:--·--

( 69 Commercial Pineap:Pfe Prociucer-s;-E .c •. 1959) · 

__ Q.:roup C - ·--·----All farms 
No . of Plants No . of Labour ----No . of Labour 

(OOQl___ farms income farms income -....,..- ---~=:.=- £ ---£--

499 or less 
500 - 999 

l , 000 or mo~r~e~--

Total 

5 
5 

__ ,_-1 .. 

15 

-369 23 .-294 
151 29 -108 

3 ,_)06 - lZ 1,433 

__ l,.Q22. 69. 209 

Correlation between the tonnage sold and labour in­
con e per farm remains positive , although it alters solhei.vhat 
from the pattern in Table 58 between the number of plants and 
labour income per farm·. In Table 59, all the fa rms i.q. the 
sample are now less evenly distributed. More than 85 per cent 
of the farms are class-ified inside the .first t"t-ro cat egories . 
The r esult is that labour· income per farm increases cohsiderably 
between the second and the third category, the latt~r group 

including •• ..• / · 
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including a small number of farms half of wnich are the large 
pineapple farms in Group . C and 1vere also iri'cluded .in .. t he third 
cq_.t_.egory . of :Table 58. · . · · 

TONNAGE SOLD Ai-J.D LABOUR " INCOME PER FARivi FOR GROUP C AND ALL . 
~ . . .. THE ·FARMS ·. · .. ~-. -. . 
· · ( 69 Commercial Pineapple "PrOducers, E. C. 1959) . · 
---··---- --...,.----------:::-----'--=--- ·----· AJ,1 
Tonnage · sold 

99 or less · 
100 .... 499 :· ' 

__2QO or more · 

-·_:tot~+- ·--·· 

G r o_1dl2..__Q_ 
No. of Labour 
farms income 

£ 
-. 

4 -390 
6 78 
5 . 3.' 5 0,6_ _____ 

1_5' 1 096 -· --~-----· 

No. of 
farms 

29 
30 
10 

62_ 

farms 
Labour 
iheome 

£ 

-456 
43 

2,632 

?_99 

Average capital invest"ment is another possible: 
measure of the si"ze of the entire fa~ming operation. Although 
it ._is ·mor e accurate thari acreage , . it still does not elim~.riate 
a .ll the problems of measurement . . A ten-acre unit of · 
vegetables can both use more.labour and ·have a larger volurr.e 
of product i on than a ·farm of 1, 000 acres a:nd an equal number 
of sheep; even t h ough its· capital i nvestment; may be smaller~ 
It is thus not surprising that labour income and size , .. . 
measured by mean~ of the average ca pital investment per farm, 
do not show a positive correlation, or at least not ~n the 
first two categories of Table 60. T"W"enty-seven of all·the . 
farms with an average capita·l invest-hient ·of less than £10,000 
had a labour income of -£139. On the other hand, 18 of .~he. 
farms ·with a.n average cap ital investment of between £10,000 
and £2o,ooo had a labour income of -£381. From then .on . 
labour income increases con~iderably for each category showing 
an increase in the average capital investment per farmD · 
Group C farms show a similar ·deviation from the pattern of·· 
direct correla:tion ,- as do all the farms . Labour incorri-e is 
l .ower in .the: second capital investment category _than in the 
first, but thereafter steadily increases for the last two 
categories as the average capital investment per farm increases. 
The lack of correlation between capital investment and labour 
income can again be part i ally explained - this time because ~f 
the great difficulty in the valuation · of land 1,vhich was 
mentioned in Chapter V •. vJith land constituting 66 per cent 
of the average . total investment per fa.rm , any inflated or 
deflated value placed on t h is factor ~<rill deviate .from its· 
ac:curacy in the measuring of s ize as well as the financia l 
success of t he -unit. 

· Table 60 

CAPITAL I NVESTMENT AND LABOUR INCOME FOR GROUP C ·AND ALL THE 
FARMS · 

( 69 Cqinmercia l Pinea,pple - Producers , E . C. 1 ~59 ) : · · 
_ __,.. ______ _. ·-----. ·-· Gio"UPc- - :- - ----·- --All...f.§I'ms _ 

.Capital No. of Lab¢ur No . of L~bour 
investment per farm farms· income farms i ncome 

.£ ·- --- --------£-·-----··- £ 

9,999. or l ess 6 -189 27 -139 
10 ,000 - 19,99.9 3 - 285 18 -381 
20 , 000 - 29,999 4 1,941 16 754" 

....l.Q-!1-Q ... OO or mor~ · _ ... -:-. ~..;.,-.. 2. £334 . ...:_ .8 1, 612.._ 
___ TQ..i;:al __ __ ~- ~" i3_~--- _1 ,096 ___ .: _·. -~--~_9_2_-~--,~-_g_~ 

A • o •• ,./ 
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A mere increa-se in the average capital investment per 
f arm is still no guarantee of an increase in the labour income 
of the part icular farm. In discussing the r elationship he 
found between size · as measured by the average capital invest­
ment per far m and the opera tor's earnings in the production of 
peanuts and maize on the Springbok Flats , Tomlinson suggested 
that the relationship ·If ••• does not mean that the·oper ator's 
earnings on. any par~icular farm will increase by merely invest ­
ing more capital on su·ch a farm . On an average the farms ~rith 
a larg e ·capital value are larger in aree, have larger crop a r eas, 
have more l ivestock and ·machiner y than the farms with a small 
capital . . Increa s"ing these factors in· a balanced proportion 
will naturally increase the total far~ capital and the 
operator's earnings" . 7 Although this statement is t r ue , it 
is based on a definite assumption which cannot be taken for 
granted. It is an essential prerequisite t o expansion that 
management must be efficient and capable of handling an in­
crease in ·the productive capacity of the farm unit. 

Accor ding to the well known l aw of diminishing re­
turns, the mere addition of capital, or for that matter any 
other f a ctor of pr oduction , must inevitably eventually lead to 
a decrease in the marginal r ·eturn for .that factor. Indirectly ,­
the truth of this statement i s substantiated by the information 
in Table 61 . jJher e t he capital investment per acre .is very 
lovr, labour i ncome is negative; wher e i t is very high , . labour 
income is still positive but at a much lovrer level than it was 
f or the interme.<?-iate categories . For those fa rms with an 
aver age ·investment of less than £9 per acre, the labour income . 
is negative . As the investment per acre. i ncreas es f rom be­
tween £10 and £19 to between £20. and £29 , lab.Qur income is 
increas~ngly positive . As soon as it goes above £30 per acre , 
labour income decreases again . This, although . . corre.ct in 
principle , is not necessa-rily generally applicable, f or it 
would imply" that in thos~ areas of the Eastern Cape wher e . 
fa rming is e:x:tensive and the inves tment . per acr e consequently 
lmr, the chances a fa rmer. has of earning a reward for hi s 
labour are only remot e . A more accurate approach would , 
therefor e , be to confine the . analysis in this respect to those 
fa r ms following virtually. the same pattern of far ming , such as 
the Group C farms . 

Ta bl§.. 61 

INVESTMENT PER OPER-\T.ED ACRE AND LABOUR INCOME PER FARM FOR 
--- --- dR61fPTc-AlfJ51\I1THE-FARl·1S - --

. (69 Commercial Pfneapple Proc'lucers, E . C. 1959 ) 

