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Executive summary 
 

 

At the request of the NRF, a 4-day review of the DST-NRF funded Center of Excellence in Food 

Security (CoE-FS) was conducted. This CoE-FS was co-hosted by the University of the Western 

Cape (UWC) and the University of Pretoria (UP). The review process involved interviewing core 

members,   various   stakeholders,   students,   researchers   associated   with   the   CoE-FS   and 

government officials. It became immediately clear that the co-hosting arrangement between 

UWC and UP was a significant source of strain for the efficient operation of the CoE-FS. The 

CoE-FS was faced with many challenges, such as organizational, the multidimensionality of food 

security issues  in  South  Africa  and  the  complexity of  transdisciplinary  interactions,  but  to 

mention a few. Despite all its challenges, the CoE-FS has laid down the foundation for food 

security issues in South Africa to be dealt with in a more coherent manner. The activities of the 

CoE-FS were also in line with some of the strategic objectives of the National Plan for Food and 

Nutrition Security 2017-22. The activities of the CoE-FS were guided by the principles of social 

justice, human survival with dignity, and transdisciplinary research, and underpinned by research 

excellence  and  active  engagement  values.  However,  there  was  little  or  no  evidence  to 

demonstrate that the research activities of CoE-FS had resulted in a significant impact on policy 

changes in South Africa. Of concern was a lack of cohesiveness between managers and researchers 

across UWC and UP, while the research areas or programs selected by the CoE-FS were too many, 

and the research output of the CoE-FS in relation to the monetary investments was low. There 

is an opportunity for the CoE-FS to bring the 6 objectives of the National Food and Nutrition 

Security Plan (2017-2022) into its research agenda to be of greater relevance to important national 

issues in South Africa. It is recommended that: (1) the CoE-FS reduces the scope of its programmes 

by identifying 3-4 Grand Challenges in the South African context; (2)
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the CoE-FS  conducts more transformational research; (3) increases the quality and quantity of 

its outputs; and (4) more actively participates in national and global discussions on issues related 

to food security. In view of the observations made during the review, the panel recommends 

another interim review in two and a half years to ensure that the CoE-FS complies with all the 

recommendations that have resulted from the mid-term review.
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Background to the evaluation 
 

 

Food security is a multi-dimensional phenomenon that is difficult to define and understand. 

However, it is a valuable concept if used with a clear understanding of what it means, its 

limitations, and how it interacts with behaviour and non-food factors. The first problem of food 

security in South Africa is linked to the CoE-FS existence of both under-and overnutrition in the 

same household, family or community. This double burden is extended to a double burden of 

disease. South Africa has a high prevalence of both infectious diseases related to under-nutrition 

and non-communicable diseases. A second problem is the increasing incidence of obesity. South 

Africa reflects the global trend of increased overweight and obesity in adults and children. A 

third concern relates to the term: ‘hidden hunger’, used to indicate micronutrient deficiencies in 

apparently well-fed  individuals.  The fourth  problem  is  nutrition  transition,  characterised  by 

changes in dietary patterns whereby intakes of animal-derived foods are increasing at the cost of 

plant-based foods. These changes result largely as a result of external influences on the food system 

itself. 

Despite South Africa currently being food secure, many South Africans experience food 

insecurity, rooted in the challenges of poverty, inequality/unemployment, poor nutrition and 

hunger.   Understanding   this   environment   requires   knowledge   grounded   in   bio-science 

engineering, political economy, health sciences and a legal perspective, including the right to food. 

The multidimensionality of food insecurity makes it technically complicated to develop a 

comprehensive food security strategy, and also presents methodological and conceptual challenges 

in the analysis of food and nutrition security. Food security analysis has increasingly become 

associated with poverty and inequality, where it is one of the important elements of
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sustainable livelihoods. Livelihoods are made up of capabilities, assets (material & social 

resources), and activities required for living. This complex setting is the background against which 

the CoE-FS has to operate. The CoE-FS was launched at UWC on 15 April 2014. 

 
 

Food security is a policy priority in South Africa 
 
 

Section 27 of the 1996 South African Constitution incorporates a ‘right to food’ clause. In 

accordance with this constitutional commitment, the state needs to ensure that everyone has access 

to adequate food. Chapters 6 and 11 in   the National Development Plan: Vision 2030 (NDP2030) 

take a multidimensional view of the nature, scale and drivers of food insecurity in South Africa. 

Government approaches to address food security thus combine strategies related to ensuring 

healthy nutrition with those that address adequate access to nutritious food through sustainable 

food production practices (availability). The NDP2030 underscores the fact that poor and 

vulnerable households lack access to adequate food and nutrition. Against the backdrop of this 

departure point, Vision 2030 then lays out wide-ranging recommendations to meet the food and 

nutrition needs of targeted individuals and households. Furthermore, food and  nutrition 

security of households and individuals also feature in Outcome #7 of the South African 

government’s “Medium Term Strategic Framework” (2014-2019). 

The strategic prominence of food and nutrition security not only exists in the Constitution 

and the NDP2030, but also in the Integrated Food and Nutrition Security Strategy (IFNSS) 

developed in 2002. The IFNSS served as a reference and guide for state-sponsored programmes 

and projects aimed at improved access to food and adequate nutrition among vulnerable 

populations. In 2014, cabinet adopted a National Food and Nutrition Security Policy, effectively 

displacing the IFNSS. This policy falls under the joint-leadership of the Departments of 

Agriculture and Social Development and Health. Commitments to ensure adequate access to
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food also feature in the programmes of provincial and local governments, as well as sector 

departments (e.g., rural development and land reform, agriculture and fisheries, healthcare, social 

development and basic education). The Department of Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation 

(DPME) is key role-player tasked with assessing to what extent policy interventions result in 

improvements in the food and nutrition security status of the population. Statistics South Africa 

(StatsSA), the national statistical agency, is responsible for measuring food security at a national 

level with the aid of surveys, including indicators captured in the General Household Survey 

(GHS) and food pricing through the Income and Expenditure Survey (IES). 

The conceptualisation and writing of high-level food and nutrition security policies for 

South Africa pre-date the formation of the CoE-FS in 2014. However, feedback from various 

policymakers highlighted that the CoE-FS co-directors had provided significant inputs into 

different policy processes prior to 2014. Indeed, the expert inputs of these academics into policy 

development served as part of the motivation for awarding the CoE-FS grant to the co-hosting 

universities (UWC and UP). The former co-director who currently leads the Institute for Food, 

Nutrition and Well-being at Pretoria University, Prof Sheryl Hendriks, is a longstanding adviser 

in the policy arena and continues to fulfil this role, particularly through engagements with the 

Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (DAFF). StatsSA, for instance, frequently 

consults her on the refinement and framing of customised food and nutrition security metrics, 

particularly the indicators used in the General Household Survey. 

 
 

Terms of reference for the CoE-FS Mid Term Evaluation 
 

 

The purpose of the evaluation was to assess the performance of the CoE-FS in terms of: (1) its 

alignment with the CoE-FS model; (2) its track record in delivering on the objectives and key
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performance areas of the CoE-FS model; (3) its impact in South Africa and the National System 

of Innovation; (4) alignment of the research strategy and research priorities of the CoE-FS with 

relevant government strategies and initiatives as expressed by policy documents in food security. 

After careful consideration of performance of the CoE-FS over its first five years of 

operation against these metrics, the evaluation panel will provide recommendations to enhance 

the CoE-FS’s future performance to ensure sustainability, alignment of priority and relevance in 

its mandate as a CoE-FS within the area of food security. 

The five key performance areas of CoE-FSs, as identified by the National Research 

 
Foundation are: 

 
1.   Research/knowledge production; 

 
2.   Education and training; 

 
3.   Information brokerage; 

 
4.   Networking; and 

 
5.   Service rendering. 

 
The report addresses each of these areas but combines Information brokerage, Networking and 

Service rendering under a combined topic of “Networking and Community Engagement”. In 

addition, “Organizational Structure” is considered separately because of the complex nature of 

the CoE-FS being split over two universities. 

The evaluation considered the five key performance areas within the context of the 

 
NRF’s defined objectives of the CoE model. These are; 

 
1.   Exploit the competitive advantage vested in outstanding researchers; 

 
2.   Reward, retain, sustain and improve scientific excellence within CoE;
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3.   Integrate smaller and related research initiatives into one programme within the niche 

area of CoE; 

4.   Achieve economies of scale through the optimization of resources and effort by sharing 

personnel, equipment, data and ideas; 

5.   Provide secure and stable funds for research and knowledge dissemination within the 

 
CoE network; 

 
6.   Support planned, strategic and long-term research; 

 
7.   Develop human capacity; 

 
8.   Contribute to the transformation of individual niche knowledge enterprise; 

 
9.   Expand the national research base; and 

 
10. Contribute to the transformation of the National System of Innovation (NSI). 

 
 

 
Process of the evaluation 

 
 

The evaluation panel members reviewed extensive written documentation provided by the NRF 

and, following a briefing from NRF, the panel held two skype conference calls to decide on a 

strategy for the review process itself. After that, panel members participated in site visits to the 

University of the Western Cape (3rd - 5th Sept 2018) and the University of Pretoria (6th Sept 

2018), during which time interviews were held with pre-identified governmental stakeholders 

and  CoE-FS  staff,  affiliated  researchers  and  students,  as  well  as  external  partners  and 

international experts in food security (see Programme in Appendix A). Evaluation questions that 

were  formulated  by  the  panel  guided  the  discussions  (see  Appendix  B  and  C),  however, 

questions arose naturally during the conversational nature of the interviews. All interviews were 

recorded  by  a  scribe  and  transcripts  provided  to  the  panel.  The  panel  members  had  the 

opportunity to visit laboratories, greenhouse facilities and observe relevant student activities both
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at UWC and UP.  Numerous follow-up skype calls and email correspondence between the panel 

members took place after the site visits, during the process of writing the evaluation report. 

 
 

1.   Organizational context: Key Findings 
 
 

 
Management  structure 

 
 

The CoE-FS is shared across two universities. This partnership was not a natural one and arose 

as a result of a request from the NRF that two competing proposals in food security be merged. 

Throughout the panel evaluation, the term “forced marriage” was frequently used by CoE-FS 

members,  as  well  as  by  senior  university  officials,  to  describe  this  arrangement.  It  was 

concerning to the panel that five years into the life of the CoE-FS, members from both partner 

universities still considered the partnership to be one that has been imposed upon them instead of 

embracing it in a spirit of true collaboration. Indeed, it was telling that at the last biannual planning 

lekgotla, an invited external facilitator asked ‘How is this marriage from hell working out?’ 

It was made clear from the interview on Day 1 with the Co-Directors of the CoE-FS that 

UWC and UP have different paradigms with regard to food security-related research. Given its 

strengths in food science, UP approaches food security from a productionist lens with a major 

focus on agriculture and the food availability pillar of food security. As such, their scientists, 

conducted work within the food supply chain, with a heavy focus on food safety and technological 

advancements in food composition. UWC, on the other hand, is more dedicated to the humanitarian 

and governance aspects related to food access and utilisation aspects of food security. UWC’s 

identity relates more to the human face of nutrition, food and inequality, however it  is  noted that  

UWC  also  has  a vibrant  Biotechnology Department.  Whilst these
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differences could be complementary within a well-designed framework, evidence of a 

comprehensive modus operandi in planning research and training opportunities to encompass the 

continuum of food security appeared to be lacking. 

To  a  large  extent,  this  lack  of  cohesiveness  between  the  two  university partners  is 

attributed to differences in institutional cultures and operational structures. Only two of the seven 

research programmes had leaders from both institutions. The requirement to have a primary and 

secondary leader on each programme presented an opportunity for these leadership roles to be 

shared across universities, but this is not the case. Similarly, there was little, if any, evidence of 

joint publications between researchers and/or students across the two  partner organizations. 

Planning for the future five years does not seem to have addressed strategies to improve this lack 

of cohesiveness to work towards a common shared goal. 

Many of the perceived tensions between the two universities were related to funding 

allocation, including the required 10% funding contributions provided to the CoE-FS by each of 

the institutions.  There were also frustrations with timeliness of student bursary payments and 

project cost allocations, which required universities to cover these costs until payments were 

executed. The distrust between UWC and UP regarding institutional commitments to the 10% 

co-investment and clarity regarding actual monetary disbursements versus in-kind contributions 

was  evident.  These  inadequacies  in  the  organizational  management  of  the  CoE-FS,  the 

evaluation panel believe are hampering its core business (research, training and engagement). 

It is important to note that partnerships are not easy to make and that it takes a long time 

to build confidence and trust and to work together despite challenging circumstances. The fact 

that the CoE-FS is across two universities makes it even more challenging. The CoE-FS must 

facilitate an enabling environment to collaborate more widely between both universities and with
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other universities. The programmes are run by one or other of the participating universities with 

only peripheral involvement of the other. The two universities need to come together for cross 

pollination, and students should be supervised with expertise from both universities and more 

widely. 

 

 

Staffing 
 
 

Given the financial constraints under which the CoE-FS operates, the core staff funded under the 

current model include a Director (UWC), co-Director (50% funding; UP), manager, finance officer, 

administrative officer and communications officer. Allowing certain important decisions to be 

made by the non-academic support staff appeared to be outside the scope of their roles. For 

example, the CoE-FS manager is required to track student progress for bursary allocation. It also 

became apparent after speaking with student members that a dedicated staff member or CoE-FS 

academic affiliate was required to keep track of student-related affairs. For example, a PhD student 

who has had major life events and require special consideration for an extension to her studies (in 

4th  year) appeared to have no avenue to discuss such a request and was informed by an 

administrative staff member that her bursary would not be continued. Clearly, this is unsatisfactory 

and lack of flexibility threatens student completions. The particular student in question was high 

achieving and had a very good publication track record. 

 

 

Strategic direction and research themes 
 
 

During the first 18 months of the CoE-FS’s existence, strategic planning was undertaken to identify 

major themes or programmes of research. These themes have undergone revision and expansion 

over time, as new collaborators came on board. The philosophical framework underpinning 

decisions related to programmes of work was not immediately apparent. There are
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many existing models of food security (e.g. FAO, UN) that could have been used, but instead, 

the programmes seem to have arisen in a haphazard fashion to accommodate the interests of 

individual researchers. 

There appeared to be no open call for proposals. Calls appeared to be made through word 

of mouth and solicited through programme leaders. It is important to state that, some open calls 

for proposals were made at the early stages in the life of the CoE-FS. Lack of transparency in the 

proposal selection process runs the danger of selection bias and promoting own research interests 

of individual researchers. Personalities played an important role in shaping the research 

programmes and the areas that have grown the most are those with stronger champions. Bargaining 

is complicated across and between programmes when there are so many players involved. There 

was some dissatisfaction from affiliated researcher about lack of feedback on proposals or 

opportunity to rework. 

Initially, funds were split evenly over 5 programmes. This changed in recent redesign 

with some programmes receiving larger allocations than others (eg. child nutrition). The projects 

were located at one university or the other. 

Much more translational and implementation research is required. Many of the projects to 

date assess the status quo and identify problems, rather than being solutions-oriented. The value 

of the CoE-FS is that is can draw on the broad spectrum of knowledge to address problems in a 

more comprehensive way. 

