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1. Introduction 
 

1.1. Overview 

 

This Working Paper has been produced as part of the ESRC/NRF-funded research 

programme: ‘Changing Socio-Spatial Inequalities: Population change and the lived 

experience of inequality in urban South Africa’.  

 

The research programme as a whole consists of a series of discrete yet interlinked strands of 

work, utilising both quantitative and qualitative methodologies to provide new insights into 

people’s lived experiences of inequality in South Africa.  

 

The analytical focus of this Working Paper is on the ways in which people view themselves 

and their neighbourhoods in the context of a highly unequal South African society. This 

encompasses an analysis of attitudes towards inequality and preferences for different redress 

policy options. The findings presented here are based on a quantitative analysis of a new 

module of survey questions that was designed as part of this research programme and which 

was fielded in the 2017 round of the South African Social Attitudes Survey (SASAS). 

 

The findings presented and discussed here are primarily based on univariate and bivariate 

analysis, as the objective in this Working Paper is to convey the substantial breadth of new 

information collated through the SASAS module. Further in-depth multivariate analysis of 

particular facets of this research will be published separately, including in peer-reviewed 

academic journals.  

 

1.2. Background to the study 

 

The present research programme builds upon an earlier ESRC/NRF Pathfinder project 

(ES/I034889/1) which explored people’s attitudes to inequality and options for redress. In 

that earlier study, people’s ‘exposure’ to inequality was assumed to be a function of the types 

of people and the types of places that they encountered as they undertook their routine daily 

activities. It was therefore assumed that people could be exposed to inequality through 

personal interactions with people and/or though visual appreciation of the contrasts between 

affluence and poverty in the geographical areas that they spent their time or through which 

they travelled. However, as the authors of that study acknowledged, these assumptions could 

not be empirically validated due to a lack of suitable data on the ways in which people 

experience inequality (McLennan et al., 2014). At the conclusion of the Pathfinder project, 

the authors reflected on the data they had interrogated, the methodologies they had adopted 

and the resultant findings, and concluded that further primary data collection was required in 

order to address some of the information gaps that had been identified (McLennan et al., 

2014). Information gaps were identified both in terms of understanding ‘how, when and 

where’ people experience inequality as well as the ways in which people’s lived experiences 

of inequality shape the ways in which they go about their daily lives. This current ESRC/NRF 
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research programme was therefore designed to contribute towards delivering on the 

recommendations from the earlier ESRC/NRF Pathfinder study.  

 

The research study consists of four main workstreams: (1) Mapping the changing geographies 

of inequality across South Africa, using Census data and geographical information systems 

(GIS) techniques; (2) a qualitative analysis of people’s lived experiences of inequality, their 

attitudes to inequality and their preferences for potential redress options, drawing on new 

primary data collected through 15 focus groups undertaken in the City of Cape Town 

metropolitan municipality; (3) a quantitative analysis of people’s lived experiences of 

inequality, their attitudes to inequality and their support for redress options, drawing on new 

primary data collected through SASAS; and (4) a quantitative analysis of the extent to which 

people’s attitudes to inequality are shaped by their lived experiences of inequality, using a 

combination of Census data and SASAS data.  

 

This Working Paper contributes to workstream three set out above. The objective is to gain a 

better understanding of how people view themselves and their neighbourhoods in the context 

of a highly unequal South African society. A further working paper also contributes to 

informing workstream three by using SASAS to explore how, where and when people 

experience inequality as they go about their daily lives.  

 

1.3.  Research questions and survey specification 

 

The broad overarching research objective of gaining a better understanding of how people 

feel about themselves and their local areas in the context of a highly unequal South African 

society can be broken down into four specific research questions: 

 

1. How well-off do people feel in relation to those around them? 

2. How do people feel the standard of living in their neighbourhood/village compares to 

other areas locally and nationally? 

3. Do people feel satisfied and connected (i.e. attached) to their neighbourhood/village 

and the wider geographical area? 

4. To what extent do people exhibit an aversion to inequality and how supportive are 

they of potential redress options? 

 

This Working Paper therefore focuses on people attitudes to inequality and options for 

redress.  

 

1.4. Data description 

 

As has been indicated, the analysis presented in this paper uses the 2017 round of the South 

African Social Attitudes Survey (SASAS).  

 

SASAS is a nationally representative, repeated cross-sectional survey that investigates public 

attitudes, beliefs, behaviour patterns and values in the country. The SASAS series has been 
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administered by the Human Sciences Research Council (HSRC) on an annual basis since 

2003. The target population for the survey comprises individuals aged 16 and over who live 

in private residence (households, hostels and other structures). People living in special 

institutions such as hospitals and prisons were excluded from the sample. In total, 3,067 

people were interviewed during the 2017 round of SASAS study. The final dataset was 

benchmarked and weighted to the latest mid-year population estimates released by Statistics 

South Africa. When weighted, these sampled respondents represent 39,797,128 South 

Africans aged 16 years and older. Full methodological details on the survey sampling 

methodology are available from the SASAS website1. 

 

Apart from a standard set of demographic and background variables, the SASAS 

questionnaire contains a core module, one or more rotating modules on specific themes, and 

one or more bespoke modules designed for particular research projects or designed to inform 

specific research objectives. The series relies on face-to-face interviewing using a paper-and-

pencil survey design, and the English source questionnaires are translated into and 

administered in other official languages. The study design and research tools were approved 

by the HSRC’s Research Ethics Committee (REC). Participants are asked for written 

informed consent, while written permission for young South Africans less than 18 years is 

also secured from their parents/guardians. 

 

For the purpose of this present research programme, a new 25-item module of questions was 

designed to explore how, when and where people experience inequality (i.e. the focus of the 

accompanying Working Paper), and people’s attitudes to inequality and options for redress 

(i.e. the focus of this particular Working Paper). In the analysis below, the relevant survey 

items are introduced as appropriate under the relevant analytical sections. The questionnaire, 

including the full 25-item list, is provided for reference in Appendix 4. 

 

Since 2003, South Africa has, through SASAS, been a formal member of the International 

Social Survey Program (ISSP, www.issp.org). This is relevant because South Africa was 

asked to pilot the latest version of the ISSP Social Inequality V Module, by fielding it within 

the same 2017 round of SASAS as the module of questions that was designed specifically for 

this research programme. The ISSP module provides an additional broad suite of comparative 

data on public opinion regarding inequality and government redistribution, building on 

previous modules on the theme of ‘social inequality’ that have been fielded in 1987, 1992, 

1999 and 2009 (Kelley and Evans, 1993, Evans and Kelley, 2004, Brooks and Manza, 2006, 

Lübker, 2006, Osberg and Smeeding, 2006, Svallfors, 2006, McCall and Kenworthy, 2009, 

Kelley and Evans, 2009, Kelley and Kelley, 2009). Thus, the inclusion of the ISSP module2 

 
1 http://www.hsrc.ac.za/en/departments/sasas 
2 Two of the survey questions on exposure to inequality which were designed for the purpose of this research 

programme were, in fact, subsequently proposed, voted upon, and accepted as part of the ISSP Social Inequality 

V module, which will been fielded in approximately 40 countries (including South Africa) across different 

world regions during 2019.  
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alongside the 25-item module designed specifically for this present research programme has 

significantly increased the breadth of data available for analysis.    

 

A number of explanatory variables have been used in the bivariate analyses that follow. 

These comprise age, sex, population group, geotype, two living standard measures (LSM3 

and a geotype variant - LMS_Geo), and a subjective poverty measure – assessing how 

difficult it is to make ends meet – designated ‘DMEM’.  

 

1.5. Analytical structure of this Working Paper 

 

The analysis presented in this Working Paper is structured into four component sections. In 

Section 2, people’s views on the structure of South African society are investigated, which 

provides useful context for the analyses that follow. In Section 3, people’s perceptions of 

their social standing compared to others locally and nationally are examined. In Section 4, the 

focus is on people’s perceived relationships to the places in which they go about their daily 

lives. Finally, in Section 5, people’s attitudes to inequality and options for redress are 

considered. The main analytical findings are then emphasised and discussed in the 

Conclusion section.  

 

 

2. Image of Society 
 

One measure that the SASAS series has included in the past to gauge public views on 

inequality derives from the social inequality module of the International Social Survey 

Programme (ISSP). It consists of two questions concerning people’s views on the structure of 

South African society, and draws on an approach based on pictorial and verbal 

representations of societal stratification that was experimented with in the late 1970s and 

extended to cross-national research from the 1990s onwards (McCall and Kenworthy, 2009, 

Sachweh and Olafsdottir, 2010, Kelley and Evans, 2017). This was first fielded in SASAS in 

2009 and was repeated again in the 2017 round.3 Respondents are presented with a 

‘showcard’ depicting five different societal structures, each with labels describing these 

possible configurations. The showcard is replicated below as Figure 1. Respondents are first 

asked to choose which image they think best reflects present-day South African society, and 

they are then asked to choose which image best represents their preferred or ideal structuring 

of South African society 

 

  

 
3 These two image of society questions have also since been fielded in the 2018 round of SASAS. 
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Figure 1: Image of society showcard from SASAS 2017 

 
Source: SASAS 2017 final questionnaire.  

 

These questions provided a valuable insight into people’s attitudes towards societal 

structures, which helps to set the foundations for the subsequent analysis of people’s attitudes 

to inequality and options for redress.  

 

In Figure 2, the responses to the two SASAS questions on the image of society are displayed, 

with people’s views on present-day societal structure in South Africa represented by blue 

bars and people’s preference for the type of society that South Africa ought to be represented 

by red bars.  

 

Figure 2: Image of South African Society 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017. 
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It is clear from Figure 2 that the vast majority of the South African population perceive 

present-day South African society to be ‘bottom heavy’, in the sense that there are relatively 

few people at the top or in the middle of the distribution but a great many people towards the 

bottom. The most commonly chosen image of present-day South African society is Type A, 

which depicts a society with a small elite, very few people in the middle classes, and the vast 

majority of population being grouped at the very bottom. Type B was the second most 

commonly chosen image of present-day South Africa, which depicts a society that is similar 

to Type A in terms of the small elite and large grouping at the bottom, but with a more 

graduated transition through the middle classes than Type A. The images of Type A and Type 

B share the common feature of depicting the largest group of people as being at the very 

bottom of society. Nearly 70% of the population chose either Type A or Type B to reflect 

their view of present-day South Africa, which provides a powerful confirmation that the 

overwhelming majority of people in South Africa are acutely aware of the continuing 

inequality within the country. In common with the results from the 2009 fielding of this item 

in South Africa (Roberts, 2014), the predominant identification with either Type A or Type B 

is consistently observed across the South African public, irrespective of gender, age, 

population group, type of geographic location, living standard level and DMEM category. 