__ . __ Qr_oup c--·-- ·- ---·--Ail f arms 
I nvestment No . of Labour No . of Labour . 

per oper ated a cre far ms income farms income 
~~~~£~~~~~--~~~--~~£----------- £ 

9 or less 
10 - 19 
20 - 29 
30 or mor e 

··Total 

1 
y. 
y. 
6 

15 

-497 9 - 78 · 
. "523 30 33Y. 

2", 348 .13 3 86 
·-~29..2_ ____ ~11 _ _ ,~_4_...; 

---=1 ........ ," Q26 - -- · __ 69_ ----=2...::..09.:__ 
. . 

Only one farm in Group C had an inves tment of less 
than £9 per acr e, the labour income for this farm being -£497. 

It ••.• • j 

7. T_oml i nson , F . R. - The Economi.cs of Peanut an.d Haiz.e Pro.­
gu~tion QQ the Springbok Flats , Op . cit ., p. 70 . 

. . ..._ .. 



- 81 -

It then increased in the next category to ·an average of £523 
per . fartn for four farms and to :~2 ·, 348 .for 'the four farms in 
the next category • . · The·. remaining six farms had an: average · · 
capi tal. investment of· more than £30 per acre and similar to . ' 
all the farms i ·n: the sample, Ba bour i n come per farm now de- · 
cr~ases consider ably to .£909. The trend in labour. income 
between the four categories ther efore remains the s ame for the 
specialised gr oup as it was · for the non-special·ised group , 
although .it becomes more distinct . · The conclusion ·which can 
be·drawn f r om this is that, relatively speaking, under-invest ­
ment per a cre is as undesirable as over-investment . Total 
cost per unit of output must .eyentuB:l ly increase where 
variable resources a re added to fixed resources to increase 
indefinitely the s i ze of the oper ation and the volume of out- ·· 
put . ·Theoretically speaking , t he criterion to be used in 
deciding on the pr qfitability. of a particular investment must 
be ma r ginal r evenue arid marginal cost; to what extent will the 
cost of a particular investment be exceeded by the rev~nue 
forthcoming f rom it and, although a particular ventur e may be 
profitable , is it t he most profi~able way in which money can .. 
be used on that particular farm? 

Input of labour per farm presents much the same.· 
pr oblems ~s the acreage operat~d in measuring the size of the 
farm business . All labour is not of the same productive ·· 
quality. Although differences at the farm level were par­
tially r emoved by adjustment according to variations in cash 
wag es for the calculat ion of man-equival~nt, var iations between 
farms still r emain . Further, man- equi valent as a mea sure of 
size may give a distorted picture in that it is not known to 
what extent mechanical po-vrer may have been substituted for 
labour .without changing production materially. The validity 
of these basic difficulties is founded on tlie assumption of 
t he heterogeneity of farming labour and pr actices in the region 
of study. The general lack of special pineappl~ pl~nting and 
harvesting equipment i n use in the Eastern Cape and the over­
all homogeneity of farming labour in the pineapple belt of the 
Eastern Ca p& wo~ld tend to diminish but not eliminate , the . 
i naccuracy of man-:-equiva l ent a s a measure of 9ize . These·· . 
problems a re more ·valid on an int er -regional than on an intra - . 
regional basis. The productivity of labour; the basic way .of 
payi ng .for it and t he ext ent to which mechanical power has 
been substituted f or labour is likely ·to di 'ffer less between 
pineapple farms in the Eastern Cape than ; for i nst ance, between 
pineapple farms i n the Eastern Cape and Hawaii or Malaya; or, 
for that matter, even the Eastern Tr ansvaal or Nat al . 

... Man - equiva,lent is, of course , not a mea.sur e ·of scale 
for the. pineapple enterprise only . Consequently, any · ·corre-· 
l at i.on· va lid for all the farms should also be valid for· ~ more · 

----~....._ _____________ .:.__ ____ ----- speciali sed ••• : • • I 

8. This category again includes the largest farm in the s~mple 
which was mentioned under prices . I f it is taken out of 
the anal ysis,. labour income fo r the five r emaining· farms 
decreases to -£120. Thi s one farm , which 1vas p·urchased 
during the peak price period in 1 952 , would therefore have 
be.~n even mor e successful if · it was bought Hhen .. prices wer·e 
lower so·th~t the required inter est payment on capi tal 
would have been considerably less . Investment per aere 
would also have been lower, so that it was likely to fall 
in either thG . ~~cond or the third category of Table 61 . 
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specialised group of farms if ther e is correlation between size 
anr~ labour i nc.ome. In Table 62, we thus find that the labour 
income position steadily improves for both Group C and all the 
farms as man-equivalent per far m incr eas es from less than ten . 
to mor e than 30. The remarkable feature in this table is · 
that the labour income for the farms in the first . two categories 
is negative , although decreasingly negative as the ·man-equi,va­
lent per f arm increases . For those farms in the category of 
more than 30 man-equiva~ent, labour i ncome is not onl y positive, 
but considerably l a r ger than in the previous three categories., 
e~pecially :for. Group C. · 

Table 62 

MAN -EQ_UIVALENT AND LABOUR INCOME PER FARM FOR GROUP C AND ALL 
THE FARMS 

(69 Commercial Pineappl e Producers, E. C. 1959) 

Grou:Q C ·- All. far ms 
Man-equiva l ent per No . of Labour No. ·o-f Lab~ 

farm f arms income f arms · income . 
£ £ 

9 or less 2 -479 8 -368 
10 - 19 5 -157 25 -303 
20 - 29 3 113 19 70 
30 or more ~ 3,5~ lL 1,386 

Total 1~ 1,026 62 202 

The most reliable single mea sure of the scale, 
barring extremes of .weather on any individual farm, is the 
value .of the total volume of output. Farm receipts, however, 
are not a primary causal f actor .iri .the financial success of 
the business, but merely serve to illustrate the r el ationship 
between volume of business and t he financial success achieved 
on any individual f arm. 11 The volume of output is closely 
assbciated to the quantity of. r esources used, whether the 
proportions were high in the dir ection of capi tal, land, or 
l abour. 11 9 A possible weakness of this measure, for the 
pineapple industry in particular, . is where large plantings were 
r ecently made but whi ch had not yet come into production at 
t he time of the survey. Although virtually all the· plant­
ations on the sampl.e farms had beep. well established and were 
contracti ng r ather than expanding, a~ least one farm vms 
encount er ed where the opposite was true . 

Labour income for all the farms increases from -£647 
for those with gross receipts of les.s . than £1,000 to -£433 for 
those farms having gros~ r eceipts of petween £1,000 and £3 , 000 
- Table 63 . The next increase is more substantial . For the 
seven f arms in the category between £3 ,000 and £ 5,000, labour 
income is now positive and equal to £339 . The most consider­
able increase take~ place from the third to the fourth 
category. Those farms with average gross farm r eceipts of 
more than £5,000 show a positive labour income .of mor e than . 
£1,600 . For Group C farms alone , there is no deviation from 
the normal correlation although labour income increases only 
slightly (£4) as gross farm r eceipts incr ease from less than 
£1, 000 to between £l,OOO .and £3 ,000. The increase in labour 
income between the second and the .third size category .is equal 
to £1 ,500, and that betvreen the third and the fourth, just 

under .•••.• • I · 

9. Heady and Jensen , Op . cit ., p.452 . 
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under £2,000. 

Table 6.1 

AVERAGE GROSS RECEIPI'S AND LABOUR INCOME PER FAID1 FOR GROUP .C 
AND ALL THE FARMS 

(69 Commercial Pineapple Pr oducers, E . C. 1 959 ) 

' Group C All farms .. 
Gross r eceipts No . of Labour No . of Labour .. 

farms income farms income 
£ £ ··£ 

999 or less 4 -3 90 10 -647 
l' 000 - 2 '999 4 -3 86 32 -433 ' 
3,000 - 4,999 l 1,114 7 339 
5,000 or mor e 6 3' 022 20 1,616 

Total 15 . l '096 69 2Q2_ -
Although all measures of size employed in this study 

fail on some aspect or another of a:ccuracy , none contr adi ct 
the positive r elationship which seems to exist between the. size 
of the oper ation and l abour income . This a pplies equally to 
all the farms in the study and in particular to those in 
Group C which are all highly specialised pineapple operations. 

The benefits to be derived from large scale farming 
stems mainly from interna l e conomi es which lead· to a decrease 
in the cost per unit of output as the volume of production 
increases. There are also external. economies which a r e 
supplementary to the· internal economies, but over ·which the 
farmer has no control and which will ·not be discussed here. 
Ordinarily, there are three f a ctor-s which. contribute towa:rds 
the lowering of costs as the size of the f a rm increases .lQ 
Firstly, there is the spreading of total f i xed costs over a 
larger number of units of output as production increases with 
fixed costs held constant. This represents the downward 
movement along the cost curve of the firm in the short-run 
towards a minimum, assuming that the farmer wi ll not go beyond 
the point of profit maximisation . Although· va riable costs 
normally i ncrease , . fixed costs r emain the same and for the 
time being at l east , the decr ease in fixed costs per unit of 
output more than offsets the increase in variable costs - from 
there the U-shape of the firms average cost curve in both the 
long and the short - run . Secondly, if all factors of pro­
duction are increased in proportion, greater speciali sation of ·. 
labour and supervi sion becomes possible, which in turn leads 
to more efficient output a t a given level of costs . Although 
this is a valid e conomy, some agr icultural economists find it · 
far less obvious in agriculture than in some other industrie~ . 
In a discussion of size as a factor in linear programming for · 
agriculture , Giaever and Seagravesll suggest that .'' ••• It is 
difficult to see hovl either specialisation or · management may 
be explicitly included in farm programmi ng at the present time . 
Though specialisation of l abour is often cited as an 

------~---------------
ex plana t_ion •••• • I 

, 10. (a ) Heady _and .Jensen, Op . cit., p . 454 . 

(b) Stigler, George J . - .The Thegry of Price, Chapters 6 
and 7 . Macmillan Company, New York, 1953 . 

11. Giaeve.r , .Harald and Seagraves , James -"Linear Programming 
and Economies of Size". Journal of Farm EQQ..Qomics, 
Volume XLII, No .1, February 1960, p . l03. 



- 84 -

explanation of economies of size in industry, examples are 
much less obvious in agriculture. Limited benefits from 
specialisation are obvious in such functions as dairying, 
egg gathering and washing, and ha.rvesting some crops. 
Little empirical effort has been directed explicitly at 
!Jleasuring economies from this source. Ev:en les!3 . attention 
has been given to defin,;ing and measuring economies in manage-
ment and the leaFning. process''. (This statement is to be 
at least· partially refuted at a .later stage.) Thirdly, 
there a.re· marketing e .. conomies which may: be very important in 
agriculture. Advantages. are often to· ·be had in the form· of 
pri.o~_. discounts .. ·-:ot· .. special contra cts:. in. the buying or sell­
ing of produce by a large operation. 

The greatest disadvantage of the larger farm is . 
that it faces a bigger risk than the smaller units, whether. 
it be the risk of low prices ·or unfavourable weather .. con- · 
di tions .. 'tin an absolute sense, the range over · Which income 
varies between high profit and loss periods is greater . for 
the farm with large capital than fo.r . the smaller unit."·l? . 

Although the problem of poverty at the farm level, 
both locally and overseas, is mainly due to·a large number of 
tindersized units, an increase in size through the ·acquisition 
of more .land, regardless of. other factors, is no guarantee of 
grea ter financial success in farming. ,In fact, the presence 
.of inefficiency to any· marked extent in the organisation of 
t he unit v.rill make it impossible to increase profits through 
the addition of either fixed or variable capital. An in-
cre.:J. se in the size of the .opera tion in such an instance will 
only add to · the problems of low profit rather than solve 
them. An increase in · the size of the farming operation is 
only justifiable where ·a · :relatively high level of productivity 
an0. efficiency has already' .been··a ·chieved, especially where 
the increase in size is planned through the acquisition of 
more acres .13 To increase the :size of the pineappl·e enter-
prise in certain areas of the Eastern Cape where a compara­
tively high level of productivity is seldom possible because 
of adverse climatic conditions, will increa se the hazards of 
this type of farming, even if ma nagement itself is relatively 
efficient. In other ·parts of the same regi:on \.IThere the 
occurrence of temperatu·re extremes (pr'imarily) are less· 
frequent, considerable benefit is to be derived from· an in­
crease· in the tonnage sold, even if the price l evel is 
relatively low. · · 

Yield' 

The .influence of pro·ductivity oh the labour ihcome 
of· t he· farm, as measured in terms of . the pineapple yield in­
dex·, v1ill 'be more ap:nlioable to those farms in the sample · 
wher e 8.. relatively high percentage of total income is derived 
f r om pineapples. · .Accor ding to ·information ·in Table 64, · . 
there ·.is a direct corr·elation between yield index and labour· 
income for Group C farms. For the five farms .Wi_ th an. 
average yield index· ·of below .100, labour income is negative 
to t he extent of £424. As the yi eld index increases to 
bet \or.een. 100 and 119 , labour income increases by approximately 

_.;.,__ _____ f.60Q._._,!..!_•:.-.;:•.;_./ ___ _ 

12. Heady & J~nsEm, ·op. c:i,t., p.l.~76 •. 
. 

13. Tomlinson , F.R . - Boerdery in Suid-Afrika, Feb . 1946. 
· :; · 

11 Verhoging van Landbouprodu~sie", Staatsdrukker, Pretoria . 
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£60.0 ':to £2.00. In the next cc;1tegory there are seven farms 
with a.·· y'i'eld .. inde·x -of above l2o··and .a labour .income of £2,565. 
The fact that most of th-e . farms in Group C have a yield index 
of above 1do is .due to the inc.lli$_ion of .all . sample farms in 
the. calcul,a,ti_o_n qf the index, for -it was shown in Chapter :'_VI 
that ·yiel-d· -is higher on· those . farms deriving

4
a l arger percent- · 

age _of .their annual income from pinea·pples .I . . .. . . . .. . .. 
Tabl·e 64 

PINEAPPLE YIELD.--INDEX AND LABOUR INCOME PER FARM FOR GROUP C 
-_ - ---ri'oo·-:··-r.-5-· ton per acre) 

.,_( 15 Commercial Pineap-ple Producers, E. C. 1959) 
N~of ___ 

Labour· 
Yield index farms income 

£ 

99 or less . · 5 -424 . 
100 - 119 3 200 
120 or more 7 2~(?2__ 

Total 15__ J._~Q9_Q_ 

Productivity for all tne farms can only be measured 
indirectly by means of a secondary resultant f_aetor such as 
the rate o:f capital turnover, i.e. the number of ye·ars it 
takes for :farm receipts t-o equal the average capital invest­
ment per farm. · In a study where records were only available 
for one financial year , ·the reliability of this measure of 
productivity will l a r gely depend on the extent to vlhich farm 
income for that particular year can be regarded as ' normal'. 
Assuming that the year of study was normal in all respects, 
indications are that the labour income per f arm i s consider­
ably hig~er on those farms with a high rate of capital turn­
over tha~ on those with a low rate of capital turnover - Table 
65. In .the case of all the farms as well as Group C farms 
only, the la bmir income position per farm s-teadily deteriorates 
As the number of years it takes for g_ross farm income to equal 
average capital investment increases from less than three 
years to more than seven years . The difference between labour 
income for the first two categories is definitely less sig­
nificant than between the second and third and between the 
third and the fourth categories for both Group C and all the 
farms. 

Table 65 ••••• / 

' I 

------~--------------------~------------·-----
14. The .reaqer ·is remind-ed' that the yield index was calculated . 

from a weighted average yield for both varieties. A low 
yield index is thus not only . the result of a low yield 
for one or both pineapple varieties grown, but may also · .. 
be due to a relatively large proportion of the tonnage· ·. 
sold belonging tb the Q'ueen variety, for which the yield 
is .con?iderably loiver than the _Cayenne variety under · 
given conditions . 
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Table 65 

RATE OF CAPITAL TURNOVER AND LABOUR INCOME .PER FARM FOR GROUP C 
AND ALL THEFARMS -

(69 -Commercial Pineapple Producers, E.C. 1959) 

_ ____Q£pu l2 C All farms 
Rate of Capital No . of Labour No. of Labour 

turnover farms income farms income 
Years £ £ 

2.9 or less 2 3,344 15 1,355 
3 - 4.9 5 . 2,571 20 691 
5 - 6 . 9 2 -382 16 -379 
7 or more 6 - 390 18 - 762 

Total -l2. l ' 09.Ci. 62 202 

Fr om infor mation in Table 66, a definite relation­
ship would seem to exist bet"toreen higher productivity as 
measured by the r ate of capital turnover and the size of the 
farm . By us i ng man- equivalent as the measure of size, the 
rate of capital turnover increases from 11 . 5 years for those 
farms with less than ni ne man-equivalent, to 3.5 years for 
t hose 1vith more than 30 man- equivalent . 

Table 66 

MAN-E~UIVALENT AND THE RATE OF CAPITAL TURNOVER. PER FARM 
69 Commercial P;i.neapple Producers-;E. C. - 1959) 

Man -equivalent 
No. of 
farms 

9 or less 8 
10 - 19 25 
20 - 29 19 
30 or more 17 

---'T=-o:::...t=a::.=l=----·--------'6::.....2o<... 

•, ' 

Lab~f efficiency 

Rate of ·capital 
turnover 

years 

11.5 
6 . 8 
5.1 
3 . 5 

------=-6.~_1 __ _ 

' The efficient use of labour is an almost essential 
prer equisite for increasing the overall productivity on any 
particular farm . On farms in the Eastern Cape, 'l.vhere labour 
constitut es the single most important item of expense, par ­
ticularly on those farms which are highly specialised in the 
production of pineappl es, the most productive use of labour is 
even more essential . 

The efficient use of labour in the production of 
pineapples can only in practice be measur ed for Group C 
farms, where virtually all labour is devoted to one single 
enterprise. On the basis of the tonnage sold per man­
equivalent on these f a rms , . the most striking corr elation is 
found bet1veen labour inc;ome and the. tonnage sold per man­
equivalent.:.. Table 67. Labour income per farm . increases 
from -£331 for those f arms with l .ess than ten tons sold per. 
man - equivalent, t o £586 for those farms selling fr'om 10 to 
19 ton per man-equival.ent . .Then follo1-vs an even more r ·emar k­
able increase of more than £3 ,500 i n labour.income for tho~e 
farms where more than 20 ton was sold per man-equivalent. 

Table 67 ••• • • / 
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Table 67 

PJNEA_pP~S SQLD PER MA~-EQUIVA~N'-LfiNI) LABOUR J.~CQME PER E!BJ1 
FOR GROUP C . . 

(15 Commercial Pineapple Pr oducers, E .c ~ 1959) · 

Tonnage sold per Aver age No . of Labour 
man-equivalen,~t------·----~Qer_f~rm,~--~f~a~r~m~s~----~i=n~c~o=m~e--

ton ton £ 

9 . 9 or less 
10 - 19.9 
20 or more 

Tot a l 

7 . 0 7 -331 
15. 8 4 586 

__ 2_..;,8~·=-3 ---·--.~---~ '101 

In a r eas where it has been possible to ~evelop an 
advanced s ystem of cost -accounting in co-oper ati on with the 
farmers, productive work units per farm are ca lculated as a 
measure of size, or of the amount of work there is to be done 
on a particular farm. Labour eff iciency can then be 
estimated by dividing total productive work units per farm by 
the total number of man-equivalent on that particular farm. 
\Vhere such a measure is not available and it is not possible 
to f ind a common denominator for the volume of physical output 
as a r esult of the diversity of enter prises, an alternative 
method can be found by ca lculating cash sales per man­
equivalent . Correlation of t he results for the sample farms 
with labour i ncome s hows a positive relationsh i p - Table 68 . 
Labour income increases f r om -£627 for sales of less than 
£100 per man-equivalent, to -£379 for those far ms where 
produce worth between £1 00 to £149 was sold per man- equi valent. 
It increases furt her to £1 ,324 on those farms wher e the cash 
sa l es per man- equivalent exceeds £150 . 

1-'_able _ 68 

Q~S:fi_{3A.LES PER MAN-EQUJ...VALENT~_ND ~BOQR_INCOME _PER FARM 
FOR ALL THE FARMs· . 

(69 Commercial Pi neappl e Producers, E . C. 1959) 

Cash sales-per ____ _ 
m - eguivalent 

£ 

No . "or--- - -----"Labour 
f armj3___ income _£,_ 

99 or less 22 - 627 
100 - 149 20 -379 

....::1;:;..,5:...;:0~or=--.:m.~o::.::or...::::e __ ; ___ . __ . _g] ____ _ ]-~4 ·-

Tot a l ·-- _ _ _9_2. _ __ ~-- -· 2Q ..... 2...__...,.. 

Doubt was expressed earl ier , when discussing the 
economi es of .scale in farming, as to the benefit to be derived 
f rom labour spe cialisat_ion arid , consequently , the more 
efficient use of labou~ on large- scal e far mi ng operations. 
In a study of the effect of size on farm l abour consumption , 
Langvatn found that a positive and valid r el ationship does i n 
fact exist .l5 In his study, working time was classified 
a ccording to oependence on the size of the enterpriiie and then 

15. 

straight .. .. .. • I 
of size 

Langvatn, Harr y H. -"An approach · to the · effect/ahd combi­
nation of enter prises on farm labour consumption . 11 

Journal of Far m· Ecomonics , Volume XLII, Februa r y 1960' 
p . 79 . Published by the American Farm Economics 
Associat i on , Menasha, V.Jisconsin . 
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varying levels of output~ as well as the divergence of factors 
'external' to each of the farms, makes it impossible to indi­
cate either a general or a specific optimum combination of 
enterprises in this study. All that can be undertaken with 
the information available is an indication of the need for a 
particular balance in the farm structure; a balance indicated 
by varying levels of labour income as the percentage of each 
cash income derived from a particular enterprise changes. 

No specific relationship appears to exist between 
labour income and the percentage of total cash income which is 
derived from the livestock enterprise - Table 69. For those 
farms deriving less than 10 per cent of total cash income from 
livestock, labour income equals £427. It then, however, · 
decreases steadily as the percentage income derived from live- · 
stock increases until the last category where six farms 
derived more than 50 per cent of total cash income from the 
sale of livestock and livestock products, and has a positive 
labour income of £112. 

Table 62 

LIVE sr OCK AND LIVESTOCK PRODUCTS AS A PERCENTAGE OF CASH 
----RECEIPTs A ND .. LA BOUR --fNcO'ME--p]f:tCFARM 

(69 Commercial Pineapple Producers-; E .c-:-1959 ) 

Livestock and livestock-··-·-Average----~0:-o:t 
products as percentage per farm farms 

of cash receipts 
% % 

9 or less 3.5 31 
10 - 29 19.8 18 
30 - 49 36.3 14 
20 or more 67.8 6 

Total 12.8 62. 

Labour 
income 

£ 

427 
102 
-96 
112 

202 

In Table 70, strong evidence is provided to show 
that the pineapple enterprise on its own can be very profit­
able in t he Eastern Cape. The only category in Table 70 
showing a relatively high labour income is the one containing 
the 15 farms which derive more than 90 per cent of their annual 
cash income from pineapples, the average for the group being 
95 per cent. The 24 farms deriving less than 50 per cent of 
cash income from pineapples have a labour income of £84 and the 
30 farms deriving from 50 to 89 per cent of cash earning from 
pineapples, have a .negative labour income of £136. Labour 
income then increases by more than £1,000 to £1096 for the 15 
farms in Gr oup C which derive more than 90 per cent of their 
cash earnings from pineappl es . 

Table 29 

PERCENTAGE OF ANNUAL CASH INCOME DERIVED FROM ·THE PINEAPPLE 
- -· - ENTERPRISE AND LABOl.i'R INCOME PER FARM 

(69 Commercial Pineapple Producers, E. C. 1959) 

Pineapple sales as percent- - Average -No. - of Labour 
~ . .Jl.:C cash r eceipts :Qer farm .f.arms income 

% % £ 

49 or less 36 24 84 
50 - 89 69 · 30 -136 
90 or more 92 _ _ _1..2_ 1,096 

Total ---------.. 66 6..2. 202 

Although •••• • I 
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. Although the pineapple enter pr i s e alone paid well on 
those farms _specialising in its production, to have only one 
enterprise is risky. This element of risk is greater i(: 

(a) The enterprise is a crop r ather t han livestock, 

(b) the crop be one from which the product cannot be held 
over for canning, 

(c) the market is relatively far removed from the producer. 

If the farmer can assure the deliverv of all his fruit to the 
canneries withi n a short period aftei harvesting, the risk of 
pineapple production alone will be considerably less. In 
Ha-vJaii, " ••• the pineapple which yesterday or even t his morn­
ing ~~s picked from t he mother plant, quite possible on 
another ~sland, this afternoon is r eady for the grocer's 
shelf" .lts Hov1ever, the f a rmer i n the Easter n Cape still has 
the vagaries of nature to consider. As such he must r egard 
risk as one of the 'factors of pr oduction ' in his search for 
the optimum allocation of resour ces . 

Balance in the farm structure is also necessary be­
t• . ..reen the various factors of production, or even l,vithin a 
given factor of production, e . g ., the r atio bet1,-reen working 
and fixed capital and the percentage which cultivated land 
constitutes of the- total acreage operated . 

Although the ratios between fixed and working 
capital diff er from one type of f arming to another, the stage 
is usually reached where eventually any further application 
of either fiXed or working capital will lead to a deterior­
ation in the financial succe£ s of the unit. In Table 71 , it 
is seen that those farms wi th a fixed to working capital ratio 
of appr oximately 3:1 achieve~ the most favoura bl e financial 
r esul t s . In the first ca tegory of the table , wher e working 
capital is actuall y more than fixed capital , the farms have an 
average labour income of -£1 . In the s econd category it 
increases to £462 , but decreases again in the third category. 
In the fourth ca t egory, vrhere the ratio is roughly 9 :1 in 
favour of f ixed capital , labour income continues to decr ease 
:further to -£1 ,118. 

Table 71 

FIXED __ C!PITA_L A §__A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL CAPITAL AND LABOUR 
. I NCOME PER FARM 

(69 Commerci al Pineapple Producers , E . C. 1959) · 

F·ixed capital· as Averag·e Per centage No .- -of Labour 
percentage of Fi xed Vlor king farms income 
total ca]2ital ca)2i tal ca]2ital 

"' % % £ f J 

69 or less 48 52 10 -1 
70 - 79 75 25 27 462 
80 - 89 85 15 27 283 
90 or .more _9.1 5. _ -1,118 

Total 2? __ 24- . ··~- 69 2Q2_ 

--·---__ j\._1 thoug_h_~_. • • I 

18. Elder ,- Nell B. - Pineap:J2~~ in Hawaii , p . 21. Hawaii 
Economic Education Series Instructional Booklet No . 3, 
Department of Public I nstruction , Honolulu , Hawaii, 1956. 
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. · .· :Alth-ough the proport"ions d.f:tfer somewhat , Tomlinson 
found similar relationships between the ratio of working to 
fixed capital and · financia:l results ·in a study of fresh milk 
farming in· Natal.l9 , "The financial resuTts were unfiivourably 
effected on farms where fixed capital was proportionately high 
in relation to 1•rorking capital. Such cases were found 1vhere 
land was unproductively used or high expenses in elaborate 
buildings threw the relationship between the t-vro types of 
capital out of balance . Financial results also deteriorated 
where working capital was· -high in- proportion to fixed capital, 
especially on some farms· i.!Jhere the acquisition of expensive 
equipment had been undertaken carelessly and consequently led 
to a low .. ·productive u·se per input of mechanical povrer . 

Closely related to the ratio between working capital 
and fixed capital is the ratio of cultivated land to the total 
farm size. vJhere cultiv.:.tion ·is extensive, fixed capital is 
likelu to be higher in proportion to total capital than when 
cultivation i's intensive. In Table 72 it is shown that where 
a low percentage of land area is cultivated, as for the farms 
in the first categor y, labour.income is .negative to the extent 
of .£321. In the next ca.tegory labour income increases by 
more ~han £(00 to reach £407 as the percentage of the total 
land area ~micb was cultivated increases . As the percen~age 
of lari'd under cultivation increases further in the next · cate­
gory, labour income is hig~er by another £190 , but then· 
decreases by .more than £600 as the area of cultivated land 
incr~ases .to more than ' 30 per cent of the· total farm Size . 
Somewhat similar results were also obtained by Tomlinson in an ·· 
economic study of peanut and maize production' on the Springbok · 
Flats .20 H.e found that 11 

••• up to a· certain point an increase 
in the percentage crop area per farm means a corresponding 
incr~a~e _ in the oper ator's earnings , but beyond t hat the 
operator's earnings show a corresponding ·decline to a further 
increas.~ .in the per centage crop area11

• · 

Table 72 

CULTIVATED ACREAGE AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL ACREAGE AND 
LABOUR INCOME PER FARM . 

(69 Commercial Pineapple Producers ~ E.c; 19.?9) 

Percentage of l and · No. or-:- Labour 
_p.nder cultivation far ms income 

% ... 
£ 

.9 . 9 or less i5 . - 321 
10 19 . 9 .. 30 ·. 407 
20 - 29 . 9 12 - · .. 597 
30 or more 12 - 12 

Total 62 2_Q2_-

.. In Table 73 the need for a balance in the combination 
of the · factors of production is shown once again. On those 
farms in the sample where the investment in mechanical power 
and implement capital was either very high or very low, labour 
was either negative or very low. From £40 for those farms 

with •••• ./ 

19. Tomlinson , F .R. - Ec9n~_mic §~vdy of Fresh Milk FarminK in 
Natal, ~~48, p . 32 . Department of Agriculture Bulletin 
No . 314. Government Printer , Pretoria, 1951. 

20A Tomlinson , F. R. - The Economics of Peanut and Maize Pro­
duction on the Springbok Flats, Op. cit ., p . 81. 
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wi tl1 less than £10 invested in mechan5.cal pmv-er and imple­
ments per cultivated acre, labour income increases to £868 
for an investment of between £10 and :220 per acr e~ but then 
decreases again to -£397 on those farn.s where the investment 
per cultivated acre exceed £20. 

Table 73 

HECHANICAL Pot-JER AND INPLEl'1ENT CAPITAL PER CULTIVATED 
ACRE AND LABOURINCOl1f PER FAR11·-~ ·: . 

( 69 c ommercial Pineapple-Prod:ucers~-E-:~c. 1959) 

· Investment ·-p: verag_e ___ · No. of --r:-abour 
___12_er acre per farm farms income 

£ £ £ 

9 or less 6. 5 29 40 
10 - 19 14 . 0 23 868 
20 or more 34. 2 17 -327 

____1__ota 1 15.8 62 - _ __ _g_Q_2_ 

Accor ding to survey information contained _in'Table 
74, a comparatively high percentage of cash expenses directed 
to remuneration fo r labour, does not spell financial r uin. 
The number of farms in each of the categories remain 
virtually the same as the percentage that labour cost 
constitutes of cash expenses increases, but there is con­
siderable variation in the financial disposition of each 
group. The number of farms in each one of the categories 
of Table 74 r anges bet1.,reen a low of 16 farms in the second 
category to a high of 19 farms in the third category. There 
are 17 farms in the fi r st and fourth categories res pectively . 
Labour income, houever, clecreases from £121 for ·the farms 
where labour costs const-itute less tha"1 30 per cent of cash 
expenses , t o -£246 in the third category wher e it has in­
creased to bet1veen 40 and 49 per cent of cash expenses. I n 
the last category, containing those farms where labour 
constit utes more than 50 per cent of cash expenses, labour 
income again increases t o £1, 074 . Fo~ those farms in 
Group c, numbers tend to increase as t he percentage that 
labour costs constitute of total expenses becomes higher. 
At the same time, the increase in labour income on these 
farms is remarkable. Not one farm in Group C had labour 
costs constitut i ng less than 30 per cent of cash expenses . 
Hm,rever, from -£508 in the second category , labour income 
increases to more than £1,800 for the nine farms in the 
gr oup vmere labour costs constitute more than 50 per cent of 
total cash expenses . The influence of the nine farms in 
this category. of Group C constitutes more than 50 per cent of 
the farms in the fourth category for the whole sample in 
Table 74 , and was therefore mainly responsible for the large 
positive labour income of the 17 farms in tha t categor y . 

Table 74 •.... / 

·. 
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Table 74 

LABOUR COSTS AS A PERCENTAGE OF CASH EXPENSES AND LABOu"'R 
--·- ·· INCOME . i:'ER-FAlfM FOR GROUP C AND .fLL THE. FARMS 

<b9commercial Pineapple Produce~E:c~--1959) 
--~---""-
Labour costs as a 
perc·entage of cash 

expen.::.:s~e;:;___ 

29 or less 
30 - 39 
40 - 49 
50 or more ___ _ 

Group C ··-- -ifll farms 
No. of Labour No . of - Labo.ur 
~~ms income _ fa~~s income £ ----"'-= £ 

0 0 17 121 
2 -508 16 -73 
4 272 19 -246 

---"'-9-.-=1~, =81:::...9~----=1w.-Z~ 1, 074 

__ _ Tqtal ____ .+_i_. __ l ,__ 026 ___ 6.2_ ____ 2 09 

The information in Table 74, more pa-rticularly for 
Group C farms, leaves the impression that the higher the per­
centage of cash expenses in the form of payment to labour, the 
more -successful a farm is likely to be. This is not so, for 
the point will obviously be reached where a disproportionate 
input of one factor will eventually lead to a decrease in 
labour income. This, almost surprising, relationship v.rhich 
emerges in Table 74 for those farms deriving more than 90 per 
cent of cash income from pineapples, must be ascribed, at 
least partially, to certain peculiarities in the structure and 
organisation of these farms, viz.: 

(a) Gr oup C farms pay a higher proportion of wages in a 
form \vhich constitutes a direct ca sh expense to the 
owner. 

(b) It is possible that the larger farms, which 
financially the most successful, can afford 
relatively higher ~~ges which in turn lead 
productivity. 

are 
to pa:T 
to greater 

No direct relationship was found to exist betl•reen 
the percentage that mechanical power costs constituted of the 
total cash expenses for either Group C or all the farms -
Table 75. From -£587,for those farms where this item consti­
tuted less than 20 per cent of cash expenses, the r emuneration 
of the operator's increasm by more than £1,000 in the next 
category . It then remains positive for two further cate­
gories, although at a fluctuating level. A somewhat similar 
pattern is observed for Group C farms, where a more homog eneous 
type of farming is practised . Labour income again increases 
substantially between t he first and t he second category, but 
thereafter decreases for the two remaining categories as the 
percentage that mechanical power constitutes of total cash 
expenses increased to more than 40 per cent. 

Table 75 •••• .! 
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Table 22 
MECHANICAL Pm·JER COST .ASA ·pERCENTAGE OF CASH EXPEN;3E AND 
----JAB60R · n(crcSME-ffi"R_ FARM_"~ffoR~~cfRQ.lfPc ~lND--~-~~-rf1iE--ffAID1s 

T69 Commerci.al· Pinea.pple ·Producers, E . C. 1959) 

Mechanical . power co?t _ __ GroupG_ =--=.-=--: =--- {t_ll_far_m.L_ 
as percentage .of No . of La.bour No . of Labour 
.Q§.Sf1 . expense· --- _fa:rms inc.o.m..e ___ f_?.rm~- in.9.2!!!§. 

19 or less 
20 - 29 
30 ...; 39 
40 or more 

Total -~ _;;;;;; ________ _ 

£ £ 

l 488 14 · - 587 
6 2 ,126 22 532 
6 426 19 143 

_2 _ ___ 312 ____ _14. _ .290 

15 1_&2.6 ___ __ _.2_9 ___ g_Q2_ 

Throughout this analysis of the. balance in the combi­
nation of enterpri ses or factors of produ.ction on the sample 
farms, it would not appe~r as influencial a f a ctor as, £or 
instance, size . None t he less, its importance can neither be 
ignored nor underestimated in the planning of the farm 
structure . 

Social 

Socio- cultural considerations, such as the age of 
the operator or his standar~ of formal education does not . 
show any corr elation with t he financial success of the sample 
farms. 
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Chapter IX 

COST OF PRODUCTION 

The inclusion in the sur vey of a relatively larg e 
numb~r of farms deriving virtually all their annual income 
from the pineapple enterprise, makes it possible to calculate 
the cost of product ion for pineappl es in the _Eastern Cape 1vi th 
a fair amount of accura cy.l In doing so, it be comes possible 
