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SUMMARY 

In common with the rest of the developing world, rural communities in South Africa make extensive 
use of non-timber forests products (NTFPs) for daily subsistence and income generation. Use of NTFPs 
increases in times of household misfortunate or adversity, corresponding to a safety net role of in 
reducing rural vulnerability. This paper presents a summary of recent empirical data from several 
studies examining the prevalence, role and value of NTFP use by rural communities in South Africa, 
followed by detailed examination of three case studies of NTFP commercialisation (marula beer, 
woodcarvings and palm hand brushes). 

All rural households make use of NTFPs to a greater or lesser extent. The most commonly used ones 
are wild spinaches, wild fruits, fuelwood, hand brushes, wooden utensils, medicinal plants, bushmeat 
and weaving fibres. The mean gross annual direct-use value ranges from R1000 to over R7000 per 
household across 14 different villages. Net values are approximately two-thirds of this.  

We differentiate between a ‘daily net’ and an ‘emergency net’ The first is the safety net function 
resulting from use of NTFPs on a regular basis, since they represent a saving of scarce cash resources, 
which may then be deployed towards other household needs. The magnitude of the cost saving is 
greater to poorer households than for wealthier ones. Moreover, the cost saving applies not only at the 
household level, but also the national level since it alleviates some of the costs that the government 
would incur had it to provide these services in rural areas. In contrast, the emergency net is the new 
use, or increased use, or trade in NTFPs, in response to unexpected economic, social or climatic 
hardship or misfortunate. It starts out as a coping strategy and is initially on a temporary basis. 
However, the emergency net may evolve into a permanent livelihood strategy. Direct use values do not 
adequately reflect the value of the emergency net to rural households.  

Commercialisation is becoming a common way in which the safety net function and value of NTFPs to 
rural households is manifest, and it appears to be growing. Greater proportions of poor households 
engage in commercialisation than do wealthy households, and it represents a greater fraction of their 
total livelihood. The three case studies indicate some commonalities in terms of profiles of the people 
participating in the trade, but also differences in relation to the nature of the resource and markets. 
Typically, they have low skills, education and limited employment opportunities. They have limited 
abilities to negotiate with buyers and officials and are price-takers. Cash returns are in proportion to 
effort expended, although highly variable from month to month. Some see trade in NTFPs as only a 
temporary activity whilst they seek or hope for permanent formal employment. Others trade in NTFPs 
as their primary livelihood activity, in which they take pride in being self-employed. Whilst the daily 
net, emergency net nor NTFP commercialisation will ever alleviate household or rural poverty, they 
certainly ease it significantly, without which rural hardship would be more severe. Overall, the use of 
NTFPs adds a crucial dimension to a diversified livelihood base of most rural households, that is 
necessary for daily subsistence, reducing vulnerability and easing rural poverty. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Millions of people throughout the world make extensive use of biological products 
from the wild (Wollenberg & Ingles 1998, Cunningham 2001, Koziell & Saunders 
2001). These products, commonly termed non-timber forest products (NTFPs), are 
harvested for both subsistence and commercial use, either on a frequent basis, or as a 
fall back during times of need. Both these modalities constitute a safety net function 
to rural dwellers. NTFPs may also have marked cultural significance and value (Posey 
1999, Cocks & Wiersum 2003). Whatever the mode and frequency of use, the 
contribution of NTFPs is significant within a livelihoods context. 

Despite the growing international appreciation of the role of NTFPs in rural 
subsistence and development, many uncertainties remain. Perhaps even more so for 
the drier and densely settled savannas of South and southern Africa (Shackleton 2001, 
Campbell & Luckert 2002), since much literature on the value of NTFPs and their use 
and role in livelihoods comes from the tropics of Asia and South America (Neumann 
& Hirsch 2000). Particular uncertainties in the South African context relate to (i) the 
prevalence of use of NTFPs for daily subsistence, (ii) the role of NTFPs as a safety 
net in times of need, (iii) the prevalence of NTFP commercialisation as a safety net, 
and (iv) the significance of NTFPs in easing rural poverty.  

This paper offers some answers and insights into these uncertainties in rural South 
Africa by examining the extent of use and value of NTFPs at a broad scale, followed 
by three detailed case studies to illustrate parallels and differences in NTFP 
commercialisation and safety net role.  

APPROACH 

NTFP use and value in direct household provisioning in South Africa 

Our approach was to summarise and interpret recent (< 5 years) data and findings 
from both published and unpublished sources. We focussed on those studies that 
attempted to include a full inventory of NTFPs used by households, rather than simply 
one or two. Also there is an emphasis on the savanna biome, which is the largest 
biome in South and southern Africa. In particular, we draw heavily upon the study of 
three villages by Shackleton et al. (1999, 2002), and four subsequent studies, 
spanning 10 villages in three provinces (Magasela et al. 2001, Twine et al. 2001, 
Dovie et al.2002, Shackleton et al. 2002), that used the same interview schedule as 
Shackleton et al. (1999), and already summarised by Shackleton & Shackleton (in 
press). In all instances, 30 or more households were sampled per village, 
complimented by key informant interviews and group Participatory Rural Appraisal 
(PRA) exercises. Other studies have also been incorporated wherever possible. During 
the periods of fieldwork for most of these studies (1998 – 2001) the exchange rate 
varied between six and nine Rand to the US dollar.  
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Commercialisation as a safety net 

The same sources as above were consulted to examine the patterns and extent of 
commercialisation. Additionally, results from three in-depth case studies are 
presented, one on wood carvers, one on sellers of marula beer, and one of vendors of 
palm brushes. These studies involved direct surveys and market chain analysis with 
role players in each case situation (see original reports for details). This paper 
attempts a cross case comparison to identify commonalities and differences.   

NTFPS FOR DIRECT HOUSEHOLD PROVISIONING IN SOUTH AFRICA  

Most commonly used resources  

Typically, South African rural households use several different NTFPs to meet their 
everyday needs. The range and number of NTFPs used differs between households 
and communities in response to a myriad of local and external contextual conditions, 
such as resource endowment, availability of substitutes, availability of labour to 
collect, education and disposable income. The most commonly used NTFPs were wild 
spinaches, fuelwood, wooden utensils, grass hand-brushes, edible fruits and twig 
hand-brushes (Table 1), used by 85 % or more of households. More than half the 
households surveyed also made use of edible insects, wood for construction, 
bushmeat, wild honey and reeds for weaving. It is probable that the proportion 
admitting to the use of bushmeat and medicinal plants are underestimates due to fear 
of religious or legal sanction in some areas.  

For any particular NTFP, such as fuelwood or weaving materials, several species are 
used. Communities in the savannas of the northern provinces frequently use up to 
200-300 plant species (Shackleton et al. 1999; Dovie et al. 2002). Less appear to be 
used in the Eastern Cape (Hassan & Haveman 1997; Shackleton et al. 2002). 
Individual households may use dozens of species. For example, any single household 
in the Bushbuckridge lowveld may use as many as 20 edible fruit species (Shackleton 
et al. 2000a), 21 edible herb species (Shackleton et al. 1998a) and the same number of 
species for fuelwood (Griffin et al. 1992). Individual traditional healers work with 
hundreds of different plant species (Mander 1998), and most rural households know 
many of these and may use up to two dozen species during self-medication. 

