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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 centred around the questions of how, where and
when people experience inequality as they go about their daily lives. 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 which
explored people’s lived experiences of inequality and their 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 assumed that people could be exposed to
inequality through direct personal interactions with people and/or though indirect 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 may shape people’s attitudes towards
inequality and preferences for redress, as well as the ways in which they go about their daily
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lives. This current ESRC/NRF research programme was therefore designed to contribute
towards delivering on the recommendations from the earlier ESRC/NRF Pathfinder study.
The present research programme consists of four main strands of work: (1) a quantitative
analysis of the changing socio-spatial landscape of 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 attitudes to 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 attitudes to 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 informing strand (3) as listed above. The specific
objective here is to gain a better understanding of how, where and when people experience
inequality as they go about their daily lives. The analyses are based on SASAS, which is a
nationally representative survey of social attitudes in South Africa. An accompanying
working paper also contributes to informing strand (3) of this research programme by using
SASAS to explore people’s attitudes to inequality and options for redress.
1.3.

Research questions and survey specification

The broad overarching research objective of gaining a better understanding of how, when and
where people experience inequality can be broken down into four specific research questions:
How, when and where do people experience inequality in South Africa?
• How frequently are people exposed to inequality as they go about their daily lives?
• What routine activities provide the main sources of exposure to inequality?
• To what extent are people exposed to inequality though their close family and friendship
networks and their neighbours?
• Do people feel they are routinely exposed to inequality through the media?
This Working Paper therefore focuses on the processes and mechanisms that contribute to
shaping people’s lived experiences of inequality in South Africa.
1.4.

Data description

The data for the present study’s analysis comes from 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
administered by the Human Sciences Research Council (HSRC) on an annual basis since
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2003. The target population for the survey is 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. The final data set 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 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.
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 and experimental 25-item module
of questions was designed to explore how, when and where people experience inequality (i.e.
the focus of this Working Paper), and people’s attitudes to inequality and options for redress
(i.e. the focus of the accompanying Working Paper). In the analysis below, the relevant
survey items are introduced as appropriate under the relevant analytical sections. The full 25item list is provided for reference in Appendix 3.
Furthermore, through SASAS, the country has been a formal member of the International
Social Survey Program (ISSP) since 2003. Of particular interest to the present study is the
ISSP Social Inequality V Module, which was also fielded within the 2017 round of SASAS.
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). The inclusion of the ISSP module alongside the 25-item module
designed specifically for this present research programme has vastly increased the breadth of
data available for analysis. The content of the ISSP module is also presented in Appendix 3.
Two of the survey questions designed for the purpose of this research programme were, in
fact, accepted into the ISSP Social Inequality V module, and so have been fielded in a
selection of countries (including South Africa) in 2017 in a pilot phase, before being fielded
as part of the cross-national ISSP social inequality 2019 module in approximately 40
countries across different world regions in addition to South Africa.
1

http://www.hsrc.ac.za/en/departments/sasas
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1.5.

Description of selected variables used as the basis for subgroup analysis

In the analysis contained in this Working Paper, results are often presented for subgroups of
the population as well as for the overall population as a whole. The following subgroup
classifications are used in this Working Paper:
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 nonracialism (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 to reflect 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.
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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
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.2 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 1 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 lowLSM and mid-LSM groups are not of equal size, but rather reflect the split between urban
and rural locations within the respective LSM3 category.

2

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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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:

Further information on this variable is provided in Appendix 2.
1.6.

Analytical structure of this Working Paper

The analysis of when, where and how people experience inequality commences with an
exploration of the frequency with which people come into contact with others who are either
much richer or much poorer than them. The purpose of this part of the analysis is to provide a
better understanding of the interpersonal and societal dynamics that help to shape people’s
exposure to socio-economic inequality. The two survey questions that form the basis of this
analysis were designed specifically for this research programme, but have also been
presented to and adopted by the ISSP, and fielded as part of cross-national ISSP social
inequality 2019 module in approximately 40 countries across different world regions in
addition to South Africa.
The analysis then proceeds to consider the specific mechanisms through which people are
exposed to others who are much richer or much poorer them themselves. This component of
the analysis begins by considering the types of regular activities through which respondents
have greatest exposure to people of different socio-economic status, such as whilst shopping,
working, travelling between places, etc. The survey questions designed to explore these
mechanisms of exposure specifically ask about ‘routine activities’, i.e. those undertaken on a
regular basis. One particular potential mechanism of exposure is then assessed in more detail,
namely the potential for exposure to inequality through people’s close family, friendship and
neighbourhood networks. These specific questions concerning people’s exposure through
close personal networks are not restricted to regular contact, but rather are asked in a more
general sense in order to reflect inequalities between people who may have strong
interpersonal relationships but who are not necessarily able to have regular contact with one
another3. Finally, the analysis turns to the role of the media as a mechanism of exposure to
inequality.

3

For example, if a young adult migrates from a rural area to an urban area to find work, he/she may retain
strong relationships with friends/family in the rural area despite not being able to visit them on a regular basis.
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2. Frequency of exposure to inequality
As noted above, one of the key objectives of this piece of research was to gain a better
understanding of the extent to which people are exposed to inequality as they go about their
daily lives. There is a currently dearth of empirical evidence on this subject in the
international literature. In order to begin to explore this question, two new and experimental
survey questions were designed which asked respondents about the frequency with which
were exposed to inequality as they go about their daily lives. These two survey questions
were subsequently accepted by the ISSP and imported into the ISSP social inequality module
that was fielded in South Africa in 2017 and then in numerous countries internationally in
2018 and 2019. The survey questions are as follows:

The first question asks respondents about the frequency with which they come into contact
with people much richer them themselves as they go about their daily lives, while the second
question asks about the frequency of contact with people much poorer than themselves. It
should be noted that ‘contact’ in this sense includes both verbal contact and non-verbal
contact and would therefore include instances where people of different socio-economic
statuses shared the same space but did not necessarily directly interact with one another. The
assumption that people’s exposure to inequality can be shaped by non-verbal visual
appreciation of the differences between affluence and poverty has a strong degree of face
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validity and has been further verified by the findings from the qualitative strand of this
research programme. Examples of the types of non-verbal visual appreciation of inequality
that were highlighted through the qualitative work include the experience of a wealthy person
whilst driving along a highway flanked by very poor informal settlements; and the experience
of a poor person whilst visiting a shopping mall.
Table 1 shows people’s responses to the question concerning the frequency of coming into
contact with others that are much richer than themselves.
Table 1: Frequency of exposure to those MUCH RICHER (7 category)
Frequency of exposure to those
MUCH RICHER (7 category)
1. Never
2. Less than once a month
3. Once a month
4. Several times a month
5. Once a week
6. Several times a week
7. Every day
Total

Percent
17
12
13
25
6
16
12
100

At the lowest extreme of this component of the exposure continuum, 17% of people reported
that they never come into contact with anyone who is much richer than themselves. This
means the remaining 83% of the population do have some contact with people much richer
than them and, as such, these people may have varying degrees of exposure according to the
frequency of this contact. Twenty-five per cent of the population reported that they come into
contact with people much richer than themselves ‘once a month’ or ‘less than once a month’,
and an additional 30% stated they experience this form of contact ‘once a week’ or ‘several
times a month’. At the highest extreme of this component of the exposure continuum, around
28% of people reported contact with people who are much richer than themselves ‘every day’
or ‘several times a week’. These results indicate that different people across South Africa can
experience very different levels of exposure to ‘affluence’ as they go about their daily lives,
from those who feel they are never exposed to people much richer than themselves though to
those who report experiencing this form of exposure on a daily basis.
To explore this further, Table 2 shows responses separately for the three LSM3 categories in
order to assess whether the pattern seen in Table 1 is consistent across groups with different
levels of material wellbeing. To simplify the results, the seven response categories shown in
Table 1 are grouped into four categories for the purpose of Table 2.
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Table 2: Frequency of exposure to those MUCH RICHER (4 category) by LSM3
categorisation (column %)
Frequency of exposure to those MUCH
RICHER (4 category)
1. Never
2. Once a month or less
3. Once a week or several times a month
4. Daily or several times a week
Total