 
 

Excellence 
 
 

The CoE-FS has limited connections with global players, and has little influence beyond South 

 
Africa at this point. The CoE-FS is well placed to conduct ground-breaking research that can
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contribute to global debates in the areas of food security, for example, urban agriculture, land 

reform and food sovereignty, and informal food economies. 

There was some evidence of the application of cutting-edge methodologies, but this is 

limited to food safety, food consumption and biotechnology stream of research. Conceptual 

changes are happening at the interface of disciplines, bringing knowledge together to solve 

problems. The CoE-FS will need to implement an overarching Global Challenge enquiry in order 

to align different disciplines to adopt a solutions-based approach to their activities. Incorporation 

of new technologies to assist in efficiency and accuracy in data collection (e.g. GIS mapping of 

food environments, digital dietary assessment methods, etc.) will be essential in the coming five 

years in order to keep up with global advancements in this area. 

 

 

Allocation of research funds 
 
 

The panel observed that about 20% of the CoE-FS’s budget was used for managing the center, 

with  another  40%  going  into  transformational  activities  and  40%  being  used  for  research 

activities of the 9 selected programmes, 54 project leaders and 84 projects, which seems too 

many.  The panel  believes focusing on larger projects within fewer programs will be more 

impactful. 

It is evident that some of the Principal Investigators receiving project funds were also on 

the management committee that decided on allocations. The Director did not share the Panel’s 

concern about potential conflicts of interest associated with this practice. The comment that 

academics were “giving up 40% of their time for research to work on CoE-FS research” does 

not validate the practice. 

The Director emphasized that there was a "rulebook for the CoE-FS designed in 2014 and 

 
that programme leaders followed the rules with “some adhering more closely than others”. On
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request of the panel, the Director forwarded by email, the forms/template used for applications, 

and the criteria for evaluation of research proposal. 

Responsibility for allocation of project funds was delegated to programme leaders. The 

panel heard that the programme leaders “solicited people to work with the CoE-FS” and “worked 

with them to ensure their projects were successful.” Whilst this approach could be seen as fulfilling 

a mentoring role, more transparent procedures are required to ensure equity. 

On  probing  the  Director,  information  was  obtained  that  approximately  a  third  of 

proposals received were rejected. Some of the funded projects had to be cancelled, more at 

UWC, where people could not recruit students or experienced capacity constraints. 

The creation of “Special projects” raised an alarm to the evaluation panel as they do not 

seem to fit into any of the research themes of the CoE-FS. In the first 2 years of operation, the 

CoE-FS could not allocate all available funds, resulting in a significant carryover of funds (40% 

in Year 1). These carryover funds were deposited into a “Director’s fund” to be used for projects 

that were deemed to be of strategic importance. The process for allocation of the “Director’s funds” 

is unclear and appears to lack transparency. They were reflected in the annual report to the 

steering committee at the end of the year, however these projects were not included in the business 

plan, nor considered in the planning meetings (lekgotlas). The SANHANES project was an 

example of a special project that was funded without broad consultation within the CoE-FS 

management  committee.  Secondary  analysis  for  the  purpose  of  identifying  trends  in  child 

stunting and determinants thereof was funded through the CoE-FS. The curators of the 

SANHANES dataset (HSRC) required payment for access to the dataset, despite the survey 

being funded publicly, and an intern was funded to assist with analyses. Whilst the finding that 

child stunting has not changed since 1993 is an important one, the panel was concerned about the
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processes followed.   Information on other special projects was not obtained within the time 

constraints of the evaluation. 

 

 

Succession planning for leadership roles in the CoE-FS 
 
 

The process of appointment of new leaders for the CoE-FS is unclear. The expectation is that the 

university will identify someone and start a process of bringing them in for mentorship. Two 

candidates were identified as being appropriate, one of which will take on the acting Director 

role when the current  Director is on sabbatical leave in 2019. All leadership positions are 

advertised at UWC and there is the possibility of an external appointment. 

 

 

Income generation 
 
 

Return on investment of the R65M provided by the NRF to date is not outlined. In other words, 

much of the work may have occurred in isolation of the virtual CoE-FS and fallen under other 

research remits of the individual investigators. The panel required an understanding of what 

occurred as a direct result of the investment and activities of the CoE-FS. Leveraged funds were 

R40M, bringing total income to R105M over the first five years of operation. 

In conclusion, the CoE-FS has since undergone several changes in its management structure 

since inception in April 2014. In addition to its challenges as a result of managerial changes, the 

CoE-FS had to also deal with the following additional challenges: 

 

 
 

1.  Multidisciplinary nature of research, dealing with cross institutions (UWC and UP) and 

different personalities. 

2.   Rapid  expansion  of  size  and  scope  of  activities,  particularly  research,  leading  to 

significant administrative pressure.
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 3. Administrative turnover (6 PIs) with some resignations and retirements. 

 

4. 
 

Funding environment and funders requirements. 

 

5. 
 

Differences in how the problems of food insecurity should be tackled. 

 

6. 
 

New debate on land reform. 

 

7. 
 

Weak statistical skills of personnel. 

 

8. 
 

Ensuring continued funding for humanities. 

 
 
 
 

 
2. 

 

9. 
 

Expansion of additional research platforms beyond original plans. 
 
 

 
Research quality and outputs: Key Findings 

 

 

The CoE-FS initially had its focus on food systems as a result of the synergy between the proposals 

submitted by UWC and UP. There seemed to be a change in the original focus of the CoE-FS with 

the resignation of Professor Hendriks. It was also observed that individual personalities played an 

important role in shaping the research direction of the CoE-FS. With time, some of the research 

areas identified by the CoE-FS received more attention than others. The large number of research 

areas identified by the CoE-FS resulted in the funds allocated to the Centre not reaching far 

for laboratory and extension field work. There were suggestions made by the steering committee 

to narrow down on the research areas of the CoE-FS. UP has a strong focus on research related to 

UN SDGs in which food security features strongly. Thus, the research plan was narrowed down to 

6 programmes at the disappointment of some programme leaders. In 2015, after UWC received 

funding from the Mellon Foundation for Politics and Symbols,  an  additional  programme  in  

Humanities  was  included.  This  significantly boosted available funds for the center. In 2017, the 

Centre was also awarded UNESCO Chair in African Food Systems but no transfer of funding by 

UNESCO was associated with it.
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It was also observed that the different operational and research paradigm of the UWC and 

UP had an effect on the day-to-day operations of the CoE-FS. UWC has a strong focus on emerging 

sectors and its attention seems to be on the human face of nutrition, and inequality. The UWC 

group conceived food and nutrition security (with food first) interacting with the double/triple 

burden of nutrition. At UWC, there was a large focus on household food consumption and what 

influenced it. There was also focus on what foods people acquired, what was available and how it 

differed from urban and rural populations, and the driving forces. In contrast, UP focused 

traditionally on the improvement of the food supply chain with a productionist approach to food 

security in South Africa. UP’s role seen more as an international collaboration partners for the 

CoE-FS. 

The CoE-FS provides an excellent vehicle for integration across disciplines, but it took a 

while for the organizational structure of the CoE-FS to be put together for a smoother operation. 

There is still progress to be made as the CoE-FS does not seem to be a sufficiently centralised 

driver for their research to be as impactful as it could be. Understanding of food security in South 

Africa has been very compartmentalised and the CoE-FS is best positioned to fill in the research 

gaps 

The panel has not been presented with evidence of the CoE-FS rooting itself in Africa. 

There is potential for this to occur, but there is a long way to go before this embryonic potential 

is realised. 

The CoE-FS has made progress in laying the foundation for transdisciplinary projects. 

However, the CoE-FS needs commitment and buy-in from the highest level of both universities 

and strengthening of the steering committee is required.
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The scope of work undertaken by the CoE-FS includes research, capacity building and 

dissemination of knowledge on how a sustainable food system can be achieved for the realization 

of  food security for the poor, the vulnerable and marginalized populations in South Africa. 

The vision of the CoE-FS is to become a global leader for capacity building, knowledge 

brokerage and service provision to improve food security and reduce malnutrition in all its forms 

in South Africa. 

The activities of the CoE-FS remained guided by a set of values, namely; social justice, 

transdisciplinary, human survival with dignity, research excellence and active engagement. The 

CoE-FS had a ‘farm to fork” approach to the food system. The problem is that in the African 

context, food security is shaped not simply by agro-ecological factors but also by the terms upon 

which producers, processors, distributors and consumers participate in the food system. 

The CoE-FS focuses its analysis at the household and individual level; looking at 

dimensions of availability, access and utilisation of food and the role of the private sector and 

Government (national, provincial and local). The domains of the research activity were: 

1.   Contestation – food politics and cultures (Humanities), food symbols and values 

 
2.   Governance – policies and rights, safety and control 

 
3.   Consumption – nutrition and health, consumer behaviour 

 
4.   Distribution – value chains and livelihoods, markets and prices 

 
 

 
Innovation 

 
 

There 10 current research programmes (with the latest addition being the UNESCO Chair) are 

interlocking programmes each led by a principal researcher that has an appointment at one of the 

participating universities. The principal researcher is typically a supervisor with postgraduate 

students, and also considered to be an expert in their own field. The CoE-FS focused on the
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following questions: What is the structure, dynamics and influences on the South African food 

system and how is this changing? (Systems) 

1.   What technological and enterprise innovations will build livelihoods and food security in 

the food system? (Innovation) 

2.   What food is on the plates of South African consumers and what pathways were followed 

to bring this food to the plate? (Plates) 

3.   Which food safety hazards exist that affect food security and how can these be best 

managed? (Safety) 

4.   Why has child malnutrition persisted in South Africa? (Children) 

 
5.   What governance and policy reforms are necessary to ensure sustainable food security 

and nutrition? (Policy) 

 

With the award of a grant from the Mellon Foundation in 2015, Humanities for Food Security 

was included and two programmes were added. These additional programmes focus on the 

following questions: 

6.   How do cultural and religious symbols construct and distort the ways in which food is 

selected, prepared and consumed (Symbols) 

7.   How do human relationships to food and the meanings that food acquires in particular 

cultural  and  social  contexts  affect  the  power  dynamics  around  food  production  and 

access? (Politics) 

 
Finally, the SARChI awarded in 2016 was incorporated as a ninth programme. This programme 

had the following question as its focus:
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8.   Why is South Africa’s comprehensive social protection system not making a much more 

significant contribution to the eradication of food insecurity and hunger, and how this 

contribution can be enhanced (SARChI). 

The tenth programme that coincides with the award of the UNESCO Chair in African Food Systems 

to the Director for the period 2018-2022 is still in development. The purpose of the UNESCO chair 

is to work on dissemination and transfer of knowledge and also to develop education programmes 

which could be an opportunity for CoE-FS. 

The CoE-FS has taken a deliberate stance not to include climate change in its research 

themes  because there  are other  research  groups  working in  this  area.  Despite this  being  a 

reasonable and defensible strategy, the applied connection between climate change and crop 

science is missing in the research focus of the CoE-FS. 

A concern of the panel was the fact that the CoE-FS may have been seen by project leaders 

as a source of funding rather than running a coherent set of programmes around a common 

philosophical framework. The lack of effective collaboration between UWC and UP in terms of 

working towards a shared research goal was also a concern. An example is the lack of any joint 

research or technical papers by UP and UWC authors that have resulted from the CoE- FS. The 

Working Paper series provides an ideal opportunity for the two universities to work together, but 

this has not happened. 

In the Western Cape, work was being done on the importance of the informal food 

economy.  This  involved  collaboration  with  local  practitioners,  especially  to  learn  about 

marketing  of  produce  and  scaling  up.    Municipalities  that  are  often  overlooked  are  being 

involved and this is considered a strength.
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In certain disciplines, the CoE-FS had gradually become known as a place where exciting 

things were happening. South Africa is a very active area for research on  food security issues 

and thus South African researchers have a contribution to make, particularly in the areas of: (1) 

rights and justice related to food; (2) a changing political economy and land reform; and (3) 

nutrition, in the context of the double burden of disease. 

An overview of the philosophical framework of the CoE-FS encompasses economics, 

politics and socioeconomic issues, and this is appropriate given the complexity of food security. 

However, the programme of ‘Pathways to Plates’ seems to have many inbuilt dynamics. Food 

security is about access and opposing interests; it is not a simple linear process. 

Directors have not made the hard choices that are required in terms of grant awarding 

criteria and have not sufficiently been demanding of the people who obtain grant funding from 

the CoE-FS in order to ensure that targets are met in terms of project outcomes and publications. 

There were some concerns raised with the selection of projects for funding. There were 

no formal calls made for research proposals. Calls for proposals seemed to be through word of 

mouth and then a concept note and a document on what must be included in the proposal. There 

were however, terms of reference provided  to  scientists who were able to submit research 

proposals.  Awards were then made several months later. 

The CoE-FS has an impressive list of 107 researchers involved in various areas related to 

food security, thereby allowing the CoE-FS to work on various aspects of food security. There 

were 54 researchers who had received funding from the CoE-FS. Though most of the researchers 

are from South Africa, researchers from Ghana, Ethiopia, France, Britain, Belgium, Germany, 

Eritrea, Zimbabwe and Nigeria are also involved in research activities at the CoE-FS. It is also 

important to note that there was a fair balance between male and female researchers at the
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Centre, with about 44% of the researchers being female. About 60% of the researchers were 

white. 

It was noted that most of the researchers were not rated by the NRF (68.5%) and this was 

a concern to the panel. Those scientists that were rated had ratings of between C3 to B1 (7.4% 

had B rating, and 22,3% C rated). When the NRF rating is broken down by institutions, UWC 

had 3 B2 rated researchers in the CoE-FS with UP having 1. The UWC also had 5 researchers rated 

C, with UP and MRC having 6 and 1, respectively. It was however clear that most of the researchers 

at the CoE-FS were experts in their own fields and contributed significantly to their area of 

research. 

Information made available to the review panel that indicated 142 research outputs from 

the Centre. These research publications consisted of working papers, book chapters and peer 

reviewed scientific research articles. The peer reviewed scientific research articles contributed a 

significant part of the research outputs of the CoE-FS constituting about 74% of the research 

outputs. Published in international, African and local research journals, research articles were 

targeted at both the international and local audiences. About 16% of the outputs were from white 

papers. Of the 142 publications, one was a book, 6 were book chapters, 105 were articles in journals 

and 22 working papers plus 8 others (21 were published by UWC, 5 by UP, and 4 by other 

institutions). As well as the 142 publications, there are also 49 so called other significant 

conference outputs and 152 peer reviewed conference outputs. 

There was a fairly good distribution of the research outputs of the CoE-FS with respect to 

the different projects run by the Centre. Publications on the research topics of Smart Foods, 

Mapping the South African Agro -Food System: Implications for food security and livelihoods, 

and  Animal  Product  Safety  seem  to  have  the  most  frequency  of  publication.  Of  the  105
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accredited journal publications, only five (4.8%) were not affiliated to one of the financed projects.  

The  most  productive  projects  fell  under  the  topics  of  Product  Safety  (n  =  16 publications) 

and Smart Foods (n= 15). It was a concern that a lot of the projects over the past 5 years resulted 

in only one publication per year. It is however, important to mention that there was an increase in 

publication rate; more than 50% of the articles have been published since 2017. The impact 

factors of some of the research journals was also a concern to the review panel. From the accredited 

journals: 18.1 % had no impact factor; 24.8% had an impact factor of <1;  28.5% had an impact 

factor of 1 to 1.99;  9.6% between 2 and 3; and 19% of papers were in journals with an impact 

factor of 3 or more. 