This confirms that the inequality in South African society is as apparent to those people 

located towards the top of society as it is to those in the middle and those at the bottom.  

 

The results presented in Figure 2 also provide a powerful indication that people in South 

Africa want to live in a different type of society to that which currently exists. A total of 73% 

of the population think that South African society should look like either Type D or Type E. 

Those who chose Type D would prefer a society where there is much greater balance 

between the ‘haves’ and the ‘have nots’, with the majority of people being placed towards the 

middle of the distribution. Those who chose Type E would prefer to live in a society where 

most people are placed towards the top of society, with relatively few people down towards  

the bottom. Again, there is consistency in preference for Type D or Type E across all 

population groups, the four geotype categories, the three LSM categories and the five DMEM 

categories. This finding confirms that there is consensus across South Africans from all walks 

of life that the current socio-economic structure is unequal and that the country would be a 

better place to live if this structure was more balanced. 

  

The findings presented here clearly indicate that the vast majority of people regard present-

day South African society to be ‘bottom heavy’ and that they would prefer to live in a society 

characterised by greater balance between the social classes, with a particular emphasis on 

reducing the numbers of people at the very bottom of society. In terms of people’s views of 

present-day society, these findings suggest that people are aware of the large gap between the 

lives and lifestyles of the small minority placed the ‘top’ of society and the lives and 

lifestyles of the vast majority of the population who find themselves at the ‘bottom’ of 

society. This provides a foundation upon which to build the subsequent analyses of people’s 

lived experiences of inequality. 
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3. Perceptions of socio-economic standing 
 

The purpose of the analysis presented in this section is to provide new insights into how 

people compare themselves to others locally, and how they compare their own 

village/neighbourhood to other places locally and nationally.  

 

In the context of attitudes to inequality, income comparisons are of interest due to their 

potential bearing on subjective wellbeing and the demand for redistribution. In the case of 

Europeans, evidence from the European Social Survey (ESS) has shown that when people are 

asked to compare their own household incomes with that of others households, there is a 

tendency for the comparisons to be largely upward towards reference groups better-off than 

oneself. The ESS studies suggest that this tendency for upward comparisons serves to depress 

subjective wellbeing and promote a greater demand for state-led income redistribution (Clark 

and Senik, 2010). Many studies on income comparisons have assumed a specific reference 

group for analytical purposes. For instance, Easterlin (1995) tacitly assumes that individuals 

compare themselves with all others in the country, Clark and Oswald (1996) refer to ‘people 

like you’, McBride (2001) opts for individuals in the same country aged between 5 years 

younger or older than the individual concerned, while Ferrer-i-Carbonell (2005) assumes the 

reference group to be individuals in the country with similar education level, age bracket and 

region of residence. Only in a rare few cases are survey respondents asked about the 

reference groups to which incomes are compared. In China, the main comparison group 

reported was individuals in one’s own village (Knight and Gunatilaka, 2009), in Europe work 

colleagues predominated (Clark and Senik, 2010), while in South Africa neighbours were the 

most common basis of income comparison followed by family (Roberts, personal 

communication).  

 

In this study, three questions were included in the 2017 round of SASAS to enable an 

exploration of how people perceive themselves to be faring in relation to others within their 

neighbourhoods, and subsequently how they perceive their neighbourhoods to be faring in 

relation to other areas locally and nationally. So, the comparative reference group in this 

instance refers to different spatial levels, with the aim of trying to ascertain the degree to 

which individuals feel their own personal context as well their own area of residence 

compares to others economically/materially.  
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A comparative perspective on one’s own household income 

Focusing first on the question relating to how people compare their own household income 

with that of others in the village or neighbourhood, Table 1 shows the results for the country 

as a whole (in the final column of the table), as well as separately according to people’s 

reported level of ‘difficulty in making ends meet’. In addition to showing the pattern of 

responses for each of the possible response categories, from ‘much above average income’ 

through to ‘much below average income’, Table 1 also presents two summary rows at the 

bottom where the two ‘above’ response categories have been combined together and the two 

‘below’ response categories have similarly been added together. These two summary rows 

have been included to aid interpretation of the table.   
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Table 1: Personal income comparisons relative to one’s neighbourhood/village of 

residence, national and by perceived ability to make ends meet (column percentages, 

2017) 

How does your HH income 

compare with other HH in your 

neighbourhood/village? 

Difficulty of making ends meet 

  

1. Very 

difficult 

2. Fairly 

difficult 

3. 

Neither 

easy nor 

difficult 

4. Fairly 

easy 

5. Very 

easy 

South 

Africa  

Much above average income 3 2 2 1 6 2 

Above average income 5 9 13 15 44 10 

Average income 20 37 54 62 34 39 

Below average income 35 38 19 9 4 29 

Much below average income 35 9 6 2 2 15 

(Do not know) 2 4 5 11 11 5 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

‘Much above + Above’ 8 11 15 16 50 13 

‘Much below + Below’ 70 48 25 11 6 44 

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017. 

 

Looking at the overall national picture, approximately two-fifths (39%) of South Africans 

were of the view that their household had an “average income” when compared to the 

household incomes of their neighbours. This is perhaps as might be expected, given how 

people’s housing choices are often constrained by their level of income (or wealth), such that 

people often live amongst other people of similar socio-economic standing (Reardon and 

Bischoff, 2011). However, a particularly noteworthy finding is that 44% of people regarded 

their household income as either “below average” or “much below average” compared to that 

of their neighbours, in contrast with just 13% stating that their household income was “much 

above” or “above” the average income of their neighbours. In general, therefore, the 

percentage of people perceiving themselves to be faring materially worse-off than others 

locally is almost three times higher than the percentage perceiving themselves to be faring 

better than others living in their locality.  

 

This disparity is even more evident when examining perceived income comparisons by 

reported ability to make ends meet. From Table 1, a clear gradient in responses can be 

observed across the DMEM categories. It can be seen that 70% of those people who reported 

finding it ‘Very difficult to make ends meet’ said their household income was lower than 

average for their neighbourhood, and that this value decreases incrementally across the 

DMEM categories down to a figure of 8% for those people who regarded themselves as 

finding it ‘very easy to make ends meet’. A similar pattern of incremental increases in the 

proportion of people perceiving their income to be better than average for the local area is 

observed across the DMEM categories, from a low of 8% of those who are most struggling, 

to a high of 50% of those who are finding it easiest to make ends meet.  
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People’s perception of their level of difficultly in making ends meet is, of course, likely to be 

partly shaped by their perception of how they are faring relative to their neighbours. In order 

to qualify the findings concerning the gradient of responses across the different categories of 

DMEM, Table 2 presents equivalent results but this time disaggregated according to living 

standard level (LSM3) categorisation, which may be regarded as a more objective measure of 

material wellbeing (and therefore complements the subjective measure provided by the 

DMEM categorisation).  

 

Table 2: Personal income comparisons relative to one’s neighbourhood/village of 

residence, national and by living standard level (column percentages, 2017) 

Compare HH income to 

neighbourhood 

LSM group: three categories (equal sized) 

  

1: Low living 

standard 

2: Medium living 

standard 

3: High living 

standard 

1. Much above average income 2 2 3 

2. Above average income 4 10 17 

3. Average income 26 39 51 

4. Below average income 35 33 17 

5. Much below average income 29 12 5 

8. (Do not know) 4 4 8 

Total 100 100 100 

‘Much above + Above’ 6 12 20 

‘Much below + Below’ 64 45 21 

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017. 

 

Table 2 provides further support for the income comparison findings from Table 1. 

Specifically, over ten times the proportion of people in the low-LSM group said that their 

income was below the local average (64%) than above the local average (6%). Around four 

times the proportion of people in the medium-LSM group said their income is below the local 

average (45%) than above the local average (12%), while for the high-LSM group the 

proportions perceiving themselves to be below and above local average are approximately 

equal (21% and 20%, respectively).   

 

It is not possible to state definitive reasons for why such high proportions of the population 

perceive that they are faring worse than others in their local geographical area. The finding 

that 64% of people in the low-LSM group state that they are doing worse than their 

neighbours while just 6% said they are doing better than their neighbours is particularly 

striking. Given that the sampling methodology of SASAS involves respondents being 

selected randomly from within an enumeration area, one might expect there to be a more 

even balance between those who regarded their incomes as better than average and those that 

regarded their incomes as worse than average. The fact that this is not borne out by the data 

may indicate that people are consciously or sub-consciously choosing a more affluent 

benchmark as a frame of reference when comparing themselves to others, and therefore 

expressing a sense of being relatively deprived. If this is indeed the case, then it may be that 

people’s choices of benchmark are shaped by having expanded boundaries of what they 

regard as their local area, and thus taking wider local areas into account when thinking about 
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their neighbourhood/village, or it may be due to the emergence of greater income mixing 

within communities i.e. observing neighbours who are moving up the economic ladder 

leading to a sense of deprivation in comparison.  

 

A comparative material perspective on one’s place of residence 

In order to further investigate people’s sense of relative deprivation (or relative affluence), 

two survey questions were designed with the specific focus on the perceived relative income 

positioning of one’s residential neighbourhood. One of the questions asks people to compare 

their own neighbourhood with other neighbourhoods which they travel to regularly, while the 

other question asks people to compare their neighbourhood to the broader context of South 

Africa as a whole. These two questions therefore continue to approach the issue of relative 

deprivation through the lens of spatial inequality.  

 

Table 3 shows how people view their neighbourhood in relation to other neighbourhoods they 

travel to regularly as they go about their daily lives. Again, the results are presented for the 

country as a whole (in the final column of the table) and separately according to the difficulty 

with which people make ends meet.  

 

Table 3: Material comparisons of one’s village/neighbourhood of residence to other 

local areas, national and by perceived ability to make ends meet (column percentages, 

2017) 

Compared to other 

villages/neighbourhoods that I 

travel to regularly as I go about my 

daily life, I think people in my 

village/neighbourhood are 

generally 

Difficulty of making ends meet 

  1. Very 

difficult 

2. Fairly 

difficult 

3. 