LSM group: three categories (equal sized)
Low-LSM
26
24
30
20
100

Mid-LSM
17
26
30
26
100

High-LSM
8
24
31
37
100

Total
17
25
30
28
100

The proportion of people reporting contact with much richer people ‘once a month or less’
and ‘once a week or several times a month’ are relatively consistent across the three living
standard groups, with around 25% of people reporting contact ‘once a month or less’ and
around 30% of people reporting contact ‘once a week or several times a month’ across all
three categories. However, clear differences are apparent between the three living standard
categories at the highest-exposure and lowest-exposure extremes of this particular component
of the exposure continuum.
The results indicate that exposure to people much richer than oneself appears to be
considerably more prevalent amongst the better-off segment of the population than amongst
those who are faring least well. Of those people that make up the high living standard
category, 37% reported daily or almost daily contact with people much richer than
themselves while just 8% reported never experiencing this form of exposure to inequality.
The results for people in the medium living standards group also show more people
experiencing higher levels of exposure than experiencing no exposure, but the difference is
somewhat smaller than observed for the better-off group. Finally, of those people that make
up the low living standards category, 20% reported daily or almost daily contact with people
much richer than themselves but 26% reported never experiencing this form of exposure to
inequality. These results indicate that people across the living standards spectrum experience
exposure to inequality through having contact with people much richer than oneself, but that
this is most prevalent amongst the better-off section of the population. Likewise, there are
people from across the living standards spectrum that report having no contact with people
much richer than themselves, but this is more common amongst the poorer segment of
population and less common amongst the better-off segment.
The analysis by LSM3 category can be further developed by incorporating the type of
geographic location (‘GeoType’) variable into the living standards categorisation. In Table 3,
people’s exposure to those much richer than themselves is presented using a modified version
of the LSM3-Geo categorisation that was introduced in Section 1.5 of this Working Paper.
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Table 3: Frequency of exposure to RICH (4 category) by LSM3-GeoType categorisation
(column %)
Frequency of exposure to those
MUCH RICHER (4 category)

1. Never
2. Once a month or less
3. Once a week or less
4. Daily or several times a week
Total

LSM3-Geo categorisation
Low
LSMRural
30
26
28
15
100

Low
LSMUrban
19
21
33
27
100

Mid
LSMRural
22
25
36
17
100

Mid
LSMUrban
16
27
27
31
100

High
LSM

Total

8
24
31
37
100

17
25
30
28
100

The results presented in Table 3 highlight differences in exposure patterns between the rural
and urban elements of both the low and medium living standards groups. Among rural
residents with low living standards, twice as many reported never having contact with anyone
much richer than themselves (30%) than reported having daily/almost daily contact (15%). In
contrast, for urban-based South Africans with low living standards, a greater proportion of
people reported daily/almost daily contact with others much richer than themselves (27%) as
reported never having contact of this kind (19%). Rural dwellers with medium living
standards were more likely to report never having this form of contact compared to having
daily/almost daily contact, although the magnitude of the difference was not as substantial as
observed among the rural, low living standards group. Among the urban, medium living
standards group, almost twice as many people reported daily/almost daily contact of this sort
than reported never having any such contact.
The findings presented in Table 3 indicate that people’s exposure to those much richer than
themselves varies by urban/rural status as well as by level of material wellbeing (as measured
by the LSM categorisation). The rural, low living standards group are most likely to report
never having contact with people much richer than themselves and are least likely to report
having daily/almost daily contact of this form. However, analysing exposure to people much
richer than oneself only provides one side of the story, and so the analysis now turns to
consider people’s exposure to people much poorer than themselves.
The second survey question on exposure to inequality asks people to consider their frequency
of contact with others much poorer than themselves. Table 4 shows the percentage of
population that gave each of the seven responses, again ranging from ‘never’ at the lowest
exposure extreme through to ‘every day’ at the highest exposure extreme.
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Table 4: Frequency of exposure to those MUCH POORER (7 category)
Frequency of exposure to those MUCH
POORER (7 category)
1. Never
2. Less than once a month
3. Once a month
4. Several times a month
5. Once a week
6. Several times a week
7. Every day
Total

Percent
5
5
8
17
7
23
34
100

At the lowest extreme of this component of the exposure continuum, 5% of the population
reported never having contact with anyone much poorer than themselves. This is a notably
smaller percentage that reported never having any contact with anyone much richer than
themselves (17%) as shown in Table 1. At the highest end of the exposure continuum, 34% of
the population reported having daily contact with people much poorer than themselves, which
can be seen to be the most commonly stated response to this question. A comparison with
Table 1 shows that a notably higher percentage of people reported daily contact with people
much poorer than themselves than reported daily contact with people much richer than
themselves. Indeed, around three times as many people reported daily contact with those
much poorer than those much richer. Over half (57%) of the population indicated they came
into contact with people much poorer than themselves on either a daily basis or several times
a week, compared to just over a quarter of people who stated this was the case for contact
with people much richer than themselves.
The living standards (LSM3) categorisation again provides insights into the consistency with
which these overall population totals hold for different segments of the population. Table 5
presents the results separately for each of the three living standards categories, with the seven
response options again grouped into four categories to simplify the data.
Table 5: Frequency of exposure to those MUCH POORER (4 category) by LSM3
categorisation
Frequency of exposure to those MUCH
POORER (4 category)
1. Never
2. Once a month or less
3. Once a week or several times a month
4. Daily or several times a week
Total

LSM group: three categories (equal sized)
Low-LSM
7
10
22
61
100

Mid-LSM
6
12
24
59
100

High-LSM
3
18
28
52
100

Total
5
13
24
57
100

A gradient is evident across the three living standards (LSM3) categories in terms of the
proportion of people reporting daily or almost daily contact with those much poorer than
themselves, ranging from a low of 52% of the high living standards category, to 59% of those
with a medium living standard, to a high of 61% of those in the low living standards group.
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The proportion of those in the low living standard group stating they have daily or almost
daily exposure to people much poorer than themselves is therefore almost 10 percentage
points higher than that for those in the high living standards group. The scale of this classbased variation is nonetheless more modest than observed for exposure to those regarded as
much richer. A graduated differential is also evident at the lowest exposure extreme of this
continuum, albeit of small magnitude, with 7% of the low living standards group reporting
never having contact with people much poorer than themselves, compared to 3% of the
people in the high living standards group.
If these data are also broken down according to type of geographic location (GeoType) as
well as living standards (LSM3) category, a different pattern of results is observed than was
seen in Table 3. Whereas clear differences between the urban and rural elements of the lowLSM and mid-LSM groups were evident when looking at exposure to those much richer than
oneself, this is not found when looking at exposure to those much poorer than oneself.
Table 6: Frequency of exposure to those MUCH POORER (4 category) by LSM3GeoType categorisation (column %)
Frequency of exposure to those
MUCH POORER (4 category)