t o emphas i se each cost item separately and provide a clear 
indication of its influence in the whole cost s t r ucture. 

The cost of procucing pineapples must be subdivided 
into three distinct sub-sections, i . e ., the cost of est ablish­
ing the pinery , the cost of grm,Jing, and the cost of harvest ­
ing .2 The proportions 1.rhich each of these categories will 
assume in the total cost structure will depend to a large 
extent on f~ctors such as topography and the sta te of develop­
ment of . the pineapple enterprise on a particular farm ~ In 
t he very r e cent past , for instance , when there was consicer­
able expansion of the pineapple industry in the r eg i on of study 
and thick bush had to be cleared for new plantings, the cost 
of establishing a pinery v1a s proportionat ely high . It l·Jas 
not mer ely a matter for re-establishing a plantation on ~n ol d 
land after a period of rotat i on , but actually involve0 t~e 
initial clearing of land never before touched by the plough 
for altogether new pl antings . Now that the period of 
expansion is beginning to reverse itsel f, the r eplanting of 
pineapples every year is likely to take place on l and which 
has been clear ed in pr evious years and, consequently , the cost 
of establishing (re-planting) will be lower than it '"as dt1 ring 
the p.erio0. of expansion . Stri ctly s peaking , the cost of 
clearing, land in order to establish a piner y for t he first 
time, s~ould be carried over a period of years , like 
depr eci ation . In virtually all cases this is not beine done 

-----· _ _Qy_.-!.. . _!_.L ___ _ 
1. This statement requires some clarification. Qf tne 15 

farms in Group C whi ch all derive more than 90 per cent of 
their annual cash income from pineapples , 11 are ~ituated. 
in the East London district, thr ee in Bathurst and one in 
Albany . The final cost figur e will therefor e be more . 
representative of the district of East London than of the 
entire Eastern Cape pineappl e belt . As such, t his cost of 
product ion analys is is favourably biased for, theoretic:llly 
speaking , the cost of production for thes e 15 farms ·: i l: be 
lower because~ 
(a) t hese f a r ms are on the average larger pineapples pro­

ducing units than all the farms in the sample anci t':;_~re­
fore benefit from the economies of scale ·which ~,;er ~~ 
sho1.vn to exist in pineapple production - Cha..,ter 'TI :..I. 

(b) The absolute advantage in yield held by the farms in 
East London - Chapter VI . 

2 . The farmer is r esponsible for the cost of fl.eliverin:r ;1is 
pineapples to the bus or railway station from which t t. tJ" 
are shipped to t he canning factory at the expense of 'Sh ' · 
canner . It was not possible to separate the expenses ~n 
connection with thi s market i ng function from the tot:.l1_ 

f .arming expenses - mainly included in labour and mechani -:!3.1 
power . 
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by the farmers, so that the cost of production is likely to 
be lower than it was during the period of most rapid 
expansion. 

. . 
The absence of cost-acco~nt bookkeeping by the sample 

farmers does not make it possible to keep each of the above 
mentioned sub-sections separate for the purposes of this 
analysis . The final cost per ton of pineapples sold will 
thus be an overall average of .the three for one complete 
production cycle, ·i.e. -a . period which includes the establish­
ing, groHing and harvesting of a pinery. I t will also in..: 
elude the cost of marketing undertaken by the farmer which 
could not be conveniently separated from other cost items.-

Method · 

The method adopted for this analysis is commonly 
used by research workers where specific cost details are not 
immediately available.j All expenses· on the farm directly 
connected with the pineapple ·enterpris e are charged against 
it, as well as a certain proportion of the overheads. The 
allocation of overheads is usually made in consultation with 
the farmer. Depreciation was calculated on mechanical power, 
other than tractors, i mplements - and tractors and fixed im­
provements at rates of 12t, 10 and 2 per cent r es pectively. 
Interest on the average capital investment in each of these 
categories was calculated at 5 per cent per year, while the 
cost of land 1·Jas fixed at 10 per cent of the value of the 
la~d under pineapple -cultivation during the year . of study~ 

All owances also· h~d to be ·made for the r eplanting 
of plantations every year in order to maintain the production 
of pineapples on a particular farm at a given level, ~he rate 
at which replanting has to be done depending on the variety 
of pineapple under consideration and th·e economic life of 
that variety. vJhere . the required ·rate of replanting is not 
maintained for t~e period under consideration, the total 
acreage under pineapples at a given time vrill be less than .it 
should have been and vi~e versa, more than it should have been . 
In consequence, ·any deviation from the required r 9-te ·of plant­
ing pineapples to maintain production at a given level ·will 
either have an inflat ing or deflating effect on the real total 
cost of pr oducing pineapples; This stems from t he fact that 
a pineapple plant does not come into bearing within t he first 
year of planting. If planting was, therefore, not Undertaken 
during a narticular year, the tonnage sold would not be 
immediately ·effected , but rather the cost of ·maint?.:i,ning that 
same tonnage in future . It has thus become necessary -to 
examine car efully the extent to vmich each one of the pro-

·ducers in the sample replanted every y~ar~ ~nd then to adjust 
the acreage planted arid the cost of production ac·cordingly. 

If it be assumed; then, that the productive life of 
the Cayenne plant is four years and that of the Queen six, the 
annual r ate of r eplanting for the two v~rieties will equal 25 
and 15 per cent respectively. On this basis the average 
r equired rat e of replanting was calculared for ea·ch farm by 
weighting the required: rate for each variety by the number of 
plants of that variety on each farm. The actual rate of 

-- ---- ·- · -------..,..-.-- replanting •.• • .I _ 

3. Tomlinson, F . R. -The Economics of Peanut and Maize Pro­
duQ.tion on the ..§:Qring_bok Flats, Op . cit . ---

Ibid., Economic Study of Fresh Mil~ Farming j.n Natal , Opo 
cit . 
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replanting was then calculated for each variety, and weighted 
in a similar way and the ove~all (l_iffer ence betvreen the e ctual 
rate of replanting per farm and the r equired rate of r eplant­
ing for that -farm was established • . _ The differ ence bet-vreen 
the ·actual and the -required rate for e~ch farm, ~mich could be 
either positive or negative , was then weighted again with the 
total number of plants per farm in order to derive an average 
rate or adjustment for the farms included in the analysis, by 
which cost and acreage planted had to be adjusted . This 
adjustment r ate was equal to - 7 . 9 per cent, i.eo, the sample 
farms replanted 7.9 per cent less than the rate required to 
maintain production at t ne present level . The total cost of 
production, as well as t he planted acreage per farm, therefore , 
had to be increased by 7. 9 per cent. To arri ve at t he cost 
per ton, it had to be established l.vhat tonnage .,,,as sold per 
acl.justed acre planted anCl then the cost per adjusted acre 
planted had to be divided b'' the tonnage sold per adjusted 
acr e planted. This came to 4 . 1 ton . 

An outline of the cost structure is provided in 
Table 76 on the following page . Labour constituted bv f a r 
the most importance expense item. At £1,672,· the adjustP1 
labour cost const ituted no less than 47.7 per cent of the . 
total cost of produci ng pineapples . Hechanical power cost 
was equal to £1,074 , or 30.6 per cent of the total and, as 
such, was the second most important item. This is folloT:re ~.:: 
by the cost of land at £390 , or 11 . 1 per cent, ·Hhich is 
roughly equal to the three remaining cost items; implements, 
fixed improvements and miscellaneous expensesA t aken togct~er . 
This brought the total cost per farm to £3,50b after an 
adjustment of 7 . 9 per cent to allow for the lower rate of 
replanting . The adjusted acreage per farm is equal to 127 
and, if divided into the adjusted cost, the cost per acr2 of 
producing pineapples is £27 . 6 . If the cost per acre (£~7 . o ) 
is then divided by the tonnage sold per acre planted 
(adjusted), the cost of producing one ton of pineapples is 
£6 . 7, or, £6 . 14. 0. . 

Although calculations in this table in<"'.icate 1vhy it 
was possible for the entire group of 15 farmers to earn an 
average labour income of £1 ,096, more clarification is 
required about information on the individual farm . The cost 
of production of pineapples actually r anged from a low of 
£4 . b per ton sold to a high of £34 .5 and the s imple average 
cost for the 15 farms was £10 . 3 per ton . The ordinary 
average price per ton , (weighted for the two varieties) on the 
other hand , is also higher than the '•Teighted price in Table 
76, i . e . £9 .4, but actually £0. 9 less than the ordinary 
a verage cost of pr-oduction per farm. In other 1:10rds, it 
should be obvious that some fa-rmers i ncurred serious losses 
in the production of pineapples . A frequency distribution 
of the 15 farms according to their cost of production is shm.vn 
in Table 77 together with the price .per ton . Six of the 
farms had an average cost of production of less than £7 per 
ton , while the price they r eceived equalled £9 . 1 per ton. 
A further five had a cost of production of bet\<reen £7 anc' .210, 
averaging ·£8 . 6, and rece ived £10 . 6 per ton of pineapples sold . 
The remaining four farms all had a cost of production 
of more than £10 which averaged at£19 . 3 while the price thev 
received per ton· \Jas equal to £8 .4. 

Table 76 •••• • I 
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Table 76 

AVERAGE COST OF PRODUCTION PER TON OF PINEAPPLES SOLD 
· (15 Commercial Pineapple Producers, E .. C. 1959) 

. . . 
-·-rre~------------ ·----·-Average per farm 

£ £ %' 
Land* 

La bour g 

Cash wages 
Purchased food 
Farm privileges 
Clothing; tobacco, etc . 
Total 

Mechanical pmver: 

Depreciation 
Interest ( 5%) 
Repa irs .& spares 
Fuel and oil 
Licence & i nsurance 
Total 

Implement s : 

Depreciation 
Interest (5%) 
Repairs etc . 
Total 

Fixed imprqvements : 

Depreciation 
Interest C5%) 
RepQ. i rs ~tc . 
Total ' 

Miscellaneous : 

1,002 
528 
69 
73 

285 
. 86 
281 
323 

. 99 

. 4-4-
27 

6 

28 
68 
30 

390 '11.1 

1,672 

1 '074- 30.6 

77 2. 2 

126 3.6 

169 4.8 

. ...3 ' 208 Total cost per farm ----------------­ '1'00.0 

Cost per far~ .(adjusted ) 

Acreage per. farm (adjusted) 

Cost per acr e. 

Tonnage sol d per farm 

Tonnage s old per adjusted acre 
planted 

~alculated cost per ton sold 
· (weighted) . 

Aver age price r eceived per t on 
_ (w~~p~t~e=d~) _______ _ 

3, 508 

127 

£27 ,.6 

52.7 

£ 6. 7 or £6 .14. 0 

£ 8. 8 or £8 . 16 . 0 

* The cost of land was calculated at 10 per cent of its 
estimated market value . 

Table 77 •.••• • I 
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Tabl.LZZ 

FREQTJEf.TCY DIST~_IBUTION 9F FAR~.:.S .... ~_C_90RDING TO T_:Hi:: COST OF ·PRODUcriON 
PER FARM AND THE AVERAGE PRICE RECEIVED PER TON BY THE ,. 

FARMS IN EA c1f- CATE-G cJRY"- - ·-'-· . 
(15 Commercial Pineapple-Produ~ers, E.C . 1959) 

Cost per Average Price received 1fo. of 
ton cost per ton farms 
£ £ £ 

7 or less 5.7 9ol 6 
7.1 - 10 8.6 10.6 5 

10_.1 . ..2.:r__l1igher 19. 3 8.4 4 

_ _T_otal . 10 • .}_, _ 2 .4 ···-- 15 _,.. 

The magnitude of various expense items in Table 76, 
if · arr~nged differently, gives a differ ent pi~ture of the 
range of importance of vari ous items in the cost of pr oducing 
pineapples . In Table 78 it is s~en that labour remaining 
undl.vicled, is still the most imp'ortant expen-se item, but is 
now followed bv the cost of interest o~ the various capital . 
items involved i n the production of pineapples.· Interest 
charges constituted no less than 16.3 per cent of the total 
cost of producing pineapples. These are followed by 
depreciation on capital items at 10. 2 per cept of the total 
f actor cost . More or less together in fourth place are the 
cost of fuel and oil for mechanical pmver and the r:epairs, 
spares , etc ., on mechanical -power, implements and fiXed 
improvements . Both ~hes·e groups, taken separ ately, comprise 
9.2 and 9 . 0 per cent .respectively of the total cost, while the 
remaining 7 . 6 per certt is made up of miscellaneous expenses, 
licences and insurance. 

Table....z§. 

THE AVERAGE FACTOR COST OF PRODUCTION OF PINEAPPLES PER 
- ----· FARM

1 
__ PER AC~ .PLANTED AN_p_ PER_TOj\f-SOLD 

(15 Commercial Pineapple Producers , E . C. 1959) 
--- :Per Per aqre Per Per 

_ _ Eactc:ir farm :glanted ton cent 
£ £ £ % 

Labour 1,672 13 . 2 3 . 2 47 . 7 
Interest 571' 4.5 1.1 16.3 
Depreciation 357 4.8 o. 7 .. 10. 2 
Fuel an-d oil 323 2 . 5 0.6 . '9.2 
Repairs , spares 317 2 . 5 o.6 9 . 0 
Miscellaneous 169 1.3 0 . 3 4 . 8 
Licence & insurance 22 __ o !..B _ _ ··-o_._2 ___ £&.. 

Total 3,508 21 c6 6.Z 100.0 -·- - ·-

Factors affecting_j;he co!?..t_._o.L.m:.<?duqt i on 

. As it was calculated 9-bove , the cost of .. proC!u.ci.ni 
pineapple.s 1-rill depend directly on the variety ·grown. Quee~i. 
pineapples, for instance ,: i nvolve less work per acre in : 
harvesting because of the lower yield, "mile the cost of 
establishing them should also be somewhat less than that of 
establis'hi.ng Cayennes because o·r t .he smaller number of plants . · 
On the ot her hand , t he . 9ost of clearing one acre t? establi sh 

Queens •••. • ! 
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Queens is no less than that for Cayennes , but with a consider­
ably lower yield, the cost per ·t:on o'f producing ~ueens must · b-e 
higher than that of Cayennes on a given farm. · The larger · the 
percentage that Queens are of _the total pineapple product i on 
on a pA.rt:i,~ular fa r m, therefore, al:l other factors remaining 
the sam.e , · the l·Prger the ··cost of ·.producing one ton of pine­
apph~s 'wil.l be for that farm. .. · 

Although the number of farms that I·Tere included in 
the cost analysis is too few in number t o be used reliably in 
a correlation . analys is, information compiled in Table 79 
tends to support this hypothesis. For the 15 farms included 
i n the sample, the cost of production tends to i ncrease sub- .. 
stantially with an i ncrease i n the percentage of t he total· 
crop sold as Queens . From £7.1 per ton for a large concen­
trat i on of farms selling less than one third of their crop 
as Queens , the cost of production increases to £21 per ton 
for those farms 1•rhere Queens constitute more than two- thirds 
of the tonnage sold. Although this is a significant relation­
ship, it must not be taken to implv that Queens cannot be grown 
successfully - that will oepend to '\·That extent the cost of 
producing Queens is subject to variation vri thi h itself as a r e ­
sult of other .factors such as .size or yield and the level . of 
the price r eceived . Indications are, however , that the farmer 
vrh o is an exclusive gro, rer of Queens 'for sale to the canning . 
factories , will find it difficult to pay the interest on his 
average capital investment an:d r eceive a . satisfactor y return 
for labour at the present level of prices . To ·sell on the 
fresh fruit mirket, either locally or overseas, holds promise 
of a more satisfacto.ry gross price per ton, but only at in- . 
creasing risk and higher ma r keting costs . Cayennes on the 
other hand, can at present be sold to canners at a higher 
price than Queens . At the same time the cost. of del ivering 
Cayennes·to t he canners is no higher than for Queens while 
the cost of production is actually lower . 

Table 29 · 
QUEE]'J_S_i\_§jt _ _EERCEI':.JT~Q.~_QE_TONN[:.GE;_ ~Q_~~ J:ER _E_A]J1j}. S. REfd\.TED 

TO THE COST OF PRODUCT I ON FOR PINEAPPLES 
(15 Commercial Pineapple~ Proqucers-~-'E-:-t:-· 1959) 

. . 
-Queensas.percentage Average ·-No .-of--· --·Aver age . 

'of total .J2.ill:.,.far...m: Farms cost per ton 
------~0~~~~---------- % £ 

33 or less 
33 .1 - 66 

10 7 . 1 
2 . 10. 3 

_..:::::6=6 . 1 or· mo,r,.....;e~--

5.3 
47 . 9 
83.. 6 ':l 21 ·.1 ·--......L-. ---=-::;.=----

----=-T ptal ----=2::...::6:....!... 6_ -- 15 ·-- - - ··--=l_O ....... J...__ 

The size of a particular plantation would appear to 
be of more importance. in the overall cost of p~oduction for 
the pineapple industry than the growth or otherwise of a 
particular variety. The relationship between size and .:the 
financial success of the uni t which was emphasised · in th.e 
previous chapter, is again substantiated in this chapter by 
the ver y marked and positive relationship between th~. cos t 
of production per ton of pineapples and the size of the unit . 
At a given price per ton, the· financial · success of ·the pine­
apple far ming enterprise will . increase as the cost of .· 
production decreases . It follov!S then that ·, with roughly 
equal prices paid per ton, the larger .. farms with 9. lower cost 
of production will have a better chan·c'e of financial suc9ess 
than t~e smaller farms . In Table 80 , "it is sho\m that the 

cost • • ••• / 
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Queens is no less than that for Cayennes, but with a consider­
ably lower yield, the cost per ·ton of prcducing . Queens must b'e 
higher than that of Cayennes on a given farm . · The larger · the 
percentage that Queens are of the total }ineapple production 
on a par~~pula~ farm, th~ref6re, all othEr ·factors r emaining 
the sa~~'· the· larger the ··cost of .producing one ton of pine-
apph:}S wil.l be for that farm. · 

Although the number of fa r ms ttat were included in 
the cost analys i s is too few in number to be used r eliably in 
a correlation . analysis , . information compiled in Table 79 
tends to support this hypothesis. For the 15 farms included 
in the sample, the cost of production tends to increase sub­
stantially with an increase in the percentage of the total· 
crop sold as Queens . From £7 . 1 per ton for a large concen­
tration of farms selling less than one ttird of their crop 
es Queens , the cost of production increases to £21 per ton 
for those farms ~<rhere Queens constitute rr.ore than tHo- thirds 
of the tonnage sold. Although this is a significant relation­
ship, it must not be taken to impl v that Queens cannot be. grown 
successfully - that will Clepend to Hhat extent the cost of 
producing Queens is subject to variation v.rithiri itself as a re­
sult of other factor~ such as .size or yield and t he level of 
the price received . Indicat ions are,however, that the farmer 
who is an exclusive grovrer of Queens ·for sale to the canning 
factories, will find it difficult to pay the interest on his 
average capital investment an:d receive a . satisfactory r eturn 
for labour at the pr esent level of prices . To sell on the 
fresh fruit ma.rket , either locally or overseas, hol ds promise 
of a more satisfactory gr oss price per ton, but only at in-. 
creasing risk and hig~er marketing costs . Cayennes on the 
other hand, can at present be sold to canners at a higher 
price than Queens . At the same time the cost of delivering 
Cayenn.es ·to the canners is no higher than for ·Queens \•Thile 
the cost of product ion is actually loiArer. 

Table ·29 · 

QLJEJ?J'{U_2. .. ~-J:ERCENTfl._Q_~_QJL_~ONN[?.G~-·S_Q_Td?.. J~_EJtE.t\JiM...A..§..J\E~TED 
TO THE COST OF PRODUCT I ON FOR PINEAPPLE~S 

(15- Commercial Pineapple: Proquc.ers~-'E-:G-:1959) 
0 • 

-Que.ensas.percentage Average ·-:Nc;:-o-f ·-· -- ·Average . 
·of total per farm Farms cost per ton 

------~%~0~~~~----------~~%~ £ 

33 or less 
33 .1 - 66 

10 7 . 1 
2 . 1 0 . 3 

_ __;;;.6=6 •. Lor· m or-'e"----

5. 3 
47 . 9 
83.. 6 ':) . 21 ·. 1 , __ .....J..__- _-.:.;'-=-"'=-

---=-T ptal ___ _;,2..;;:;.6...:-... 6_- .~1-..5_ ... ~ --· lO.J 

The size of a particular plantation would appear to 
be of more importance. in the overall cost of p~oduction for 
the pineapple industry than the growth or otherwise of a 
particular variety . The relationship between size and ·the 
financial success of the unit which was emphasised -in th~ 
previous chapter, is again substantiated in this chapter by 
the very marked and positive relationship between th~ . cost 
of production per ton of pineapples and the size of the unit. 
At a given price per ton, -the . financial · success of the pine­
apple farming enter prise will increase as the cost of . 
production decreases . It follows then that ·, with roughly 
equal prices paid per ton, the larger, f a rms with a lower cost 
of production will have a better chan·c·e of financial succ;ess 
than t he smaller farms . In Table 80, .it is sho\vn that the 

cost • o ••• / 
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cost of producing one ton of pineapples necreases from £1S.S 
for four farms in the sample : that sold les.s . t han. ·100 ton' to 
£5. 5 for three farms that- sold more than · 1, 000 ton each. · 
Cost decreases steadily betvmen these two extremes as · the 
tonnage sold·· increases; from £S.2-·for six farms . selling ·be­
b·Teen 100 and 500 ton. to £6. S for a further t\vo· farms selling 
between 5oo·,and 1·,ooo ton. 

Taple So · 

COST OF PRODUCTION PER TON OF PINEAPPLES SOLD AS RELATED TO 
.. ---sfiE"MEA SURED BY THE TONNAGE SOLD PER FARM 
(1.5 . Con1rilercial~ineapple .. Producers-; E .c :-1959) 

99 or less 54- 4- S~7 1 S •. 8 
100 - 4-99 237 6 10.2 S.2 
500 - 999 566 2 9.0 6.8 

l.,_Q_Q.O or more 1,712 3 s~· 5.2 _____ 
·-·- .~ 6- ··--··· 

Total 2.27 1'2:- 9.4- _____ l.Q.!..l__ -

A graphical illustration of the relationship bet\·.reen 
cost of production and the tonnage sold per. farm as shown in 
Table So, is contained in Figure 2. On the assumption that 
the freehand function -fitted to the information ·in Figure 2 . 
approaches the mathematical line of least squares, ·there would 
appear to be a steady increase in the cost of production per · 
ton as the actual quantities sold decrea:ses. Production., --costs 
first show a less than proportionate increase as the tonnage 
sold decreases. These proportionate changes, hm,mver, in­
crease and when the tonnage sold per farm decreases to less 
than 250 ton, the increase in cost of production becomes more 
than proportionate to the decrease in the tonnage sold per 
farm. 

The relationship behveen the cost per ton of pine ­
apples sold and the size of the operation, as illustrated in 
Table 80 and Figure 2, lends strong support to the findings by 
Langvatn which were discussed in the previous chapter. 11-
though he was dealing with labour economies in particular , be 
found that economies of scale became particularly noticeable 
1-1i th the increase in size of a small operation. In Table 80 
the percentage decrease in the cost per ton is by far the 
greatest between the first and the second category as the ton­
nage sold per farm increases from 54- to 237 on the average . 
Thereafter the decr ease in cost continues ~.~ith every increase 
in the tonnage sold, but becomes less s ignifi cant. In Fi gure 
2 the dist inction is l ess obvious. However, product ion costs 
would seem to decrease r a pidly until sales approach the 250 
ton mark. From then on the decrease in the cost per ton 
continues, but at a decreasing rate for every further increase 
in the tonnage sold. 

Limitations 
in 

In evaluating the cost of production calculations/ this 
chapter, it is important that a number of limitations should 
be borne in mind~ 

(a) The final accuracy of the calculation is highly 
dependent on the- accuracy of the farmer's estimates of the 

value •• -~~.I 
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value of his · land and t he: · proportion~ . of overhead costs to be 
charged to pineapples. Any deviatiq~· ·r-ro!Jl the true yalue, or 
proportion, 1<lill have either an inf.lat~pf1a;ry or d.ef.latioria:J;.y · 
effect on the cost .. of producing one ;ton . of pineapples . . · \J.fl;:ere­
as other enterprises "tvere extremely :Limited,. or non·-existent; 
the possible error involved in the allocation of costs to the 
pineapple industry is conveniently restric~ed. Inaccuracies 
of valuation, on the other hand, must be rega rded as unbiased 
and, therefore, likely to have been offset by the valuation 
on one farm as against· another. · 

(b) The cost per ton sold do·es ·not neces ·sarily .. coin­
cide with the cpst per ton produced. ':J:'ll.is difference is 
significant .in seasons when large quantities of · the crop had 
been affected by sunburn and cannot be sold for . canning, or 
as fresh fruit. Although these tonnages. pres ent real 
production to the farmer, they have no economic yalue and as 
such, cannot be considered in calculating the cost of 
product i on. This variation in cost will only be reflected 
in the cost per ton and not the cost per acre, · except wh.ere 
the defec~ive fruits are not harvested at all . The cost of · 
producing 'one ton of pineapples is, therefore, lilcely to be 
higher in the long -run on those farms situated in regions 1vhere 
climatic conditions fluct.uate more violently · i. e. , the more 
marg i nal areas . 

. ·(c) The co.st per ton of producing pineapples as 
calculat.ed ·is .only applicable· to . a limited area under a 
given set of cost conditions over a certain period of 
time • . The cost of production.l<lill differ ~n other areas , 
as well :.as in the same area at any other period. of time due 
to variitions in yield and the pri~es of factors of 
pro¢1uction . 

... ; ' 

. . 

. . 
. ' 
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Chapter X 

THE SUPPLY OF PINEAPPLES 

Pineapples are grown in most t ropical and sub­
tropical regions. Before the Second tvorld 'ifar the chi ef 
producing countries were Hawaii, Brazil, Malaya and Formosa . 
In 1938, Hawaii produced more than half of the vmrld' s total 
supply while the South African contribution constituted less 
than 1 per cent - Table 81 . Immediately after the outbreak 
of the war, ·however, the entire production pattern for pine­
apples changed; the consequences of which are still being felt 
to-day in the international market for the product . 11 The 
war in the Far East had a serious effect on the pineapple 
grm·ring industry in Hawaii, r·1alaya, Formosa and the Philippines 
and the acreages wer~ very much reduced. There: was also some 
reduction in the plantings in Brazil, Australia and South 
Africa . These losses , however, were offset to some extent of 
developments . in Cuba and Ivlexico . Since the war , Hawaiian 
production has been brought back to its pre-war level, and 
there has been a notable r ecover y in Formosa, but the area 
under cul ti va.tion in Malaya , the principal Commom.veal th pro­
ducer, is still comparatively small, the planted area at the 
beginning of 1949 being about a quarter of the acreage in 1938 • 
••• Plantings in South Africa have been heavy since the war, 
and there has . also been some expari'sion in Australia, where the 
industry is confined .mainl:v to Que·ensland . 11 1 The general 
description in this quotation accurately depicts the world 
situation in the production of pineapples over the last two 
decades as it is set out in Table 81 . Malayan production 
decreased from 120 ,000 tons in 1938 to zero for the four years 
from 1942 to 1945 . The recoverv \vas slow; and it was twenty 
years before ·Malayan producers could attain the pre- war level . 
A somewhat similar fluctuation took place in Formosa. Al­
though production continued throughout the war on a small 
scale, it was only in 1958 that the pre-war level was again 
surpassed . Comparatively speaking, the overall fluctuations 
in Hawaiian production were less violent than those of either 
Malaya or Formosa. The fluctuations in terms of the actual 
tonnage produced, however, were more than those of ~alaya and 
Formosa taken together . Recovery in Hawaii vras relatively 
quick and by 1948 the pre-war level was again surpassed. It 
is obvious that world production will f luctuate closely with 
the production .in the major producing countries. By 1944, 
then, it had decreased to virtually half the pre- war level and 
not until 1948 was the same level recaptured. 

South African production did not de crease during the 
war to any marked extent, and whatever fluctuations did take 
place may well have been purely seasonal . Immedi ately after 
the war, in 1946 , a period of considerable expansion set in 
which had not been checked by 1958; from 9,000 tons in 1938 , 
production had increased to 100,000 tons in 1958 and indicatims 
are that it was still higher in 1959. In 1952 South African 
production for the first time exceeded that of Australi a and 
by 1958 it was almost 25 per cent higher . It remained ahead 
of Malaya and Formo~a until approximately 1955. During these 

years ·-~-!_. _./ ________ _ 

1. Fruit, 1950, p .43. Commonwealth Economic Committee , 
2 Queen Ann.e' s Gate Buildings, London, S. W. l . 
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70 
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1 
5 
15 

29 
41 
42 
45 
55 
71 
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10 
10 
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1 2 
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16 
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90 
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125 
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125 
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1157 
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114 
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17 
17 
39 

~~ 
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66 

74 
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170 
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100 
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90 
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100 
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99 
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127 
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150 
150 

17 

20 
15 
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11+ 
11+ 
17 
19 

~4 
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215 
20 
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c 
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12 
15 
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50 
65 

120 
110 

98 
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107 
114 
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1 , 103 

1,093 
1,269 

783 
778 
563 
596 
977 

1, 074 
1 , 206 
1, 1 90 
1 , 341 
1 , 313 
1 , 44~ 
1,493 
1,~53 
l,o34 
1,761 
1 , 7015 
1,1!54 

0.~2 

0. 91 
o. 79 
1.15 
1. 41 
2.13 
1. 6g 
1. 23 
1,49 
1. 33 
2. 10 
2. 915 
3.81 
3. 11 
4 . 35 
4. 82 
4. 28 
4. 54 
5 . 27 
5.39 



years the lo)Cal pr.od-y_cti.on._cMso._ bec<?-rne .. . increasingly,--"imJPortant 
as a 1-vorld s.purce ; of ,.s:q.ppl'y.-, ~ :· .. .It exc·eeded: 1 per c~nt nf the 
total for~·:::th~ fi-rst time·· .in' - ~941 and by 1958 ·. ha~, il}¢reased to 
5.39 per ·c·enjt. The productlon of one-twentleth o:q:- _·the •.vorld 1 s 
total supply; still leaves South Africa as a relatiJ~Ry insig­
nificant j)roaucer, although its production has be com~ substan­
tial enough .to . be of considerable iUiportance in a part:icul 'lr 
market where'; the comp(3tition: : is. ·restricted 1due t~ ~li;rr;ency 
r estrictiQnS : or trade · ag,reements, , This aspect of "t)1e. South 
African i.fl.duttry will be further ·pursued in the diq;ct.1~sion on 
demand vJh) .. Ch.f follOWS o I . l 

-~ ~ ; 

:.The information contained in Table 81 is ·.-corivertecl to 
index numbers -irt Table 82 and then _g,r~phi~all_y presented ~in 
Figure 3. . 1n _ord~r. to · slfo~ the full extent .. :of th$:- fluct;q.at:ioos 
in pineapple production from 1938 to 1958, the three years 
immediately :after the war were taken as a base equ.illing 100. 
vJorld proquction reached an all-time low of 52 during ~ 1944, 
while Hawaiian production decreased from 138 in 1941 to 39 
during the same year, when world . production was · at . its lowest. 
Calculated from . t-he. "Qase ·per.iod., _.,Malayan production ·stood at 
2,400 in 19}8. It then decreased to zero for the ; rour years 
from 1942 to 1945 before recovery set in and total , production 
again rea:ch~d almost 3, oqc:t :in 1;958 .. .. . ~.9r:mqsan production also 
showed a sharp dip during the wa-r • . From 4-13 index :points in 
1 941, it dec;reased to 55 during 1945 and 1946 and did : not 
regain the 19l~l level until 1958. The South Afriqan; sc~ne 
presents a s,harp contr~st • . · Compared with t.b.e base !period, 
South Africa;n producti'On .l!e.f.ore- the war was ·equal ,to 60 an_d 
then contimied to increase unhindered to 667 index; .. _points by 
1958. T.he ~post-war expansion of the pineapple inP,ustry 1in 
South Africa, considering the level of production ;before ;the!­
war, is only surpassed by that of the Philippines. j _· . ·; j 

·. ~ • ~ ! • •• ~ ~ :· 

st1rictly spea~ihg , · _ th~· total supply of pJneapples 
to the consumer should be sub- divided into three distinct 
categories. ' Firstly, being a perishable product,: most ~f t'he 
pineapples prodpced in the world to-day are sent t:o ; canning 
factories in t he · .nearby vicinity. ·f -or processing, : From there, 
they are shipped. ·.t ·o markets . scattered throughout the world a 

Secondly; pineapples are sold as fresh fruit on t.hie : domestic 
market and, ,thirdly, as fresh fruit on the export mcitrket~ · . . ; 

_Fresh . .Q.9nsuniption on local market 

; '! 

I . • • 

' . ' 1 i 

In Table 43 of .Chaptei; :VI ;it ·\vas shown t~;~t; onf'y 
a bout 8 per :cent of ·the , pineapples produced in the:· ·Ea~te:hn Cape 
during 1958/59 were sold as fresh fruit on the dome~t:ic ma rket . 
Later, wh~n :the demand for pineapples is discussed; it 1..ri:J_l be 
shown tha't this percentage used to be considerablY, ni;ghe:f. -be­
fore and :du:J;"ing the war v.rhen total production was imuch l o.wer .• 
As t h e product ion of pineapples in South Africa i qGreased , the 
local marke~ for fresh fruit offere.d little room f:ot ,expa;nsion 
and the act l{l.al ·quantities trought increased· only' s]j~ghftly ~ . 
vlith a virtually constant local absorption and a q6ils:idera ble 
incr ease i n ;the overall production, it follows thatit:be per­
centage of the total production disposed of on th~ 'ioical 
market, must ha ve decreased proportionately. i { ~ 

1
: ·. ' ~ 

Fresh . export . • , ·· .. ...• ., 

: '' l 

~ ! ~ 
;. t : 

. ' ' t ( 

In Table 43 of Chapter VI it was · a lso i{di c'at ed U:-:..t 
only abo~t 1 per cent of all the pineapples grow.n ~ on ~he 

' ' · " . . ' s r;ml-pi·e ~, ~ .•• I 
• • ~ • ; . • f 

• ; .. ,.: . . · 
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INDEX · 01" .PINEAFPLE FRODUCTI OiJ IN PRINCIPAL PROD!l..Qll:!G COUN;TRI~S, 1933·.:.:1q53 

- ·· --::-· 19%-194'§'"~: 100 
- .. - _ _._.;,.,.;,........,--~--

2,/j,oo 

1,4-oo 
1,000 

20 
100 
160 
530 
820 
34-o 
900 

1,100 
1,4-20 
11560 . 
2, 44-o 
2, 4-oo · 
2, 979 

84 . 

97 
91 . 
_gg 
91 
70 

.. · .~4 
8& 

121 
1~0 

.1 8 . 
.155 
112 
136 . 
188·. 
209 

:_'252 
209. ': 

·230 

6o 

75 
~g 
73 ·. 80 

. 75 
' 80 
107 
107 
167 
267 . 
333 
300 
4-33 
500 
467 
~33 
oOO 
667 

101 . .. 

·104-
138" 

7_2" . 
61-

4£" 
91 
97 · 

112 
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121 
111 
132 
132 
133 . 
139 

.. 139 
123 
137 

111 
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106 . 

. 97 • 
104 . 

92 
. 106 

97 
97 

105 . . 
115 
138 
139 . 

. :. i~~ 
158 
177 
182 
200 

·. 185 
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368 

410 . 
413 

97 
297 . 
i35 

55 
5~ 

12o 
. 123 

129 " 
145 
165 
200 
216 
210 
203 
265 

a~~ 

3l. . . 

4~ 
51 

54-
50 
58 
88 

. . 103 
109 

. . 90 . 
113 

: 118 
107 
112 
109 

. i21 
139 . 
134-
134- . 

. 63 ·: 

.}4 
56 
59 . 
52 

. t::2 
- ~3 
7.0 

107 
126 
130 
1}3 
10£!. 

74-
81 
85 

1·00 
"104 
130 
14-8 

75 ·: :. ·.· 

-
67 

100 . . 
125 

: .. 167 
417 
512~ 

1,000 
·917 
817 
850· 
.875 
.892 
"950 

102 

101 
117" 

.· ·72 . ' 
72 
52 
55 
90 
99 

111 
110 
123 

· 121 
1.33 
137 

.14} ... 
150 
lb2· 
.157 
·171 

Source: Calculated from 11 Frui,!11 , Gornmon\.1Tea1 th Economic Committee, 2 . Queen Anne Ls Gate Bt~.,i1.ding, L~ndon., . .S. 111.1. 
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sam~le farms visited in the . Eastern .. Cape s old their fruit on 
the~ ei.u~dl!t markr;t ... · · •• AJ:though the quanti tie;:> of '· fresh pine­
apple$ ~f(portea ·rrom South Africa has increc3.sed considerably 
in rec·ent years, primarily due to an increase in ;the size of 
the itotal crop, it still constitutes . only an: insignificant 