Table 1. Prevalence of use (mean + SE) of different savanna resources (includes both 
purchased and self-collected use) (from Shackleton & Shackleton in press) 

Resource Mean % of households 
using 

 Range No. of villages in 
sample 

Wild spinaches  95.6 + 1.3  86.0 - 100.0  14 
Fuelwood  95.5 + 1.9  75.4 -100.0  14 
Wooden utensils  95.1 + 1.9  80.0 - 100.0  13 
Grass hand brushes  90.7 + 4.6  40.7 - 100.0  13 
Wild fruits  88.2 + 4.0  48.0 - 100.0  14 
Twig hand brushes  87.1 + 5.1  47.5 - 100.0  12 
Wood for fences or kraals  62.0 + 5.5  33.0 - 92.1  14 
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Weaving materials (reeds, 
grass, palm leaves) 

 55.4 + 9.6  0 - 100.0  14 

Edible insects  53.5 + 9.5  0 - 97.2  14 
Bushmeat  51.6 + 8.4  0 - 100.0  13 
Wild honey  50.5 + 10.6  0 - 96.7  10 
Medicinal plants  49.4 + 7.5  9.2 - 100.0  14 
Wood for housing poles  49.0 + 8.1  0 - 96.7  14 
Thatch grass  48.8 + 9.0  2.6 - 96.7  14 
Wild mushrooms  25.2 + 9.2  0 - 96.8  10 
Reeds used for construction  14.6 + 6.5  0 - 77.4  13 
Wood for furniture  6.7 + 1.7  0 - 20.0  13 
Seeds for decorations or 
rattles 

 3.2 + 1.8  0 - 12.8  7 

Wood for carvings  2.5 + 1.9  0 - 27.0  14 
Data sources: Dovie et al. (2002), Hansen (1998), Magasela et al. (2001), Shackleton et al. (2002), 
Shackleton et al. (2002), Twine et al. (2001). 
 

Quantities harvested and consumed 

Most studies have relied upon respondent’s estimation of the amounts consumed, 
rather than empirical observation and measurement. The degree of accuracy of such 
an approach is probably inversely proportional to the regularity with which the NTFP 
is used. Thus, for those NTFPs used on a daily basis, such as fuelwood or wild 
spinaches, the power of recall is good and the estimates are probably reasonable, 
especially if based on a large sample. Given that these NTFPs are also used by most 
households, the confidence limits around the mean are narrow. For those NTFPs 
harvested only every few years, such as thatch grass or housing poles, the power of 
recall is weaker. Thus, there is a need for in-depth empirical studies of the precise 
amounts used for most resources.  

Comparisons between studies are confounded by different methodologies and 
conventions, such as the use of different units, whether fresh or dry masses, and 
whether reported per household or per capita, and for user households only or 
averaged across all households in the sample (Ballance et al. 2001, Gram 2001). 
Consequently, greater uniformity of methods to address similar questions is needed. 
Across those studies with comparable units (Table 2), it is evident that user 
households extract considerable volumes of savanna NTFPs annually; approximately 
5.3 tonnes of fuelwood per household, 58 kg of wild spinaches, 104 kg of edible fruits 
and 185 large poles for fencing, kraals and houses. Other than wild spinaches and 
poles for housing, the standard errors are approximately 20% or less of the mean, 
indicating relatively consistent usage across a wide range of socio-economic 
conditions and environments.  

Consumption of NTFPs does not necessarily increase linearly with an increasing 
number of people per household. For example, the amount of wood in fences and 
cattle kraals is related to plot size rather than family size; the amount of firewood used 
for cooking is related more to the number of meals cooked, rather than number of 
people partaking. Thus, per capita demand is lower for larger households than for 
smaller ones. For other NTFPs, such as mushrooms, honey, fruits and insects, the 
amounts consumed are a reflection of the quantities located during opportunistic 
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gathering. Nor is per capita consumption equal between children and adults. Thus, 
household figures possibly provide a more meaningful picture of resource use and 
contribution to livelihood than do per capita data.  

Table 2. Mean (+ SE) amounts used per household (from Shackleton & Shackleton in 
press) 

Resource Units  Amount used   Range No. of villages in 
sample 

Wild spinaches kg/yr  58.2 + 26.3  12.8 - 198.4  7 
Fuelwood kg/day  14.5 + 1.6  8.2 - 23.2  10 
Grass hand brushes no./yr  4.5 + 0.5  3.3 - 8.6  10 
Wild fruits kg/yr  104.2 + 15.6  19.4 - 165.1  10 
Twig hand brushes no./yr  4.6 + 0.3  4.0 - 5.6  6 
Wooden poles for fences & 
kraals (excluding brush wood) 

no./hh  143.1 + 31.3  33.1 - 273.0  10 

Wooden poles for housing 
(excluding laths and brush wood) 

no./hh  43.2 + 11.8  0 - 113.3  10 

Data sources: Dovie et al. (2002), Shackleton et al. (1999), Shackleton et al. (2002), Twine et al. (2001). 
 

Direct-use value to rural households 

Gross annual direct-use value 
In the summarised studies, direct-use values were determined as the product of the 
quantity used and the local, or farm-gate, price. Where prices were not available 
locally, then the price at the closest point to the target community was used, or a 
replacement value. The range in gross annual direct-use values averaged across all 
households within the sampled community is large, ranging from less than R1000 per 
household per year, to over R7000 (Table 3). This is a reflection of differences in both 
the quantities consumed as well as unit prices (Shackleton et al. 1999, 2002). The 
range in unit prices between studies of some commonly used resources is larger than 
the range in quantities consumed, and thus unit price has a greater influence on the 
relative direct-use values between studies. The determinants of unit prices in rural 
communities require greater research. The mean gross direct-use value attached to the 
use of savanna products across the 12 South African studies is R3435 per household 
per year, which is of the same order of magnitude to results from Zimbabwe 
(Campbell et al. (1997, 2002).  

Table 3. Gross annual direct-use values (R) across all households (users and non-users) 
for selected sites in South Africa. (from Shackleton & Shackleton in press) 

 Province  Site Gross Direct-
use value (R) 

 Reference 

Bushbuckridge  2 218 Shackleton & Shackleton (2000) 
Ha-Gondo  3 619 Shackleton et al. (1999) 
Mametja  4 807 Twine et al. (2001) 
Mogano  7 238 Shackleton et al. (1999) 

Limpopo 
Province 

Thorndale  3 435 Dovie et al. (2002) 
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KwaJobe   2 819 Shackleton et al. (1999) 
Mtubatuba  900 Magasela et al. (2001) 

KwaZulu-
Natal 

30 households scattered across 
three widespread sites  

 3 375* Beukman et al. (1998) 

Fairbairn  2 526 Shackleton et al. (2002) 
Ntilini  1 645 Shackleton et al. (2002) 
Tidbury  1 607 Shackleton et al. (2002) 

Eastern 
Cape 

Few households per site from  
many widespread sites 

 2 811* Hassan & Haveman (1997) 

