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1. Introduction
1.1. Overview

This Working Paper has been produced as part & #RC/NRFfunded research
programmed Ch a n g i -Spptialrequalites: Population change and the lived
experience of inequality in urban South Afri

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

The analytical focus of this Working Paper is centred around the questions afthengand
whenpeople exprience inequality as they go about their daily lividge findings presented
here are based on a quantitative analysis of a new module of survey questions that was
designeds part othis research programme awtlich wasfielded in the 2017 round of the
South African Social Attitudes Survey (SASAS).

The findings presented and discussed here are primarily based on univariate and bivariate
analysis, as the objective in this Working Paper is to convey the substantial breadth of new
information collated thnagh the SASAS module. Furtherdepth multivariate analysis of
particular facets of this research will be published separately, including ingwe&red
academic journals.

1.2. Background to the study

The present research programimglds upon an earlidESRC/NRF Pathfinder projeathich

e x pl or e divep exmepehcesbokinequality and thaititudes to inequality angptions

for redressin that earlierstudyp e opl eds dbéexposured to inequald.i
function of the types of people and the types of places that they encountered as they

undertook their routine daily activities. It was assumed that people could be exposed to

inequality through directgrsonal interactions with people and/or though indirect visual

appreciation of the contrasts between affluence and poverty in the geographical areas that

they spent their time or through which they travelled. However, as the authors of that study
acknowledjed, these assumptions could not be empirically validated due to a Edkabie

dataon the ways in which people experience inequélgLennan et al., 201447t 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 edntlatfurther

primary data collection was required in order to address some of the information gaps that

had been identifieMcLennan et al., 2014)nformation gaps were identified both in terms

of understanding Oo0how, when and whered peopl
which peopl ebds | i venoayshappesroipd necdess adft iitrnuedgeuwsa Iti
inequality and preferences for redress, as wahasvays in which they go about their daily
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lives. This current ESRC/NRF research programme was therefore designed to contribute
towards delivering on the recommendatifnasn the earlier ESRC/NRF Pathfinder study.

The presentesearch programneonsists of four main strands of work: (1) a quantitative

analysis of the changing soespatial landscape of South AfriazsingCensus data and

geographical information systerqasGI S) t echni ques; (2) a qualit
lived experiences of inequality, their attitudes to inequality and their attitudes to potential

redress options, drawing on new primary data collected through 15 focus groups undertaken
intheCityd Cape Town metropolitan municipality;
lived experiences of inequality, their attitudes to inequality and their attitudes to redress

options, drawing on new primary data collected through SASAS; and (4) a quaatitativ
analysis of the extent to which peoplebds att
experiences of inequality, using a combination of Census data and SASAS data.

This Working Paper contributes to informing strandg§)sted above. Thepecifc

objectivehere isto gain abetter understanding dbw, where and when people experience

inequality as they go about their daily liv8e analyses are basedSMASAS, which is a

nationally representative survey of social attitudes in South Africacdampanying

working paper also contributes to informing strand (3) of this research programme by using
SASAS to explore peopleds attitudes to inequ

1.3. Research questions and survey specification

The broad overarching reselambjective of gaining a better understanding of how, when and
where people experience inequality can be broken down into four specific research questions:

How, when and where do people experience inequality in South Africa?

1 How frequently ar@eople exposed to inequality as they go about their daily lives?

1 What routine activitieprovidethe main sources of exposure to inequality?

1 To what extent are people exposed to inequality though their close family and friendship
networks and themeighbours?

1 Do people feel they are routinely exposed to inequality through the media?

This Working Paper therefore focuses on the processes and mechanistosttitaie to
shapgngpeopl ebs | ived experiences of inequality

1.4. Data descrigtion

The data for the pr esent2018roundoftb&outtaAfrieany si s c o
Social Attitudes Survey (SASAS)

SASAS isa nationally representative, repeated cisEsional survey that investigates public

attitudes, beliefs, behaviouaterns and values in the country. The SASAS series has been
administered by the Human Sciences Research Council (HSRC) on an annual basis since
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2003. The target population for the survey is individuals aged 16 and over who live in private
residence (houselds, hostels and other structures). People living in special institutions such
as hospitals and prisons were excluded from the saiyl&al, 3,067 people were

interviewed during te 2017 round of SASAS he final data set was benchmarked and
weightedto the latest mig/ear population estimates released by Statistics South Africa.

When weighted, these sampled respondents repres&d7328 South Africansagedl6

years and oldeFull methodological details on the survey sampling methodology are

available from the SASAS webstte

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 to in&petific research objectiveBhe series

relies on facdo-face interviewing using a papandpencil survey design, and the English

source questionnaires are translated into and administered in other official languages. The

study design and researchtooie r e approved by the HSRCO0Os Res
Participants are asked for written informed consent, while written permission for young

South Africans less than 18 years is also secured from their parents/guardians.

For the purpose of thigresentesearch programme, a nawd experimentdl5-item module

of questionsvasdesigned to exploreow, when and where people experience inequality (i.e.

the focus of this Working Paper), and peopl e
(i.e. thefocus of the accompanying Working Papém)the analysis below, threlevant

survey items aratroduced as appropriate under the relevant analytical sections. The-full 25

item list is provided for reference Appendix3.

Furthermore,lrough SASAS, theountry has been a formal member of the International
Social Survey Program (ISSP) since 2003. Of particular interest to the present study is the
ISSP Social Inequality V Module, which walsofieldedwithin the 2017 round of SASAS

The ISSPmodule prowilesan additional broad suite obmparative data on public opinion
regarding inequality and government redistributioun]ding onpreviousmodules on the

t heme of 0 s dhatihavé beefieided)inul®87,1992, 4999 and 200klley and
Evans, 1993, Evans and Kelley, 2004, Brooks and Manza, 2006, Lubker, 2006, Osberg and
Smeeding, 2006, Svallforap06, McCall and Kenworthy, 2009, Kelley and Evans, 2009,
Kelley and Kelley, 2009)The inclusion of the ISSP module alongside thét@% module
designed specifically for this present research programme has vastly increased the breadth of
data available for analysi§he content of the ISSP module is also presented in Appendix 3.

Two of the survey questions designed for the purpose of this research programme were, in
fact, accepted into the ISSP Social Inequality V module, and so have been fiedded in
selection ottountries (including South Africa) in 2017 a pilot phase, befoteeingfielded

as part othecrossnational ISSP social inequality 2019 module in approximately 40
countries across different world regions in addition to South Africa.

! http://iwww.hsrc.ac.za/en/departments/sasas
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1.5. Description of selected variables used dke basis for subgroup analysis

In the amlysiscontained in this Working Papeesults are often presented for subgroups of
the population as well as for the overall population as a whole. The following subgroup
classificationsare used in this Working Paper:

Gender
This is a standardariable in SASAS. It is a binary 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 SASARe analysem this working paper all make usetbg
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 appropriatenessseich categorisations and terminology 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 Walg2017,p69rsseéheyredi s no such thing as firacec«
terms. There is no underlying biological essence which permitsagpi ng cal |l ed #Ar
There is no measurement device oD ¥etteatonh
same time, it must be recognisedthat p ul at i on gontouepto be A safienta c e 0
factor in many aspects of South African societyethler it be in contemporary political

debates over social change, through daily discourse (including social media), in the enduring
patterns of residential segregation and the lived experiences of many citizens, or in the

complex realities of individual @hgroup cultural identities. Furthermore, in relation to the

topic of thisresearchracépopulation grougontinues to inform discussions of historical

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

intended & promote restitution, redress and family strengthening.

