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1. Introduction
1.1. Overview

This Working Paper has beproduced as part of the ESRC/NiRIhded research
programmed Ch a n g i “Spatiarequalites: Population change and the lived
experience of inequality in urban South Afri

The research programme as a whole consists of a series of discreterlyaita@otstrands of
work, utilising both quantitative and qualitative methodologies to provide new insights into
peoplebs |lived experiences of inequality 1in

The analytical focus of this Working Papgionthe ways in which people view theatges
and their neighbourhoods in the context of a highly unequal South African sdtiety
encompasses an analysis of attitudes towiaetpialityandpreferences for different redress
policy options.The findings presented here are based on a quargtitatalysis of a new
module of survey questions that was desigaedart othis research programme antlich
wasfielded in the 2017 round of the South African Social Attitudes Survey (SASAS).

The findings presented and discussed here are primargy lomsunivariate and bivariate
analysis, as the objective in this Working Paper is to convey the substantial breadth of new
information collated through the SASAS module. Furtheteépth multivariate analysis of
particular facets of this research will peblished separately, including in peerviewed
academic journals.

1.2. Background to the study

The present research programimglds upon an earlidSRC/NRF Pathfinder project
(ES/1034889/1whiche x pl or ed peopl ebds aptiandfareddess;y t o i neog
thatearlierstudyp e opl eds Oexposurebd to inequality was
of people and the types of places that they encountered as they undertook their routine daily
activities. It was therefore assumed that people doellexposed to inequality through

personal interactions with people and/or though visual appreciation of the contrasts between
affluence and poverty in the geographical areas that they spent their time or through which

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

not be empirically validated due to a lacksoftable datan the ways in which people

experience inequalittMcLennan et al., 20147t 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 sometbi information gaps that had been identifigitLennan et al.,

2014) Informatong aps wer e i dentified both in terms o
whered people experience inequality as well
of inequality shape the ways in which they go about their daily lives. This current ESRC/NRF
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resarch programme was therefore designed to contribute towards delivering on the
recommendations from the earlier ESRC/NRF Pathfinder study.

Theresearclstudy consists of four mainorkstreams(1) Mapping the changing geographies

of inequality across SomtAfrica, usingCensus data and geographical information systems

(GIS) techniques; (2) a qualitative analysipotd o pl eds | i ved experience:
attitudes to inequality and thgreferences fopotentialredress options, drawing on new

primary data collected through 15 focus groups undertaken in the City of Cape Town
metropolitan municipality; (3) a quantitatiyv
inequality, their attitudes to inequality and th&apport foredress options, drawiran new

primary data collected through SASAS; and (4) a quantitative analysis of the extent to which
peoplebs attitudes to inequality are shaped
combination of Census data and SASAS data.

This Working Papr contributes tavorkstreanthreeset outabove.The objectiveis to gain a
better understanding dbw people view themselves and their neighbourhoods in the context
of a highly unequal South African sociey furtherworking paper also contributes to
informing workstream threby using SASAS to explofegow, where and when people
experience inequality as they go about their daily lives

1.3. Research questions and survey specification

The broad overarching research ohjexof gaining a bettannderstanding diow peple
feel about themselves and their local areas in the context of a highly unequal South African
societycan be broken down into four specific research questions:

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

2. How do people feel the standard of living in their neighbourhood/village compares to
other areas locally and nationally?

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

4. To what extent do people exhibit an aversion to inequality and how supportive are
they of potential redress options?

This Working Paper therefore focusespmople attitudes to inequality and options for
redress

1.4. Data description

As has been indicated, the analysis presented in this papehe2€4.7 round of th&outh
African Social Attitudes Survey (SASAS)

SASAS isa nationally representative, repeated cisEssgional survey that investigates public
attitudes, beliefs, behaviopatterns and values in the country. The SASAS series has been
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administered by the Human Sciences Research Council (HSRC) on an annual basis since
2003. The target population for the sureeynprisesndividuals aged 16 and over who live

in private residece (households, hostels and other structures). People living in special
institutions such as hospitals and prisons were excluded from the samiptal, 3,067

people were interviewed duringetl2017 round of SASAStudy. The final dataset was
benchmarked and weighted to the latest-y@dr population estimates released by Statistics
South Africa. When weighted, these sampled respondents repres&¥ 328 South
Africansagedl6 years and oldeFull methodologichdetails on the survey sampling
methodology are available from the SASAS weBsite

Apart from a standard set of demographic and background variabl&A8#S

guestionnaire contasra core modulepne or more rotating modules on specific themes, and

one or more bespoke modules designed for particular research projects or designed to inform
specific research objectiveEhe series relies on fate-face interviewing using a papand

pencil survey design, and the English source questionnaires areté@msia and

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

by the HSRCO6s Research Ethics Committee (REC
informed consent, while written permission for young South Africass than 18 years is

also secured from their parents/guardians.

For the purpose of thigresentesearch programme, a newig&m module of questionsas

designed to exploreow, when and where people experience inequality (i.e. the focus of th
accompanmgWor ki ng Paper), and peopleds attitudes
(i.e. the focus of tis particulatWorking Paper)In the analysis below, thelevant survey

items are introduceds appropriate under the relevant analytical sectionsqUédstionnaire

including thefull 25-item list, is provided for reference iAppendix4.

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

Social Survey Program (ISSRww.issp.or. This is relevant because Soutfrica was

asked to pilothelatestversion ofthe ISSP Social Inequality V Moduley fielding it within

the same 2017 round of SASAS as the module of questiahg/as designed specifically for

this research programmehe ISSPmodule providesin additonal broad suite ofomparative

data on public opinion regarding inequality and government redistribbtididjng on
previousmodul es on t he t hethathaw beefizlded i 1987, 1992n e qu a l i
1999 and 200¥Kelley and Evans, 1993, Evans and Kelley, 2004, Brooks and Manza, 2006,
Libker, 2006, Osberg and Smeeding, 2006, Svallfors, 2006, Ma@hKenworthy, 2009,

Kelley and Evans, 2009, Kelley and Kelley, 200B)us, he inclusion of the ISSP moddle

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

2 Two of the survey questions on exposure to inequality which were designed for the purposeséanch

programme were, in fact, subsequently proposed, voted upon, and accepted as part of the ISSP Social Inequality
V module, which will been fielded in approximately 40 countries (including South Africa) across different

world regions during 2019
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alongside the 2&em modue designed specifically for this present research programme has
significantlyincreased the breadth of data available for analysis.

A number of explanatory variables have been used in the bivariate analyses that follow.
These comprise age, sex, popiola group, geotype, two living standard measures (LSM3
and a geotype varianLMS_Geo0), and a subjective poverty measuassessing how
difficult it is to make ends meetdesignatedDMEMa

1.5. Analytical structure of this Working Paper

The analysipresented in this Working Paper is structured fotw componensections. In
Section2peopl eds views on t he sdrainvestigatedéeniclof Sout t
provides useful context for the analyses that followSection 3, pedpe 6 s per cept i ons
their social standing compared to others locally and nationally are examined. In Section 4, the
focus is on peoplebdbs perceived relationships
Il i ves. Finally, i mst®&ieequality@and ofigns forecdrgssaged s at t it
considered. The main analytical findings are then emphasised and discussed in the

Conclusion section.

2. Image of Society

One measure that the SASAS series has included in the past to gauge public views on
inequality derives from the social inequality module of the International Social Survey
Programme (I SSP) . It consists of t wiregfuesti o
South African society, andraws on an approach based on pictorial and verbal
representations of societal stratificatibiat was experimented with in the late 1970s and
extended to crossational research from the 1990s onwgisCall and Kenworthy, 2009,
Sachweh and Olafsdottir, 2010, Kelley and Evans, 200§ was first fielded in SASAS in
2009 and was repeated again in the 2017 réiRespondents are presented with a
6showcar doé depi cetal strgeturgseachewithdabdldgeseribiagthse s o ¢ i
possibleconfigurations. The showcard is replicated below as Figure 1. Respondents are first
asked to choose which image they think best reflects prdagrfouth African society, and

they are then asked choose which image best represents their preferred or ideal structuring
of South African society

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

These five diagrams show different types of society. Please read the descriptions and look at
the diagrams and decide which you think best describes South Africa. [ Showcard 20]

Type A Type B Type C Type D Type E
A small elite at A society like a A pyramid except A society with Many people near the
the top, very few pyramid with a that just a few most people in top, and only a few
people in the small elite at the | people are at the the middle. near the bottom.
middle and the top, more people bottom.
great mass of in the middle, and
people at the most at the
bottom. bottom.

Source: SASAS 2017 final questionnaire.

These questions providelvaluable insight intpeopl® attitudes towards societal
structures, which helps to set theatftwesndati o
to inequality and options for redress

In Figure 2, the responses to the two SASAS questions on the image of socisplased,

with peopl e b sdaysodcetalstructure impSowhsA&icatrepresented by blue

bars and peoplebs preference for the type of
by red bars.

Figure 2: Image of South African Society

Image of Society
50
c 38.1
s 35.6 370
©
= 31.5
o
S 30
©
(O]
& 20
T 15.1
o 12.6
& 9.9 10.2
%10
4.9 I I 50
., Wl [ ]
A B C D E
W Current societal structure m Preferred societal structure

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017.

Page7 of 92



It is clearfrom Figure 2 that the vast majority of the South African population perceive
presemd ay South African society to be Obottom |
few people at the top or in the middle of the distribution but a great many pewplels the
bottom. The most commonly chosen image of predaptSouth African society is Type A,

which depicts a society with a small elite, very few people in the middle classes, and the vast
majority of population being grouped at the very bottom.eTBpvasthe second most

commonly chosen image of preselaty South Africa, which depicts a society that is similar

to Type A in terms of the small elite and large grouping at the bottom, but with a more
graduated transition through the middle classesTyae A. The images of Type A and Type

B share the common feature of depicting the largesipof peopleasbeing at the very

bottom of societyNearly 70% of the population chose either Type A or Type B to reflect

their view of presentlay South Africawhich provides a powerful confirmation that the
overwhelming majority of people in South Africa are acutely aware afahgnuing

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

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

is consistently observed across the South African public, irrespectyendér, age,

population group, type of geographic ltoa, living standard level andMEM category.

This confirms that the inequality in South African society is as apparent to those people
located towards the top of society as it is to those in the middle and those at the bottom.

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

Africa want to live in a different type of society to that which currently exists. A total of 73%
of the population think that South African society should look like either Type D or Type E.
Those who chose Type D would prefer a society where there is much greater balance

bet ween the 6havesd and the O6have notsd, wit
middle of the distribution. Those who chose Type E would prefer to live inietysadere

most people are placed towards the top of society, with relatively few people down towards
the bottom. Again, there is consistency in preference for Type D or Type E across all
population groups, the four geotype categories, the three LSMbcategnd the fiv® MEM
categoriesThis finding confirms that there is consensus across South Africans from all walks
of life that the current socieconomic structure is unequaid that the country would be a

better place to live if this structure was more balanced.

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

day South African society to fbreolivenasotimmym heav
characterised by greater balance between the social classes, with a particular emphasis on
reducing the numbers of people at the very b
preserdday society, these findings suggest fiebple are aware of the large gap between the

|l ives and I|Iifestyles of the smal.l minority p
|l ifestyles of the vast majority of the popul
society. This provides a fountitan upon which to build the subsequent analysgse o p| e 6 s

lived experiences of inequality.
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3. Perceptions of socieeconomic standing

The purpose of the analysis presented in this section is to provide new insights into how
people compare themselves thers locally, and how they compare their own
village/neighbourhood to other places locally and nationally.