Neither 

easy nor 

difficult 

4. Fairly 

easy 

5. Very 

easy 

South 

Africa 

1. Much richer 6 2 3 5 4 4 

2. A little richer 15 19 14 22 34 17 

3. About the same 28 35 45 43 35 36 

4. A little poorer 19 22 23 14 11 20 

5. Much poorer 25 14 8 9 5 15 

6. (I don't often travel to other 

villages/neighbourhoods) 

7 6 5 4 11 6 

8. (Do not know) 1 2 3 4 1 2 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

‘Much richer’ + ‘A little richer’ 20 22 17 26 38 21 

‘Much poorer’ + ‘A little poorer’ 44 36 31 23 16 35 

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017. 

 

It is evident from Table 3 that the most common response across the country was that people 

perceived their own neighbourhood to be “about the same” as others they travel to regularly 

(36%). However, a notably higher percentage of people indicated that people in their 

neighbourhoods were “worse-off” than “better-off” compared to the other areas. It can be 

seen that 35% of people said that people in their neighbourhood were either “a little poorer” 
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or “much poorer”, while just 21% said that people in their neighbourhood were “a little 

richer” or “much richer”. 

 

When reviewing the results across the five making ends meet (DMEM) categories, an 

incremental gradient can again be observed in the proportions of people regarding their area 

as being relatively deprived compared to the relevant benchmark. The analysis reveals that 

44% of those who find it “very difficult” to make ends meet said that their neighbourhood is 

either “a little poorer” or “much poorer” than the other areas to which they travel regularly. 

This figure decreases incrementally down to just 16% for those who found it “very easy” to 

make ends meet. The two key points to take from Table 3 are therefore that: (i) a larger share 

of the public regards their own neighbourhood as poorer compared to other areas locally, than 

regards their neighbourhood as richer than other areas locally; and (ii) this articulation of 

relative deprivation between geographical spaces is particularly prevalent amongst those 

people in society who are struggling to make ends meet. In these two regards, the general 

pattern of results shown in Table 3 are similar to those discussed earlier when looking at how 

people compare themselves to others within their own neighbourhood.  

 

The third and final question in this section is concerned with how people perceive their own 

neighbourhood in relation to South Africa as a whole. As with the tables above, Table 4 

shows the overall results in the ‘South Africa’ column on the right-hand side of the table, as 

well as the results broken down by the five DMEM categories. 

 

Table 4: Material comparisons of one’s village/neighbourhood of residence to the rest of 

South Africa, national and by perceived ability to make ends meet (column percentages, 

2017) 

Compared to the rest of South 

Africa, I think people in my 

village/neighbourhood are 

generally 

Difficulty of making ends meet 

  1. Very 

difficult 

2. Fairly 

difficult 

3. 

Neither 

easy nor 

difficult 

4. Fairly 

easy 

5. Very 

easy 

South 

Africa 

1. Much richer 5 4 5 7 6 5 

2. A little richer 12 18 15 19 23 16 

3. About the same 22 29 41 41 46 31 

4. A little poorer 21 27 25 15 20 23 

5. Much poorer 39 20 10 16 2 22 

8. (Do not know) 1 2 4 3 3 2 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

‘Much richer’ + ‘A little richer’ 17 21 20 25 29 20 

‘Much poorer’ + ‘A little poorer’ 60 47 35 31 22 46 

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017. 

 

It was observed from the two preceding questions that people, on the whole, tend to regard 

both their own households and their neighbourhoods are faring somewhat worse than 

average. As is evident from Table 4, this tendency also applies when people are asked to 

compare their neighbourhood with the rest of the country. Specifically, 46% said that their 

neighbourhood is characteristically poorer (much poorer + a little poorer) than the rest of 
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South Africa, while just 20% perceive their neighbourhood to be richer (much richer + a little 

richer) than the rest of South Africa. So, again, people tend to articulate that they are 

relatively deprived compared to the particular benchmark they are being asked to compare 

themselves against.  

 

Table 4 also provides further evidence that perceptions of relative deprivation are particularly 

strong amongst those who perceive themselves to be in the lower socio-economic positions. 

From the analysis it can be seen that 60% of those who find it “very difficult” to make ends 

meet consider their neighbourhoods to be “a little poorer” or “much poorer” compared to the 

rest of the country. In contrast, just 22% of those who find it “very easy” to make ends meet 

consider their neighbourhoods to be “a little poorer” or “much poorer” than the rest of the 

country. 

 

Examining the pattern of responses across the three questions analysed above, one can see a 

clear and consistent pattern of results concerning how people view themselves and their areas 

in the context of the highly unequal South African society. It can be seen that, irrespective of 

whether people are asked to compare themselves with their neighbours, or compare their own 

neighbourhood with other local areas, or compare their neighbourhood with the rest of South 

Africa, people tend, on the whole, to report that they are faring relatively poorly compared to 

others. This articulation of relative deprivation is particularly strong amongst those who are 

struggling to make ends meet.  

 

When the results across these three questions are correlated, relatively strong positive 

associations are observed between the two questions concerning inter-area comparisons 

(r=0.56), and positive (but weaker) associations are seen between these two questions and the 

question concerning income comparisons with one’s immediate neighbours (r=0.25; r=0.28). 

The findings presented in this section therefore raise interesting questions about how people 

choose their reference points when comparing themselves to others. It may be that people’s 

choices of reference points are drawn towards those members of society (and those areas of 

the country) that are seen to be thriving, thus emphasising a sense of relative deprivation for 

those people who are enjoying the same positive opportunities or outputs in life. These results 

for South Africa therefore appear to be consistent with Clark & Senik’s (2010) findings from 

their analysis of the European Social Survey in that they are suggestive of a general 

inclination towards upwards comparisons that depress relative income evaluations.  

 

The analysis presented here has explored the question of how people perceive themselves and 

their neighbourhood in relation to other people and other areas locally and nationally. The 

following section develops this line of enquiry further in order to better understand how 

people regard their own neighbourhoods and other areas in the local vicinity.  
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4. Relationship to place 
 

The qualitative component of this research programme revealed how many economic 

migrants to Cape Town contrasted their lives within the city to their earlier lives in the rural 

areas (often the former homelands in the Eastern Cape). The feeling among many members 

of the focus groups was that whilst the city offered them economic opportunities that were 

unavailable in the rural areas, they still very much regarded the rural areas as ‘home’ and the 

place they intended to return to if/when their financial situation allowed it. The focus group 

participants commonly highlighted issues such as crime, lack of services and lack of social 

cohesion as reasons why they did not feel a strong attachment to where they lived in Cape 

Town. Participants frequently contrasted the poor living conditions they experienced in their 

own urban neighbourhoods to the high living standards enjoyed by residents of wealthier 

neighbourhoods across the city. The qualitative research therefore revealed how the stark 

spatial inequalities in affluence, service provision and safety accentuated people’s feelings 

about the geographical areas in which they lived. The generally weak attachment to Cape 

Town reported by many focus group members was also recognised to have further 

implications for social cohesion and risk of crime, thereby exacerbating the factors that 

promoted the feelings of detachment from place. Feelings of detachment from place may also 

have important implications for people’s attitudes to inequality and preferences for redress 

options, particularly if detachment from place leads to feelings of disassociation from the 

people that share that place and a consequent weakening of social solidarity.  

 

The analysis presented in this section commences with a consideration of people’s perceived 

relationship to the place in which they currently reside. The aim is to explore how people 

regard their home neighbourhood in the context of a highly unequal (and spatially unequal) 

society. The analysis then focusses on one facet of people’s attitudes towards geographical 

spaces that emerged strongly during the qualitative part of this study: namely, the extent to 

which people consider that different types of areas are treated differently by government and 

other key institutions. This particular distributive fairness issue is explored here through a 

survey question that asks people whether they think emergency services respond equally 

quickly in all types of areas, or whether certain types of areas receive preferential treatment.  

 

A set of four questions was designed for inclusion in the 2017 round of SASAS in order to 

explore how people regard the areas in which they live and spend time. In addition to the 

question tapping into distributive fairness, people were asked about their level of satisfaction 

with the area in which they currently live, whether they would like to move house to live in 

another neighbourhood, and lastly whether there were certain neighbourhoods locally that 

they would deliberately avoid as places to live, work or meet friends. These questions were 

included in order to get a sense of people’s feelings towards the places in which they go 

about their daily lives.  
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Satisfaction with local area of residence 

The first of the four relationship to place questions focuses on people’s satisfaction with the 

area in which they live. The results are presented in Table 5, with the overall figures 

presented in the ‘South Africa’ column and then also broken down according to people’s 

reported difficulty in making ends meet.  

 

Table 5: Residential satisfaction, national and by perceived ability to make ends meet 

(column percentages, 2017) 

How satisfied are you with the area in 

which you currently live? 

Difficulty of making ends meet 

  

1. Very 

difficult 

2. Fairly 

difficult 

3. 

Neither 

easy nor 

difficult 

4. Fairly 

easy 

5. Very 

easy 

South 

Africa  

1. Very satisfied 5 7 10 17 33 9 

2. Satisfied 29 36 36 56 52 37 

3. Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 21 21 30 13 2 22 

4. Dissatisfied 21 31 20 7 3 22 

5. Very dissatisfied 24 6 5 6 11 11 

8. (Do not know) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

‘Very satisfied’ + ‘Satisfied’ 34 42 45 74 85 46 

‘Very dissatisfied’ + ‘Dissatisfied’ 45 37 24 13 13 33 

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017. 
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The first point of note is that, across the country as a whole, 46% of people were satisfied 

(‘Very satisfied’ + ‘Satisfied’) while 33% were dissatisfied (‘Very dissatisfied’ + 

‘Dissatisfied’). At face value, the fact that almost half of the population expressed 

contentment with the area in which they live is perhaps somewhat surprising given the high 

levels of poverty and/or crime that characterise many areas in South Africa, often combined 

with a lack of job opportunities and poor service provision (Noble et al., 2009). However, 

Scannell and Gifford (2010) argue that place attachment is a multidimensional construct, and 

the effect of place attributes such as crime and poverty can be offset by other cultural, 

psychological and social/physical factors. In other words, a deep attachment to place can 

result in people being less sensitive to the detrimental aspects of their neighbourhoods such as 

drug dealing and use, gang activity, graffiti etc. 

 

The analysis revealed that the greatest levels of satisfaction (and the lowest levels of 

dissatisfaction) were reported by those people who felt it was ‘very easy to make ends meet’. 

