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1 Introduction 
 

This report relates to a project entitled ‘Take Up of Social Grants’. The project is 
being carried out by the Centre for the Analysis of South African Social Policy 
(CASASP), which is based in the Department of Social Policy and Social Work at the 
University of Oxford in England. The project forms part of the South African 
National Department of Social Development’s Social Policy Analysis Programme. 
This in turn is part of the broader ‘SACED’ Programme (Programme for 
Strengthening Analytical Capacity for Evidence Based Decision Making), which is 
funded by the UK Department for International Development Southern Africa.  

As part of the project, two reports have been produced on take up of the Child 
Support Grant: one relating to January 2004 (Noble et al., 2005a) and one relating to 
January 2005 (Noble et al., 2005b).  

The main focus of the project is to produce estimates of eligibility and take up below 
province level. However, it is also important to compare CASASP’s estimates with 
those produced using other data sources and approaches. The purpose of this report is 
therefore to compare different province-level estimates about receipt of the Child 
Support Grant (CSG) in South Africa. In particular, the approaches that are compared 
in this paper were developed from the following data sources:  

1. Estimates using the ten percent sample of the 2001 Census as distributed by 
Statistics South Africa (Stats SA), with original Stats SA imputations for 
income and other variables.   

2. Estimates using the ten percent sample of the 2001 Census, using Sequential 
Regression Multiple Imputation to impute missing and implausible zero 
incomes (and other variables such as age and gender). 

3. Estimates using the 2003 General Household Survey  

4. Estimates using the 2000 Income and Expenditure Survey. 

This report is in three parts. First, the methodological approaches are briefly presented 
for each of the four approaches considered. Then we compare the various ‘eligibility 
rates’. These are calculated by dividing the number of children whose caregivers are 
eligible for CSG by the total number of children in an area. The paper ends with some 
observations and concluding remarks. This report relates to early 2004 and therefore 
the relevant age group of concern is children aged 0-8 years inclusive. 

 

 

 

 

Explaining the terms: ‘Eligibility rate’ and ‘Take up rate’ 
 
Province X contains 500 children aged 0-8 inclusive. The caregivers of 300 of these 
children are eligible to receive Child Support Grant because they fall within the 
means test. In practice, only 250 of these children are being claimed for.  This 
means that in Province X the eligibility rate = 300/500 = 60%   and the take up rate 
= 250/300 = 83%. 
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2 Four different approaches 
 
People can only claim the Child Support Grant if they meet certain eligibility criteria. 
First, the beneficiary must be the primary caregiver of a child. Second, the child must 
fall within a certain age group (0-8 inclusive for January 2004). Third, the beneficiary 
and their spouse (if they have one) must have a joint annual income of less than 
R9,600 if they live in an urban area in formal housing, or less than R13,200 if they 
live elsewhere (i.e. in an urban area in informal housing, or in a rural area in any type 
of housing).  

Unless specified to the contrary, the analysis in this report focuses on the children 
rather than beneficiaries. Throughout this report we therefore refer to ‘children whose 
caregivers are eligible for CSG’ and ‘children whose caregivers are in receipt of 
CSG’. Occasionally the former is abbreviated to ‘eligible children’: this means that 
the children have eligible caregivers, not that the children themselves are eligible for 
the CSG. 

This section compares four different approaches for estimating eligibility for CSG. 
Each approach has its own set of strengths, weaknesses and caveats which are now 
briefly outlined.  

 
2.1  Estimates of eligibility using the 10% sample of the 2001 Census 
as distributed by Stats SA 

This was the original approach used by CASASP (unpublished). For the eligibility 
rate, the numerator and denominator were both created using the ten percent sample 
of the 2001 Census as distributed by Stats SA. For the take up rate, the numerator was 
created from an anonymised 100% extract of CSG data from SOCPEN from January 
2004, and the denominator (all eligible children) was created from the ten percent 
sample of the 2001 Census. The methodology for geocoding the CSG data is fully 
described in Annex 1 of Noble et al., (2005a) and is not the focus of this report. The 
methodology for calculating the number of children whose caregivers were eligible 
for CSG is now briefly summarised.     