In the context of attitudegto inequality income comparisons aoé interestdue to the

potential bearing onubjective wellbeing anthe demad for redistributionln the case of
Europeans, evidence from the European Social Survey (ESS) hasthlabwhen people are
asked to compare their own household incomes with that of others households, there is a
tendency for theomparisons to be largelypward towards reference groups bettéthan
oneself The ESS studies suggest that this tendency for upward compagsees to depress
subjective wellbeing and promote a greater demand forlsthiacome redistributio(Clark

and Senik, 2010Many studies on income comparisons have assumed a specific reference
group for analytical purposes. For instari€asterlin (1995)acitly assumes that individuals
compae themselves withll others in the countnglark and Oswald (1996) e f epeople 0 6
| i k e MgBode (2001)opts for individuals inlie same country aged between 5 years
younger or older than the individual concerned, whéereri-Carbonell (2005assumes the
reference group to be inddudals in the country with similar education level, age bracket and
region of residence. Only in a rare few cases are survey respondents asked about the
reference groups to which incomes are compared. In CGhimanain comparison group
reportedwasindividal s i n o n dknight andv@unatilaké, RO89 &€urope work
colleagues predominaté@lark and Seik, 2010) while in South Africa neighbours were the
most common basis of income comparison followed by family (Roberts, personal
communication).

In this study three questions were includédthe 2017 round of SASAS to enable an
exploration of howpeople perceive themselvés be faringn relation to othersvithin their
neighbourhoodsandsubsequentijow they perceive their neighbourhoods to be faring in
relation to other areas locally and nationaBg, the comparative reference group in this
instance refers to differeapatiallevels, with the aim of trying to ascertain the degree to
which individuals feel their own personal context as wellrtben area of residence
compares to otheeconomicallymaterially.
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neighbourhood?

How does your household income compare with other households in your village /

Compared to other villages/neighbourhoods that I travel to regularly as I go about my
daily life, I think people in my village/neighbourhood are generally...

Much above average income

Above average income

Average income

Below average income

Much below average income

o ul|h WN|—-

(Do not know)

... much richer

A little richer

About the same

A little poorer

Much poorer

(I don't often travel to other villages/neighbourhoods)

|~ WN |

(Do not know)

generally...

Compared to the rest of South Africa, I think people in my village/neighbourhood are

... much richer

A little richer

About the same

A little poorer

Much poorer

(Do not know)

oo unh WN|F-

Acomparativeper specti ve

on

oneds own househol d i

Focusing first on the question relating to how people compare their own household income
with that of others in the village or neighbourho®dblel shows the results for the country

as a whole (in thénal columm of the tablg ,
reported levelo®d i f f i cul ty i
responses for each

as

n
of

we l |
maki ng
t hemugds aibolves

as separately
e n d gattenmefe t O . I n
rae/ e argee

t hr oumgubhbted odv a v e r Bablel alsopresentdveodsymmary rows at the

bottom where the

6bel owod

have beemncluded to aid interpretation of the table.
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Tablel:Per sonal

i ncome comparisons relative
residence national and by perceived ability to make ends medtolumn percentages,

2017)
How does your HH income Difficulty of making ends meet
compare with other HH in your
neighbourhood/village?
1. Very 2. Fairly 3. 4. Fairly 5. Very South
difficult difficult Neither easy easy Africa
easy nor
difficult
Much above average income 3 2 2 1 6 2
Aboveaverage income 5 9 13 15 44 10
Average income 20 37 54 62 34 39
Below average income 35 38 19 9 4 29
Much below average income 35 9 6 2 2 15
(Do not know) 2 4 5 11 11 5
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
OMuch aAboved+ 8 11 15 16 50 13
OMubél ow + Bel o) 70 48 25 11 6 44

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017.

Looking at the overalhationalpicture approximately twefifths (39%) of South Africans
t hat t heiwhentompaedctbthel d had an

were of t he

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

peopl ebs hou

their household incomase i

of their neighboursn contrast withjust 13% statingthat their household inconveasii mu ¢ h

Vi ew

sing

t her

to

choi ces arcame(fweadthsudtbhat st r ai n
people often live amongst other people of similar seconomic standin¢Reardon and
Bischoff, 2011) However, a particularly noteworthy finding is that 44% of people regarded
Abel ow averageo oroth@tmuch b

abovéo r i atheavwerage income of their neighboursgeneral thereforethe
percentagef people perceimg themselves to be faringateriallyworse-off than others
locally is almost three times higher than ffercentag@erceivng themselves to be faring
better than otheisving in their locality.

This disparity iseven moresvidentwhen examining perceived income comparisons
reported abilityto make ends meetrédm Tablel, a clear gradient in responsean be
observedcross th©MEM categories. It can be seen that 70% of those people who reported

finding it O

Very

di fficul't to make ends

averag for their neighbourhood, and that this valleereases incrementalfcross the

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

finding it 6

very

easy t o inceekentalacredsssn time e t

A

0.
proportion of people perceiving their income to be better than average for the local area is

me et

A

observed across the DMEM categories, from a low of 8% of those who are most struggling,
to a high of 50% of those who are finding it easiest tkamands meet.
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Peopl ebs perception of their | evel of diffic
partly shaped by their perception of how they are faring relative to their neighbours. In order

to qualify the findings concerning the gradiehresponses across the different categories of

DMEM, Table2 presents equivalent results but this tolrsaggregatedccording tdiving

standard levell(SM3) categorisation, which may be regarded as a more objective measure of
material wellbeing (andherefore complements the subjective measure provided by the

DMEM categorisation).

Table2:Per sonal i ncome comparisons relative to
residence, national and by living standard level (column percentages, 2017)
Compare HHncome to LSM group: three categories (equal sized)
neighbourhood
1: Lowliving 2: Mediumliving 3: Highliving
standard standard standard
1. Much above average income 2 2 3
2. Above average income 4 10 17
3. Average income 26 39 51
4. Belowaverage income 35 33 17
5. Much below average income 29 12 5
8. (Do not know) 4 4 8
Total 100 100 100
OMuch above + A 6 12 20
O0Much bBel owo + 64 45 21

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017.

Table2 provides further support for tlecome comparisofindings fromTablel.

Specifically, over ten timethe proportion of peopl| the lowLSM group said that their
incomewasbelow the local average (64%) than above the local average (6%). Around four
timesthe proportion opeople in the mediurhSM group said their income is below the local
average (45%) than above the local average (12%), while for thé.8ighgroup the
proportions perceiving themselves to be below and above local average are agietgxim
equal (21% and 20%, respectively).

It is not possible to state definitive reasons for why such high proportions of the population
perceivethat they are faring worse than others in their local geographical area. The finding

that 64% of people ime lowLSM group state that they are doing worse than their

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

striking. Given that the sampling methodology of SASAS involves respondents being
selectedandomlyfrom within an enumeration areane might expect there to be a more

even balance between those who regarded their incomes as better than average and those that
regarded their incomes as worse than average. The fact that this is not borne out by the data
may indcate that people are consciously or-solsciously choosing a more affluent

benchmark as a frame of reference when comparing themselves to others, and therefore
expressing a sense of being relatively deprived. If this is indeed the case, then it hay be t
peopl ebs choices of benchmark are shaped by
regard as their local area, and thus taking wider local areas into account when thinking about
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their neighbourhood/village, or it may be due to the emergence of greaiare mixing
within communities i.e. observing neighbours who are moving up the economic ladder
leading to a sense of deprivation in comparison.

A comparative materi al perspective on oneods

I n order to further investigate peopleds sen
two survey questions were designed with the specific focus getieived relative income
positioni ng orfeighbaurbdod One efshe guesti@sis pdople to compare

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

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

Africa as a whole. These two questions thereforginue toapproach the issue of relative

deprivation through the lens of spatial inequality.

Table3 shows how people view their neighbourhood in relation to other neighbourhoods they
travel to regularly as they go about their daily lives. Again, the results are presented for the
country as a whole (in tifanal columnof the tabl¢ and separately acating to the difficulty

with which people make ends meet.

Table 3: Materialc o mpari sons of onebs village/ neighbo
local areas national and by perceived ability to make ends meegfcolumn percentages,
2017)
Compared to other Difficulty of making ends meet
villages/neighbourhoods that | 1. Very 2. Fairly 3. 4. Fairly 5. Very South
travel to regularly as | go about my  difficult difficult Neither easy easy Africa
daily life, I think people in my easy nor
village/neighbourhood are difficult
generally
1. Much richer 6 2 3 5 4 4
2. A little richer 15 19 14 22 34 17
3. About the same 28 35 45 43 35 36
4. A little poorer 19 22 23 14 11 20
5. Much poorer 25 14 8 9 5 15
6. (I don't often travel to other 7 6 5 4 11 6
villages/neighbourhoods)
8. (Do not know) 1 2 3 4 1 2
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
OMuch richerdo + 20 22 17 26 38 21
OMuch poorerdo + 44 36 31 23 16 35

Source: Authors calculations based on SA2A8%7.

It is evident fromTable3 that the most common response across the country was that people
perceived their own neighbourhood to be fiabo
(36%). However, a notably higher percentage of people indidadtgeople in their

nei ghbourhoods$fwet b-rafivibeempared to the othe
seen that 35% of people said that people in
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or Amuch poorer o6, whiltehejiustnedlg% bsoalirch otohda twep
richero or fAmuch richero.

When reviewing the results across the fivaking ends meeDMEM) categories, an
incremental gradient can again be observed in the proportions of people regauiagetn
asbeingrelatively deprived compared to the relevant benchmark. The analysis reveals that

44% of those who fi nd i eetsaidteattleir ckigfbdurh@odis t 0 t o
either fAa |little poorero or Amuch poorero th
This figure decreases incrementally down to

make ends meet. The two key peit take froniTable3 are therefore that: (i) a larger share

of thepublicregard their own neighbourhood as poorer compared to other areas locally, than
regard their neighbourhood as richer than other areas locally; and (ii) this articulation of
relative deprivation between geographical spaces is particularly prevalent amongst those
people in society who are struggling to make ends meet. In these two regards, the general
pattern of results shown ifable3 are similar to those discussed earlier whekitapat how
people compare themselves to others within their own neighbourhood.

The third and final question in thégctionis concerned with how people perceive their own
neighbourhood in relation to South Africa as a wholew#ik the tables abovéd,able4
shows the oveSBadlut hrobdlémniortledighimand sideof tide table, as
well as the results broken down by thee DMEM categories.

Table 4: Materialc o mpari sons of oneds vil |l ahpestofei ghbo
South Africa, national and by perceived ability to make ends meefcolumn percentages,
2017)

Difficulty of making ends meet

Compared to the rest of South 1. Very 2. Fairly 3. 4. Fairly 5. Very South
Africa, | think people in my difficult difficult Neither easy easy Africa
village/neighbourhood are easy nor

generdly difficult

1. Much richer 5 4 5 7 6 5
2. A little richer 12 18 15 19 23 16
3. About the same 22 29 41 41 46 31
4. Alittle poorer 21 27 25 15 20 23
5. Much poorer 39 20 10 16 2 22
8. (Do not know) 1 2 4 3 3 2
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
6Much richeré + 17 21 20 25 29 20
6Much poorerdé + 60 47 35 31 22 46

Source: Authorgalculations based on SASAS 2017.

It was observed from the two preceding questions that people, on the whole, tend to regard
both their own households and their neighbourhoods are faring somewhat worse than
average. As is evident frofrable4, thistendery alsoapplieswhen people are asked to
compare their neighbourhood with the rest of the country. Specifically, 46% said that their
neighbourhood isharacteristicallpoorer (much poorer + a little poorer) than the rest of
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South Africa, while just 20% peeive their neighbourhood to be richer (much richer + a little
richer) than the rest of South Africa. So, again, people tend to articulate that they are
relatively deprived compared to the particular benchmark they are being asked to compare
themselves agnst.

Table4 also provides further evidence that perceptions of relative deprivation are particularly
strong amongst thoseho perceive themselves to inethe lower socieeconomic positions.

From the analysis it can be seen that 60% of thosewhofind Aivery di fficulto
meet consider their neighbourhoods to be fa
rest of the country. I n contrast, just 22% o
consider their @meighboer pood shamite cebtefthihuc h p oo
country.

Examining the pattern of responsesoss the three questions analysed above, one can see a
clear and consistent pattern of results concerning how people view themselves and their areas
in the context of the highly unequal South African society. It can be seen that, irrespective of
whether people are asked to compare themselves with their neighbours, or compare their own
neighbourhood with other local areas, or compare their neighbourhoothevitbst of South

Africa, people tend, on the whole, to report that they are faring relatively poorly compared to
others. This articulation of relative deprivation is particularly strong amongst those who are
struggling to make ends meet.