MEAN (+SE)  3 121 + 488  
(* original research did not include all NTFPs. Therefore, direct-use value conservatively adjusted to 
include a value for the missing NTFPs by taking 50% of the mean value for the missing NTFPs from 
other studies)  
 

Net annual direct-use value 
Most of the livelihood resource valuation studies in South Africa to date report gross 
direct-use values since input costs were not determined. But in most situations input 
costs are low, other than time and in some instances transport. It is debatable whether 
or not the time factor, representing an opportunity cost of labour, should be deducted 
in areas of high unemployment (locally and regionally), low skills, literacy and 
education, minimal job opportunities and extremely low daily wages for the few 
scarce, unskilled jobs (Shackleton & Shackleton 2000; Ainslie 2001; Gram 2001; 
Shackleton et al. 2002). Using respondents’ time estimates for collection and 
processing of a number of different NTFPs, Shackleton et al. (2002) found that 
opportunity costs represented between 14% and 61% of the gross value, with a mean 
of 37% (Table 4). In comparison, Dovie et al. (2002) reported that labour opportunity 
costs represented only 9.0 + 2.6% of gross annual direct-use value across seven 
NTFPs. Thus, mean production costs reported by these two recent studies are less than 
the 70% or more (up to 95%) used by Campbell et al. (1997) in Zimbabwe. In some 
instances deduction of opportunity costs of labour resulted in negative net annual 
direct-use values, i.e. calculated costs (of labour) exceeded calculated direct use value 
of the returns. This is not unusual, having also been commented on by Melnyk & Bell 
(1996) and Dovie et al. (2002). This suggests that either (1) rural households are not 
economically rational in how they exploit NTFPs, (2) the application of conventional 
resource economic methods are inappropriate in rural settings with poorly developed 
markets, or (3) the total benefits accruing from use of resources have not been 
adequately accounted for. For example, the social and cultural benefits of harvesting 
activities with relatives and neighbours in terms of kinship ties also need to be valued 
(Melnyk & Bell 1996). This is further complicated by the fact that some NTFPs are 
largely collected opportunistically, e.g. mushrooms, wild fruits, or honey. This poses 
methodological problems for defining the labour inputs for specific activities (Gram 
2001). Additionally, the real cash cost of replacing the locally harvested NTFP with 
an alternative from the nearest urban centre is far higher (both for the good and for the 
transport) than the labour opportunity cost. Thus, although the local harvesting and 
consumption may have a negative net annual value, people have limited options since 
the alternative requires ready cash, which may not be available, and at a cash cost 
higher than they can harvest an equivalent good locally.   
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Table 4. Net annual direct use values (R) to user households (hh) averaged across three 
villages in the Kat River valley, Eastern Cape (*excluding villages with negative net 
values) (from Shackleton et al. 2002) 

 
 

 
 Mean gross value to 
 user hh 

 
 Mean net value to 
 user hh 

 
 Net value as a % of 
 gross value  

 
Fuelwood 

 
 1158.73 

 
 827.84 

 
 71.4 

 
Bushmeat 

 
 1208.27 

 
 1036.73 

 
 85.8 

 
Wild fruits 

 
 194.05 

 
 140.75 

 
 72.5 

 
Wild honey 

 
 122.11 

 
 58.41 

 
 47.8 

 
Kraal timber 

 
 27.09 

 
 19.09 

 
 70.5 

 
Mushrooms (*) 

 
 38.7 

 
 14.97 

 
 38.6 

 
Fence timber 

 
 18.56 

 
 10.18 

 
 54.8 

 
Housing poles 

 
 3.86 

 
 2.4 

 
 62.3 

 

The safety net role of NTFPs at household level 

In terms of direct household provisioning, NTFPs provide safety nets at two levels. 
First, is the role of NTFPs in assisting households to cope in times of adversity. Such 
times occur with shock or sudden changes in the economic, social or climatic 
environments in which households exist and function. This includes events such a 
death or retrenchment of the head of the household or breadwinner, droughts, floods, 
frosts or disease leading to crop failure or death of livestock, major economic 
structural adjustment, unanticipated and large increases in costs of staple foods and 
goods, and the like. For example, one interviewee in Ntilini village said that she had 
moved to the village “to struggle for a better life” after losing her job in the nearby 
town of Fort Beaufort. During such times it is common for rural households to turn to 
NTFPs to tide them over what they perceive is a temporary setback. This may take 
three forms: 

• Use of NTFPs not commonly used, either species or types; e.g. use of wood poles 
collected from the environment for building purposes rather than the purchase of 
commercial poles or cement blocks.  

• Increased consumption (either on a relative or absolute basis) of NTFPs already a 
component of their livelihood. Typically this involves substitution of purchased 
commodities, with harvested ones; e.g. increased use of wild spinaches, or a 
decline in use of paraffin in favour of fuelwood.  

• Temporary sale of NTFPs on local and regional markets; e.g. roadside wood-
carvers in the Mpumalanga lowveld (see case study later).  

 

In these situations the changed or increased use of NTFPs is typically a coping 
strategy, and could be termed as an "emergency net". Simple calculation of the direct-
use value of the NTFPs used during such times of adversity does not adequately 
reflect their true value, because it does not account for the emergency insurance 
component of use during these times of hardship. An additional measure of value is 
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required, equivalent to the option value assigned to natural habitats and resources by 
resource economists.  

In contrast, there is the safety net dimension of ordinary daily use of NTFPs as an 
integral aspect of direct household provisioning as presented above. This may perhaps 
be termed the "daily net". The safety net dimension is manifest primarily as a direct 
cost saving to rural households, as most have limited access to cash incomes. Being 
able to collect and use NTFPs to meet daily needs for energy, shelter, food and 
medicine, allows the scarce cash resources to be used to secure other household needs 
and to attempt to accumulate the necessary asset base for a more secure livelihood. 
This includes education of children, investment in agricultural tools, capital for 
income generation activities, and the like. Such a cost saving would best be reflected 
by replacement values of the goods that the NTFPs substitute, rather than direct-use 
value based on farm-gate prices. The magnitude of the cost saving is greater to poorer 
households than for wealthier households simply by virtue of the reduced total income 
sources and sizes for poor households (Cavendish 2000, Shackleton & Shackleton 
submitted). Moreover, the cost saving has benefits not only at the household level, but 
also the national level. The role of daily net NTFPs in the provision of energy, food, 
medicine and shelter to the rural poor alleviates some of the costs (several billions of 
Rands annually) that the government would incur had it to provide these services in 
rural areas. Thus, the government has a vested interest in ensuring the sustainable 
supply and use of these resources until it is capable of providing such services.  

COMMERCIALISATION AS A SAFETY NET AND LIVELIHOOD OPTION 

In South Africa, commercialisation is becoming a common way in which the safety 
net function and value of NTFPs to rural households is manifest, and it appears to be 
growing (e.g. Mander 1998, Shackleton & Shackleton 2000, Kepe 2002). For 
example, up until 2000 no local markets existed for marula beer in the Bushbuckridge 
lowveld of Limpopo Province. In 2000 there were 15 sellers, and by 2002 
approximately ten times this, i.e. over 200. Similar trends have been reported from 
Zimbabwe (Brigham et al. 1996, Braedt & Stand-Gunda, 2000, Campbell et al. 2002). 
There are limited data from longitudinal studies of commercialisation at the local 
level, but it is widespread in terms of prevalence and range of NTFPs involved (Table 
5). 