1. Never
2. Once a month or less
3. Once a week or less
4. Daily or several times a week
Total

LSM3-Geo categorisation
Low
LSMRural
7
10
22
62
100

Low
LSMUrban
7
10
22
61
100

Mid
LSMRural
6
8
31
55
100

Mid
LSMUrban
5
14
21
60
100

High
LSM

Total

3
18
28
52
100

5
13
24
57
100

It is clear from Table 6 that the majority of people have daily/almost daily contact with
people much poorer than themselves irrespective of living standards category and irrespective
of urban/rural status. There is remarkably little difference between the rural and urban
elements of the low and medium living standards groups. These findings indicate that, on the
whole, exposure to inequality through contact with those much poorer than oneself appears to
be common to people across all walks of life. The results provide a clear insight into the way
that people across the country are routinely confronted with the tangible signs of poverty and
deprivation that characterise present-day South African society.
Taken as a whole, the findings presented and discussed across Tables 2 to 6 provide a number
of new insights into the extent to which people may experience inequality via contact with
those who are either much richer and/or much poorer than themselves. Three findings are
particularly noteworthy and are summarised as follows. First, it is evident that exposure to
people much poorer than oneself appears to be far more prevalent across South Africa than
exposure to people much richer than oneself. Second, there are observable gradients across
living standard (LSM3) categories on both survey questions, with high-frequency exposure to
much richer people being most prevalent amongst the better-off segment of society, whereas
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high-frequency exposure to much poorer people is most prevalent amongst the least well-off
segment of society. Third, exposure to those much richer than oneself tends to be higher
amongst urban dwellers than rural dwellers, irrespective of living standard category, but these
urban/rural differentials are not readily apparent in terms of exposure to those much poorer
than oneself.
In addition to examining each of the two questions on frequency of exposure separately, as
above, it is also possible to explore the degree of correspondence in people’s responses
between the two questions. This enables an assessment of whether people who are highly
exposed to those much richer than themselves are also highly exposed to people much poorer
than themselves, or whether being highly exposed on one component corresponds to having
lower exposure on the other component.
Table 7 shows a cross-tabulation of the reported frequency of exposure to people much richer
and much poorer. Each cell within the table shows the proportion of respondents that gave
that particular combination of answers across the two questions. The row totals show the
overall percentage of people who gave each response to the question about exposure to those
much richer than oneself while column totals show the overall percentage of people who gave
each response to the question about exposure to those much poorer.
Table 7: Frequency of exposure to those much richer and much poorer (cell %)
Frequency of exposure to those MUCH
RICHER (4 category)

Frequency of exposure to those MUCH POORER
(4 category)
1. Never
2. Once a
3. Once a 4. Daily or Row Total
|
month or
week or
several
V
less
several
times a
times a
week
month
1. Never
4
1
3
10
17
2. Once a month or less
1
7
7
11
25
3. Once a week or several times a month
1
4
13
13
31
4. Daily or several times a week
0
1
2
23
27
Column Total
5
13
25
57
100
Note: The percentages in Table 7 relate to those individuals who gave valid responses to both constituent survey
questions. As such, the column and row totals in this table may differ slightly from the totals shown within
Tables 1 to 6, as these earlier tables focused solely on their respective survey question.

Considering the two ‘frequency of contact’ questions together, it is evident from Table 7 that
4% of the population reported never having contact with anyone either much richer or much
poorer than themselves. It could be argued, therefore, that these 4% of people are unlikely to
have much exposure to inequality through their routine activities. (Their potential exposure to
inequality through other means, specifically through personal networks and through the
media, is considered later in this chapter.)
There is also evidence from Table 7 that some people report having very high exposure to
inequality on one question but no exposure on the other. It can be seen that 10% of people
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across the country reported having very high exposure to others who are much poorer than
themselves (i.e. daily/almost daily contact) but no exposure to others who are much richer
than themselves. In contrast, it can be seen that less than 1% (specifically, just 0.4%) of
people report very high exposure to others who are much richer than themselves (i.e.
daily/almost daily contact) but no exposure to others who are much poorer than themselves.
This represents a notable imbalance between the two forms of exposure and is reflective of
the higher overall exposure to others much poorer (as per Table 4) than to others much richer
(as per Table 1).
It can also be seen from Table 7 that just 9% of responses fall below the diagonal in the table
(i.e. higher frequency of exposure to those much richer than to those much poorer), compared
to 44% above the diagonal (i.e. higher frequency of exposure to those much poorer than to
those much richer). Close to half of the adult population (47%) are placed along the diagonal
of cells, indicating that these people report roughly equivalent levels of exposure to those
much richer and much poorer.
Perhaps the most striking finding from Table 7 is that almost a quarter of the population
(23%) reported coming into contact with people both much richer and much poorer than
themselves on a daily or almost daily basis. This was the most commonly stated combination
of responses across the two survey questions. This indicates that a very sizeable proportion of
the South African population are routinely exposed to inequality through contact with people
who are both appreciably better-off and worse-off than themselves.
Finally, in relation to Table 7, it is evident that nearly all the people who reported
daily/almost daily contact with others much richer than themselves also reported this same
high level of exposure to others much poorer than themselves.4 In contrast, there was a far
greater variation in people’s reported level of contact with those much richer than themselves
amongst the group of people who reported daily/almost daily exposure to those much poorer
than themselves.5
Given the differences between living standards groups shown in Tables 3 and 6, it is also
instructive to consider how people’s combinations of responses (as per Table 7) vary
according to living standards status. Tables 8 to 10 therefore present data on the frequency of
exposure to those much richer and much poorer, but separately according to living standards
(LSM3) group.

4

The 27% of people that reported daily/almost daily contact with people much richer than themselves is
composed of the 23% of people who also reported daily/almost daily exposure to people much poorer, plus 2%
who reported ‘once a week’ of ‘several times a month’, plus 1% who reported ‘once a month’ or less than once
a month’, plus 0.4% who reported ‘never’ having contact with anyone much poorer than themselves.
5
The 57% of people that reported daily/almost daily contact with people much poorer than themselves is
composed of the 23% of people who also reported daily/almost daily exposure to people much richer, plus 13%
who reported ‘once a week’ of ‘several times a month’, plus 11% who reported ‘once a month’ or less than once
a month’, plus 10% who reported ‘never’ having contact with anyone much richer than themselves.
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Table 8: Frequency of exposure to those much richer and much poorer – Low living
standard group
Frequency of exposure to those MUCH
RICHER (4 category)
|
V

1. Never
2. Once a month or less
3. Once a week or several times a month
4. Daily or several times a week
Column Total

Frequency of exposure to those MUCH POORER
(4 category)
1. Never
2. Once a
3. Once a 4. Daily or
month or
week or
several
less
several
times a
times a
week
month
4%
1%
3%
17%
1%
5%
6%
12%
1%
3%
11%
16%
1%
1%
2%
16%
7%
10%
22%
61%

Row Total

26%
25%
31%
19%
100%

Table 9: Frequency of exposure to those much richer and much poorer – Medium living
standard group
Frequency of exposure to those MUCH
RICHER (4 category)
|
V

1. Never
2. Once a month or less
3. Once a week or several times a month
4. Daily or several times a week
Column Total

Frequency of exposure to those MUCH POORER
(4 category)
1. Never
2. Once a
3. Once a
4. Daily or
month or
week or
several
less
several
times a
times a
week
month
4%
1%
3%
9%
0%
7%
8%
12%
1%
2%
12%
15%
0%
1%
1%
24%
6%
12%
24%
59%

Row Total

18%
26%
30%
26%
100%

Table 10: Frequency of exposure to those much richer and much poorer – High living
standard group
Frequency of exposure to those MUCH
RICHER (4 category)
|
V

1. Never
2. Once a month or less
3. Once a week or several times a month
4. Daily or several times a week
Column Total

Frequency of exposure to those MUCH POORER
(4 category)
1. Never
2. Once a
3. Once a
4. Daily or
month or
week or
several
less
several
times a
times a
week
month
2%
1%
1%
4%
0%
10%
6%
8%
0%
5%
16%
9%
0%
2%
5%
30%
3%
18%
28%
51%

Row Total

7%
24%
31%
37%
100%
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Perhaps the most notable finding to draw from Tables 8 to 10 is the incremental increase
from the low to high living standard categories (low-LSM3 to high-LSM3) in the percentage
of people stating they have daily/almost daily contact with others who are both much richer
and much poorer than themselves. It can be seen that 16% of the low living standard group
reported this highest level of exposure on both components, which increases to 24% of the
medium living standard group, and increases further to 30% of the high living standard
group. As such, it appears from this analysis that it is the better-off segment of society (as
defined according to the LSM3 categorisation) which tends to have the highest levels of
exposure to both sides of the income distribution.