As the time point for this approach was January 2004, this meant that the target group 
for CSG was children under nine years. In order to estimate whether children’s 
caregivers met the criteria of the means test, it was essential to identify the income of 
the child’s caregiver (and their spouse if they had one) and the type of housing and 
area in which they lived. 

This method involved the use of Stats SA’s ten per cent sample of the 2001 Census 
(weighted) and inflating the estimates to take into account population change between 
the 2001 Census and January 2004. People in institutions and in other non-housing 
units were deleted. 
 
It was necessary to identify the caregiver and the spouse of the caregiver and their 
income, for each child under nine. The Census allows one to identify the biological 
mother and biological father of each child, if they are present in the child’s household. 
It also allows one to identify the spouse of each present biological parent, whether 
biologically related to the child or not if the spouse is present in the household. 
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Absence of a parent was defined as either when they had died or when they lived 
elsewhere. The income of the primary caregiver and the income of the spouse of the 
primary caregiver if s/he exists were identified by searching for the following 
categories: 

1) The income of the biological mother if present, and the income of her spouse if 
present; 

2) If no biological mother is present, the income of the biological father if present 
and the income of his spouse if present; 

For some cases, a primary caregiver could not be identified using this method. Such 
children live in a household without a biological parent (e.g. they might live with an 
older sibling, aunt or grandparent). For these children it is less straightforward to 
obtain the income of their likely primary caregiver and spouse as the child-caregiver 
relationships have to be identified using a set of assumptions. The method used is a 
modified version of Woolard’s technique that was used to identify children’s primary 
caregivers and spouses in the Income and Expenditure Survey (IES) (Woolard, 2004).  
Unlike the IES though, the Census enables one to identify the spouse of the imputed 
primary caregiver. For these ‘non-biological’ cases, the primary caregiver was 
identified as:  

1) the oldest woman in the household aged 13-40 at the time of the birth of the child; 
and if none then 

2) the youngest woman in the household aged 41 or over at the time of the birth of 
the child; and if none then 

3) the oldest man in the household aged 13-40 at the time of the birth of the child; 
and if none then 

4) the youngest man in the household aged 41 or over at the time of the birth of the 
child. 

In this step, the primary caregiver could be female or male, and so too for the spouse. 
The spouse of the primary caregiver was identified if present using the spouse 
variable in the Census. The income of the imputed primary caregiver and their spouse 
(if present) was assigned to each relevant child. 

An estimate of eligibility to receive CSG was calculated. This took into account the 
nature of the housing unit, location, and the combined income of the primary 
caregiver and their spouse (if present). The CASASP work used the urban/rural 
Census 1996 classification to identify rural households. The Census classification of 
housing units was used to identify informal dwellings in urban areas (having excluded 
institutions). 
 
As the Census income data is banded, the combined income in some cases straddled 
the thresholds. A probability measure was calculated as follows: 

 
Probability = (CSG threshold for that location – minimum combined income) divided 
by (maximum combined income – minimum combined income). 
 
These weighted figures were then adjusted to take into account population change 
between April 2001 and January 2004 using mid year population estimates from Stats 
SA. A final count of children under nine whose caregivers are estimated to be eligible 
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to receive the CSG in January 2004 was then created at municipality and province 
level.  
 
2.2  Estimates using the 10% sample of the 2001 Census, using 
Sequential Regression Multiple Imputation to impute missing and 
implausible zero incomes  
This approach (Noble et al., 2005a) differs from that described in Section 2.1 in only 
two respects. First, for this method, values for the missing incomes and the 
implausible zeros in the 2001 Census were imputed using Sequential Regression 
Multiple Imputation methodology (rather than Stats SA’s hotdeck imputation 
methodology). The imputation process was performed ten times to create ten imputed 
data sets. The eligible children were identified in each of the ten datasets using the 
above set of rules, and the ten eligibility counts were then averaged. The approach 
used by CASASP to impute the missing and implausible zero incomes is described in 
Barnes, Gutierrez-Romero and Noble (forthcoming in 2006). Second, the income 
band midpoints were used instead of calculating the probability of being eligible. 
Please see Annex 2 of Noble et al (2005a) for details. All other steps were the same.  
 