The number of  citations  of the peer reviewed  articles  published  by the Centre was 

concerning. Of the 105 articles published in accredited journals: 22.5% had received no citations; 

55.9 % had between 1 and 5 citations; and 21.5 % had more than 5 citations, of which 3 had 20+ 

citations.  Apart  from  the  publication  “Effects  of  processing  sorghum  and  millets  on  their 

phenolic phytochemicals  and the implications of this to the health enhancing properties of 

sorghum and millet food and beverage products” published in the Journal of the Science of Food 

and Agriculture with 45 citations, most of the peer reviewed articles from the Centre had less 

than 5 citations. 

The question of whether some of the research publications were related to the topic of 

food security also came up during the evaluation. The working papers from the CoE-FS were 

produced to establish the brand of the Centre and were fully funded by the Centre. The working 

papers were purposefully produced to reach policy makers. On the other hand, for many of the 

publications there was a lack of acknowledgement of the financial support made by the NRF 

through the CoE-FS. This resulted in low recognition of research activity of the CoE-FS.
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The panel also observed the lack of joint publications between researchers at UP and UWC.  

Academic researchers of the calibre associated with CoE-FS can realistically be expected to 

publish about 3 internationally recognised journal articles per year; average output is less than one 

paper per member per year. 

There were 54 project leaders with most of them from the UWC (40.7%), this was followed 

by UP with 27.8% and then SUN with 11%. UCT, ASSAF, MRC, NMMU, NWU, UFH and 

UL did not have significant numbers of project leaders. Out of the 84 projects funded by the 

CoE-FS, 42.9 % are implemented by UWC, 32.1% by UP, 7.1 by SUN and 6% by UCT. Project 

leaders received funding for an average of 1.6 projects, with some receiving funding for as many 

as 6 projects. 

It is well known that in 5-year research programmes, 80% of publications tend to come in 

the final year.  Despite that consideration, research output is well below target. 

 
 

3.         Training, Education and Mentoring in Research Capacity: Key findings 
 

 

A core deliverable of the CoE-FS is to educate, train and mentor new generations of food 

security experts. The leadership of the CoE-FS  clearly understands the significance of and 

rationale for this priority in the South African context. Commitment to this imperative was clear 

and firm. It consumed a considerable amount of financial resources and effort of senior scholars 

(as mentors and thesis supervisors) involved in CoE-FS funded projects. This is indicative from 

the steady increase in the number of postgraduate students enrolled across 11 universities 

connected with this CoE-FS. It allocated 40% of all funds received from the NRF (a mandatory 

minimum) to support postgraduate students.
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Postgraduate theses and dissertations formed the backbone of the knowledge production 

model. According to this model, the findings and insights of the research that MA and PhD 

students undertook as requirements for their degrees also feed into the main issues and questions 

that the CoE-FS programmes seek to address. Principal Investigators in charge of each theme 

recruited postgraduate students and defined the scope of the projects that students undertook. 

Support for students ranged from bursaries, enabling payment of tuition and textbook costs, and 

a range of non-financial services. These were; 

1.   Tuition fees (registration, enrolment and textbook cost) 

 
2.   Cost-of-Living allowance (stipend) 

 
3.   Direct research costs (primary data collection, laboratory tests, computers, etc.) 

 
4.   Research facilities (laboratories, libraries, office space, meeting rooms, etc.) 

 
5.   Attendance of conferences, seminars, symposia and workshops 

 
6.   Mentorship and coaching [academic supervision] – this contribution was in terms of time 

spent by academic supervisors on the students, formal education, co-publish, etc. 

The monetary values and timeframes of bursaries awarded to Masters and PhDs students 

differ. The CoE-FS evidently award these bursaries in accordance with the prescripts of NRF. In 

response to a recent NRF recommendation to the CoE-FS, a consistent and appropriate means 

test for bursary recipients will be introduced to avoid funding students who can afford to pay 

their own fees. 

Many CoE-FS bursaries cover 1 year of full-time university enrolment even though SA 

universities allow 2 years for completing a Masters and 3-5 years for a PhD. No firm rules 

govern the number of years that bursary-holders will or can expect to receive funding. Some PhD 

students from partner universities have had their bursaries revoked or suspended without a clear
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reason for this drastic action or communiques from the Director of the CoE-FS. The CoE-FS 

awarded a smaller number of bursaries funded from non-NRF sources (additional and leveraged 

research grants) but at a substantially higher monetary value than NRF funded bursaries for an 

equivalent degree. This inequality is cause for concern because it can lead to dissatisfaction and 

tension among students. 

 

 

Databases Monitoring Student Activities 
 
 

The self-reflection reports submitted by the CoE-FS offered a high-level description of the number 

of students supported and described how  the CoE-FS supported students. Strategic planning 

sessions of the CoE-FS (lekgotlas) assessed how many students the CoE-FS supported, with 

occasional references to bursaries awarded through leveraged or additional grants. Lekgotla reports 

sketched an uneven picture on student support mainly because many principal investigators did 

not comply with a generic reporting template on student performance. It was difficult to reconcile 

the lekgotla reports and databases (spreadsheets). 

In addition to interviews with groups of past graduates and students enrolled at the time 

of the review, the CoE-FS also supplied the review panel with relevant databases. The mid-term 

review database was the most complete source of information about the enrolment status of 

students and postdoctoral fellows that work at the CoE-FS. It contains more detail than a separate 

document titled ‘Graduands’ limited to a list of 38 postgraduates and postdoctoral fellows. As 

reported in the ‘Graduants’ file, a large number of students graduated from Stellenbosch 

University. However, this figure does not match the information in the mid-term review. Another 

file highlighted the achievements of CoE-FS-supported students’ 'creative writing’ but the 

relevancy of these achievements for research excellence on food systems or food and nutrition 

security was unclear.
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Since its launch in early 2014, participating universities have recruited 140 students. The 

co-hosts, UWC and UP, enrolled 67 and 36 students, respectively. This is 74% of all the students 

linked to the CoE-FS. Universities co-hosting the CoE-FS enrolled three in four recipients of 

postgraduate bursaries. These figures excluded 17 postdoctoral fellows because their academic 

needs and activities differed from the education and training given to the dominant categories of 

postgraduate students. For example, Masters’ and PhD candidates had dissertations to complete 

in order to graduate, whereas postdoctoral fellows did not have this fundamental requirement. 

This  was  clear  from  interviews  conducted  by  the  panel  with    postdoctoral  fellows,  often 

entrusted with the academic responsibilities that should be fulfilled by principal 

investigators/academic supervisors. A postdoctoral fellow at the University of Pretoria, for 

instance, was still supervising 4 PhD students from the CoE-FS. At UWC, the postdoctoral fellows 

seemed to work as senior research assistants engaged in-depth data analyses and writing scientific 

articles for journals. Postgraduate and postdoctoral fellows were at different stages in their 

academic development and progress reports should not conflate their contributions to the work of 

the CoE-FS. 

 

 

Profiles of CoE-FS- supported Students 
 
 

Overall, the CoE-FS supported a higher share of female (57%) than male (43%) students and 

postdoctoral fellows (See Appendices E- Tables E.1). This marginal majority of female students 

does not exist across all degree programmes at universities involved in the CoE-FS – with 

females comprising 75% of all pre-masters level students (rising to 92% at UWC for this group 

of students). At UWC, females made up an absolute majority across all levels of study except for 

candidates in the Masters’ programme where the gender split was even. By contrast, at the 

University of Pretoria, females made up 43% of its PhD students. Interestingly, the average
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female student was younger than their male counterparts enrolled for the same degree with UP 

females even younger than those at UWC. Viewed through a gender equity lens, which is a core 

transformation goal, more female students benefited from CoE-FS support and this is considered 

in a favourable light. Consistency in meeting targets for Masters and PhD candidates was, 

however, a challenge. 

The age cohort of a typical postgraduate recipient of a CoE-FS bursary fell between 25 and 

35 years. Pre-Masters level students who had received CoE-FS bursaries tended to be in their early 

20s but it seemed that the CoE-FS was phasing out support for these students. In terms of the 

average age of postgraduates and postdoctoral fellows, those at UP were younger than those at 

UWC. The age gaps for postdoctoral fellows, for instance was 6 years, with the average age of UP 

candidates at 31 years compared to 37 years of those at UWC. 

Except for one PhD candidate from Belgium and one postdoctoral candidate from Australia, 

students at the CoE-FS were either South Africans or citizens from other African countries. South 

Africans made up 75% of all students enrolled at the CoE-FS. Students from the rest of Africa 

were mainly from Zimbabwe (15) and Ghana (6), with most of these students registered at 

universities that co-hosted the CoE-FS. Whilst a marginally higher number of African students 

were at UWC (16) compared to UP (13), as a relative proportion of all students registered, it was 

higher for UP (32%) than UWC (22%). This augurs well for elevating the CoE- FS into a 

continental hub for investing in the training of citizens from the rest of Africa, even though the 

criteria for this recruitment trend was unclear. 

Students from the rest of Africa were more likely to complete a PhD and work as recently 

qualified PhD graduates from CoE-FS partner universities than being enrolled for Masters’ 

degrees. At UWC, for instance, the Ghanaian graduate in the postdoctoral position completed her
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PhD with support from the CoE-FS. Increasing the number of postgraduates from the rest of the 

continent pursuing their research at UP dovetails with purposeful initiatives of the university’s 

leadership to accelerate the internationalisation of the university. 

In  terms  of  transformation  imperatives,  the  CoE-FS  targeted  black  South  African 

students. Overall, more than 70% of South African students awarded CoE-FS bursaries since 

2014  are  from  black  or  previously  disadvantaged  groups,  with  54%  of  bursary  recipients 

classified as African. The absolute and relative numbers of bursary holders by race differ across 

universities as well as for Masters and PhD. Whilst the CoE-FS at UWC enrolled 24 Masters 

students against 10 at UP, the African share of these students at UWC stood at 42% against 50% 

at UP. At PhD level, UWC enrolled 3 CoE-FS funded students whereas UP only enrolled 1. 

CoE-FS leaders are concerned about the intense competition from both the private and 

public sectors for a shrinking pool of talented African postgraduate students. More importantly, 

economic pressures that weigh on students from low-income families (invariably African 

households) prevent these students from pursuing postgraduate degrees due to the expectation on 

them to be ‘main breadwinners’ for their families. 

 
 

Recruitment, Enrolment and Completion Trends 
 
 

The CoE-FS supported mainly Masters’ and PhD candidates. In view of the overarching mandate 

 
of the CoE-FS, this was a sensible targeting strategy. To date, the CoE-FS has involved about 42 

 
PhD students and 73 Masters students (See Appendices E - Tables E.2.). This is in addition to a 

number of postdoctoral fellows and honours students. Outcomes of student bursary allocations was 

provided by the Director during the panel evaluation visit.  There were no Honours students who 

are overdue. Of the 73 awarded Masters bursaries since 2014, 29 had graduated. Seven had 

exceeded the two-year requirement. Two were employed and had converted to part time. Two
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were not registered and could be considered to have dropped out. Three had requested and received 

an extension. Fifty-seven PhD bursaries had been awarded since 2014. Of these, 6 had graduated. 

It was too early to tell the situation with the remaining PhD students. 

Up until 2017, the CoE-FS awarded 27 bursaries to students who enrolled for Bachelors 

or Honours (in effect a 4th year of the standard 3-year Bachelors’ degree) degrees. In order to 

complete these degrees, students must pass a mandatory set of courses (or credits) in a major 

field of study – a well-established traditional academic discipline as the CoE-FS had not created 

any standalone ‘Food and Nutrition Security’ degree programme. Since its inception in 2014, 22 

of these pre-Masters students have graduated with another 5 expected to graduate by the end of 

2018. These students do not need to write a thesis and this makes it difficult to comprehend their 

contributions to CoE-FS research programmes. Looking at the demographic profile of this group, 

shows that it is the youngest group of South African students that have received support from the 

CoE-FS. Although they are predominantly female (75%) and African (74%) students, who are 

the target group from an equity and transformation perspective, reports did not explain the 

reasons for investing in pre-Masters’ students and how many of them had progressed to the 

Masters level or will do so in future. Pre-Masters students did not receive any bursaries in 2018 

pointing towards a phasing out of funding for these students. 

Student selection follows two steps. First, a student becomes a recipient of a CoE-FS 

bursary through a principal investigator or academic connected to the CoE-FS. Interviewed 

students indicated that they became aware of the CoE-FS bursaries through word of mouth, 

referrals by academics aware of these bursaries at the CoE-FS or through their prospective 

supervisors. According to one UWC student, they only became aware of the CoE-FS when they 

enquired about the reasons for removing the postgraduate library in the School of Government
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building.  The  postgraduate  library had  to  make  space  for  the  CoE-FS  offices.  The  second 

selection step had to do with meeting university academic admission rules. At UWC, students 

needed a minimum of 65% from their previous degree to enroll for a Masters or PhD. 

Databases do not detail what students supported by the CoE-FS do after completing their 

degrees, an administrative task which is becoming easier in the ‘age of big data’ and social 

media. The awareness among interviewed postgraduate students of job prospects in ‘food and 

nutrition security’ outside the university varies considerably. Students finishing their degrees in 

food science at UP spoke confidently of future employment prospects because their peers who 

did not pursue postgraduate studies had not struggled to find employment in the food industry. 

UP prides itself on the employability of its graduates. 

 

 

Substance of Student Research: Theses/Dissertation Titles Overview 
 
 

The general expectation is that CoE-FS funded students engage in research activities that will 

contribute towards knowledge gaps defined within a research programme and thereby advance 

the overarching objectives of the CoE-FS. This broad expectation suggests that those engaged in 

postgraduate and postdoctoral assignments understand how their research fits into the overall 

mission and vision of the CoE-FS. 

However, during the interviews, Masters’ students often struggled to (a) define the purpose 

and vision of the CoE-FS and (b) clearly explain how their theses contributed towards 

understanding food systems or overcoming food and nutrition insecurity in South Africa. 

Furthermore, it was rare for postgraduate students to articulate their understanding of what ‘a 

transdisciplinary approach to food systems’ meant and how they had embedded this major thrust 

of the CoE-FS into their research.
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Masters and PhD students did their research within traditional academic fields that may 

or may not explicitly be about food systems or food and nutrition security. Moreover, these 

students enrolled for full theses and dissertations rather than coursework. A rapid review of the 

titles of theses and dissertations highlight that some student research bore no link, or just a very 

weak link to either ‘transdisciplinary approaches to food systems’ or specific dimensions of 

‘food and nutrition security’. 

 
A rapid thematic categorisation of the titles of theses and dissertations shows that slightly 

more than 40% focus on food and nutrition security and roughly a third falls under ‘food 

systems’ (See Appendices E- Tables E.3.). Of all the titles of student topics registered at UP, it is 

possible to categorise 84% in one of the broad themes of the CoE-FS compared to 67% at UWC. 