proportion of the world · supply •. ~· .In Table 83 it, is shown 
that only sma • .ll quaft.titi~s· cif .fresh pineapples were exported 
from' .South Africa :before · and during the war ~xport came to 1. 

complete ·standstill. Fresh export was resw:Q.e d ·.for t he fi rst 
time '.in 1947 'lnd increased rapidly after 1950 ·to\ reach a pe'lk 
of nearly 5,000 tons d_uripg 1953 when it also: equalled 8. 5 per 
cent . of the world 1 s total ~port-, o.f .fresh pin~appl~s . .tl ­
thoug'h South Africa: has ·,become 'the most impor~ant ~porter of 
fresh;. pineapopJ:es 1n the Commonwealth , it is f$-r ~xce;eded in 
the· actual quantities exported by countries such a.!? puba, 
Mexico and Brazil, who ship mainly to markets .in _N<?rth Ame.L'ica. 

Deliveries for canning 

The supply of pineapples for canning is, of.· course, 
closely linked to the totfl l · pr_oq.u9tian .. of _·pineapples. · This 
stems from th~ · fact that tl1e · pineapple is prima:r~ly ~ g,: canning 
fruit. ~ Tt is not surprising, consequently, , that Hawaii ~lso 
produces more than 50 per cent of the world's tot~l sup~l" of 
canne·d :pineapple - Table 84 . Apart from Hawaii, tl'\e!'e is 
little :to choo-se _between a numb,e:J;' of. co:untries,; all .vieing 
for sec:o.rid .. place . )h19.5S. ; .. h6we·ver, hot · one 'Of these col.mtries 
produ,.ced ~V'en bne.:six'th' of the total Hawaiian production • . 
Malaya, \· which comes seconr. after Hawaii , is closely follow_ed 
by Formosa, South Africa, and the Philippi nes. and Australi;a , 
in that : order . Less important pro.ducers are C:uba and 
Mexico. · ·· · ·· · . . . , .. . .. .. . 

# ,. • .. .. • 

. ·It ·roli'ows· ·then , that fluctuations in··the pr¢duction 
of canned pineapple durinc-; the wa r shoul d be sim~lar t6· 
fluctuation shown in Figure 3 for the total f resh production. 
By c~mv.ert;ing the i?f:ormat_i9f?.~ jjn . Table 84 to index rt,Ull;lbe r s , 
using 194-6-1948 as the 'base period, Malaya and Fqrmo~~ show 
the most -vtoleht fluctua ting pattern in their past production 
of canried pineapple . The most nota ble feature of South 
African product ion is the considerable increase ~iliicm took 

• I • . • • • ' ; ' place 1mmed1ately aft~r~ the .war• · .. :Its share of t.h.e world 
supply incre,a-sed' f'J;'om ·approxima tely 1 ·per cent of · the· total 
in 194-7 · tq> 6 . 58 per ·cent in 1958. If Table 84 is s:uppJ-e­
mented by :Table 85, it will b~ ,seen that in 1928, Hawaii ., 
produced more than three-g~a:~;ter.s ·of ·the. world t S t ,otal 'S1tpply 
of canned \pinef3- m:r:)..e. an·d ·south Africa le'ss than 1 pe·r cent .• 
During and· iriiii).~diately after the war Hawaii exceeded tt·s 1 S'28 
sha re of t9tal production, but as t he re,cov.er y and: expansion 
of the p.in~?-pple industry .in othEir : cpun~riE?S c.ontinued, its 
proportion' dec.reased ~t~l. :j..t , ~nstituted little m0re than 
half of .the worl•d '"s ·tota l in 195,8, During this. year,. worl c1. 
production .of canned pineapple also r eached a. new !ieig.P.t; of 
22 ,368,000 •cases of 45 lbs . net equivalent. . ; · ! 

... Ap production increa.sed, ,the pro;portfonat·~·. contri ­
butions by th~ ya rious·. qopntries. ehanged· considerably, nota.bly 
in South.·AfJ;'ica , the Philip.pines and Australi a . ~he ·f:Lve 
countrie ? . l~sted in Table 85 contributed 99. 2 per ce,nt o:t; the 
world ' s tota\1 supply of canned pineapp;Le in 1928.. ·. The ·-total 
supply t qen decline d steadily until 1948 when a low ·of, 74,. 0 
per cent ;wa s : re::toh'ed ," nia i rily ·as -a r·esult of war · damage. 3 ince 
then , the'_i:·e has bee·n .a .stea dy recovery of product ion in these 
countries; ·and the·fr share of the total supply increased to 
87.1 per cent in 1958. South Africa wa s then the fourth 

largest ••••• • I 



Table_Q} 

~XFORT OF F.KEi::>H :t-·I~P:=--LES BY VARIOUS COU~IES , 193&-1758 

-c_ountry - -S. A. . a.s 
Ye_ar -- Sout·h French _ Total _-% ~of - . ·. ~ 
~-Agstra1ia -h_fr ica _ _l2razil_Guba_ Jamaica - Hexi.Q.Q___.8&ores_ U.S. A. ~r~~sAfit.Jtna __ To-tal--

· · . (thousand ton~ .. 
: 

1938 3·6 4:j.o 3.6 o.8 57.-6 . 1~ 2 
~ .; 

0.7 .5. 9 . .. 
' 1949 ., - . -

19 0 o.6 3·3 -- 36.6 8.7 6,4 - o. 8 - ao.4 . . 1.2 
1941 3·0 35·0 9·3 0.7 $. 0 - -
1942 0,1 0.1 2.0 15.7 8.9 0. 3 27.1 3 ·-7 ' 
194~ 0; 1 · ·2. 2 22.2 14.5 o. 2 }9. 3 
194 0,1 2.5 43·4 1.8 0.1 37·9 
1945 0, 1 2 ~- 3 1.5 10.0 ·o.1 - 54.0 
1945 0,1 2 . ] 41. 5· 30.6 - o.4 85.0 1--' 1947 0.2 1;.3 -. ~ . 6. 3·7 21.0 o. 6" 2. 8" - 7_2.2 1.8 1--' 
1948 0.2 0,2 . 3 .. 7 23 . €? 37·9 0.9 66.3 0.3 

1\.) - ,_ 

1949 0~6 0.3 2" 2 33·5 27.6 0.9 o.4 65,2 0.5 . ' 
0~2 l95 0 - 0,2 -1.1 .. 2, 4 37·3 30.8 1. 2" 73~2 1. 5_ 

1951 0.3 4,1 4.0 25 .2 ' 16~4 1·.8 0.1 51·9 : 7~9 
1952 . o, 2 4.3 3,2 25.3 19 .• 0 1.5 0.2 o.·9_ 55.6 7.7 
1954 _ 4~8 "5,4 26. 8_ - ... 16-~ 7 1.5 o,4 o. 7. ~~·3 8·.5 
195 . ' 2,7 .9,7 29.6 21.4 1.9 0.3 1.0 4.o ~ -9 . 
1955 2;~ 18~9 35·2 21. 1·. 9 0.7 1~5 82,~ 3·5 ' 
1956 0,1 2. 11~8 38,4 0.3 19.8 2;. 1 0.5· 2.0 

t4:6 
).1 

1957 2,3 1.1, 0 36-, 0 0.9 18. 8 2,4 - 0.5 2.7 4il -
1958 3·5 9-.8 -~8. 0 1.0 18.7 2. 5 . 2~5 76,0 ~6 

--
Source: [r:£ll, Comm6mvea1 th Economic Committee, 2 Queen Anne Is Gate Buildings, London, S. W.l. 
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103 
133 
233 
192 

,"195 
257 
190 
359 
363 
-393 
3b1 
225 
373 
111 
117 
164 
214 
425 
504 
569 
499 
20g 
754 

1,109 
1 , 347 
1,164 

. 925 
1 164 

. -· -~-----· 

2,296 
2,391 
2,230 
2,601 
2,793 
2,959 
3,230 
2, 926 
3) 391 

. 1, 921 
762 

116 
98 
'67 
69 
67 

l~ 
19 
20 
19 

b 
30 
31 
36 
79 · 

1 42 
113 126 
152 150 
352 163 
747 272 
753 323 
717 233 
351 4~J5 

1,134 33.3 
1, 220 533 
1,753 79b 
1,305 1 ,~24 

_ _g..z..9o6 ____ · +.~._D-. __ _ 

Table 34 

·sour .ce-: . _§~Si£ F~9 ts a"!Jout Pif!.~§.£12.1~ in Hawaii, p . 30. The Pineapple Companies of Hawaii, Honolulu, Ha1.11aii, 
x:, ·Actual or estimated cases of 45 1bs. net content· for years beginning January l, except Hawaii, J une 1 and South 

Afr ica, ending November 1. · · 
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largest pr odu cer of canned pineappl ,es in the vorl _d • 

• J • ' .. ' 

------ C o u n t r y 
Per cent 

Yea£_ Aus·traii a ·J:iawa i+ For_~osa ~+.~·ya South Af . ..;:;r..:::i-=:;c=a_ o=f"--'t'-"o;...;:t :-='ac=l 
. . . . . : . .. ,·percentage; 

1928 1.6 75.4 5.4 16.4 0.4 99.2 
1929 1 .2 70 . 9 7. 6 18 . 9 0. 5 99 .1 ,. 

1930 1.2 77 .3 5.3 14.2 0. 2 98,.2 
1931 · 0. 7 . 72 . 7 8.1 15.-1 o • .s 97 .4 
1932 ' ' 

. 2. 0 49 .3 14-. 6 30. 9 1.0 97 . 8 
1933 · 2 . 0 62 .4 14.1 19.3 0.7 98 . 5 
1934 1 .6 62 . 6 12. 8 21 . 5 0. 6 99 .1 
1935 1 .4 66 . 9 8. 9 20. 6 0.5 98 .1 
1936 1 . 8 66 .4 8.3 20. 8 0.5 97. 8 
1937 1 .2 63 . 6 7.8 21 . 0 o.4 94 . 0 
1938 2. 5 .. ' 59 .4 11 . 7 20. 5 0.1 94.2 
1939 '2 4 .· 60.1 8.2 20. 7 .. 

0~1 91. 5 ' • I • 

1940 2 . 9 .. 60.1 11 . 8 14.1 0.1 89 . 0 
1941 2.8 72 . 3 10.3 6. 0 0.1 91 .. 9 
1942 i . 9 81 . 5 10. 8 0. 0 0. 7 94.9 
194J 3. 3 86.3 1 . 8 . . o.o 0.7 92 .1 
1944 1 .1 89.3 0. 8 0.0 o·. 9· 92 .1 
1945 · 1.4 87.2 .. 0. 3 o. o 0. 9 . 89 ~ 9 
1946 1 .6 79 . 6 0. 8 0. 0 o.4 82 .4 
1947 1. 8 76 .4 o.6 1 . 0 1.1 80.9 
1948 2 .8 68 .• 6 0.6 1. 0 1. 0 -74. 0 
1949 ·:3 .3 . . 68'."9· 0. 8 2.3 L.l 76 .4 
1950 3. -5 ' 70. 5 . .1 .• 3' 4 ." 7 1.-7 81. 7 
1951 3.1 67 . 8 2.4 Lr , 7 ' 2. 0 80.0 
1952'' 1.2 73 .3 2.6 4.2 1 .4 82 . 7 
1953- 4.2 67. 5 . 2.1 4 . 7 2.7 81 .2 
195~- 5. 9 64.1 4. 9 6.3 . 4-.4 85.6 
1955· 6. 5 66 .1 4 .. 5 5. 9 2 . 8 85. 8 
1956 5. 5 62 . 7 . 4.9 . 8. 3 3.-8. 85.2 
1957 . 4. 5 58 . 9 6. 0 8.;7' . 6.3 84 .4 
195.8. 5.2 57. 8 8. 5 9.0 6. 6 87-.1 

.... • 

Source ~ Calcl+lated from Basic Facts about Pineappl e i n Hawaii, 
Op. Qit. 

. . 

. · A r apid increase in the production of canned pi ne -
~pple s · in South Afr ica , as elsewhere , is usually an i ndi cation 
of a · higher price realised by the canner for his product , which 
i !J turn leads to a higher price being offered to the farmer 
for his fruit .in. orde~ · to attr act larger quantities . It also 
inc icates that· the farmer did in fact respond readily to the 
highGr pri·Ce which was' offer ed to him bY the canner . No 
inf:)!'matian ·is available on the change in the price for canned 
p j_neapple to the consumer, but the averag e price paid per ton .. 
b y South African canners for pineapples supplied by the farmer 
increased from £4. 4o, during the 1938/39 season , to an all time 
~igh ·of £19"25 . per ton fo~ ·-&q:e· ·1953/54 seas-on . It then . 
.. lecreased st·eadil y unt-il: a: ·new low of -f8.8 per ton v.ras r~ached 
f'ive se_asons later during 1958/59. The increase in purchases 
'hy canner s corresponded to the rise i n prices paid to the 
··fl r mer, yet, it is more striking and continues at still higher 
~evels five seasons after price had started to decline . Since 
1938/39 there has · never .been a deoi-d:ed c ownvJard trend in the 

' . ' .. I ' . . 

qu~nti ty , • ••• ;I 
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quantity of pineapples bought by the canners. Substantial 
reductions did occur from one season to another, e . g . , 1945/46, 
1951/52, 1954/55 and 1957/58, but . these may be due almost 
entirely to adverse climatic conditions. In the +9.58/ 59 
season., . for instance, a ·new . high of. more than 1oo;ooo tons was 
reached after the decli~e in supplies for the pr evious season. 

Source : 

Table 86 

PRICES PAID PER TON OF PINEAPPLES BY CANNERS AND 
QUANTITIES BOUGHT BY THEM FROM1238/39 to 1958/59 

Price per Quantit_y __ 
Season ton purchased 

£ ton 

1938/39 4 . 40 4,073 
1939/40 4 . 65 3,152 
1940/41 5 .30 6 , 606 
1941/42 5 . 45 6,097 
1942/43 6 . 15 4 , 802 
1943/44 6 . 66 7,064 
1944/45 7 . 28 6,218 
1945/46 8.10 3,735 
1946/47 11.00 1 0,122 
1947/48 11.45 13 '703 
1948/49 10.65 13,364 . 
1949/50 13.46 24,915 
1950/51 13 .20. 31,507 
1951/52 13 . 71 16,261 
1952/53 14. 66 3 7,389 
1953/54 19.2'5 48,650 
1954/55 16. 81 30,037 
1955/56 15.60 48,029 
1956/57 12.79 93,875 
1957/58 12 . 35 72,381 . 
1958/59· 8 . 80 103,114 

The South African Fruit and Veg·etable Canners 
Association . . ' 

A graphic description ·of the i nformation contained 
in Table 86 is supplied in Figure 5 . By converting the · 
seasonal price and quantity data· to an ind·ex , 11i th the three 
seasons immedia t ely a ft er the war as · ·a b<ise, it is · shown that 
the price at v.lh.ich pineapples were · purchased by the canners 
has never doubled from the base period level in · the y:·ears 
since the war - Table 87 . A high point of 190 was reached 
during the 1953/54 season . A downward· trend· then started and 
has now reached a level lower than that during the base period. 
Preliminary information indicates that the price : level will 
be even lower during the 1959/60 season. Purchases, on the 
other hand, have : increased mor e than t en fold over t he base 
period and 1vere higher than ever before during 19'58/ 59. 

Table 87 ••• •• / 
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Table 87 

INDEX OF PRODUCTION AND PRICES FOR CANNING OF PINEAPPLES 
CLI_EG.~.9NE ~EAC~~ND ~PffiCOTS~_l9387j9 to--l-9287'59 ' 

1945/46 - 1847/48 ~ 100 

Pineapples ~tone Peaches -A pricots 

Season Production --- ------- -- Price _ Product.ion Price Production Price 

1938/39 44 43 20 48 35 50 
1939/40 34 46 47 49 65 49 
194-0/41 72 .· 52 ' 17 66 68 69 
1941/42 66 . 54 40 67 61 97 
1942/43 52 60 34 71 88 76 
1943/44 77 65 61 74 103 97 
1944/45 68 71 50 72 120 89 
1945/46 41 80 91 80 55 92 
1946/47 110 108 117 99 
1947/48 149 112 109 120 128 110 
1948/49 145 105 95 99 129 99 
1949/50 271 132 144 142 125 127 
1950/51 343 129 207 148 155 149 
1951/52 177 135 157 149 108 177 
1952/53 4o7 · 144 299 159 182 219 
1953/54 530 190 344 159 238 166 
1954/55 327 165 467 152 230 144 
1955/56 523 153 507 153 276 141 
1956/57 1,022 126 510 162 186 139 
1957/58 788 121 779 181 188 156 
1.22§/59 12428 86 649 163 _?:.74 128 

An interesting comparison can be made between pi ne­
apples and t \-ro other varieties of :fruit namely ~pricots and 
clingstone peaches, where a large proportion of the crop is 
also sold for proces sing every yea:r . The information from 
Table 87 , portrayed in Figure 6, spov1s that by usi ng the same 
base period, pineapple pr ices incr~ased mor e than in the cas e 
of clingstone peaches, but less th~n for apr icots . After a 
peak round about 1954, the pri ces paid by the canners for 
these thr ee varieties of fruit are now declining, ~dth pine­
apple pri ~es declining faster than that for apr icots and 
clingstone peaches . The purchases of these fruits, as shown 
i n Figur e 7 , did not develop along the same lines as their 
corresponding prices . The most r eady response to the chang ­
ing price conditions was shown by the pineapple farmer, 
followed by t he clingstone peach a~d a pricot farmers in that 
or der . ~~ile the deliveries of pineapples to the canner had 
r eached a new hei ght during the 1958/59 season, peach 
deliveries appear to be declining after ~ fairly steady in­
crease in the quanti ties bought up to .1957/58, \•Jhi le apricots 
had only increased to little mor e t han tv1ice the base period 
level , despite t he gr eatest increase in price over.the base 
period . It is not certain , however , to what extent climate 
and a longer production cycle for peaches and apricots may be 
responsible for a different response to changes in the prices 
for these f r uits. 

. 1\.1 though the quantity of pineapples bought by the 
canner for a given price r epr esents his demand for pineapples 
at th~t price, indications a re that the quantities purch~sed 
by canners in South Africa a lso represent the actual supply of 
pineapples by far mers for canning . Far mers , with an acute 
awareness of changes in the price of a commodity they produce, 
or that of some other product suit a ble to their environment , 
will usually react to thes e chang es in some way or another a s 

soon ••••• ! 
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PINEAPPLES 
APRICOTS 

CLINGSTONE PEACHES 

Source : CQmputed from information supplied by the South African 
Fruit an~ Vegetable Canners Association. 
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soon ?-S it becomes possible, especially where these price 
changes are substantial and presumably will obtain for a long 
period of time. · 

Most of the piLeapple farmers in Scuth Africa belong 
to co-operative organizations with their own canning factories. 
As members of such an organization, there is .no restriction on 
the quantity of fruit· the farmer can deliver to the canner for 
a particular price, fixec by the canner, as long as the quality 
of the pineapples delive~: ed · is satisfactory for processing as 
either fruit, juic·e, or jam . The majority of the remaining 
farmers are under contract with a private canning organization· 
to deliver a minimUm qu~ntity of fruit at a fixed mini~um 
price over a per-iod of ten years. · Provided, then, that these 
farmers do not bre·ak their contracts by delivering less · than 
the stipulated min.imum and the quality of their fruit is 
satisfactory; there is again no restrictions on the quantities 
they can deliver to the factory. Those producers falling 
outside the above two · categories; can deliver their fruit to 
other, smaller canners, provided .they are prepared to part with 
their fruit at the price offered by -these canners, for the 
l atter are undoubtedly ~.:1 a stronger bargaining po_sition than 
their colleagues in the first two categories during times of 
surplus. The lower price they are likely to pay ~Arill , of 
course, be r eflected in the average price· paid by all the 
canners as listed in Table 86. A fur-ther possible outlet ..C\:;J."" 
those farmers not included in the first two categories, is to 
sell their fruit through a neighbour who is. Settlement is 
th.en a rranged privately between the two farmers afterwards . 2 
During_the·time when canners were -more reluctaht to buy ·pine­
apples, -gradin·g regulation's were enforced more strictly. 
This led to fruit rejected by the larger ·canners being taken 
to one of the smaller canners who was likely to take it at a 
price.3 Again, this price will be reflected in the average 
price for the season. It would appear, therefore; that the 
purchases of pineapples during a given ·season narrowly reflect 
the actual ·quantities which farmers offer for sale at that 
price. 

The quantities delivered during any particular 
seas~n are, however, the result of a production decision which 
had b_een ·taken at least two. years earlier: two years · being the 
minimum period it would take for pineapples to be planted and · 
come into production in those areas where conditions are most 
suited for the growing of the fruit. · In some ca ses this lag 
is likely to be longer than two years, espe~ially if more 
marginal areas were brought into production as the result of an 
exceptionally high price during_ an earlier season, or if 
altogether hew land ha d to be cleared for planting . This is 
probably what happened in the Eastern Cape during the recent 
past when ex·c·eptiona1ly high prices were paid by the canners to 
the f armers for their fruit . 

It would be difficult to determine precisely how 
much the production of pineapples for canning responded to 
recent·. changes· in price beca.use of the numerous other factors 
which affect tqe farmers' production decision~4 The farmers ' 

pla~-~~···~·~~----------
2 . The field surv·ey include-d more than one farmer who marketed 

his fruit in this way . The canners refer to fruit received 
in t his manner as fruit 11 from across the fence11

• 

3. T~e varying price at ~nich pineapples of the same grade has 
been sold to canners in t he past · has l ed t·o serious r eper­
cussion on the internat ional market for the &uthAfrican ~t. 

4. United States Department of Agriculture Information Bulletin 
2o4, ~fuat makes Farmers ' Prices, p . 5. u. s. Government Print­

· ing Office, 1959 . 
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plans are often upset by exceptional 1··eather conditions which 
may le3.d to the production being considerably higher or lower 
than had been originally anticipated. The improvement in 
farming techniques also leads to increasing yields which tend 
to obscure the effects of price changes on future production. 
The ,rice of potatoes in the United States had been declining 
for several years up to 1957 and farmers cut their potato 
acreage in half between 1940 and 1957. However, yield mor e 
than doubled to make the 1957 potato crop 4 per cent lar ger 
than that of 1940.5 The farmers' decision to produce is also 
influenced by his expectation of prices in t he future and not 
only on what he has received in the past, as has. been suggested 
earlier . Finally, it will depend on the relative ease with 
which he can switch resources from one enterprise to another. 

Fr om the information contained in Table 86, it ,.,ill 
be possible to plot the long-run supply response of pineapples 
for canning; to a change in price, provided certain assumptions 
are made which a re essentia~ prerequisites for the plotting of 
such a function to be at all va lid. Firstly, it must be 
assumed that the farmer possesses complete knowledge of the 
changes of pineapple prices for canning, a s well as that of 
some alternative commodities for which the resources a t present 
employed in pineapple production can be used and that he \all 
react to the a ctua l prices rather than deflated prices • . 
Secondly, it must be assumed that there were no technological 
changes or improvements which would have led to a decrease. in 
the cost ·of production and t hus enable the farmer to increase 
production a t a given price, or, even a t a lower price. This 
-vmuld mean a supJ)ly curve sloping downr·rards from left to right 
in the long -run.b Thirdly, it is a ssumed that no new a r eas . 
were brought into the productiDn of pineapples which l•rer e then 
founc to' be more sui table than the a r e.:--. s already in pr_oduction . 
Fourthly, -vre assume that weather conditions vrere not respons- . 
ible for changes in production from year to year,, The valid-
ity of the latter assumption depends almost entirely on the 
extent to which the response to price changes took place in 
areas situated -vrhere climatic con.ditions wer _e less favourable 
for the production of pineapples. 

Experimentation with t -vro and three year lag periods. 
in the supply response to a change in pr;i.ce, sho-vred a closer 
relationship between price and the correspqnding production 
changes three se8.sons l ater. The information adjusted from 
Table 86 , aft er allowing for a three year lag in the ~reduction 
response to a change in price, is contained in Table 88. The 
production figur e opposite the price quoted for the 1955/56 
sea,son is th'en the actual deliveries of pineapples for canning 

_________ d~u=r~ing ••••• / 

5. T~P.t makes Farmers' Prices, Op. cit., p . 6. 

6. Although technological changes are likely to have taken 
place for the improvement of the yield, the most import­
ant change vmich has taken place i n pineapple production 
in the Easter n Cape over the last twenty years is an 
increase in the size of some plantations and a larger 
~unber of these l a rger plantat ions. The analysis in 
Ch~uter VIII showed that this is an important factor 
t :1.3.t \·rould lead to a continua tion of production of pine­
aj_)Dles f or canning even though the pr ice may be lovrer than 
a decade ago. 1fuat is needed then is a new supply curve 
in both the long - and short-run, for the marginal cost 
curve for the industr y has changed completely. 
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during the ·1958/ 59 seq son and so all .other supply data is 
quoted opposite a price three seasons earlier. 

The information in Table 88 is pl otted ·in Figure 8. 
Along the Y-axis the ·price per ton paid by the canner is shown 
and along the X-axis, the· quantities sold by the farmers • . 
The year stated on the graph represents the price for that 
year, ending in June and production for a year ending in June 
three sea sons later, as shown in Table 88 below. The results 
indicate a curvelinear r elationship sloping steeply upward to 
the right in the beginning and t hen flatten out for higher 
production levels • . In other words, the farmers' respons~ · to 
a change in price wap extremely flexible (elastic) .in the . ·· 
long-run a t high price levels. 

Table 88 
. . 

AVERAGE PRICE PA ID PER TON OF PINEAPPLES BOUGHT BY THE CANNERS 
AND ACTUAL QUANT IT i~S ·SOLD BY THE FARMER~THREE . $EASONS LATER 

Season 

1938/39 
1939/40 
1940/41 
1941/42 
1942/43 
1943/44 
1944/45 
1945/46 
1946/47 
1947/48 
1948/49 
1949/50 
195~/51 
1951/52 
1952/53 
1953/54 
1954/.55 
1955/56 . 
1956/57 
1957/58 
1958/59 

. . 
Price])e-r---Bales by farmers three 

ton seasons later _____ 
£ ton 

4- .40 
4.65 
5.30 

. 5.45 
6.15 
6. 66 
7 .. 28 
8.10 

11.00 
11.45 
10.65 
13.46 
13.20 
13.71 
14. 66 
19. 25 
16 .• 81 
.15. 60 
12 . 79 
12 .35 

8 . 80 

6,097 
4,"802 
7;o64 
6.,218 
3,735 

10-,122 
13' 703 
13 ,364 
24 , 915 
31,507 
16,261 
37,389: . 
48;650 
30,037 
48,029 
93,875 
72 ,381 

10.1,114 

·------
If a function is fitted to the infor mation in Figure 

8, it must be one that will not s lope downward . from left to 
right at any stage, but r ather become asymptot i c in the long ­
run · wher.e any further increase in price will lead to an almost 
infinite increase in the quantities supplied . At all times 
this curve should indicate a decrease in price associated with 
a decrease in production and an increase in price. with an · 
increase in production . The ordinary logarithmic function 
subscribes to this prerequisite and the corresponding curve for 
the'data in Table 88 is shown in Figure 8. Apart .from .the 
sharp deviation between the actual and the estimated ·observ­
ations. iri 1956, when· the production (1958/59) was still .. 
relatively high 1mile pr ice had a lready decreased substantiall~ 
the function gives a fairly close approximation to the data. '1 

--~·-· ____ P..;;:;r..;;;;i,__c e • !!-• •::...:·~·:.!./--~--

7. The equation ~sed was Y = a . Xb, where a = - •. 89 and b = .4. 
The parameters .a and b wer e estimated by f:it ting the 
regr ession line of .Log . X on Log . Y. 
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Price information for three seasons for v-mich the 
production response has not vet been revealed, is available 
in Tahle 88 . Using t he function in Figure 8 as a basis for 
prediction, deliveries f or canning during the next three 
seasons can be calculated as follovrs : 

1959/ 6o = 4o, ooo 
196 O/ 61 = 3 7, 000 
1961/62 = 17,000 

Preliminary information on the deli.very of pine­
apples during the 1959/60 season indicates that deliveries 
are unlikely to decrease significantly from the previous 
season. This is supported by information on the age 
structure of pineapple plantations in the Eastern Cape, 
contained in Table 10. Assuming, because of the large 
percentage of South Africa's pineapples produced in the 
Eastern Cape, that this information can be taken as 
representative of the trend of the delivery of pineapples for 
canning in South Africa, the following pattern of change 
seems oore likely: 

1959/60 = 
1960/61 = 
1961/62 = 
1962/63 = 

101,052 
89,936 
61,1568 
64,825 

The reason then why the function in Figure 8 cannot 
be used to predict the future supply of pineapples for canning, 
is because of a change ih the conditions of supply, i.e., the 
suppl:: pri ce for · pineatiples is expected to have decreased. 
Consequently, a new function is required to explain both the 
short- and long-term reaction of farmers to a change in the 
market price for their product. The· ·possible decrease in the 
supply price for pineapples can be explained in terms of the 
reversa l of t\.ro assumptions which 1vere made as· prerequisites 
for the plotting of the function in Ffgure 8o Firstly, areas 
more suited to the growth of pineapple's did come into pro­
duction during the eighteen years over· which the .data for the 
function applies . Information in Cha.pter III and in Chapter 
VI indicates that conditions in the m6re north-easterly 
reg ions of the Eastern Cape which v-rere· covered by the survey 
are clearly more suited for the production of pineapples than 
the remai nder of the area. Plantings· in the vicinity of East 
London, ho-vmver, only assumed major proportions during the 
deca de after World Har II. Secondly , the rapid increase of 
pineapple prices after the war led to the establishment of 
relativelv large .plantations, larger and more numerous than in 
previous 7ears . It seldom .happened .that one farm delivered· 
pineapples in excess of three hundred tons before the war . 
To-day, such a plantation would be regarded as no more than . 
average • . Deliveries in ·the vicinity of 1 ,000 tons or more 
from one plantation a re no longer an infrequent occurrence. 
Thes e larger plantations can, as was indicated in Chapter IX, 
produce at a lower cost per unit than a small planta.tion in 
the same ecological region, all other factors being equal. 
The greater profitability of these large plantations, ~nich 
wa·s illustrated in Chapter VIII, would make them less 
respo~sive to ·a decrease in price, at least Up to a certain 
point. This leads to the reversal of yet another assumption , 
namel '7 , that the farmer will respond promptly to a change in 

- - ·-- - ·- -- ---------- _____ p~r~~e--·~·~·~·~-~~---------
8~ This is based on the anticipated rate of replant.ing during 

1959/60 as was indic~ted by the sample farmers,at the time 
of the survey. 
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Table 89 

PINEAPPLE .PLANTING PATTERN IN THE EASTERN CAPE TO THE 
NORTH-EASTJ\ND SOUTH-1J~IEST (SjrTHE GREAT FISH RI VER BY VARIETY 

. ·69 Commercial Pineapple Pr oducers , E.C . 1959) 

Seas on planted 

1955/56 
1956/57 
1957/58 
1958/59 

To be plant ed 
1959160 

Nor th-east 
Queens Cayennes 

2,290 
2,263 
1,64-2 

258 

625 

Number of 
5,625 
5,4-34 
5 ' 4-03 
3 ,993 

South-w~st 

plants 
gueens Ca~nnes 

(thousands) ----
5, 050 3 ,14-4-
2 , 021 4- ,115 
1 , 292 3,203 

585 3,202 

54-0 2 ' 931 

Total deliveri es for South Afr ica, based solely on 
the t r end of pineapple planting in the Eastern Cape, a r e likel y 
to de crease slightly during the 1959/60 season, but are estimated 
to decrease r apidly during the next two seasons ·until they 
r each a low of appr oxi mately 61,000 tons in 1961/62 . During 
1962/63 a slight increa8e in deliveries of about 3 , 000 ton is 
pqssible , due primar ily to a higher i ntended rate of replanting 
indicated in the north- east for the 1959/ 60 season . The de ­
cline in the south-west , however , will continue. Any -further 
incr ease in total deliver ies dur ing the 1963/64- season will 
depend a l most entirely on an increase in pri ce during 1960/61 , 
the extent of such an i ncr ease, and the. farmers ' r esponses to 
it . 

Taking each variety separately, ·the delivery of 
Queens for canni ng i s likely to decrease by nearly 90 per 
cent between 1958/ 59 and 1961162 as compared to a 30 per 
cent decrease for Cayennes . 
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Chapter XI 

THE DEMAND FOR 'PINEAPPLES 

The relativelysmall domestic production of. pineapples 
in South Africa cannot be absorbed locally. Of the nearly 
15 million people inhabiting the country, no more than one­
fift h can be classified in the group that would offer a ready 
market for the product of the South African canner . At a 
later stage in this chapter calculations will be made to 
determine the extent to .which local co.qsumption, especially of 
canned pineapples, can be expanded by means of further 
economic development . Under present c.onditions, however , the 
South African pineapple industry has t9 dispose of a l a r ge 
surplus of both f resh and canned pineapples on the overseas 
market against severe competition from other countries in a 
somewhat similar position, competing for the same custom. 

In a discussion of the demanq for pineapples, it is 
important to distinguish clearl y between the demand for pine­
apples at the producer, and the demand for pineapples at the 
consumer level . 11 As the demand curve in the consumer s market 
represents the final or real demand curve for the product , we .. 
may call this the primary demand cuive . The demand in the 
producers' market is derived from the demand in the consumer~ 
market. This is, what sellers of goods going to the retail 
market are willing to ·pay is determined by their estimates of 
what prices the goods will bring less the margins charged by 
them for their services. The demand curve in the producers i .. · 

market may in consequence · be termed a derived dema.qd curve .••1 
The demand curve with which the farmer is faced is thus 
derived f r om another curve parallel to , and sepa rated from the 
primary demand curve by the marketing margin for pineappl es, 
whether they be fresh or canned. La ck of· detaile.d infor ­
mation makes it impossible to distinguish betHeen these· two 
curves at all accurately. The data is more descriptive of 
'the flow of goods from the producers to the consumers market 
and does not distinguish between them specifically . Especially 
in the ·demand of pineapples for canning, attention wi ll only 
be directed to a stage in .the market after the pineapple has 
already been put into a tin . 

The utilisation of the S9uth Afr ican pineapple crop 

Prior to 1940 more than 50 per cent of the South 
African crop was consumed as fresh fruit .. either locally or 
overseas, for production was relatively limited. It . is shown 
in Table 90 that at the commencement of World ;~r II , the 
exportation of fresh pineapples was largely discontinued 
b.ec.ause virtually the 1 only ' market for fresh pineapples , 
namely Great Britain, was temporarily shut off from the trade . 
vJ'i th the local· market remaining restricted in its consumption 
and in· order t o avoid waste through decay, the canning industry, 
for the first time, took more than 50 per cent of ·the crop . 

Thereafter ••••• / 

1. Wa.ite and Trelogan , Op . cit . p . 209 . 
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Thereafter, the proportions steadily increased.2 

Year 

1938 
1939 
1940 
1941 
1942 
1943 
1944 
1945 
1946 
1947 
1948 
1949 
1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 . 
1956 
1957 
19_28. 

Source ~ 

Canned 

Table 90 

PERCENTAGE UTILISATION OF THE SOUTH AFRICAN 
-PITIJEAPP;LE CROP FROM .. 193Stol928--

Local fresh 
Canning Fresh eXJ2ort COf!.SU%]2tiO.t;l _ ___ Total 

% %· % 0 . 

44 7 49 100 

49 5 46 100 
64 36 100 
61 39 100 
54 46 100 
55 45 100 
50 50 100 
58 42 100 
74 6 20 100 
85 15 100 
77 23 ., 100 
71 3 26 100 
48 8 44 100 
60 10 30 100 
66 8 26 100 
52 4 44 100 
56 4 40 100 
89 3 8 100 
92 2 6 100 
90 4 6 100 

Calculated from i nformation supplied i n Fruit, 
Commonwealth Economic Committee, Op. cit. 

]2inea~e fruit and juice 

Only a small percentage of all the canned pineapples 
produced in South Africa was consumed locally in recent years. 
Compared w?-th 1950, when more than 30 per c·ent of local pro­
duction was consumed on the domestic market, the 1959 figures 
show· a decrease of more than 25 per cent so that the domestic 
market now takes only 6.6 per cent of · the local production . 
The i nformation in Table 91 indicates that the decreasing 
percentage which local consumption constitute of total pro­
duction is due to the cons iderable increase in total· · 
production which could not possibly have been absorbed by the 
local population. 1~ile local production increased by more 
than 1 million cartons, each containing 24 x 2! cans, local 
consumption seldom fluctuated by more than 50,000 cases .and 
usually remained at a l evel lower than 100,000 cases. The 

_ __________ b"'-u=l=k~~· •• •:-.:•:.:.../ ____ _ 

2. The utility of the canning ·industry to the pineapple farmer 
is p·erhaps best expr essed in ·the words of a container manu­
facturers' advertisement: 11 On a hot day ther:e is nothing 
more refreshing than a firm juicy pineapp'le . Yet, without 
i~s tough , protective skin a pin~apple is. as n~ked to the 
ravages of natur e as an egg without a shell and that is why 
the canning industry is so vi tal to our fruit growers.· 
Without the help of the modern canneries, a glut is as 
serious as a drought to the fruit gr ower. But sealed in­
side a can, fresh, tipe fruit is protect ed and perserved 
with all its freshness and goodness . 11 
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bulk of ~ll exports went.to ~he United Kingdom, although South 
Africa ha.s exported . to ·more than 85 countries over the last 
ten years.3 Exports to countr ies other 'than Great Britain 
only q~gan to assume major proportions during 1958 and 1959, 
prima:rily as a resu,lt of large purchases by other Western 
European countries, particularly Germany . 

Table_21 

MARKETING OF THE SOUTH AFRICAN CANNED PINEAPPLE PACK 
. fROM 1950. TO 1.959 • . {Cartons-of 24 x 2-~ cans) . 

--- ---·- · ----· Ex]2orts ·-Local market Lo·cal 
Year Pr oduction market United Other sales as per 

sales Kingdom Countries cent of pro-
duct ion -----

1950 250,293 82,271 219 141,008 32 . 9 
~951 . . 243,767 . 57 ,336 39,353 118 , 880 23 . 5 
1952 181 ' 027 56 ' 953 114 , 868 52' 583 31 . 5 
1953 423 , 012 56,973 292,171 46,839 13 . 5 
1954 . 8-06' 588 64 ,44o 619 , 989 23,983 8.0 
1955 559 , 866 113, 509 464,209 14,376 20 . 3 
1956 782 , 937 57,767 625,299 19 , 819 7. 4-
1957 1,282 , 005 77 ,626 735' 583 37 ,4-27 .. 6 . 1 
1958 . '1 ,495,220 78 , 798 1,162,022 253,367 5. 3 
12.5..2 . ...;_~_,1_:~2 ,4 33 113 ' 262' 6 21 ,_ztll.. ___ .l.Q3_,J.62 ~ . - ·- · _ 6 . 6 · 

~ourse ~ South Afr ican Fruit and Vegetable Canners Associ ation. 
' . . 

The pattern of copsumption for pineapple juice 
manufactur ed in South Africa is s imilar to that for the canned 
fruit~ although at lower levels - Table 92 r The production 
of j'uice r eached· a peak in 1954- -when mor e .than 500 ,000 schem~ . 
cartons were produced. It then declined sharply and is now 
fluctuating in the vicinit'y of 300,000 cartons per annum . 
Of this production t he local market seldom absorbs more than 
10 per cent . From 5 per cent in ~951 , it increased to 10 per 
cent during the following year , but has decrea·sed again • . · .... 
These variat i ons ·depend almost entirely on total product i on 
and the actual quantities exported . The Unlted · Kingdom pr o­
vides by far the most impor tant market fo.r the local juice . 

· Tabl_~ · · 

MARKET I NG OF SOUTH AFRICAN ·cANNED PINEAPPLE JUICE 
-F1f<SMT931 J...Q...J-..25'.2 .. !-..J Car tops of 2lfJ.... 2.Lcans~) __ 

--- -- -- ·-· -Loca-l--=-- E~J2orts .- - - Loca~l-m...,-. a-r-=-k-e-:'"'f 
Yep.r Production mar ket United Ot her· sa-les as per 

1951 ' .. 10~ ,105 
1952 .. 98,035 
1953 . . 2,53 , 682 
19.54 . 518 ' 6 08 
1955. 259 , 075 