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

associations are observed between the two questions concernirgy@&@omparisons

(r=0.56), and positive (but weaker) associations are seen between these two questions and the
guestion concerning income comparisons with
The findingspresented in this section therefoagse interesting questions about how people

choose their reference points when comparing themselves to others.dtenayt hat peopl ¢
choices of reference points are drawn towards those members of society (and those areas of

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

those people who are enjoying the same positivertyppiies or outputs in lifeThese results

for South Africa therefore appear to be consistent @itha r k & (208 @fimdingsdrom

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

inclination towards upwards comparisons that depress relative income evaluations.

The analysis presented here has explored the question of how people fgkeresadves and
their neighbourhood in relation to othggople and othareas locally and nationally. The
following section develops this line of enquiry further in order tosbethderstand how
people regard their own neighbourhoods and other areas in the local vicinity.
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4. Relationship to place

The qualitative component of this research programme revealed how many economic

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

areas (often the former homelands in the Eastern Cape). The feeling amongenaogrs

of the focus groups was that whilst the city offered them economic opportunities that were
unavailable in the rural areas, they still v
place they intended to return to if/when their financialagitin allowed it.The focus group

participants commonly highlighted issues such as crime, lack of services and lack of social
cohesion as reasons why they did not feel a strong attachment to where they lived in Cape

Town. Participantfrequentlycontrastedhe poor living conditions they experienced in their

own urbameighbourhoods to the high living standards enjoyed by residents of wealthier
neighbourhoods across the citihe qualitative research therefore revealed how the stark

spatial inequalities iaffluence, service provisicand saf ety accentuated p
about the geographical areas in which they lived. The generallyatteakmento Cape

Town reported bynanyfocus group members was also recognised to have further

implications for soi@l cohesion and risk of crime, theredyacerbatinghe factors that

promotedhe feelings of detachment from place. Feelings of detachment from place may also
have i mportant implications for peopleds att
options, particularly if detachment from place leads to feelings of disassociation from the
peoplethat share that pla@nd a consequent weakening of social solidarity

The analysis presented in this sea@dr@ewh CcO0mme
relationship tahe place in which they currently reside. The aim is to explore how people

regard their home neighbourhood in the context of a highly unequal (and spatially unequal)
society. The analysis thdocussesom ne f ac et o fest@vardsmgéeogrépbicalat t i t u
spaces that emerged strongly during the qualitative part of this study: namely, the extent to

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

other key institutions. This particuldistributive fairnessssue is explored here through a

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

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

A setof four quesions was designed for inclusion in the 2017 round of SASAS in order to
explore how people regard the areas in which theyalinespend timdn addition to the

guestion tapping into distributive fairnesspplewere asked about thdevel of satisfactio

with the area in which they currently livehether they would like tsmove house to livéen

another neighbourhood, atabtly whetherthere were certain neighbourhoddsally that

they woulddeliberatelyavoid as places to liyevork or meet friendsThese questions were

included in ordeto getasense@e op |l eds f eeplacasmwhichthegar ds t he
about their daily lives.
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How satisfied are you with the area in which you are currently living? [ Showcard 2]

Very satisfied

Satisfied

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

(Do not know)

oo U~ WIN|(F

Would you like to move to a different village/neighbourhood? This could be somewhere
close to where you currently live or somewhere further afield (e.g. a different province)

Yes, definitely 1
Yes, possibly 2
No, probably not 3
No, not at all 4
(Do not know) 8
Are there certain residential village/neighbourhoods within your local area that you
would deliberately avoid as places to live, work or meet friends?
Yes 1
No 2
(Do not know) 8

Satisfaction with local area of residence

The first of thefour relationship to placquesionsfocusesop eopl eds sati sfacti
area in which they live. The results are presentddbie5, with the overall figures
present8duih ®AdleimMmabéand then also broken dow
reported difficulty in making endseet.

Table 5: Residential satisfaction, national and by perceived ability to make ends meet
(column percentages, 2017)

How satisfied are you with the area i Difficulty of making ends meet
which you currently live?
1. Very 2. Fairly 3. 4.Fairly 5. Very South
difficult  difficult Neither easy easy Africa
easy nor
difficult
1. Very satisfied 5 7 10 17 33 9
2. Satisfied 29 36 36 56 52 37
3. Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 21 21 30 13 2 22
4. Dissatisfied 21 31 20 7 3 22
5. Verydissatisfied 24 6 5 6 11 11
8. (Do not know) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
6Very satisfiedo 34 42 45 74 85 46
6Very dissatisfig 45 37 24 13 13 33

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017.
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Thefirst point of note is that, across the country as a whéh, df people were satisfied
(6Very satisfiedb6é + oO0Satisfiedd) while 33% w
0 Di s s a tAifacd vialeeché fact that almost half of the populatiexpresed

contentmentvith the area in which they live is perhaps somewhat surprising given the high
levels of poverty and/or crime that characterise many areas in South Africa, often combined
with a lack of job opportunities and poor service provigiable et al., 2009 However,

Scannell and Giffor2010)argue that lace attachment is a multidimensional construct, and

the effect of place attributes such as crime and poverty can be offset by other cultural,
psyclological and social/physical factots other wordsa deep attachment to place can

result in people being less sensitive to the detrimental aspects of their neighbourhoods such as
drug dealing and use, gang activity, graffiti.etc

The analysis revealdgtat the greatest levels of satisfaction (and the lowest levels of
di ssatisfaction) were reported by those peop

Those who said it was oO6very difficult to mak
greaest levels oflissatisfaction(and lowest levels of satisfaction). This is evidenced by the

fact that 85% of those who found it fAvery ea
Avery satisfiedo or Asati sf i edtwdtheB4% ohthosehe ar e
who find it Avery difficulto to make ends me
However, although those people who reported

exhibited the lowest levels of satisfaction and highest levels of dissatisfabedact hat

over a third of people in this group still reported being satisfied with the area in which they
live is againconsistent with thenulti-dimensional modedf Scannell & Gifford(2010)

outlined above

Repor t-gegad 6anroeas in | ocal pl ace of residence
Prior to analysing peopigoverall attachment to a neighbourhood or wider spatial area,

analysis wasindertakeron questions thahightbe considered as predictafsa persots

level of attachment to the area in which they live or wider spatial 8oedor example, there

was aquestionas towhether there were particular geographical areas that people would
deliberately avoid. This question was included in ordgite an insight into the extent to

which people felt that cer tEeremwas asoafbllonaupe as w
openended question tenable respondents poovide some reasons for their choiés.can

be seen from Tablg around thredifths (59%) of South Africansndicated that there were

indeed certain residential neighbourhoods they would deliberately whd&l37% indicated

that there were no areas that they would avoid. Basedeuiew ofthe operrended
responseg;ommonly citedeasons for avoiding certain areasludedcrime andsafety

concernsas well adack of servicesvithin the avoided areas

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

analysisby populationgroupshowed thatvhite adultswere least likely tandicate that there
were certain neighbourhoods they woatdivelyavoid (38%).
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Table6:Report-gdédanpeas
(column percentage, 2017)

in place

of residence,

Are there certain residential

village/neighbourhoods in your local
area that you would deliberately avoid
as places to live, work or meet friends

Population group

1. Black 2. 3. 4. White South

African Coloured Indian/Asi African
an average

1. Yes 62 53 60 38 59
2. No 35 42 38 53 37
8. (Do not know) 4 5 2 10 4
Total 100 100 100 100 100

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017.

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

Versus poor areas

As reportedabove during the focus groups many participants highlighted the perceived risk

of crime and lack of services as reasons for avoiding certain geographical areas, and this was
supported by many ahe response® the operendedquestion in th6eASAS moduleThere

was a feeling within the focus group discussions that certain areas enjoyed preferential
treatment when it came to matters of policing and service delivery. In order to further explore
this issue of inequality of safety and service\d®ly across geographical spaces, the

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

When a person makes a distress call to the police, ambulance or fire brigade emergency
services, do you think that the emergency services respond quickest in rich areas,
quickest in poor areas, or respond equally quickly in rich and poor areas?

Respond quicker in rich areas

Respond quicker in poor areas

Respond in about the same time in rich and poor areas

(Do not know)

QO|W([N |

This quest.i

on, l i ke

t he

attachment to the area in which they live or wider spatial areaefh#s from this question
are presented in Table The national pattern of responses is presenteé n
column, and in this table the results are also broken down according to the type of area in
which respondents lived, using the type of geographic location (GeoType) classification in

the survey.

t he a® Sout h
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Table 7: Perceived areabased dstributive fairness, national and by type of geographic
location (column percentages, 2017)

When a person makes a distress cg Geotype
to the police, ambulance or fire
brigade emergency service, they
respondé(q92)

1. Urban, 2. Urban, 3. Trad. 4. Rural, South

Formal Informal Auth. Formal Africa
Areas

1. Respond quicker in rich areas 73 86 78 77 75
2. Respond quicker in poor areas 4 4 7 4 5
3. Respond in about the same time 20 7 14 15 18
8. (Do not know) 3 3 1 5 3
Total 100 100 100 100 100

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017.

The indings suggest that sizeablenajority of South Africans (75%gonsiderthat

emergency servicegspondnore promgdy in rich areaghan in poor areas. Just 5% said that
response times were faster in poor areas than rich areas, while close to a fifth (18%) thought
that response times were about the same irrespective of the level of affluence in the area.

The perception that rich ag are prioritized is common among people of different types of
geographical area, although there are some differences in the magnitude of support for this
perspective. For instanaesidentf urban informal settlements registered the highest
percentag€86%) statingthat emergency response is quicker in rich aréas differential
response time of emergency services was highlighted in the focus groufpmigstic

workers who live in informal settlementbutworkedin nearbymiddle-class

neighbourhoos.

Thediscussion above has provided some new insights into how people feel about the
geographical areas in which they reside. South Africans on average tend to express
moderately greater residential satisfaction than dissatisfaction, but this isyssbagéd by
sociceconomi c status, with social disadvantage
local area. While residential satisfaction is the norm, approximately six in ten South Africans
are abl e tgoo 6i daernetaisf yi ndocabarda. An everularger majbrigyi r
(75%) believes that poorer areas fare worse than rich areas in terms of the time taken by
essential services to respond to an emergency.-6éses] attributes again significantly

shape the pattern of these responsedtiMduate analysis reveals that these factors all exert

an influence on the attachment individuals have to the area in which they live. Residential
satisfaction has a positive effect on place attachment, the existence of lgcaareas

reduces place t@chment, while believing that poorer areas are unfavourably treated by
emergency services also serves to weaken these bonds.
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How attached to place are people?

Having established peoplebs general iohasvels o
to whether people would like to remain in their current neighbourhood or move to a different
neighbourhoods exploredTable8pr esent s t he over &lolutmatAif omala
column, andalso disaggregateke results according to a nsege of socieeconomic status,

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

and rural areas.

Table 8: Preference for moving to a different neighbourhoogdnational and by living
standard level(column percentages, 2017)

Like to move neighbourhood Ism3_geo
LSM1 LSM1 LSM2 LSM2 LSM3 South
rural urban rural urban Africa
1. Yes, definitely 18 38 20 31 18 24
2. Yes, possibly 21 22 26 26 29 26
3. No, probably nof 25 14 22 21 23 22
4. No, notat all 35 23 29 20 28 27
8. (Do not know) 1 2 2 2 2 2
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
60Yesd (defin 39 61 46 57 46 49
ONo6 (probabl 60 37 52 41 51 49

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017.