3. Constructing a composite exposure measure
Considering people’s responses to the two questions about their frequency of contact with
others much richer and much poorer than themselves, as in Tables 7 to 10, offers a basis for
constructing a categorisation by combined exposure level. Figure 1 graphically depicts how
an exposure categorisation was developed for the purpose of this research.
Figure 1: Categorisation by level of exposure across the two measures
Frequency of exposure to those MUCH
RICHER (4 category)
|
V

1. Never
2. Once a month or less
3. Once a week or several times a month
4. Daily or several times a week

Low exposure
Moderate exposure
High exposure
Extremely high exposure

Frequency of exposure to those MUCH
POORER (4 category)
1. Never
2. Once a 3. Once a 4. Daily
month or week or
or several
less
several
times a
times a
week
month
L
L
L
M
L
L
M
H
L
M
M
H
M
H
H
E

L
M
H
E

The exposure categorisation, referred to here as EXP4, consists of splitting the population
into four groups according to their reported responses on the two survey questions concerning
frequency of exposure to those much richer and much poorer than oneself. The four EXP4
groups are not of equal size, but rather reflect the distribution of response combinations as per
Figure 1 above. The objective of this categorisation exercise was to develop a multi-category
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classification of exposure level that can be used in subsequent analysis.6 In designing the
categorisation, no consideration is given to any factors other than people’s responses to the
two survey questions on frequency of exposure to those much richer and much poorer than
oneself. The allocation of particular cells in Figure 1 into the four categories of exposure was
based upon researcher judgement, taking into consideration the aim of achieving sufficient
numbers of respondents in each of the four categories to permit robust sub-group analysis,
while also aiming to ensure the final categorisation has sufficient face validity7.
Table 11 shows the percentage of people allocated to each of the four levels of the exposure
categorisation. The spread of results across the four categories gives an indication that each
category contains sufficient numbers of respondents to permit analysis of the socio-economic
and demographic composition of each category.
Table 11: EXP4 exposure categorisation
EXP4 exposure categorisation
1. Low exposure (L)
2. Moderate exposure (M)
3. High exposure (H)
4. Extremely high exposure (E)
Total

Percent
16
34
27
23
100

Based on the EXP4 categorisation presented above, it is evident from Table 11 that just under
a quarter of the population (23%) report levels of exposure that may be regarded as
‘extremely high’ and just over a quarter of the population (27%) report levels that may be
regarded as ‘high’. In total, therefore, approximately half the population of South Africa may
be regarded as experiencing ‘high’ or ‘extremely high’ levels of exposure to inequality using
the categorisation developed for this research. In addition to these people, a third of the
population (34%) may be regarded as experiencing ‘moderate’ exposure to inequality whilst
around a sixth of the population (16%) may be regarded as experiencing low exposure to
inequality.
Figure 2 presents an overview of how different socio-economic and demographic groups are
spread across the four categories of exposure to inequality according to the EXP4
classification.