Table 5. The proportion of user households that buy or sell that specific NTFPs based on 
a random household survey of three rural villages (n/a indicates that resource is not 
used in that village) 

Resources Mogano 
(Limpopo Province) 

Ha-Gondo  
(Limpopo Province) 

KwaJobe 
(KwaZulu Natal) 

 Buying Selling Buying Selling Buying Selling 

Fuelwood 34.7 4.1 17.6 3.9 0 0 

Housing poles n/a n/a 7.4 3.7 42 13 

Wood for 
fences/kraals 

17.4 3.6 6.8 3.3 15 8.6 

Wooden utensils 67.3 1.7 66.7 3.7 64.5 3.2 
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Wooden furniture 0 0 0 0 0 3.2 

Wood carvings n/a n/a 0 0 0 3.2 

Edible herbs 12.3 3.1 0 0 0 3.2 

Edible fruits 13.3 2.1 0 0 0 0 

Mushrooms 0 0 0 0 0 3.2 

Honey   5.6 5.6 n/a n/a 15 6.4 

Insects 82.4 0 76 4 0 0 

Bushmeat 5 5 n/a n/a 0 0 

Medicinal plants 100 0 100 0 9.7 3.2 

Thatch grass 30 0 44.2 0 57.12 0 

Construction reeds n/a n/a 40 0 32.3 6.5 

Weaving reeds 33.3 0 n/a n/a 41.4 16.7 

Grass hand-
brushes 

72.6 1.6 59.1 0 81.5 14.8 

Twig hand-brushes 40 2.2 73.9 0 0 0 

Fish n/a n/a n/a n/a 80.8 0 

 

 

The proportion of households selling NTFPs within villages is low, and for many it is 
on an ad hoc basis driven by a shortage of cash at that time. Yet there seems to be a 
ready market with a large proportion of local rural households purchasing NTFPs 
either regularly or at times when they could not harvest their own. In the Kat River 
area of Eastern Cape, a greater proportion of poor households (> 30 %) were found to 
engage in selling NTFPs as a means of cash generation than more wealthy 
households. Additionally, poor households also sell a greater variety of types of 
NTFPs, and the income earned represents a greater contribution to total household 
incomes than it does for the few (< 10 %) wealthy households that sell.  

Case studies 

We now explore some of the issues relating to the local trade in NTFPs in more depth 
by drawing on three case studies of NTFP commercialisation in which we have been 
involved. All of the case studies deal with self-initiated (endogenous) 
commodification of NTFPs in response to economic need and hardship. Yet some 
target their products at local, domestic consumers (e.g. brush vendors), others in 
nearby local urban centres (e.g. beer sellers and brush vendors), and others still, to 
tourist markets and retailers (e.g. woodcarvers). The market chains tend to be simple 
with, in most cases, the same individuals harvesting the resource, processing it and 
selling it. In all the cases the opportunity to harvest natural resources and convert 
them into a commercial product has been an important safety net for the people 
involved. This is even more noticeable when considering the socio-economic profile 
of most participants who trade in NTFPs. They are frequently representative of the 
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more marginalized sectors of rural communities, with limited options for alternative 
cash incomes. These studies include: i) a survey of brush sellers in the King 
Williamstown area of the Eastern Cape; ii) a survey of marula (Sclerocarya birrea) 
beer traders in the Bushbuckridge District, Limpopo Province, and iii) an 
investigation of the woodcarving industry in the lowveld region of Limpopo and 
Mpumalanga provinces. In all three studies we attempt to answer the following 
questions: who is involved in the trade, what are the livelihood benefits and returns, 
and what are the opportunities and constraints associated with the trade as far as 
livelihood benefits and enhancement is concerned? A brief description of each case is 
provided before we look in more detail at the safety net and livelihood benefits of 
trading in the particular NTFPs.  

Brush industry  (Gyan & Shackleton, submitted)  
The survey included 38 producers and sellers of brushes in and around King 
Williamstown (+ 100 000 people) in the Eastern Cape. This was close to a 100 % 
sample in that area. The brushes are made from fronds of the palm Phoenix reclinata, 
which is harvested locally from municipal commonage and communal lands under 
traditional authorities. Some sellers also trade in brushes made from a Cape reed 
(Cannamois sp.), of the Restionanceae family. Demand for palm fronds exceeds 
supply, but there are a number of physical and cultural refugia that ensure 
maintenance of the resource. Traders are all women who reside in the rural villages 
around the town. Most of the brushes are sold in the regional urban centres to local 
buyers, although some are sold within the rural villages. Most sellers had participated 
in the trade for less than six years, although some had been active for two decades. 
There was a wide range in incomes earned since some vendors participated only 
occasionally, whereas for others it was their primary source of livelihood.  

Marula beer trade  (Shackleton 2002)  
Marula beer is made from fermented juice of Sclerocarya birrea subsp. caffra fruits. 
It has long been brewed by most rural households wherever the species occurs and is 
associated with a number of cultural traditions and rituals (Shackleton et al. 2002). 
Until 1998 it was seldom sold, but rather shared at neighbourhood festivities or given 
away. Since then, a growing number of people have participated in informal 
marketing of marula beer in local urban centres of the Bushbuckridge lowveld (2 940 
km2), Limpopo Province. But selling remains taboo within the rural villages where it 
is brewed. A survey of 51 sellers (50 of whom were female), constituting an 
approximate 25 % sample, was conducted during 2002 (Shackleton et al. 2002). The 
beer is marketed by producer households; usually the same individuals who brew it. 
Incomes are modest, highly seasonal and variable across traders. Importantly though, 
the income comes at a time of year where there is a high demand for cash for school 
fees, books and uniforms but when cash reserves are low following the Christmas 
period. There seems to be sufficient resource to supply both domestic and commercial 
demand. Fruit are harvested primarily from trees in communal lands, which tend 
towards open access in some areas. No authority is required to harvest from the 
communal areas.  
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Woodcraft industry  (Shackleton 1993, Steenkamp 1999, Shackleton & 
Steenkamp in press) 
There is a long established woodcraft industry in the Bushbuckridge lowveld of 
Limpopo Province, manufacturing furniture and utilitarian items such as bowls, 
spoons, trays and walking sticks. It involves between 100 and 200 households. Whilst 
17 different species are used, the bulk of the timber harvested is from Pterocarpus 
angolensis, Dalbergia melanoxylon, Spirostachys africana and Berchemia discolor.  
There has been a noticeable decline in wood stocks in recent years. Permission is 
required from local conservation agents to harvest timber species, and a small fee is 
payable, proportional to the amount of timber felled.  These home-based enterprises 
are largely family based, although the primary craftsperson (all males) may hire 
assistants or take on apprentices. Family members participate in sanding and polishing 
the wood products. Marketing is largely in regional urban centres and at key tourist 
destinations to informal traders or retailers. Most participants have been in the 
industry for a considerable period. 