Geotype
This is a standard variable in SASAS. It is-eadegory classification derived by Statistics
South Africa to reflect the type of geographical area (specifically, Enumeration Area) in
whichthe person lives. The categories are:
1 Urban formal
1 Urban informal
1 Rural former homeland areas: these are rural, traditional authority areas that are
classified by the StatsSA geotype variabl
T Rur al farms: t hesef oarrnea ladr eaarse acso dbeyd tahse 06Stu
variable and are predominantly commercial agricultural farms.
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LSM3

This variable is derived from standard item variables in SASAS. It is a modified version of
the commonly used Living Standards Measure (LSM), whichavaginally developed in the
late 1980s by th&outhAfrican Advertising Research Foundation (SAARIS)a multitem
segmentation tool (Haupt 2006; Martins 2006). This measure is an index that classifies
households into ten LSM groups based upon 29 sepsuwavey items, which focus primarily

on the possession of consumer goods. Prior t
scoreb6, iIimputation for missing data was appl
to ensure that all respondentswod be all ocated a o6living stan
be no missing data). The composite O6living s

respondent by combining the 29 asset variables using weightings specified in the Living
Standards Measugriidance documentation (SAARF 2012). Based on their score on this
composite measure, respondents were allocated into one of three categories, which were
derived for the purpose of this research:

1 Low-LSM

1 Mid-LSM

1 High-LSM
Importantly, the three categorieELEEM3 used here are of equal sfZ€his 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 bthe onethird of population with the 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 highes$iving standards scores. Those in the +b®M group makeip
t he 0 mi-thiddlofeh@ poputaton according to the values on the composite living
standards score. The LSM3 categorisation therefore acts as a useful proxy for material
wellbeing. Please seepfiendixl for further details of the methodology bethithe LSM3
classification.

LSM3_Geo
This is a variant of the LSM3 categorisation, in that each of theL®M 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
1 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 el size, but rather reflect the split between urban
and rural locations within the respective LSM3 category.

2 Note that survey weights were taken into account when splitting the overall distribution across the living
standards measure scores into three equally sized groups.
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DMEM (Difficulty in making ends meet)
This is variable that was included in the SASAS 2017 round as part of the ISSP Social
Inequality module.tisa5c at egory <cl assification refl ectin

A

based on peoplebdbs responses to the following

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)

O U|bh | WIN |-

Further information on this variablepsovided inAppendix2.

1.6. Analytical structure of this Working Paper

The analysis of when, where and how people experience inequality commences with an
exploration of the frequency with which people come into contact with others who are either

much richer or much poorer than them. The purpose of this part of the analggsaside a
better understanding of the interpersonal an
exposure to socieconomic inequality. The two survey questions that form the basis of this

analysis were designed specifically for this researchranoge, but have also been

presentedo and adopted by the ISSP, and fielded as part of -cratssnal ISSP social

inequality 2019 module in approximately 40 countries across different world regions in

addition to South Africa.

The analysis then proceedsdonsider the specific mechanisms through which people are

exposed tmtherswho are much richer or much poorer them themselves. This component of

the analysis begins by considering the types of regular activities throughnefidndents

have greatestx@osure to people of different soeé@onomic status, such as whilst shopping

working, travelling between places, eldhe survey questions designed to explore these
mechanisms of exposure specifically ask aldouttine activitie$ i,e. thoseundertakeron a

regular basis. One particular potential mechanism of exposure is then assessed in more detail,
namely the potential for exposure to inequal
neighbourhood networks. Téespecific questions concerningm pl eds exposur e t
close personal networks are not restricted to regular contact, but rather are asked in a more
general sense in order to reflect inequalities between peoplenayloave strong

interpersonal relationships but who are netessarilyable to have regular contact with one

anothet. Finally, the analysis turns to the role of the mediamechanism of exposure to

inequality.

3 For example, if a young adult migrates franural area to an urban area to find work, he/she may retain
strong relationships with friends/family in the rural area despite not being able to visit them on a regular basis.
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2. Frequency of exposure to inequality

As noted above, one of the key objectives of this piece of research gais & better
understanding of the extent to which people are exposed to inequality as they go about their
daily lives. There is a currently dearth of empirical evidence on this subject in the
international literature. In order to begin to explore thisggion, o new and experimental
survey questions were designedich asked respondents abthe frequency with which
wereexposed to inequality as they go about their daily lifé®se two survey questions

were subsequently accepted by the ISSPimpdrted into the ISSP social inequality module
that was fielded in South Africa in 2017 and then in numerous countries internationally in
2018 and 2019. The survey questions are as follows:

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.

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)

DN || W N

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]

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

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)

QDN (WIN =

The first question asks respondents about the frequency with which they come into contact

with people much richer them themselves as they go about their daily lives, while the second
question asks about the frequencygaofitact withpeople much poorer thahemselves. It

should be noted that O6contactd i ferbdalhi s sense
contact and would therefore include instances where people of differenesociomic

statuses shared the same space but did not necessarily ditecgt with one anothefhe
assumption that peopl eds expeoeabalvisualt o i nequal
appreciation of the differences between affluence and poverty has a strong degree of face
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validity and has beefurtherverified bythe findings from the qualitative strand of this

research programme. Examples of the types ofuaobal visual appreciation of inequality

that were highlighted through the qualitative work include the experience of a wealthy person
whilst driving along a highwaydhked by very poor informal settlements; and the experience

of a poor person whilst visiting a shopping mall.

Tablels hows peopleds responses to the question
contact with others that are much richer than themselves

Table 1: Frequency of exposure tdhose MUCH RICH ER (7 category)

Frequency of exposure to those Percent
MUCH RICHER (7 category)

1. Never 17

2. Less than once a month 12

3. Once a month 13

4., Several times a month 25

5. Once a week 6

6. Several times a week 16

7. Every day 12

Total 100

At the lowest extreme of this component of the exposure continuum, 17% of people reported

that they never come into contact with anyone who is much richer than themselves. This

means the remaining 83% of the population do have some contact with peopleameich

than them and, as such, these people may have varying degrees of exposure according to the
frequency of this contact. Twenfive per cent of the population reported that they come into

contact with people much richer than themsetoese a monthor dess than once a morith

and an additional 30% stated they experience this form of cabtaze a weebor Geveral

times a monté At the highest extreme of this component of the exposure continuum, around

28% of people reported contact with peopleo are much richer than themseléee ver y day 6
or Os ever alThdse resalts indicatevtieaedifférent people across South Africa can
experience very different | evels of exposure
from those whodel they are never exposed to people much richer than themselves though to
those who report experiencing this form of exposure on a daily basis.