Those who said it was ‘very difficult to make ends meet’, on the other hand, reported the 

greatest levels of dissatisfaction (and lowest levels of satisfaction). This is evidenced by the 

fact that 85% of those who found it “very easy” to make ends meet indicated that they were 

“very satisfied” or “satisfied” with the area in which they live, compared to the 34% of those 

who find it “very difficult” to make ends meet.  

 

However, although those people who reported that it was ‘very difficult to make ends meet’ 

exhibited the lowest levels of satisfaction and highest levels of dissatisfaction, the fact that 

over a third of people in this group still reported being satisfied with the area in which they 

live is again consistent with the multi-dimensional model of Scannell & Gifford (2010) 

outlined above.  

 

Reported ‘no-go’ areas in local place of residence  

Prior to analysing people’s overall attachment to a neighbourhood or wider spatial area, 

analysis was undertaken on questions that might be considered as predictors of a person’s 

level of attachment to the area in which they live or wider spatial area. So, for example, there 

was a question as to whether there were particular geographical areas that people would 

deliberately avoid. This question was included in order to give an insight into the extent to 

which people felt that certain local areas were ‘off limits’ to them. There was also a follow up 

open-ended question to enable respondents to provide some reasons for their choice. As can 

be seen from Table 6, around three-fifths (59%) of South Africans indicated that there were 

indeed certain residential neighbourhoods they would deliberately avoid while 37% indicated 

that there were no areas that they would avoid. Based on a review of the open-ended 

responses, commonly cited reasons for avoiding certain areas included crime and safety 

concerns, as well as lack of services within the avoided areas.  

 

While national figures indicated that the majority of South Africans avoid certain areas, 

analysis by population group showed that white adults were least likely to indicate that there 

were certain neighbourhoods they would actively avoid (38%).  
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Table 6: Reported ‘no-go’ areas in place of residence, national and by population group 

(column percentage, 2017) 

Are there certain residential 

village/neighbourhoods in your local 

area that you would deliberately avoid 

as places to live, work or meet friends 

Population group 

  

1. Black 

African 

2. 

Coloured 

3. 

Indian/Asi

an 

4. White South 

African 

average 

1. Yes 62 53 60 38 59 

2. No 35 42 38 53 37 

8. (Do not know) 4 5 2 10 4 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017. 

 

Area-based distributive fairness: The way essential services respond to emergencies in rich 

versus poor areas 

As reported above, during the focus groups many participants highlighted the perceived risk 

of crime and lack of services as reasons for avoiding certain geographical areas, and this was 

supported by many of the responses to the open-ended question in the SASAS module. There 

was a feeling within the focus group discussions that certain areas enjoyed preferential 

treatment when it came to matters of policing and service delivery. In order to further explore 

this issue of inequality of safety and service delivery across geographical spaces, the 

following question was designed for and included in the 2017 round of SASAS:  

 

 
 

This question, like the previous one on “no go areas” has a bearing on people’s level of 

attachment to the area in which they live or wider spatial area. The results from this question 

are presented in Table 7. The national pattern of responses is presented in the ‘South Africa’ 

column, and in this table the results are also broken down according to the type of area in 

which respondents lived, using the type of geographic location (GeoType) classification in 

the survey. 
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Table 7: Perceived area-based distributive fairness, national and by type of geographic 

location (column percentages, 2017) 

When a person makes a distress call 

to the police, ambulance or fire 

brigade emergency service, they 

respond…(q92) 

Geo-type 

  

1. Urban, 

Formal 

2. Urban, 

Informal 

3. Trad. 

Auth. 

Areas 

4. Rural, 

Formal 

South 

Africa 

1. Respond quicker in rich areas 73 86 78 77 75 

2. Respond quicker in poor areas 4 4 7 4 5 

3. Respond in about the same time 20 7 14 15 18 

8. (Do not know) 3 3 1 5 3 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017. 

 

The findings suggest that a sizeable majority of South Africans (75%) consider that 

emergency services respond more promptly in rich areas than in poor areas. Just 5% said that 

response times were faster in poor areas than rich areas, while close to a fifth (18%) thought 

that response times were about the same irrespective of the level of affluence in the area.  

 

The perception that rich areas are prioritized is common among people of different types of 

geographical area, although there are some differences in the magnitude of support for this 

perspective. For instance, residents of urban informal settlements registered the highest 

percentage (86%) stating that emergency response is quicker in rich areas. The differential 

response time of emergency services was highlighted in the focus group with domestic 

workers who lived in informal settlements but worked in nearby middle-class 

neighbourhoods.  

 

The discussion above has provided some new insights into how people feel about the 

geographical areas in which they reside. South Africans on average tend to express 

moderately greater residential satisfaction than dissatisfaction, but this is strongly shaped by 

socio-economic status, with social disadvantage associated with more critical views of one’s 

local area. While residential satisfaction is the norm, approximately six in ten South Africans 

are able to identify ‘no-go’ areas in and around their local area. An even larger majority 

(75%) believes that poorer areas fare worse than rich areas in terms of the time taken by 

essential services to respond to an emergency. Class-based attributes again significantly 

shape the pattern of these responses. Multivariate analysis reveals that these factors all exert 

an influence on the attachment individuals have to the area in which they live. Residential 

satisfaction has a positive effect on place attachment, the existence of local no-go areas 

reduces place attachment, while believing that poorer areas are unfavourably treated by 

emergency services also serves to weaken these bonds.  
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How attached to place are people?  

Having established people’s general levels of satisfaction with their local area, the question as 

to whether people would like to remain in their current neighbourhood or move to a different 

neighbourhood is explored. Table 8 presents the overall national results in the ‘South Africa’ 

column, and also disaggregates the results according to a measure of socio-economic status, 

using the LSM3_geo categorisation in order to examine differences in results between urban 

and rural areas.  

 

Table 8: Preference for moving to a different neighbourhood, national and by living 

standard level (column percentages, 2017) 

Like to move neighbourhood lsm3_geo 

  

LSM1 

rural 

LSM1 

urban 

LSM2 

rural 

LSM2 

urban 

LSM3 South 

Africa 

1. Yes, definitely 18 38 20 31 18 24 

2. Yes, possibly 21 22 26 26 29 26 

3. No, probably not 25 14 22 21 23 22 

4. No, not at all 35 23 29 20 28 27 

8. (Do not know) 1 2 2 2 2 2 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

‘Yes’ (definitely + possibly) 39 61 46 57 46 49 

‘No’ (probably not + not at all) 60 37 52 41 51 49 

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017. 

 

There are two particularly noteworthy findings in Table 8. First, when looking at the national 

pattern of results, an equal split can be observed between those who do wish to move to a 

different neighbourhood (49%) and those who do not wish to move (also 49%). A similar 

question was fielded in SASAS 2003 which asked participants “Thinking about the area in 

which you live. How strong is your preference to continue living in this area?” To which the 

national aggregation of scores indicated that 63% expressed a strong/moderate preference to 

stay; 15% expressed a strong/moderate preference to leave and 21% were unsure. The 

contrast in the distribution of scores for both questions at the two time points illustrates an 

increase in the percentage of South Africans demonstrating a desire to leave their 

neighbourhood.  

 

The second main finding is that clear differences emerge between people living in urban and 

rural areas in terms of their preferences for moving or remaining in the area. Amongst rural 

dwellers in the low and medium living standards level groups the majority of people 

preferred to stay in their current area, while amongst urban dwellers the majority wanted to 

move. The urban/rural differences are particularly stark amongst the low-LSM group: 60% of 

those in rural areas wanted to stay in their current area (and 39% wanted to move), while 61% 

of those in urban areas wanted to move (and 37% wanted to stay). If people’s preference for 

remaining in or moving from a place is one indication of their level of attachment to that 

place, then the findings here may suggest a stronger attachment to place for rural dwellers 

than urban dwellers.  
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5. Attitudes to inequality and support for redress options 
 

This final section of the analysis begins by exploring the level of inequality aversion in South 

Africa, before turning to consider the level of public support for certain redress options. The 

redress options encompass both person-focused policies, such as increased government 

spending on school education system, and also area-focused policies, particularly those 

concerned with tackling spatial inequality through ‘mixed communities’ spatial planning.  

 

5.1. Aversion to inequality 

 

In addressing income and other social inequalities in South African society, one could 

maintain that one of the preconditions would be for a general recognition or awareness 

among the public that income inequality is detrimental to the developmental agenda. Apart 

from the societal image questions analysed earlier in this paper, several additional measures 

are present in the ISSP Social Inequality pilot module that enable us to further examine the 

extent of inequality aversion in the country and income distribution preferences, and we 

explore these in detail below.  

 

The first of these items is a common question included in both SASAS and ISSP to provide 

an indicative sense of awareness of income inequality. It involves asking respondents to state 

using a five-point agreement scale the extent to which they support or reject the notion that 

“Differences in income in South Africa are too large”. McCall and Kenworthy (2009) note 

that this measure combines individual awareness of the scale of inequality together with 

judgements about the fairness of this perceived level of inequality.  

 

Table 9: Perceived inequality aversion, nationally and by reported ability to make ends 

meet (column percentages, 2017) 

Differences in income are too large Difficulty of making ends meet 

  

1. Very 

difficult 

2. Fairly 

difficult 

3. 

Neither 

easy nor 

difficult 

4. Fairly 

easy 

5. Very 

easy 

South 

Africa 

1. Strongly agree 46 33 26 35 39 36 

2. Agree 44 57 53 52 54 52 

3. Neither agree nor disagree 5 5 11 7 3 7 

4. Disagree 3 3 6 5 3 4 

5. Strongly disagree 1 1 2 1 0 1 

8. Do not know 1 0 2 0 0 1 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 ‘Strongly agree’ + ‘Agree’ 90 91 79 87 94 88 

 ‘Strongly disagree’ + ‘Disagree’ 4 4 8 6 3 5 

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017. 

 

As shown in Table 9, 87% of the population either agreed or agreed strongly that differences 

in income are too large, which points to an overwhelming consensus regarding the scale of 

income inequality characterising South African society. Only marginal differences can be 
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discerned based on socio-demographic attributes. For instance, those reporting that they find 

it ‘very easy to make ends meet’ were almost equally as convinced of the detrimental nature 

of the scale of inequality than those that reported extreme difficulty in making ends meet 

(94% vs.90%).In a recent empirical study by Starmans, Sheskin and Bloom (2017), it is 

found that “humans naturally favour fair distributions, not equal ones, and that when fairness 

and equality clash, people prefer fair inequality over unfair equality”. Based on experimental 

as well as quantitative cross-cultural data, the authors demonstrate that people prefer fair 

distributions of income and wealth over equal distributions of resources.  