In the late 1980s another group of carvers became operational, selling animal 
figurines to tourists. These are manufactured in roadside stalls from species with 
softer wood, such as Sclerocarya birrea subsp. caffra, and Erythrina spp.  No 
permission is sought to fell the timber, although nominally it should be provided by 
traditional authorities. The producers sell direct to tourists. Most have been in the 
business for a limited period and tend to view carving as a temporary occupation until 
they find formal employment.  

Case study comparisons 

Characteristics of producers and producer households 

Women are the primary producers and traders of brushes and marula beer, although 
one male trader was encountered selling beer that his mother had brewed. In contrast, 
all the wood carvers are men, although female family members do play an important 
role in the finishing of goods for the market. These examples support the general 
observation that women tend to trade in non-wood NTFPs (foods, crafts), whereas 
men are more involved in selling wood products including fuelwood, poles, furniture 
and carvings (Brigham et al. 1996, Shackleton et al. 2002).  

The beer and brush traders were relatively young (< 35 years), although some older 
women were involved (Table 6). More than half of traders had some secondary 
education (more than seven years) and, amongst the marula beer traders, 18 % had a 
school leaving certificate and one a tertiary diploma. This suggests that a lack of 
employment opportunities rather than poor education and skills has forced these 
women into selling NTFPs for income. The markets for both brushes and marula beer 
are relatively recent and have demonstrated rapid growth in the last few years. Over 
44 % of brush sellers had been trading for five years or less, and 80 % of beer traders 
commenced selling beer in the last two seasons (2001 and 2002). In the brush trade, 
net annual profits correlated with length of time in the trade, indicating the more full-
time sellers tended to be those that had been involved in the trade the longest and had 
turned it into their primary livelihood activity. 
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The home carvers are older men (mostly in their 50s and 60s) who have been 
producing carvings for 20 – 30 years (Shackleton 1993) (Table 6). The roadside 
carver vendors are mainly young men, and this industry has only really taken off in 
the last 10 years (Steenkamp 1999) (Table 6). There also tends to be a high turnover 
of producers within this woodcarving category as they move back and forth between 
carving and part-time or permanent employment (Steenkamp 1999).  

Participants in all the trades tended to be representative of the poorest sector of the 
community. Over 47 % of beer trading households had no regular source of income, 
with self-employment being their most important source of cash. The equivalent 
figure for brush traders was 32 %. Almost half of beer traders were from female-
headed households – usually recognised as amongst the most vulnerable of rural 
society (Aliber 2003). Average household income was less than R500 per month for 
60 % of beer trading households, well below the poverty line of R700 per month. The 
number of formal jobs and pensions per household was significantly less than found 
in a random household survey within the region from which the beer traders came. 
The results of Steenkamp (1999) showed that the poorest sections of the local 
community participate in the woodcarving industry with the households involved 
being highly dependent on the proceeds. Many of the young men engaging in the 
trade were unable to find any other form of employment. Similarly, hardwood carvers 
also had few other sources of income, with all of them turning to the trade in their late 
thirties and forties after retrenchment from formal jobs in other primary sectors 
(Shackleton 1993).  Many are too old to find alternative employment and have made 
carving their primary livelihood activity. 

Table 6.  Trader profiles 

Woodcarvers  Brush 
producers/ 

traders 

Marula Beer  
producers/traders Hardwoods Softwoods 

Gender Female Female (with one 
male trader)  

Male Male 

Mean age (years) 33 (over 70% of 
traders were 35 
years or younger) 

33 (39% of traders 
were 30 years or 
younger, 35 % were 
between 30 and 45, 
and 25% were older 
than 45) 

55 35 (23 for part-time 
carvers) 

Average length of 
time in trade (years) 

8.9  1.2 22.4 11.5 

Average number of 
years of schooling 

7.3 5.9 No education or 
only a few years 

5.3 (6.5 for part-time 
carvers) 

% of  trading 
households with no  
members in formal 
employment or with 
alternative income 

32 47 95 (the carvers 
were the only 
income earners 
in their 
households) 

Majority – “the families 
participating in the 
industry can be 
assumed to be highly 
dependent on the 
proceedings” 
(Steenkamp 1999) 
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Income and livelihood benefits 
Incomes derived from NTFPs sales are variable both across case studies and between 
households trading in any particular product.  Average annual income was within the 
same range for hardwood carvers and brush traders (R3 000 – R4 000), but higher for 
softwood carvers (R9 000) (Table 7). On the other hand, the income from the sales of 
marula beer was low at R500 per annum. This is because sales are limited to only a 
few months of the year, and hence equivalent to about 1-2 month's income for the 
other traders. However, the timing of the income is critical and the cash earned is 
important for paying schooling costs. One of the traders we interviewed mentioned 
that she had already paid her elder child’s high school fees from her earnings, and 
would continue to sell beer until she had paid her younger child’s primary school fees, 
and then stop. Another young seller was doing so to pay her own school fees. Other 
uses of the proceeds from beer selling included reinvestment into alternative income 
generating opportunities such as sewing and shoe mending, and/or the purchase of 
goods for resale. A number of households mentioned that they were using the cash to 
purchase food, with the opportunity to sell beer helping to relieve their severe cash 
flow problems for at least a couple of months of the year. The new and growing 
marula beer trade can therefore be seen as providing one more option for generating 
much needed cash income in an area offering few other employment opportunities. 
For most of the households involved, the beer trade forms but one of a diversity of 
different income and livelihood sources, whereas for a few others it is a ‘last resort’ 
because they have nothing else and some earnings, even if only a little, is better than 
nothing.  

Carving and brush production are less seasonally constrained and hence incomes are 
much higher. However, the market for carvings fluctuates widely in accordance with 
peaks in tourism periods. The intervening months tend to be difficult for carvers, and 
they often experience extended periods in which they earn little money. On average, 
hardwood carvers are earning R300 per month, and double this for softwood carvers 
at R800 per month. The difference is largely a reflection of the lower costs 
experienced by the softwood carvers (Table 7). Hardwood carvers have more 
difficulty sourcing wood, plus they pay (although subsidised) for their wood, which 
softwood carvers do not. Softwood carvers also save costs, mainly in transport, by 
working and selling at the roadside, and they need fewer sophisticated tools since the 
wood they use is softer. Brush traders are earning approximately R356 per month. The 
income earned by hardwood carvers and brush traders is below the minimum living 
level.   

Income for all the producers is highly variable from one producer to the next. 
Amongst brush sellers, gross income varied from a minimum of R30 to a maximum of 
R1 100 per month. This was because for some brush sellers it was their only means of 
livelihood and therefore more time was dedicated to manufacturing and selling, 
whereas for others it was only a part-time activity for supplementary income. Those 
participating in manufacture or selling on a daily basis earned more than double those 
who participated on an ad hoc basis, i.e. at weekends only. Similarly, part-time 
softwood carvers earned only half of that of full-time carvers (Steenkamp 1999). All 
the hardwood carvers are full-time. The variation in income between these producers 
is a function of production levels as influenced by effort expended, access to power 
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tools, products made and access to additional sources of income, such as pensions, 
that can be reinvested in their carving businesses or used to hire assistants. Some of 
the carvers have also built a better relationship with their buyers than others, and are 
more reliable in meeting orders, both are strategies which provides market advantage. 