To explore this furthefTable2 shows responses separately for the three LSM3 categories in
order to assesshether the pattern seenTiablel is consistent across groups with different
levels of material wellbeing. To simplify the results, the seven response categories shown in
Tablel are grouped into four categories for the purpostabie?2.
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Table 2: Frequency of exposure to those MUCH RICHER (4 category) by LSM3
categorisation (column %)

Frequency of exposure to those MUCH LSM group: three categories (equal sized)
RICHER (4 category)

Low-LSM  Mid-LSM High-LSM Total
1. Never 26 17 8 17
2. Once a month or less 24 26 24 25
3. Once a week or several times a mont 30 30 31 30
4. Daily or several times a week 20 26 37 28
Total 100 100 100 100

The proportion of people reporting contact w
and O60o0nc eseveraltimesakmordhr ar e rel ati vely consistent
standard groups, with around 2%h%ocf |pess@®l anr
around 30% of peopl e r egewerlttimnes gmordb nat carcots sé oanlcle
three categories. However, clear differences are apparent between the three living standard
categories at the highesxposure and lowestixposure extraes of this particular component

of the exposure continuum.

The results indicate that exposure to people much richer than oneself appears to be
considerably more prevalent amongst the bettesegment of the population than amongst
those who are faringast well. Of those people that make up the high living standard
category, 37% reported daily or almost daily contact with people much richer than
themselves while just 8% reported never experiencing this form of exposure to inequality.
The results for gople in the medium living standards group also show more people
experiencing higher levels of exposure than experiencing no exposure, but the difference is
somewhat smaller than observed for the beitegroup. Finally, of those people that make

up thelow living standards category, 20% reported daily or almost daily contact with people
much richer than themselves but 26% reported never experiencing this form of exposure to
inequality. These results indicate that people across the living standarderapeqberience
exposure to inequality through having contact with people much richer than oneself, but that
this is most prevalent amongst the bettrsection of the population. Likewise, there are
people from across the living standards spectrum thattrbaving no contact with people

much richer than themselves, but this is more common amongst the poorer segment of
population and less common amongst the bettesegment.

The analysis by LSM3 category can be further developed by incorporatingpéhefty
geographic | ocation (0GeoTyped) vafiabladpl e i nt
peopl ebs exposure to those much richer than
of the LSM3Geocategorisationthat was introduced in Sectidnb of this Working Paper.
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Table 3: Frequency of exposure to RICH (4 category) by LSM35e0Type categorisation
(column %)

Frequency of exposure to those LSM3-Geo categorisation
MUCH RICHER (4 category)
Low Low Mid Mid High Total

LSM- LSM- LSM- LSM- LSM

Rural Urban Rural Urban
1. Never 30 19 22 16 8 17
2. Once a month or less 26 21 25 27 24 25
3. Once a week or less 28 33 36 27 31 30
4. Daily or several times a week 15 27 17 31 37 28
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

The results presented Trable 3 highlight differences in exposure patterns between the rural
and urban elements of both the low and medium living standards groups. Among rural
residents with low living standards, twice as many reported never havingtoaittaanyone

much richer than themselves (30%) than reported having daily/almost daily contact (15%). In
contrast, for urbatvased South Africans with low living standards, a greater proportion of
people reported daily/almost daily contact with othersmicher than themselves/®) as
reported never having contact of this kin@%d). Rural dwellers with medium living

standards were more likely to report never having this form of contact compared to having
daily/almost daily contact, although the magnitude of the difference was not as substantial as
observed among the rural, lowilng standards group. Among the urban, medium living
standards group, almost twice as many people reported daily/almost daily contact of this sort
than reported never having any such contact.

The findings presented ifable3i ndi cat e t h aretothe® mucheidhsrtharx p o s
themselves varies by urban/rural status as well as by level of material wellbeing (as measured
by the LSM categorisation). The rural, low living standards group are most likely to report
never having contact with people muather than themselves and are least likely to report
having daily/almost daily contact of this form. However, analysing exposure to people much
richer than oneself only provides one side of the story, and so the analysis now turns to
consi der puwettppeammlé muctepogren than themselves.

The second survey question on exposure to inequality asks people to consider their frequency

of contact with others much poorer than themselVable4 shows the percentage of

population that gave eachofthee ve n r es ponses hevagrad natr atnlge nlgo
exposure exteenpgdapt atottbb hbghest exposure ex

Pagel2 of 89



Table 4: Frequency of exposure to those MUCH POORER (7 category)

Frequency of exposure to those MUCH Percent
POORER (7 category)

1. Never 5

2. Less than once a month 5

3. Once a month 8

4, Several times a month 17

5. Once a week 7

6. Several times a week 23

7. Every day 34

Total 100

At the lowest extreme of this component of the exposure continuum, 5% of the population
reported never having contact with anyone much poorer than themselves. This is a notably
smaller percentage that reported never having any contact with anyone macihiach
themselves (17%) as shownTiablel. At the highest end of the exposure continuum, 34% of
the population reported having daily contact with people much poorer than themselves, which
can be seen to be the most commonly stated response to thisrquesbmparison with

Tablel shows that a notably higher percentage of people reported daily contact with people
much poorer than themselves than reported daily contact with people much richer than
themselves. Indeed, around three times as many peppiea@ daily contact with those

much poorer than those much richer. Over half (57%) of the population indicated they came
into contact with people much poorer than themselves on either a daily basis or several times
a week, compared to just over a quaatgpeople who stated this was the case for contact

with people much richer than themselves.

The living standards (LSM3) categorisation again provides insights into the consistency with
which these overall population totals hold for different segmerttsegbopulationTable5

presents the results separately for each of the three living standards categories, with the seven
response options again grouped into four categories to simplify the data.

Table 5: Frequency of exposure to those MUCH POORER (4 cagory) by LSM3
categorisation

Frequency of exposure to those MUCH LSM group: three categories (equal sized)
POORER (4 category)

Low-LSM  Mid-LSM  High-LSM Total
1. Never 7 6 3 5
2. Once a month or less 10 12 18 13
3. Once a week or several timesanth 22 24 28 24
4. Daily or several times a week 61 59 52 57
Total 100 100 100 100

A gradient is evident across the three living standards (LSM3) categories in terms of the
proportion of people reporting daily or almost daily contact with those much poorer than
themselves, ranging from a low of 52% of the high living standards cateég&@9% of those
with a medium living standard, to a high of 61% of those in the low living standards group.
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The proportion of those in the low living standard group stating they have daily or almost

daily exposure to people much poorer than themselvasrisfore almost 10 percentage

points higher than that for those in the high living standards group. The scale of this class
based variation is nonetheless more modest than observed for exposure to those regarded as
much richer. A graduated differentialatso evident at the lowest exposure extreme of this
continuum, albeit of small magnitude, with 7% of the low living standards group reporting
never having contact with people much poorer than themselves, compared to 3% of the
people in the high living staards group.

If these data are also broken down according to type of geographic location (GeoType) as
well as living standards (LSM3) category, a different pattern of results is observed than was
seenn Table3. Whereas clear differences between theurdnd rural elements of thev-

LSM andmid-LSM groups were evident when looking at exposure to those much richer than
oneself, this is not found when looking at exposure to those much poorer than oneself.

Table 6: Frequency of exposure to those MUCH PORER (4 category) by LSM3
GeoType categorisation (column %)

Frequency of exposure to those LSM3-Geo categorisation
MUCH POORER (4 category)
Low Low Mid Mid High Total

LSM- LSM- LSM- LSM- LSM

Rural Urban Rural Urban
1. Never 7 7 6 5 3 5
2. Once anonth or less 10 10 8 14 18 13
3. Once a week or less 22 22 31 21 28 24
4. Daily or several times a week 62 61 55 60 52 57
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

It is clear fromTable6 that the majority of people have daily/almost daily contact with

people much poorer than themselves irrespective of living standards category and irrespective
of urban/rural status. There is remarkably little difference between the rural and urban
elemens of the low and medium living standards groups. These findings indicate that, on the
whole, exposure to inequality through contact with those much poorer than oneself appears to
be common to people across all walks of life. The results provide a cliggatiméo the way

that people across the country are routinely confronted with the tangible signs of poverty and
deprivation that characterise presday South African society.