2.3 Estimates of eligibility using the IES and LFS 
This approach for estimating eligibility was undertaken by Woolard and Woolard 
(2004) using the 2000 Income and Expenditure Survey and the Labour Force Survey. 
Estimates of the number of children were taken from the 2000 IES and re-weighted to 
tally with the 2001 Census (Woolard and Woolard, 2004: 3).  

Woolard and Woolard produced four sets of estimates of eligibility: using the IES, the 
re-weighted IES, the Census assuming zero take up of grants, and the Census 
assuming full take up of grants. These calculations were made for 2001 at which point 
the relevant age band for children was 0-6 inclusive. Due to the problem with missing 
and implausible zero incomes in the Census, Woolard and Woolard conclude (p24) 
that the reweighted IES provides the best estimates for eligibility, and these are the 
estimates that are compared in this report. 

Version 1.2 of the DSD model that Woolard produced (2004) is based on the 2000 
IES. The income data were adjusted for inflation using South African Reserve Bank 
data for 2001 and 2002, and subsequently by assuming an inflation rate of 5.8% for 
2003 and 5.0% for 2004. The population estimates for 2004 were adjusted using the 
Actuarial Society of South Africa Demographic Model (Woolard, 2004: 2). The 
income data were selected from the IES and missing data were set to zero, and – using 
the LFS relationship information – spouse income was also captured (Woolard, 2004: 
3). Though per capita expenditure data were used where possible, if this was missing 
the income data were used. Using person level data in the LFS and income data from 
the IES, caregivers were assigned using the following rules (Woolard, 2004: 4): 

1) The first woman aged between 13-40 when the child was born; if none then 

2) A woman aged over 40 at the child’s birth; if none then 

3) A man aged 13-40 when the child was born; if none then 

4) A man aged over 40 at the child’s birth; if none then 

5) The first person older than 18 in the household 
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Informal dwellings were identified using household data in the IES (Woolard, 2004: 
5). The method for identifying rurality is not provided  

 
2.4  Estimates of eligibility using the General Household Survey 
 
Budlender et al. (2005) used the 2003 General Household Survey with Stats SA 
weights to estimate eligibility. Their report explains in detail the methods used for 
estimating eligibility (pp15-26). In brief, though, the income measure is calculated 
using the question about the person’s total salary/pay/income in their main job, 
including overtime, allowances and bonuses, and before tax or deductions (p15). As 
Budlender et al. point out (p16), the use of this question could result in an 
underestimation of eligibility (because the means test regulations allow deduction of 
tax, medical and other deductions before the means test is applied). However, it is 
possible that some respondents in fact report the post-tax, post-deduction amount, and 
anyway the low income group that falls within the means test are the least likely to be 
earning enough to pay much tax / afford deductions. Conversely, eligibility may be 
overestimated if people have more than one job, or if people under-report their 
income.  
 
When this precise income question was not completed, a banded income question was 
used. The logarithmic means of the bands were used apart from (1) the zero category; 
(2) the band just above zero (where two thirds of the upper threshold was used); and 
(3) the top band (where the logarithmic mean between the lower threshold and 1.5 
times that amount was used). The few remaining employed respondents with zero or 
missing incomes were assigned ‘a monthly income equal to the sex-specific weighted 
median income for those to whom incomes had already been assigned’ (p16).    
 
The relationship assumptions are as follows (Budlender et al., 2005: 17): 
 
1) All children who are living with their mothers have the mother as primary 
caregiver. The income of the husband is taken into account or (if not married and not 
widowed) an estimate for maintenance. 

2) All children living with their father but not mother have the father as primary 
caregiver. The father’s income and (if married) the income of his wife are taken into 
account. 