Unlike marula beer, the trade in carvings and brushes forms the main livelihood 
option for participants and has been their primary source of income for a number of 
years (Table 6), thus moving beyond just a safety net function or a source of 
supplementary income. However, these occupations, except in a few exceptional 
cases, can rarely be said to provide a ‘sustainable’ livelihood or a way out of poverty. 
All households engaging in these trades remain poor, have limited assets and are 
unable to meet certain of their aspirations such as supporting their children through a 
tertiary education. Most live on a day-to-day subsistence basis and continue to be 
extremely vulnerable. They are ‘price takers’ and often have to accept unrealistic 
prices for their goods to pay their taxi fares home and bring some cash into the 
household. Increasingly, resource scarcity is becoming a major problem for hardwood 
carvers (and to some extent the brush vendors), sometimes preventing them from 
working at full capacity. A longitudinal study of carvers, their incomes and the pricing 
of their goods indicated that they are probably less well off today than they were 10 
years ago because their incomes have not matched inflation. Returns to labour are 
thus very poor for many NTFPs, with long hours spent manufacturing and selling 
goods for limited profits. Most of the producers work a six day week, and usually 
alternate production with sales as they are personally involved in all steps of the 
market chain.   

Nevertheless, it is important to recognise that these traders, from amongst the poorest 
members of society, have managed to secure a living for themselves, albeit marginal, 
with little external support or cost to the state. They have been able to look after their 
families and meet their basic needs. They represent a few hundred people who would 
not have otherwise had a job. For this reason it is important not to underestimate the 
role that NTFPs can play in easing poverty and providing additional options for 
income generation or in meeting specific cash needs such as school fees. The people 
involved in the trade have an independent source of income, they have their pride and 
dignity in being able to provide for themselves and their families, they can be flexible 
in their hours and undertake much of their production at or near home, they are 
directly rewarded for the degree of effort they put in, and they have developed skills 
that command the respect of others (such as carving, brewing, weaving), that 
perpetuate tradition and that can be applied in other areas of their lives (such as 
business skills). These less material benefits are important and contribute to a healthy 
family life and society. The challenge really is whether these activities can be made to 
contribute more and create more sustainable opportunities, which we discuss in the 
next section.  
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Table 7. Income and livelihood benefits from the trade. 

 
Woodcarvers  Brush producers/ 

traders 
Marula Beer  

producers/ traders Hardwoods Softwoods 
Mean annual income 
from trade (R ) 
 
Gross 
Net 

 
 
 
R5 688 
R4 272 

 
 
 
R687 
R500 

 
 
 
R7 602 
R3 603 

 
 
 
R10 486  
R  9 838 

Costs as a % of 
gross income 

25% 27% 53% 6% 

Range in income 
across 
producers/traders 

<R2 400 - >12 000 R89 - 2 299 R2 584 – 16 928 Not available 

Average % 
contribution of 
income from trade to 
total household 
income 

Not determined- 
although over 50% 
of traders rated this 
activity as either the 
first or second most 
important source of 
income  

10% 79% Not determined, but 
the carvers appeared 
to be the primary 
income earners in 
most households 

Returns to labour Reasonable Reasonable Poor  Poor 
Other benefits Craft skills, 

marketing skills, new 
social networks, 
independent income 

Seasonal income at a 
critical time o  f year 
when school fees due, 
maintenance of 
traditional skills, 
marketing skills applied 
to other products, new 
social networks, 
independent income 

Carving skills, some 
business skills, work 
from home instead 
of being migrant 
labourers, new 
institutions, 
flexibility, ‘own boss’ 

Carving skills, some 
business skills, stop 
gap or fall-back 
option when no 
employment, new 
networks 

 
 

WHAT ARE THE OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS ASSOCIATED 
WITH NTFP TRADE TOWARDS ENHANCED LIVELIHOODS? 

Up until recently the NTFP sector in South Africa received little support or 
acknowledgment by government or rural development agencies, although the situation 
has improved in the last few years with an increasing recognition of the importance of 
the informal sector in job creation, poverty alleviation and handicraft opportunities 
linked to increasing tourism (Rogerson & Sithole 2001). It is unlikely that any of the 
NTFP trades described will be able to grow and develop without at least some 
external intervention. The producers themselves do not have the technology, 
resources, access to credit, contacts or skills to develop their businesses much beyond 
what they currently are today.  

Producers face many constraints – some of which are universal to all NTFPs (see 
Rogerson 2000) and some of which are specific to the product they are selling. One 
major constraint is that small, informal sector rural producers do not have access to 
any credit facilities, which is crucial if they wish to expand their businesses. 
Woodcarvers, for instance, often find themselves in a situation where they are unable 
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to accept bulk orders as they do not have the cash to pre-finance all their input 
requirements and pay helpers to assist in completing the orders.  Another problem is 
insufficient raw material/resource to meet production demands, as is the situation for 
woodcarvers and to a lesser extent brush vendors. Industries that require the 
destructive harvesting of slow-growing species are always going to present a major 
challenge in terms of sustainability. Marula traders are affected by the seasonality of 
the resource, and only development of new long-lasting products can address this, 
which will also diversify markets and incomes sources, e.g. marula oil products. 
Saturation of limited local markets is a potentially growing problem, with producers 
having little ability and know-how or time to seek new markets, in particular wider 
national and international markets. Thus, even where potential does exist, these 
opportunities are often not exploited and are unlikely to be without some external 
assistance. In the case of craft items, poor quality, an inability to deliver on schedule, 
low level of supply, a limited product range and a lack of individuality, innovation 
and creativity have been identified as a constraint to the industry by buyers and other 
external parties. Informal traders often face problems establishing themselves in the 
market place despite an easing of local by-laws. Both the marula beer traders and 
brush traders complained about being driven from the places where they sold their 
goods by adjoining shop owners, shopping complex security personnel and the police. 
The beer traders, in particular, were constantly harassed, especially by liquor store 
owners who saw them as direct competition.  Moreover, national legislation requires 
vendors to have a license to sell alcohol. However, brush traders also had to contend 
with harassment in the form of seizures of their products. The intolerance and 
vulnerability of these women in the market place is something that could be addressed 
relatively easily by local municipalities. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS  
• NTFPs are widely used by rural households in South Africa for both direct 

household provisioning and income generation, with poorer households using and 
benefiting more from these products than do wealthier households. 

• The use of NTFPs adds a crucial dimension to a diversified livelihood base of 
most rural households, little appreciated by planners and decision-makers.  

• The direct-use value of regular domestic use of NTFPs is the same order of 
magnitude as cash incomes from trade.    

• The concept of a safety net role and value of NTFPs needs to differentiate 
between a ‘daily net’ and an ‘emergency net’. 

• Trading in NTFPs in South Africa is a prominent emergency net that frequently 
then evolves into a primary livelihood activity on a permanent basis.  

• People are entering the NTFP trade because of a lack of alternative income 
earning opportunities, retrenchment, poverty, and the need for cash income. The 
opportunity to gather “free” resources and convert them into saleable products, 
often using traditional skills, provides an important safety net for many 
households. For the people involved it is often not a matter of choice but of 
necessity - a coping strategy. 