Taken as a whole, the findings presented and discussed across Talfigg@®/tde a number

of new insights into the extent to which people may experience inequality via contact with
those who are either much richer and/or much poorer than themselves. Three findings are
particularly noteworthy and are summarised as follows.,Kirst evident that exposure to

people much poorer than oneself appears to be far more prevalent across South Africa than
exposure to people much richer than oneself. Second, there are observable gradients across
living standard (LSM3) categories on batlrvey questions, with higliequency exposure to
much richer people being most prevalent amongst the {fmgtteegment of society, whereas

Pagel4 of 89



high-frequency exposure to much poorer people is most prevalent amongst the leaft well
segment of society. Thir exposure to those much richer than oneself tends to be higher
amongst urban dwellers than rural dwellers, irrespective of living standard category, but these
urban/rural differentials are not readily apparent in terms of exposure to those much poorer
than oneself.

In addition to examining each of the two questions on frequency of exposure separately, as
above, it is also possible to explore the de
between the two questions. This enables an assessment oémgeiple who are highly

exposed to those much richer than themselves are also highly exposed to people much poorer
than themselves, or whether being highly exposed on one component corresponds to having
lower exposure on the other component.

Table7 showns a crosgabulation of the reported frequency of exposuneeioplemuch richer

and much poorer. Each cell within the table shows the proporti@spbndentthat gave

that particular combination of answers across the two questions. Thetatsvshow the

overall percentage of people who gave each response to the question about exposure to those
much richer than oneself while column totals show the overall percentage of people who gave
each response to the question about exposure to thasepoorer.

Table 7: Frequency of exposure to those much richer and much poorer (cell %)

Frequency of exposure to those MUCH Frequency of exposure to those MUCH POORER
RICHER (4 category) (4 category)
1.Never 2.0ncea 3.0ncea 4. Dailyor| Row Total

| month or week or several
\% less several times a

times a week

month
1. Never 4 1 3 10 17
2. Once a month or less 1 7 7 11 25
3. Once a weefir several times a montl 1 4 13 13 31
4. Daily or several times a week 0 1 2 23 27
Column Total 5 13 25 57 100

Note: The percentages Trable7 relate to those individuals who gave valid responses to both constituent survey
guestions. As such, the column and row totals in this table may differ slightly from the totals shown within
Tablesl to 6, as these earlier tables focused solely on their respective survey question.

Considering thetwo f r e g u e n ¢ yuesidns togethet, i is d@vident frdmble7 that
4% of the population reported never having contact with angghermuch richeror much
poorer than themselves. It could be argued, therefore, thatddtesepeople are unlikely to
have much exposure to inequality throulgéir routine activities(Their potential exposure to
inequality through other means, specifically thropgisonal networks and throudihe

media, is considered later in this chapter.)

There is also evidence frofrable7 that some people report having very high exposure to
inequality on one question but no exposure on the other. It can be seEWihatpeope
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across the country reported having very high exposure to others who are much poorer than
themselves (i.e. daily/almost daily contact) but no exposure to others who are much richer
than themselves. In contrast, it can be seerdbatthan 1%specificaly, just 0.4% of

people report very high exposure to others who are much richer than themselves (i.e.
daily/almost daily contact) but no exposure to others who are much poorer than themselves.
This represents a notable imbalance between the two formpadwee and is reflective of

the higher overall exposure to others much poorer (afgi#e4) than to others much richer

(as pefTablel).

It can also be seen frolable7 that just9% of responses fall below the diagonal in the table
(i.e. higher freqiency of exposure to those much rictiemn to thosenuch poorer), compared
to 44% above the diagonalg. higher frequency axposure to those much pootleanto

those much richer). Close to half of the adult population (&f%placed along the diagal

of cells, indicating that these peopéportroughly equivalent levels of exposure to those
much richer and much poorer.

Perhaps the most striking finding frohable7 is that almost a quarter of the population

(23%) reported coming into contact wigkoplebothmuch richemndmuch poorer than

themselves on a daily or almost daily basis. This was the most commonly stated combination
of responses across the two survey questions. This indicates that a very sizeable proportion of
the South African population are routinely expogethequality through contact with people

who are both appreciably betteif and worseoff than themselves.

Finally, in relation torable7, it is evident that nearly all the people who reported

daily/almost daily contact with others much richer thaamtkelves also reported this same

high level of exposure to others much poorer than themstluesntrast, there was a far
greater variation in peoplebs reported | evel
amongst the group of people whooejed daily/almost daily exposure to those much poorer

than themselves.

Given the differences between living standards groups shown in Tables 3 and 6, it is also
instructive to consider how pladeg)lveyds combi na
accoding to living standards status. Tab&t® 10 therefore present data on the frequency of
exposure to those much richer and much poorer, but separately according to living standards
(LSM3) group.

4The 27% of people that reported daily/almost daily contact with people riohehn than themselves is

composed of the 23% of people who also reported daily/almost daily exposure to people much poorer, plus 2%

who reported 6once a weeko6 of Oseveral times a month
a montbBbo6d4wpiwvhe reported édneverd having contact with 8
5The 57% of people that reported daily/almost daily contact with people much poorer than themselves is

composed of the 23% of people who also reported daily/almost daily exposure to people much richer, plus 13%

who reported 6éonce aa moend khfBo, oMfp blusseevpeorrale dt iébnoensc e a mon't
a mont 0B, whbuseported O6never6 having contact with any

Pagel6 of 89



Table 8: Frequency of exposure to those much richesind much pooreri Low living
standard group

Frequency of exposure to those MUCH Frequency of exposure to those MUCH POORER
RICHER (4 category) (4 category)
1.Never 2.0ncea 3.0ncea 4. Dailyor| Row Total

| month or week or several
\% less several times a

times a week

month
1. Never 4% 1% 3% 17% 26%
2. Once a month or less 1% 5% 6% 12% 25%
3. Once a weetr several times a montl 1% 3% 11% 16% 31%
4. Daily or several times a week 1% 1% 2% 16% 19%
Column Total 7% 10% 22% 61% 100%

Table 9: Frequency of exposure to those much richer and much poorérMedium living
standard group

Frequency of exposure to those MUCH Frequency of exposure to those MUCH POORER
RICHER (4 category) (4 category)
1.Never 2.0ncea 3.0ncea 4.Dailyor| Row Total

| month or  week or several
\% less several times a

times a week

month
1. Never 4% 1% 3% 9% 18%
2. Once a month or less 0% 7% 8% 12% 26%
3. Once a weefrr several times a montl 1% 2% 12% 15% 30%
4. Daily or several times a week 0% 1% 1% 24% 26%
Column Total 6% 12% 24% 59% 100%

Table 10: Frequency of exposure to those much richer and much poorérHigh living
standard group

Frequency of exposure to those MUCH Frequency of exposure to those MUCH POORER
RICHER (4 category) (4 category)
1.Never 2.0ncea 3.0ncea 4. Dailyor| Row Total

| month or  week or several
\% less several times a

times a week

month
1. Never 2% 1% 1% 4% 7%
2. Once a month or less 0% 10% 6% 8% 24%
3. Once a weekr several times a mont 0% 5% 16% 9% 31%
4. Daily or several times a week 0% 2% 5% 30% 37%
Column Total 3% 18% 28% 51% 100%
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Perhaps the most notable finding to draw from Ta8les10 is the incremental increase

from the low to high living standard categori&sr-LSM3 to high-LSM3) in the percentage

of people stating they have daily/almost daily contact with others who are both much richer
and much poorer than themselves. It can e feat 16% of the low living standard group
reported this highest level of exposure on both components, which increadés abthe
medium living standard group, and increases further to 30% of the high living standard
group. As such, it appears fromglanalysis that it is the betteff segment of society (as
defined according to the LSM3 categorisation) which tends to have the highest levels of
exposure to both sides of the income distribution.