There are two particularly noteworthy findingsTiable8. First, when looking at theational
pattern of resultsan equal splitan be observedetween those whao wish to move to a
different neighbourhood (49%) and those wvdaonotwish to move (also 49%A similar
guestion was fielded iIBASAS 2003 which asked participafiiinking about the area in
which you live. How strong is your preference to continue living in this areawhich the
national aggregation of scores indichteat 63% expressed a strong/moderate preference to
stay; 15% expressed a strong/moderate preference to leave and 21% werd hasure.
contrast in the distribution of scores for both questions at the two time points illustrates an
increase in the percemga of South Africans demonstrating a desire to |¢bew

neighbourhood

The second main finding is that clear differences emerge between people living in urban and
rural areas in terms of their preferences for moving or remaining in the area. Amwabst r

dwellers in the low and mediuliving standards levadroups the majority of people

preferred to stay in their current area, while amongst urban dwellers the majority wanted to
move. The urban/rural differences are particularly stark amongst tReSdivgroup: 60% of

those in rural areas wanted to stay in their current area (and 39% wanted to move), while 61%
of those in urban areas wanted to move (and
remaining in or moving from a place is one indicatdnheir level of attachment to that

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

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

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

Africa, before turning to consider the level of public support for certain redress options. The
redress options encompass bp#nsonfocusedoolicies, such as increased government

spending on school edu@an system, and alsarea-focusedoolicies, particularly those

concerned with tackling spatial inequalityhn r ough &é mi xed communiti eso

5.1. Aversion to inequality

In addressingncome and other social inequalities in South African soctetgcould
maintainthat oneof the preconditionsvould be for agenerakecognition or awareness
among the publithat income inequality is detrimentalttte developmentahgendaApart
from the societal image questions analysed earligisrpaper severaladditionalmeasures
are present ithe ISSPSocial Inequality pilot modulthat enable us tlurther examinghe
extent of inequality aversion in the country and income distribution preferences, and we
explore these in detail below.

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

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

using a fivepoint agreement scale the extent to which they support or reject the notion that

ADiIi fferences i n i nco me MdCallarlikenwotrthy(20DQnote a ar e t
that this measure combines individual awareness of the scale of inequality together with
judgements about the fairness of this perceived level of inequality.

Table 9: Perceivednequality aversion, nationally and by reported ability to make ends
meet (column percentages, 2017)

Differences in income are too larg| Difficulty of making ends meet
1. Very 2. Fairly 3. 4. Fairly 5.Very South
difficult difficult Neither easy easy Africa
easy nor
difficult
1. Strongly agree 46 33 26 35 39 36
2. Agree 44 57 53 52 54 52
3. Neither agree nor disagree 5 5 11 7 3 7
4. Disagree 3 3 6 5 3 4
5. Strongly disagree 1 1 2 1 0 1
8. Do not know 1 0 2 0 0 1
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
6Strongly agree 90 91 79 87 94 88
6Strongly disag 4 4 8 6 3 5

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017.
As shown in Tabl®, 87% of the population either agreed or agreed strongly that differences

in income areoo large which points to maoverwhelmingconsensus regarding the scale of
income inequality characterising South African soci®yly marginal differences can be
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discerned based on soa@iemographic attributes. For instantteyse reporting that theynii

ito v er yto nmkeends medivere almost equally as convinced of the detrimental nature

of the scale of inequality than those that reported extreme difficulty in making ends meet
(94%vs.90%.1n a recent empirical study by Starmans, Sheskin andB(8017) it is

foundthai humans naturally favour fair distributi
and equality clash, people prefer fair inequality over unfair equaldasedn experimental

as well as quantitative cressiltural data, the authors demonstrate that people prefer fair
distributions of income and wealth over equal distributions of resources.

In response to secondquestion about theerceivedairness of thericome distribution in

South Africawhich draws on a survey item fielded biennially in Latinobarometro since

1995, threequarterg75%)of the populatiordeemedt to be eitheunfair or very unfair

(Table D). Al t hough the intensity of the consensus
income distribution is not as striking as th
notable minority share dissenting (23% regard the income distribution as fair), this

nonetheless represents strong recognition of the structural injustice of inedusitibuld be

noted that the 6évery easy to make ends meet o

Table 10: Perceived fairness of the income distribution in South Africa, n@onally and
by reported ability to make ends meet (column percentages, 2017)

Fairness of SA incomdistribution | Difficulty of making ends meet
1. Very 2. Fairly 3. 4. Fairly 5. Very South
difficult difficult Neither easy easy African
easy nor average
difficult
1. Very fair 7 4 5 3 4 5
2. Fair 10 23 20 19 11 18
3. Unfair 38 42 52 50 33 44
4. Very unfair 41 30 21 25 51 31
8. (Do not know) 3 1 2 2 0 2
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
6Very fairé + 6 18 28 25 22 15 23
6Very uwnUndiari & 6+ 79 72 74 75 85 75

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017.

The following tablgTable 1) detaik the extent to which people stated that theyaagey

about the income differencerhis is of relevancsince an intensemotional response to
largescale, persisting income inequality might predispose individuals towatdsnger
willingness to support redistributive policidg¢otably, 82% of the populaticsaid that they
wereangry at the differenceand over halfvereeither very angry or moderately angry. As
might be expected, those who find it very difficult to make ends meet were the angriest (66%
either extremely or very angry). However, 40% of those relativelyefeWho find it very

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

proportion of each subgroup that said they were not at all angry ranged from 12%itar26%
every case a minority of the group in question.
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Table 11: Self-report anger at income differences in county, nationally and by reported
ability to make ends meet (column percentages, 2017)

Angry at income differences Difficulty of making ends meet
1. Very 2. Fairly 3. 4. Fairly 5. Very South
difficult difficult Neither easy easy African
easy nor average
difficult
1. Extremely angry 28 16 10 15 16 18
2. Very angry 38 35 32 19 25 33
3. Moderately angry 12 21 26 20 13 19
4. Slightly angry 8 13 10 15 14 11
5. Not at all angry 14 12 18 26 21 16
8. (Can't choose) 1 2 3 5 12 3
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
Extremely + Very angry 66 52 43 34 41 51

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017.

Table 12presents results for anger about income differersegmaratelyy population group.
Those expressing any anger range from 84% for the coloured group, 83% for the
Indian/Asian group, 82% for the black African group down to 77% for the white group.
Given that the white group has, on average, the highest income ofglsghis expression
of anger is somewhat surprising. It is, however, important to note that this group is less
extremely/very angry than other groups, with their anger concentrated more in the
moderately/slightly angry categories.

Table 12: Selfreport anger at income differences in country, nationally and by
population group (column percentages, 2017)

Angry at income differences Population Group
Black Coloured Indian or White South
African Asian African
average
1. Extremely angry 20 14 15 10 18
2. Very angry 35 33 33 20 33
3. Moderately angry 17 22 25 33 19
4. Slightly angry 11 15 11 14 11
5. Not at all angry 15 13 15 19 16
8. (Can't choose) 3 2 2 4 3
Total 100 100 100 100 100
Extremely + Very angry 55 47 47 28 51

Source: Authorgalculations based on SASAS 2017.
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5.2. Evaluations of gpvernment performance in reducing income differences

How dosuch attitudes relate to issues abediressTable B presents results for a question
about the success of government in reducing the income gap.

48. How successful do you think the government in South Africa is nowadays in reducing the
differences in income between people with high incomes and people with low incomes?

Very unsuccessful 1

Quite unsuccessful

Neither unsuccessful nor successful

Quite successful

Very successful

(Can't choose)

ou|h|WiN

Just overlireequartery76%) of respondents saithatit is theresponsibility of the

governmento redue the income gapetween those with high and loncomesQ43), and

yet64% regarded the governmexsteither quite or very unsuccessfulratucing the income
gap(Q48). There was a clear gradient in the association with the question on anger about
income differences: 77% of those who said they were melseangry said that the

government was very/quite unsuccessful at reducing income gaps, compared to a lower 50%
of those moderately angry saying that the government was very/quite unsuccessful about
reducing income gaps.

Tablel3:Eval uati on of governmentos efforts at r
selfreported anger at income differences (column percentages, 2017)

Gov successful at reducing Angry at income differences
income gaps
1. 2. Very 3. 4. 5.Not 8.(Cant  South
Extreme angry Moderat Slightly atall choose) Africa
ly angry ely angry angry
angry
1. Very unsuccessful 47 21 15 20 25 24 25
2. Quite unsuccessful 30 52 35 40 26 28 39
3. Neither unsuccessful nor 12 19 a1 o5 29 10 23
successful
4. Quitesuccessful 6 3 6 10 13 2 7
5. Very successful 3 2 1 3 6 1 3
8. (Can't choose) 2 2 2 2 8 35 4
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
dnsuccessful 68 ( 77 73 50 60 51 52 64
Guccessful d (v 9 5 7 12 18 4 9

Source: Authorgalculations based on SASAS 2017.

There was a similar gradient evident when the success or otherwise of the government at
reducing income gaps was examined in terms of people's difficulty in making ends meet.

Table 14shows that for the group that findsi 6 very di fficult to make
that government had been very or quite unsuccessful at reducing the income gap.
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Tablel4:Eval uation of governmentdés efforts at
reported difficulty in making ends meet (olumn percentages, 2017)

Gov successful at reducing incom| Difficulty of making ends meet
gaps
1. Very 2. Fairly 3. 4. Fairly 5. Very South
difficult difficult Neither easy easy African
easy nor average
difficult
1. Very unsuccessful 36 23 16 25 18 25
2. Quite unsuccessful 38 45 32 38 36 39
3. Neither unsuccessful nor 17 21 35 20 14 29
successful
4. Quite successful 4 6 9 10 9 7
5. Very successful 3 3 2 1 18 3
8. (Can't choose) 3 2 6 6 5 4
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
6Unsuccessful o 74 68 49 64 54 65
6Successfuld (v 7 9 11 11 27 9

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017.

5.3. Support for personfocusedredress policies

As regards specific forms of redress, the following case study relating to education is
instructive.Ninety-three percendf the population regard their own education as essential or
very important in getting ahed@®21). The importage accorded to educatias reflected in

terms ofp e o pdttimidessto government provision of better quality education for all. Nearly
90% of the population agreed or strongly agreed with the proposition that government should
provide better quality educan for all (Table 15. And, again using the "difficulty of making

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

Table 15: Support for better quality government provided education for all, national
and by reported difficulty in making ends meet (column percentages, 2017)

Gov should provide better quality | Difficulty of making ends meet
education for all
1. Very 2. Fairly 3. 4. Fairly 5. Very South
difficult difficult Neither easy easy African
easy nor average
difficult
1. Strongly agree 67 46 47 58 68 54
2. Agree 28 43 34 36 22 35
3. Neither agree nor disagree 4 7 16 4 9 8
4. Disagree 1 3 2 1 1 2
5. Strongly disagree 0 1 1 0 2 1
8. (Do not know) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
6Strongly agree 95 89 81 95 89 90
60Strongly disag 1 4 3 1 2 3

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017.
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In asimilar vein there is considerable support for government interverttgrovide a
decent standard of living for unemployed pedplable 1§. As with education there is
considerable support across all income groups as measured by the ability to make ends meet:

Table 16: Support for government provision of a decent standard of living for the
unemployed, national and by reported difficulty in making ends meet (column
percentages, 2017)

Gov should provide DSOL for Difficulty of making ends meet
unemployed
1. Very 2. Fairly 3. 4. Fairly 5. Very South
difficult difficult Neither easy easy African
easy nor average
difficult
1. Strongly agree 48 37 30 34 29 38
2. Agree 40 48 50 46 44 46
3. Neither agree nor disagree 8 12 15 12 19 12
4. Disagree 4 3 3 5 6 4
5. Strongly disagree 0 0 1 2 2 1
8. Do not know 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
6Strongly agree 88 85 80 80 73 84
6Strongly disag 4 3 5 7 8 4

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017.

In this casethe extent of those agreeing or strongly agreeing with the proposition for a
decent standard of living is associated with the ability to make ends meet. 88% of those
finding it very difficult to make ends meet agreed or strongly agreed with the propoAitio
the other end of the scale a lower (but sity high) 73% of those finding it very easy to
make ends meet also agreed with the proposition.

This resonates with the findings from amliea SASAS survey (2006) which specifically
asked about caslugport for the unemployed through the social grargesy.