1956 175, 787 
1957 ·. 323 , 730 
1958 273 , 251 
1959 288 , 528 

sales Kingdom Countri es cent of pro­
duction 

5,157 
10, 217 
11,816 
13 , 719 
27 ,308 
18' 032 
18 , 212 
15,589 
12 , 826 

51 ' 572 
14-0 , 662· 
226 ,4-92 
4-20,482 
252·, 665 
140, 777 
182 , 834- ' 
227' 559 
222 , 296 

4,186 
7, 810 
6 ,14-6 
4- , 753 

17,24-6 
28 , 815 

. 4-2 ,3 62 
50 ,431 
2'Z.J..!±J. 

·. 5. 1 
10 •. 4-
' 4 . ·6 

2 . 6 · 
10. 5 
10. 3 . 

5 • .6 
5. 7 
4- . 4-· 

Source : SoB.th .African Fruit and Vegetabl_e Canner s Association . 

--------~--~--------------~---rhe ~~~-~~------~-
3 . Full '·details of . the' quantities of". can.ned pineapple exports 

over the last ten years are · recorded in Appendix I I I to ­
gether with the countrv of destination . 
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Similar information is not available for South Africa, 
but it is important that local canners should know about, and 
try to reverse ·, any such trend if it is known to exist in the 
Uni teci. }Cingdom market . Although South Africa supplied only 
34- p~r .:ent ?f the canned pineapple for this market during 1958, 
the LJ.rn"ed K1ngdom market still bought by far the largest pro .-
portion of the total quantities exported by South African · · 
canr ~:rs - Table 94-. From 1. 7 per cent of · all t he canned pine­
app1 ) 8old in the United Kingdom in 1950, the South African 
s hare of this market increased to 34-.7 per cent in 1958 (see 
alsc ::?igure· 11) . During t h e same period , hmvever, the South 
Afr:L -:!a ~ J canner was dependent on the United Kingdom market to 
a ..1rc'-~· greater extent. · From 10 per cent of the total South 
Afr~c~ n· exports of . canned pineapple going to the United Kingdom 
in l~ ~o , t he proportion increased to 87. 5 per cent in 1953 and 
up t o 1957, it was consistently higher·than 90 per cent . In 
1<75·:· ~.0ut~. Africa 1 s share of this market suddenly decreased to 
les e t t an 80 per cent . This proportionate decline i n 
delil.-eries to the United Kingdom continued in 1959 when there 
-v.ra.s c. . .::'urther decline of 15 .per cent over the previous year. 

Table 94- . 

TR ~DE .OF CANNED AND BOTTLED PINEAPPLES PRESERVED IN SYRUP 
J3.-itEl~N .T:f:IE UNITE_D KIJI!GDOM AN:Q. __ 't_~_ jJNION OF_ SOUI'H_AFRICA 

.·-----·united Kingdom imports 
Year from South Africa as 

percentage of total 
imJ?orts 

1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1) 54 
1955 

. 1~·56 
.. 1.?57 

J 952 . 
1?.29..~--

'" Preliminary 

1 . 7 
13 . 7 
27.4-
25. 0 
27 . 0 
17.3 
21 . 6 
30. 7 
34-.7 

·unTFe"(f Kingdom .. _imports as 
percentage of total South 

African ·exports 

10.2 
50. 9 
74-. 5 
87. 5 
95.1 
96.5 
95. 8 
94. 6 
79.5 _____ 6~~~-~· 5 · ________ _ 

::.:.2_:trce: (a) Fruit,_.Op. cit. . 
· (b) For e i gn Trade Statistics, Op. cit. :· 

Local canners differed substantially in .estimating · 
the j_r. fluence of price and quality res pectively · on the sale 
of t ;_eir product on the overseas market. · Some suggested 
that as long as the qualit y remained reasonable and the price 
1~s ri~ht , they would have no difficulty in disposing of . 
their product . Others suggested that i f t he qual'ity of 
their product \-JaS reasonable, they would be a bl.e. to command 
a premiu.rn price for it, especially by selling urider a buyer 1 s 
label. This is supported by the fact .tha:t leading South 
Africc..n canners are now producing under the 'Del Monte ' label, 
a famous American brand name of h i gh r epute especially i n the 
United .Kingdom market before the war . In evi dence before a 
Parlia mentary .select Committee on the export of canned fruit 
and ve:.;etables, Hr. E.D . Andrews** said tnat " · • •• before the 

·---------------- outbreak: ·· •.• • • /. 

** Lr . ~ ndr.eFs is at pr.es~J;lt Dt~ecto.r . of Export :Promotion and-, 
formerly a Senior Trade Commissioner in London. 
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outbreak of the war of 1939-4-5 and a long time before the 
Commonwealth canning industries , including those of South 
Africa,got under way , the predominant influence in the United 
Kingdom market was California . They sold their very impor­
tant pack , the 1 Del Monte 1 brand , which was a t that time the 
predominant influence in the canned fruit market. That sold 
very well .indeed and I mention this in . order to show that 
this brand imp~~ssed itself on the mind of the English buyer 
as being the acme of.perfection. In those days pr i ces were, 
of .. course, relatively low, but tf:le qualities of . the American 
del iveries were , so I was informed by the London trading 
public, of a consistently hi gh .standard. The.war, however, 
br ought a complete chang~ in the pattern of the market. 
The dolla r shortage, U-boat "tvarfare , rat ion~ng , and 
other factors necessita t ing supplies of canned fruit being . 
sought from Commonwealth countries, although ~t f irs t only on 
a fairly l i mi ted scale • . Canned fruits of all k inds , no 
matter ho\or mixed and conforming only to fairly loose 
specifications drawn up by the Briti sh Ministry of Food, were 
eagerly sought after and readily supplied by South Africa and 
other canners in the Common1tle·::tlth . .. ~hth the passage of the 
war years and a lingering but relaxed rationing system of 
canned goods , the production· of canned fruit in the Common­
wealth. rose ste~dily . Only about five years ago r a t ioning 
in Britain came to an end and Commonwealth suppl i ers wer e ~t 
l as t free to supply everythi ng the market demanded . Here it 
must be borne in mind that until 1958 the Californian product 
wa.s, owi ng to acute balance of payment difficulties , 
pra ct ically debarred f r om the London market . ~"lith the 
disappearance of rationing , the British consumer snapped up as 
much canned fruit as he could be supplied with and may I a dd 
in parenthesis , t hat quality standards or price were hardly 
the criteria . Rising Commonwealth production ensued and 
there existed in the United Kingdom one of the biggest seller s ' 
ma rkets ever for South Afri can canned fruit. It must be said 
to the credit of South African canners that t hat opportunity w~s 
exploited to the full, but on the debit side it must be pointed 
out that no gr eat attention was paid to standards of quality 
approxima ting at least that of the Cal~fornia ' Del Monte 1 brand. 
The insatiable British ~arket and inflat i onary. pressures l ed 
to the United Kihgdom authorities agr eeing to th.e import a tion 
under the United States Mutual Security Aid progr amme of 
l i mited quantities· of Californian canned fru i t but not without 
strong r es i s.tence on the part of Commonwealt h interests . 
Balance of payment difficulties caused the Uni ted ~ingdom 
market to continue t o depend for most of its canned fruit 
needs on Commonwe~lth supplie rs, interspersed as necessity 
dicta ted, b.Y supplies from the United States of America under 
the programmes of <1. id given to Britain. .In 1955 , however, 
there were already indicat ions th1.t the supply of .canned fruit 
from Commonwealth count ries was catching ~P with the demand 
on the British. market . Apricots were ~lready becoming a 
problem and pine.aP.ples v-rere becoming a probl e1p :fast . Trade 
restr ictions dur"ing 1956/57, lasting until the latter p·a r t of 
1958, combined with a world t r a de recession, ha d the immediate 
effect of a retraction of tra de and the mar ket became sudden-
ly highly selective . Low· pri.ce levels caused by over-supplies 
ensued and in no time there was crea ted a very strqng buyers ' 
ma rket . The bur.den of increased supplies and the very real 
thre~t that the United States could a t any time be given more 
l i berty to supply their tra ditiona l market , did two things . 
In 1956 ·the Union introduced compulsory export s t andards for 
canned fruit and vegetables and during the season 1956-57 we 
saw the beg i nning of orderly marketing schemes under t.h;e. ·act 
which is now under revis ion. In the l a tter part of 19)8 , 
trade restrictions were completely relaxed in the United 

Kingdom •••••• / 
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Kingdom and the authorities there al·so removed many other 
impediments to free trade and finance • . But unemployment was 
rising, factories were working below ·capacity.; · intensified · 
campet~tion in canned fruits from ·the· Argentine, Malaya and 
Japan and the greater liberalisation of American imports with 
a threat of complete removal of restrictions from imports from 
that coun~ry by the end of 1959 accordi.tig to a statement made .. 
by the president·of the British Board of Trade at Ottawa during 
the latter half of 1958, led to an understandal?;te hesitancy 
on the"part of the United Kingdom trader~ to commit themselves 
to Commonwealth su.pplies. . We must bear in mind that at this 
juncture. South African and Australian supplies were just ~bout 
saturating the contracting British market and traders could . 
afford to wait to see how far price levels would move down­
wards. We must also remember that there .were sizable stocks 
of canned f r uits which had been brought forward fr.om the 
previous season~ purchases and, in addition, the' Argentine and 
Japan were· rapidly coming into this competitive market. . 
Substantial price cuts during the latter months of 1958 and the 
beginning of 1959, i.e. befor e the South African selling 
season· started, had been made by wholesalers and retailers t~ 
move stand- over stocks of South African and Australian canned 
fruit, especia~ly . pineapples . ·Traders were, therefore, .in 
no mood .to take risks with the new sea son ' s pack and price 
indications wer e, generallY .. , at l~vels much lower th~h those . 
indicated under the mar keting schemes under the present Act • . 
It was, therefore, not surprising when our season openE?d to ·. 
find price levels being from 2s . to 5s . less per carton~ . 
The United Kingdom market is and has been the ma~n stay of 
the South African canned fruit industry but it is now a. buyers·' 
market and has many sources of supply t o draw upon~ . It. 
offers very great temptations to suppliers \lJb.o are prepared 
to under-quote and it is now fiercely competitive in price as 
well as in quality. . In other words, it is_ to-day · per~~ps 
one qf the strongest selective markets which we ha ve; 11 

The fact of · the matter is th~t the South African 
canned fruit industry, especially in t he marketing of pine- . 
apples , is highly dependent on .an overseas market which has· 
become saturated and highly selective in buying. The im­
provement of f oreign exchange reserves of certain soft . 
currency count:ries is rio·w re-opening . pre-war sources of supply 
vmi ch in the past, and still' to-day, enjoy a hign prestige _ 
va lue amongst consumers in the United Kingdom. Vnless South 
Afr i can ·canned pineapples can compete favourably with regard 
to both quality and price, the disvosal of c~nned· fruit on . 
the export ~arket is li~ely to become increa~ingly complicated 
and costly. 

South African canners revealed that {mtil ·recently 
t hey_ did little · to advertise their product, simply be~ause 
the ' B~itish consumer snapped up as much canne d fruit as he 
could be supplied with '. Of the six companie s . visited in 
the Eastern Cape, only one had an a ctive advertising cam­
p~ign for the · overs eas marketing of its p~oducts. O~hers 
Here r elying either on a London office , agents~ or a · · 
pers onal trip by the manager · every once in a v.rhi le to 
sti !tJ.'Qlate the market for their fruit. 

. · Advertising the South. Afr i can . pineapple a s such is 
complicated by the nuinber of companies ~elling on the overs eas 

market ·· · ··~/~·~--~ 

10. Report ·of the Select Committee QQ t he Export of Canned 
Fruit and · Vegetables~ · June 1959, p:}b. . Printed qy order 
of the Hou se of A$sembly, Cape Times Limited , Parow, 
Cape Toivn. · .. · · · · 
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mark_et and the fact that each company usually sells under mor e 
than one label. · In giving the vie-vrs of the Marketing Council 
with re·gard to the ov'erseas marketing of South African canned 
fruit and vegetables, Dr • . M ~ .S .• du Toit, Secretary for 
Agriculture suggested ·that the main problem 11 

••• · vli th over seas 
marketing, as put to the Marketing Council, is the tendency 
to cut prices. It is also said that the great variation in 
quality of the South African products and the numerous t r ade ­
marks under whiGh they are marketec1 overseas, harm the 
effective exploitation of the export markets . An intensive 
advertising campaign for South Afr ican products as a group, 
for instance, cannot under these circumstances be effective. 11 ll 
Meanwhile , the Sout h.African pineapple has to compete with 
pineapples and canned fruits from other countries which are 
extensively advertised. Australia, for instance, .has only 
t-vr9 exporters of canned· pineapple , 90 per cent of which goes 
under one label . In addition , the Australian industry was 
receiving substantial ·assistance from the government to pro­
mote the overseas selling of pineapples .· This was done in 
the form of a 7t per cent promotional al lowance to the buyer, 
who then decides to what use he is going to put it . The 
results were apparently most successful . Reliable sources 
indicate that the sale of Australian canned pineapple 
increased eleven times during the first six months of 1959 
compared with a similar period during the previous year. 
South African sales, on the other hand, were down by .130,000 
cases. 

With the exception of a small canner who produces 
mainly for the local market , all the canners questioned wer e 
unanimous in saying that the South African canned product 
could never be sold under one label . · Numerous reasons were 
put forward, but it centred mainly around quality variations 
between the pr.oducts of the various canners and the 
established prestige of certain labels in the export market. 
In March l960'it was reported that the buyers of canned fruit 
in London vrent mainly for 1 top brands 1 

, especially those 1vhich 
are being advertised.l2 South African canners apparently 
also did well , but emphasis has been on buyer ' s labels - 11 a 
fact 1.vhich must be taken as a s-ign that some buyers a re 
heading the boycott threat and are g~tting rovnd it by means 
of the 'Empire Produce 1 style on the label" .lj .lfiJith limited 
shelf- space in every grocery shop , the buyer 1-vill. limit his 
stocks of canned fruit to those brands which are likely to 
have been impressed on the minds of consumers by means of the 
various advert i sing media . 11 Television 1 spots 1 , large news­
paper adve:r:t:isements and hoardings all over Bri tain make it 
impossible not to know about the Australian cans . A South 
African in Brita~n has to search a little bit

4
to see signs of 

advertising the fruit from his own count·ry. 11 1 

Fresh pineapples · exported 

The pattern of demand for South African pineapples 
exported as fresh f.rui t is similar to that of canned pine ­
apples in that it stem.~ mainly from the United Kingdom . 

--·-----------------:-··----8~1-=.:. ~ . ... . ! 
11 . Select Committee .Report, Op. cit. p . 7. 

12~ Food Industries of South Af~icq,, March 1960," p . 22 . Odhams 
Press, Cape Town-.-

13 . Ibid . 

14. Eastern Provtnce Herald, September 22, 1959. 
· .. 
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Since. 194-8 there has been a tremendous increase ir, the export 
of fresh pineap.ples from the Union. It j,s shoym in .Table 95 
that the first p1aj or increase occurr.ed pe,tween 1949 and 1950, 
follmved by another. in the foll owing year. Exports . continued 
to increase. up to ·1953,. but then suddenly decreased -by about 
4o per cent. · Since t.hen little fluctuation has been shown, . 
although there · is a noticeabl·e downward drift. The increase 
in exports after 1948 was likely to have been prompted by a 
considerable increase ·:in the per unit value of fresh pine.­
app-les ,for expor-t. · Between 1948 and 1951 the value per 
hu.'ldred pounds of fresh pineapples exported had doubled. 
For the following six years values continued at a high l evel 
and showed relatively little fluctuation; it never varied by 
more than £0.3 per hundred pounds of fresh.fruit exported. 
In 1957 , however, there was a sudden ~ecline of £0.7 from the 
values · for the previous year. The decrease con~inued through 
1958 and 1959, and during the latter year , values were £1.1 
lower_ than during 1956 - the lowest since 1948. . 

Table 95 

QUANTITY AND VALUE OF FRESH PINEAPPLES EXPORTED FROM THE 
·---· UNI9N OF SOUTH AFRIQh_~8 - 1952 . 

Year ________ _Q_-g,£3-nt it y Value Value ~E?r 100 lbs . 
£ boo £ lbs. ooo 

1948 156 3 
1949 119 3 
1950· : 2 ' 581 89 
1951 9,1~7 325 
1952 9,755 334 
1953 10,810 385 

··1954 6,224 224 
1955 6,673 244 
1956 5,391 18tr-
1957 . 5,294 143 
1958 7,831 188 
1.2.22..:__ ____ --.~.-7 .... , ...;_06:;;._4 ___ lli --

1.8 
2.7 
3.5 
3.6 
3.4 
3.6 
3.6 
3.7 
3.4 
2.7 
2.4 
2.3 

* Pr eliminary 

Source: Departm~nt of Custqms and Excise, Pretoria 

Information i s not ava ilable on the proportions of · 
fresh pineappl·es from South Afr ica whj_ ch went to the Uni teq _·· 
Kingdom before the war, but during the war exports ceased . . 
altogether for six consecutive years . As this period coin­
cif. es with a time when no fresh pineapples were imported 
i nto the United Kingdom, it leaves the impression 'that , even. 
before the war, South Africa was highly dependent on the · 
Br ifish mar ket for the sale of fresh pineapples . Af.ter the 
war, it 1vas not until 1950 that· South Afr i ca began to- export 
s i gnificant quanti t i es, and in that year ·Britain took: 91 p.er 
cent of the total pack - Table 96. During 1948, exports ' were 
maifl.l.y. to other African countries such as Rhodesia, and to 
North A~erica . In 1949 Africa still took the largest 
proportion of fresh export?, but the remainder now went to 
the Continent of Europe r ather than America. In 1951 the 
percentage sent to the Unit~d Kingdom had increas~d to 98 pe~ 
cent of the total, and has since remained above 90 per cent 
1qi th the exception of 1956, when it fell to 87.6 per cent. 
Since 1950, when the rest of Africa went i nto second p~~ce as 
a sales area for fresh pineapples fron: the Union , it has 

· ·~etained · ••••• ; · 



reta i ned i ts relative pos ition, but purchases wer e insignifi­
cant compar ed with the quantities bought by Great Br itain. 

Table 96 

EXPORT OF FRESH PINEAPPLES FROM THE UNION OF SOUTH 
--- -AFRfcAF'oR-THifPER-:fon T91+8 To 1959 : 

Destination 
·United Continent Continent North Other 

Year Ki ngdom of Africa of Eur9~~ America CoU.ntries Total 
thousand pounds 

1948 0 49 0 31 1 81 
1949 0 34 21 4 0 59 
1950 2 ,282 182 0 0 44 2 , 508 
1951 8·, 793 126 0 0 69 8 , 988 
1952 9",480 107 0 0 72 9 , 659 
1953 10,443 161 0 0 76 10,680 
1954 5 , 736 253 0 0 77 6,066 
1955 6,296 261 38 2 77 6 , 674 
1956 Y: , 7?4 265 -313 0 89 5,391 
1957 4 2787 390 12 0 105 5 ,294 
1958 7,280 488 3 0 60 7,831 
1959~.-- 6 ,~82 ___ _2}_2_~ 5 0 ____ 63 7 , 062 

~otal ___ 66 ;lQ3__ 2 , 828 3..2_L ___ __31_ ____ ___2.13_. 20 ,223 
Per Per P.e:r Per ' Per Per 
.cent cent c_ent cent ____Q_~nt cent 

1948 0 60 . 5 0 38.3 1 . 2 100. 0 
1949 0 57.6 35. 6 6 . 8 0 100.0 
1950 91 . 0 7. 3 0 0 1 . 7 100.0 
1951 97 . 8 1 . 4 0 0 0. 8 100. 0 
1952 98 . 1 1 .1 ' 0 0 0. 8 100. 0 
1953 97:8 1 . 5 0 0 0.7 100. 0 
1954 9~ . 5 4 . 2 0 0 1.3 100. 0 
1955 94. 5 3 . 9 0 . 6 0 1 . 2 100. 0 
1956 87 . 6 4 . 9 5 . 8 0 1.7 100.0 
1957 90 ~4 7.4 0 . 2 0 2 . 0 100.0 
1958 93 . 0 6 . 2 0 0 o. 8 100.0" 
1252* _21 .~-- -- 2-3 0 . 1 0 0. 8 lQQ&._ 

Average _ _ 24 !l __ _h o ___ -· o . 6 . _o ._q_ _1_._0 100.0 

* Preliminary 

Source ~ Calculated from information supplied by the Department 
of Customs and Excise, Pretoria . 

Unl~ke the position regarding canned pineapples, 
South Africa has been supplying a major propor tion of the 
total intake of fresh pineapples by the Uni ted .. Kingdom market , . 
especially since the war . From inform~tion contained in 
Table 97 it vlill be noticed that South Africa seldom supplied 
more than 30 per cent of the total quantities of fresh pine­
apples imported into the United Kingdom before the Second World 
War . Large quantities were then supplied mainly by the Azores. 
During the 1.var ,- the United Kingdom impor ted no pineapples 
whatsoever . In 1946 imports again started on a small scale, 
but increased tremendously in the following year due to a 
large consignment received from the United States . In 1948 
there were ~g~~n no imports, but small supplies arrived in 
1949 and thereafter increa sed to a level considerably higher 
than before the war. Of the total imports , South Africa 
supplied 19 per cent in 1947 and _47 per cent during 1950. In 

1951 •• •. .! 
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1951, however, South Africa's share of the market suddenly in­
crJased to more than 80 .per cent of the total. It remained 
atove 80 per cent _for the following three years, but then 
1ecreased by more than 12 per cent bet·reen 1955 and 1957. 
In 1958 it was again slightly ab_ove 80 per cent. 

Table 97 

UNITED KINGDOM "IMPORTS ·oF FRESH PH:3APPLES FROM SOUTH AFRICA 
~-AS J!:-~PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL PINEAFPLE~IMPORTS, --1928-1958 

- -- -------=-- ---..:.-:----,...--
Tonnage .from Total tonnage Imports from South 

Africa as ~er cent 
of total 

Year South Africa imported ' 
- -- ------- -------~- ---::---;-\. thousan0. tons; 

1928. 
1929 
1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
1934-
1935 
1936 
1937 
1938 . 
193.9 
1940 
1941 
194=2 
19l1-3 
1944 
1945 
1946 · 
1947 
lq48 . 
1949 
1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1"957 

. ' 

0.3 2.3 
0.5 2.8 
0.3 2.9 
0.2 3.3 
0.4 3.4 
0.6 2.9 
0.8 2.7 
0.8 2.9 
0.9 2.3 
0.4 2.0 
0.6 2.9 

0.5 0 . 8 

0.3 
1.0 5.3 

0.2 
1.0 2.1 
4.0 4.7 
4.4 5.1 
5.0 5.6 
2.9 3.4 
3.0 3.7 
2.Y. 3.3 
2 .2 3-. 2 

14.1 
18.5 

9.4 
6 '~4 

11.6 
22.0 
30.2 
26 .5 
38.1 
17.6 
20.7 

62.5 

18.9 

:47.6 
85.1 

.86.3 

.89.3 

.85.3 
81.1 
72.7 
68.7 

_ _1_25JL _____ ..:....:..=::...-..-------"-=----- _ __;:;;_;;;..::......<:...__ __ 4.1 5.1 80.3 

Source : Comm9nwealth Economic Committee, Fruit, Op. cit. 

The increasing importance o:f South Africa as a 
supplier of fresh pineapples to the United Kingdom is clearly 
illustrated in Figure 12 on the follmving page. The area 
bet1ifeen the base line and the graph depicts the quanti ties 
stipplied by South Africa and how far it falls short of the 
total intake which equals 100. 

Out side the United Kingdom, South t'lest Africa and 
the Rhodesias constitute the most important markets for fresh 
pineapple exports from ·South Africa . · Large quantities were, 
ho~rever, exported to l\Test Germany during 1956 . 15 Table 98 
contains a list ._. o~ countries that have been importing large 

_._._._, --'--------------q;;:J..u=an t tt i es •.••• • I 

15. ·Full · details of the quanti ties of f resh _pineapple exports 
_ ov~r the last ten years are recorded in Appendix IV to­
gether wit h the country of destination . 
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given increase in real income for the poorer section of the 
po~mla.tion will therefore lead to a more signif icant change 
tn the pattern of consumption as compa.·red with the rest of the 
population • 

. , .. · · The . aggregate supply for food is .equally inelastic 
in t he S.hort-rup.. This is due prima~ily to .t~ree reasons~2 

. . . . 
a) the amount of land, labour-and money on. the . av~rage f.qrm ' is 

more· or less fixed in the · short-r~, . ' 
.. 

b) factors of production , i . e ., land l~bour and capital 9 used 
for the production of food -.and fibre, canno:t easily be 
shifted from their present uses , 

c) farming is not merely a business , but is also a.way of 
life, and the farmers are often reluctant to respond to the 
changes of the price mechanism; es pecially when it amounts 
to moving out of farming as· opposec'l to adjusting production 
to another commodity. · 

. To meet the ever-inc r easing demand for food as a 
r esult of population and real income increase.s, f armers must 
r el '' on the adoption of new and improved farming techniques 
and. ·.on increas ing the area under production . The latter. 
method used to be dominant during the days· .o:f the Great Trek, 
but to-day South African farmers must rely more and more on · 
improved technology for larger production . 

The cause of agricultural price fluctuati ons would 
appear to be a r~sult of the ceaseless race between the 
ag .sregate supply of, .and the aggregate demand f or, fa rm 
products; a ra.ce betvmen population growth and real income 
changes on the one hand, and the development of new la4d 
anri technology on the other. This is not a movement aro-qnd 
a given point, but a dynamic movement of su_pply and demand. 
around a constantly changing equilibrium level. The movement . 
is caused, not by supply or demand alone, but by both, each 
reinforced by different and unrelated facto r s. The myth in 
agricultural economics is the belief that these forces can be 
controlled and that prices will at some time be stable . In 
reality, farm priqe~ will always fluctuate, but something can 
be done to lessen the -burden caused by the often extreme nature 
of these fluctuations. 

To-day it 'has become the responsibility of society 
to protect those of its members who suffer as a result of 
economic maladjustmen~, whether it be deep depression or 
violent inflation. Any such help given to curb the 
fluctuations of agricultural prices, provided it is agreed that 
t he market should not be allowed 11 to. play itself out freely" , 
must not lose sight qf the main function of price 11 

••• to 
ration avai-lable supplies of goods . between -vrould-be buyers , 
an~ to allocat~ the various factors of production to those 
goods which are most demandeq".3 The l oss resulting from a 
l ess than optimum combination of resources in ag r icultur e 
cannot .easily be determined and probably b,as little signifi­
cance for the individual .farmer . It is .felt mainly by society 

. . 

----~---------- ·---~~~~·~~--~~~-
2 . ~ochrane, Op. cit . p . 44. 

3 . Cohen·, !L · :..~he Ecohom:;i.Q of Agricult ure; p.l6-5·. · · Cambridge 
. · · Uni versi tv Press, 1955. . . .· .: . 
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as a whole in so far as it will lack the benefit of additional 
want~d farm products. The most desirable .form of interfer­
ence will therefore be the one that allows a certain amount qf 
flexibility ~o that prices ma y continue to function in the 
allocation of resour·ces and justice be done to both the 
consumer and producer. 

The demand for any one variety of food is usually 
more elastic than the demand for all food. .The lim~ted 
capacity of the individual . will ·not allow him to consume 
larger quantities of all varieties of food indefinitely, buthe 
will be able to substitute more of one variety for less of 
another. For a while a person can stop eating all other 
varieties of fooct and live on pineapples alone. For many 
people in most countries, however, pineapples are a luxury 
and, even should they desire to do so, they will not be able 
t o . make them part of their regular diet . If circumstanS!es. 
shouid then arise 1.-rhereby restrictions have to be placed on 
the overall consumption of food, pineapples are l-ikely to be 
one of the first varieties to be affected. On the other 
hand, when these restrictions are again lifted, the consumption 
of pineapples is likely to increase proportionately more than 
some other varieties of food, e . g . bread, which may in fact 
decrease . 

This is exactly what happened before and after the 
Second ~v'orld \-Jar . There was the curious coinci·dence of .a 
simultaneous decrease in supply and demand . ::-Test ern European 
countries discontinued the importation of pineapples at much · 
the same time that the war in the Far East destroyed large · 
plantations in Malaya and Formosa. After the war when 
restrictions were lifted, particularly in Great Britain, 
supplies were generally limited and prices increased. 

Any measure devised for the control of the pine ­
apple industry in South Afr ica is inevitably faced with the ' 
addit iona l burden of trying 4o regulate the forces of supply 
and demand in a market falling outside the jurisdiction of the 
legislation under which it was instituted. As such, its ta13k 
of reducing pineapple price fluctuations is infinitely more 
difficult. 

The controvers~ver control 

Widespread opposition has been voiced to·control in 
South African agriculture both before and since\the passing of 
the Marketing Act in 1937. . J;,n a report published i n 1934-, · 
the Commission of Inquiry into Co-operation and Agricultural 
Credit found itself unable to support the principle .of selling 

. agricultural produce through one channel by means of boards •of 
control . 11 The Commi ssion is of the opinion that the 
competitive marketing system , although in its applic~tion in 
South Africa not free from undesirable features , has proved 
its elf capabl e of fulfill ing the functions of marketing 
eff.Wiciently and the Commission feels that assisted and 
strengthened by co- operative ·marketing organisations · of . 
~roducers, 1 ~he system holds proii).iS e of even greater efficiency 
ln future.~~ vfuere l arge proportions of the final product 
were involved in international trade, the .. Commission felt that 

.. 
a •••. • I · 

4-. Report of t ·he Commission of Inquiry into Co~operation and 
Agricultural Credit, Op. cit. p.2~. 
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a local board of control would not be effective in controlling 
e i t (J.·er _·supply or :pr-ice: on ;·the fore·i :gn market: "·•·· it is ·· ·. 
clearly· ·trrtpos si ble· to cont·ro·l ·'world p: oduct.ion . · On : the.· · .. · ~ 
su·pply s·ide_ it ·is ·1.rorld rpro·duction an( not the production of 
in0 ividua~ countries which determines ·price. Countries that 
have attempted ·to -cont·r.·ol price throu·:h cont·rolling supply, 
h.:J.ve invariably been the losers. 11 5 . . . . · ... 

' · ··. : A part "(rom more detailed scrutiny of specific 
marketing schemes, other criticism of control generally echoed 
the ll Laissezfaire11 theme of the Commission Is report. 6 Contr.ol 
schem·es for various agricultural prod.n cts, especially i"f not 
v.rell co-O'rdinated, can greatly hinder the use and adjustment 
of resources into mo·re productive avenues. 

In spite· of the -report of ')·.n.e ·cotnmission on Co­
operation and Agricultural Credit in 1934 and other criticisms 
of control' the Union Is -Marketing Act was passed in 1937' b·eing 
an adaptation· from similar legislatio·-... passed earlier in the 
nineteen thirties · in .Britain, Canada and Holland . "In the 
Union, as in these and 'other countries, .the legislation was the 
out come of a long-felt desire . by farmers that they be given an 
improved bargaining power · in the sale of their produce. When · 
nererou·s primary producers have -to sel l to the limited number 
of pri~ary buyers, or in competition t o individual consumers, 
tteir position is as we~k as that of employees contracting 
inchvidually with · large. employers. '2~he c9.evelopm€mt has 
consequently been towards ' t h e closed shop and collective 
1xirgainiq.g in the inctustrial field anc towar.ds · the grant of · ::. 
statutory p9wers for organis.ed marketing in agricult~re."7 

The passing of the·Marketing Act did not end the 
con troversy about cbntrol. · ·In ··l943 a Distribution Costs 
Co·nmission·was appointed .to investigate, a'mongst other things; 
11 

••• thE? desirability or otherwise of maintaining or extend­
ing the existing control of private enterprise, with special 
reference to the question of .prices aud the maintenance of 
reasonable · standards of service to thn public, more par­
ticuJarly in relation ~o the· post-war period, and to make 
such r~commehdat~ons ~n,_reg~rd to matt~rs ·~f?r~said as it . 
may deem fit" . d I n·· reportlng on the feaslblllty of control 
schemes for agriculture, the Commission stated that tne mere 
fact of controversy between 'control' or ' private enterprise ' 

------·------ - .. -. ------·- -- · - -- _r_~n_gg_:r;_s ___ • ..::_._:.w/ ___ _ 

5.~ : R,e.l2ort of the Commission of Inquir? · into .Q.Q..~..Q.12.eration and 
· P:,giicultural Credit; Op." cit . p . l5 .. · · _. .· 

6. Richards~ c . s • ..:. " Subsidies·, Quota:..;, 'l'ari~fs and the Excess Cost 
of Agriculture in South Africa. 11 'ihe South African Journal 
of Econc:>mics, September 1935, V?l .• J , No . 3~ ·. 

Leslie , R . et. al ~ - "Econo~ists' Protest" · - _.;>ou~h ·p..frican 
;r o_~_!'n~-~ of Econ'omics, ·March 1938. · . , : · · · . · 

• , • ~ •' • , r 

Tinley , J.M. _:· 1.rControl : pf Agriculture in South. Africa'.n 
.:South African Jburn~l of; Economics , Septembe r 1940~ , . · .. 

7 . I}epor t of the National Mark'et·in·g Cm.mcil 04 the Marketing 
Boa rds, 1938746·, p.l, U .. G.27, 1947, Cape Times Limited, 
Cape Town ,. 1947. 

' · 

2 . Distribu~ic;m Costs ~mf!_l_i~s.i.o_n, Op. ~it . p.l. 
• '~ • i 

: .. 
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render s any dogmatic assertions dangerous and unreaso.nable .• 
They therefore took it as their aim to ref:rafn f .rom adopt ing 
the doctrines of arij particular school~ · 

. . 
In making their final recommenqation on the 

Marketing Act -, the Commission said : 9 · 

11 i) that the Mar keting Act as a pi ece of enabli ng 
l egisl ation should be r etained; 

ii) that all schemes pr omul gated under the Act should 
have for their object not only the promotion of 
healthy and stable agricultural enterprise , but in 
car rying out .. this policy the fullest consideration 
should be given to the nutritional needs of the 
peopl e; 

iii) that in general the attainment of thi s last 
objective' n ecesiitates and justifies a greater 
degree of state regulation and control over the 
marketing ~pd distribution of food, than is called 
for when ·dealing with commodities less basically 
necessary to the peopl e ." 

The .Marketing Act, according to the Commission, should, ho\lrever, 
not be regarded as the producers ' Magna Charta . 11 ~t seems to 
us that _if the control _ board :system is to make a real con­
tribution. to the nationa l ·welfare in the f uturs it should 'be 
regar ded and organised as .an instrument to serve the ends of 
the consumer as faithfully as that of the producer ."10 This 
nobl e. aim of the Commission ·set for control boards is not 
act11ally ' realised, for · 11 

• . •• when we strip all the gimmicks and 
trappings from marketing programs and get down to what they · 
are really supposed to do, we fi.q.d that their 'Qasic _j ob is to 

make more money for the farmer •. The consumer i,s· _given . 
nodding recognition in passing, but it is the farmer ' ~ profit 
which is the main thing to be improved by the program . 
Whether this is right or wrong is another question, but is 
something which should be borne in mind. In :fact,_ the title 
of the Agricultural Enabling Act might be rephrased to read; 
an Act to enable farmers to make mpre money . "11 

A control board u..r1der th'e Marketing Act would have 
no control over the dis.posal of the processeq pineappJ_e in the 
overseas market, unless the board acquired its own canneries . 
In evidence before the S~lect Committee on the Export of 
Canned Fr uits and V-egetables . it . was suggested that, f or a 
control board to be effecth:e, _it mu~t have pm.vers to control 
the market~ng and handling of. fruit from the moment it leaves 
the f arm until it i s purchased by . the consumer, 1Y'hether as . 
fresh or processed fruit. 11 1tJ'e would like to furnish furth'er 
info~mation to you in r egard to our sugge~tio.n that the 
Marketing Act be amended so as t o make provision for a .control 
board to exercise control over the marketing of· canned 

---- ---...----,- -- products • ••• • ! 

9. Distribution Costs Commis sion , Op . cit. p.33 . 

10 . Ibid. 'p . 32 . 

11 . Hoos, Sidney - The _Marketing Program; the basic problem . 
Address a t the 'symp'osium on ·ma'rketing, sponsored by the 
Committee for the I mprovement of the Marketing. of 
lJJashington Agricultural Products, at the Univers'ity of 
washington, Seattle , Washington, March 22, 1957. 
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prod~cts overseas, because we are convinced that such a control 
board~ if correctly constituted," will be of· greater value· for 
both canner and produ cer, than a board· constituted on. the 
lines of that of Australia." l 2· Other witnesses expressed . 
their doubts regarding the ability of a control board to handle 
and solve the problems of marketing t he South.African canned 