What this implies is that about a quarter of the titles of student research are either weakly associated 

with these themes or bear no connection to them at all. Pre-Masters’ students deserve to be 

excluded from this analysis because the completion of their degrees does not depend on a 

standalone thesis. Even so, recipients of more than 20 Masters and PhD bursaries seem to be 

working on a topic unrelated to any of these themes, with more than 60% of these bursary 

holders enrolled at UWC. 

A closer inspection of each title to check whether it captures any dimension of food and 

nutrition security (availability, accessibility, utilisation, stability and nutrition-health) confirms 

this concern. Furthermore, it is indicative of the substantive content that students have concentrated 

on or directed into in their research to date. At UWC, the bulk of student research topics cluster 

around food availability questions (18%) and nutrition-health issues (16%). An even  stronger  

clustering  around  these  keywords  is  evident  from  the  titles  of  postgraduate students at UP: 

with 43% classified under production-oriented studies and 19% dealing with
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nutrition-health. About 14% of all titles of student research at UWC cover multiple dimensions 

of food and nutrition security whereas no thesis/dissertation at UP used this approach. 

Interviews with students and postdocs opened many questions about the conceptual depth 

and methodological rigour of theses/dissertations. A Masters student who is finalising preparations 

for data collection on ‘urban agriculture and food security in Cape Town’, for instance, was 

unaware of the vast body of completed studies (including a recently completed PhD at  

Stellenbosch  University) on  the same  topic.  Instead  of filling  knowledge gaps  and shifting 

the frontiers of ‘transdisciplinary research of food systems’, students might be funded to 

unknowingly duplicate and repeat what is already well-known. 

In addition, there is a need to explore the possibility of additional funding to supplement 

postgraduate bursaries, such as: Feed Africa; Strengthening Higher Agricultural Education in 

Africa (SHAEA) - $250 m programme funded by the World Bank; and the Bill & Melinda Gates 

Foundation. The CoE-FS should position itself to work in close collaboration with universities in 

the rest of Africa around these funds, to capitalise on the fact that African universities will want 

to send staff without PhDs to South African universities. 

The  Panel  was  asked  by  the  Director  of  the  CoE-FS  to  consider  the  negative 

consequences of the Fees-must-Fall campaign on outcomes of the Centre. During this time the 

University was closed for 7 weeks in 2016. 

 
 

4.         Partnerships, Networking and Community Outreach: Key findings 
 
 

 
Policy, context and alignment 

 
 

In terms of impact evaluation of the activities of the CoE-FS, it is necessary to understand the 

extent to which the work of the CoE-FS contributes to national policy strategies related to food
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security. South Africa has a National Policy for Food and Nutrition Security, which is a common 

vision between the Department of Health (DoH), the Department of Agriculture Fisheries and 

Forestry (DAFF) and the Department of Social Development.  It was developed between 2012 and 

2014 by a committee, in conjunction with the Presidency. The National Policy for Food and 

Nutrition Security has an associated plan and standard operating procedures. The Department of 

Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation (DPME) took the initiative forward to develop the 

accompanying plan and indicators for Outcome 7 (output 2 deals with food and nutrition security). 

At the same time as the CoE-FS commenced in 2014, there was intense activity related to 

the development of the National Food Security Plan of Action. Members of the CoE-FS were 

actively engaged at that time. However, there is no evidence of ongoing alignment of the CoE- 

FS with the operationalisation of the National Plan. 

It was also concerning that a high-level representative from the Department of Health 

reported having had no direct interactions with the CoE-FS apart from attending a few events. 

The perception of the Centre’s research by the DoH is that, it is “primary” research that is 

biomedically based, rather than being applied to the needs of the country. Urban and peri urban 

settings were identified as being particularly challenging contexts in which to work, and it was 

highlighted that more research was required to inform interventions in these areas. It was identified 

that the CoE-FS could add a significant value to food and nutrition policy debate by adopting a 

more systematic evidence-based framework. There is enough knowledge on food security at a 

national level, but information is needed how to strengthen food security at the household level; 

the CoE-FS could assist the DPME with this.
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In South Africa, there is already significant knowledge on food security at the national 

level, but not on systems that strengthen food security at household level, what the bottlenecks 

are or the need for a more systematic evidence-based framework. South Africa suffers from 

problems that influence the “demand” side, i.e. people do not have enough money to acquire 

food. The CoE-FS could assist the DPME with addressing this issue by bringing together a number 

of disciplines. UWC and UP, if given the opportunity, could use the next 5 years to make the 

partnership work if energy is invested. 

The CoE-FS has chosen relevant programmes and processes in line with four out of the 

six strategic objectives  of the National Plan for Food and Nutrition Security 2017-22. The 

National Food Security Plan of Action has not yet been made publicly available but is already 

being used by the government for monitoring and evaluation purposes. The Plan can be considered 

as more of a white paper rather than a policy document per se. 

It was disappointing that there is no evidence on hand that indicates that the research 

activities of CoE-FS have had a significant impact on policy change in South Africa. There is some 

evidence, however, of ongoing communication with the local government in the Western Cape and 

its departments. But policy is a tricky area. South Africa has a crowded and contested policy space 

and thus progress depends on building relationships with committees. This CoE-FS has obvious 

interest for government activities, because food security is a major issue for the country. 

Conversely, the panel expects government to be interested in what comes out of this CoE-FS, but 

greater engagement with national government departments will be required for true dissemination 

of information and knowledge transfer. 

The South African environment is rapidly changing, and the CoE-FS needs to be positioned  

to  consider where they could  have  policy impact  in  ways  that  are digestible to
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government. It needs to become a genuine trusted partner to make inroads and be known as the 

“go to” for all issues related to food security. The CoE-FS’s research is supposed to speak to 

government imperatives and therefore researchers have a responsibility to address and speak to 

national needs. The CoE-FS requires a dynamic approach to ensure that their activities are relevant 

to government.  In order for this to occur, the CoE-FS needs to become a genuine and trusted 

partner of government to make inroads, and this requires deliberate networking and engagement 

activities to facilitate more direct channels of communication. It came to light that governmental 

departments know about the existence of CoE-FS but that there was no systematic arrangement for 

communication of new knowledge. 

An interviewee from Department of Monitoring and Evaluation (DPME: Outcome 7) 

explained that the DPME works on the National Development Plan (NDP), developed through a 

broad consultative process and adopted across sectors. In 2009, before the launch of the NDP the 

government prioritised 14 outcomes; Outcome 7 includes rural economy and this is where food 

security falls. The coordinator of outcome 7 liaises with line function departments as stakeholder 

facilitator  to  draw  together  all  bodies  that  needed  to  contribute  to  policy.  Profs  May  and 

Hendriks are sought out as experts in the field; further exposure of the CoE-FS as a whole could 

expand on interaction with the DPME. It was acknowledged that the CoE-FS has played an 

important role in the Phakisa on Agriculture – an implementation strategy to bring together key 

players. 

DPME liaises with DST on the R&D indicator and its contribution to the South African 

knowledge economy. There have been two high-level government assessments, both of which 

concluded  that  the  Centres  and  programmes  often  do  not  directly  address  development 

objectives.  There has been very little mention of the NDP in the CoE-FS annual reports. There is
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a need to create a stronger link. This is an opportune time for the CoE-FS to contribute to important  

debates  such  as  land  reform  in  the  context  of  implications  of  unutilised  or underutilised   

land   for   small-   or   large-scale   agriculture   and   urban   agriculture,   thereby contributing to 

food security. The CoE-FS needs to conduct research to address these topical and high-profile 

issues and communicate the findings in a rapid and succinct fashion in order to allow evidence-

based decisions to be made on important national development issues. 

An interviewee from the National Development Agency (NDA) that held the chair of the 

Poverty Working Group for SDGs indicated that the NDA had not directly interacted with the 

CoE-FS but has engaged with people who have, for example the Department of Social 

Development. The NDA is the only governmental agency mandated to work with and through 

civil society for the elimination of poverty, and it works across government structures. The CoE- 

FS could be of value in NDA’s work with communities. The NDA acknowledges the importance 

of  food  security  as  a  critical  issue  given  the  current  status  of  the  economy  and  high 

unemployment in the country. An important role of the CoE-FS was identified as drawing together 

key people to address the common goal of engagement with stakeholders in order to guide policy 

development on food security issues. The NDA believes that two areas for the co- creation of 

knowledge and solutions are for the CoE-FS to: (1) bring role-players together; and (2) jointly 

identify areas for future research and consider how it could be supported. However, this has not 

yet happened. Key role-players need to be brought into small discussion groups, building up to a 

colloquium on topics. These smaller regional groups could be collated for better understanding of 

issues impacting on household food insecurity.   It was noted that links were improving.  Award  

of  UNESCO  Chair  position  to  Professor  May  will  provide  further opportunities for wider 

impact beyond South Africa.
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Networks 
 

 

In terms of non-Governmental Organizations, a representative from the South African Human 

Rights  Commission  (Section  11  Committee,  including  Food  Security)  noted  that  their 

involvement with the CoE-FS started with a meeting in Cape Town in 2017 at which the CoE-FS 

made a presentation. His involvement with the CoE-FS related to human rights associated with 

access to  land and  the environment.    Of interest  to  the Human  Rights  Commission is  the 

commitment and impact with respect to food security for the poor and vulnerable population in 

the context of inequality, unemployment and poverty, so as to eliminate malnutrition.  The South 

African  Human Rights Commission indicated that it was impressed by the work of the CoE-FS 

and found their contributions useful. 

Networks  with  relevant  NGOS  were  however  not  clear.  For  example,  links  with 

charitable and not-for-profit organisations that provide food relief or redistribute donated food were 

not evident. 

In addition to the CoE-FS securing the UNESCO chair, UP was part of the African 

Research Universities Alliance (ARUA). When asked why UWC was not part of this alliance, it 

came to light that UWC did not meet the requirement for being part of this alliance, and that the 

onus lies on UWC to meet the membership requirement of ARUA. Even though UWC is not part 

of ARUA,  it  could  benefit  from  the  alliance  through  its  partnership  with  UP,  through  the 

promotion of research collaborations across the continent. 

For better communication between members of the CoE-FS and their students, and to foster 

improved collaboration between the two university partners, it would be useful to hold an annual 

conference whereby research findings are presented. Some of the CoE-FS’s funds could
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be set aside for this purpose. This would also allow for more transdisciplinary approaches to be 

conceptualised. 

Co-design methods are suggested as being particularly useful in building stronger networks 

with community organizations and civil society. 

 

 

Communication and community outreach 
 
 

The communications manager is an important member of the staffing, and has innovative ideas for 

communicating food security related messages. She effectively uses social media platforms, 

however there should be greater promotion of research outcomes, especially related to PhD 

projects and other funded projects of the CoE-FS. The online presence could be improved with 

better use of the website. For example, each project should be profiled under the various themes, 

and individual researchers featured. Wider communication of research to society could be achieved 

but this will require concerted efforts.  There have been some innovative uses of the arts  to  

popularise  food security issues  such  as  the play that  staged  at  the Market  Theatre, 

Johannesburg  (“Another  Man’s  Bread”).  The  play  could  reach  a  much  wider  audience  by 

making the script available to schools for drama studies. It is recommended that a training resource 

be developed to accompany the script. 

There are some examples of successful engagement in nutrition programmes. For example, 

in the Western Cape and Gauteng Province, the CoE-FS assisted a Masters student in the  school  

feeding  programme  to  allow  university  students  access  to  the  Department  of Education to 

work in schools. There is a great need for collaborative work and it would be good in the future 

to expand on this. There are also useful opportunities in the CoE-FS to be involved in communities 

of practice including government decision-makers.



43 43 

 
 
 

Overall summary of Key Findings: 
 

 

The key findings of the evaluation panel are summarised as a SWOT analysis. This has been 

conducted according to the Terms of Reference provided by the NRF listed on pages 10-11. 

 

 

Strengths 
 
 

1.   The activities were guided by a set of values: social justice, transdisciplinary, human 

survival with dignity, research excellence and active engagement. 

2.   The CoE-FS focused its analysis through multiple angles: household and individual level; 

the role of the private sector and Government; emerging sector, inequality, household 

food consumption, food supply chain, what foods people acquire, and how it differed 

from urban and rural populations. 

3.   The CoE-FS has laid the foundation, despite challenges, of a critical mass of researchers 

 
4.   Some individual members of the CoE-FS are recognised for their contributions to the 

 
National Food and Nutrition Security policy 

 
5.   The CoE-FS has chosen programmes and processes in line with four out of the six 

strategic objectives of the National Plan for Food and Nutrition Security 2017-22. 

 

 

Weaknesses 
 
 

1.   Lack of cohesiveness between the two university partners 

 
2.   Many of the tensions relate to funding allocation 

 
3.   Research programmes have arisen in a haphazard fashion to accommodate the interests of 

individual researchers 

4.   No formal calls made for research proposals
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5.   Process of appointment of new leaders is unclear 

 
6.   Much of the work may have occurred in isolation of the virtual CoE-FS and fallen under 

other research remits of the individual investigators 

7.   Planning  for  the  future  five  years  has  not  addressed  strategies  to  improve  lack  of 

cohesiveness between universities 

At research level: 

 
1.   Complexity of transdisciplinary interactions could have been better managed 

 
2.   Lack of joint publications between researchers at UP and UWC 

 
3.   Nine programmes with 54 project leaders and 84 associated projects is too fragmented 

 
4.   Scientific output is too low 

 
5.   CoE-FS programme leaders were not sufficiently demanding of the people who obtain 

grant funding from the CoE-FS 

6.   Over the past 5 years, many of the funded projects published on average only one or less 

publication per year 

7.   Impact factor of the journals (many had no IF) in which papers were published is low 

 
8.   Low number of citations of published articles 

 
9.   Lack of acknowledgement in publications of financial support made by the CoE-FS/NRF 

 
10. Most of the researchers are not rated by the NRF 

 
11. Share of black researchers is lower than targets 

 
12. No evidence to demonstrate the impact of research activities of CoE-FS   on policy 

change in South Africa 

13.  So-called “Special” projects do not fit into any of the research themes 

 
14. Process for allocation of the “Director’s funds” is unclear and lacks transparency
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Education: 

 
1.   Urgency to accelerate the rate at which students graduate: without compromising the 

quality of dissertations and thematic research output 

Networking: 
 

 

1.   Insufficient partnerships with international agencies 

 
2.   Communication strategy did not capitalise on opportunities for media exposure 

 
3.   Knowledge brokering needs to be a more concerted thought-out process in organisations 

such as the CoE-FS 

4.   CoE-FS is publicly funded but not sufficiently pumping back to the needs of the South 

 
African population 

 
5.   No mention of the DPME in the CoE-FS’s annual report 

 
6.   Networks with relevant NGOS not clear 

 
 

 
Opportunity 

 
 

1.   Ability to network and bring together experts in a think tank environment 

 
2.   Innovation and new knowledge generation need to continue, but an approach of synthesis 

needs to be incorporated 

3.   Vibrant interaction between disciplines in a facilitated way is made possible through the 

 
CoE-FS 

 
4.   CoE-FS is an excellent vehicle for integration across disciplines but it took time for the 

organizational structure of the CoE-FS to be put together for a smoother operation 

5.   Even though UWC is not part of ARUA, it could benefit from the alliance through its 

partnership with UP, through the promotion of research collaborations
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6.   Better communication between members of the CoE-FS and their students 

 
7.   Evidence of innovative uses of the arts to communicate messages to the public 

 
8.   It is well known that in research programmes, 80% of publications tend to come in the 

final year - greater output expected in coming years 

9.   The UNESCO chair can work on the dissemination and transfer of knowledge of the 

findings of the CoE-FS and develop education programmes on food security 

10.  Land reform will be the politics of the next five years 

 
11. There is a window of opportunity to incorporate the 6 objectives of the National Food 

and Nutrition Security Plan (2017-2022) into the CoE-FS research agenda, thereby  being 

better equipped to contribute to relevant policy-related advice to government 

 

 

Threats 
 
 

1.   Food security is a crowded space in South Africa, the CoE-FS needs to become more 

widely recognized 

2.   Some partners already left the CoE-FS; others may follow 

 
3.   Universities have student enrolment agreements with DHET – UP is building ratio of PG 

 
to UG students, and for internationalisation (aiming at 10% international students) 

 
4.   Aggressive recruitment for students by other Universities and inability to recruit black 

 
South African students 

 
5.   Only half of PG students had completed their undergraduate studies at UP 

 
6.   CoE-FS has not had time to fully meet transformation targets 

 
7.   Difficult to find South African students to meet targets – DST funds for transformation 

are only for South African students
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Recommendations 
 

 

As a result of analysis of the findings from the Mid Term review process, the evaluation panel 

makes the following recommendations 

 

 

Organizational Structure 
 
 

1.   In the creation of more Centres based on this model, the DST must take a stronger role in 

proactively steering integration in the first three to five years of a CoE-FS between a 

previously advantaged and disadvantaged institution. Do not leave it to the PIs alone. The 

DHET should be involved. 