Table 17:Cash Support for the unemployed

People who can't get work Unemployed

deserve help in the form o

social grants Non poor Just get by Poor All

Strongly agree/agree 66 74 84 79 74
Neither 19 11 5 8 12
Strongly disagree/disagres 15 14 10 12 13
(cannot decide) 0 1 1 1 1
Total 100 100 100 100 100

Note: SASAS 2006 Groups analysed: All respondents by self asgEssstly and the unemployed as a subset
Source: Table 3.8 Noble et §007) p.10

However, it is one thing to support the provision of better quatitycation for all (or social
grants for the unemployed) but it is another thing to agndeowto fund it. FromTablel18,
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it is clear that overall 65% of the population agree or strongly agree to support increases in
employee taxes to fund better edugatiAgain, using our income proxy variable, this is
reflected in most groups, with 75% of those finding it very difficult to make ends meet
agreeing or strongly agreeing with that propositldawever this falls to 53% for the group
finding it fairly easyto make ends meet, rising again to 63% for the group finding it very
easy to make ends meet. This, on the face of it suggests that there is support for increased
taxation even amongst those most likely to be paying taxes.

Table 18: Support for increasedtaxation to finance better education, national and by
reported difficulty in making ends meet (column percentages, 2017)

Increase employee taxes to fund | Difficulty of making ends meet
better education
1. Very 2. Fairly 3. 4. Fairly 5. Very South
difficult difficult Neither easy easy African
easy nor average
difficult
1. Strongly agree 42 22 16 23 20 27
2. Agree 34 46 39 30 43 39
3. Neither agree nor disagree 11 17 27 23 19 18
4. Disagree 7 10 12 21 10 11
5. Strongly disagree 3 3 3 3 7 3
8. (Do not know) 3 2 3 1 1 2
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
6Strongly agree 75 67 55 53 63 65
6Strongly disag 10 13 15 23 18 14

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017.

One might expect the willingness to agree to an increase in employee taxes might be weakest
among those in employmentable 1%elow shows that 61% of those with salaries/wages as

the main source of income either agreed or strongly agreed with the pimptsincrease
employee taxes to fund better education. This was identical to those with no income. The
group with the lowest commitment was those whose main source of income was the sale of
farm products but even here th@vas a majority who could eign agree or strongly agree

with the proposition (52%).
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Table 19: Support for increased taxation to finance better education, national and by
main income source (column percentages, 2017)

Increase employee taxes to fund Income: mairincome source
better education
1. 2. 3. 4. Sale 5. Other 6. No South
Salaries Remittan Pensions of farm nonfarm income  African
and/or ces and/or products income average
wages grants and
services
1. Strongly agree 23 25 32 17 20 28 26
2. Agree 38 61 39 35 45 33 39
3. Neither agree nor disagree 20 6 15 26 25 29 18
4. Disagree 12 7 8 16 10 6 11
5. Strongly disagree 4 0 2 6 1 1 3
8. (Do not know) 3 0 4 0 0 3 3
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
6Strongly agre 61 86 71 52 65 61 65
6Strdnghygreebd 17 7 10 22 10 7 14

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017.

Again this resonates with earlier findings in South Africa as regards social (Mabts et
al., 2007)i seeTable 20below:

Table 20: Higher taxes to pay for social grants

The government should Household Unemployed  Working
spend more money on soci in receipt for Pay
grants for the poor, even if of Grants
it |l eads to Non

poor Just get by Poor All
Strongly agree/agree 59 65 74 72 71 63 66
Neither 12 12 6 9 8 12 11
Strongly disagree/disagree 27 22 15 17 18 24 21
(cannot decide) 2 1 5 2 3 1 2
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Note: SASAS 2006 Groups analysed: All respondentselfiassessedoverty; those living in households in
receipt of social grants as a sub group; the unemployed as a sub group; those working for pay as a sub group
SourceTable 3.12 Noble et a(2007) p.13

More generally, the commitment tav@ore progressive taxation arrangement in South Africa
was positive. In response to a ques(i@®d0)"Do you think people with high incomes should

pay a larger share of their income in taxes than those with low incomes, the same share, or a
smal | er64% bf the mofulation said that people with higher income should pay a
larger or much larger share than they currentlyHtwever, this seems at odds with the
response to the following questi¢@51) "Generally, how would you describe taxes in South
Affi ca today for those with high incomes?o0.
that taxes for high earners were too high or much too high.
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5.4. Support for area-focusedredress policies: The case dflixed Communities

The term &émi x efdequeniyhused im debates abdut the design and

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

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

internationally on the exact definitamf what constitut@svera Omi xed
2007) the term is typically used in an aspirational sense to describe the process of

transforming economically and socially isolated communities inte@riwiving geographical

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

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

by multiple socieeconomic challenges, consisting of severe income poverty, poor education,
lack of job opportunities, poor health, poor housing, lack of seraicégersistent risk of

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

periphery of urban aregRernegger and Godehart, 20Hich has led to a deee of social

and economic disconnect between the poorer areas and the urban core. The processes through
which this situation has arisen can be traced back to the discriminatory policies of the

colonial, segregationist and apartheid periods, inwhichpeopd r i ghts i n ter ms
and land ownership were determined by their designated population(@ougtopher,

1994, Christopher, 2001As was demonstrated by McLennan giMt¢Lennan et al., 2016,
McLennan et al., 2014he patterns of socispatial residential segregation persisted into the
postapartheid era and, indeesther work undertaken as part of this present research
programmehas shown how these patterns of segregation are still starkly apparent today.

In recognition of the challenges posed by the persisting spatial inequalities uwian areas

in South Africa, efforts have been made at both the national and local government levels to
encourage mixed community developm@WCN, 2016) Both the National Development
Plan(NDP, 2012)and the Integrated Urban Development FrameWGdGTA, 2016)
emphasise the importance of mixed communities spatial plannitgctdng poverty,
unemployment and inequality.

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

6mi xed communitiesé policy as a means of red
new questions were designed for inclusion within the 2017 round of SASAS r3thef fi

these questions asked people whether they thought their neighbourhood would be improved if
there was a moreeterogeneousix of household incomes within the area. The second

guestion asked whether people thought their neighbourhood would be ihfrthere was

a greater heterogeneity of composition by population group (i.e. greater racial mixing).
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Do you think your village/neighbourhood would be a better or worse place to live if there
was a greater mix of people with high and low incomes living close to each other?

(Do not know)

Much better 1
A bit better 2
About the same 3
A bit worse 4
Much worse 5

8

Do you think your village/neighbourhood would be a better or worse place to live if there
was a greater mix of people from different race groups living close to each other?

(Do not know)

Much better 1
A bit better 2
About the same 3
A bit worse 4
Much worse 5

8

Table 2 shows the results on the question that asked people whether they thought their area

would be improved if there was a greater mix of incenTde overall figures for South

Africa as a

down according to the DMEM classification.

w h oSl oeu t ahr ebliisni adwnthe iresultstare alsodroken

Table 21: Views on the effect of mixedncome communities, national and byreported
difficulty in making ends meet(column percentages, 2017)

Do you think your
village/neighbourhood would be
better or worse place to live if ther
was a greater mix of people with
high and low incomes living close
to eah other?

Difficulty of making ends meet

1. Very 2. Fairly 3. 4. Fairly 5. Very South
difficult difficult Neither easy easy Africa
easy nor
difficult
1. Much better 22 14 14 13 13 16
2. A bit better 30 33 21 22 24 28
3. About the same 28 35 45 40 51 36
4. A bit worse 7 9 9 15 6 9
5. Much worse 7 3 6 7 5 6
8. (Do not know) 5 5 5 4 1 5
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
6Much betteré + 53 47 35 35 37 44
6Much worseb6 + 14 13 16 22 11 15

Source: Authorgalculations based on SASAS 2017.

The main message froimable 2 is that, on the whole, people seem to be broadly in favour
of greater income mixing within their home neighbourhoods. Houy per cent reported

t hat they

t hought

their |

ocal

ar ea

wo ul
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incomem x, whereas just 15% said that a greater
worsed or 6éa bit worsebo. 't is also notewort
having a greater income mix would be neither better nor worse for their nerfgbbdu

These findings suggest that South Africans are, in the main, receptive to the idea of their
neighbourhoods becoming more heterogeneous in terms of income mix.

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

economic and environmental conditions in deprived neighbourhoods, one might expect

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

who potentially have most to gain from these polidies indeedhe caséhat the highest

support for increased income mixing is observed amongst the most deprived group (with 53%
saying their area would be édmuch betterd or
most notable finding frorfable 2 is that, across all fivBMEM categories, the level of

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

|l ndeed, even amongst the group who reported
said greater income mixing would make tHetal area better, while just 11% said it would

make their local area worse. These findings provide an indication that people across the
sociaeconomic spectrum are open to polices aimed at increasing income mixing within
neighbourhoods and, as suchsgems that mixed communities policies could be a viable
approach to tackling the entrenched spatial inequality that continues to characterise South
Africa today.

As well as striving to achieve a greater mix of incomes amongst residents of deprived
neighbairhoods, mixed communities policies might also strive to increase heterogeneity in
the composition of population groups within geographical areas. As noted above, during the
colonial, segregationist and apartheid eras, deliberate spatial segregatiofon@siarpon

people according to their designated population group. Although these residence restrictions
were abandoned in the lead up to the transition to democracy in 1994, the legacy of decades
of spatial control is still starkly evident in some comntiesi If an objective of mixed

communiy policies is to reduce the degree of spatial segregation between population groups,
in addition to reducing the degree of spatial inequality in incomes, then it will be important to
understand the extent of publigogort for such policies. To explore this issue, people were
therefore asked whether they thought their local area would be made better or worse if there
was a greater mix of people from different population groups. The results are presented in
Table 2.
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Table 22: Views on the effect omore racially desegregated communities, national and
by reported difficulty in making ends meet(column percentages, 2017)

Do you think your Difficulty of making ends meet
village/neighbourhood would be
better or worse place to live if ther
was a grear mix of people from
different race groups living close t
each other?
1. Very 2. Fairly 3. 4. Fairly 5. Very South
difficult difficult Neither easy easy African
easy nor average
difficult
1. Much better 17 13 12 8 15 13
2. A bit better 22 25 18 28 10 23
3. About the same 32 36 42 37 39 37
4. A bit worse 13 15 13 10 20 14
5. Much worse 10 5 8 13 12 8
8. (Do not know) 7 5 7 4 4 6
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
OMuch betterd + 39 38 30 36 24 36
O6Much worsed + 22 21 21 23 33 22

Source: Authors calculations based on SASAS 2017.

Reviewing the overall results on this particular survey question (presentedjirStloeu t h

Af r i c an coumreinTablg &)reveals that a greater share of the population is in

favour of increased mixing of population groups (36%) than is opposed (B2%sgver, it is

also evident that the magnitude of support for mixing by population group is somewhat lower
than was observed above in relation to increased mixing by income. Reviewing the results by
DMEM group reveals no clear pattern, although the léagtived category (i.e. those that
regard it as Overy easy to make ends meet 0)
people are opposed to greater mixing by population group than are supportive of it.

In summary, therefore, the analysigire | at i on t o peopleds views
mixed communities suggests that, at a national level, there is broad support for greater mixing
of income groups and also broad support for greater mixing of population groups. Of the two
forms of mixingenquired about here, there appears to be slightly more appetite for increased
mi xXi ng by income than by population group.
sociceconomic status, support for increased income mixing is common across all DMEM
grous, while support for greater mixing by population groups is seen across all DMEM
groups except the most advantaged. Based on the analysis of both approaches to mixed
community neighbourhood development, it therefore appears that South Africans, both rich
and poor, are more inclined to favour cldesed redress (i.e. greater mixingitigome) than
racebased redress (i.e. greater mixing by population group). These findings have

implications for the potential acceptability of mixed commypiblicies by theSouth African
population and, as such, are of relevance to debates around the types of policies that could be
designed and implemented to reduce spatial inequality within the country.

Page330f 92

a l

W



6. Conclusion

This working paper has been informed by and touapes sme of the same issues raised in
the focus groupandertaken during this research programwheh examinegeoplés lived
experienceof inequality in Cape Town. However, as SASAS is a nationally representative
survey it enableaus to takea quantitative perspective looking across the whole country and
so complements the qualitative woilhe new 25tem module of questions that was

designed and fielded for the purpose of this research project was relatively experimental in
nature. We were adsfortunate that our module was fielded within the same survey as the
ISSP module on social inequality, thereby greatly increasing the number and breadth of
guestions available to us.