pack overseas. 11 We can produce the ·fruit and put ·it into a 
can, but we cannot tell the consumer 11hat he is going to pay 
for it and when he is going to eat it."l3 In other words, 
1·rl':·.en a particular variety of f ruit is sold on a · forei gn 
market ~gainst the competition of that same variety of fruit 
from other countries (or, overseas and locally, against com­
petition from other varieties of fruit), i t is unl ikely that 
the channelised selling of that fruit will eliminate price 
fluctuations . There is the .possibility, however, that it 
!light enable the South African product to compete more 
effectively . As long as these fluctuat ions continue in the 
price of the processed article on the overseas market, they 
ilrill be ·r .elayed to the farmer through the ma~keting system 
and , because of the marketing margin, be more severely felt 
by him. · 

With the conflicting views expressed in evidence 
before it, the Select Committee was r eluctant to r ecommend 
a~y change in the legislation at pre$ent governing the over ­
sea s marketing of South African canned fruit .and vegetables . 
T>,c Committee felt that the recommendr.tion to establish a 
control board for the canning industr~' under the Marketing Act 
of 1937, f ell outside the scope of its terms of reference. 
Ho~vever, the Committee thought it desirable . "-••• · that it be 
reconstituted as a commission of enquiry during ·the recess to 
investigate all aspects of the canning of fruits and vegetables 
in the Union, as well as the system of marketing and distrib-. 
utio~ of fruit and vegetables, either canned or intended for · 
canning, and make recqmmendations rega rding the measures ·to be 
taken to assure the · order ly marketing of South African canned 
fruit and vegetables on market?· outside the Union;· and not 
only overseas.nltf. · 

A pineappl e control board 

Although no results of such an inquiry are yet 
available , pineapple farmers , through a . sub~committee of the 
So:uth African Agricultura:l_ Union, have thought'it desirable to 
request tha. t a control board for pineapples under ··the · Market­
ing Act be . instituted . Such a boar d would have complete con­
trol over the marketing of the fresh product, both locally and 
overseas; including the sale qf fresh fruit to the canners, 
but not the sale of th~ processed. pr oduct on the external or 
local market , except in so far as · it may have been processed 
under the· auspices of the board i tself. : 

It is important to ·emphasise that a . c6ntrol board, 
i n itself, is only a device or tool 1-Jhich does ·not. 
automatically. provide solutions to marketing problems. "As . . \ . . 

---'Wl=·:....;:t=h:.....~ .!.. ••• I 

12 . Report of the Sel ect Committee Qa ~he Export of Canned 
Fruit and Vegetables, Op . cit. Evidence by Mr . G. H. 
TtJqitehead , p.l.OO. 

13 . Ibid . Evidenc~ by Mr. E . M. G~nt? p.llO. 

14. Ibid.' p . vii . 
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with other tools, the effectiveness and results of such a 
.marketing program depends · on ·the .. s·kiil..l and judgement of the 
operators and 'the nature of t -he · problems involved. "15 
Broadly speaking, control boards under the Marketing Act can 
make use of a number of provisions contained in the Act for 
the achievement of their objectives . The main elements of 
these prpvisions are usually connected 1vi th the control of 
voiume, · p.rice, quality, size, :grade, packing; advertising and 
sales promotion; research and the pr,bhihi tion of unfair trade 
practices. In the next few pages an attempt will be made to 
evaluate each one of these provisions as a possible way · of 
diminishing price fluctuations and increasing the returns of 
the pineapple producer . 

a) Volume Control ~ 

11 In general, the smaller the proportion of a 
commodity covered by an order, the less effective the program 
will be in raising prices .'' 16 It has been shown that, apart 
from South Africa producing only a small percentage of the 
world's total ·supply of pineapples, this supply cannot be 
absorbed locally. South· Afriba~ therefore, haS to · compete 
directly· with other producers of pineapples in a highly· 
competitive market. The fea!?ibility of ·controlling the 
volume of local production in order to restr-ict the quantities 
on the open market for pineapples, is thus doubtful. vJhere 
the local market consumes the bulk of both the · fresh and the 
.canned product, it 1-TOUld be more feasible to increase prices 
through the restriction of quantity . · 

. It muc:ot be remembered, ho·.vever, that the competition 
for pineapples from one source of. suppl v in any given market 
is not necessarily onlv the pineapples from another source 
coming to the same market. Pineapples have a·lready been 
called an impulse product and, as such, fac.e ·competition from 
all other f_rui ts in the rush for a la·rger· share in the con­
sumer's food expenditur e . On the assumption, then, that a 
large proportion of the local crop is consumed on the local 
market as either ·fres h or canned fruit·,- any ·limitation of the 
yolume that leads to an increase .. in : pric.e · should only be 
undertaken after the most careful consideration. The 
slightest increase in the price for pineapples paid to the 
producer, which is also reflected in the price ,1h,ich the · ·con­
sumer has to pay, immediately increases the competition of 
pineapples with all other fruits, which · i _s J.J .. k .ely ·to result in 
a decrease in purchases which will more than offset the 
benefit to be derived from an increase in price. In other 
words, the . demand curve for pineapples is likely to be 
ext~emely .elastic in most markets so that . any increase in price 
is likely · to lead to a substantial decrease· in· the quantity 
the consumer will be prepared to buy at a particular price. 

The success of volume control or restriction will, 
on the other hand, . also depend on whether.' t-he decrease in price 
which aroused the need . for volume c'ohtrol was due to a decrease 
~n .- demahd and· whethe'r this decrease wa·s t :empora.ry or ·permanent, 
or vlhether it was due to oversupply. · .. '11 Restriction is· 

economically ••••• / 

15. Hoos·, Sidney - Agricultural Marketing Orders and Agree-
ments; The.ir Ob.iectives, Operations and Results . A state-
~eht prepared at the reques t of the North Carolina Bankers 
Assoc.iation. 

16 . Ibid. p . 2 
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economically unsound as a means of meeting a peri)lanent . d~cl:;i.ne 
ir;t the demand for . the product of a particula~ .industr·y _ dur,ing 
tlmes of -general prosperity, and is more than 'likely .to .... 
intensify the· difficulties of the inevitable readjustme.nt o;f 
resource~; 'but in t imes of general depression ·it rnay be 
justifiable until general recovery is under way, sinc_e . in the 
dePths of a depression the readjustmerit of tesources will. 
probably . present the maximum of difficulty. · Restriction is 
economically sound, as a means of meeting a femporary decline 
in the demand for the product of a particul'ar· industry, both · 
·during times of general prosperity and of gener al depression, 
provided that no substantial proportion of the productive 
capacity is in an advanced stage of obsolescence, this proviso 
being of special importance if there is · any tendency towards 
excess capacity before the demand declines . Restriction can 
at no time be a cure for troubles arising :from excess capacity, 
unless the productive technique of the industry in the widest 
sense of the term is virtually stationary- a ~ condition which 
is nmvadays most unlikely to be fulfilled."l7 . . - · · 

Viewed in its true perspective, it does not s .<?.em .as 
if the control· of the volume qf pineapple production in South 
Africa is likely to benefit the producer at any time in 'the -
near f uture . It is more likely that foreign exchange may be 
lost to the country .as a result of volume control in a highly. 
competitive market .• .. Reflecting on the factors which influence 
the degree of financial s~ccess in farming, it Wil l be remem­
bered that price, in ~pite of being at · a lo~ le~el at the time 
of th~ survey, appea~ed to be less important .at .this stage than 
some · other factors such as size and the erivi·ronment in which 
production is taking place." The decrease in price "'rhich 
occurred. over the last few years will tend to eli]Tlinate the 
more ' marginal ' producers . The r esul't of this. Y4Jl . be that 
t hose remaining are likely to be 1 intra-marginal' producers .. 
who can continue production at a low :price and still sh_m'" a . ... 
handsome profit. This will strengthen the competitive 
position of the pineapple canning industry on th~ overseas. . 
market; an industry i•li th a product which· makes · it . vi tal to· k~ep 
its share of the market rather than to risk losing it ' by . 
increasing price through artificial means . · ·. ~ec~use qf· its 
dependence on the overseas market, South Afriqa .cannot afford 
t o keep pineapple farmers in production in areas, or under 
conditions, which are not suited for the production of the 
product . · .. 

b) · Qua.l:i ty Control : 
.i 

· The :impor~ance of. quality .control ih ) =1. highly com:"" 
petitive market 'cannot be .overemphasised and ·it is equally' 
important that each ·grade, whether it be determined on the 
basts of size or maturity,. should reflect real differences in 
consum-EH'S 1 preferences. This applies equally to fresh and 
canned fruit. 

. Canners 'in the Eastern Cape were on t he who;Le .. _ 
agreed that the processing of. pineapples is adversely affected 
by irr'egularities qf qual~.ty fr.om season to season . ·-T_he .. 
v~rious grades of fruit should be clearly defined by a board 
oJ' control and payment should be made according to the grade 
o: the fruit at the ti.me of delivery. In some circles there 
i$ the .·feeling that a rigid standard for fruit is undesirp.ble 
a~-:c shou~d be adjusted from s~ason to season depending .on .. 

' , ... 

--------- _____ _.__-=-----"'c:;.::l=-=i=mSl tic •.•• · • • I ,.,.---

17. Rowe , J.W. F. - Markets and Men, p . 216, Cambridge University · 
Press , 193 6. 



- .163 - . 

climati.c :conditions. 11 The climatic conditions in New Zealand 
and A ustr.aliq. are. Yf?ry . . :?imilar t.o those· in South< Africa. It 
i s theref.Qr e o'ften the · case that .. drt)ught conditions.· occur in 
all thr.ee o.f these countries in the Southern Hemispher e during 
the same season • . The product.s .of all thr ee .countries are. 
theu no.t . of. the highest quality, bu-t it is possible to sell. 
them , a~ ·consumers are prepared to buy ~such products in the 
absence of. any bette'r product • . For that rea$on it is i mpos ­
sible to ·lay .down a r-ig id standard and say that, if any 
product does not .conform to that standard, it shall not be 
expor ted • . . vie ·. maintain that ·the standards laid down sh ould be 
base.d on market c.onditipns overseas and on the quality of th

8
e 

products of other countr ies _with whom we have to compete."l 

· The wisdom of such a·n approach · to the grading of 
pineapples for canning is doubted • . . The strongest competition 
for South African pineapples does not come from countries in 
the Souther n Hemisphere, nor does. it come from pineapples only, 
as has been pointed out earl ier • . It is neither feasible to 
a r gue that 11 

••• Economic circumstances, however, would simply 
compel. such a person to switch from producing unpopular pro- . 
ducts which cannot be sold to producing pr oducts which it. is 
indeed .possible to s.ell. 11 19 The pineapple industry of ·sC?uth 
Africa cannot affor d the consequences of variation in ·the 
quality of its products marketed upder a label saying ' made in 
South Africa '. Competition is far too keen on the oversea s 
market for that to hanpen. The quality of products sold 
under a b~yer 's label, especially a buyer 's label with gr eat 
prestige value , · cannot simply be varied radica lly from one 
season to the other because the quality of the raw material 
has changed dur ing that p~rticuiar season . Only when South 
Afri ca absor bs the bulk of its own produce, which is wishful 
thinking at present, will such a system of grading be at all 
acceptable , and then not without undesirable consequences on 
the market for this ' impulse product~~ Jn the long-run the 
pineappl e - producing industry is . likely to benefit more by 
assuring .that any local grade compares favourably with a ' 
similar gr ade elsewhere .and that the quality. of that gr ade 
does not vary to any marked ext ent from one season to the next . 
This can l ead to a loss of confidence ' by the consumer in the 
reliability· of qual·ity . standards for Sout~ Afr'ican· ·rruit. 

c) Price Control ~ . 

Fr equent reference has already been made to the ex­
tent of price variation between different consignments of pine­
apples of the same quality durin·g any given season, whether 
it be intended for canning, fresh export , or local fresh con-
sumption . For obvious reasons, it is unlikely that a board 
o:t;' . ~ontrol will be a bl~ to lay down prices for the sal e of 
fresh f r uit ~~ ther loca;Ll.y or overseas. By organiE!ing a pqol 
and inforll!a:ti6n service , however , it would be pos si,ble t·o 
obtain a more equal distribution of pineapples between t he 
markets in the Union and 6\rersea.s and so obtain a more equitable 
price for th~ producer.~ . selling fresh fruit . · 

The board can f ._1:1lfil a va.lua ble furi.ction by assuring 
a fixed price to be paid by canners for the various grades of . 

--·---:--. ~- ~ .... ~. ---~-- -- ------ fruit ••••• / 

18 . Re.port of the Select Committee on the Export of. Canned 
··Fruits andVegetables; June 1957.· -:Evidehce ·by Dr . P . G • 
. 1~ Clus, p . 90, Cape Times .Limited , Cape Town • . 

. ' . 

19 •. Ibid . p. 91 . : . : .. 
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fruit evE.=iry ·season .• · · Such a price would be· dete~riiined · through. 
the negQt·~ation of' '.the merribers . of th.'e 'board r.epresehting' the 
canning ·industry ·?.nd those . repres·enting· _producers.. Although · 
barga~nj,.ng .. ~povTer i ~ likely to be ~n the · hands of the ca_.nrt_ers, 
especlally during times of ov.er-supply or a sl_aekening· oin the 
demand for .the p;rocessed _product,:. it. 1.-.ri~l have _the decided · 
adva.:_ntage_ of forcing al'l ·canners to . pay the ·same price for the · 
various grades .of fruit that 'they_ purchase. Even .though the · 
ra1,r material constitutes only 25 per cent of the cost of the 
processed product, the :_advantage certain canners had during · 
thG recent past of bvyihg pineapples _at bargain prices .-gave 
them a further advarttag.e in the pricing of· their ·product in a 
highly competitive market. The decrease· which ·resulted -in 
the price of the entire canned pack had almost disastrous 
consequences . for the . industry as a whole. . The negotiation of 
a fixed price will not eliminate_ the . possibility of price . 
competition between canners in the consumers 1 market, nor will. 
it stabilise the price paid to the primary producers from · 
season to season • . . 1tJhat ' it will _' do, ,however, is to assure that 
the same · price is paid to every :farmer for a given ··grade of 
pine_apples and limit competition bet't<reen canners to . efficiency· 
in processing rather than ·to the payment of prices exploiting 
the farmer. . This will lead to the reallocation of resources 
in f .arming over a period . of time to the point whe.re the ' . 
indU!;>_try ·w·ill eventually be restricted to those areas most 
sui ted to th~ production of pineapples. This, .tog ether with 
relativ~ly cheap and pl~ntiful labour · supplies anq .a com­
paratively h~gh yield for pine~pples in . ~he more intra- . .. 
marginal . production areas, should enable the pineapple industry _ 
of South Africa to compete favourably I.<Tith other producing .. .. 
areas in the foreseeable · future. · · 

Most recent information about the formation of a 
pineapple· cotitrol board indicates that the _regulation:of price 
between producer . and processor will be the main aim of the 
boa rd. "A representative conference of pineapple growers, 
wh ich met in Pretoriaunder th€1 aegis of the South African 
Agricultural Union's Pineapple Committee, has unanimously . 
a gr eed upon a control scheme under the ·Marketing Act ·, it \·ras · 
announced to~day. The scheme will, in the first place, be · 
limited to pineapples intetided for· processing but, if desired 
by grmifers, it could be extended to include local and ~xport 
fresh fruit ••• To keep operating costs as low as possible, 
i t \.lffiS de~ided that only a small _control board shoul4 be s e t 
up, hav{gg _as its primary function the negotiation of prices 
between growers and _processors.n20 

d) Research ~ 
. •· 

. ,; Most .research pr.oj ects under provisions of a market­
ing ·program ·are of a relatively sh_ort-term b!lsis. , 1.:Jhen the · 
money is providetl by direct assessment .upon the industry~ tbere 
is .a natural desire for prompt result-s •. ·· Most fundamental . · 
research takes a long period or:· time and yiel·qs recorded -~. . . 
results slot-rly. Consequentiy, short-term . research in current 
operatin g problems is more .. sui t e d for a ma r keti.qg program 
pr oject ; howev €1r, .·e ither type of r esear ch is pe rmissib;J_ e under 
authori t y gran.t'ed-.''21 · · · 

• •• \ .., t I ~· Res ea! ch •.•• · •.• ! 

2 0 . East·e:;n .. P rovinc·e :·He.rald,- Port Elizab e-th, . Augu-s t 19_, 1960 • . · 

21 . California· Department. of Agri cul ture , ·Ca liforn ia Agricul­
t u r al Marketing Progr a ms. Bullet in No.1, Vol. XLV, 1 956 • ... 
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. 
Research most needed by the local pineapple industry 

is likely to he. of a long - term nature. It is· not certain 
which ar·eas are. most sui ted to pineapple pro.duction, especial­
ly withi·n given r egions , but it is as much in the interest of · 
the far.mer as it is of a ·control board that pineapples should 
only be produced in those ·areas most ·suited to them . 11 In 
order to get a better understanding of our pineapple growing 
conditions, it is ·of utmost importance that a thorough study :· 
be made of th~ temper ature variations in all our pineapple 
pr oducing provin.ces, and also .the sunshine and rainfall 
conditions because of the possible link between these factors 
and :the . incidence of ~.ranslucency . " 2? 

It is important further that more should be done 
a bout the by-products to be derived from the vmste material at 
local canning factories, and here it is possible to derive a 
lot of benefit from experience in Hawaii. A major problem is 
at present presented by the disposal of ca·nnery 1 1-raste' at 
East London and Por,t Elizabeth . " ••• during the p~~k season 
in East -London over· 1.00 tons of waste is dumped to- day which 
costs the canner about ·6s . per ton to dispose of. It is 
estimated that in the Union to- day some 30,000 tons of wapte 
in total~ . . is .dumped during the peak season of about five 
months . "c3 Canning factories in the Eastern Cape report a 
recovery from the pineapple ·of about 32 per .cent ·without juice. 
and 50 per cent with juice and the rest is classified as waste . 
In Hawaiian canneries , this · ' waste' is turned into ·alcohol, 
vinegar, sugar , bromelain and ·cattle feed. 11 In the pineapple 
cannery of the Hawaiian Pineapple Company something like 8,000 
tons of sugar is obtained from the waste juices, which i~ then 
again used in the syrup for the canning of pineapples . 11 2'T 

Further resear.ch is ·necessar y on the ways and means 
of marketing and shipping pineapples, a recent example of 
which are the experiments made with the dehydrofreezing of 
pineapples at

2
t
5
he lkst~rn Provin?e Fruit Research Station at 

St ellenbosch. Good progress 1s also reported on the develop-
ment of a decortica·t ·ing ·machine to extract fibre from pine-
apple leaves . · 

Whilst most of these research projects are long-term, 
it is essential that a board of control for the industry should 
encourage and finance such research to the maximum possible . 
Care should be taken to avoid any duplication of effort and to 
restrict research mainly to established institutions in order 
to keep costs at a minimum . 

• > 

· ·e) A dverti sing_§._rill_P..romotion ~ .. 

handlers 
The ·cost of 28 marketing programs to ~roducers and 
in California du~ring 1958 .was almost ~7, 000 ;.oo.o. 

---·------=-----------------
22 . Van Lelyveld, Report of Official Visit to Principle Pi.ne­

apple Producing Countries of the World, Op. cit . p . l70. 
. •, .. . . . 

23 . Ibid , p. 178 

24. Ibid .· p . l68·~ 

25. Van der Me~we, B.~ ·B .•. . ~ · "The de.h.yd;r'.Qf:re~~in:g__ of Pineapples". 
Food Industries 9f · Sou:th ,~frl_~, .. ~q.!luary , ... l.96_0 • .:: . . . 
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Of t h is total, $4,635,300, or 67 per cent of the total, was 
allocated to advertising and sales promotion.26 

The advantages to be derived from advertising are, 
theoretica;tly speaking, uncertain. . 11 A ~ ·erious ques·tion is 
involved in the economic analysis of advertising and promotion; 
tha.t is, the lack of an anchor to which to tie the analysis. 
The theoretical developments sketched earlier, as well as most 
treatments of advertising, generally assume, explicitly or at 
times implicitly, that increased sales occur along with · 
increased s~lling costs. Yet, the basis of such an assumption 
is questionable. Samuelson has shown that everi under monopoly 
there is no 'unique effect on equilibrium output· or price when 
selling cost is introduced.· . After his· proof, he writes, 'Thus, 
the direction of change of output depends upon the direction 
of shift of the marginal revenue schedule (upward and dolvnvlard) 
as advertising changes. Now there is· nothing in the formul~ 
of the problem which requires that this shift be of any · 
particular direction. Hence, short of quantitative empirical 
investigations of sales responses to a dvertising no presUmption 
is possible • • • It is not possible, ther~fore, to state · 
vJhether output will be larger or ·smaller under positive ad­
vertising expenditures as compared to no advertising expend-

' , iture. It may be pointed out that the effect of advertising 
upon price is also incapable of unambiguous inference ••• .• ' · 
\hen other forms of market structure are introduced, the issue 
is even more pertinent... From the view of economic prin­
ciples involved, there is the added ques tion as to whether 
t here is something unique about advertising and promoting farm 
products compared with nonfarm or industrial products. Most 
farm products are generally recognised as being relatively 
inelastic in demand with respect to price, as ·having a 
relatively low elasticity of demand vnt h respect to income, . 
and relatively high cross elasticities of demand with respect 
to prices of a wide range of products. Associated with these 
demand characteristics is the fact that, in ·our society· with 
its mores and institutions, 1 the human stomach is highly · 
inelastic' as· evidenced by the stable per capita disappearance 
of f ood in terms of poundage. These a spects lead to the 
viev.r t hat population and its age distribution are the 
varia bles which primarily determine the level of aggregate 
food consumption and that increased per capita consumption 
cf particular foods is highly sensitive to t he substitution 

.principle. 11 2.7 · .. 

It would seem therefore, that whilst a board may 
feel it i s des i rable to advertise, it can never be certain 
about the effectiveness of such advertising. . It is clear 
that it will compete for space in a limited market and, as such, 
mus t persuade the consumer to substitute pineapples from South 
Africa for pineapples from other countries, or, pineapples from 
South Africa for other fruit (and other food), even from South 
Africa. This is assuming, of course, that South Africa will 
continue to market the bulk of its pinea pple product on the 

_ .over s ea s market, particularly in the United Kingdom. · Under 
ex i s t ing conditions it is unlikely that the local market for 
.r.ineap ples can be expanded. to any significan~ extent through . . ' 

. . 
----------------~a~d~v~e~r~t, is~ng ••••• / 

26. Soos, Sidney - The Marketing Program • The Basic Problem, 
Op • cit • p • 9 • 

27. Hoos, Sidney .:.·The Advertising and Promotion of Farm 
Produc t s; Some· Theoreti.cal Is sues. .. Urti versi ty of .. : . 
California, Berkeley. Giannini Foundation Paper No.l74. 
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advertising. In the long-run, however, the income elasticity 
of demand for certain varieties of food in under-developed 
countries, such as South Africa, is likely to be greater than 
was suggested in a previous quotation. As the consumption 
pattern of 'an increasing population is then changed through 
economic development, an ·even greater proportion of the 
domestic production of all . food stuffs, at present. marketed 
overseas, will be consumed locally. The advert.ising of pine­
apples in order to keep pace with the advertising of other 
fruits in ·their competition with pineapples for a given share 
of the consumers' food budget, will only then assum.e major 
proportions on the domestic front. 

To be most effective in advertising the South 
African pineapple abroad, it v.Till be necessary that such .. plans 
be financed by means of uniform industry-wide assessments .. 
which must then be used t ·o advertise one label. If more·· than 
one label has t ·o be advertised, the campaign immediately 
becomes either more costly or less ·effective. A campaign in 
Western Europe to ' eat more pineappl·es' will be less effective 
than a campaign to eat more of a particular brand of pineapple 
from South ·Africa , because of the grea~er elasticity in the 
demand of one brand as compared with the total product, . e . g ., 
it is unlikely that advertising gasoline will induce people 
with motor-cars to travel more, but, the advertising of any 
one brand might induce them .to use that brand rather than 
any other• Similarly, South African pineapples should be 
advertised as a ·brand in competition w~th pineapples from 
other countr ies •. 

The chances of .launching a co-ordinated. program of 
advertising for a South African pineapple is becoming in­
creasingly limited. Apart f r om the fact that canne.rs are 
reluctant to sacrifice the prestige of their individual brands, 
the increasing tendency to sell under buyer~s labels is a 
further restriction. Canners no doubt fear the threat of a 
boycott , and some try their utmost to avoid the present use 
of a label saying ' Produce of the Union of .South Africa '. A 
further complication is the tendency of a more diversified 
market to develop, for the more concentrated the'market is , 
the less complicated and costly it is to carry on a programme 
of advertising and promotion. 

. ... .. 
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Chapter XIIT 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

. It ~ms .the objective of thi s study to investigate 
certa1n aspects of farm .management and marketing. on .comrner­
cial pineapple farms in the Eastern Cape region or" the Union 
c:>f South Africa. Attention :~vas also ·given to the historical 
o.evelopment of the indu,stry in the region of study and the. 
position that South Africa holds as an international producer .. 
of pineapples. 

. . 
The major source of information was a survey of 

pineapple farms conducted during October and November of 1959, 
'·Thich. cover ed the period from July 1958 to June 1959. · Alto­
gether .69 questionnaire.s were complet ed of farms located in a 
narrow strip along the coast about 30 miles wide and 250 miles 
long . Of the 69 farms, 25 were located in the district of 
East London, 21 in ,Bath~rst, 16 in Albany, 3 in Peddie, and 
ti•o ·each in K.omgha and Alexandria. :::-'armers were of the 
opinion that the year under · consideration was above average 
from a climatic :·point of view. They had had .good rains and 
in .most cases. sunburn damage to pineapples: was less than 
usual. · Climatic information from we3.ther stations in the 
area, however, indicated considerable variation between the 
mean minimum and the mean maximum temneratures in the region 
of study, which ·is generally speaking, disadvantageous for 
success·ful pineapple farming . Although the evidence was not · 
conclusive, indications were that tem~erature fluctuations 
were generally less violent in the north-easterly parts of 
the·region as compared with the ,south-west • 

. Historical information was obtained primarily from 
the Cory library at · Rhodes University, although several private 
sources proved valuable. South Africa's position in the 
international market for pineapples was pr~arily determined .. 
with the aid of data contained in publ ications of the Cqmmon­
vTealth Economic Committee and the South African Department of 
Customs and Excise . 

. · It vrould appear that pineapples were planted in South 
Africa long before they were first introduced into the Ea.stern. 
Cape . The industry took root in this area quite by chance. 
Fresh pineapples were imported from Natal for local consumptio~ 
l~til a Bathurst farmer had success with the planting of a few 
tops in his garden a t home . Whether through selection or the 
importation of better planting material from areas other than 
natal , pineapples grown in the Bathurst area 1..rere generally 
regarded as superior to any that were formerly imported from 
lJ?.tal . The limited extent of the local market, the lack of 
adequate transport facilities to the overseas market, and the 
perishability of f r esh pineapples all hindered the expansion 
of the local industry beyond certain l imits. During the 
harvesting season, there was generally a glut on the market 
which led to a disastrous slump in prices, while off-season 
prices were high . It is doubtful wh0ther the Eastern Cape 
pineapple belt had produced more than 50 tons by the turn of 
the century. It was only after the opening of the first 
canning factory in Port Elizabeth dur j_ng 1919 that the 
prospects of the local industry began to improve . 

The large- scale production of pineapples was first 
undertaken by the Schlesinger Organisation on the Langholm 
Estates . It is estimated that, during their peak, these 
estates produced more than 3,000 tons annually . Conditions, 
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however, were not as f avourable for the production of pine­
apples at Langholm as was originally an~icipated and these 
plantations eventually had to make way for cattle gr az ing. 

After the Second ~·Torld Har pineapple farming in 
South Africa in general and the Easter n Cape in particular, 
for· the first time assumed major proportions. Pineapples 
were now being planted in. part s of Bathurst and Albany where 
they wer e formerly never thought of as a commercial crop. · 
The industry also expanded i nto t he East London district , and 
here growth and yields were found to be particularly encourag­
ing. Speculation in land became rife during the decade after 
the war, as the price of pineapples steadily i ncreased and 
reached l evels formerly unhear d of. 

Despite development i n Ea st London and Bathurst, 
most of the canning of pineapples was still being undertaken 
in Port Elizabet h . Canners had to pay more than £2 per ton 
to have the fruit transported by rail between East .London and 
Port El i zabeth · (more than 300 m;iles). ~"lith production levels 
steadily incr eas i ng during the early 1950 ' s, the burden of 
transportation costs became increasingly heavy and it was 
unavoidable that Port Elizabeth factories should open branches 
in East London. Consequently, during 1957 and 1958 . 
respectively , two new canning factories were opened in East 
London. One of the large companies has since decided to 
close down operations in Port Elizabeth altogether and expects 
eventually to draw all its pineapples exclusively from East 
London and vici4ity. Contract holders with the company in 
Bathur s t and Albany have been informed that, dependi ng on 
general overseas market i ng conditions, their contracts with 
the company might not be r enewed on the date of expiry. 

After reaching a peak dur i ng t he 1953/54 season , 
prices paid by the canning industry began to de cline . Those 
fa r mers who had incurred heavy debts in. the. acquisition of 
their properties during peak price periods , we~e now beginning 
to find it incr~asingly difficult ~ to meet interest and princi ­
pal payments. Producers in more marg inal ·areas found that 
the risk .attached to low and uncertaln yields wer e no longer 

· adequately rewarded . After the decline in pri ce levels to a 
· ne1.v low at the time of the .survey, only the mor e conservative 
: newcomers in intra-marginal a r eas , and old established family 
farms, found that they could still remain in production at a 
profitable level . · 

The post - war boom in pineapple prices was prima rily 
the result of a considerable reduction in the production of 
pineapples in t~e far East, which for merly supplied a major 
proportion of aL! ... pineapples imported into the United Kingdom . 
During the war , . f'ood rationing in Britain elimi nated the con-
sumption of pineapples , both fresh and cannedo After the 
war, when these restrictions were lifted , major pre- war 
suppliers were without pineapples artd a low gold and dollar 
reserve made it impossi ble to obtain any surplus which might 
be available in Hawaii. The t1.vo r emaining Commonwealth pro­
ducers of significance , Australia and South Afri ca, then found 
themselves in the enviable position· of selling as much as they 
could at increasing price levels . 1·Ji th a steadily rising 
price level, and optim;istic rumours ·that the future of the 
industry was secure and promised to be brighter than ever , 
South African product-ion increased sevenfold in the 'ten years 
after the wa,r . 

The rapid expansion of production in Australia and 
South Africa , and the equally rapid recovery of plantations in 

. . ' ' 

the •••• • ! 



- 170 -

the Far East m~.de it inevitable that the point of satiety would 
sooner or later be reached in a limited· Bri ti.sh market. . This . 
happened ·shortly before the 1953/54 season. · The reduct.iqn in 
prices, ho"Yrever, COUld not deter the arrival ·Of ever..:.mcreasing 
quant ities from South Africa , Australia and Halaya . The time 
lag of approximately two ·years it takes for pineapples to come 
into production after planting, and t he relatively long 
economic life of both varieties ha~ caused the -steady upward. 
trend in the production of pineapples to continue into the 
pr~sent ·season ·even though prices started to decline during 
the 1953/54 ~eason. · . . .. 

'Since 1950 , the United Kingdom. market· has .been tak.ing 
, increasing quanti ti-es of the South African .canned pinea·p.ple · 

export and almost all the time, more than 90 .per Gen't of the . 
fresh export. Between 1954 and 1957 Great Britain took more 
than 90 per cent of canned pineapple exports, lvhile the re­
~~ining ·percentage went to a multiplicity of countries in 
Africa, 'L'Jestern Europe and· elsewhere . In th_e last two years 
for which information is available, hol·rever, ther e has been a 
steadv decline in the prop.ortion(3 shipped to Great Britain, 
and a larger percenta·ge has gone to Western Europe, particular ­
ly Germany. : As opposed to· canned export, -where South Africa 
i ·s only supplying about. one-third of the total j_mports into 
Great Britain, she has been:: supplying more than _80 per cent of 
fresh imports by Britain~ almost· every year since 1952 • 

.. 
· Information for 1958 

seventh vdth· Cuba in the total 
fourth in ·the known production 
basis , it is supplying 5 . 4 per 
pineapples and 6 . 6 per cent of 
pineapple· .. 

'. ' 

shows that S.outh :Africa r ·anked-
produ<;!tion of pineapples and 
of canned p~neapple. On this 
cent of t -he world total of all 
the known production of cao.ned 

The 69 sample farms visited during t he survey aver ­
aged just over 1, 000 acres in extent each and ·had an average _ 
capital investment of £16,855. O~ly about 8 per cent of the 
lan d area on each farm was planted to pineapples and more than 
80 per cent was classified as grazing or waste . land. Farmers , 
at the time of the survey, thought that they could stil~ in~ 
crease the area planted to pineapples considerably, but the 
f act · that· these lands have not been put to . pinE?apples dur ;Lng :·., . 
periods of exceptionally high prices in the recent . past leaves 
t h e : impression that opportunity costs, or .o.ther . considerations, 
do not make it a feasible proposition,. on the average· farm 
visited during the survey, to plant much more.land to pine~ 