2. Draw on the individual strengths of researchers/research teams to capitalise on the 

opportunities  of  membership  of  a  joint  CoE-FS  to  achieving  a  common  purpose 

according to NRF CoE-FS model. 

3.   Increase the profile of the CoE-FS through more obvious branding and acknowledgement 

of the CoE-FS/NRF funding in all outputs including journal publications. 

4.   Ensure criteria for programme leadership roles are made transparent. Programme leaders 

for each of the research programmes should include one individual from each institution. 

Given the power vested in the programme leaders to make decisions related to project 

funding, their roles are essential to the overall functioning of the CoE-FS. 

5.   Develop more equitable processes for Call for Proposals and a non-conflicted evaluation 

of proposals. Make available explicit criteria to applicants regarding the acceptance of 

research proposals. This needs to be accessible on the CoE-FS website. 

6.   At least two reviewers that are not listed as investigators on the submitted proposal are 

required to conduct an evaluation using pre-specified criteria that include scientific rigour
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and the importance of the topic (particularly for alignment with national priorities). A 

selection panel should be convened to decide on the ranking of submissions. In the case 

of insufficient funds for the number of applications, the highest ranked proposals should be 

funded. 

7.   Tasks related to postgraduate student affairs/training needs to include academic staff. 

 
Create  a  new  role  for  student  affairs/training  (organize  annual  conferences  and 

workshops, training opportunities in research methodologies, compile website material 

on student projects, profiles an achievements) and reduce the late payment of bursaries. 

8.   UP is recognized as a leading Centre of excellence in Food Security under the African 

Research Universities Alliance (ARUA). The director of that Centre should communicate 

with the director of the CoE-FS in order to encourage extension of the activities of the CoE-

FS into Africa; a strategic plan should be presented to NRF. 

9.   Develop a strategy for succession planning and transformation of leadership roles to be 

discussed at the next lekgotla and documented in the 2018-19 annual review. 

 
 

Research 
 
 

1.   Reduce  the  scope  of  the  programmes.  The  CoE-FS  needs  to  identify  3-4  Grand 

Challenges in the South African context. For example, Food Security and Social Protection 

would be one of these. Each challenge could then be broken down to specific areas of 

questioning that could be addressed within the remaining 5-year time frame. Current scope 

of programmes should be cut down by half or at least a third, and then more detailed 

focus provided within each programme so that findings can be scaled up and 

communications to key decision-makers be improved. Performance per programme should 

be based on three criteria: relevance, originality and rigor. Streams of topics
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within each programme could be developed and postgraduate students could address 

these streams. Targeted calls for bursaries of research within these streams could then be 

made. 

2.   Much more translational and implementation research is required.  In order to make the 

research relevant, partnerships need to be strengthened especially with government 

organisations. The research agenda needs to be more solutions-focused to resonate with 

governmental stakeholders and community partners alike. 

3.   The work of the CoE-FS needs to be directly aligned with the National Policy on Food 

and   Nutrition   Security,   and   implementation   science   be   used   to   determine   its 

effectiveness.   Better coordination of input into implementation and evaluation of 

governmental initiatives required for greater impact. 

4.   New methodologies are required to address complex research questions; these could 

include co-design and participatory action research. 

5.   DPME ideas about co-designing research between the 2 universities and the community 

has a lot of potential. If the CoE-FS adopt this approach it is likely for the PIs to define 

research projects in this manner with the potential to allocate it to MA or PhD student. 

6.   Output needs to be increased 4-5 fold over the next five years, with an average of 2-3 

papers per member per year. Higher impact journals should be targeted for publications, 

such as Food Policy and World Development. 

7.   The CoE-FS needs to become more global and participate in global debates, especially 

with regard to the UN Sustainable Development Goals. The CoE-FS needs to be recognised 

as a global Centre that just happens to be located in Africa, which gives a particular 

perspective. This should be a goal of the next 5-year term.
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8.   Inclusion by the Humanities is too esoteric and not a good fit with other activities, for 

example poetry. It is suggested this programme be revised. 

9.   Other models by which public Centres contribute to policy implementation should be 

explored. 

10. The CoE-FS needs to provide more support to smallholder and commercial farmers, in 

the context of land reform. 

11. The CoE-FS does not seem to have the drive to bring about change to the status quo, 

beyond identifying the challenges -  passion and advocacy for the end goal appears to be 

missing. To “refresh and renew” enthusiasm for joint partnerships and common goals, it 

is  recommended  that  the  CoE  engage  a  dynamic,  external  facilitator  to  conduct  a 

workshop day. 

12.  Communication between members of the CoE-FS could be improved through a social 

media network, which could act as a reminder to members of activities and achievements 

of colleagues and highlight upcoming current events of importance. 

13. Align programmes of work with objectives of the National Food Security Plan of Action; 

engage with governmental departments (Social Development, Health, Education, DAFF, 

STATSA) to encourage two-way dialogue so that research is relevant and fills gaps in 

knowledge. 

 
 

Education 
 
 

1.   Gaps in innovation could be addressed by offering a specialised Masters in Food and 

Nutrition Security studies. Such a programme of study would consist of core modules, with 

specialist modules that fit within each of the themes of the Centre.



51 51 

 
 
 

2.   Distance education could be supplementary or complementary rather than replacing a 

taught course. 

3.   Training resources could be developed. For example, a joint book publication addressing 

the various themes of the CoE-FS. A resource book on food system and/or food security, 

as developed by Prof H. Schônfeldt in 2002, requires an update and re-actualisation of the 

content, bringing together Southern African food security specialists to write in areas of 

their own expertise. Such a resource would benefit many universities across Southern 

Africa. Not only the research but the student training must be relevant and this is a practical 

way to influence training in the area of food security. 

4.   Hold an annual student colloquium (student presentations as well as a keynote speaker), 

alternating the venue between the two universities. 

5.   Masters in Food and Nutritional Security between agriculture and health science faculties 

could be developed. At Stellenbosch University this type of Masters has been operating 

for two  years. Students are largely South African, but also from other countries. A 

growing number of students from government departments in SADC would be interested 

to take this course, possibly by distance education. 

6.   Recruitment and retention of students: Barriers of retaining masters students to continue 

to PhD, and PhDs continuing to postdoctoral positions could be eliminated. 

7.   Undertake  deliberate  activities  to  generate  excitement  around  the  CoE-FS  such  that 

people want to be part of the Centre. 

8.   Provide  more  transparent  criteria  for  selection  of  students,  that  guides  the  strategic 

research direction and recruitment of postgraduate students to work on particular projects. 

9.   Seek alternative leveraged funding for student project running costs, not just bursaries.



52 52 

 
 
 

Engagement 
 
 

1.   Display success stories of the research of the CoE in a few short video trailers (an 

example that could be followed is what UFS developed to show success stories of their 

extension services with DAFF in various provinces of South Africa). 

2.   Programme directors make videos to be featured on the CoE-FS website to communicate 

the purpose and vision of each of the programmes, taking into account the potential 

impact   on the lives of the South African population (use connections with Arts and 

Humanities for this purpose). 

3.   Address  topical  issues  such  as  student  food  insecurity,  in  a  timely  manner.  As  an 

example, the CoE-FS could have run a “challenge” to South African universities to develop 

a nutritious lunch for R10 with associated posters and hashtag links to the CoE- FS. This 

could have been a national campaign involving all universities in the country and 

immediately engaged the broader community. 

4.   It is an integral function of the CoE-FS to communicate to the public through community 

engagement, especially to the vulnerable food insecure population. Wider communication 

of research to society is needed. 

5.   Increased presence on social media is recommended. 

 
6.   Website needs  to  be updated and  kept  current,  as  well  as  feature ongoing projects. 

 
Student project outcomes should be featured on the website too with a brief write up 

about all members. 

7.   The definition of excellence of a CoE-FS needs to be interrogated to state clearly whether 

it relates only to scientific excellence, or whether societal impact and relevance should also 

be considered.
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Conclusions 
 

 

The mid-term evaluation of the CoE-FS has identified that the Centre fulfills an important role in 

South African society and should continue to do so. However, many inadequacies in its operation 

have been identified and these have hindered progress towards agreed targets for the first five years 

of the Centre’s funding cycle.  Research outputs have been disappointingly low, in both quantity 

and quality, although this is expected to increase over the next five years.   Many recommendations 

have been made regarding student training, research focus, and engagement with external 

stakeholders.
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Appendices 
 

 

Appendix A: Programme 

 

NATIONAL   RESEARCH   FOUNDATION   (NRF)   EVALUATION 

EXCELLENCE IN FOOD SECURITY 

VENUE: University of Western Cape and the University of Pretoria 

OF CENTRE OF 

Evaluation panel members:    

 

Name Institution 

Prof Luc D’Haese Department of Agricultural Economics, Ghent University, Belgium 

Prof George Annor Department of Food Science and Nutrition, University of Minnesota, 

Minnesota, USA 

Prof Karen Charlton School  of  Medicine,  Faculty  of  Science,  Medicine  and  Health, 

University of Wollongong, Australia 

Prof Peter Jacobs Department  of  Economic  Performance  and  Development,  Human 

Sciences Research Council, Cape Town, South Africa 

 
 

Pre-Panel Briefing Session (via Skype) 

Date 7 August 2018 

Venue NRF: Room 116, old executive passage 

Time South African time: 13h00 (SA/Belgium/USA/Australia) 

3     weeks     before     panel 

convenes: 07/08/2018 

Panel briefing presentation Mr N Sassman, Dr R Ladzani and 

Mr Vusi Malele (DST Official) 

Attending:                 -        Mr N Sassman (RCCE – NRF) 

-         Mr F Mazibuko 

-         Dr R Ladzani (RE – NRF) 

-         Ms A Thomas (RE – NRF) 

-         Mr Vusi Malele (DST Representative) 

-         Prof     Monde     Ntwasa     (Assessor) 

Pre-panel meeting 2nd September 2018: Sunday evening at 17h30-19h00 at the Hotel.



56 56 

 
 
 

EVALUATIONS 
 

 

DAY 1: MONDAY (3 SEPTEMBER 2018) 
 
 

Venue: School of Government Board Room, 3rd Floor, School of Government Building, 

University of the Western Cape, Robert Sobukwe Road 
 

 

Time Activity 

8h00 - 8h30 Evaluators arrive at the venue (CoE-FS site) 

8h30 - 8h40 Welcome - Host institution management (DVC): Prof Jose Frantz 

8h45 - 8h55 The evaluation process: Dr R Ladzani 

9h00 - 10h00 Presentation by CoE-FS PI and Co-PI to the panel and discussions: Prof 

Julian May and Prof Lise Korsten 

10h05   - 10h30 Conversation with DVC Research host and  Director of Research: Prof Jose 

Frantz and Prof Burtram Fielding (Skype) 

10h30 - 10h45 Tea/Coffee 

10h45 – 11h10 Conversation with DVC Research co-host and Director of Research:  Prof 

Stephanie Burton and Dr Nthabiseng Taole (Skype) 

11h15 - 12h15 Conversation with  PI and Co-PI: Prof Julian May (PI), Prof Lise Korsten 

(Co-PI), 

12h20 – 12h40 Dr Elaine Sinden (Centre Manager) 

12h45 - 13h10 Conversation with DST Senior Manager: Ms Rose Msiza 

13h10 – 13h55 Lunch 

13h55 - 14h20 Conversation with Managers continued: Ms Elaine Petersen (finance 

manager) and Ms Mologadi Makwela (communications manager), Ms 

Ferial Geyer (finance office for NRF grants) 



 

 

14h25 – 15h15 Former Co-PI: Prof Sheryl Hendriks (Skype) 

15h15 – 15h30 Tea/Coffee 

 Conversations  with stakeholders 

 Conversations  with Partners (including industrial partners) 

15h30 – 16h05 Dr Bruno Losch (CIRAD), Prof Scott Drimie (Southern African Food 

Labs) (both Skype) 

16h10 - 16h40 UP - Prof Frans Swanepoel (Skype), Prof Naushad Emmanbux 

16h45 – 17h20 UWC – Prof Ndiko Ludidi (Deputy Dean Science), Prof Rina Swart 

(Deputy Dean Community Health), Prof Desiree Lewis, Prof Moenieba 

Isaacs, Prof Andries du Toit 

 Conversation with Steering Committee 

17h30 – 17h55 Prof Lawrence Haddad (Global Alliance to Improve Nutrition) 

17h55 – 18h15 Panel Discussion 
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DAY 2: TUESDAY (4 SEPTEMBER 2018) 

Venue: School of Government Board Room, 3rd Floor, School of Government Building, 

University of the Western Cape, Robert Sobukwe Road 
 

 

Time Activity 

 Conversations  with postgraduate students & Postdocs 

8h30 - 9h00 Masters students 

•  Mfaku A (UWC), Smidt H (UWC) , Ngwexana T (UWC) 

Doctoral students 

•  Skype – Visser (UCT), Ogundele OM (UP) 

9h05 – 9h35 Prof Andries du Toit (PLAAS) 

9h40 – 10h15 Doctoral students 

• Philander F (UWC), Kolo Z (UWC) 

• Skype - Jaja IF (UFH) 

10h20 – 10h35 Tea/Coffee 

10h35 - 11h10 Postdocs mentored 

• Jonah CMP (UWC) 

• Skype -  Duvenage S (UP), Panyoo-Akdowa E (UP) Petersen L, 

(UWC) 

 Conversations with Researchers 

11h15 -11h50 UWC – Prof Kobus Moolman, Prof Mulugeta Dinbabo, Prof Jaap De 

Visser (Telecon) 

11h55 – 12h35 UP – Prof Gyebi Duodu, Prof Frans Swanepoel (both Skype) 

12h40 -13h15 WITS – Dr Rihlat Mohamad, NMMU - Prof Raymond Auerbach (both 

Skype) 