3. Constructing a composite exposure measure

Considering peoplebs responses to the two
others much richer and much poorer than themselves, as in T7adblé8, offers a basis for
constructing a categorisation by combined exposure IEigirel graphcally depicts how

an exposure categorisation was developed for the purpose of this research.

Figure 1. Categorisation by level of exposure across the two measures

Frequency of exposure to those MUCH Frequency of exposure to those KH
RICHER (4 category) POORER (4 category)

1. Never | 2. Once a| 3. Once a| 4. Daily

| month or | week or | or several

\% less several times a
timesa | week
month

1. Never L L L M

2. Once a month or less L L M H

3. Once a weelr several times a month L M M H

4. Daily orseveral times a week M H H

Low exposure L
Moderate exposure M
High exposure H

Extremely high exposur_

The exposure categorisation, referred to here as EXP4, consists of splitting the population

into four groups according to their reported responses on the two survey questions concerning

frequency of exposure to those much richer and much poorer thanfoheedbur EXP4

groups are not of equal size, but rather reflect the distribution of response combinations as per

Figurel above. The objective of this categorisation exercise was to develop aatetjory
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classification of exposure level that can bedus subsequent analySig1 designing the
categorisation, no consideration is given to
two survey questions on frequency of exposure to those much richer and much poorer than
oneself. The allocation ofgpticular cells inFigurel into the four categories of exposure was

based upon researcher judgement, taking into consideration the aim of achieving sufficient
numbers of respondents in each of the four categories to pebugtsubgroup analysis,

while also aiming to ensure the final categorisation has sufficient face validity

Tablel11 shows the percentage of people allocated to each of the four levels of the exposure
categorisation. The spread of results across the four categories gives aomtheateach
category contains sufficient numbers of respondents to permit analysis of thesmoomnic

and demographic composition of each category.

Table 11: EXP4 exposure categorisation

EXP4 exposure categorisation Percent
1. Low exposure (L) 16
2. Moderate exposure (M) 34
3. High exposure (H) 27
4. Extremely high exposure (E) 23
Total 100

Based on the EXP4 categorisation presented above, it is evidenfdiweilthat just under

a quarter of the population (23%) report levels of exposure that may be regarded as
6extremely highdé and just over dhatgaybet er of
regarded as 6higho. I n total, therefore, app
be regarded as experiencing 6highd or Odbextre
the categorisation developed for this research. Iitiaddo these people, a third of the

population (3%) may be regarded as experiencing 6émo
around a sixth of the population6®) may be regarded as experiencing low exposure to

inequality.

Figure2 presents an ovemw of how different soci@conomic and demographic groups are
spread across the four categories of exposure to inequality according to the EXP4
classification.

5 A constraining factor in the design of the classification was that each of the constitegotiea of exposure

level should encompass sufficient numbers of survey respondents to facilitate robyistigubnalysis. Hence

it was not possible to include a separate group that reported never having contact on either measure, as the
numbers of suchesponses were not sufficiently large.

"There is, of course, a latent assumption in this categorisation thaitilifequency of exposure that matters,

not simply exposure teitherthose much poorar much richer. This will be tested empirically future

research using multivariate analysis, especially in relation to its bearing on inequality beliefs and redistributive
preferences.
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Figure 2. Levels of exposure to inequality by population characteristics

Sex: Male
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PopGrp: Coloured
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PopGrp: White
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LSM3: Medium
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In addition to the visual depiction of levels of exposure offereBigyre 2 it is also possible

to ascertain whether certain groups exhibit statistically significant differences in patterns of

results compared to other groups by running ANOVAs andipasScheffe tests. In order to

run these statistical tests, the EXP4 scores
exposured being allocated a value of 1; O6mod
60hi gh exposured bé8ingndl begaredebyvaigbd ekpo
value of 4. The ANOVAs and pekbc Scheffe tests provide an indication of whether the

group means are significandifferentfrom one another and, as such, provide additional

information to complement éhvisual depiction of patterns across groups presentedtine

2.

In terms of gendebased analysis, it is evident that a slightly greater percentage of men

(26%) than women (21%) report Oextremely hig
means areompared using ANOVA and the pdsic Scheffe test, men were on average

likely to have significantly higher levels of exposure than females (p<0.05), though it is

important not to overstate the scale of variation, which could be considered relatively modes

in character.

With regards to population group differences, it can be seen that between 21% and 24% of

bl ack African, coloured and white adults are
exposured on the EXP4 meas weladian/Asiareaduwtsaase appr o
classified as such. However, when the group means are assessed, the only significant

population group difference is between the coloured and white adults, with coloured adults
exhibiting a significantly higher level of exposuhaih white adults (p<0.05).

Analysis across the three living standards (LSM3) groups shows an incremental increase in

the percentage of people experiencing b6extre
a value of 16% for the low living standard (LSM) group, through 426 for the medium

living standard (LSM2) group, to 30% for the high living standard (LS@Bgroup. The

statistical tests of group means reveal that both the high and medium living standard groups

have significantly higher exposutgan the low living standard group (p<0.05 and p<0.05,
respectively), while the difference between
not achieve significance at the 95% level (p=0.53).

I n relation to peopl ebds meede@ijedby thacnymhf i cul t vy
DOME M6 Figure2,a hi gher proportion of those who re
easy6 to make ends meet are classified as ex
compared to those who reported it to be nubfigcult to make ends meet. The data are

particularly striking for the group who repo
43% of these South Africans being classified
statistical tests alsoindict e t hat peopl e who reported findi

meet have significantly higher |l evels of exp
di fficultdé (p<0.05), o6fairly difficultdé (p<O
makee nds meet . Furthermore, the tests indicat
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easy6 to make ends meet have significantly h
it o6fairl y dFirfalyithe data tl€o infigate hat thdsebykported finding it

overy difficultd to make ends meet have sign
finding it o6fairly difficultd, however, it i
pattern of results observed here.

With regards to type of geographic location (GeoType), as might be expected given the
results presented earlier in this chapter, people living in urban areas tend to have higher
exposure to inequality than people living in rural ar€agure2 also revea distinctions
between the different types of urban and rural areas. Firstly, a greater proportion of people

' iving in urban informal areas are classifie
levels of exposure than is seen for people living inufbamal areas. Secondly, a greater
percentage of people Iiving on rural farms a

exposure than is seen for people living in rural former homeland areas. The statistical tests of
differences between group ares reveal that the urban formal and urban informal groups are
not significantly different from one another at the p<0.05 level, but both these urban groups
experience significantly higher exposure to inequality than people living in rural former
homelandareas. No significant differences are observed in relation to rural farm dwellers
relative to the other three groups.