The analysis in thiseportbegan by considering people's perceptidowuathe type of

society that South Africa is today and juxtaposed this with their aspirations as to their
preferred type of society. From this it was clear that people perceive South Africa to be a very
unequal society but have aspirations for a morelespegety. This set the context for

examining different aspects of inequaliffhese aspects included the way that people

compare their own household and their own neighbourhood with selected bengchmarks

locally and nationallyThis wasfollowed by an ana}sis ofp e o pdttirudes towardthe
geographicaplacesn whichthey live,their aversion to inequality and their preferred redress
options

With regards to income comparisons, the analysis indicate¢ghéugaie tend to feel general

sense of relati deprivation compared to other households and other geographisalbatba

locally and nationallyAlthough there were observable gradients in the feelings of relative
deprivation according to income status, the general pattern was of more peopie feelin

relatively deprived than relatively affluerithis finding couldbé ndi cati ve of peorg
reference points being skewed upwards through their lived experiences of inedhality.

results are consistent with Clark & Sewik2010)findings from their analysis of the

European Social Survey in that they are suggestive of a general inclination towards upwards
comparisons that depress relative income evaluations. The analysis revealeditigstdéel

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

The anal ysi s otbangrelaignshipgith thegptades in whidhettsey live
revealed thatekpite a general feeling of relative deprivat@dnhe neighbourhood level,

more people express satisfaction with their neighbourhood than dissatisfaction. However,
greater dissatisfaction than satisfacti®axpressed by those finding it most difficult to make
ends meet-urther analysis of peoattitudes towardhe places in which they live

revealed that a desite move neighbourhood has an urban/rural element as well as a socio
economic status elementhere the ighest desire to move is found amongst poor urban
dwellers.

The extent to which South Africans weagerse to inequality was alsgplored and the
results indicaté an acute awareness by South Africans of the unequaleocimmic
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structure associated with present day soctetiditionally, the results indicated ththere is a
strong preferencamong the publifor greater soci@conomic equalityhan is the case with
thecurrent societal structure. South Africans also expressed a strong discontent with the
current income distribution in the country and indicated the government has a
respnsibility to reduce the current income differences in the country. All these findings
demonstrate the fact that South Africans are averse to inequality and have todebkmage

In examiningthe level of support th&outhAfricans haveoward specific perserand place
focused policies for redress, the results indicated that thergemasal support for both, but
with somewhastronger support for person focused redress polithes there was for

specific area focused ose

As stated in the introduction to this Working Paper, the objeatageto explore a range of
concepts relating to peopleds | ivedonayxperien
representative survey data, thereby complementing the quaitatus group work

undertaken within the City of Cape TowFhe results presented hgm®videsomenew

insights intothe ways that people feel about themselves, their local areas and society more
broadly, in the context of the high levelssafciceconome and sociespatialinequality that
persist in preserday South AfricaEach 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 interatal contexts to examine the extent to which public attitudes
vary according to the levels of poverty, deprivation and inequality waliffi@rentcounties

The ISSP module on social inequalities is already being rolled out to around 40 countries
internatonally and so this offers an ideal opportunity for such comparative international work
to take place.
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Appendix 1. Explanatory variables used in the analysis

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

Age group
This is a standard variable in SASAS. It is-ealegory variable ranging from age-18 to
age 65+.

Population Group

This is a standard variable in SASAe analyses in this working paperralhke use ofhe
postapartheidpopulation grougategoriesysed in theSASAS questionnaird.hat is Black

African; Coloured; Indian/Asian; Whit&or studies of this type, consideration needs to be

given to the appropriateness of such categorisationteaméhology in a democratic

dispensation, especially one that is explicitly informed by constitutionally entrenched non
racialism(Bentley and Habib, 2008, Lefleverett et al., 2017, Seekings, 20083 Foster

and Walg(2017,p69passeéheredi s no such thing as Araced
terms. There is no underlying biological &ess
There is no measurement device or criterion to mard offf f er enc e bryetiir aade d h
same time, it must be recognisedthad p ul at i on gontouepto be & safienta c e 0
factor in many aspects of South African society, whether it be in contemporary political

debates over social change, through ddiggourse (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 thisresarch racépopulation grougontinues 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.

Gedype
This is a stndard variable in SASAS. It is acategory classification derived by Statistics
South Africa that reflects the type of geographical area (specifically, Enumeration Area) in
which the person lives. The categories are:
1 Urban formal
1 Urban informal
1 Rural fomer homeland areas: these are rural, traditional authority areas that are
classified by the StatsSA geotype variabl
f Rural farms: these are areas coded as Oru
variable andare predominantly commeastiagricultural farms.

LSM3

This variable is derived from standard item variables in SASAS. It is a modified version of
the commonly used Living Standards Measure (LSM), which was originally developed in the
late 1980s by th8outhAfrican Advertising Reearch Foundation (SAARIS a multitem
segmentation tool (Haupt 2006; Martins 2006). This measure is an index that classifies
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households into ten LSM groups based upon 29 separate survey items, which focus primarily
on the possession of consumergo®s.i or t o devel oping a composi

scoreb6, iIimputation for missing data was appl
to ensure that all respondents would be allo
benomissinga@t a) . The composite 6living standards

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
compositemeasure, respondents were allocated into one of three categories, which were
derived for the purpose of this research:

1 Low-LSM

1 Mid-LSM

T High-LSM
Importantly, the three categories of LSM3 used here are of equél®ii®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,4h&Nbgroup
consists of the onthird of population with te lowest values on the composite living
standards score. Similarly, those in the Hig8M group can be thought of as the ghe&d of
population with the highe$iving standards scores. Those in the +b#M group make up
t he O mi-thicdlofeh@ poplatien according to the values on the composite living
standards score. The LSM3 categorisation therefore acts as a useful proxy for material
wellbeing. Please seepfiendix 2for further details of the methodology behind the LSM3
classification.

LSM3_Geo
This is a variant of the LSM3 categorisation, in that each of the_.BM and highLSM
groups are further broken down according to
1 Low-LSM-Urban
1 Low-LSM-Rural
1 Mid-LSM-Urban
1 Mid-LSM-Rural
T High-LSM
The highLSM group is not broken down by urban/rural status as the vast majority of this
group lives in urban areas. It should be noted that the urban and rural components of the low
LSM and midLSM groups are not of equal size, but rather reflect the split between urban
and rural locations within the respective LSM3 category.

DMEM (Difficulty in making ends meet)

This is variable that was included in the SASAS 2017 round as part of the ISSP Social

Inequality module. ltisa-6 at egory <cl| assi f i subjectivepoventyeltfisi e ct i n
based on peoplebdbs responses to the following

4 Note that survey weights were taken into accowviten splitting the overall distribution across the living
standards measure scores into three equally sized groups.
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Thinking of your household's total income, including all the sources of income of all the
members who contribute to it, how difficult or easy is it currently for your household to
make ends meet?

Very difficult

Fairly difficult

Neither easy nor difficult
Fairly easy

Very easy

(Can't choose)

QO UhA WM

Further information on the value of this variable for subgroup analysis is provided in
Appendix3.
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Appendix 2. Imputation of missingdata for the items used to calculate &ving
standardsscore

The SASAS dataset provided by HSRC for the purpose of this project included@pre

living standards measure variable. However, our initial review of thisquted variable
revealed thagpproximately 10% of the cashadmissingvalues 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 o the resultant living standards meas@®en that thdiving standardvariable

would play an important role in the sub group analgsiss necessany imputemissing

values Imputation was applied to each of the 29 input variables using an appeopadel

form (e.g. OLS linear regression for continuous variables; logistic regression for binary
variablesordered logit for ordered categorial variablesiltinomial logistic regression for
nonorderedcategorical variables).

To impute the missingalues the process involved (1) Identifyiriige 29questions/items

related to LSM formulationplus any potentially valuabtovariates(2)r ecodi ng al | 06«
knowé and o6not specifiedd responané®® to missi
running mputation 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 inforntaé by

work of the South African Audience Research Foundation (SAARF) in which they list the 29
guestions used to create the LSM. In addition to using the 29 prescribedmpiastset out

by SAARF, a series gfotentially valuableovariate were also identified. The covariates

were includedn order toincrea® the accuracy of the imputed results. Covariates were
identified ash h i glével sféducationcompleted , selfperceived societal position at time

of survey intervie@ , selfperceived societal position during childhaod perieived

difficulty inmaknge n d s me et 0 ,likelfh@od af éxperigm@npoeedtyin next 12
month® , A a n tlikelthoog @& hoereciwing healthcare when needed in next 12

month® , Asexo, Araceo, Amarital anysotiagmms fAcurr
received byn o u s e h o | d 0 socidficpl ear scseoi , (pefidora)c 0 m@i nc o me

~

(householfb , fiage gGeolypeoand i

R)Recoding all 6édonét knowd and dédnot specifie
imputed

For both the 29 input variables and the additional covariates listed above, any responses of

6dondét knowd or &énot speci thatthesécaseecodbe ecoded
imputed.
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(3) Running imputation models to predict the missing cases

The ordeiin which the variables were treated as the dependent variables in the regressions
was determined by the proportion of cases thathiading values. The variables were
therefore ranked from least missing to most missing, and the variable with least missing
valueswas regressed on the other variabldsse cases with missing values on that

particular dependent variable were then remagih their imputed values. The process then
continued by selecting the variable from the initial list with the sedewest missing values.
This variable was regressed on the other variables (included the now fully populated (i.e. no
missing values) fat 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 theadeptac

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 processddhengattern in
TableAl 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 onlérgit (ologit) property was used. Multinomial

logit (mlogit) was used for variables with nondered categoriesuch asnarital status.

Once all predictions were made, all cases with missing were replaced with the predicted/
imputed values.
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Table Al: Ordering of variables entered into the imputation mode$

Rank (least missing cass

s) Name of variable

Impute variable for LSM

Percentage missing

Model form

© 00 ~NO Ul WN P

WWWWWwWwWwwWwNNNRNNNNNNNNRRRRRERRPR P P
OVOTRWONPOOONNOWANONRPLOOO~NODOKNWNLEPRO

w
©

Age group
Top bottom now
Top bottom growing up
House cluster town housg
Water in the house/plot
Flush toilet
Fridge
Cellphones 3+
Cellphones 2
TV set
Highest education
Microwave
Kitchen sink
Electric stove
No domestic worker
Washing machine
Motor vehicle
Vacuum cleaner
Pay tv
DVD player
Hot water geyser
Home security service
Home theatre system
Computer
None or 1 radio
Home telephone
Swimming pool
Deep freezer
Make ends meet
Air conditioner
Tumble dryer
Dishwasher
Marital status
Perceived class
Current employment
Anticipated poverty
Anticipated health
Income hh

Income pers

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

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%

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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Appendix3 Sui tability of the question on perceiyv

as a proxy for income

For some of the analysis ihis Working Paperavariableon t he o6di fficul ty
me ehtasheen used as a proxy for income. This variable is a derived version of the variable
g76 but with the response "can't choose" recoded to missing. The following table shows the
weighted distribution ofhe responses for this variable:

Table A2: Tabulation of A d i f f i ncaking éngsmeeb

Difficulty of making ends meet Percent
1. Very difficult 30
2. Fairly difficult 33
3. Neither easy nor difficult 22
4. Fairly easy 11
5. Very easy 3
Missing 2

As can be seen this variable is complete for a high proportion of ddmesgariable was
tested to ascertain tletentto which itcould be used as a proxy for inconiehe following
table presents the weightegsponses to a question about gross household income. This
guestion is framed as a request to select the appropriate band of monthly income.