6

A constraining factor in the design of the classification was that each of the constituent categories of exposure
level should encompass sufficient numbers of survey respondents to facilitate robust sub-group analysis. Hence
it was not possible to include a separate group that reported never having contact on either measure, as the
numbers of such responses were not sufficiently large.
7
There is, of course, a latent assumption in this categorisation that it is total frequency of exposure that matters,
not simply exposure to either those much poorer or much richer. This will be tested empirically in future
research using multivariate analysis, especially in relation to its bearing on inequality beliefs and redistributive
preferences.
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Figure 2: Levels of exposure to inequality by population characteristics
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In addition to the visual depiction of levels of exposure offered by Figure 2, it is also possible
to ascertain whether certain groups exhibit statistically significant differences in patterns of
results compared to other groups by running ANOVAs and post-hoc Scheffe tests. In order to
run these statistical tests, the EXP4 scores are converted into numerical values, with ‘low
exposure’ being allocated a value of 1; ‘moderate exposure’ being allocated a value of 2;
‘high exposure’ being allocated a value of 3; and ‘extremely high exposure’ being allocated a
value of 4. The ANOVAs and post-hoc Scheffe tests provide an indication of whether the
group means are significantly different from one another and, as such, provide additional
information to complement the visual depiction of patterns across groups presented in Figure
2.
In terms of gender-based analysis, it is evident that a slightly greater percentage of men
(26%) than women (21%) report ‘extremely high’ exposure. Furthermore, when the group
means are compared using ANOVA and the post-hoc Scheffe test, men were on average
likely to have significantly higher levels of exposure than females (p<0.05), though it is
important not to overstate the scale of variation, which could be considered relatively modest
in character.
With regards to population group differences, it can be seen that between 21% and 24% of
black African, coloured and white adults are classified as experiencing ‘extremely high
exposure’ on the EXP4 measure, whereas approximately 32% of the Indian/Asian adults are
classified as such. However, when the group means are assessed, the only significant
population group difference is between the coloured and white adults, with coloured adults
exhibiting a significantly higher level of exposure than white adults (p<0.05).
Analysis across the three living standards (LSM3) groups shows an incremental increase in
the percentage of people experiencing ‘extremely high exposure’ on the EXP4 measure, from
a value of 16% for the low living standard (LSM3-1) group, through 24% for the medium
living standard (LSM3-2) group, to 30% for the high living standard (LSM3-3) group. The
statistical tests of group means reveal that both the high and medium living standard groups
have significantly higher exposure than the low living standard group (p<0.05 and p<0.05,
respectively), while the difference between the ‘high LSM’ and ‘medium LSM’ groups does
not achieve significance at the 95% level (p=0.53).
In relation to people’s perceived difficulty in ‘making ends meet’, denoted by the acronym
‘DMEM’ in Figure 2, a higher proportion of those who reported it to be ‘very easy’ or ‘fairly
easy’ to make ends meet are classified as experiencing ‘extremely high exposure’ when
compared to those who reported it to be more difficult to make ends meet. The data are
particularly striking for the group who reported it to be ‘very easy’ to make ends meet, with
43% of these South Africans being classified as experiencing ‘extremely high exposure’. The
statistical tests also indicate that people who reported finding it ‘very easy’ to make ends
meet have significantly higher levels of exposure than those who reported finding it ‘very
difficult’ (p<0.05), ‘fairly difficult’ (p<0.001) and ‘neither easy nor difficult’ (p<0.05) to
make ends meet. Furthermore, the tests indicate that those who reported finding it ‘fairly
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easy’ to make ends meet have significantly higher exposure than people who reported finding
it ‘fairly difficult’ (p<0.001). Finally, the data also indicate that those who reported finding it
‘very difficult’ to make ends meet have significantly higher exposure than those who reported
finding it ‘fairly difficult’, however, it is difficult to interpret this in the context of the general
pattern of results observed here.
With regards to type of geographic location (GeoType), as might be expected given the
results presented earlier in this chapter, people living in urban areas tend to have higher
exposure to inequality than people living in rural areas. Figure 2 also reveals distinctions
between the different types of urban and rural areas. Firstly, a greater proportion of people
living in urban informal areas are classified as experiencing ‘high’ and ‘extremely high’
levels of exposure than is seen for people living in urban formal areas. Secondly, a greater
percentage of people living on rural farms are classified as having ‘extremely high’ levels of
exposure than is seen for people living in rural former homeland areas. The statistical tests of
differences between group means reveal that the urban formal and urban informal groups are
not significantly different from one another at the p<0.05 level, but both these urban groups
experience significantly higher exposure to inequality than people living in rural former
homeland areas. No significant differences are observed in relation to rural farm dwellers
relative to the other three groups.
Finally, in relation to differences by age, the percentage of people classified as experiencing
‘low exposure’ increases incrementally from the youngest age group through to the oldest age
group. In addition, the percentage of those in the two oldest age groups experiencing
‘extremely high’ exposure to inequality can be seen to be lower than all the other age groups.
In terms of comparisons of group means, the only statistically significant differences relate to
comparisons of the oldest age group with certain younger age groups, with the oldest group
exhibiting a significantly lower exposure than the 45-54 age group (p<0.01) and the 25-34
age group (p<0.05).
Looking across the results presented and discussed above, the new EXP4 categorisation can
be regarded as providing a new summary measure of the level of exposure to inequality
experienced as people go about their daily lives. Analysis of the composition of the four
categories on this new measure reveals that the people with higher living standards typically
experience higher levels of exposure than people with lower living standards. However, there
is also some evidence that people living in urban areas typically experience higher levels of
exposure to inequality than people living in rural areas. Future research can examine this
through multivariate analysis. The EXP4 measure is used as a classification method when
undertaking subgroup analyses throughout the remainder of this Working Paper.
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4. Mechanisms of exposure to inequality
In addition to exploring the frequency with which people are exposed to inequality through
interpersonal contact, as described above, an associated objective of this research programme
was to examine the mechanisms through which people might experience inequality. These
mechanisms may include the types of activity through which people experience interpersonal
contact and also the potential role that the media may play in exposing people to inequality
within South Africa. These various mechanisms are the focus of the following analysis. The
analysis here in Section 4 considers the extent to which people experience inequality whilst
undertaking certain routine activities, such as whilst going shopping, whilst travelling
between places, or whilst spending time with family and friends. The analysis then proceeds
in Section 5 to consider people’s potential exposure to inequality through their close personal
networks in more detail. Finally, the analysis concludes in Section 6 with an investigation of
the role of the media in exposing people to inequality within South Africa.
Two survey questions were designed and fielded in the 2017 round of SASAS to explore the
types of routine activity that people might regard as important for exposing them to
inequalities in South Africa:
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Two points should be noted in relation to the above questions. Firstly, people are asked to
select activities through which they have regular contact with others much richer or much
poorer than themselves, thus placing an emphasis on activities where the frequency of
exposure to inequality is relatively high. Secondly, the notion of ‘contact’ is again expressed
as encompassing both direct verbal communication and broader non-verbal contact such as
direct visual observation of evidence of inequalities. These forms of contact can both be
regarded as types of personal experience of inequality and, as such, are distinct from
exposure through the media which is considered later in this analysis.
Figure 3 (overleaf) shows the percentage of people who reported regular contact with others
much richer and much poorer than themselves for each of the specified activities.
It is evident that shopping is the most commonly stated activity through which people have
regular contact with others who are much richer than themselves and also with others who are
much poorer than themselves. Over half the population (52%) of the population reported
coming into regular contact with others much richer than themselves whilst out shopping,
while just under half the population (45%) reported coming into regular contact with people
much poorer than themselves whilst undertaking this particular routine activity. It is worth
noting that shopping in South Africa constitutes not only a necessary activity to purchase
basic provisions for households but represents one of the most commonly reported forms of
leisure activity. This is especially true of visits to larger shopping centres, which include
restaurants, cinemas and children’s entertainment facilities as well as general supermarkets
and specialist retail shops. The centrality of shopping for leisure is not only due to a deeprooted consumerist culture among South Africans, but also partly a reflection of it
representing a relatively safe space in which to socialise, given the challenge of crime facing
the country.
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Figure 3: Activities through which people have contact with others much richer and
much poorer

Travelling by public transport or in a private vehicle was the second most commonly stated
activity through which people had regular contact with others much richer (35%) and much
poorer (38%) than themselves. Other notable activities depicted in Figure 3 include ‘working
or seeking work’, with approximately 30% of the population stating they come into contact
with those much richer and much poorer whilst undertaking this activity, as well as ‘visiting
friends or family’ and attending ‘worship’. Although ‘studying’ does not rank particularly
highly when considering responses across all age groups, analysis of the underlying data
reveals that this is an important mechanism through which the youngest age group
experiences inequality: over half (52%) of the 16-19 age group stated that they have regular
contact with people much poorer than themselves whilst studying, and just under half of this
age group (46%) state they have regular contact with people much richer than themselves
whilst studying.
A rank order analysis of the various activities represented in Figure 3 reveals shopping to be
the most commonly reported activity for many categories of the population, both in terms of
exposure to those much richer and exposure to those much poorer. For instance, analysis by
demographic characteristics shows that shopping is highlighted most commonly by both
males and females, and by all age groups except those aged 16-19 (where the most commonly
stated response was whilst studying). Shopping was also most commonly reported amongst
the Black African, Indian/Asian and White population groups. Amongst members of the
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Coloured population group, shopping was most commonly mentioned in relation to exposure
to those much poorer than oneself, but ‘travelling by public transport or in a private vehicle’
was most commonly stated in relation to exposure to those much richer than oneself.
Irrespective of whether people lived in urban formal areas, urban informal areas, rural former
homelands, or rural formal farms, shopping was the most commonly stated activity in terms
of both exposure to those much richer and exposure to those much poorer. This was also the
case for people across all three LSM groups. When assessed in terms of people’s perceived
difficulty in making ends meet, shopping was highlighted most commonly for all groups
except those who stated it was ‘very easy’ to make ends meet, with these respondents
highlighting ‘travelling by public transport or in a private vehicle’ most commonly for both
exposure to those much richer and those much poorer.
People’s responses to these two survey questions concerning routine activities can also be
cross-referenced with the four-way classification of frequency of exposure to inequality that
was developed above. Amongst each of the ‘low’, ‘moderate’, ‘high’ and ‘extremely high’
exposure groups, shopping was the most commonly stated activity through which people
reported coming into contact with others much richer than themselves. Shopping was also the
most commonly stated activity through which people came into contact with others much
poorer than themselves for the ‘low’, ‘moderate’ and ‘high’ exposure groups. However,
amongst the ‘extremely high’ exposure group, ‘travel by public transport or in a private
vehicle’ was the most commonly stated activity for having contact with those much poorer.
This analysis of the activities through which people come into contact with others of notably
different socio-economic status to themselves therefore provides some revealing insights into
the mechanisms of exposure to inequality.
In addition to enabling the identification of activities through which people most commonly
experience inequality, as above, these same two survey questions also provide an insight into
the variety of ways in which individuals experience inequality. By calculating the average
number of activities that people select on the survey showcard, it is possible to examine
whether certain groups of people tend to experience a greater variety in their pattern of
exposure to inequality, when compared to other groups. It is also possible to examine whether
the average number of activities selected varies between the two survey questions. In other
words, does contact with those much richer than oneself typically occur in a more (or less)
varied set of activities than contact with those much poorer than oneself?
Table 12 shows the number of activities chosen per respondent across each of the two survey
questions. The data in the table relate to those respondents who stated they had contact during
one or more activities for the respective question. Those who stated they had no contact in
any of the activities or who did not answer the question are excluded from Table 12. The
maximum number of activities selected by a respondent on the question about contact with
those much richer was eight, while the maximum number of activities selected by a
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respondent on the question about contact with those much poorer was nine. The bottom row
in the table shows the mean number of activities selected per question.
Table 12: Number of contact-related activities chosen per respondent
Number of
activities
selected
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
Mean
number of
activities
selected