MRC – Dr Wanga Zembe 

13h15 – 14h00 Lunch 

14h00 - 14h35 UP - Prof Elna Buys (Telecon) 

UCT – Dr Gareth Haysom 



 

 

 Conversations with Collaborators 

14h40 – 15h10 UWC - Prof Michelle Esau (Dean Economics and Management 

Sciences), Prof SU - Kennedy Dzama (Skype) 

15h15 - 15h45  

15h45 – 16h00 Tea/Coffee 

16h00 – 16h35 Dr Patrick Caron (CIRAD) – also being interviewed as part of Steering 

committee (in this slot) , Dr Damien Conaré (Montpellier SupAgro- 

Institut des regions chaudes),  UP - Prof Vasu Reddy (Dean Arts), WITS 

- Prof Linda Richter (all Skype) 

16h40 - 17h10 Prof Rod Uphoff (University of Missouri), Prof Melissa Leach (Institute 

for Development Studies)  (both Skype) 

17h10 – 18h00 Panel Discussion 
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DAY 3: WEDNESDAY (5 SEPTEMBER 2018) 

Venue: School of Government Board Room, 3rd Floor, School of Government Building, 

University of the Western Cape, Robert Sobukwe Road 
 

 

Time Activity 

 Conversation with Steering Committee 

8h30 - 9h05 Ms Wendy Knowler (Journalist) (Telecon) 

Dr Patrick Caron (University of Montpellier) – will be interviewed on 

4th September 

9h10 -9h45 UWC - Prof David Sanders 

9h45 -10h00 Tea/coffee 

 Conversations with Community Members 

10h00 - 10h35 Mr Julien Rumbelow (Western Cape Government), Mr Tristan Görgens 

(Western Cape Government), 

10h40 -11h15 Mr Mike van Graan (MVG Productions - playright), Ms Candice Bailey 

(The Conversation – editor) (both Skype) 

 Conversations with Collaborators (continued…) 

11h20 -11h50 UP - Prof Nigel Barker, Prof Jean Lubuma (Dean Natural and 

Agricultural Sciences) (both Skype) 

 Conversations with Partners (continued…) 

12h00-12h20 Prof Stephen Devereux (Skype) 

12h20 - 13h05 Lunch 

13h15 -14h25 Site visit – Microbiology Laboratory, Life Science Building (Prof Ndiko 

Ludidi) 

 

Leave UWC at 14h30. Flight to Pretoria at 16h35.
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DAY 4: THURSDAY (6 SEPTEMBER 2018) 

Venue: University of Pretoria (Main Campus) Graduate Centre Room 1-23, Hatfield, Pretoria. 
 

 

Time Activity 

 Visiting UP Facilities (labs and equipments). 

Work focuses on food safety and the development of new food 

products. 

8h45 - 8h55 Opening and welcome: Prof Anton Ströh - Vice-Principal: Institutional 

Planning 

9h00 – 9h30 Masters students:  Matsoso M (UP), Baloyi J (UP) 

Doctoral students:  Mapengo C (UP) 

9h35 - 10h10 Site visit: Labs at Plant Science 

10h10 -10h25 Tea/coffee 

10h25 -11h10 Labs at Food Science 

 Conversations with stakeholders (continued…) 

 Government Departments 

11h20 – 11h55 Dr Isabelle Schmidt (Statistics South Africa) (Skype) and Ms Lynne 

Moeng (Department of Health) 

12h15 – 12h45 Ms Harsha Dayal (DPME: Outcome 7) 

12h50 – 13h20 Mr Thami Ngwenya (National Development Agency) 

13h20 - 14h05 Lunch 

 Non-Governmental Organisations 

14h05 – 14h40 Commissioner: Advocate Jonas Sibanyoni (South African Human 

Rights Commission – Section 11 Committee, including Food Security) 

14h40 – 15h15 Panel closed meeting - Conclusion 

15h15-15h30 Tea/coffee 

15h30 -16h30 Panel closed meeting - Conclusion 

End of evaluation
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Appendix B: Reflections of the Evaluation Process by CI Prof Julian May 

Professor May was provided with an opportunity to reflect on the process of the evaluation. He 

agreed that the process had been reasonable, he had been informed by the NRF in March, and 

had constant communication and efforts to accommodate those who should be interviewed. Prof 

May  suggested  that  written  submissions  could  have  been  invited,  especially  for  overseas 

interviewees, and this would have avoided many of the Skype interviews. He acknowledged that 

the programme was overloaded and he took some responsibility for that. In a mutual process, 

Prof May worked with Anni Thomas from NRF to identify who would be included in the 

programme. The notion of categorizing collaborators, partners and researchers did not fit well with 

the model of the Centre, as many people simultaneously fit into more than one category, or even 

all three. The Panel agreed that it was difficult to understand the distinction.
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Appendix  C:    Pre-formulated  questions  by  the  evaluation  panel  for  the 

interviewees 

 

 

Organizational context 
 
 

1. The management and membership of the CoE-FS have undergone major changes since it 

began in 2014. Comment on reasons for this and how these in staffing have impacted on 

outputs. 

2. The principles of research in a CoE-FS is transdisciplinary, as well as partnership between 

two leading universities, together with other national and international partners. How has 

this happened? Explain how different disciplines have been brought together as a result 

of the CoE-FS funding (agriculture, health, water, etc). 

 

3. The two universities are joint partners for the CoE-FS. How have the two universities 

worked together to ensure the success of the Centre? Explain management structure and 

allocation of funding. 

4. What share of the budget is used for overhead and operational costs? How is this spread 

across the two universities? Partial funding of the universities is 10%. 

5. Another principle is a transformation agenda (black economic empowerment) as well as 

capacity development (students). How has this been addressed? 

6.         How do the CoE-FS on Food Security align with the African Research Universities 

 
Alliance, (ARUA)  launched in March 2015? UP is a member but not UWC.
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Research Knowledge and production 
 
 

1.     How are strategic areas for research identified in terms of allocation of funding for projects? 

 
Is  there  a  formal  call  for  proposals  from  members?  How  are  the  “special  projects” 

 
determined and funded (eg PURE secondary analysis, SANHANES secondary analyses)? 

 
2. Now we are going to think about research outputs. If you were to be asked to evaluate your 

research outputs yourself, how would you rate yourself? (Impact factor of journals, open 

access?, disseminating information in other ways) 

3. What working definition of food and nutrition security to you use to frame your research 

agenda? Originally, food systems research was a major focus of the UWC application. How 

has this been reformulated to fit in with the current research plan? 

4.  Contribution to the development of new frameworks and instruments to understand the 

nature of food and nutrition security in South Africa, specifically? Including instruments to 

assess prevalence. 

 

 

Output and Impact 
 

 

1.     How have the activities of the CoE-FS influenced policy in South Africa (and elsewhere in 

 
Southern Africa)? Please provide examples of policy engagement. 

 
2.       Please provide the best example of the impact of research conducted under the CoE-FS 

 
since its development in 2014. 

 
3. Is there any indication that levels of food security have been reduced in South Africa as a 

result of the work of the CoE-FS? If not, why not?
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Policy Engagement 
 

 

1.  A  number  of  governmental  Departments  are  involved  in  policies  that  address  food 

insecurity (Education, Agriculture and Fisheries, Health, Poverty Alleviation, Social 

Development). Please provide context regarding how the CoE-FS works inter-sectorally 

across these departments. 

2.      How have these government departments made use    of outcomes from activities of the 

 
CoE-FS? 

 
 
 

Training and Education 
 

 

1. The  major  expenditure  is  scholarships.  What  proportion  of  scholarships  obtained 

diplomas/Number of PhDs/ Masters students in 2014 completed? 

2.          How are postgraduate students selected into the programme? 

 
3. Is there any advanced training in food security for postgraduate students? How about 

distance education or short courses? 

4.          How are the postgraduate supervisors/promoters selected? 

 
5.          What about postdocs – retention and recruitment to the area of food security? 

 
6. Comment  on  transformation.  How  will  a  new  cadre  of  black  graduates,  both 

practitioners and teachers be achieved? 

7.         Where are the graduates of the CoE-FS today? Have they remained in food security?
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Questions for postgraduate students 
 

 

1.    CAREER GOALS 

 
1.1.      How did you become aware of the CoE-FS support for postgraduate students? 

 
Why and when did you apply for support from the CoE-FS? At what stage are 

you in the completion of your postgraduate degree (Masters/PhD)? 

What is the research problem you are working on how do you think your study will 

improve the food security situation of vulnerable populations? 

2.    SKILLS DEVELOPMENT SUPPORT 

 
2.1. How are you benefiting from the support (mentoring, writing skills, etc.) you have 

been receiving from the CoE-FS? 

2.2.     Share  with  us  any  highlights  of  your  experiences  as  a  recipient  of  CoE-FS 

 
scholarship/bursary. 

 
2.3. Please tell us how the leadership of the CoE-FS can improve their support for 

postgraduate students with your background. Give us a specific example. 

2.4.  What advice do you have for the CoE-FS leadership to attract/recruit a larger 

number of deserving black postgraduate students? 

2.5.  Do you have any postgrad education/training plans/milestones you have reached 

without support from the CoE-FS? Give us a specific example. 

3.    FUTURE CAREER PLANS 

 
3.1.       What do you see yourself doing 5 years from now?
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Appendices D: Tables 
 

 

Descriptive Overview of Scientific output based on CoE-FS Mid term review database16 

Aug_EP 
 

 
 

A1 Number of project leaders by institution 

  

 

Frequency 

 

 

Percent 

 

  

 
ASSAF 1 1,9 

 

MRC 2 3,7 
 

NMMU 1 1,9 
 

NWU 1 1,9 
 

SUN 6 11,1 
 

UCT 4 7,4 
 

UFH 1 1,9 
 

UL 1 1,9 
 

UP 15 27,8 
 

UWC 22 40,7 
 

Total 54 100,0 
 

 

Source:CoE-FS Midterm review data base16 Aug_EP provided  during the review.



 

 

A 2 Distribution of the projects by institution 

  

 

Frequency 

 

 

Percent 

 

 
ASSAF 1 1,2 

 

 

MRC 3 3,6 
 

NMMU 2 2,4 
 

NWU 1 1,2 
 

SUN 6 7,1 
 

UCT 5 6,0 
 

UFH 2 2,4 
 

UL 1 1,2 
 

UP 27 32,1 
 

UWC 36 42,9 
 

Total 84 100,0 
 

  

Source:CoE-FS Midterm review data base16 Aug_EP provided during the review. 
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A 3 Number of projects per researcher 

  
 

Frequency 

 
 

Percent 

  

 
Asiwe 1 1,2 

  

Auerbach 2 2,4 
  

Aveling 1 1,2 
  

Buys 1 1,2 
  

Conradie 1 1,2 
  

Cousins 1 1,2 
  

Crouch 1 1,2 
  

De Visser 1 1,2 
  

Devereux 1 1,2 
  

Drimie 1 1,2 
  

du Toit 5 6,0 
  

Duodu 1 1,2 
  

Durojaye 1 1,2 
  

Emmambux 3 3,6 
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Faber 1 1,2 

  

 
Godfrey 2 2,4 

  

Greenberg 1 1,2 
  

Hendriks 1 1,2 
  

Hugo 1 1,2 
  

Kakizima 1 1,2 
  

Knight 1 1,2 
  

Korsten 6 7,1 
  

Labuschange 1 1,2 
  

Lambert 1 1,2 
  

Leibrandt 2 2,4 
  

Lewis 1 1,2 
  

Losch 3 3,6 
  

Lotze 1 1,2 
  

Ludidi 3 3,6 
  

Maphosa 1 1,2 
  

 
 
 
 

 

70



 

 

 
Mapiye 1 1,2 

  

 
Marshall 1 1,2 

  

May 3 3,6 
  

Meyer 3 3,6 
  

Moolman 1 1,2 
  

Muchenje 2 2,4 
  

Nadar 1 1,2 
  

Olivier 1 1,2 
  

Pieterse 1 1,2 
  

Puoano 1 1,2 
  

Ramakolo 1 1,2 
  

Reddy 1 1,2 
  

Sanders 1 1,2 
  

Schenck 1 1,2 
  

Schonfeldt 2 2,4 
  

Seymour 1 1,2 
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Shefer 1 1,2 

  

 
Sigge 1 1,2 

  

Swanepoel 1 1,2 
  

Swart 7 8,3 
  

Van Graan 1 1,2 
  

Van Niekerk 1 1,2 
  

Wembe 2 2,4 
  

Total 84 100,0 
  

 

 
 

Source:CoE-FS Midterm review data base16 Aug_EP provided  during the review. 
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A 4 NRF rating by project leader 

  

 

Frequency 

 

 

Percent 

 

 
No 37 68,5 

 

B2 4 7,4 
 

C1 2 5,6 
 

C2 4 7,4 
 

C3 5 9,3 
 

YI 1 1,9 
 

Total 54 100,0 
 

    

 

 
 

Source:CoE-FS Midterm review data base16 Aug_EP provided during the review. 
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A 4 NRF rating of the CoE-FS researchers by institution 

 
Count 

   

No 
 

 

B2 

 

 

C1 

 

 

C2 

 

 

C3 

 

 

YI 
Total 

 

 
ASSAF 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

 

MRC 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 
 

NMMU 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
 

NWU 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
 

SUN 6 0 0 0 0 0 6 
 

UCT 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 
 

UFH 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
 

UL 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
 

UP 7 1 1 3 2 1 15 
 

UWC 14 3 1 1 3 0 22 
 

Total 37 4 3 4 5 1 54 
 

Source: CoE-FS Midterm review data base16 Aug_EP provided during the review. 
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A 6 Publication frequency by project 

Project name 
 

 

Frequency 

 

 

Percent 

 

  

 
No project name affiliation 9 6,3 

 

Animal Product Safety 16 11,3 
 

Building the knowledge platform 3 2,1 
 

Case studies in governance 1 ,7 
 

Child case studies 2 1,4 
 

Child Laboratory studies 1 ,7 
 

Child secondary data analysis 2 1,4 
 

Child Support Grant 1 ,7 
 

Climate Change Resilient Livestock 1 ,7 
 

Comparative study: staple cereals and legumes to 

drought and salinity 

1 ,7 
 

Consumption data 1 ,7 
 

Dietary Assessment tools 1 ,7 
 

Drought Responses in cereals and legumes 2 1,4 
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Food   as   Symbol   in   Creative   Writing   and 

Performance 

1 ,7 
 

 
Food Contestation - Ethics 5 3,5 

 

Food Contestation- Gender 1 ,7 
 

Food Politics and Cultures 1 ,7 
 

Food safety Hazard detection and diagnosis 6 4,2 
 

Food Safety Hazard Detection and Diagnosis 2 1,4 
 

Food Security NIDS 1 ,7 
 

Food Technologies 1 ,7 
 

Governing a changing food system 1 ,7 
 

Governing a Changing Food System 3 2,1 
 

Indigenous Crops 6 4,2 
 

Insects as Feeds 1 ,7 
 

Mapping  the  Regulatory  Framework  for  Food 

Security 

2 1,4 
 

Mapping the South African Agro -Food System: 

Implications for food security and livelihoods 

21 14,8 
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Mapping  the  South  African  Agro-Food  System: 

implications for food security and livelihoods 

1 ,7 
 

 
Participatory governance 1 ,7 

 