Tabulation of gross household income

Income: gross HH income Percent Cum%
1. No income 2 2
2. R1- R500 2 4
3. R501- R750 2 6
4. R751- R1 000 3 9
5. R1 001R1 500 7 16
6. R1 501- R2 000 10 26
7. R2 001- R3 000 12 38
8. R3 001- R5 000 12 49
9. R5 001- R7 500 6 55
10. R7 501 R10 000 4 59
11. R10 001 R15 000 4 62
12. R15 00% R20 000 3 65
13. R20 00t R30 000 2 68
14. R30 00t R50 000 2 69
15. R 50 001 + 1 70
97. (Refuse to answer) 14 85
98. (Uncertain/Don't know) 14 99
99. (No answer) 1 100

As can be seeffior 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 empldidoughthis

variable was subjected to imputation as part of the process of imputing the 29 variables that
feed into the LSM calculation, its use there was only as a covariate to increase the robustness
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of the imputations of the 29 input items. The high proportiomissing 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 usertkemedatg albeit incompletgeto validate the

"difficulty in making ends meet" questioin 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 apied. 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
Band Range amount
1 No income 0
2 R17 R500 333
3 R501i R750 617
4 R751i R1 000 870
5 R1 001R1 500 1,234
6 R1 5011 R2 000 1,739
7 R2 001i R3 000 2,467
8 R3 0011 R5 000 3,916
9 R5 001i R7 500 6,166
10 R7 5011 R10 000 8,691
11 R10 001 R15 000 12,332
12 R15 001 R20 000 17,381
13 R20 0011 R30 000 24,664
14 R30 0011 R50 000 39,153
15 R 50 001 + 100,000

From this, per capita household income was calculated for each respondent with a non
missing case.

The following graph shows the weighted mean per capita income for each category of the

variable difficulty in making endsneet”. All things considered this would appear to be a
reasonable proxy for income.
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Figure Al: Mean per capita monthly income (weighted) for categories of variable

Mean of per capita monthly income (Rands)

4,000 6,000 8,000 10,000

2,000

Mean per capita monthy income (weighted)
for categories of variable 'making_ends_meet'

9122.99

4626.92

3053.13

1910.34
1453.95

1. Very difficult 2. Fairly difficult 3. Neither easy nor difficult 4. Fairly easy 5. Very easy
Categories of 'making _ends_meet' variable
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Appendix 4. SASAS 201 Muestionnaire which conatins theModule on the Lived
Experience of Inequality in South Africa

SOUTH AFRICAN SOCIAL ATTITUDES SURVEY
Questionnaire 2: October/December 2017

U

HSRC

Human Sciences
KAzaarch Launci

RESPONDENTS AGED 16 YEARS +

Good (merringfafter noonfevening), I'm and we are conducting a survey for the Human Sdences
Research Courcil (HSRC). The HSRC regularly conducts surveys of opinion amongst the South African
population. Topics include a wide range of social matters such as communications, pditics, education,
tnemployment, the problems of the aged and inter-group relations. &s a folow-up to this eatlier work, we
would like to ask you questions on a variety of subjects that are of national importance, To obtain reliable,
sdentific information we request that you answer the guestions that folow as honestly as possible. Your cpinion
is important in this research, The area in which you live and you yourself have been sdlected randomly for the
purpose of this survey, The fact that you have been chosen is thus quite cainddental. The information you gve
to us will be kept confidential, You and your household members will not be identified by name or address in
any of the reports we plan to write,

PARTICULARS OF VISITS

DAY  MONTH VIME TIME

STARTED COMPLETED
HR  MIN HR  MIN
e | [ | ] | ] | . |

21| | | | I | ] L1 1
27 | [ ] [ ] [T 1

**RESPONSE

First visit | / Ji

Second visit | i /

Trird visit | / /

*

Completed questiornaire
Partially completed questichnaire (specify reason)

wowowon
BREE BZEY9R @28 RBR

Beyisit

Appointrnent made

Selected respondent not at home
No one home

Do motaualify

Yacant housefflatfs tand/not a house or flatfdemolished

No person qualifies acoording to the survey specifications

Respondent cannot communicate with interviewer because of language
Respondent is physically/mentally not fit to be interviewed

Refisals

Contact person refused

Interview refused by selected respondent
Interview refused by parent

Interview refused by other household member

QFFICEUSE

1
=

STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL
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Name of Inte

N S NUE I vt 8 A R R R AR LS

Number of interviewer

Checked by

Signature of supervisor

FIELDWORK CONTROL
CONTROL YES | NO REMARKS

Personal 1 2

Telephonic 1 2

Name SIGNATURE

................................. DATE ....ocovovvvnecn i o e 2017
RESPONDENT SELECTION PROCEDURE
Number of households at visiting point I:D
Number of persons 16 years and older at visiting point I:D

Please list all persons at the visiting point/on the stand who are 16 years and older and were resident
15 out of the past 30 days. Once this is completed, use the Kish grid on next page to determine which
person is to be interviewed.

Names of Persons Aged 16 and Older

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

NAME OF RESPONDENT:

21

ADDRESS OF RESPONDENT:

22

23

24

25

il
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GRID TO SELECT RESPONDENT

NUMBER OF PERSONS FROM WHICH RESPONDENT MUST BE DRAWN
112|3[(4|5(6|7|8[9|10(11|12|13(14|15(16|17|18|19|20(21|22|23|24|25

3

12

5

1

1(23|2

69|17

120(11| 5 (24

51619

9(4|3|10|1

9 (10| 1

1(12)120( 7 (13 (22|12]|16

1|3 (12(18(5|19|14| 9

1

2

1(14{10(19(10|11|18|15| 7 | 6

1|3 (11(7 (10|16|16|10| 5|2 |2

5|17112|14|13| 8 (17(20|19|20|19|11

1142118 |2|17|4|17(21|16| 3

5|13|1|14| 8 (14| 6 (15| 9 |14 3

5|11| 2

114|9(14(8|2|17|17|14(12(14|22|10| 3 |14

11147 |5]|3

1

1|7(10{6(5|4|15|10| 5|2 (13| 4|17|5|17|8

9(10/1|10|4 |6 |6

113|8(6(6|9|5|7|13[4(15|1|7|22|15|21

1187

3

5|8|6|5(12(10(1|6|8|7(19(19(13|21|13|24|25

1

116(2(9(13|11|14| 4 |11 4 (15|15|17| 1

5|/9|10|3|2(11(13|8|12|12| 5|6 (21|88 | 4|15

5

3

5|17|5|9|8(13(3(2|13|5|18|1(4

114|6(3|6|5|7|13]/9(2|3|13|14|8 |27 (204

8(7 (711|113

1

114|8(9(10/7|9|3(12(12(9 |7 |20|19| 9 [19(21(13

5

1

5|/8|6|2|4(2|4|8|11|10(16(6 |9 |10|15|11|12(11|18

1142

5

1138

112(2(3(4|8|3|7|2|5(14/4|15|/4 |86 (16(14|22|19

3

5|17|7|8|7

14

114|7(8(2|5|6|11(12|9(16(13|16|11|18(18(14(16|18|23

6

5|12|8|9]10({4|9|8]|13|1

1171232

1

5(6(|2]|2

1|13(|3[6(9(10|111|12|3 |9 (15(7 |8 |11|6 | 3

114|5](3

5|13|6|4|3|(4|6|2|11|13|12({1 (158 |7 |2 |12|15(21(13|7

1

3

5

113|2|6(2

114|12(7(6|9]|3

2

14

2

3

1|13|2(7(5|6|5|7|7(8|6|10|3]3

1

1

2

3

114|6(3

11324

114|5|6|3

1

3

1

114|12(4|3

114(2(6|4

1

1

NUMBER OF

QUESTION-
NAIRE

1(26(51]76 (1| 1

22715277 11|23 (4|3

3(28|53(78 1|12

4129(54(79 (1|2 |3

5130|55/80 |11

6 (3115681 |1|2(2(2]|3

7 (3215782 1|2

8(33|158(83|1|1(|2(3([2]|5

9134(59(84 1|1

10(35|60( 85|12 (2|4

11(36|61|86 |1| 1

12(37162|87 |1| 2 | 3

13(38163[88 |1| 1|2

14(39164[89 1|2 (3 (2| 4

15(40|65(/90 |1 | 2

16(41166/91 |11 (3|3

17(42167|192|1(1(2|(2|3|4|2|6(2|3|2|12|5|2|10(13|5|8|18|9(16(10(17|16|20

18(43|68[93 |1| 2

19(44169(94 |1| 2 | 2

20|45(70195 (1| 1|3 |2 |54

21|46(71]9 (1| 1

22|47(721 97 |1 | 2

23|48(73|98 (12|13 |4|2|2|6|7|7|8|3|4(9(3|6|2|11|11(16(2 |8 |11|23|6 |22

24149(74]199 (1| 1| 2

25|50(75|100(1 (1|2 |3|3|2|4|6|4|7|5|3(12(12|12|4|6 |2 (17(11|2|12| 4|8 |10

1ii
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SASAS QUESTIONNAIRE 2: 2017

Number of persons in this household
Number of persons 16 years and older in this household

INTERVIEWER: PLEASE CIRCLE APPROPRIATE CODES

What .
5| 8 How old is populatio What s
o I} : Is [name] a [namel’s
Write in from oldest 5 = i male or a NGroup 1 olationshi
Household = = completed does
(top) to youngest o . female? p to the
schedule (bottom) s 5 | years; less than [ name] tesponde
4] ] 1 year =00) G i belong P
S 2 M=1 F=2 to? nt
01 | 01
02 | 02
03 | 03
04 | 04
Please list all gg gg
persons in the
household 07 | 07
who eat from 08 | 08
the same 09 | 09
cooking pot 10 | 10
and who were 11 | 11
resident 15 12 | 12
out of the past 13 | 13
30 days 14 | 14
15 [ 15
Note: Circle 16 | 16
the number 17 | 17
next to the 18 | 18
name of the
household ;g ;g
head.
21 | 21
22 | 22
23 | 23
24 | 24
25 | 25

Population Group

Relationship to respondent codes

1 = Black African

1 = Respondent

2 = Coloured 2 = Wife or husband or partner
3 = Indian or Asian 3 = Son/daughter/stepchild/adopted child/foster child
4 = White 4 = Father/mother/ step father/step mother

5 = Other (specity)

5 = Brother/sister/step brother/step sister

6 = Grandchild/great grandchild

7 = Grandparent/great grandparent

8 = Mother- or father-in-law

9 = Son- or daughter-in-law

10 = Brother- or sister-in-law

11 = Other relation (e.g. aunt/uncle)

12 = Non-relation
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DEMOCRACY & GOVERNANCE

1. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the way democracy is working in South Africa?

[Showcard 2]
Very satisfied 1
Satisfied 2
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3
Dissatisfied 4
Very dissatisfied 5
(Do not know) 8
2. How satisfied are you with the general economic situation in South Africa at present? Are
you... [Showcard 2]
Very satisfied 1
Satisfied 2
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3
Dissatisfied 4
Very dissatisfied 5
(Do not know) 8
Indicate the extent to which you trust or distrust the following institutions in South
Africa at present. [ Showcard 3]
Neither
Institutions Btnangly Trust | trust nor | Distrust St_rongly {Da ot
trust di distrust know)
istrust
3. Church or other religious institution 1 2 3 4 5 8
4. National government 1 2 3 4 5 8
5. Courts 1 2 3 4 5 8
6. Parliament 1 2 3 4 5 8
7. | Your local government 1 2 3 4 5 8
8. The police 1 2 3 4 5 8
9. Defence force 1 2 3 4 5 8

PERSONAL WELLBEING INDEX

The following questions ask how satisfied you feel, on a scale from zero to 10. Zero means you
feel no satisfaction at all and 10 means you feel completely satisfied.

10. Thinking about your own life and personal circumstances, how satisfied are you with
your life as a whole? [ Showcard 16]

No
satisfaction
at all

0 1 2 3 4

Completely
Satisfied
9 10

11. How satisfied are you with your standard of living? [ Showcard 16]
No
satisfaction Completely
at all Satisfied
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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12. How satisfied are you with your health? [ Showcard 16]

No
satisfaction Completely
at all Satisfied
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

13. How satisfied are you with what you are achieving in life? [ Showcard 16]

No
satisfaction Completely
at all Satisfied
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

14. How satisfied are you with your personal relationships? [ Showcard 16]

No
satisfaction Completely
at all Satisfied
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

15. How satisfied are you with how safe you feel? [ Showcard 16]

No
satisfaction Completely
at all Satisfied
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

16. How satisfied are you with feeling part of your community? [ Showcard 16]

No
satisfaction Completely
at all Satisfied
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

17. How satisfied are you with your future (financial) security? [ Showcard 16]

No
satisfaction Completely
at all Satisfied
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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18. How satisfied are you with your spirituality or religion? [ Showcard 16]
No
satisfaction Completely
at all Satisfied
0 1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9 10

ISSP SOCIAL INEQUALITY

To begin we have some questions about opportunities for getting ahead in life...
How important do you think each of the following is for getting ahead in life... [ Showcard 17]

19.