Contact with those
much richer
Percent
Cum.%
38
38
25
63
26
89
7
95
3
99
1
100
0
100
0
100

2.16

Contact with those
much poorer
Percent
Cum.%
32
32
25
57
28
85
9
94
4
98
1
99
0
100
0
100
0
100
2.34

It can be seen from Table 12 that the vast majority of people selected one, two or three
activities from the respective lists on both activity-related questions: 89% of people selected
between one and three activities in terms of their contact with others much richer than
themselves, whilst 85% of people selected between one and three activities in terms of their
contact with others much poorer than themselves. On both questions, more people selected a
single activity (38% for contact with those richer; 32% for contact with those poorer) than
selected any larger number of activities8. Whilst the vast majority chose between one and
three activities, it can also be seen that a small minority of people selected four or more
activities. The figures suggest that although a sizeable minority of people chose a single
activity on both questions, most people chose at least two activities, and some people chose
as many as eight or nine activities on a given question. This indicates that people are typically
exposed to inequality in a variety of different ways as they go about their daily lives.
It is also evident from Table 12 that people typically picked slightly more activities for the
question about exposure to the poor (mean of 2.34 activities) than for the question about
exposure to the rich (mean of 2.16 activities). Analysis was also undertaken to test whether
different groups of the population tended to select different numbers of activities for each of
the questions. In terms of demographic factors, there were no clear significant differences
between the sexes and no clear patterns emerged in terms of differences between the age
groups. With regards to population group, the Indian/Asian group reported a significantly
higher variety of activities on both questions than any of the other three population groups,
while the White group reported a significantly lower variety of activities than the other three
8

Although the questions allow people to choose as many options as they wished, we acknowledge that there is
the possibility that some people felt they should only choose one response and/or that people opted to list the
most important activity only.
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groups on the question relating to contact with others much poorer than oneself. In terms of
GeoType, people in ‘urban formal’ areas reported a significantly more varied list of activities
on both questions than those in ‘rural former homeland’ areas and those in ‘rural formal
farm’ areas.
In terms of people’s own socio-economic status, there is no clear pattern of differences
between the different categories of people on the ‘difficulty of making ends meet’ question,
but there are significant differences between the LSM3 categories. People in the ‘high LSM’
group reported a significantly higher variety of activities than people in either the ‘moderate
LSM’ or ‘low LSM’ groups, both in terms of contact with those much richer than oneself and
also in terms of contact with people much poorer than oneself.
Finally, when the mean number of activities is analysed alongside the four-way exposure
categorisation developed above, the results show that significant differences exist between all
four exposure groups on each of the two activity-related questions. It is evident that those
people classified as having ‘low exposure’ according to their frequency of interactions report
the lowest mean number of activities on both activity-related questions. Those classified as
having ‘moderate exposure’ report significantly greater variety of activities than those in the
‘low exposure’ category, while those in the ‘high exposure’ category report significantly
greater variety of activities than those in the ‘moderate exposure’ category. Those people in
the ‘extremely high exposure’ category report the highest mean number of activities on both
activity-related questions, and these figures are seen to represent a significantly greater
variety of activities than those in the ‘high exposure’ category. This analysis therefore reveals
that those people who reported the highest frequencies of interactions with those much richer
and much poorer than themselves (as reflected in the four-way exposure classification) also
tend to experience inequality through the greatest variety of mechanisms as they go about
their daily lives.
In summary, therefore, the results presented here reveal that shopping is widely viewed as
being an important mechanism through which people are exposed to inequality as they go
about their lives. There was remarkable consistency of agreement across different population
subgroups on the importance of shopping in this regard. Travelling, working and visiting
friends and family were also commonly selected activities, whilst studying was highlighted
particularly commonly amongst the youngest age group. There was also evidence that people,
on the whole, tend to feel they are exposed to inequality through a variety of different
mechanisms, with most people selecting up to three activities, but some people selecting up
to nine different activities. People with the higher living standards tended to choose a greater
variety of mechanisms of exposure, as did those people who reported the higher frequencies
of exposure to inequality.
The analysis now moves on to consider one particular mechanism through which people may
be exposed to inequality, namely through their close family and friendship networks.
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5. Experiencing inequality through personal networks
As noted above, a sizeable minority of people reported coming into contact with others either
much richer or much poorer than themselves whilst either ‘visiting friends or family’ or
‘spending time at home with my family’. However, these two categories do not fully
encompass all types of exposure people may experience through their close family and
friendship networks, as people may, for instance, go shopping with friends or family who are
much richer or much poorer than them, and so the activity categories are not necessarily
mutually exclusive. The decision to undertake some dedicated analysis on the subject of
people’s personal networks was motivated by some of the emerging findings from the focus
groups that were undertaken as part of this research programme. For example, some focus
group participants compared and contrasted their own financial resources with those of
family members living many miles away in the rural former homeland areas, particularly
those in the Eastern Cape province.
Two questions were designed for and fielded in the 2017 round of SASAS to explore the role
that people’s personal networks may play in shaping their exposure to inequality. The
questions were designed to facilitate an analysis of the level of homogeneity/heterogeneity in
socio-economic status amongst people’s personal networks. The question response options
are broader than might have ideally been the case (e.g. responses such as ‘some’ and ‘many’
might be regarded as overly simplistic), but this was deemed necessary at the questionnaire
design stage due to the need to ensure all survey items were cognitively manageable for
respondents. These two questions complement the earlier analysis concerning the activities
through which people reported having regular contact with others much richer and much
poorer than themselves. The earlier activity-related questions specifically asked about regular
contact, whilst the two questions concerning people’s personal networks do not specify that
contact should necessarily be regular.

Page 29 of 89

The results from these two questions are presented in Table 13. Those people who answered
‘do not know’ to either question are included in the table as these figures provide an insight
into the extent to which people feel able to compare themselves against their friends, family
and other personal contacts. It can be seen that 5% of people reported ‘do not know’ to the
question about those with incomes much higher than their own, while 9% reported ‘do not
know’ to the question about those with incomes much lower than their own. From this we can
infer that the vast majority of people felt able to comment on the household incomes of those
in their personal networks.
Table 13:
How many of your friends,
extended family or
neighbours have a
household income that is:
1. All or nearly all
2. Many
3. Some
4. None
8. (Do not know)
Total

Much higher
than your own
household
(per cent)
3
35
52
5
5
100

Much lower
than your own
household
(per cent)
4
26
53
8
9
100

The most commonly provided answer across these two questions was that ‘some’ members of
people’s personal networks had incomes much higher than their own and much lower than
their own, with just over half the population responding in this way to each question. This is
perhaps not overly surprising given the broad nature of the possible response categories and
given the findings discussed above concerning the frequency of exposure to inequality.
Perhaps more noteworthy is the finding that 35% of people reported ‘many’ members of their
personal networks had household incomes much higher than their own, while 26% reported
‘many’ members had household incomes much lower than their own. In addition to these
figures, relatively small percentages of people report that ‘all or nearly all’ of their close
personal networks have very different household incomes to their own.
Finally, relatively small proportions of people stated that ‘none’ of their close personal
networks have very different household incomes to their own, which is again broadly as one
might expect given the earlier analysis in this chapter.
Looking across the two questions, the vast majority of people report having at least some
personal contacts who have much higher and much lower household incomes than their own.
The qualitative work undertaken as part of this research programme provided new insights
into how people’s lived experiences of inequality can be shaped by their interactions with
close family and friends. The quantitative results presented here in this chapter complement
the qualitative findings by showing that, across the country as a whole, most people are
exposed to inequality through their personal networks.
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Having considered inequality experienced through direct personal experiences, the focus now
turns to consider the role of the media in shaping people’s lived experiences of inequality.