3) All children not living with parents yet living with a grandparent have the 
grandparent as primary caregiver. Their income is taken into account, as well as (if 
married) their spouse’s income. 

4) All children not living with parents or grandparents are assigned an adult woman as 
their primary caregiver. Their income is taken as the mean income of all employed 
adult women in the child’s household.  

Rurality is gleaned from the GHS and the question about the main material used for 
the walls of the dwelling is used as a proxy for dwelling type (i.e. informal dwellings 
are defined as those which do not have brick, concrete or asbestos as the main 
material for the walls) (p12), which is in line with the regulations issued by the 
Department of Social Development. 
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3 Four CSG eligibility rates 
 
Table 1 below shows estimates of the total number of children aged 0-8 inclusive. As 
can be seen, Woolard (2004) estimates that there were 9.8 million 0-8s using the 
IES/LFS, compared with 9.0 million using the 2001 Census and Stats SA’s mid year 
estimates (Noble et al., 2005a) and 8.3 million using the GHS (Budlender et al., 
2005). This is the point at which divergences begin. Woolard’s estimates were 
calculated by adjusting to the ASSA 2004 estimates. The CASASP estimates were 
calculated using the 10% sample of the 2001 Census, adjusted to January 2004 using 
a weighted combination of Stats SA’s 2003 and 2004 mid year estimates. 
 
Table 1: Estimates of all children aged 0-8 inclusive 

 A B C 
Timepoint Jan-04 2004 Jun-03 

Data 
Source 

see Noble 
2005a for 

details IES LFS GHS 
Created by CASASP IW DB 

        
Category All   All   All   
Age band u9s u9s u9s 

Province       
WC 768951 820636 773039 
EC 1445611 1644475 1315261 
NC 172463 171826 156322 
FS 541442 571667 448391 
KZN 1974836 2068971 1767940 
NW 731747 783278 713495 
GP 1420475 1534275 1377518 
MP 675582 727367 618739 
L 1247960 1500689 1139193 
All SA 8979066 9823184 8309898 

 
Table 2 below provides estimates of children aged 0-8 inclusive whose caregivers are 
eligible to claim CSG. The highest number of eligible children is in Column E, which 
is calculated using the unamended income variable in the Census. The impact of 
imputing the implausible zeros and missing incomes in the Census is that the number 
of eligible children falls to 6.1 million from 6.5 million. Woolard’s estimates are 
closest to CASASP’s post-imputation estimates (column D). Budlender’s estimates 
are the smallest at 5.4 million (though it should be noted that these were produced on 
the basis of smaller population estimates of children aged less than nine). 
 

 6



Table 2: Estimates of children aged 0-8 whose primary caregivers are eligible to 
claim CSG 

 D E F G 
Timepoint Jan-04 Jan-04 2004 Jun-03 

Data 
Source 

10pc 
Census 

10pc Census 
(after imputation) IES LFS GHS 

Created by CASASP CASASP IW    DB 
          

Category Eligible Eligible Eligible Eligible 
Age band u9s u9s u9s u9s 

Province         
WC 344118 319370 247016 403491 
EC 1213213 1153594 1274059 957975 
NC 111847 112422 102449 101513 
FS 403342 389783 371118 314852 
KZN 1555479 1479935 1416179 1278288 
NW 533841 522320 492240 514337 
GP 702375 664069 653489 640833 
MP 522336 486723 465540 425403 
L 1089156 1000722 1157449 817133 
All SA 6475707 6128939 6179539 5453825 

 
Table 3 below shows the resultant eligibility rates. Using the Census (after imputation 
of the missing and implausible zero incomes), 68.3% of 0-8s are estimated to have 
caregivers who are eligible for CSG. This compares to 62.9% using the IES (column 
J) and 65.6% using the GHS (column K). 
 