20.

21.

22.
23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

. Not
) Very Fairly Not very . (Can't
st important | important | important |m2§>rat|?nt choose)
...how important is coming
from a wealthy family? 4 i 3 = 5 B
... how important is having
well-educated parents? ) g 3 b 3 a
... how |mp0|_'tant is having a 1 2 3 4 5 8
good education yourself?
... how important is hard work? 1 2 3 4 5 8
... how important is knowing
the right people? d 2 8 4 5 -
... how important is having
political connections? 1 2 8 4 5 5
... how important is giving
bribes? 1 - g - . -
... how important is a person’s
race” 1 2 3 4 5 8
... how important is a person’s
religion? 1 2 3 4 5 8
... how important is being born
a man or a woman? 1 2 3 4 3 &

Would you say that you earn...

THAT HE OR SHE HAD.

INTERVIEWER: IF THE RESPONDENT IS NOT WORKING NOW, PLEASE ASK ABOUT THE LAST JOB

Much less than I deserve

Less than I deserve

What I deserve

More than I deserve

Much more than I deserve

Never worked

(Can't choose)

QIO || [WIN =
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30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.

36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.

42,

43.

44,

45.

46.

We would like to know what you think people in these jobs actually earn. Please write in
how much you think they usually earn each MONTH, BEFORE taxes. Many people are not
exactly sure about this, but your best guess will be close enough. This may be difficult,

but it is very important. So please try.

TAXES.

INTERVIEWER: PLEASE WRITE IN HOW MUCH THEY ACTUALLY EARN EACH MONTH BEFORE

About how much do you think a doctor in general practice earns?

How much do you think a chairman of a large national corporation earns?

How much do you think a shop assistant earns

How much do you think an unskilled worker in a factory earns?

How much do you think a cabinet minister in the national government earns?

How much do you think a school teacher earns?

AlR|P|R|A|R

Next, what do you think people in these jobs ought to be paid. How much do you think
they should earn each MONTH, BEFORE taxes, regardless of what they actually get...

TAXES.

INTERVIEWER: PLEASE WRITE IN HOW MUCH THEY SHOULD EARN EACH MONTH BEFORE

About how much do you think a doctor in general practice should earn?

How much do you think a chairman of a large national corporation should earn?

How much do you think a shop assistant should earn?

How much do you think an unskilled worker in a factory should earn?

How much do you think a cabinet minister in the national government should earn?

How much do you think a school teacher should earn?

AlR|IA A|A|A

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? [ Showcard 1]

Neither
Agree | agree nor | Disagree
disagree

Strongly
agree

Strongly
disagree

(Do not
know)

Differences in income in South

Africa are too large I 2 3 % 5

8

It is the responsibility of the
government to reduce the
differences in income between 1 2 3 4 5
people with high incomes and
those with low incomes.

The government should provide
a decent standard of living for 1 2 3 4 5
the unemployed.

It is the responsibility of private
companies to reduce the
differences in pay between 1 2 3 4 5
employees with high pay and
those with low pay.

Private companies should pay
more of their profits to their
employees and less to the
owners
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47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

Differences in income can cause people to feel angry. How do you feel when you think

about differences in income in South Africa?

Extremely angry

Very angry

Moderately angry

Slightly angry

Not at all angry

(Can't choose)

QU RA[WIN =

How successful do you think the government in South Africa is nowadays in reducing the
differences in income between people with high incomes and people with low incomes?

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: Most politicians
do not care about reducing the differences in income between people with high incomes

and people with low incomes. [ Showcard 1]

Do you think people with high incomes should pay a larger share of their income in taxes

Very unsuccessful

1

Quite unsuccessful

Neither unsuccessful nor successful

Quite successful

Very successful

(Can't choose)

o|U|h|W|N

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

(Can't choose)

QU h[WIN |-

than those with low incomes, the same share, or a smaller share?

Much larger share

Larger

The same share

Smaller

Much smaller share

(Can't choose)

| h|WIN |-

Generally, how would you describe taxes in South Africa today for those with high

incomes? Taxes are...

...much too high

...too high

...about right

...too low

...much too low

(Can't choose)

U | A |WIN (=

Is it fair or unfair that people with higher incomes can buy better health care than

with lower incomes?

people

Very fair

Somewhat fair

Neither fair nor unfair

Somewhat unfair

Very unfair

U |D|WIN (=

(Can't choose)
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53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

Is it fair or unfair that people with higher incomes can buy better education for their

children than people with lower incomes?

Looking at the list below, which one of the following groups and organisations do you
think should have the greatest responsibility for reducing differences in income between

Very fair

Somewhat fair

Neither fair nor unfair

Somewhat unfair

Very unfair

(Can't choose)

QU |D[W|N =

those with high incomes and those with low incomes?

Private companies

Government

High-income individuals themselves

Low-income individuals themselves

Income differences should not be reduced

(Can't choose)

lu]b|wIN|=

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: present economic

differences between rich and poor countries are too large. [ Showcard 1]

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: people in wealthy
countries should make an additional tax contribution to help people in poor countries.

[Showcard 1]

(a) In general, do you think that South Africa should trade more or trade less with other

countries? Would you say it should trade...

(b) In general, do you think that trade between South Africa and other countries is a

good thing or a bad thing for South Africa?

Strongly disagree

(Can't choose)

Strongly agree 1
Agree 2
Neither agree nor disagree 3
Disagree 4
5
8

Strongly disagree

(Can't choose)

Strongly agree 1
Agree 2
Neither agree nor disagree 3
Disagree 4
5
8

... Much more

More

Less

Much less

(Don't know/can't tell)

Ol |W[N =

Very good

Good

Bad

Very bad

(Don't know/can't tell)

COD[W[N =
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In all countries, there are differences or even conflicts between different social groups. In
your opinion, in South Africa how much conflict is there between... [ Showcard 18]

Very strong Strong Not very strong | There are (Can't
conflicts conflicts conflicts no conflicts choose)
59 ... poor people and rich 1 2 3 4 8
" | people?
... the working class and
o the middle class? . a 3 i %
61 ... management and 1 5 3 4 8
" | workers
62. | ...young people and
older people 1 2 3 4 8
... People born in South
63. Africa and people from
other countries who 1 2 3 4 8
have come to live in
South Africa.

64. In our society there are groups which tend to be towards the top and groups which tend
to be towards the bottom. Where would you put yourself on a scale of 1 to 10, where 10
is the top and 1 the bottom? [ Showcard 15]

TOP ....... 10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
BOTTOM...... 1
65. And if you think about the family that you grew up in, where did they fit in then?
[Showcard 15]
TOP ....... 10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
BOTTOM.... 1

66. And thinking ahead 10 years from now, where do you think you will be on a scale of 1 to
10 where 10 is the top and 1 the bottom? [ Showcard 15]

TOP: :cccu 10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2

BOTTOM.... 1
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67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

How often do you have any contact with people who are a lot richer than you when you
are out and about'? This could be in the street, in shops, in your neighbourhood? or while

travelling between places. [ Showcard 19]

INTERVIEWER: ANY CONTACT SHOULD BE INCLUDED, WHETHER VERBAL OR NON-VERBAL.

How often do you have any contact with people who are a lot poorer than you when you
are out and about®? This could be in the street, in shops, in your neighbourhood“or while

travelling between places. [ Showcard 19]

Never

Less than once a month

Once a month

Several times a month

Once a week

Several times a week

Every day

(Can't choose)

D IN [N |WIN =

INTERVIEWER: ANY CONTACT SHOULD BE INCLUDED, WHETHER VERBAL OR NON-VERBAL.

In deciding how much people ought to earn, how important should each of these things

be, in your opinion... [ Showcard 17]

Never

Less than once a month

Once a month

Several times a month

Once a week

Several times a week

Every day

(Can't choose)

D IN[d N[ |W|N =

. Not ’
Essential Very _ Fairly _Not very important (Can't
Important | important | important ot all choose)
How much responsibility goes
with the job — how important
do you think that ought to be 4 9 3 4 5 8
in deciding pay?
... the number of years spent
in education and training? d 2 8 4 5 8
. whether the person has
children to support — how
important should that be in 1 2 3 * 3 8
deciding pay?
... how well he or she does
the job — how important
should that be in deciding 1 2 3 1 3 B
pay?

! Out and about’ in the sense of ‘when in public and not at home’.
% ‘Neighbourhood’ in the sense of ‘local area’.

* Out and about’ in the sense of ‘when in public and not at home'.

* ‘Neighbourhood'’ in the sense of ‘local area’.
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These five diagrams show different types of society. Please read the descriptions and look at
the diagrams and decide which you think best describes South Africa. [ Showcard 20]

Type A TypeB Type C Type D Type E
& small elite at 4 society lke a A pyramid except A society with Many people near the
the top, very few pyramid with a that just a few most people in top, and only a few

people in the
middle and the
great mass of
people at the
bottom.

small elite at the
top, more people
in the middle, and
most at the
bottom.

people are at the
bottom.

the middle.

near the bottom,

73. First, what type of society is South Africa today — which diagram comes closest?

74. What do you think South Africa ought to be like — which would you prefer?

Type A

Type B

Type C

Type D

Type E

{Can't choose)

[ax] [dy ) NN [EWR 1N [0

Type &

Type B

Type C

Type D

Type E

{Can’t choose)

Wi | B r =

75. How fair do you think the income distribution is in South Africa?

Very fair

Fair

Unfair

Yery unfair

(Do not know)

(=] SN [ONN [N ) IO

76. Thinking of your household's total income, including all the sources of income of all the
members who contribute to it, how difficult or easy is it currently for your household to
make ends meet?

Yery difficult

Fairly difficult

Neither easy nor difficult

Fairly easy

Yery easy

Can’t choose)

W) | wr (=
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77. How likely it is that during the next 12 months there will be some periods when you
don’t have enough money to make ends meet?
Not at all likely 1
Not very likely 2
Likely 3
Very likely 4
(Can't choose) 8
78. And during the next 12 months how likely is it that you will be unemployed and looking
for work at least four consecutive weeks?
Not at all likely 1
Not very likely 2
Likely 3
Very likely 4
(Never worked OR no longer working and not looking for work) 5
(Can't choose) 8
79. And during the next 12 months how likely is it that you will not receive the health care
you really need if you become ill?
Not at all likely 1
Not very likely 2
Likely 3
Very likely 4
Don't know 8
80. Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted, or that you can't be
too careful in dealing with people? Please tell me on a score of 0 to 10, where 0 means
you can't be too careful and 10 means that most people can be trusted. [ Showcard 4]
You Most
cannot people | (Do not
be too can be | know)
careful trusted
00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 88

ESRC LIVED EXPERIENCE OF INEQUALITY

I am going to ask a few more questions about your experiences of the differences between the
rich and poor in South Africa

81.

Do you have regular contact with people who are MUCH POORER THAN YOU while doing

any of the following activities?

WALKING DOWN THE STREET OR LIVING IN SHACKS).

INTERVIEWER: MULTIPLE RESPONSES ALLOWED - CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY
“CONTACT’ CAN BE VERBAL OR ANY FORM OF NON-VERBAL CONTACT (E.G. YOU SEE POOR PEOPLE

a | Working or seeking work 01
b [ Studying 02
¢ | Travelling by public transport or in your own vehicle 03
d | Shopping 04
e | Child-related activities (e.g. at their school) 05
f [ At place of worship 06
g | Visiting friends or family 07
h | Spending time at home with my family 08
i | Other (please specify) 09
j [ (No one poorer than me) 66
k [ (Do not know) 88

10
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