 

In response to a second question about the perceived fairness of the income distribution in 

South Africa, which draws on a survey item fielded biennially in Latinobarometro since 

1995, three-quarters (75%) of the population deemed it to be either unfair or very unfair 

(Table 10). Although the intensity of the consensus about the unfairness of the country’s 

income distribution is not as striking as the ‘income differences are too large’ item, with a 

notable minority share dissenting (23% regard the income distribution as fair), this 

nonetheless represents strong recognition of the structural injustice of inequality. It should be 

noted that the ‘very easy to make ends meet’ group find it particularly unfair.  

 

Table 10: Perceived fairness of the income distribution in South Africa, nationally and 

by reported ability to make ends meet (column percentages, 2017)  

Fairness of SA income distribution Difficulty of making ends meet 

  

1. Very 

difficult 

2. Fairly 

difficult 

3. 

Neither 

easy nor 

difficult 

4. Fairly 

easy 

5. Very 

easy 

South 

African 

average 

1. Very fair 7 4 5 3 4 5 

2. Fair 10 23 20 19 11 18 

3. Unfair 38 42 52 50 33 44 

4. Very unfair 41 30 21 25 51 31 

8. (Do not know) 3 1 2 2 0 2 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

‘Very fair’ + ‘Fair’ 18 28 25 22 15 23 

‘Very unfair’ + ‘Unfair’ 79 72 74 75 85 75 

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017. 

The following table (Table 11) details the extent to which people stated that they are angry 

about the income differences. This is of relevance since an intense emotional response to 

large-scale, persisting income inequality might predispose individuals towards a stronger 

willingness to support redistributive policies. Notably, 82% of the population said that they 

were angry at the differences, and over half were either very angry or moderately angry. As 

might be expected, those who find it very difficult to make ends meet were the angriest (66% 

either extremely or very angry). However, 40% of those relatively well-off who find it very 

easy to make ends meet were either very angry or extremely angry. Conversely, the 

proportion of each subgroup that said they were not at all angry ranged from 12% to 26% – in 

every case a minority of the group in question.   
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Table 11: Self-report anger at income differences in country, nationally and by reported 

ability to make ends meet (column percentages, 2017) 

Angry at income differences Difficulty of making ends meet 

  

1. Very 

difficult 

2. Fairly 

difficult 

3. 

Neither 

easy nor 

difficult 

4. Fairly 

easy 

5. Very 

easy 

South 

African 

average 

1. Extremely angry 28 16 10 15 16 18 

2. Very angry 38 35 32 19 25 33 

3. Moderately angry 12 21 26 20 13 19 

4. Slightly angry 8 13 10 15 14 11 

5. Not at all angry 14 12 18 26 21 16 

8. (Can't choose) 1 2 3 5 12 3 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Extremely + Very angry 66 52 43 34 41 51 

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017. 

 

Table 12 presents results for anger about income differences, separately by population group. 

Those expressing any anger range from 84% for the coloured group, 83% for the 

Indian/Asian group, 82% for the black African group down to 77% for the white group. 

Given that the white group has, on average, the highest income of all groups this expression 

of anger is somewhat surprising. It is, however, important to note that this group is less 

extremely/very angry than other groups, with their anger concentrated more in the 

moderately/slightly angry categories.   

 

Table 12: Self-report anger at income differences in country, nationally and by 

population group (column percentages, 2017) 

Angry at income differences Population Group 

  

Black 

African 

Coloured Indian or 

Asian 

White South 

African 

average 

1. Extremely angry 20 14 15 10 18 

2. Very angry 35 33 33 20 33 

3. Moderately angry 17 22 25 33 19 

4. Slightly angry 11 15 11 14 11 

5. Not at all angry 15 13 15 19 16 

8. (Can't choose) 3 2 2 4 3 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 

Extremely + Very angry 55 47 47 28 51 

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017. 
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5.2. Evaluations of government performance in reducing income differences 

 

How do such attitudes relate to issues about redress? Table 13 presents results for a question 

about the success of government in reducing the income gap.  

 

 
 

Just over three quarters (76%) of respondents said that it is the responsibility of the 

government to reduce the income gap between those with high and low incomes (Q43), and 

yet 64% regarded the government as either quite or very unsuccessful at reducing the income 

gap (Q48). There was a clear gradient in the association with the question on anger about 

income differences: 77% of those who said they were extremely angry said that the 

government was very/quite unsuccessful at reducing income gaps, compared to a lower 50% 

of those moderately angry saying that the government was very/quite unsuccessful about 

reducing income gaps. 

 

Table 13: Evaluation of government’s efforts at reducing income gaps, national and by 

self-reported anger at income differences (column percentages, 2017) 

Gov successful at reducing 

income gaps 

Angry at income differences 

  

1. 

Extreme

ly angry 

2. Very 

angry 

3. 

Moderat

ely 

angry 

4. 

Slightly 

angry 

5. Not 

at all 

angry 

8. (Can't 

choose) 

South 

Africa 

1. Very unsuccessful 47 21 15 20 25 24 25 

2. Quite unsuccessful 30 52 35 40 26 28 39 

3. Neither unsuccessful nor 

successful 
12 19 41 25 22 10 23 

4. Quite successful 6 3 6 10 13 2 7 

5. Very successful 3 2 1 3 6 1 3 

8. (Can't choose) 2 2 2 2 8 35 4 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

‘Unsuccessful’ (very + quite) 77 73 50 60 51 52 64 

‘Successful’ (very + quite) 9 5 7 12 18 4 9 

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017. 

 

There was a similar gradient evident when the success or otherwise of the government at 

reducing income gaps was examined in terms of people's difficulty in making ends meet. 

Table 14 shows that for the group that finds it ‘very difficult to make ends meet, 74% said 

that government had been very or quite unsuccessful at reducing the income gap.  
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Table 14: Evaluation of government’s efforts at reducing income gaps, national and by 

reported difficulty in making ends meet (column percentages, 2017) 

Gov successful at reducing income 

gaps 

Difficulty of making ends meet 

  

1. Very 

difficult 

2. Fairly 

difficult 

3. 

Neither 

easy nor 

difficult 

4. Fairly 

easy 

5. Very 

easy 

South 

African 

average 

1. Very unsuccessful 36 23 16 25 18 25 

2. Quite unsuccessful 38 45 32 38 36 39 

3. Neither unsuccessful nor 

successful 
17 21 35 20 14 22 

4. Quite successful 4 6 9 10 9 7 

5. Very successful 3 3 2 1 18 3 

8. (Can't choose) 3 2 6 6 5 4 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

‘Unsuccessful’ (very + quite) 74 68 49 64 54 65 

‘Successful’ (very + quite) 7 9 11 11 27 9 

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017. 

 

5.3. Support for person-focused redress policies 

 

As regards specific forms of redress, the following case study relating to education is 

instructive. Ninety-three percent of the population regard their own education as essential or 

very important in getting ahead (Q21). The importance accorded to education is reflected in 

terms of people’s attitudes to government provision of better quality education for all. Nearly 

90% of the population agreed or strongly agreed with the proposition that government should 

provide better quality education for all (Table 15). And, again using the "difficulty of making 

ends meet" question as a proxy for income, all subgroups supported this proposition. 

 

Table 15: Support for better quality government provided education for all, national 

and by reported difficulty in making ends meet (column percentages, 2017) 

Gov should provide better quality 

education for all 

Difficulty of making ends meet 

  

1. Very 

difficult 

2. Fairly 

difficult 

3. 

Neither 

easy nor 

difficult 

4. Fairly 

easy 

5. Very 

easy 

South 

African 

average 

1. Strongly agree 67 46 47 58 68 54 

2. Agree 28 43 34 36 22 35 

3. Neither agree nor disagree 4 7 16 4 9 8 

4. Disagree 1 3 2 1 1 2 

5. Strongly disagree 0 1 1 0 2 1 

8. (Do not know) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 ‘Strongly agree’ + ‘Agree’ 95 89 81 95 89 90 

 ‘Strongly disagree’ + ‘Disagree’ 1 4 3 1 2 3 

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017. 
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In a similar vein there is considerable support for government interventions to provide a 

decent standard of living for unemployed people (Table 16). As with education there is 

considerable support across all income groups as measured by the ability to make ends meet: 

 

Table 16: Support for government provision of a decent standard of living for the 

unemployed, national and by reported difficulty in making ends meet (column 

percentages, 2017) 

Gov should provide DSOL for 

unemployed 

Difficulty of making ends meet 

  

1. Very 

difficult 

2. Fairly 

difficult 

3. 

Neither 

easy nor 

difficult 

4. Fairly 

easy 

5. Very 

easy 

South 

African 

average 

1. Strongly agree 48 37 30 34 29 38 

2. Agree 40 48 50 46 44 46 

3. Neither agree nor disagree 8 12 15 12 19 12 

4. Disagree 4 3 3 5 6 4 

5. Strongly disagree 0 0 1 2 2 1 

8. Do not know 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 ‘Strongly agree’ + ‘Agree’ 88 85 80 80 73 84 

 ‘Strongly disagree’ + ‘Disagree’ 4 3 5 7 8 4 

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017. 

 

In this case, the extent of those agreeing or strongly agreeing with the proposition for a 

decent standard of living is associated with the ability to make ends meet. 88% of those 

finding it very difficult to make ends meet agreed or strongly agreed with the proposition. At 

the other end of the scale a lower (but still very high) 73% of those finding it very easy to 

make ends meet also agreed with the proposition. 

 

This resonates with the findings from an earlier SASAS survey (2006) which specifically 

asked about cash support for the unemployed through the social grants system: 

 

Table 17: Cash Support for the unemployed  

People who can't get work 

deserve help in the form of 

social grants Non poor Just get by Poor 

Unemployed 

All 

Strongly agree/agree 66 74 84 79 74 

Neither 19 11 5 8 12 

Strongly disagree/disagree 15 14 10 12 13 

(cannot decide) 0 1 1 1 1 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 

Note: SASAS 2006 Groups analysed: All respondents by self assessed poverty and the unemployed as a subset 

Source: Table 3.8 Noble et al. (2007), p.10 

 

However, it is one thing to support the provision of better quality education for all (or social 

grants for the unemployed) but it is another thing to agree on how to fund it. From Table 18, 
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it is clear that overall 65% of the population agree or strongly agree to support increases in 

employee taxes to fund better education. Again, using our income proxy variable, this is 

reflected in most groups, with 75% of those finding it very difficult to make ends meet 

agreeing or strongly agreeing with that proposition. However, this falls to 53% for the group 

finding it fairly easy to make ends meet, rising again to 63% for the group finding it very 

easy to make ends meet. This, on the face of it suggests that there is support for increased 

taxation even amongst those most likely to be paying taxes. 