Table 3: Estimates of CSG eligibility rates for 0-8s 

 H I J K 
Timepoint Jan-04 Jan-04 Jan-04 Jun-03 

Data Source D/A 
E/A 

(after imputation) F/B G/C 
Created by CASASP CASASP IW DB 

          
Category Eli Rate   Eli Rate Eli Rate   Eli Rate   
Age band u9s u9s u9s u9s 

Province         
WC 44.75 41.53 30.10 52.20 
EC 83.92 79.80 77.48 72.84 
NC 64.85 65.19 59.62 64.94 
FS 74.49 71.99 64.92 70.22 
KZN 78.76 74.94 68.45 72.30 
NW 72.95 71.38 62.84 72.09 
GP 49.45 46.75 42.59 46.52 
MP 77.32 72.04 64.00 68.75 
L 87.27 80.19 77.13 71.73 
All SA 72.12 68.26 62.91 65.63 

 
Using the Census and the IES, eligibility rates are lowest in the Western Cape 
(41.53% and 30.1% respectively) and highest in the Eastern Cape and Limpopo 
(79.8% and 80.19% respectively using the Census, and 77.48% and 77.13% 
respectively using the IES). The method used by Budlender et al., results in the lowest 
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eligibility rate occurring in Gauteng (46.52%) and the highest occurring in the Eastern 
Cape (72.84%).  
 
As can be seen from the two figures below, CASASP’s results correlate most highly 
with those of Woolard (2004) (Spearman’s rho = 0.98).  
 
Figure 1: CSG eligibility rates for 0-8s (CASASP and IW) 
 

 
 
 
The CASASP estimates correlate less well with Budlender et al.’s estimates 
(Spearman’s rho 0.79). 
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Figure 2: CSG eligibility rates for 0-8s (CASASP and DB) 
 

 
 
4 Concluding Remarks and Recommendations 
 
High quality estimates of eligibility for CSG are a crucial component of an accurate 
measure of take up. They are also crucial so that Government can confidently 
calculate the resources that are needed to meet the legal requirement to pay grants to 
all who are eligible to receive them.  
 
The purpose of this report is not to identify which estimates are the ‘best’, but rather 
to understand why they are different. There are a large number of reasons why 
estimates of eligibility may differ. These include the need to take into consideration 
how robust the dataset is at national and sub-national level; the variables recorded in 
the dataset; the accuracy of the population estimates contained within it; and the 
methods used to bring the dataset up to date (if applicable, and as was the case for the 
CASASP and Woolard estimates). These three factors are important starting points. 
However, there are several additional reasons why estimates of eligibility may differ: 
 

- The method used to identify primary caregiver and their spouse if they have 
one; 

- The method used to identify whether an area is rural or not; 
- The method used to identify type of housing; 
- The quality of the income data (and what assumptions are made); and 
- Whether children in institutions have been included or excluded in the 

analysis. 
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Method for identifying primary caregiver and spouse 
 
The Census and the GHS contain relationship details for household members that 
enable one to deduce who is most likely to be a child’s primary caregiver, particularly 
when a biological parent of the child is present. However, even when biological 
parents are present, the identification of a primary caregiver is not always accurate: 
recent fieldwork by the Children’s Institute shows that the mother is not always the 
primary caregiver, even where she is a member of the household, though she would 
probably be the applicant if she is present (correspondence from Budlender, 
December 2005). When no biological parents are present, a set of rules have to be 
developed to identify the most probable person who could be the child’s primary 
caregiver. In addition, given the fact that the HIV/AIDS pandemic is likely resulting 
in increasing numbers of children not living with biological parents, it is 
recommended that any surveys that may be used for eligibility estimation should 
contain within them a question that asks who is the primary caregiver for each child 
under the age of 18, though respondents’ interpretation of what this means will still 
vary. 
 
Given the current lack of adequate relationship data within surveys, it would be useful 
to explore the impact, on estimates of eligibility, of different relationship assumptions 
that could be made. Thus, for example, if a child aged 2 is living with an older sister 
aged 17 and a grandmother aged 60, the sister aged 17 would be identified ahead of 
the grandmother as the primary caregiver on the basis of the rules used by Woolard, 
and by CASASP (for non-biological parent households). However, the Budlender et 
al. method would have assigned the grandmother as primary caregiver which may be 
more appropriate. 
 