• Trade maybe orientated at local village markets, neighbouring urban markets, or 
tourist markets, with seemingly similar returns.  
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• Trade in NTFPs is growing both within rural communities and in external, 
regional markets. People are taking advantage of the opportunity this presents 
under increasingly harsh economic conditions (for example, the price of the staple 
carbohydrate, maize meal, in South Africa has more than doubled in the last two 
years and many women indicated that they had to find means of earning additional 
cash to pay for their basic food needs). 

• The benefits of trading in NTFPs are variable and modest, particularly for 
seasonal resources like marula beer. However, these sales can provide cash at 
important times of the year, help ease cash flow problems and contribute to the 
amelioration of rural poverty. Local level trade in NTFPs does not result in major 
poverty alleviation for many reasons including a lack of markets, market 
saturation, low priced products, resource scarcity, and the sheer density of people 
in the communal areas limiting the actual proportion that the resource base can 
support.  

• The cash benefits resulting from trade in NTFPs are variable across households 
and are directly related to the degree of effort expended. Some actors process and 
sell NTFPs on a part-time or ad hoc basis, whilst others do so for several hours a 
day, most days of the week.  

• Although the cash earned may be small, participation in trade is an important 
source of self-esteem, pride and independence, especially for women.  

 

We have illustrated in this paper the important safety net role of NTFPs in direct 
household use for the vast majority of rural households, and how a smaller number of 
households have commercialised some resources in response to economic need. What 
we do not understand yet is where the balance between subsistence use and trade lies 
in terms of benefits to livelihoods. Will increasing commercialisation deprive large 
numbers of poorer households of essential resources?  Are the cash benefits from 
trade perceived to be of greater value to households than the use of the essentially 
“free” products used to meet everyday needs, even though the direct-use values may 
be comparable? Under what circumstances are non-financial values such as 
contributions to social and cultural capital important? 

What currently needs to be done in the South African situation? At a contextual level, 
the role and value of the daily net and emergency net needs to be continually 
communicated to planners and decision-makers. Whilst appreciated by a few 
(principally donors and the research fraternity), it still has not been internalised in 
local, provincial nor national policies. The non-governmental sector is involved, but 
largely around promoting markets and skills for NTFP products traded at national and 
international markets. The daily net receives no attention. Not only does the value 
need to be reinforced amongst government departments and NGOs, but so too the 
crucial component NTFPs play in rural livelihood diversification. Rural livelihoods in 
South Africa are not just about arable crops, nor livestock husbandry, nor NTFPs, but 
a fluctuating mosaic of all three; the relative proportions of which change in time and 
space as households seek to optimise livelihoods, respond to changing circumstances, 
spread risks and overcome challenges. Thus, policies and projects need to build upon 
this diversity of livelihood strategies and the abilities of rural households to move 
between them, so that they can benefit from opportunities that arise. A multi-sectoral 
and integrative approach is required. Government supports an agricultural extension 
service for arable crops and for livestock husbandry, but there is no such service for 
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NTFPs. This is required, within a broader integrative approach of improved natural 
resource management that includes all dimensions of land-based livelihoods (i.e. 
NTFPs with livestock and crops as a package).  

In terms of NTFPs specifically, it needs to be communicated and recognised that 
whilst trade can generate cash income for rural households, for the majority it does no 
more than ease rural poverty, or acts as an emergency net. But the importance of this 
within total livelihoods should not be ignored  or underestimated. The loss of NTFPs 
to rural households through excessive harvesting, land transformation, land 
resettlement or rezoning, can have dire consequences, especially for the poorest 
sector, which would be passed on to the national treasury. The option value of having 
NTFPs available as an emergency net must be considerably greater than their direct-
use value. Therefore, investments should be made in appropriate land use zoning at a 
local level, institutional capacity development to manage NTFPs, as well as the design 
and implementation of sustainable harvesting strategies to secure supplies for specific 
resources. Greater and well-defined security of tenure is a fundamental prerequisite 
for all of these. Projects based on the use of NTFPs should build on existing practices, 
enterprises and skills, and as far as possible be targeted at the rural poor, especially 
those with limited land or livestock holdings (and therefore already have constrained 
livelihood options and adaptability). Development of market centres and eradication 
of discrimination and harassment by police or formal sector entrepreneurs is also 
required.  

 

 

 18



REFERENCES 

Ainslie, A. 2002. (ed.). Cattle ownership and production in the communal areas of the 
Eastern cape, South Africa. PLAAS Research report no. 10. University of the 
Western Cape, Cape Town. 126 pp. 

Ballance, A., Shackleton, C.M., Shackleton, S.E., Geach, B. Crookes, D. de Wit, M., 
Evans, J., von Maltitz, G., Willis, C.B., Kelatwang, S. & Havemann, J. 2001. 
Valuing South Africa’s savannas: methodological issues. Southern African 
Forestry Journal 191: 43-51. 

Beukman, R., Rivers-Moore, N., Mander, M., De Wit, M.  & Hassan, R. 1998. 
Economic valuation of KwaZulu-Natal woodlands based on household use: 
an input-output (I-O) framework. Unpublished report.  CSIR, Pretoria. 

Bishop, J.T. 1998. The Economics of Non-timber Forest Benefits: An Overview. IIED 
Gatekeeper Series, London. 18 pp.  

Botha, J. 2001. Perceptions of availability and values of medicinal plants traded in 
areas adjacent to the Kruger National Park. M.Sc. thesis, University of the 
Witwatersrand, Johannesburg.  311 pp. 

Braedt, O. & Standa-Gunda, W. 2000. Woodcraft markets in Zimbabwe. International 
Tree Crops Journal, 10: 367-384. 

Brigham, T., Chihongo, A. & Chidumayo, E. 1996. Trade in woodland products from 
the miombo region. In: The Miombo in Transition: Woodlands and Welfare 
in Africa (ed. B. Campbell). CIFOR, Bogor. pp 137-174.  

Campbell, B. (ed.) 1996. The Miombo in Transition: Woodlands and Welfare in 
Africa. CIFOR, Bogor. 

Campbell, B.M., Jeffrey, S. Kozanayi, W., Luckert, M., Mutamba, M. & Zindi, C. 
2002. Household livelihoods in semi-arid regions: options and constraints. 
CIFOR, Bogor. 153 pp.  

Campbell, B.M., Luckert, M. & Scoones, I. 1997. Local level valuation of savanna 
resources: a case study from Zimbabwe. Economic Botany 51: 59-77. 

Cavendish, W. 2002. Quantitative methods for estimating the economic value of 
resource use to rural households. In: Uncovering the Hidden Harvest: 
Valuation Methods for Woodland and Forest Resources. (eds. B.M. 
Campbell & M.L. Luckert). Earthscan, London. pp. 17-63. 

Cocks, M.L. & Wiersum, K.F. 2003. The significance of plant diversity to rural 
households in the Eastern Cape province of South Africa. Forest, Trees & 
Livelihoods, 13: 39-58. 

Cunningham, A.B. 2001. Applied Ethnobotany: People, Wild Plant Use and 
Conservation. Earthscan, London. 300 pp. 