Finally, in relation to differences by age, the percentage of people classified as experiencing

0l ow exposur e6 i manrthe gpangest agemroup throwgthé adest age f
group. In addition, the percentage of those in the two oldest age groups experiencing
6extremely highé exposure to inequality <can
In terms of comparisanof group means, the only statistically significant differences relate to
comparisons of the oldest age group with certain younger age groups, with the oldest group
exhibiting a significantly lower exposure than the5#bage group (p<0.01) and the-2%

age group (p<0.05).

Looking across the results presented and discussed,dbeveew EXP4 categorisation can

be regarded as providing a new summary measure of the level of exposure to inequality
experienced as people go about their daily liemlysis of the composition of the four
categories on this new measure reveals that the people with higher living standards typically
experience higher levels of exposure than people with lower living standards. However, there
is also some evidence thatopde living in urban areas typically experience higher levels of
exposure to inequality than people living in rural areas. Future research can examine this
throughmultivariate analysis. The EXP4 measure is used as a classification method when
undertakingsubgroup analyses throughout the remainder of this Working Paper.
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4. Mechanismsof exposure to inequality

In addition to exploring the frequency with which people are exposed to inequality through
interpersonal contact, as described above, an associgestive of this research programme
was to examine the mechanisms through which people might experience inequality. These
mechanisms may include the types of activity through which people experience interpersonal
contact and also the potential role the tnedia may play in exposing people to inequality
within South Africa. These various mechanisms are the focus of the following analysis. The
analysishere in Section 4onsides the extent to which people experience inequality whilst
undertaking certainoutine activities, such as whilst going shopping, whilst travelling

between places, or whilst spending time with family and friends. The analysis then proceeds

A

inSectond o consider peopl eds

potential exposure

networks in more detail. Finally, the analysis concludeSection 6 with amvestigaion of
the role of the media in exposing people to inequality within South Africa.

Two survey guestions were designed and fielded in the 2017 round of SASAS te ¢éxplor
types of routine activity that people might regard as important for exposing them to

inequalities in South Africa:

any of the following activities?

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

INTERVIEWER: MULTIPLE RESPONSES ALLOWED - CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY

'CONTACT' IN THIS CASE CAN BE VERBAL OR ANY FORM OF NON-VERBAL CONTACT (E.G. YOU SEE
RICH PEOPLE WALKING DOWN THE STREET OR DRIVING THEIR EXPENSIVE CARS)

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 richer than me) 66
k | (Do not know) 88
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Do you have regular contact with people who are MUCH POORER THAN YOU while doing
any of the following activities?
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
WALKING DOWN THE STREET OR LIVING IN SHACKS).

a | Working or seeking work 01
b | Studying 02
c | 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

Two points should be noted in relation to the above questions. Firstly, people are asked to

select activities through which they haegular contact with others much richer or much

poorer than themselves, thus placing an emphasis on activities wheegtienty of

exposure to inequality is relatively high. S
as encompassing both direct verbal communication and broadeermal contact such as

direct visual observation of evidence of inequalities. Thases of contact can both be

regarded as types of personal experience of inequality and, as such, are distinct from

exposure through the media which is considered later in this analysis.

Figure3 (overleaf)shows the percentage of people who reportgdlae contact with others
much richer and much poorer than themselves for each of the specified activities.

It is evident that shopping is the most commonly stated activity through which people have
regular contact with others who are much richer thamt#elves and also with others who are
much poorer than themselves. Over half the population (52%) of the population reported
coming into regular contact with others much richer than themselves whilst out shopping,
while just under half the population (45%&)ported coming into regular contact with people
much poorer than themselves whilst undertaking this particular routine activity. It is worth
noting that shopping in South Africa constitutes not only a necessary activity to purchase
basic provisions fonouseholds butepresents one of the most commonly reported forms of
leisure activity. This is especially true of visits to larger shopping centres, which include
restaurants, cinemasdc hi | dr ends e nt aswdll agenenakesapermdrkets i | i t i e
and specialist retail shops. The centrality of shopping for leisure is not only due to-a deep
rooted consumerist culture among South Africans, but also partly a reflection of it
representing a relatively safe space in which to socialise, given the chalfenigee facing

the country
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Figure 3: Activities through which people have contact with others much richer and
much poorer
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Travelling by public transport or in a private vehicle was the second most commonly stated
activity through which people hadgular contact with others much richer (35%) and much

poorer (38%) than themselves. Other notable activities depicteidure3i ncl ude O6wor ki
or seeking worko6, with approximately 30% of
with those muchritker and much poorer whil st undertaki
friends or familyéd and attending O6worshipbé6.
highly when considering responses across all age groups, analysis of the underlying data

reveas that this is an important mechanism through which the youngest age group

experiences inequality: over hall2%) of the 1619 age group stated that they have regular

contact with people much poorer than themselves whilst studying, anch@esthalf of this

age group (46%) state they have regular contact with people much richer than themselves

whilst studying.

A rank order analysis of the various activities represent&thire 3 reveals shopping to be

the most commonly reported activity for many categories of the population, both in terms of
exposure to those much richer and exposure to those much poorer. For instance, analysis by
demographic characteristics shows that shopgitgghlighted most commonly by both

males and females, and by all age groups except those adédibere the most commonly
stated response was whilst studying). Shopping was also most commonly reported amongst
the Black African, Indian/Asian and Whitegpulation groups. Amongst members of the
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Coloured population group, shopping was most commonly mentioned in relation to exposure
to those much poorer than oneself, but Ootrav
was most commonly stated inagbn to exposure to those much richer than oneself.

Irrespective of whether people lived in urban forara&as urban informahkreasrural former

homelands, or rural formal farms, shopping was the most commonly stated activity in terms

of both exposuréo those much richer and exposure to those much poorer. This was also the
case for people across all three LSM groups.
difficulty in making ends meet, shopping was highlighted most commonly for all groups

excep t hose who stated it was Overy easyodo to 1
highlighting é6travelling by public transport
exposure to those much richer and those much poorer.

Peopl eds r e swoseunveyasestions concérmng mutine activities can also be
crossreferenced with the fouway classification of frequency of exposure to inequality that

was devel oped above. Amongst each of the 61 o0
exposure grups, shopping was the most commonly stated activity through which people

reported coming into contact with others much richer than themselves. Shopping was also the
most commonly stated activity through which people came into contact with others much

pooer than themselves for the 6l owbd, dOédmoder at
amongst the dextremely higho6 ewippagpsvate e gr oup,
vehiclebd was the most commonly stateed activi

This analysis of the activities through which people come into contact with others of notably
different socieeconomic status to themselhtbgsreforeprovides some revealing insights into
the mechanisms of exposure to inequality.

In addition to eabling the identification of activities through which people most commonly
experience inequality, as above, these same two survey questions also provide an insight into
thevariety of ways in which individuals experience inequality. By calculating thesapeer

number of activities that people select on the survey showcard, it is possible to examine
whether certain groups of people tend to experience a greater variety in their pattern of
exposure to inequality, when compared to other groups. It is also |pdsséxamine whether

the average number of activities selected varies between the two survey questions. In other
words, does contact with those much richer than oneself typically occur in a more (or less)
varied set of activities than contact with thosgcimpoorer than oneself?