PURE: Diet & Health Outcomes 6 4,2 
 

Reclamation  of  Heavy  Metal  Contamination  of 

Soils 

1 ,7 
 

Review Community Level 3 2,1 
 

Rikoon Missouri 3 2,1 
 

SARChI 3 2,1 
 

Smallholder Livestock 6 4,2 
 

SMART foods 17 12,0 
 

Special project 1 ,7 
 

tbd 1 ,7 
 

Wastage and Loss 2 1,4 
 

Waste Pickers 4 2,8 
 

Total 142 100,0 
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Source:CoE-FS Midterm review data base16 Aug_EP provided during the review. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A 7 Journal/Chapter/Book/Working Paper/Other 

  

 
Frequency 

 

 
Percent 

 

 
Book 1 ,7 

 

Chapter in book 6 4,2 
 

Journal 105 73,9 
 

Other 8 5,6 
 

Working paper 22 15,5 
 

Total 142 100,0 
 

 

 
 

Source:CoE-FS Midterm review data base16 Aug_EP provided during the review. 
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A 8 Publications in journals by project 

  

 

Frequency 

 

 

Percent 

 

  

 
No project name affiliation 5 4,8 

 

Animal Product Safety 16 15,2 
 

Building the knowledge platform 3 2,9 
 

Case studies in governance 1 1,0 
 

Child case studies 1 1,0 
 

Child Laboratory studies 1 1,0 
 

Child secondary data analysis 2 1,9 
 

Child Support Grant 1 1,0 
 

Climate        Change        Resilient 

Livestock 

1 1,0 
 

Comparative study:  staple cereals 

and  legumes  to  drought  and 

salinity 

1 1,0 
 

Consumption data 1 1,0 
 

Dietary Assessment tools 1 1,0 
 

Drought Responses in cereals and 

legumes 

2 1,9 
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Food Contestation - Ethics 5 4,8 

 

 
Food Contestation- Gender 1 1,0 

 

Food Politics and Cultures 1 1,0 
 

Food safety Hazard detection and 

diagnosis 

6 5,7 
 

Food Safety Hazard Detection and 

Diagnosis 

2 1,9 
 

Food Technologies 1 1,0 
 

Governing    a    Changing    Food 

System 

3 2,9 
 

Indigenous Crops 6 5,7 
 

Insects as Feeds 1 1,0 
 

Mapping         the         Regulatory 

Framework for Food Security 

1 1,0 
 

Mapping the South African Agro - 

Food   System:   Implications   for 

food security and livelihoods 

1 1,0 
 

Mapping the South African Agro- 

Food   System:   implications   for 

food security and livelihoods 

1 1,0 
 

PURE: Diet & Health Outcomes 6 5,7 
 

Reclamation    of    Heavy    Metal 

Contamination of Soils 

1 1,0 
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Review Community Level 3 2,9 

 

 
Rikoon Missouri 2 1,9 

 

Smallholder Livestock 6 5,7 
 

SMART foods 15 14,3 
 

tbd 1 1,0 
 

Wastage and Loss 2 1,9 
 

Waste pickers 2 1,9 
 

Waste Pickers 2 1,9 
 

Total 105 100,0 
 

 

 

A 9 year of publication 

  
 

Frequency 

 
 

Percent 

 
 

Cumulative Percent 

 

 
2015 25 23,8 23,8 

 

2016 23 21,9 45,7 
 

2017 54 51,4 97,1 
 

2018 3 2,9 2,9 
 

Total 105 100,0 100,0 
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A 10 Citations per article in accredited journal 

  

 

Frequency 

 

 

Percent 

 

 

Valid Percent 

 

 

Cumulative Percent 
  

 
0 23 22,5 22,5 22,5 

1 19 18,6 18,6 41,2 

2 14 13,7 13,7 54,9 

3 9 8,8 8,8 63,7 

4 4 3,9 3,9 67,6 

5 11 10,8 10,8 78,4 

6 4 3,9 3,9 82,4 

7 2 2,0 2,0 84,3 

8 1 1,0 1,0 85,3 

10 5 4,9 4,9 90,2 

11 1 1,0 1,0 91,2 

13 3 2,9 2,9 94,1 

17 1 1,0 1,0 95,1 

18 2 2,0 2,0 97,1 

21 1 1,0 1,0 98,0 

23 1 1,0 1,0 99,0 

45 1 1,0 1,0 100,0 

 
Total 102 100,0 100,0 
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A 11 Impact factor (IF) of the accredited journals 

  
 

Frequency 

 
 

Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 
  

 
No IF available 17 16,2 16,2 16,2 

0 2 1,9 1,9 18,1 

0,05 1 1,0 1,0 19,0 

0,085 2 1,9 1,9 21,0 

0,12 1 1,0 1,0 21,9 

0,1441 1 1,0 1,0 22,9 

0,224 1 1,0 1,0 23,8 

0,46 1 1,0 1,0 24,8 

0,474 2 1,9 1,9 26,7 

0,553 1 1,0 1,0 27,6 

0,557 1 1,0 1,0 28,6 

0,573 1 1,0 1,0 29,5 

0,6 2 1,9 1,9 31,4 

0,678 1 1,0 1,0 32,4 

0,681 1 1,0 1,0 33,3  
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0,685 1 1,0 1,0 34,3 

 
0,807 2 1,9 1,9 36,2 

0,81 1 1,0 1,0 37,1 

0,82 2 1,9 1,9 39,0 

0,912 2 1,9 1,9 41,0 

0,957 1 1,0 1,0 41,9 

0,993 1 1,0 1,0 42,9 

1,18 1 1,0 1,0 43,8 

1,202 3 2,9 2,9 46,7 

1,204 1 1,0 1,0 47,6 

1,262 2 1,9 1,9 49,5 

1,417 1 1,0 1,0 50,5 

1,427 2 1,9 1,9 52,4 

1,434 1 1,0 1,0 53,3 

1,495 2 1,9 1,9 55,2 

1,575 1 1,0 1,0 56,2 

1,609 1 1,0 1,0 57,1 
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1,648 1 1,0 1,0 58,1 

 
1,679 1 1,0 1,0 59,0 

1,714 1 1,0 1,0 60,0 

1,789 4 3,8 3,8 63,8 

1,8 4 3,8 3,8 67,6 

1,802 1 1,0 1,0 68,6 

1,925 1 1,0 1,0 69,5 

1,946 1 1,0 1,0 70,5 

1,96 1 1,0 1,0 71,4 

2,157 1 1,0 1,0 72,4 

2,265 1 1,0 1,0 73,3 

2,271 1 1,0 1,0 74,3 

2,309 1 1,0 1,0 75,2 

2,424 1 1,0 1,0 76,2 

2,463 1 1,0 1,0 77,1 

2,483 1 1,0 1,0 78,1 

2,806 1 1,0 1,0 79,0 
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2,818 2 1,9 1,9 81,0 

 
3,082 1 1,0 1,0 81,9 

3,234 1 1,0 1,0 82,9 

3,339 2 1,9 1,9 84,8 

3,391 4 3,8 3,8 88,6 

3,496 1 1,0 1,0 89,5 

3,5 1 1,0 1,0 90,5 

3,584 1 1,0 1,0 91,4 

3,671 1 1,0 1,0 92,4 

4,1 2 1,9 1,9 94,3 

4,259 1 1,0 1,0 95,2 

4,529 3 2,9 2,9 98,1 

4.811 1 1,0 1,0 99,0 

5,477 1 1,0 1,0 100,0 

Total 105 100,0 100,0 
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Appendices E: Descriptive Overview of Student Databases 
 

 

E.1. STUDENTS PROFILES 
 

 

 
CoE-FS supported students by Gender, all CoE-FS Partners 

 

 
 

Gender 

 

 
 

Masters 

 

 
 

PhD 

 

Post-Doctoral 

Fellow 

 

Pre-MA 

Degrees 

 

 
 

Total 

 
Female 

 
36 

 
23 

 
10 

 
20 

 
89 

  
49.3 

 
54.8 

 
66.7 

 
74.1 

 
56.7 

 
Male 

 
37 

 
19 

 
5 

 
7 

 
68 

  
50.7 

 
45.2 

 
33.3 

 
25.9 

 
43.3 

 
Total 

 
73 

 
42 

 
15 

 
27 

 
157 

 
University of Western Cape Co-host 

 
Female 

 
16 

 
14 

 
5 

 
12 

 
47 

  
50.0 

 
63.6 

 
71.4 

 
92.3 

 
63.5 

 
Male 

 
16 

 
8 

 
2 

 
1 

 
27 

  
50.0 

 
36.4 

 
28.6 

 
7.7 

 
36.5 

 
Total 

 
32 

 
22 

 
7 

 
13 

 
74 

 
University of Pretoria Co-host 

 
Female 

 
7 

 
6 

 
3 

 
7 

 
23 

  
53.9 

 
42.9 

 
50.0 

 
77.8 

 
54.9 
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Male 

 
6 

 
8 

 
3 

 
2 

 
19 

  
46.2 

 
57.1 

 
50.0 

 
22.2 

 
45.2 

 
Total 

 
13 

 
14 

 
6 

 
9 

 
42 

 

 

Average age of CoE-FS-Supported Students based on age in 2014 - CoE-FS partners and 

Co-Hosts 
 

 
 

 
 

Masters 

 

 
 

PhD 

 

Post-Doctoral 

Fellow 

 

Pre-MA 

Degrees 

 

Avg. 

Age 

 

Std 

Dev. 

 

Avg. 

Age 

 

Std 

Dev. 

 

Avg. 

Age 

 

Std 

Dev. 

 

Avg. 

Age 

 

Std 

Dev. 

 

All      CoE-FS 

Partners 

 

 
26 

 

 
5.4 

 

 
34 

 

 
8.6 

 

 
33 

 

 
5.5 

 

 
24 

 

 
5.6 

 

UWC Co-Host 
 

27 
 

6.9 
 

35 
 

10 
 

37 
 

5.7 
 

24 
 

6.7 

 

UP Co-host 
 

25 
 

4.1 
 

32 
 

6.8 
 

31 
 

1.5 
 

23 
 

5.7 

 

 
 

Citizenship of CoE-FS supported students, all CoE-FS Partners 
 

 

 
Citizenship 

 

 
Masters 

 

 
PhD 

 

Post-Doctoral 

Fellow 

 

Pre-MA 

Degrees 

 

 
Total 

 

South African 
 

58 
 

25 
 

7 
 

27 
 

117 

  

79.5 
 

61.0 
 

50.0 
 

100.0 
 

75.5 

 

Zimbabwe 
 

8 
 

5 
 

2 
 

0 
 

15 

  

11.0 
 

12.2 
 

14.3 
 

0.0 
 

9.7 

 

Ghana 
 

0 
 

4 
 

2 
 

0 
 

6 

 

 
 

88



 

 

  
0.00 

 
9.8 

 
14.3 

 
0.00 

 
3.9 

 

RestAfrica 
 

7 
 

7 
 

3 
 

0 
 

17 

  

9.6 
 

17.1 
 

21.4 
 

0.0 
 

11.0 

 

Total 
 

73 
 

41 
 

14 
 

27 
 

155 

 

University of Western Cape Co-host 

 

South African 
 

24 
 

16 
 

4 
 

13 
 

57 

 
75.0 72.7 66.7 100.0 78.1 

 

Zimbabwe 
 

4 
 

4 
 

1 
 

0 
 

9 

  

12.5 
 

18.2 
 

16.7 
 

0.0 
 

12.3 

 

Ghana 
 

0 
 

1 
 

1 
 

0 
 

2 

  

0.0 
 

4.6 
 

16.7 
 

0.0 
 

2.7 

 

RestAfrica 
 

4 
 

1 
 

0 
 

0 
 

5 

  

12.5 
 

4.6 
 

0.0 
 

0.0 
 

6.9 

 

Total 
 

32 
 

22 
 

6 
 

13 
 

73 

 
University of Pretoria Co-host 

 

South African 
 

10 
 

6 
 

3 
 

9 
 

28 

  

76.9 
 

46.2 
 

50.0 
 

100.0 
 

68.3 

 

Zimbabwe 
 

1 
 

1 
 

1 
 

0 
 

3 

  

7.7 
 

7.7 
 

16.7 
 

0.0 
 

7.3 
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Ghana 

 
0 

 
3 

 
0 

 
0 

 
3 

  

0.0 
 

23.1 
 

0.0 
 

0.0 
 

7.3 

 

RestAfrica 
 

2 
 

3 
 

2 
 

0 
 

7 

  

15.4 
 

23.1 
 

33.3 
 

0.0 
 

17.07 

 

Total 
 

13 
 

13 
 

6 
 

9 
 

41 
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CoE-FS supported South African students by Race, All CoE-FS Partners 
 

 

 
SA Race Category 

 

 
Masters 

 

 
PhD 

 

Post-Doctoral 

Fellow 

 

Pre-MA 

Degrees 

 

 
Total 

 

African 
 

25 
 

4 
 

1 
 

20 
 

50 

  

43.10 
 

16.00 
 

14.29 
 

74.07 
 

42.74 

 

Coloured 
 

10 
 

8 
 

2 
 

4 
 

24 

  

17.24 
 

32.00 
 

28.57 
 

14.81 
 

20.51 

 

Indian 
 

3 
 

4 
 

0 
 

0 
 

7 

  

5.17 
 

16.00 
 

0.00 
 

0.00 
 

5.98 

 

White 
 

20 
 

9 
 

4 
 

3 
 

36 

  

34.48 
 

36.00 
 

57.14 
 

11.11 
 

30.77 

 

Total 
 

58 
 

25 
 

7 
 

27 
 

117 

 

 
 

University of Western Cape Co-host 

 

African 
 

10 
 

3 
 

1 
 

9 
 

23 

  

41.67 
 

18.75 
 

25.00 
 

69.23 
 

40.35 

 

Coloured 
 

8 
 

8 
 

2 
 

4 
 

22 

  

33.33 
 

50.00 
 

50.00 
 

30.77 
 

38.60 

 

Indian 
 

2 
 

2 
 

0 
 

0 
 

4 

  

8.33 
 

12.50 
 

0.00 
 

0.00 
 

7.02 
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White 

 
4 

 
3 

 
1 

 
0 

 
8 

  

16.67 
 

18.75 
 

25.00 
 

0.00 
 

14.04 

 

Total 
 

24 
 

16 
 

4 
 

13 
 

57 

 
University of Pretoria Co-host 

 

African 
 

5 
 

1 
 

0 
 

8 
 

14 

  

50.00 
 

16.67 
 

0.00 
 

88.89 
 

50.00 

 

Indian 
 

0 
 

2 
 

0 
 

0 
 

2 

  

0.00 
 

33.33 
 

0.00 
 

0.00 
 

7.14 

 

White 
 

5 
 

3 
 

3 
 

1 
 

12 

  

50.00 
 

50.00 
 

100.00 
 

11.11 
 

42.86 

 

Total 
 

10 
 

6 
 

3 
 

9 
 

28 

  
 

100.00 

100.0 

0 

 
 

100.00 

 
 

100.00 

100.0 

0 

 

 
 

E.2. POSTGRADUATE ENROLMENT STATUS – GRADUATION 
 

 
CoE-FS Supported Students by Year of First Registration, all CoE-FS partners 

 
 