6. The role of the media in conveying information about inequality
One of the recommendations that emerged from the ESRC/NRF Pathfinder project that
preceded this study was that future research should consider the role of the media in shaping
people’s lived experiences of inequality. In order to begin to address the evidence gap in this
area of study, two new survey questions were designed for incorporation into the 2017 round
of SASAS. During the survey module design phase, members of the research team
acknowledged that ‘the role of the media’ was a concept which might prove cognitively
challenging for respondents. The questions were therefore constructed to be similar to the
preceding questions on inter-personal contact, with one question being concerned with the
lives of people much richer than oneself, and another question concerned with the lives of
people much poorer than oneself. The definition of what constitutes ‘the media’ is also
explicitly stated in the question wording to ensure that people consider the breadth of possible
media formats that might be available to them. The definition of ‘the media’ includes the
plethora of social media platforms that exist today as well as the more traditional media
platforms such as television, radio and printed media.

The results across the two media-related questions are presented in Table 14. In addition to
showing the detailed breakdown of results for each response category, from ‘strongly agree’
through to ‘strongly disagree’, as well as ‘do not know’, the table also shows combined
subtotals for ‘agree + strongly agree’ and ‘disagree + strongly disagree’ in the final two rows.
The first noteworthy fact apparent from Table 14 is that, on both questions, just 3% of people
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answered ‘do not know’. This provides a degree of confirmation that the wording of the
questions was cognitively manageable for almost all respondents.
Table 14: The role of the media in exposing people to inequality
The media shows me what life
is like for people with…
1. Strongly agree
2. Agree
3. Neither agree nor disagree
4. Disagree
5. Strongly disagree
8. (Do not know)
Total
Agree + Strongly agree
Disagree + Strongly disagree