a :9ples . 

Land values in the decade since the .war have 
fluctuated violently in the pineapple belt. It -vras . diffi-
-cult to deter mine exactly when l an9, prices rea.ched a" peak, 
bu t ·i t is clear· that at the time of the .survey, land. values 
had declined considerably in the very recent past and had 
r eached a new low. As a result of these fluctuations, 
far"le·rs were gener ally unable to make· a true assessment of 
the market value of their properties with any· degree of . 
certainty. The general impression wa s gained that t.he.y .. · 
erre d on the high side . 

The debt burden of the farmers were gE?ner~lly heavy. 
Only 20 'farms, constituting 29 per .cent of. the sainple total, 
had no debts ·at all .· More than half of the group without 
debts consi.ste d of farms in Group .A ·tha t d.erived less. than 50 
~er cent of their cash income from pineapples . .The largest 
cl.ebt s and most unfavourable debt r a tios were fm.md 'in the 
c:a se of those farms that derived more than . 90 _per cent of 
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cash income from pineapples (Group C). ~o less than 27 per 
cent of the latter group had a debt ratio of more than 60 per 
cent~ 

Hhite . l~bour on the sample farms ·seldom consisted 
of .mor-e than. the· labour of the operator, with, in some cases, 
help f r om his family . . Hired· ·white labour constituted less 
than 1 per cent of the total labour supply, while total white 
labour const i tuted 5 per · c·ent. Without making any adjustment 
for possible degrees of vari~tion in productivity between 
white and non-white labour, the latter group constituted the 
remaining 95 per cent of the labour supply. The permanent 
male Horker ·and the seasonal labourers account for the bulk 
of non-white labour. Permanent females (not domestic) and 
youths accounted for a remaining ·7 per cent . On the whole, 
Group C farms, or those deriving more than 90 per cent of 
their cash income from pineapples , employed a larger labour 
force than the remainder of the sample farms. This was, of 
course, mainly due to .the employment ·of a ·l a rger number of 
non-whites. This group averageo nearly .five man-equivalent 
more per farm than either Group B or Group· A, both of which 
derived progressively smaller proportions .of cash income from 
pineapples. 

rhe average farmer was a man of approximately 45 
years of age, seldom with education higher than matriculation. 
Seven of the farmers were younger than 30 and eleven were 
older than 60. Twenty per cent of them had n ever been to 
school after . ~tandard six while 15 per cent had been either 
to college or university after matriculation. As may well 
be expected from the ·l_arge number of farms "~Arhich \ifere acquired 
after 1950, an equally large per centage of farmers started 
pineapple production in recent years without any previous 
experience of either pineapple production or farming of any 
kirid. 

Most of the farmers relied on ' other farmers 1 for 
the acquisition of knowledge about pineapple farming, although 
a number had been .in direct contact 1vith the r esearch station 
or technical officers. Fifteen per cent, however, denied 
having obtained any worthwhile information from sources other 
than their own experience . 

The farm houses were generally spacious and 
equipped with a variety of modern facilities, although in a 
number of ca.ses signs of dilapidation vJere obvious . All ·the 
farmers had radios, but only 65 per cent had electricity in 
the house. Nearly 90 per cent had the use of telephones. 
Most of the f a rmers still partook a~tively in some form of · 
sport, while many had cottages at the beach which they used 
during ·1•Teekends . Only six operators were unmarried . 

:Two vari eties of pineapples were graHn, namely, the 
Smooth Cayenne anc1. the Queen of Pines . Most of the ·farmers 
grew a combination of both varieties, but Cayennes accounted 
for 80 per cent· of the total tonnage sold . · Hore than 90 per 
cent of all ·the pineapples ·sold went to canning factories, 
8 per cent was consumed as fresh fruit locally and the 
remainder went as fresh expor t . The sa·le of Queens , however, 
\ifas mare or les-s equally distributed between canning factories 
and local · fresh consumption, with a·bout 3 per cent going as 
fresh export . ·: The importance of the canning industry to the 
pineapple farmer therefore, stems mainly from the predominan-ce 
of Cayennes in the pineapple structur e of the farms and their 
virtua:lly exclusive sale as fruit for ·canning. 
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For the planting of Queens, almost exclusive use was 
made of the parent stump., while mainl~· slips and . tops were 
usec'l for the planting of 6aya.nnes. ;.rost of the plantations 
were laid out on the contour, but a l r-.rge number of farmers 
a l so planted diagonally across or directly down the slope 
uith regular contour f"LJ.rrows to stop the run-off. · Only two 
plP.ntations were laid out on flat lan(2. Both varieties · were 
plante·d in double rol·rs, with alternate spaces of two and four 
feet bebveen the rows and one foot behveen the plants in each 
rmr,<. but a great many farmers stj,ll· pre·ferred the · planting · 
of ~ueens in single rows. In three cases use 1~s made of 
triple rmvs for t he planting of Cayennes. 

The yield varied considerably from district to 
district. Both Queen and Cayenne yields in ~ast London were 
almost double those in Albany. Although a l a rger percentage 
of 'pineries in East London are likely to be on virgin soil, the 
longer growing season and less violent temperature fluctuations 
in the area· seem to favour the pineapple more than conditions 
further to the south-l·rest. Direct corr elation was found be­
t'reen the number of plants and yield per acre for both varieties, 
although it 1.rould appear that plantations 1.rere generally narrow­
er spaced in East London. A direct correlation between the 
percentage of income which was derivec from pineapples and yield 
per acre can also be explained, at le&st partially, by a 
higher incidence of Group C farms in the East London district. 

The age structure of the plantations on the sample 
farms shows a faster decline in the r~te of planting in those 
areas located t o the south-west of the G.reat Fish river. 
Proport ionately, the rat e of replanting Queens is declining 
much faster t han that .for Cayennes . Farmers' indications of 
their int ended rates of· replanting during the 1959/60 season, 
hmvever,. showed a slight recovery for both varieties in the· 
north-east, while the south-west continued to decline. ·It is 
kno,,rn that in some cases farmers in t he south-western districts 
of the region destroyed young plantations not in bearing yet, 
when t hey were told of·a further decline in prices during the 
1959/60 season. The more favourable yield, the less violent 
fluctuations in temper ature, the long er growing season, the 
closer proximity of plantations to canning factories and the 
higher rate of replanting indicate that t he centre of pine- · 
apple cultivation and canning may be shifting from Port 
Elizabeth and areas to the south-west of the Great Fish 
river to East London and north-east of the Great Fish river. 
It is thus expected that the importance of Bathurst and 
Albany a s pineapple growing districts will decline in the 
cor:1ing decade. I t can further be expected that the deliver­
ies of pineapples for canning, especially of the Queen variety, 
will start to decline fairly rapidly after the 1959/60 season. 
The extent and duration of the decline will depend entirely on 
the farmers' anticipation of the futur e trend of prices. 
Barring unforeseen developments on the overseas market, it 
can be expected that prices paid by the canning companies will 
shov.r a recovery during the 1960/61 sec-<son. . · · 

There was considerable var iation in the financial 
suc~ess ' of the sample ~arms. Gross receipts for the farms . 
averaged about £3 , 800 , of 1mich 66 per cent was derived from 
the sale of pineapples . This wa.s more than £1,100 less than 
for Gr oup c, the group which derived more t han 90 per cent of 
cash income from pineapples. Other. income was mainly derived 
f r om a var~ety of cash crops and the livestock enter prise . 
~ s~pecially on farms in Albany and also some in ·the Bathurst 
dist rict, the latter sources of income tended t o be the most 
important . Altogether , there were 24 farms that derived less 
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than 50 per cent of their cash Income from pineapples, 30 that 
· derived between 50 ·and .90 per cent, and ) .S be-tween 90 and 100. 

In only a Tetr cases were there- farme_r$ with substantial 
sources of income other than fr9m farming. 

· Labour was by far . the most: important i tern of expense 
on all the farms, but especially for the farms which derived 
more than 90 per · c_ent of their income from- pineapples, where 
it constituted almost 60. per cent of cash expenses. The 
farms that derived less than .- 50 per cent of their income from 
pineapples actually had a higher proportion of cash expenses 
on mechanical power t han on labour. Cash receipts per man­
equivalent constituteq only half of the remunerat ion for 
labour on all the farms, which does not include the value of 
such intangibl e items as the use of q. hut, -water, wood, or 
produce grown in their own gardens. ·It was estimated that 
the average non-white famil y received about £7. 4. 0 per · 
month, anr in addition it has produce growp in home gardens, 
the benefit from the sale or slaughter of its own stock, and 
the earnings by members of the family employed as. domestic 
servants~ - · 

After allowing for all farm expen_ses; including any 
decrease in the farm inventory and the labour value· of an:y 
member of the family who worked on the farm· without receiving · 
any pay, and calculating the interest on average c·api tal · 
investment for the year at- 5 per_ c~nt, a La-bour Income of £2G9 
was left to ~ the f a rmer. This was the reward he received for·· 
his own labour on the farm as vrell as remuneration ·for his . 
ep.terprise. Group C farmers who derived 95 ·per cent of thei-r 
income from pineapples, were more successful in this .respect ·· 
than the other farmers~ They earned a Labour Income of · 
£1 , 096 as compared to £84 for Group A and a- negative amount of 
£136 for Gr oup B. That is_, the group. which derived between 
50 and 90 per cent of cash income from pineapples were less 
successful than either of the groups which derived less than 
50 per cent or more than 90 per cent of their cash income 
from pineappl~s. · 

The exp~anation must not be sought merely in terms 
of .the -percentage .:of I.r:tcome which was derived from pineapples, 
but· also in facto r s such as the size .of the business, pr ices, 
yields, selection and combination of enterprises, labour 
efficiency, markets, farm layout and building a rrangements, 
all of ·which are i~portant in determining the· -degree of 
success of a farm under given conditions of_ climate and 
management. It · uas not ·po'ssible to determJne the influence 
of each and· every · o:ne of thes e f a ctors, but . in a number of 
cases it was possible to express . a numerical relationship be­
tween certain factors and the financial success of the farm, 
which was measur-ed in labour· income . Those factors related 
to labour incom·e were: pr-ice, size (measured in various 1.vays), 
yields , labour _ effic~ency and the s election and combination of · 
enterprises . · _ I t is di~ficult to isolate any one as being 
more important than th~ other, for in most cases there is a 
close-knit relationship between all these factors. Indica­
tions were, hovrever , that many of the farms would have ·had a 
better chance of greater financial success if t he units were 
l a rger. _Varying measures were -used to measure the scale of 
business,. and all sho_wed a positive relationship; a s the size 
of the· business increased, it. became financially more success ­
ful. Other mea~ures, which appeared. to be particularly · 
important were the degree of eff.ici.ency· achieved in the use of 
labour and ~he yield per ·acre . 

The level of prices rece ived on those farms which 
specialised· ··in· pineapples to the exclusion of virtually every 
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other enterprise, did not appear to have much effect on the 
fin1.ncial success of the unit. This must be explained in 
t~rms of the influence of the other factors mentioned earlier. 
Tris phenomenon tends · to explain t¢.v some farmers .continue to 
~l~nt pineapples at tpe · same .time as anothei farmer - destroys 
plants not yet in bear~ng, for the eff~ct of a lower price· 
r.··u.!?t i!lvariably be felt first by the more mar.ginal producer. 
The indications are. indisputable that pinea.pples .were planted 
during the. recent boom in areas . where the enter_prise can only 
be profitable . under abnor.mally high price conditions. Any 
'normal ' pri.ce will not be high enough for these farmers to 
make the pine.apple enterprise a. successful proposition. 

An attempt to calculat e the cost of production for 
pineapples was considerably aided by farms in Group C where 
virtually all costs on the farm vrere directly connecteQ. with 
the pineapple enterprise. The reliability of these . 
calculations, however, is dependent on the reliability of the 
information supplied by the farmer, his estimates Qf the 
vall:te of the land under pineapples and the proportion of ·: 
overhead costs . to be charged to the pinea.pple enterprise . 
Allowance also had to be made for t he rate of replanting 
on each farm. Where r eplanting was at a rate higher than 
is required to. keep production at a given level, costs had to 
be c<ecreased proportionately, and where it was below the 
required r~te, it had to be increa~ed proportionately. Th~ 
weighted (number of plants) cost of production pe.r ton sold 
for the 15 farms included in the analysis came to £6 . 7 and . 
the straight average to £10.3. This is an average cost · 
fi gur.e- for Queens and Cayennes, · where .Queens cons.tituted 11 
per ~~nt of the tonnage sold and 16 per ceht of the plants 
on the sample farms in Group C. Be. cause of the almost equal" 
cost of establishing and .maintaining Queen• and Cayenne• .plan·­
tations and the lower yield per acre for' Queens, it must be 
expected t hat the cost of production 1·rill increase as t.he 
percentage that Queens constitute of t ,..b.e total' t .onnage sold 
increases, all else being e~uc~.1. · 

. .. . 
Indications 1.vere that the cost of production tended 

to decline as the size of the operation, in terms of the 
tonnage sold, increas.ed . As the tonnage sold per farm in-
creased , the cost per ton sold became progressively smaller, 
and a.s the .tonnage sold decreased, the 'c.os.t per .ton sold. be-
came prpgr~ssively higher. · ' 

The fluctuating level of pineapple prices .over .the 
l a st decade has caused deep concern t o pineapple farmers in . 
the region of study, and consequently, much has been done .· 
recently to obtain a control board for .the ~ndustry ;· .. 
Superficial investigation of the. factors which cause the .. :· . . 
prices of agricultural products to fluctuate, more pa r­
ticularly that .of pineappl es, leads to the conc~usion that . 
prices can never be stable if it (price) is.· to continue to 
fUnction in the rationing of. limited suppl:ies . -bet.ween con-
sumers and as a guide in the allocation o·f resources.. . . ·' 
Recent flu,ctua tio.ns. in the pr.i ce of pineapples a re com­
pl~tely outside.' the jurisdiction of any control board. 
However, the different ~i.'al price s pa id by various canning 
comp1:1nies for the same:: quality f_ruit during · any one ·. 
season, can be regulated by a control . board, . Especially 
during times of surplus production the control board is .'. 
lil:Gl~r to he at the shortest end in ba rgaining for h ighe'r 
1;rices while the dang er a lso exists tha t ba.:r.gaining will 
ta:.-:e place primarily between .. the boa r d a.nd those canners who 
can least a fford t o pay a higher price .. Wher e the -·l a tte r 
group forms an important part of the canning i ndustry, the 
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board will be successful in curbing an unequal decline in 
price, but ~t may be a hinderance to an average i ncrease i n 
price unless the ceiling is left completely flexi ble. 

The advantages, e . g. advertising and research, to be 
der .ived from a control board will be limited during the . 
initial stages.. The wides.pread nature of the market for 
South African pin.E?apples; both fresh and canned, the multi­
pl i city of label$ under -vrhich the canned . pr oduct ·is sold , and 
the costly nature of ~esearch, mean that adver tising .and re­
search will receive l.itt:L.e attention 'from an industry in which 
money is at · present scarce . · 

The future of the pineapple industry in South Africa 
does .not depend on price alone, but also on the extent to 
1.vhi.ch the ·industry adjusts itself to those areas, whetqer in­
side or out'side the Eastern Cape, where .eonditions ar.e most 
suited to the production of pineapples . . It is difficult to . · 
suggest alte.rnatives without conclusive evidence, but 
indications are that many farmers in Albany and parts of 
Bathurst may well discontinue the production of pineapples 
and r evert to livestock. It is possible that a large 
pineapple enterprise may improve the monetary returns from 
the enterprise in these areas, but it is likely that for 
various reasons mentioned earlier , East London holds an 
absolute advantage over the r emainder of the area in the 
pr oduction of pineapples. 

A large proportion of the farmers along the Eastern 
Cape coastal belt have been undecided in the past as to which 
enter prise is best suited to their particular environment . 
In many cases the uncertainty has been due not to the 
unsuitability of a particular enterprise to that area, but 
because the units on which the enterprise was undertaken were 
too small to make it an economical proposition. Rather than 
continue the struggle on an undersized unit (assuming that 
there is little room for increasing the scale of the operation 
through intensification), the f armer must try to expand 
through a proportionate increase in working and fixed capital, 
e . g . livestock and land . Failing that, it might be in his 
interest to sell the farm later as part of another unit, 
rather than encour age the return of his children to the same 
undersized unit . Any discrepancy in the earnings of human 
resources between agriculture and other industries can only 
be decreased through the movement of human resources out of 
the industry where earnings are low into the industry where 
earnings are high . This usually takes place in the for m of 
a movement of people from country to town , which is an 
economic fact, and unavoidable in any developing country, 
particularly when that country is not pr imarily suited to 
agriculture. 

Al though the livestocl{ enterprise in larger units 
has been mentioned as an alternative to pineapples in certain 
areas, there is little conclusive evidence to support such a 
statement . Only through more research into the profit 
margins of other enterprises, such as sheep and cattle; and 
greater knowledge of the cl i matic conditions ~,<rhich affect the 
growing of pineapples in the Eastern Cape, can specific 
recommendations be made . Further research along these lines 
is highly desirable in the Eastern Cape coastal belt . The 
rate at which farmers ventured into the production of pine­
apples when prices began to sho\<T a slight increase is the 
best indication that they were not sa tisfi ed with the return 
they received from their previous farming speciality . To say 
that part, if not most, of the ir trouble lies in the size of 

their • •. . • ! 
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tl-:.eir operation, is probably correct, but it cannot be said 
1-·rith certainty that the size o·f the operation should be 
j_!l.crea se.d thrqugh . the acquisition of more land, or wha·t type . 
of farming should ·be practised on the larger units. :_ 

. In conclusion, it is cqn~idered that m.o:re attention 
should be- paid to the development of by-products ·for the .. · -. 
incl,lstry in South Africa. That this has not b~e_n done . in the_ 
past ·is due either to the farmer absorbing most, if not all, 
of the fluctuations in price paid by the consumer for the 
ca nned product, or because there are cheaper sources of · 
alcohol, sugar, bromelain, vinegar and bran than can be made 
from pineapple twaste'. Whatever the cause, the time will 
come when all sources of food and drink in South Africa 1vill 
have to be developed to the full, for increasing demands are 
being, and will be, made by both shifters of demand, namely, 
a .population increase and a rising level of ren.l. inc;ome for more 
t han- __ three-ql!larters of the country's population. The future 
marl{et for the products of the .South African pineapple 
industry lies not elsewhere, but inside ·t h e borders of this 
country. 

:; . . 

.. . 

~. , i' 
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ApPendix 1 

Rhodes Universit~ 

-INSTITUTE OF SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC R,E:SEARCH 

· ·. Pineapple . Pr o'cessing Industry Questionnaire 1959 

/CONFIDENTIAL/ 

}fame of Company.: - . ---·---------- Date: 

Address: No. of employees~ _ _ _ 

PRODUCTION 

(l) ·.How many tons of pineapples has your company processed 

during the last production .year? 

(2) In what form were they canned? a . Rings: ---- ---
b •. .·Chunks: 

-~-----
c. Juice: 

d . Fruit Salad: - ---- e. Other: 

(3) vfuat is your percentage recovery from pineapples 

a. With juice: _ _ __ _ b . Without Juice: 

(4) How many tons of pine.apples has your company purchased 

annually s inc·e · i946? · 

• Queen l Cavenne -- -
I Total~~ 

Year Quanti tv Price Quantity Price Tonnage 

19~6 .. l 
" ~ 

.. 

P-947 ... 

F-----
- - · -----

1_948 . . .. 
-- - 1-- ---- -

1949 .. ,--- -f- ·- ---- 1- .. -- - ---------
1950 -+ 
1951 :.,_._3_· -. - :__. _~ 

1952 · 

1953 
- ~-

-- I -
1954 I 

I 
I - · - -

1955 --· i~ . 
1956 .. .·. 

----· I _, 
1957 . l 

-
' 1958 -~~ 

1959 ~' . ' ~ . . . . . 
' 

MARKETING • o o • I . 
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l>'IARKETING 

( 5) \A/hat per~e:4.tage ?f .... yo~r. canned .P.~O_duct .<?-.o.· .YO~ ~.ell in South 

Afric~ ? .. : _ ·(.·~·~y.e .~i?e~apJ)~~ .ri.gure~ g,nl,y;, i.f.. · aV:~ilable). 

- ·---- ------------------------------~--------~----~----

(6) To which countri~.s do you export? 

(7) l:lhat is the nett difference in t he price received. by. your 

GOmpany for .pineapple products marketed domestically 

and overse~·s? 

., 

( 8) ~·Jhat is your compa!!y doing at prese~.:t to expand· the export 

market for it~ product? - . 

·' 

(9) · .Vlhat is your company doing at present to expand the South 

African market for its · product?. ~------------------

·.' 
... 

' ·: i . . ~ . 

(10) In view of the uncertain nature of the overseas . ~arket, 

ar.e you of t0e opinion that the. local marke"t1 offer~ · 

much potential? 

(11) Do you have any information on the purchases of your 

company's products by the Coloured and Natiye groups 

in South Africa?--------------------------~-------

(12) What arrangements has your company at present for the···· 

overseas marketing of its product? ____ _ 

...... , ... ..... ""• -w . . , (J.3) ~-~~··· · -- ••..• / 
·. 
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(13) Are you of the opinion that .there should be legislation 

to .assure the orderly marketing of canned fruits 

an(j. vegetables? .. _ 
I. 

-- ------- ------

(1~) Do you find it tolerable to operate under the minimum 

price rigidities of the present Act? (l:.Jhich can 

only be really successful , if executed in co-opera­

tion with Australia and~ Malaya.) _ 

STANDARDI SATION 

(15) Would the South African canned pr oduct enjoy a better 

market overseas if quality standards wer e more .. 

rig id? 

(16) t"Jould i t be possible to market all Sout h African canned 

products under one label and through one marketing 

channel if strict quality standards were enforced? 

(17) Is it desirable that quality control should be trans­

f erred from the Department of Agriculture to the 

Bureau of Standards? 

GENERAL 

(18) Are you of the opi nion that special legislation is 

required for the pineapple industry? _ 

(19) What are your pineapple buying plans for the future? 
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(2 0) . I n the market i rig.:'of .·processed pineapples, 'do i~-u -:find it 

advanta geous 'and economical to combid~ canned pine­

a pples with other canned .. fruit or products? 

·--- --·- - - ----- - - - - - -- - - -
., - ·-

( 21) Do ·you find tha t t he process.1ng of pineapples is adverse­

ly affected by irregularit·i'es · of quality a nd quantity 

from one season to the next? ------------------

- ------ - - - ---- --- ----

.· . . 

. . . 

·. 

. -, 
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App~ndix II /CONFIDENTIAL/ 

R h o d e s U n i v e r s i t y 

INSTITUTE OF SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC RESEARCH 
... 

FARM MANAGEMENT AND COST STUDY - 1959 

Farm No. 

· Enumerator: 

Date: 

Record of the ~arm Business: year ended ---=1959 

Address: 

Station: Distance: 

Nearest t own: Distance: ____ District: 
·' 

Do· you have a contract? ______ Name of Canner: 

What are the terms of your contract? 

~--· ------

Table 1 

OWNERSHIP AND ACQUISITION 
I 
' Method of .A.coui~i tion 

Area 
Item ~cres/Morgen 

i Area 1 Price 
ethod 'Year~Acres/Morgen l 'Qaid Owned 

I -I I 1--- ----I --
Cash rented f.-----·-- - --

' 

I ·--· 
Share rented 

Leased 
' ' 
I .. . . I . : . . rrotal operated: i 

Table 2 

·-· 
FARM ORGANISATION 

Morgeil/ Value Total 
Item Acres ner ·-unit l and value . . 

~. Cultiva ted a) Irrigated - ·- I . .. - r-- - -----land : 
b) Pineries -· .. 

: 

c) Orchards 
--~ --·- -- -· ~-.- -.--

·- · . . 
d ) Pastures - - ·- - '--- · ·-
e ) Native Land - - :':" 

-.. f) Other dry l ands - - ---- - - ---- ·-- ::-:-

2. Plantations 
- ----i - ---

3. Other l and - --- ----- ----- .. ~ 

4-. Farmstead. roads. etc. 

TOTA L AREA ·-
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a) Sl"ip·s · _____ _____ % 

b) Sucker's ·· ·%-
c) Tops - ~· _ __:.% ... ---· 

d) Crowns --~-- % 

. . . ... .. ..... 

Hov~ __ many morgen/Acr~·s on your farm, in addition to your 

present plantations, can still be put under pineapples? 
. ~ , 

- ·--~------,----------------'----------

Do you plant your pineapples: 

a) Across the slope? 

b) Down the slope? _______ - -------------------

c) Diagonally? _-_ ____ _ 
, •I 

Hoit~ many tons of fertiliser do you apply to your pineapple 

lands per acre/morgen? 

----- - ------

'l) 

2) 

3) 

·~--- ·~ -----~ 

1Vhat are your main sources of information on pine·apple 

gro\<ring? 

l) ... ~ ... ""<.~-~-,,....---.---~~ ----------.----~ . . 
.. I 

.? ) " ___.,__ . ..,........,.;......- -...:.----- - - -
3) 

Do ~?ou avail yourself of the services of an Extension Officer 

or any other technical adviser? 

----- ------------------------ -- ----
...L ' •• •• : 
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.. Table 5 

COST OF .MECHANICAL POV./ER 

___ __,_:.:~ ._,.-'-'·--·-· _ ·- ·~ike _ ,f __ _, ___ 1
1 L-.-_ _LJ_Ptir_· _chases j_s_ales ~J · 
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Table .3 

PINEAPP-LE PLANTING STRUCTURE 

C A Y E N.N E 
jTotal : No. of • ! Plant 
.:No . ·of ·_plants per I distance 
'ulants acre/morgen 

Area ! 

acre/morge1 

I 
Plantations abandoned j 
1958-59 r----~--------+------+--------4 

To be planted 1959-60 
1 j 

Planted 1958-9 (6-9 
months old) 

Planted 1957-8 (18-27 
m.) 1st Season 

2'iid Season 

3rd Season 

14-th Season 

lith Season 

Total Cayenne 

..... 
Age 

.. 

Plantations abandoned 
this .. year 

fiP be planted 1959-60 

Planted 1958-59 
months) 

(6-9 

Planted 1957-8 (18-27 
m.) 1st Season 

·f2nd Season 

3rd Season ... 

ftth Season 

l2th Season 

I I 
I I 
I I 
l il 
'~--~---------+-----~r-------~~ 

':- ---r-'-------r--r-------1 
I I I I 
~ --r---,--_____,1 
:--==~-------~,~----~!------~ 

XX XX 

Q U E E NS 

!No. ofJ pla~ts per 
1 

distance acre/marge~ 
.Plants lacre/morgen 

~-J 
I - ... . . - . 

I 
.. .. ---

I I 
1- l ..... -

ITotal ' No of I plant area 

I 

I 
I 

! . - .. , .· 

I 
~ - - !- ·- _ _ ::_r- - - - I ·----1 t---- ------ -~- - --t-- -- -....-1 

I I 
J 

I I I r---±= i 
: 
l 

I 

I 
I ' ·,_Total Queen I X X 

I I TOTAL · ALL PINEAPPLES ' 
! . 

Would you rega rd the past year a s climatically 

a) Above the average? _ - -------- - -·- ---
b) Average? - -· _ - -- ----
c) Below average? __ 

What form of rotation do you use for your pineapple lands? 

---------------- -----------
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.... Tabl.e 6 

VAL.UE .· OE .. FIXE.D.· IMPR.Ov.:FiMENTS 

. . : ... - ····, . .. . .. - .. -;-~· ........ - ·. :~ .. ~ . ~_,.. 

l falue be- New Value .,. 

T;ype of improvement ginning build. ·e.tfd of Repairs 
of year '..:,ings vear 

" ... 
'· ~ 

CR'O.PS . . .. . 
.. .. 

-~ ... ·-.. .. . ... . . .. 
G·ra'iri -&·hay -sheds 

· Jagori sheds 

Packing sheds 

IE'quipment sheds 

Other 1) 

-"2')'" -·· 
.. - .. -. - - . . 

LIVESTOCK 
. . 

lJ Cow shed 
- . . - .. , . . - · -· ... ... 

2) c·alve pens 

3) Dairy 
I 

~-· 
-· 

4} Wa'sh room 

5) Fodder sheds 

6) Stables 
-

7) Kraals 

~)' Pigsties 
. -

9t Fowl-runs 
f . . . .. ' . ,, .. ,. . . 

lG):siio .. · · - .. 
I 

l -. . - .. o b •• 

:J.ENEPJfL .. 
. . 

,. j··:-: ·· . .. - - . - .. .. .. 

lL) · For -eman·' s 
. . . . .. 

house 
!----
. . - - .... .. 

2) Native· .housing 
. -

.. ·-· 
3) ··Ga r age 

i+ )· ·Fencing 

pr ·n ipping tank 

~)' Hindmill.S & bore-
holes .. 

~) Pumps· & 
. .. : .. 

piping·:· . . ' • .• . 
-~. 

8) Reserv:oirs .. 
·' ·-·· 

l) Dams . 

· O)Other I ... 

I TCJrAL - ... 

. ,,,. .. ............. . 

... ··-

..::. -

Share 
to pine-
apples 

- . 

-.-

-

. . 

•. . . . 

... .. 

.. - - . 

... .. ...... 

.. 

.. 
.. 

.. .. . " 

. . 

XX ' · ··. 

. . .. 
•, . 

. -
_____________________ ..... ._._..;.;· -· ....... ....;....,;~-...._.,.-;,;.;,.!>.;_;. _____ _ 
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: 

0 ~ o M o ' 

T-raiiers . 
Wag ons 

~arts 

Ox ploughs 

rrr a ctor _plou,g_hs: 

Mouldboar d 

lOise 

One way 

Subs oi ler 

pultivator 
1 ' 
!Offset 

:scuffles 
I 

rarrows: 

fig - zag 

~pringtooth 

~isc 
fer t iliser 

.. . .. 
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Table 7 · 

IMPLEMENT CAP ITA L AND COST 

no. Value be- New jEqui p 
. . ... ginni ng Equip. -ment 

of year -ment solO. 
brought : 

- .... . . · - .. ..... . 
~ : .. .. 

~ 
' 1--

I - -~- -- ... - -

i . 
I I 
, .. ... .. .. 

I 
I 

-
J 

I I 
. .. . . 

Value ' Re-~Share 
end of pair s t o 
year pines 

- ----r- --
-

f 
: 

.. 

I 

-
I . 

I . .. -: - -, 
I 

~ 
... 

. 

. .. .. .. ... .. 

. 

I ... 
. . 

I 
. . 

I 
I 
I 

... 
~s-preader 

ol ler - . .... .. . . 

Mower ... 

I .. . - . . .. 
Power mower I - j 
. ......... . 

I Hay 
. .. .... .... rake . . 

- - - - ·. .. 
Hay. press .. . ' . ·- · I 

. . . . . .. .. .. 

I Pam .. dredger 
.. . ·,·· . . ·· !. ' . . 

I . .. .. 

I ' 
~ammer mill I 

....#"" 

Silage cutter 

tilking maclline ~ ... . . . . 

eparator 

'other Dairy I .. I equipment · - .. 

Ff 
-

flanter I 1-t---, I 

I T fther 
I I I 
QCX I j TarAL I _j 
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r- ' 

... . 

-
Bulls 

!cows 
.. 

~eifers 
over 2 yrs. 

Heifers 
l-2 yrs. 

--. 
!calves 

~ollies 

Oxen 2-3yrs. 

Oxen over 
3 yrs~ 

tt'rek oxen 

· !Horses & 
!mules 

~onkeys 

Sheep 

~ambs 
.. 
~ams 

-boats 

· Pigs 

. Fowls 

TOTAL 
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Table 8 

· .... LIVESTOCK REGISTER····· ... ~. 
• ,.· 

J?_eginnifl€ Purchas- Slaught-
of ed sold ered 

. . eA.r · .. ... .. .. . 

No. Val. No. Val. No. Val. No. Val. 

-

. .. 

. . . . .. 

-

- LABOURERS ' LIVESTOCK 

Dead End 
and of 

Lost· - · · vea.r 
No . No .. .Val. 

.. .. . . . 

· - 1--

--.. 

.. 
·- .. ... . ·- - . 

-

.. 
,. .. . . 

',• 

Cattle Sheep and Horses, mules 
Laree Small !?oats and Donkevs 

Foreman 

Natives 

TOTAL -
· ANiivfAL UNITS: 

1) Owner ----------

2) Foreman ----------------

3) Natives ---------
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Table 9 

LIVESTOCK PRODUCTS SOLD 

... 
! 1 . Sa.le ·· --! Farm Use ~ 

... ···-' Item 1 guantityrvalue[Qua~titv Valu 

Milk I I I ....___ ---' 
I l Butter r--- I 

Cream ~ . . ·-
\vool 

Skins & hides ~ 
Eggs 

I 

Other I 

TOTAL 

Item Quan-
tity 

Whole milk 

$kimmed milk -----
~1.rtter 

.. 

9r~am 

Meat 

Vegetables 

.Mealies 

~.ggs ,.........---

P;i.nea ppl.ea 

Ot.ber .. ----- --
TOTAL XX 

... 

XX 

Table 10 

FARH. PRIVILEGES 

Household 
Price per Value 

unit 

-

'---·-- _,_ -- !--

==t= 
. 

- .. 

i-- ---

XX 

XX 

Labour 
Quan- Price per,Value 
tity unit 

l 

. . 

-- ---

XX XX 
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Table 11 

MISCELLANEOUS .. FARM RECEIPTS 
. - . . ~ . . . . . . : . . . . . 

. . .. 
.... .. ltem .. 0 • . · Quattitv .. - . . 

Value ... 
.. 0 .. 0 .· ·· . . ! ~ 

.. ' ~ 
.... . ... .. ·- .. ·- . ..... 

MR chine work · •· . ·- .. 0 . .. - . 

Trucking ... 

0 0 

Stock pastured 

Rent of farm land and buildings 

Lumber aria wood sold 
~--- .. 

.. . 
La bour of·r the· farm --.... 

Agric. conservation programme 
. - .. . -·· ·-·· . -

Planting ·material ·sold 
.. .. 

Other -· 

.. . . 0 • 

TCJrAL XX 

I • 
• 0 . . . . 

• 

0

• ·- FEED AND SUP.PLY INVENTORY 
. .. - - -····· 

... .... Beginning End 
Item 

" Quantity Value guantity Value 
-. 

Fertiliser ..,. 
--

Silag e 

!Seed 
--· 

Pa cking material 

Feed 
.. ' 

TOTAL XX XX -
.. . .·: .: · . . -· .. .... .. . . . 
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Table 13 

LABOUR STRUCTURE AND COST 

Permanent 

I ..... ... Item 
I' Hired ;Sea-
., ... White sonal Native Labc>u"r 

Piccal Family 
nins labour Total 

labour Male Female 
' l 

.. 

!Number I _ .... _ 
-.. .. -- -- . 

Days worked per 
vr . ( 280) I 

I £ £ £ £ £ £ £ 

Cash wages paid .. 

Rations bought 
I 

Farm rations I .. I 
1-----

Clothing , l r tobacco ' etc. ~ --1-----1-- -
I --·Other i 

I 
I TOTAL .l. ___ ~--If- : 

jSHARE TO PINES I 
I 

(Base f amily labour on what it would cost to hire ,..,rork 
done .) 

Total man equivalent (Tot a l days worked 1 280) 

Percentage of man equivalent to pines . % ·= 
man equivalent . 

Tons of pineapples sold-----~ man equivalent to pines = 
ton per man . 

I 
I 

Item 

Land T.l & 2 

Table 14-

INVENTORY VALUES 

Total 
I Beginning l 

.. 
t- -

Fixed improvements T.6 
1- -

Power equipment T.5 . .. 

t-· 

Other equipment T . 7 -.. 

Livestock T. 8 

!Feed & Supplies T. 12 .. I :r=--TOTAL . - £ 

AVERAGE . . I £ 

End 

-

-----

I 
' 
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Table 15 

FARM EXPENSES 

r------------------------------------~~--~~~~~--~----~~. ..... ., .. .. 1 Quant.t .ty Va],ue.l% a,g~:)_~_st 

~ops , · _ . . . . 
1 

• · £ ninea nnle 
.. _.. ... . ... ... .I 

Seed bought:; J---~- -c---:~ =J 

c) 

.. Fee.d .& insect killers 

.Disinfectants for seed 

Fertilisers 

. a ) . . 
~ 

b ) • - ------- . ----·---
c ) . - - -- - - . -------

.. .. . 
B ags & twine 

~ .... 

Hire~ roa d transport 
.. 

Hired raiiway transport 

Baling costs 

... Pineapple commission 
I 

=~_,__·---;· 
t·-- --+----+---=---·-

1 

I 

L __ ·---+---1 

I 
I 

I 

r. -------+-----+-------
~---+----+-------l 

I Bulldozing or other maohinery hired ~-· ~-----+------;-------~ 

Plan~i~g materia l 

Packing material 

Paper 

Fivestock: 

Veterinarian 
.. . . .. I Medicine , disinfec~ants, . . d.ip .. 

I -
I Purchased feeds 
' 
h.e .... neral: 
+--' 

I St:t tio~ery 
I Telephone 

!Associ~tion subscriptions 

i ~!heel taxes 

1 Smithy coal and welding gas 
I I Rates ~~d .. tax~s . .. .. 

l Other costs 
I 

TOTAL 

---------r-----~--------

r -----lf------+--------1 

--------1-----1--------~ 



Particulars 

First bond 
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Table 16· 

DEBTS 

!Mortgagee ~ Amo)f't -~te of %interest 

I - - -----+-------+---------------~ 

Second bond ________ ~----------1---------~------
C o-ops . 

- ------ , - - - ----- -
Government 

Hire purchase 

Bank 

Other 1) 

----------~------4----------------~ 

1 __ ~T~O~T~A~:~)---------- -~----~xx=---~------=-~r~~·------~x~x~----~' 
Table 17 

NON -FARM INCOME 

I r-=--- Received for 

1 

Amount ,-- ---- ---~- -

-------~-------------

1------·--.--.t 
~~------------+-1 __ 
~~~~~1~-------------~~-----------~------~ 
(Include interest on investments, and non- farm activit ies 