 
 

Year 

 
 
 
 

Masters 

 
 
 
 

PhD 

 

 
Post-Doctoral 

Fellow 

 

 
Pre-MA 

Degrees 

 
 
 
 

Total 

 

2013 
 

5 
 

1 
 

0 
 

0 
 

6 

  

6.85 
 

2.38 
 

0.00 
 

0.00 
 

3.82 
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2014 

 
11 

 
6 

 
1 

 
3 

 
21 

  

15.07 
 

14.29 
 

6.67 
 

11.11 
 

13.38 

 

2015 
 

21 
 

10 
 

3 
 

6 
 

40 

  

28.77 
 

23.81 
 

20.00 
 

22.22 
 

25.48 

 

2016 
 

13 
 

7 
 

4 
 

6 
 

30 

  

17.81 
 

16.67 
 

26.67 
 

22.22 
 

19.11 

 

2017 
 

23 
 

17 
 

7 
 

12 
 

59 

  

31.51 
 

40.48 
 

46.67 
 

44.44 
 

37.58 

 

2018 
 

0 
 

1 
 

0 
 

0 
 

1 

  

0.00 
 

2.38 
 

0.00 
 

0.00 
 

0.64 

 

Total 
 

73 
 

42 
 

15 
 

27 
 

157 

 
University of Western Cape Co-host 

 

2013 
 

1 
 

0 
 

0 
 

0 
 

1 

  

3.13 
 

0.00 
 

0.00 
 

0.00 
 

1.35 

 

2014 
 

0 
 

0 
 

1 
 

0 
 

1 

  

0.00 
 

0.00 
 

14.29 
 

0.00 
 

1.35 

 

2015 
 

7 
 

3 
 

1 
 

1 
 

12 

  

21.88 
 

13.64 
 

14.29 
 

7.69 
 

16.22 

 

2016 
 

8 
 

7 
 

3 
 

3 
 

21 
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25.00 

 
31.82 

 
42.86 

 
23.08 

 
28.38 

 

2017 
 

16 
 

12 
 

2 
 

9 
 

39 

  

50.00 
 

54.55 
 

28.57 
 

69.23 
 

52.70 

 

Total 
 

32 
 

22 
 

7 
 

13 
 

74 

 
University of Pretoria Co-host 

 

2013 
 

1 
 

1 
 

0 
 

0 
 

2 

  

7.69 
 

7.14 
 

0.00 
 

0.00 
 

4.76 

 

2014 
 

1 
 

5 
 

0 
 

1 
 

7 

  

7.69 
 

35.71 
 

0.00 
 

11.11 
 

16.67 

 

2015 
 

6 
 

4 
 

2 
 

2 
 

14 

  

46.15 
 

28.57 
 

33.33 
 

22.22 
 

33.33 

 

2016 
 

3 
 

0 
 

1 
 

3 
 

7 

  

23.08 
 

0.00 
 

16.67 
 

33.33 
 

16.67 

 

2017 
 

2 
 

4 
 

3 
 

3 
 

12 

  

15.38 
 

28.57 
 

50.00 
 

33.33 
 

28.57 

 

Total 
 

13 
 

14 
 

6 
 

9 
 

42 
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Funding Sources of CoE-FS supported students, all CoE-FS partners 
 

 

Funding 

Source 

 

 
 

Masters 

 

 
 

PhD 

 

Post-Doctoral 

Fellow 

 

Pre-MA 

Degrees 

 

 
 

Total 

CoE-FS 

Bursary 

 
 

58 

 
 

28 

 
 

12 

 
 

17 

 
 

115 

  

79.45 
 

66.67 
 

80.00 
 

62.96 
 

73.25 

 

Other Funds 
 

15 
 

14 
 

3 
 

10 
 

42 

  

20.55 
 

33.33 
 

20.00 
 

37.04 
 

26.75 

 

Total 
 

73 
 

42 
 

15 
 

27 
 

157 

 
UWC Co-Host 

CoE-FS 

Bursary 

 
 

18 

 
 

9 

 
 

4 

 
 

3 

 
 

34 

  

56.25 
 

40.91 
 

57.14 
 

23.08 
 

45.95 

 

Other Funds 
 

14 
 

13 
 

3 
 

10 
 

40 

  

43.75 
 

59.09 
 

42.86 
 

76.92 
 

54.05 

 

Total 
 

32 
 

22 
 

7 
 

13 
 

74 

 
UP Co-Host 

CoE-FS 

Bursary 

 
 

13 

 
 

14 

 
 

6 

 
 

9 

 
 

42 
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CoE-FS Supported Students by Year of Expected Completion, all CoE-FS 

partners 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Expected  Completion 

Year 

 

 
 
 

Masters 

 

 
 
 

PhD 

Post- 

Doctoral 

Fellow 

 
 

Pre-MA 

Degrees 

 

 
 
 

Total 

 

Expected 2016 
 

2 
 

0 
 

0 
 

0 
 

2 

  

4.08 
 

0.00 
 

0.00 
 

0.00 
 

2.20 

 

Expected 2017 
 

1 
 

1 
 

0 
 

0 
 

2 

  

2.04 
 

2.78 
 

0.00 
 

0.00 
 

2.20 

 

Expected 2018 
 

29 
 

11 
 

0 
 

5 
 

45 

  

59.18 
 

30.56 
 

0.00 
 

100.00 
 

49.45 

 

Expected 2019 
 

17 
 

17 
 

1 
 

0 
 

35 

  

34.69 
 

47.22 
 

100.00 
 

0.00 
 

38.46 

 

Expected 2020/21 
 

0 
 

7 
 

0 
 

0 
 

7 

  

0.00 
 

19.44 
 

0.00 
 

0.00 
 

7.69 

 

Total 
 

49 
 

36 
 

1 
 

5 
 

91 

 
University of Western Cape Co-host 

 

Expected 2017 
 

1 
 

0 
 

0 
 

0 
 

1 

  

3.57 
 

0.00 
 

0.00 
 

0.00 
 

1.82 

 

Expected 2018 
 

16 
 

3 
 

0 
 

5 
 

24 
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57.14 

 
14.29 

 
0.00 

 
100.00 

 
43.64 

 

Expected 2019 
 

11 
 

15 
 

1 
 

0 
 

27 

  

39.29 
 

71.43 
 

100.00 
 

0.00 
 

49.09 

 

Expected 2020/21 
 

0 
 

3 
 

0 
 

0 
 

3 

  

0.00 
 

14.29 
 

0.00 
 

0.00 
 

5.45 

 

Total 
 

28 
 

21 
 

1 
 

5 
 

55 

 
University of Pretoria Co-host 

 

Expected 2017 
 

0 
 

1 
 

No Info 
 

No Info 
 

1 

  

0.00 
 

8.33 
 

No Info 
 

No Info 
 

5.26 

 

Expected 2018 
 

5 
 

7 
 

No Info 
 

No Info 
 

12 

  

71.43 
 

58.33 
 

No Info 
 

No Info 
 

63.16 

 

Expected 2019 
 

2 
 

1 
 

No Info 
 

No Info 
 

3 

  

28.57 
 

8.33 
 

No Info 
 

No Info 
 

15.79 

 

Expected 2020/21 
 

0 
 

3 
 

No Info 
 

No Info 
 

3 

  

0.00 
 

25.00 
 

No Info 
 

No Info 
 

15.79 

 

Total 
 

7 
 

12 
 

No Info 
 

No Info 
 

19 
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Funding Sources of CoE-FS students, all CoE-FS partners 
 

 

Funding 

Source 

 

 
 

Masters 

 

 
 

PhD 

 

Post-Doctoral 

Fellow 

 

Pre-MA 

Degrees 

 

 
 

Total 

CoE-FS 

Bursary 

 
 

58 

 
 

28 

 
 

12 

 
 

17 

 
 

115 

  

79.45 
 

66.67 
 

80.00 
 

62.96 
 

73.25 

 

Other Funds 
 

15 
 

14 
 

3 
 

10 
 

42 

  

20.55 
 

33.33 
 

20.00 
 

37.04 
 

26.75 

 
 

Total 

 
 

73 

 
 

42 

 
 

15 

 
 

27 

15 

7 

 
UWC Co-Host 

CoE-FS 

Bursary 

 
 

18 

 
 

9 

 
 

4 

 
 

3 

 
 

34 

  

56.25 
 

40.91 
 

57.14 
 

23.08 
 

45.95 

 

Other Funds 
 

14 
 

13 
 

3 
 

10 
 

40 

  

43.75 
 

59.09 
 

42.86 
 

76.92 
 

54.05 

 

Total 
 

32 
 

22 
 

7 
 

13 
 

74 

 
UP Co-Host 

CoE-FS 

Bursary 

 
 

13 

 
 

14 

 
 

6 

 
 

9 

 
 

42 
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E.3. ANALYSIS OF THESES/DISSERTATION TITLES 
 

Thesis/Dissertation Titles of CoE-FS Supported Students - Thematic 

Overview (UWC Co-Host) 
 

 
 
 
 

Title Theme 

 
 
 
 

Masters 

 
 
 
 

PhD 

 

Post- 

Doctoral 

Fellow 

 

 
Pre-

MA 

Degree

s 

 
 
 
 

Total 

 

No-Weak Link 
 

11 
 

11 
 

5 
 

12 
 

39 

  

15.07 
 

26.19 
 

33.33 
 

44.44 
 

24.84 

 

Food Systems 
 

28 
 

15 
 

3 
 

6 
 

52 

  

38.36 
 

35.71 
 

20.00 
 

22.22 
 

33.12 

 

Food     &     Nutrition 

Security 

 

 
34 

 

 
16 

 

 
6 

 

 
9 

 

 
65 

  

46.58 
 

38.10 
 

40.00 
 

33.33 
 

41.40 

 

Other 
 

0 
 

0 
 

1 
 

0 
 

1 

  

0.00 
 

0.00 
 

6.67 
 

0.00 
 

0.64 

 

Total 
 

73 
 

42 
 

15 
 

27 
 

157 

 
UWC Co-Host 

 

No-Weak Link 
 

6 
 

7 
 

3 
 

8 
 

24 

  

18.75 
 

31.82 
 

42.86 
 

61.54 
 

32.43 

 

Food Systems 
 

10 
 

6 
 

1 
 

1 
 

18 

  

31.25 
 

27.27 
 

14.29 
 

7.69 
 

24.32 
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Food     &     Nutrition 

Security 

 

 
 

16 

 

 
 

9 

 

 
 

3 

 

 
 

4 

 

 
 

32 

  

50.00 
 

40.91 
 

42.86 
 

30.77 
 

43.24 

 

Total 
 

32 
 

22 
 

7 
 

13 
 

74 

 
UP Co-Host 

 

No-Weak Link 
 

0 
 

2 
 

1 
 

3 
 

6 

  

0.00 
 

14.29 
 

16.67 
 

33.33 
 

14.29 

 

Food Systems 
 

6 
 

7 
 

2 
 

3 
 

18 

  

46.15 
 

50.00 
 

33.33 
 

33.33 
 

42.86 

 

Food     &     Nutrition 

Security 

 

 
7 

 

 
5 

 

 
3 

 

 
3 

 

 
18 

  

53.85 
 

35.71 
 

50.00 
 

33.33 
 

42.86 

 

Total 
 

13 
 

14 
 

6 
 

9 
 

42 
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Thesis/Dissertation  Titles  of  CoE-FS  Supported  Students  -  Key  FNS 

Concepts 

 
 
 
 

Keywords 

 
 
 
 

Masters 

 
 
 
 

PhD 

 

Post- 

Doctoral 

Fellow 

 

 
Pre-MA 

Degrees 

 
 
 
 

Total 

 
No-Weak link 

 
18 

 
14 

 
5 

 
12 

 
49 

  

 

24.66 

 

 

33.33 

 

 

33.33 

 

 

44.44 

 

 

31.21 

 
Availability 

 
29 

 
10 

 
3 

 
9 

 
51 

  

 

39.73 

 

 

23.81 

 

 

20.00 

 

 

33.33 

 

 

32.48 

 
Accessibility 

 
7 

 
3 

 
0 

 
1 

 
11 

  

 

9.59 

 

 

7.14 

 

 

0.00 

 

 

3.70 

 

 

7.01 

 
Utilisation 

 
7 

 
2 

 
1 

 
1 

 
11 

  

 

9.59 

 

 

4.76 

 

 

6.67 

 

 

3.70 

 

 

7.01 

 
Nutrition-Health 

 
8 

 
10 

 
3 

 
2 

 
23 

  

 

10.96 

 

 

23.81 

 

 

20.00 

 

 

7.41 

 

 

14.65 

Multiple 

Dimensions 

 
 

4 

 
 

3 

 
 

3 

 
 

2 

 
 

12 

  

 

5.48 

 

 

7.14 

 

 

20.00 

 

 

7.41 

 

 

7.64 

 
Total 

 
73 

 
42 

 
15 

 
27 

 
157 

 
UWC Co-Host 
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No-Weak link 

 
11 

 
10 

 
3 

 
8 

 
32 

  

 

34.38 

 

 

45.45 

 

 

42.86 

 

 

61.54 

 

 

43.24 

 
Availability 

 
8 

 
3 

 
1 

 
1 

 
13 

  

 

25.00 

 

 

13.64 

 

 

14.29 

 

 

7.69 

 

 

17.57 

 
Accessibility 

 
3 

 
1 

 
0 

 
1 

 
5 

  

 

9.38 

 

 

4.55 

 

 

0.00 

 

 

7.69 

 

 

6.76 

 
Utilisation 

 
2 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
2 

  

 

6.25 

 

 

0.00 

 

 

0.00 

 

 

0.00 

 

 

2.70 

 
Nutrition-Health 

 
5 

 
5 

 
1 

 
1 

 
12 

  

 

15.63 

 

 

22.73 

 

 

14.29 

 

 

7.69 

 

 

16.22 

Multiple 

Dimensions 

 
 

3 

 
 

3 

 
 

2 

 
 

2 

 
 

10 

  

 

9.38 

 

 

13.64 

 

 

28.57 

 

 

15.38 

 

 

13.51 

 
Total 

 
32 

 
22 

 
7 

 
13 

 
74 

 
UP Co-Host 

 
No-Weak link 

 
0 

 
2 

 
1 

 
3 

 
6 

  

 

0.00 

 

 

14.29 

 

 

16.67 

 

 

33.33 

 

 

14.29 

 
Availability 

 
7 

 
5 

 
2 

 
4 

 
18 
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53.85 

 

 

35.71 

 

 

33.33 

 

 

44.44 

 

 

42.86 

 
Accessibility 

 
2 

 
2 

 
0 

 
0 

 
4 

  

 

15.38 

 

 

14.29 

 

 

0.00 

 

 

0.00 

 

 

9.52 

 
Utilisation 

 
3 

 
1 

 
1 

 
1 

 
6 

  

 

23.08 

 

 

7.14 

 

 

16.67 

 

 

11.11 

 

 

14.29 

 
Nutrition-Health 

 
1 

 
4 

 
2 

 
1 

 
8 

  

 

7.69 

 

 

28.57 

 

 

33.33 

 

 

11.11 

 

 

19.05 

 
Total 

 
13 

 
14 

 
6 

 
9 

 
42 
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