Table12 shows the number of activities chosen per respondent across each of the two survey
guestions. The data in the table relate to those respondents who stated they had contact during
one or more activities for the respectougestion. Those who stated they had no contact in

any of the activities or who did not answer the question are excluded &bi®12. The

maximum number of activities selected by a respondent on the question about contact with
those much richer was eighthile the maximum number of activities selected by a
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respondent on the question about contact with those much poorer waghafmttom row
in the table shows the mean number of activities selected per question.

Table 12: Number of contactrelated acivities chosen per respondent

Number of Conta¢ with those Contact with those
activities much richer much poorer
selected Percent Cum% Percent Cum%
1 38 38 32 32
2 25 63 25 57
3 26 89 28 85
4 7 95 9 94
5 3 99 4 98
6 1 100 1 99
7 0 100 0 100
8 0 100 0 100
9 0 100
Mean
number of

- 2.16 2.34
activities
selected

It can be seen fromable12 that the vast majority of people selected one, two or three

activities from the respective lists on both activiéyated questions: 89% of people selected
between one and three activities in terms of their contact with others much richer than
themselveswhilst 85% of people selected between one and three activities in terms of their
contact with others much poorer than themselves. On both questions, more people selected a
single activity (38% for contact with those richer; 32% for contact with thosepadban

selected any larger number of activifie#/hilst the vast majority chose between one and

three activities, it can also be seen that a small minority of people selected four or more
activities. The figures suggest that although a sizeable myjradieople chose a single

activity on both questions, most people chose at least two activities, and some people chose
as many as eight or nine activities on a given guestion. This indicates that people are typically
exposed to inequality in a variety dfferent ways as they go about their daily lives.

It is also evident fronTable12 that people typically picked slightly more activities for the
guestion about exposure to the poor (mean of 2.34 activities) than for the question about
exposure to thech (mean of 2.16 activities). Analysis was also undertaken to test whether
different groups of the population tended to select different numbers of activities for each of
the questions. In terms of demographic factors, there were no clear significaenhdete
between the sexes and no clear patterns emerged in terms of differences between the age
groups. With regards to population group, the Indian/Asian group reported a significantly
higher variety of activities on both questions than any of the othes gropulation groups,

while the White group reported a significantly lower variety of activities than the other three

8 Although the questions allow people to choose as many options as they wished, we acknowledge that there is
the posibility that some people felt they should only choose one response and/or that people opted to list the
most important activity only.
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groups on the question relating to contact with others much poorer than oneself. In terms of
GeoType, peopl e i n rtédamsipndicantly noorewvaiéddist d ackviies r e p o
on both questions than those in O6rural for me
farmdé areas.

Il n terms of pea@licetatss, tleere is nosclear patiern of differences
betweenthel i f f er ent categories of people on the 0
but there are significant differences betwee
group reported a significantly higher variety of activities than people in ¢ithee 6 moder at ¢
LSM6 or Ol ow LSMO6 groups, both in terms of ¢
also in terms of contact with people much poorer than oneself.

Finally, when the mean number of activities is analysed alongside the/&yuexposue
categorisation developed above, the results show that significant differences exist between all
four exposure groups on each of the two actikgtated questions. It is evident that those
people classified as havi nguendylofanteragionpreporti r e 0
the lowest mean number of activities on both activéyated questions. Those classified as
having O6moder ate exposured6 report significan
0l ow exposured catepervhighi eepbbased catego
greater variety of activities than those in
the 6extremely high exposured category repor
activity-relatedquestions, and these figures are seen to represent a significantly greater
variety of activities than those in the 06hig
that those people who reported the highest frequencies of interactions with tiabsgaher

and much poorer than themselves (as reflected in theMayexposure classification) also

tend to experience inequality through the greatest variety of mechanisms as they go about

their daily lives.

o
[«)]

In summary, therefore, the results presdrtere reveal that shopping is widely viewed as

being an important mechanism through which people are exposed to inequality as they go
about their lives. There was remarkable consistency of agreement across different population
subgroups on the importaneéshopping in this regard. Travelling, working and visiting

friends and family were also commonly selected activities, whilst studying was highlighted
particularly commonly amongst the youngest age grobpre was also evidence that people,

on the wholetend to feel they are exposed to inequality through a variety of different
mechanisms, with most people selecting up to three activities, but some people selecting up
to nine different activitie?eople with the higher living standards tended to chaageater
variety of mechanisms of exposure, as did those people who reported the higher frequencies
of exposure to inequality.

The analysis now moves on to consider one particular mechanism through which people may
be exposed to inequality, namely thrbugeir close family and friendship networks.
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5. Experiencing inequality through personal networks

As noted above, a sizeable minority of people reported coming into contact with others either
much richer or much pooretitnigahmrilkeamcmseloved amn
6spending time at home with my family?éo. Howe
encompass all types of exposure people may experience through their close family and

friendship networks, as people may, for instance, go shoppihdriends or family who are

much richer or much poorer than them, and so the activity categories are not necessarily

mutually exclusive. The decisida undertake some dedicated analysis on the subject of

p e o pdersohahetworks was motivated by senof the emerging findings from the focus

groups that werandertaken as part of this research prograntimeexamplesome focus

group participantsompaedand contrastether own financial resources witthose of

family members living many miles away the rural former homeland areas, particularly

those in the Eastern Cape province

Two questions were designed for and fielded in the 2017 round of SASAS to explore the role

t hat peoplebs personal net wor ks mBhg play in
guestions were designed to facilitate an analysis of the level of homogeneity/heterogeneity in
socice conomi c status amongst peopleds personal
are broader than might have ideally been the case (e.g.respporsdgs sas 6somed6 and
might be regarded as overly simplistic), but this was deemed necessary at the questionnaire
design stage due to the need to ensure all survey items were cognitively manageable for
respondentsThese two questions complement thdieaanalysis concerning the activities

through which people reported having regular contact with others much richer and much

poorer than themselves. The earlier activélated questions specifically asked alregjular
contact, whilst the two questions concerning
contact should necessarily be regular.

How many of your friends, extended family or neighbours have a household income that
is MUCH HIGHER than your own household?

All or nearly all
Many
Some
None
(Do not know)

Qb WN|(F-

How many of your friends, extended family or neighbours have a household income that
is MUCH LOWER than your own household?

All or nearly all
Many
Some
None
(Do not know)

QR W|IN |

Page29 of 89



The results from these two questions are presenteédhile13. Those people who answered
6do not Kk n o wdnare included in thetable @sutheese ffigures provide an insight
into the extent to which people feel able to compare themselves against their friends, family

and other personal contacts. It can be seen
qgues i on about those with incomes much higher
knowé to the question about those with incon

infer that the vast majority of people felt able to comment on the househofddaad those
in their personal netwosk

Table 13
How many ofyour friends, Much higher Much lower
extended family or than your own  than your own
neighbours have a household household
household income thatis (per cent) (per cent)
1. All or nearly all 3 4
2. Many 35 26
3. Some 52 53
4. None 5 8
8. (Do not know) 5 9
Total 100 100

The most commonly provided answer across the
p e o pdersohahetworks had incomes much higher than their own and much lower than

their own with just over half the population responding in this way to eachigoestis is

perhaps not overly surprising given the broad nature of the possible response categories and
given the findings discussed above concerning the frequency of exposure to inequality.