of owner - not that of his labourers.) 
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Table 18 

SOCIAL AN.D GENERAL 

1) • Age ----------,---.-­

~ ). Marital Status 
------.--.--.----~-

3) ~ · Education 
----------------~--~~-----

4). Occupat ion before farming __ __ 

5) . Number in family ~--__ _ 

6). Education of children -----

?) . Recreation ------------------
8) . Do you have: 

a). a r adio 

b). a refrigerator-----------

c). electricity ----- -- (voltage) . 

d). running water ____ _ 

9) . How long have you been in ~ineapule farming? 

. . . ... .. . ... -~·· ~ ·-~-··· . .. -.. ' 

, o ' I 

. ' 

. . •' , .. 



~pdix III EXPORT OF .. PRESERVED PINEAPPLES FROM THE' 'UNION OF' SOUTH 
----AFRIQEB7COUNTRY OF DESTINATION I ~--=-195'2 ~-

.. 

. Y e a r 
_ __ ;:..Jd§,gti:.:.na;;;:.t;;;.;l~· o:<,.;n~· ----i§~e- ls._4sz_l25Q_~~-19.5.L~:_--:-1.252 _ 1s'5r_:195·~-=-1-9_5_5)-~--1-'1_5...,.6- · 1951._ 195.S __ _ 195.~ ___ Total 

. (Thousand pounds 

United Kingdom 
Gibraltar 
Malta 
Aden .· 
british iVialaya 
Cyprus 
Hong Kong 
Anglo-Egyptian Sudan 
Ascension 
British Soma1i1and 
briti9.h West Africa 
Kenya 
1v1auritius 
rlhodesia &.Nyasa1and 
Seychelles 
Nigeria: 
South West Africa 
st. d.e lena 
Tanganyika 
Trisdan ~· de Guhna 
Uganda 
Zanzibar 
British West Indies 
Falkland Islands 
Netherlands 
Somalil and 
Trieste 

5 4 l .. 220 .. s 9 
3b 
14 
lel 

3 
10 
24 
6o 

X 
2 

12 
126 

X 

24 
32 

1 

11 
. 106 

X 

15 
28 

1 
6 
-
4 
X 

23 
X 

- X 
344 . . . 196 . 297 

X X 

101 
X 

43 

. X 

4 
7 

-
44 125 

1 1 . 
7 19 
X 

X X 

5 
X 3 
9 1 

X 

·6, 441 
13 
3 

13 
32 

2S 
57 

17 
52 

X 

507 

90 : 
2 

30 
X 
X 

X 

19 
8 

52 " 

6,501 1~,835 31,161 23,548 32,100 
33 29 3 - 11 . 16 
-
4 
X 
X 

12 
4 
3 

275 

79 • 
1 . 

llf 
X 

X 

13 
6 

r 

12 
1 

23 
X 

4o 
5 
X 

332 
X 

X 

7 
2 
X 

X 

10 
X 

100 
X 
g 
X 

X 

X 

49 
3 
1 
4 

5 
X 
X 

7 
X 

3~ 
2 

401 

X 

12 
X 
X 

X 

22 
1 
9 
1 

3 
X 

5 
X 

3 
3 

527 

12 

X 

10 
X 

1 
33 
3 

2 

41,729 
25 
3 
X 

11 

X 

2 

X 

3 1 
2 . . 2 

605 4 32 
-

14 13 

X 2 
- 6 6 

X . . X 

X X 
X 1 

4o 27 
1 

2 841 
5 

5 
2 

X 

X 

-
4 

517 

5 

1 
6 
X 

X 

X 

61 
3 

1,523 
b 

255,954 
224 
45 

140 
41 

~~ . '. 
292 . 

2 
2 

166 
279.. ' 1-' 

22 .. ~ 
4' 84 7 \J1 

1 
45 

625 . . 
12 : ' 

170 
5 " 
3 
9 

320 
43 · 

2,439 
55 

X 

~ ... -;-·-l-'r eiiffiinary-- --·----.--- ·- -- ···--····----·~---· ·- -··-.. ---·- ·-· · · -~­
X - Less than 1,000 pounds 

----..-~-... ..--·---------....... -- -----.....- -!...--_,....----
22~£~: Department of Customs and Excise, Pretoria. 
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_ _ Desti.QQ~iog ___ -_ _ --1-2±?_ .1.219._.:..19.5.Q __ _j._9.51_._ . 15.2_g __ l 25..3._ ___ +9S4.~- 1222 ...19.5..§ ___ ~1551 ____ ...135_g _ . 1959 ____ J'9. tal_ 

Nor-c.-vay 34. 34 164 .. 36. 12 42 · 6 4·· 3 x · 2·· 56 443 
Portugal X X X X X § 2 3 lb 
Angola -- X X X . 7 3 17 2i 5 3 14 "15 94 
}'ortuguese Poeseseione - . - ... X x · 3 X 5 
Portuguese East Africa 2. 4 2 2 2 131 4 10 .3 13 17 . 30 275. 
Spain . - - X - - 1~6 l)b 
Swe9-en 33 .. 56 1' 707 . 327 397 363 172 2 4 13 24 3 r 3' 462 . 
Switzerland 2·. X 2 - X X X 7 13 
.Arabia - 5- x · 9 16 11 i ' 1 44 ' 

' Bahrein Island€! -7 2 3 3 1-5 . 
Ineione s-ia 13 . 51. 6 -.. 24 99 .. 
I-ra-n . --· -. , X X 1 1 1 5 I -raq 3 9' 20 4 - 2 37 Israel. 163 .. -, X X X - l_b4 1--' Leban-on 2 .. 1 - - X '-D 
Japan --: X X X 1 0' 

J·ordan - - - X X · 1 1: 
Egypt 96 66 17 53 . 3 2 14 3 - 263 
Ethiopia .. 1 4 -:- 3 X 3 13 X 12 4 41 
i'wrocco .7 ....: •7 
Libya -. X - r · - - 2 
Sudan · - .. .... 5 14 1 23 43 " . . 
British Borneo .... .... , ~ X - '"'- -- X 1 
Sierra Leone - ~ - 7 3 i6 10 37 .. 
Gambi-a .. 

1 7 5· 5 13 - -- ·""'""· ~ - -
Uruguay 32 5 .2 2 . ...; .- 2 42 . . . . . . ·. 

2 4 Pacific Islands X .:.. X 2 
Ceylon X X 
British Guiana " - - . ) · .. 2. .. '1 7 9 5 27 ~ ... ':'" 
Pakistan '1 " - .. - . 1 
Australia X X X 6 X -· x 7 
Ghana .. .,... 

" ·- ·· . . -~ - 8 X 1 4 13 
- .. . . -----·- - --- ___ .... _ 

~---



Appendix. III (cont.) 

__ lJ.~stina tion -~g_48 1949 1950 1951 J.S5.2 1953 J_~ 1955 l956 ·19]7 1258 _1.259 To1al 

New Zealand ll 178 · i,eoo 
. - . · ;· .. 145 249 66 235 ., 402 1 J 214- 881 . _ ... !-L 720 X 139 

canada. 2,572 2,9eo 4,326 1, 957 2 5lb X X 1 430 526 1, 748 15', 058 
Ireland 45 7?1 ltS 1,023 594 .· 163 ·25 22 2, 771 
belgium 773 2 X ·x X 120 l, 221 . 2,.117. 
Austria. - - X X 2 4 6 
Belgi.:;~:n Congo 12 1 ·g '27 20 .. 48 27 16 21 29 27 17 253 
Bulgaria 1 

.. 
'1 

Czechoslovakia X ·x 
Denmark 32 10 49 7 32 169 116 23 29 133 135 607 1,342 
Iceland 1 l 
F'inland X X X . ·1 
.r"·rance . 5 X 2 2 5 X 59 45 13 1}3 
French Equatorial 

6 6 4 Africa X 10 2 7 g 11 .55 
French \ies t Africa X X X 1 
French Somaliland - - 2 - 2 - - ....; 4 
Germany 3 419 456 . 239 ·104 X -174 326 9,742 12,511 23,975 1--l 

\,() 

Mada gascar 5 8 3 15 ~ 

-,}ree ce X X X X X X - - 1 
Italy 71 . 38 23 27 3 2 X 45 339 . 489 1,037 
Libya. :6 X 2 8 
I tal ian East Africa 3 9 51 32 95 
Venesua.la ,. 7 X 8 
Argentina X X 

Hrazil X X X 
United St~~es --- - -- --x .. -. X: X X 1 X 2 X - X 427 1,207 1, 64o 
British Honduras - - - X - X 
Ship 1 s Stores 87 96 105 121 170 145 1-&6 176 ·. 200 143 lOS 110 1 J 629-

· --:--_1ot~l 4,z84 4,zs~ S.t :212 12,644 - ~.262_£1.._5:20 3..?.~5.? 24,4o6 12z492 44,10.6 . 69,, oos. ~23J 22h2s1 



~----·- --~~- _______ ., __ _yaa,r_ ---
~-tin~.t.i.,o.E,_.;...t ------=-lc."-1 4.;....::;8 1.949 1950 125l 19,2_2 135._3_12,54 .J355 

· -~housand po~ 

·united Kingdom 
Rhodesias 
South. West Africa 
Canada 
Irela nd 
Belgium 
Belgian Congo 
Denmark 

· France 
Netherlands 

. Germany 
Norway 
Portugese East Africa 
S\·Iede n 
Gr eec·e 
8Hi t ·zerland 
United States 
Austria 
Israel 
Nigeria 
Cz echo sl ov ak ia 
Ship'-s Stores 

X 

49 ' 
75 

1 

X 

X 

X 

31 

2,2g2 
Hs2 

73 

X 

X 

-
44 

X 

X 

X 

X 

-
69 

X 

-
4 

73 

X 

X 

1 

X 
X 

2 

X 

77 

2 
29 

X 
2 
6 

X 

77 

4, 724 4,787 
261 390 

2 X 

X 

3 2 
250 1 1 

2 
12 
17 
31 X 

-
89 104 

X 

3 

X 

-
6o 

6,483 
48b 

X 

.. 5 
-

26 

_ X 

X 

63 

66,304 
2,790 

718 
5 
1 

·21 
~. 

' :ic 
X 

7 
297 

x' 
36. 
1'9 
17 
32 . 
·31 

X 
X 
X 

X 

7_32 

Total . 1116 _ll9_g..L5.§.L-.9 .• llL5L..I5.5._lO.z.£10 ._.6 ,22L 6 .. 6Z3 5, 391 · 5 .. 294 7 . 3 31..;_ l.J..o64 71·. Ql3 
·x . Less~n 1,000 pounds 
* :Preliminary ' .. 
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