 

Table 18: Support for increased taxation to finance better education, national and by 

reported difficulty in making ends meet (column percentages, 2017) 

Increase employee taxes to fund 

better education 

Difficulty of making ends meet 

  

1. Very 

difficult 

2. Fairly 

difficult 

3. 

Neither 

easy nor 

difficult 

4. Fairly 

easy 

5. Very 

easy 

South 

African 

average 

1. Strongly agree 42 22 16 23 20 27 

2. Agree 34 46 39 30 43 39 

3. Neither agree nor disagree 11 17 27 23 19 18 

4. Disagree 7 10 12 21 10 11 

5. Strongly disagree 3 3 3 3 7 3 

8. (Do not know) 3 2 3 1 1 2 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 ‘Strongly agree’ + ‘Agree’ 75 67 55 53 63 65 

 ‘Strongly disagree’ + ‘Disagree’ 10 13 15 23 18 14 

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017. 

 

One might expect the willingness to agree to an increase in employee taxes might be weakest 

among those in employment. Table 19 below shows that 61% of those with salaries/wages as 

the main source of income either agreed or strongly agreed with the proposition to increase 

employee taxes to fund better education. This was identical to those with no income. The 

group with the lowest commitment was those whose main source of income was the sale of 

farm products but even here there was a majority who could either agree or strongly agree 

with the proposition (52%). 
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Table 19: Support for increased taxation to finance better education, national and by 

main income source (column percentages, 2017) 

Increase employee taxes to fund 

better education 

Income: main income source 

  

1. 

Salaries 

and/or 

wages 

2. 

Remittan

ces 

3. 

Pensions 

and/or 

grants 

4. Sale 

of farm 

products 

and 

services 

5. Other 

non-farm 

income 

6. No 

income 

South 

African 

average 

1. Strongly agree 23 25 32 17 20 28 26 

2. Agree 38 61 39 35 45 33 39 

3. Neither agree nor disagree 20 6 15 26 25 29 18 

4. Disagree 12 7 8 16 10 6 11 

5. Strongly disagree 4 0 2 6 1 1 3 

8. (Do not know) 3 0 4 0 0 3 3 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 ‘Strongly agree’ + ‘Agree’ 61 86 71 52 65 61 65 

 ‘Strongly disagree’ + ‘Disagree’ 17 7 10 22 10 7 14 

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017. 

 

Again this resonates with earlier findings in South Africa as regards social grants (Noble et 

al., 2007) – see Table 20 below: 

 

Table 20: Higher taxes to pay for social grants 

The government should 

spend more money on social 

grants for the poor, even if 

it leads to higher taxes’ 

 

Non 

poor Just get by Poor 

Household 

in receipt 

of Grants 

Unemployed Working 

for Pay 

All 

Strongly agree/agree 59 65 74 72 71 63 66 

Neither 12 12 6 9 8 12 11 

Strongly disagree/disagree 27 22 15 17 18 24 21 

(cannot decide) 2 1 5 2 3 1 2 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Note: SASAS 2006 Groups analysed: All respondents by self-assessed poverty; those living in households in 

receipt of social grants as a sub group; the unemployed as a sub group; those working for pay as a sub group 

Source: Table 3.12 Noble et al. (2007), p.13  

 

More generally, the commitment to a more progressive taxation arrangement in South Africa 

was positive. In response to a question (Q50) "Do you think people with high incomes should 

pay a larger share of their income in taxes than those with low incomes, the same share, or a 

smaller share?”  64% of the population said that people with higher income should pay a 

larger or much larger share than they currently do. However, this seems at odds with the 

response to the following question (Q51): "Generally, how would you describe taxes in South 

Africa today for those with high incomes?”. In this case just under 50% of respondents felt 

that taxes for high earners were too high or much too high. 

 

  



Page 30 of 92 

5.4. Support for area-focused redress policies: The case of Mixed Communities 

 

The term ‘mixed communities’ is frequently used in debates about the design and 

implementation of urban renewal policies aimed at improving the lives of disadvantaged 

people living in deprived neighbourhoods. Although there is no clear agreement 

internationally on the exact definition of what constitutes a ‘mixed community’ (Power, 

2007), the term is typically used in an aspirational sense to describe the process of 

transforming economically and socially isolated communities into more thriving geographical 

spaces characterised by greater heterogeneity in population mix, particularly income mix.   

 

The lives of people living in deprived neighbourhoods in South Africa are often characterised 

by multiple socio-economic challenges, consisting of severe income poverty, poor education, 

lack of job opportunities, poor health, poor housing, lack of services and persistent risk of 

violent crime. These highly deprived areas are also often located on the geographical 

periphery of urban areas (Pernegger and Godehart, 2007) which has led to a degree of social 

and economic disconnect between the poorer areas and the urban core. The processes through 

which this situation has arisen can be traced back to the discriminatory policies of the 

colonial, segregationist and apartheid periods, in which people’s rights in terms of citizenship 

and land ownership were determined by their designated population group (Christopher, 

1994, Christopher, 2001). As was demonstrated by McLennan et al (McLennan et al., 2016, 

McLennan et al., 2014) the patterns of socio-spatial residential segregation persisted into the 

post-apartheid era and, indeed, other work undertaken as part of this present research 

programme has shown how these patterns of segregation are still starkly apparent today. 

 

In recognition of the challenges posed by the persisting spatial inequalities within urban areas 

in South Africa, efforts have been made at both the national and local government levels to 

encourage mixed community development (SACN, 2016). Both the National Development 

Plan (NDP, 2012) and the Integrated Urban Development Framework (CoGTA, 2016) 

emphasise the importance of mixed communities spatial planning for tackling poverty, 

unemployment and inequality.   

 

In order to provide evidence as to whether or not there is public support for some form of 

‘mixed communities’ policy as a means of reducing spatial inequality in South Africa, two 

new questions were designed for inclusion within the 2017 round of SASAS. The first of 

these questions asked people whether they thought their neighbourhood would be improved if 

there was a more heterogeneous mix of household incomes within the area. The second 

question asked whether people thought their neighbourhood would be improved if there was 

a greater heterogeneity of composition by population group (i.e. greater racial mixing).  
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Table 21 shows the results on the question that asked people whether they thought their area 

would be improved if there was a greater mix of incomes. The overall figures for South 

Africa as a whole are shown in the ‘South Africa’ column, while the results are also broken 

down according to the DMEM classification.  

 

Table 21: Views on the effect of mixed income communities, national and by reported 

difficulty in making ends meet (column percentages, 2017) 

Do you think your 

village/neighbourhood would be 

better or worse place to live if there 

was a greater mix of people with 

high and low incomes living close 

to each other? 

Difficulty of making ends meet 

 

1. Very 

difficult 

2. Fairly 

difficult 

3. 

Neither 

easy nor 

difficult 

4. Fairly 

easy 

5. Very 

easy 

South 

Africa 

1. Much better 22 14 14 13 13 16 

2. A bit better 30 33 21 22 24 28 

3. About the same 28 35 45 40 51 36 

4. A bit worse 7 9 9 15 6 9 

5. Much worse 7 3 6 7 5 6 

8. (Do not know) 5 5 5 4 1 5 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

‘Much better’ + ‘A bit better’ 53 47 35 35 37 44 

‘Much worse’ + ‘A bit worse’ 14 13 16 22 11 15 

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017. 

 

The main message from Table 21 is that, on the whole, people seem to be broadly in favour 

of greater income mixing within their home neighbourhoods. Forty-four per cent reported 

that they thought their local area would be ‘much better’ or ‘a bit better’ if there was a greater 
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income mix, whereas just 15% said that a greater income mix would make their area ‘much 

worse’ or ‘a bit worse’. It is also noteworthy that just over a third of people (36%) said that 

having a greater income mix would be neither better nor worse for their neighbourhood. 

These findings suggest that South Africans are, in the main, receptive to the idea of their 

neighbourhoods becoming more heterogeneous in terms of income mix.  

 

Given that the purpose of mixed community policies is typically to improve the social, 

economic and environmental conditions in deprived neighbourhoods, one might expect 

support for mixed community initiatives to be higher amongst the poorer groups in society 

who potentially have most to gain from these policies. It is indeed the case that the highest 

support for increased income mixing is observed amongst the most deprived group (with 53% 

saying their area would be ‘much better’ or ‘a little better’ as a result). However, perhaps the 

most notable finding from Table 21 is that, across all five DMEM categories, the level of 

support for greater income mixing exceeded the level of opposition to greater income mixing. 

Indeed, even amongst the group who reported finding it ‘very easy to make ends meet’, 37% 

said greater income mixing would make their local area better, while just 11% said it would 

make their local area worse. These findings provide an indication that people across the 

socio-economic spectrum are open to polices aimed at increasing income mixing within 

neighbourhoods and, as such, it seems that mixed communities policies could be a viable 

approach to tackling the entrenched spatial inequality that continues to characterise South 

Africa today. 

 

As well as striving to achieve a greater mix of incomes amongst residents of deprived 

neighbourhoods, mixed communities policies might also strive to increase heterogeneity in 

the composition of population groups within geographical areas. As noted above, during the 

colonial, segregationist and apartheid eras, deliberate spatial segregation was enforced upon 

people according to their designated population group. Although these residence restrictions 

were abandoned in the lead up to the transition to democracy in 1994, the legacy of decades 

of spatial control is still starkly evident in some communities. If an objective of mixed 

community policies is to reduce the degree of spatial segregation between population groups, 

in addition to reducing the degree of spatial inequality in incomes, then it will be important to 

understand the extent of public support for such policies. To explore this issue, people were 

therefore asked whether they thought their local area would be made better or worse if there 

was a greater mix of people from different population groups. The results are presented in 

Table 22. 
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Table 22: Views on the effect of more racially desegregated communities, national and 

by reported difficulty in making ends meet (column percentages, 2017) 

Do you think your 

village/neighbourhood would be 

better or worse place to live if there 

was a greater mix of people from 

different race groups living close to 

each other? 