Method for identifying whether an area is rural or not 
 
The CSG means test differs according to whether the applicant lives in a rural area or 
not. However, South Africa currently does not have an up to date classification of 
rural areas (correspondence with Simkins, December 2005), which means that the 
Department of Social Development is unable to refer to such a dataset when awarding 
CSG. Though apparently DSD has compiled a classification of municipalities by 
rurality and supplied it to officials responsible for assessing applications 
(correspondence with Budlender, December 2005), it is not clear how up to date the 
classification is, how it was constructed, how areas are classified which are non-urban 
and yet high in population density, and the extent to which the list is used in practice 
(e.g. correspondence with National DSD in 2004 implied that such a list did not 
exist). In addition, the lack of a commonly agreed upon classification that academics 
can refer to in order to stratify survey data means that there will continue to be 
discrepancies between the judgement of academics when estimating eligibility, and 
practitioners when making CSG awards on the ground.  
 
Method for identifying type of housing 
 
The CSG means test takes into account the materials used to construct the dwelling. 
The Census and GHS have the same definition of housing, but unless the CSG 
officials and the relevant surveys use a common classification, this will also result in 
discrepancies.  
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Quality of the income data (and what assumptions are made) 
 
a) Receipt of social grants 
The income data in the Census includes any money received as social grants but there 
is no information within the Census on who is claiming these grants and who is not. 
CASASP’s estimates of eligibility are therefore conservative as any income derived 
from social grants that is included in the income response for each person is wrongly 
being included when estimating eligibility, i.e. there is an assumption of zero take up 
and eligibility is therefore underestimated. However, the work by Woolard and 
Woolard (2004) shows that whether one assumes zero take up or total take up of  
social grants, this factor makes little difference to the overall estimates of eligibility. 
 
b) Income bands 
CASASP’s estimate of probability of eligibility uses a basic calculation with the 
Census income bands which assumes that there is an equal distribution within each 
income band. In practice, it is likely that the majority of people will be clustered 
towards the lower income end of some of the brackets. To take this into account, it 
would be more suitable to measure the income distribution for households with 
children of the relevant age by province, by population group etc. A more appropriate 
point within the income band could then be calculated (see also Ardington et al., 
2005). CASASP’s estimates were based on the Census income band mid-point. 
Budlender et al’s use of the income bands (where necessary), which does assume 
clustering towards the lower income end of brackets, is summarised above. 
 
c) Income of absent spouses 
Using the GHS, Budlender takes into account an estimate of income received by 
primary caregivers from absent spouses, as the regulations state that the income of the 
spouse must be included in the calculation, whether received by the primary caregiver 
or not. The CASASP figures do not include an estimate of income received by absent 
spouses and so may therefore slightly overestimate eligibility, if these incomes are not 
reported in the Census. However, the assumption is made in the CASASP estimates 
that the primary caregiver includes the remitted proportion of an absent spouse’s 
income as her own income in the Census. This is an untested assumption, but 
alongside such a test it would be useful to explore the extent to which applicant 
primary caregivers report the income of their absent spouses. As would be expected, 
Budlender’s estimates of eligibility increase when the imputed husband wage is 
excluded (correspondence, March 2005). 
 
d) Maintenance 
Budlender’s estimates are based on an estimate of maintenance being received by 
50% of lone parents. This is likely to be an overestimate of maintenance payment, and 
has the impact of reducing the estimates of eligibility. However, the inclusion of this 
type of income makes very little difference to the overall estimates given that 
maintenance is assumed to be R200 (correspondence, December 2005).The CASASP 
estimates are based on the assumption that if any maintenance is received, the primary 
caregiver will include this as her own income in the Census.  
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e) Inflation of beneficiary income 
No attempts have been made thus far to take into account inflation of potential 
beneficiaries’ income in the Census for the CASASP estimates. The GHS estimates 
were based on 2003 data so no inflation was necessary.  
 