 19



Dovie, D.B., Shackleton, C.M. & Witkowski, E.T. 2002. Direct-use values of 
woodland resources consumed and traded, South Africa. International 
Journal of Sustainable Development and World Ecology, 9: 269-283. 

Gram, S. 2001. Economic valuation of special forest products: an assessment of 
methodological shortcomings. Ecological Economics 36: 109-117. 

Griffin, N, Banks, D.I., Mavrandonis,  J.,  Shackleton, C.M. & Shackleton, S.E. 1992. 
Household energy and wood use in a peripheral rural area in the eastern 
Transvaal lowveld. Department of Mineral & Energy Affairs, Pretoria. 217 
pp. 

Gyan, C. & Shackleton, C.M. Submitted. Abundance and commercialisation of 
Phoenix reclinata  in the King Williamstown area,  South Africa. Journal of 
Tropical Forest Products 

Hansen, B. 1998. Changing patterns of natural woodland resource dependency and 
use: Inter-generational perceptions, traditions and customs. Case study of 
Bushbuckridge District,  Northern Province, Republic of South Africa. MA 
Thesis, Institute of Geography, University of Copenhagen, Copenhagen. 98 
pp. 

Hassan, R. & Haveman, J. 1997. The values and rates of harvesting natural forest and 
woodland products for direct use by communities in the Eastern Cape 
Province. Unpublished draft report. Development Bank of Southern Africa 
(DBSA), Midrand. 

Kepe, T.V. 2002. Grassland vegetation and rural livelihoods: a case study of 
resource value and social dynamics on the Wild Coast, South Africa. PhD 
thesis, University of the Western Cape, Cape Town. 267 pp.  

Koziell, I. &  Saunders, J. (eds). 2001. Living off Biodiversity: Exploring Livelihoods 
and Biodiversity. IIED, London.  

Magasela, B.B., Watson, H.K,   Mhango, B.J.  & Bob, U. 2001. Direct-use values of 
non-timber forest products from the rural area of Hlabisa, KwaZulu-Natal. 
Unpublished report. Geography Department, University of Durban-
Westville, Durban. 43 pp.  

Mander, M. 1998. Marketing of Indigenous Medicinal Plants in South Africa: a Case 
Study in KwaZulu-Natal. Forest Products Divisions, FAO, Rome. 151 pp.  

Melnyk, M.A. & Bell, N. 1996. The direct-use values of tropical moist forest foods: 
the Huottuja (Piaroa) Amerindians of Venezuela. Ambio 25: 468-472.  

Posey, D.A. 1999. Cultural and spiritual values of biodiversity. UNEP. Nairobi.  731 
pp.  

Rogerson, C.M. 2000. Rural handicraft production in the developing world: policy 
issues for South Africa. Agrekon, 39: 193-217. 

 20



Rogerson, C.M. & Sithole, P.M. 2001. Rural handicraft production in Mpumalanga, 
South Africa: organization, problems and support needs. South African 
Geographical Journal 83: 149-158. 

Shackleton, C.M., Dzerefos, C.M., Shackleton, S.E. & Mathabela, F.R. 2000a. The 
use of and trade in indigenous edible fruits in the Bushbuckridge savanna 
region, South Africa. Ecology of Food and Nutrition 39: 225-245. 

Shackleton, C.M., Netshiluvhi,  T.R., Shackleton, S.E., Geach, B.S., Balance, A. & 
Fairbanks, D.F. 1999. Direct use values of woodland resources from three 
rural villages. Unpublished report ENV-P-I 98210, CSIR, Pretoria. 221 pp.  

Shackleton, C.M. & Shackleton, S.E. 2000. Direct use values of savanna resource 
harvested from communal savannas in  the Bushbuckridge lowveld, South 
Africa. Journal of Tropical Forest Products 6: 21-40. 

Shackleton, C.M. & Shackleton, S.E.  In press. The use of woodland resource for 
direct household provisioning. In: Lawes, M., Eeley, H., Shackleton, C.M. & 
Geach, B.S. (eds). Indigenous forests and woodlands in South Africa: policy, 
people and practice. Natal University Press, Durban.   

Shackleton, C.M. & Shackleton, S.E. Submitted. Household wealth status and natural 
resource use in the Kat River Valley, South Africa. Ecological Economics 

Shackleton, C.M., Shackleton, S.E. & Cousins, B. 2001. The role of land-based 
strategies in rural livelihoods: the contribution of arable production, animal 
husbandry and natural resource harvesting in communal areas in South 
Africa. Development Southern Africa 18: 581- 604. 

Shackleton, C.M., Shackleton, S.E., Ntshudu, M. & Ntzebeza, J.  2002. The role and 
value of savanna non-timber forest products to rural households in the Kat 
River valley, South Africa. Journal of Tropical Forest Products, 8: 45-65. 

Shackleton, S.E. 1993. A situation analysis of the woodcraft industry in the 
Bushbuckridge district of the Eastern Transvaal, with particular reference to 
resource use. Unpbl. Report, Wits Rural Facility, Acornhoek. 82 pp.  

Shackleton, S.E. 2002. The informal marula beer traders of Bushbuckridge, Limpopo 
Province, South Africa. Unpbl. Report, Rhodes University, Grahamstown. 25 
pp. 

Shackleton, S.E., Shackleton, C.M., Dzerefos, C.M.  & Mathabela, F.R. 1998a. Use 
and trading of wild edible herbs in the central lowveld savanna region, South 
Africa. Economic Botany 52: 251-259. 

Shackleton, S.E., Shackleton, C.M., Netshiluvhi, T.R., Geach, B.S., Ballance, A. & 
Fairbanks, D.H.K. 2002. Use patterns and value of savanna resources from 
three rural villages in South Africa. Economic Botany, 56: 130-146. 

Shackleton, S.E., Cunningham, T., Shackleton, C. and Sullivan, C (2002c). An 
overview of current knowledge on Sclerocarya birrea (A. Rich) Holst, with 

 21



particular reference to its importance as a non-timber forest product in 
Southern Africa. Part 1. Southern African Forestry Journal 194: 27-41. 

Shackleton, S.E. and Steenkamp, C. (In  Press).The woodcraft industry in the 
Northern Province- Mpumalanga lowveld .  In: Laws, M., Healy, H. and 
Shackleton, C.M.  (eds). Use and value of forest and woodland resources in 
South Africa. 

Steenkamp. C. 1999. Analysis of the woodcarving industry in the Bushbuckridge area. 
Unpublished report prepared for the DANCED - Community Forestry Project 
in the Bushbuckridge Area. Department of Water Affairs and Forestry, 
Nelspruit.  

Twine, W.C., Moshe, D., Netshiluvhi, T.R. & Shipugu, V. 2001. Direct-use values of 
non-timber forest products from the rural area of Mametja, Northern 
Province, RSA. Unpublished report, Wits Rural Facility, Acornhoek.  

Wollenberg, E. & Ingles, A. (eds.) 1998. Incomes from the Forest: Methods for the 
Development and Conservation of Forest Products  for Local Communities. 
CIFOR, Bogor. 227 pp.  

 

 

 

 22