Difficulty of making ends meet 

  

1. Very 

difficult 

2. Fairly 

difficult 

3. 

Neither 

easy nor 

difficult 

4. Fairly 

easy 

5. Very 

easy 

South 

African 

average 

1. Much better 17 13 12 8 15 13 

2. A bit better 22 25 18 28 10 23 

3. About the same 32 36 42 37 39 37 

4. A bit worse 13 15 13 10 20 14 

5. Much worse 10 5 8 13 12 8 

8. (Do not know) 7 5 7 4 4 6 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

‘Much better’ + ‘A bit better’ 39 38 30 36 24 36 

‘Much worse’ + ‘A bit worse’ 22 21 21 23 33 22 

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017. 

 

Reviewing the overall results on this particular survey question (presented in the ‘South 

African average’ column in Table 22) reveals that a greater share of the population is in 

favour of increased mixing of population groups (36%) than is opposed (22%). However, it is 

also evident that the magnitude of support for mixing by population group is somewhat lower 

than was observed above in relation to increased mixing by income. Reviewing the results by 

DMEM group reveals no clear pattern, although the least deprived category (i.e. those that 

regard it as ‘very easy to make ends meet’) differs from the other four categories in that more 

people are opposed to greater mixing by population group than are supportive of it.  

 

In summary, therefore, the analysis in relation to people’s views around different types of 

mixed communities suggests that, at a national level, there is broad support for greater mixing 

of income groups and also broad support for greater mixing of population groups. Of the two 

forms of mixing enquired about here, there appears to be slightly more appetite for increased 

mixing by income than by population group. When the results are considered by people’s 

socio-economic status, support for increased income mixing is common across all DMEM 

groups, while support for greater mixing by population groups is seen across all DMEM 

groups except the most advantaged. Based on the analysis of both approaches to mixed 

community neighbourhood development, it therefore appears that South Africans, both rich 

and poor, are more inclined to favour class-based redress (i.e. greater mixing by income) than 

race-based redress (i.e. greater mixing by population group). These findings have 

implications for the potential acceptability of mixed community policies by the South African 

population and, as such, are of relevance to debates around the types of policies that could be 

designed and implemented to reduce spatial inequality within the country. 
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6. Conclusion  
 

This working paper has been informed by and touches upon some of the same issues raised in 

the focus groups undertaken during this research programme which examined people’s lived 

experiences of inequality in Cape Town. However, as SASAS is a nationally representative 

survey, it enables us to take a quantitative perspective looking across the whole country and 

so complements the qualitative work. The new 25-item module of questions that was 

designed and fielded for the purpose of this research project was relatively experimental in 

nature. We were also fortunate that our module was fielded within the same survey as the 

ISSP module on social inequality, thereby greatly increasing the number and breadth of 

questions available to us. 

 

The analysis in this report began by considering people's perceptions about the type of 

society that South Africa is today and juxtaposed this with their aspirations as to their 

preferred type of society. From this it was clear that people perceive South Africa to be a very 

unequal society but have aspirations for a more equal society. This set the context for 

examining different aspects of inequality. These aspects included the way that people 

compare their own household and their own neighbourhood with selected benchmarks, 

locally and nationally. This was followed by an analysis of people’s attitudes towards the 

geographical places in which they live, their aversion to inequality and their preferred redress 

options. 

 

With regards to income comparisons, the analysis indicated that people tend to feel a general 

sense of relative deprivation compared to other households and other geographical areas, both 

locally and nationally. Although there were observable gradients in the feelings of relative 

deprivation according to income status, the general pattern was of more people feeling 

relatively deprived than relatively affluent. This finding could be indicative of people’s 

reference points being skewed upwards through their lived experiences of inequality. The 

results are consistent with Clark & Senik’s (2010) findings from their analysis of the 

European Social Survey in that they are suggestive of a general inclination towards upwards 

comparisons that depress relative income evaluations. The analysis revealed that feelings of 

relative deprivation are strongest among those who find it most difficult to make ends meet. 

 

The analysis of people’s attitudes to and relationships with the places in which they live 

revealed that despite a general feeling of relative deprivation at the neighbourhood level, 

more people express satisfaction with their neighbourhood than dissatisfaction. However, 

greater dissatisfaction than satisfaction is expressed by those finding it most difficult to make 

ends meet. Further analysis of people’s attitudes toward the places in which they live 

revealed that a desire to move neighbourhood has an urban/rural element as well as a socio-

economic status element, where the highest desire to move is found amongst poor urban 

dwellers.  

 

The extent to which South Africans were averse to inequality was also explored, and the 

results indicated an acute awareness by South Africans of the unequal socio-economic 
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structure associated with present day society. Additionally, the results indicated that there is a 

strong preference among the public for greater socio-economic equality than is the case with 

the current societal structure. South Africans also expressed a strong discontent with the 

current income distribution in the country and indicated that the government has a 

responsibility to reduce the current income differences in the country. All these findings 

demonstrate the fact that South Africans are averse to inequality and have a desire for change. 

In examining the level of support that South Africans have toward specific person- and place-

focused policies for redress, the results indicated that there was general support for both, but 

with somewhat stronger support for person focused redress policies than there was for 

specific area focused ones. 

 

As stated in the introduction to this Working Paper, the objective was to explore a range of 

concepts relating to people’s lived experiences of inequality in South Africa using nationally 

representative survey data, thereby complementing the qualitative focus group work 

undertaken within the City of Cape Town. The results presented here provide some new 

insights into the ways that people feel about themselves, their local areas and society more 

broadly, in the context of the high levels of socio-economic and socio-spatial inequality that 

persist in present-day South Africa. Each of the concepts explored here is worthy of further 

in-depth quantitative and qualitative research in South Africa. Future research could explore 

these concepts in other international contexts to examine the extent to which public attitudes 

vary according to the levels of poverty, deprivation and inequality within different countries. 

The ISSP module on social inequalities is already being rolled out to around 40 countries 

internationally and so this offers an ideal opportunity for such comparative international work 

to take place.  
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Appendix 1. Explanatory variables used in the analysis 

 

Gender 

This is a standard variable in SASAS. It is a binary variable coded as either female or male. 

 

Age group  

This is a standard variable in SASAS. It is a 7-category variable ranging from age 16-19 to 

age 65+. 

 

Population Group 

This is a standard variable in SASAS. The analyses in this working paper all make use of the 

post-apartheid population group categories, used in the SASAS questionnaire. That is Black 

African; Coloured; Indian/Asian; White. For studies of this type, consideration needs to be 

given to the appropriateness of such categorisations and terminology in a democratic 

dispensation, especially one that is explicitly informed by constitutionally entrenched non-

racialism (Bentley and Habib, 2008, Lefko-Everett et al., 2017, Seekings, 2008). As Foster 

and Wale (2017, p.69) assert, ‘there is no such thing as “race” in biological or physical 

terms. There is no underlying biological essence which permits a grouping called “race”. 

There is no measurement device or criterion to mark off difference by “race”.’ Yet, at the 

same time, it must be recognised that population group or “race” continues to be a salient 

factor in many aspects of South African society, whether it be in contemporary political 

debates over social change, through daily discourse (including social media), in the enduring 

patterns of residential segregation and the lived experiences of many citizens, or in the 

complex realities of individual and group cultural identities. Furthermore, in relation to the 

topic of this research, race/population group continues to inform discussions of historical 

injustices, the associated legacies of social and material inequalities, as well as policies 

intended to promote restitution, redress and family strengthening.  

 

Geotype 

This is a standard variable in SASAS. It is a 4-category classification derived by Statistics 

South Africa that reflects the type of geographical area (specifically, Enumeration Area) in 

which the person lives. The categories are: 

• Urban formal 

• Urban informal 

• Rural former homeland areas: these are rural, traditional authority areas that are 

classified by the StatsSA geotype variable as ‘tribal areas’ 

• Rural farms: these are areas coded as ‘rural formal’ areas by the StatsSA geotype 

variable and are predominantly commercial agricultural farms.  

 

LSM3 

This variable is derived from standard item variables in SASAS. It is a modified version of 

the commonly used Living Standards Measure (LSM), which was originally developed in the 

late 1980s by the South African Advertising Research Foundation (SAARF) as a multi-item 

segmentation tool (Haupt 2006; Martins 2006). This measure is an index that classifies 
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households into ten LSM groups based upon 29 separate survey items, which focus primarily 

on the possession of consumer goods. Prior to developing a composite ‘living standards 

score’, imputation for missing data was applied to each of the 29 separate asset items in order 

to ensure that all respondents would be allocated a ‘living standards score’ (i.e. there would 

be no missing data). The composite ‘living standards score’ is calculated for each survey 

respondent by combining the 29 asset variables using weightings specified in the Living 

Standards Measure guidance documentation (SAARF 2012). Based on their score on this 

composite measure, respondents were allocated into one of three categories, which were 

derived for the purpose of this research: 

• Low-LSM 

• Mid-LSM 

• High-LSM 

Importantly, the three categories of LSM3 used here are of equal size.4 This is in contrast to 

the conventional Living Standards Measure classification that is used in other research, where 

the groups are not of equal size. In the LSM3 categorisation used here, the low-LSM group 

consists of the one-third of population with the lowest values on the composite living 

standards score. Similarly, those in the high-LSM group can be thought of as the one-third of 

population with the highest living standards scores. Those in the mid-LSM group make up 

the ‘middle’ one-third of the population according to the values on the composite living 

standards score. The LSM3 categorisation therefore acts as a useful proxy for material 

wellbeing. Please see Appendix 2 for further details of the methodology behind the LSM3 

classification. 

 

LSM3_Geo 

This is a variant of the LSM3 categorisation, in that each of the low-LSM and high-LSM 

groups are further broken down according to the GeoType of the person’s home residence: 

• Low-LSM-Urban 

• Low-LSM-Rural 

• Mid-LSM-Urban 

• Mid-LSM-Rural 

• High-LSM 

The high-LSM group is not broken down by urban/rural status as the vast majority of this 

group lives in urban areas. It should be noted that the urban and rural components of the low-

LSM and mid-LSM groups are not of equal size, but rather reflect the split between urban 

and rural locations within the respective LSM3 category.  