Children in institutions 
 
As far as we are aware, little is known about children who live in institutions and their 
relationship to CSG. Such children were excluded from CASASP’s estimates of 
eligibility. Further work could be undertaken to look at this special group, though it is 
likely that they will have a negligible impact on the overall figures. 
 
Final observations 
 
In spite of the concerns that exist around the identification of the primary caregiver, 
the definition of rurality, and the definition of housing type, it is worth noting that a 
large percentage of children lived in households where the total household income 
was less than the lowest threshold of eligibility. For these cases, the concerns relating 
to identifying the primary caregiver and their spouse, type of house, and the rurality of 
the area are irrelevant as they are guaranteed to fall within the means test criteria if 
their primary caregiver is a household member.  
 
There are a number of broader observations that could be made. First, the issues 
mentioned above will also impact on take up rate estimates, as the eligibility estimates 
are used in the denominator (with children for whom CSG is claimed being in the 
numerator). This is especially important at a sub-provincial level (as in Noble et al., 
2005a and 2005b), where in some areas a take up rate reaches close to or exceeds 
100%. It should not be automatically assumed that areas exceeding 100% take up 
contain particularly high numbers of fraudulent cases. Other reasons for such an event 
include an underestimation of the eligible children, or a misallocation of children to 
that area who in fact live in a neighbouring area, or the primary caregiver living 
elsewhere (e.g. mother claiming although the child lives with the grandmother). Not 
only is a robust estimation of eligibility crucial, but so too is the correct allocation of 
the recipients. For this reason it is equally important that beneficiaries within 
SOCPEN (or its successor) can be accurately geocoded.  
 
Second, it should not be forgotten that the income threshold for CSG has not changed 
since the grant was introduced. As Simkins points out (correspondence, December 
2005) this means that the eligibility criteria have tightened considerably in real terms 
(i.e. caregivers who would have been eligible for CSG if the threshold had been 
adjusted in line with the Consumer Price Index are being excluded from the grant). 
The impact of adjusting the threshold is explored by Budlender et al. (2005). As well 
as having a negative impact on potential beneficiaries, Simkins conversely points out 
that – given that a means test is likely to occur only at the initial point of application – 
any cohort of beneficiaries could increasingly contain people who no longer 
technically qualify, depending on whether their incomes had increased with inflation 
and to what extent, which further increases the difficulty of comparing eligibility over 
time, though of course this would only apply to people whose income had risen above 
the means test threshold since the point of application. 
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Third, in a society where the primary caregivers of between 62.9% and 68.3% of 
under nine year olds were entitled to CSG in 2003/4, the question should be addressed 
as to whether a means tested grant is appropriate, or rather whether the grant should 
become universal with a possible ‘claw-back’ through the tax system from those who 
are not poor. This would guarantee targeting to those most in need; reduce the cost of 
administration which is always higher for means tested benefits; increase the 
likelihood of equal treatment of all applicant beneficiaries (by removing the 
varyingly-interpreted means test); result in a less burdensome application process for 
potential beneficiaries in terms of time, money and other hurdles (see Budlender et 
al., 2005); and would be an investment in the future of the country (Esping-Andersen, 
2002). And, of course, if a universal CSG were adopted, the possibilities for 
discrepancy between different estimates of eligibility would then be restricted to 
population estimation.  
 
Finally, and in the context of the current means test, the most important issues that 
have arisen in this paper regarding eligibility estimation are all linked to the 
availability and quality of survey data. In England, Government’s frustration with the 
ability of available surveys such as the General Household Survey and the Family 
Expenditure Survey to provide information about peoples’ interaction with the social 
security system prompted DSD’s counterpart (now called the UK Department of 
Work and Pensions) to set up the annual Family Resources Survey (see Kirri et al., 
2005). However the cost of the roll-out of such a survey would no doubt be quite 
considerable and within the South African context it would seem most appropriate to 
direct the available resources towards refining the existing surveys.  
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