Much higher
incomes than me
(per cent)
21
51
16
5
3
3
100
73
8

Much lower
incomes than me
(per cent)
18
51
17
8
3
3
100
69
11

It is evident from Table 14 that most people think the media does give them an insight into
the lives of people both much richer and poorer than themselves. In terms of illustrating the
types of lifestyles enjoyed by people much richer than oneself, 73% of people agreed or
strongly agreed that the media did provide this portrayal, whilst just 8% disagreed or strongly
disagreed. The figures are similar for people’s views on the role of the media in illustrating
the lifestyles of people much poorer than oneself, with 69% agreeing or strongly agreeing
that the media plays a role in this regard, compared to just 11% that disagreed or strongly
disagreed. Overall, therefore, these statistics suggest that people’s lived experiences of
inequality may be shaped not only by their direct exposure to signs of poverty and/or
affluence as they go about their daily lives, but also by their indirect exposure through the
media.
To test if certain groups of the population exhibited particularly strong results on either of the
two media-related questions, mean response scores were calculated per group (excluding
those cases that responded ‘do not know’) and a series of ANOVAs with post-hoc Scheffe
tests were performed. In terms of differences by demographic characteristics, there are no
significant differences by gender and no clear pattern of differences between the age groups.
The only significant differences between the population groups is that those in the
Indian/Asian group show significantly higher agreement on these questions than the other
three population groups.
People in ‘urban informal’ areas show the highest levels of agreement on both questions but
the results are not significantly different to those for people in ‘urban formal’ areas. In terms
of the role played by the media in portraying the lives of people much poorer than oneself,
people in ‘urban informal’ areas show a significantly greater agreement than people in ‘rural
former homelands’ and ‘rural formal farms’. People in ‘urban formal’ areas also exhibit
greater agreement that those in ‘rural former homeland’ areas. In terms of the role played by
the media in portraying the lives of people much richer than oneself, people in ‘urban
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informal’ and ‘urban formal’ show significantly greater agreement than people in ‘rural
formal farms’, but the differences with people in ‘rural former homeland’ areas is not
significant at the p<0.05 level.
There is no clear pattern of results according to people’s perceived ability to ‘make ends
meet’, but there is evidence of a gradient of responses across the LSM3 categories. Those in
the ‘high LSM’ group show the greatest agreement on both media-related questions, the
‘medium LSM’ group shows the second-highest agreement on both questions, while the ‘low
LSM’ group shows the least agreement on both questions. The ‘high LSM’ group shows a
significantly higher agreement than the ‘low LSM’ group on both questions (but the
differences between the ‘high LSM’ and ‘medium LSM’ groups are not significantly different
on either question). The ‘medium LSM’ group also exhibits significantly higher agreement
than the ‘low LSM’ group in terms of the role the media plays in portraying the lives of
people much poorer than oneself (but not on the question about the portrayal of the lives of
those much richer). There is some evidence, therefore, that ‘better-off’ people have a greater
exposure to inequality through the media than people who are faring less well. Analysis of
the underlying data reveals that people in the better-off LSM groups have higher rates of TV
ownership and higher rates of internet access. It may be, therefore, that people with greater
access to different media platforms have greater appreciation of the role the media plays in
portraying inequality. Further analysis of the data reveals that people who own a TV do
indeed show significantly greater agreement on both media-related questions than those who
do not own a TV. However, there are no statistically significant differences between people
who do and do not have internet access. This may suggest that the medium of TV is an
important mechanism for exposing people to inequality, although further multivariate
analysis would be required to confirm this.
Finally in relation to the two questions concerning the role of the media, average response
scores can be compared across the four-way categorisation of exposure developed earlier in
this chapter. The purpose of this particular analysis is to explore the degree to which people’s
experiences through the media correspond with their experiences through inter-personal
contact. Again, an analysis using ANOVAs and post-hoc Scheffe tests facilitates comparison
across the groups. The results of this analysis reveal that people categorised as experiencing
‘extremely high’ inter-personal exposure to inequality also report significantly greater
agreement on both media-related questions than people in any of the other three exposure
categories. Furthermore, people in the ‘high’ exposure category report significantly greater
agreement on both media questions than people in the ‘moderate’ and ‘low’ exposure
categories. No significant differences were observed between the ‘moderate’ and ‘low’
exposure categories. These findings are important because they suggest that the role of the
media in shaping people’s experiences of inequality follows a broadly similar pattern to that
observed earlier with regard to interpersonal contact, in that it is the people with the highest
inter-personal exposure to inequality that also report the highest exposure through the media.
Although further research is warranted to test these possible associations at a multivariate
level, the bivariate results presented here do not indicate that the media counteracts
interpersonal contact, but rather that the two dynamics work broadly in parallel.
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7. Conclusion
One of the central objectives of this research programme was to develop the evidence base
concerning the ways in which people experience inequality as they go about their daily lives.
In the ESRC/NRF Pathfinder project that preceded this current research programme, 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 direct 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. The
outcome of this was that people living in poor areas that were located close to rich areas (or
rich areas located close to poor areas) were assumed to have greater exposure to inequality
then people living in poor areas surrounded by other poor areas (or rich areas surrounded by
other rich areas). 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).
The analyses presented in this Working Paper provide new insights into the ways in which
people experience inequality as they go about their daily lives. These new insights relate to
the frequency with which people come into contact with others much richer and/or much
poorer than themselves; the types of routine activities that people identify as being important
for exposing them to people much richer and/or much poorer than themselves; the extent to
which people identify as being exposed to inequality through their close friendship and
family networks and their neighbours; and, finally, the extent to which people believe the
media plays a role in exposing them to inequality.
A number of key findings were identified in relation to the questions around people’s
frequency of exposure to inequality. First, it is evident that exposure to people much poorer
than oneself appears to be far more prevalent across South Africa than exposure to people
much richer than oneself. Second, there are observable gradients across living standard
(LSM3) categories on both survey questions, with high-frequency exposure to much richer
people being most prevalent amongst the better-off segment of society, whereas highfrequency exposure to much poorer people is most prevalent amongst the least well-off
segment of society. Third, exposure to those much richer than oneself tends to be higher
amongst urban dwellers than rural dwellers, irrespective of living standard category, but these
urban/rural differentials are not readily apparent in terms of exposure to those much poorer
than oneself.
When the two questions concerning frequency of exposure were considered together, a
particularly striking finding was that almost a quarter of the population (23%) reported
coming into contact with people both much richer and much poorer than themselves on a
daily or almost daily basis. This was indeed the most commonly stated combination of
responses across the two survey questions. This indicates that a very sizeable proportion of
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the South African population are routinely exposed to inequality through inter-personal
contact with people who are both appreciably better-off and worse-off than themselves.
The new EXP4 categorisation that was developed from the two component questions
concerning frequency of exposure can be regarded as providing a new summary measure of
the level of exposure to inequality experienced as people go about their daily lives. The
analysis of the composition of the four categories on this new measure revealed that people
with higher living standards typically experienced higher levels of exposure than people with
lower living standards. However, there was also some evidence that people living in urban
areas (both urban formal and urban informal) typically experience higher levels of exposure
to inequality than people living in rural areas.
The analysis of the routine activities through which people are exposed to inequality revealed
shopping to be particularly important. Remarkable consistency was found across different
population subgroups on the role that shopping plays in this regard. Travelling, working and
visiting friends and family were also commonly selected activities, whilst studying was
highlighted particularly commonly amongst the youngest age group. There was also evidence
that people, on the whole, tend to feel they are exposed to inequality through a variety of
different mechanisms, with most people selecting up to three activities, but some people
selecting up to nine different activities. People with the higher living standards tended to
choose a greater variety of mechanisms of exposure, as did those people who reported the
higher frequencies of exposure to inequality.
When the focus turned to consider people’s exposure to inequality through their personal
contact networks, the vast majority of people report having at least some personal contacts
who have much higher and much lower household incomes than their own. The quantitative
results presented here in this Working Paper therefore complement the qualitative findings by
showing that, across the country as a whole, almost all people are exposed to inequality
through their personal networks.
Finally, most people think the media does give them an insight into the lives of people both
much richer and poorer than themselves. Only a small proportion of the population disagreed
with this. These findings suggest that people’s lived experiences of inequality may be shaped
not only by their direct exposure to signs of poverty and/or affluence as they go about their
daily lives, but also by their indirect exposure through the media. The analysis also showed
that there is some evidence that ‘better-off’ people have a greater exposure to inequality
through the media than people who are faring less well. This may partly be a function of
better-off people having greater access to the media, and indeed the analysis suggests that the
medium of TV may be an important mechanism for exposing people to inequality.
The analysis presented here also suggests the role of the media in shaping people’s
experiences of inequality follows a broadly similar pattern to that observed with regard to
interpersonal contact, in that it is the people with the highest inter-personal exposure to
inequality that also report the highest exposure through the media. Although further research
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is warranted to test these possible associations at a multivariate level, the bivariate results
presented here do not indicate that the media counteracts interpersonal contact, but rather that
the two dynamics work broadly in parallel.
As stated in the introduction to this Working Paper, the objective was to explore how, where
and when people experience 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 frequency with
which people come into contact with others of vastly different income status to themselves,
the types of activities through which this contact occurs, and the role of the media in
exposing people to the lives of others. 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 people’s lived
experiences of inequality 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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Appendices
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Appendix 1. 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
1
Age group
2
Top bottom now
3
Top bottom growing up
4
House cluster town house
5
Water in the house/plot
6
Flush toilet
7
Fridge
8
Cellphones 3+
9
Cellphones 2
10
TV set
11
Highest education
12
Microwave
13
Kitchen sink
14
Electric stove
15
No domestic worker
16
Washing machine
17
Motor vehicle
18
Vacuum cleaner
19
Pay tv
20
DVD player
21
Hot water geyser
22
Home security service
23
Home theatre system
24
Computer
25
None or 1 radio
26
Home telephone
27
Swimming pool
28
Deep freezer
29
Make ends meet
30
Air conditioner
31
Tumble dryer
32
Dishwasher
33
Marital status
34
Perceived class
35
Current employment
36
Anticipated poverty
37
Anticipated health
38
Income hh
39
Income pers

Impute variable for LSM
Non LSM input
Non LSM input
Non LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
Non LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
LSM input
Non LSM input
Non LSM input
Non LSM input
Non LSM input
Non LSM input
Non LSM input
Non LSM input

Percentage missing
0.23%
0.49%
0.49%
1.60%
1.60%
1.63%
1.86%
1.86%
1.86%
1.96%
1.99%
1.99%
2.02%
2.05%
2.15%
2.18%
2.22%
2.22%
2.25%
2.28%
2.31%
2.31%
2.31%
2.35%
2.35%
2.35%
2.38%
2.41%
2.45%
2.45%
2.51%
2.54%
2.77%
3.55%
3.78%
4.73%
7.24%
19.37%
28.17%

Model form
Ordered logit
Ordered logit
Ordered logit
Standard/binary logit
Standard/binary logit
Standard/binary logit
Standard/binary logit
Standard/binary logit
Standard/binary logit
Standard/binary logit
Ordered logit
Standard/binary logit
Standard/binary logit
Standard/binary logit
Standard/binary logit
Standard/binary logit
Standard/binary logit
Standard/binary logit
Standard/binary logit
Standard/binary logit
Standard/binary logit
Standard/binary logit
Standard/binary logit
Standard/binary logit
Standard/binary logit
Standard/binary logit
Standard/binary logit
Standard/binary logit
Ordered logit
Standard/binary logit
Standard/binary logit
Standard/binary logit
Ordered logit
Ordered logit
Ordered logit
Ordered logit
ordered logit
ordered logit
ordered logit
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Appendix 2 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
1. Very difficult
2. Fairly difficult
3. Neither easy nor difficult
4. Fairly easy
5. Very easy
Missing

Percent
30
33
22
11
3
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
1. No income
2. R1 - R500
3. R501 - R750
4. R751 - R1 000
5. R1 001-R1 500
6. R1 501 - R2 000
7. R2 001 - R3 000
8. R3 001 - R5 000
9. R5 001 - R7 500
10. R7 501 - R10 000
11. R10 001 - R15 000
12. R15 001 - R20 000
13. R20 001 - R30 000
14. R30 001 - R50 000
15. R 50 001 +
97. (Refuse to answer)
98. (Uncertain/Don't know)
99. (No answer)

Percent
2
2
2
3
7
10
12
12
6
4
4
3
2
2
1
14
14
1

Cum.%
2
4
6
9
16
26
38
49
55
59
62
65
68
69
70
85
99
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

Page 41 of 89

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
Assumed
Monthly
amount

Band

Range

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 nonmissing 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 3. SASAS 2017 Questionnaire
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