 

DMEM (Difficulty in making ends meet) 

This is variable that was included in the SASAS 2017 round as part of the ISSP Social 

Inequality module. It is a 5-category classification reflecting people’s subjective poverty. It is 

based on people’s responses to the following survey question: 

 
4 Note that survey weights were taken into account when splitting the overall distribution across the living 
standards measure scores into three equally sized groups. 
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Further information on the value of this variable for subgroup analysis is provided in 

Appendix 3. 
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Appendix 2. Imputation of missing data for the items used to calculate a living 

standards score 

 

The SASAS dataset provided by HSRC for the purpose of this project included a pre-coded 

living standards measure variable. However, our initial review of this pre-coded variable 

revealed that approximately 10% of the cases had missing values. Further investigation 

revealed that any respondent who had a missing value on any one or more of the 29 input 

variables on which the living standards measure was based would also then have a missing 

value on the resultant living standards measure. Given that the living standards variable 

would play an important role in the sub group analysis it was necessary to impute missing 

values. Imputation was applied to each of the 29 input variables using an appropriate model 

form (e.g. OLS linear regression for continuous variables; logistic regression for binary 

variables; ordered logit for ordered categorial variables; multinomial logistic regression for 

non-ordered categorical variables).  

 

To impute the missing values, the process involved (1) Identifying the 29 questions/items 

related to LSM formulation, plus any potentially valuable covariates; (2) recoding all ‘don’t 

know’ and ‘not specified’ responses to missing so that these could be imputed; and (3) 

running imputation models to predict the missing cases. 

 

(1) Identifying all questions/items related to LSM formulation this also includes variables 

that act as covariates 

 

The process of identifying the questions related to LSM formulation was informed by the 

work of the South African Audience Research Foundation (SAARF) in which they list the 29 

questions used to create the LSM. In addition to using the 29 prescribed questions as set out 

by SAARF, a series of potentially valuable covariates were also identified. The covariates 

were included in order to increase the accuracy of the imputed results. Covariates were 

identified as “highest level of education completed”, “self-perceived societal position at time 

of survey interview”, “self-perceived societal position during childhood”, “perceived 

difficulty in making ends meet”, “anticipated likelihood of experiencing poverty in next 12 

months”, “anticipated likelihood of not receiving health care when needed in next 12 

months”, “sex”, “race”, “marital status”, “current employment status” “any social grants 

received by household”, “perceived social class”, “income (personal)”, “income 

(household)”, “age group” and “GeoType”. 

 

(2) Recoding all ‘don’t know’ and ‘not specified’ responses to missing so that these could be 

imputed 

 

For both the 29 input variables and the additional covariates listed above, any responses of 

‘don’t know’ or ‘not specified’ were recoded to missing in order that these cases could be 

imputed.   
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(3) Running imputation models to predict the missing cases 

 

The order in which the variables were treated as the dependent variables in the regressions 

was determined by the proportion of cases that had missing values. The variables were 

therefore ranked from least missing to most missing, and the variable with least missing 

values was regressed on the other variables. Those cases with missing values on that 

particular dependent variable were then replaced with their imputed values. The process then 

continued by selecting the variable from the initial list with the second-fewest missing values. 

This variable was regressed on the other variables (included the now fully populated (i.e. no 

missing values) first variable imputed). Those cases with missing values on this second 

dependent variable were then replaced with their imputed values. This process continued 

iteratively until the variable with the most missing values was treated as the dependent 

variable. This final variable was regressed on the other variables (included the now fully 

populated (i.e. no missing values) list of other variables that had been previously imputed). 

Those cases with missing values on this final dependent variable were then replaced with 

their imputed values. The resultant dataset consisted of all 29 input variables needed for the 

LSM computation having fully populated (i.e. no missing values) responses.  

 

Based on number of missing cases the order of the imputation process followed the pattern in 

Table A1 below. 

 

Depending on whether the dependent variable was binary or was ordered categorical, 

different properties were used. Therefore, for binary variables the standard logit (logit) was 

used and for the categorical ones the ordered logit (ologit) property was used. Multinomial 

logit (mlogit) was used for variables with non-ordered categories such as marital status.  

 

Once all predictions were made, all cases with missing were replaced with the predicted/ 

imputed values.  
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Table A1: Ordering of variables entered into the imputation models 

 
 

 

  

Rank (least missing cases) Name of variable Impute variable for LSM Percentage missing Model form

1 Age group Non LSM input 0.23% Ordered logit

2 Top bottom now Non LSM input 0.49% Ordered logit

3 Top bottom growing up Non LSM input 0.49% Ordered logit

4 House cluster town house LSM input 1.60% Standard/binary logit

5 Water in the house/plot LSM input 1.60% Standard/binary logit

6 Flush toilet LSM input 1.63% Standard/binary logit

7 Fridge LSM input 1.86% Standard/binary logit

8 Cellphones 3+ LSM input 1.86% Standard/binary logit

9 Cellphones 2 LSM input 1.86% Standard/binary logit

10 TV set LSM input 1.96% Standard/binary logit

11 Highest education LSM input 1.99% Ordered logit

12 Microwave LSM input 1.99% Standard/binary logit

13 Kitchen sink LSM input 2.02% Standard/binary logit

14 Electric stove LSM input 2.05% Standard/binary logit

15 No domestic worker LSM input 2.15% Standard/binary logit

16 Washing machine LSM input 2.18% Standard/binary logit

17 Motor vehicle LSM input 2.22% Standard/binary logit

18 Vacuum cleaner LSM input 2.22% Standard/binary logit

19 Pay tv LSM input 2.25% Standard/binary logit

20 DVD player LSM input 2.28% Standard/binary logit

21 Hot water geyser LSM input 2.31% Standard/binary logit

22 Home security service LSM input 2.31% Standard/binary logit

23 Home theatre system LSM input 2.31% Standard/binary logit

24 Computer LSM input 2.35% Standard/binary logit

25 None or 1 radio LSM input 2.35% Standard/binary logit

26 Home telephone LSM input 2.35% Standard/binary logit

27 Swimming pool LSM input 2.38% Standard/binary logit

28 Deep freezer LSM input 2.41% Standard/binary logit

29 Make ends meet Non LSM input 2.45% Ordered logit

30 Air conditioner LSM input 2.45% Standard/binary logit

31 Tumble dryer LSM input 2.51% Standard/binary logit

32 Dishwasher LSM input 2.54% Standard/binary logit

33 Marital status Non LSM input 2.77% Ordered logit

34 Perceived class Non LSM input 3.55% Ordered logit

35 Current employment Non LSM input 3.78% Ordered logit

36 Anticipated poverty Non LSM input 4.73% Ordered logit

37 Anticipated health Non LSM input 7.24% ordered logit

38 Income hh Non LSM input 19.37% ordered logit

39 Income pers Non LSM input 28.17% ordered logit
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Appendix 3 Suitability of the question on perceived ‘difficulty in making ends meet’ 

as a proxy for income 

 

For some of the analysis in this Working Paper, a variable on the ‘difficulty in making ends 

meet’ has been used as a proxy for income. This variable is a derived version of the variable 

q76 but with the response "can't choose" recoded to missing. The following table shows the 

weighted distribution of the responses for this variable: 

 

Table A2: Tabulation of “difficulty in making ends meet” 

 Difficulty of making ends meet  Percent 

 1. Very difficult 30 

 2. Fairly difficult 33 

 3. Neither easy nor difficult 22 

 4. Fairly easy 11 

 5. Very easy 3 

 Missing 2 

 

As can be seen this variable is complete for a high proportion of cases. The variable was 

tested to ascertain the extent to which it could be used as a proxy for income. The following 

table presents the weighted responses to a question about gross household income. This 

question is framed as a request to select the appropriate band of monthly income. 

 

Tabulation of gross household income  

 Income: gross HH income  Percent  Cum.% 

 1. No income 2 2 

 2. R1 - R500 2 4 

 3. R501 - R750 2 6 

 4. R751 - R1 000 3 9 

 5. R1 001-R1 500 7 16 

 6. R1 501 - R2 000 10 26 

 7. R2 001 - R3 000 12 38 

 8. R3 001 - R5 000 12 49 

 9. R5 001 - R7 500 6 55 

 10. R7 501 - R10 000 4 59 

 11. R10 001 - R15 000 4 62 

 12. R15 001 - R20 000 3 65 

 13. R20 001 - R30 000 2 68 

 14. R30 001 - R50 000 2 69 

 15. R 50 001 + 1 70 

 97. (Refuse to answer) 14 85 

 98. (Uncertain/Don't know) 14 99 

 99. (No answer) 1 100 

 

As can be seen, for around 30% of cases there was no income data either because the 

respondent refused to answer, wasn't certain, or data were missing. This renders the question 

difficult to use directly without substantial income imputation being employed. Although this 

variable was subjected to imputation as part of the process of imputing the 29 variables that 

feed into the LSM calculation, its use there was only as a covariate to increase the robustness 
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of the imputations of the 29 input items. The high proportion of missing cases on the income 

variable was deemed too high to warrant using the imputed income values in the main 

analysis.   

 

However, the decision was made to use the income data, albeit incomplete, to validate the 

"difficulty in making ends meet" question. In the first instance the banded income was 

replaced by point income data. Statistics South Africa's procedure for this which was adopted 

in the latest census was employed. So, for the first band with income (band 2) two thirds of 

the upper limit was applied. For the 15th band (R 50,001 and above) double the upper limit of 

the previous band (band 14) was applied. For all other bands other than band 1, band 2, and 

band 15, the logarithmic mean of the upper and lower limit of the band was applied. This is 

set out in the table below: 

 

Table A2: Banded income data 

Band Range 

Assumed 

Monthly 

amount 

1  No income   0 

2  R1 – R500   333 

3  R501 –R750   617 

4  R751 – R1 000   870 

5  R1 001-R1 500   1,234 

6  R1 501 – R2 000   1,739 

7  R2 001 – R3 000   2,467 

8  R3 001 – R5 000   3,916 

9  R5 001 – R7 500   6,166 

10  R7 501 – R10 000   8,691 

11  R10 001 – R15 000   12,332 

12  R15 001 – R20 000   17,381 

13  R20 001 – R30 000   24,664 

14  R30 001 – R50 000   39,153 

15  R 50 001 +   100,000 

 

From this, per capita household income was calculated for each respondent with a non-

missing case. 

 

The following graph shows the weighted mean per capita income for each category of the 

variable "difficulty in making ends meet". All things considered this would appear to be a 

reasonable proxy for income. 
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Figure A1: Mean per capita monthly income (weighted) for categories of variable  
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Appendix 4. SASAS 2017 Questionnaire which conatins the Module on the Lived 

Experience of Inequality in South Africa 
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