Perhaps more noteworthy is the finding that 35% of peopterep ed &é many 6 member
personal networks had household incomes much higher than their own, while 26% reported
O0many® members had household incomes much | o
figures, relatively small percentages of people repditat 6 al | or nearly al/l
personal networks have very different household incomes to their own.

Finally, relatively small proportions of peo
networks have very different household incomes ¢ thwn, which is again broadly as one
might expect given the earlier analysis in this chapter.

Looking across the two questigiiise vast majority of people report having at least some
personal contacts who have much higlrea much lower household incomes than their own.
The qualitative workindertaken as part of this research programproeided new insights

i nto how ¢expepehcesiobineduality ean be shaped by their interactions with
close family and friends. The quantitative results presented here in this chapter complement
the qualitative findings by showing that, across the country as a whole, most people are
expo®d to inequality through their personal networks.
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Having considered inequality experienced through direct personal experiences, the focus now
turns to consider the role of the media in s

6. The role ofthe media in conveying information about inequality

One of the recommendations that emerged from the ESRC/NRF Pathfinder project that

preceded thistudywas that future research should consider the role of the media in shaping
peopl edbs | i of mehuakty Ip erdei teebegindosaddress the evidence gap in this

area of study, two new survey questions were designed for incorporation into the 2017 round

of SASAS. During the survey module design phase, members of the research team
acknowledgedthait he r ol e of t he medipevecogndelya concep
challenging for respondents. The questions were therefore constructed to be similar to the
preceding questions on irtpersonal contact, with one question being concerned with the

lives of people much richer than oneself, and another question concerned with the lives of

people much poorer than oneself. The definit
explicitly stated in the question wording to ensure that people consider thehlwepdssible
media formats that might be available to the

plethora of social media platforms that exist today as well as the more traditional media
platforms such as television, radio and printed media.

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: Watching the
television, listening to the radio, reading newspapers or using social media shows me what
life is like for people with much higher incomes than me. [ Showcard 1]

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

(Do not know)

o uU|h WK~

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: Watching the
television, listening to the radio, reading newspapers or using social media shows me what
life is like for people with much lower incomes than me. [ Showcard 1]

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

(Do not know)

QO uU|h WN|(—

Theresults across the two medigated questions are presentedablel14. In addition to
showing the detailed breakdown of results fo
through to 6strongly di sagr eehdbwscabinede | | as
subtotals for 6agree + strongly agreed6 and 6
The first noteworthy fact apparent frorable14 is that, on both questions, just 3% of people

(@)
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answered 6do not

k n o weonfirmdtibnithat the warding af thes

guestions was cognitively manageable for almost all respondents.

Table 14: The role of the media in exposing people to inequality

The media shows me what life Much higher Much lower
is |ike for pe incomesthan me incomes than me
(percent) (per cent)
1. Strongly agree 21 18
2. Agree 51 51
3. Neither agree nor disagree 16 17
4. Disagree 5 8
5. Strongly disagree 3 3
8. (Do not know) 3 3
Total 100 100
Agree + Strongly agree 73 69
Disagree 1Strongly disagree 8 11

a degr

It is evident fromTable14 thatmost people think the media does give them an insight into
the lives of people both much richer and poorer than themselves. In terms of illustrating the
types of lifestyles enjoyed by people much richer than oneself, 73% of people agreed or
strongly agreethat the media did provide this portrayal, whilst just 8% disagreed or strongly

di sagreed. The fig

ures are simi/l

ar

for peopl

the lifestyles of people much poorer than oneself, with 69% agreeing or stagmgéing
that the media plays a role in this regard, compared to just 11% that disagreed or strongly

di sagreed. Overall

, therefore, t h

ese statist

inequality may be shaped not only by their direct exposungs sf poverty and/or
affluence as they go about their daily lives, but also by their indirect exposure through the

media.

To test if certain groups of the population exhibited particularly strong results on either of the
two mediarelated questions, raa response scores were calculated per group (excluding

those cases that r

esponded O6do

rhoctSchkffe o w6 )

an

tests were performed. In terms of differences by demographic characteristics, there are no
significant differenceby gendemand no clear pattern of differences between the age groups.
The only significant differences between the population groups is that those in the

Indian/Asian group show significantly higher agreement on these questions than the other

three popution groups.

ur ban i
ts are no

Peopl e in
the resul

nf ormal 6 ar eas
t significantly

show the hi
di fferent

of the role played by the media in portraythelives of people much poorer than oneself,

people in O6urban i
former homel ands?®o
greater agreement that thoseim u r a |
the media in portr

nf or mal 6
and o6rur al
former homel a
aying the |lives

ar eas

f or mal

show a sign
far mso.
areas.

peopl e

ndo
of
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informal 6 and 6édurban formal é show significan
f ormal ftabremsdoi,f fbeurtences with people in O6rura
significant at the p<0.05 level.

There is no clear pattern of results accordi
meet 6, but there is evi detmed@M3acdtegones.ginoaedn ent o
the 6high LSM& group show t-relatedguestians, thest agr ee

Omedi um LSMO6 gr othp gshhessws atghree esmeecndandon bot h g
LSM6 group shows the |lonalde ahpi gdmeésStMéogrbaoph
significantly higher agreement than the 061 ow
di fferences between the o6high LSM6 and d6dmedi
on either question) . é&xhbis signiiieadtly bigher agedh@entg r o u p
than the o6l ow LSM6 group in terms of the rol
people much poorer than oneself (but not on the question about the portrayal of the lives of

those much richer). Thereissomer i dence, theoffdrepeophathabet
exposure to inequality through the media than people who are faring less well. Analysis of

the underlying data reveals that people in the beffdtSM groups have higher rates of TV
ownershipand higher rates of internet access. It may be, therefore, that people with greater

access to different media platforms have greater appreciation of the role the media plays in
portraying inequality. Further analysis of the data reveals that people wha DWilo

indeed show significantly greater agreement on both rrethted questions than those who

do not own a TV. However, there are no statistically significant differences between people

who do and do not have internet access. This may suggestamaedium of TV is an

important mechanism for exposing people to inequality, although further multivariate

analysis would be required to confirm this.

Finally in relation to the two questions concerning the role of the media, average response

scores candcompared across the feway categorisation of exposure developed earlier in

this chapter. The purpose of this particul ar
experiences through the media correspond with their experiences througieisteral

contact. Again, an analysis using ANOVAs and gust Scheffe tests facilitates comparison

across the groups. The results of this analysis reveal that people categorised as experiencing
6extr emel ypersbnalgxpdsure toihequality alsoadsignificantly greater

agreement on both medialated questions thgeople in any of the other three exposure

categories. Further more, people in the &éhigh
agreement on both media questions than peoplehre é moder at ed and 01 owd
categories. No significant differences were
exposure categories. These findings are important because they suggest that thieerole of
media i n shaping pegualpylfolodvsa beadly similargatterretethab f i n

observed earlier with regard to interpersonal contact, in that it is the people with the highest
inter-personal exposure to inequality that also report the highest exposure through the media.
Although furher research is warranted to test these possible associations at a multivariate
level, the bivariate results presented here do not indicate that the media counteracts
interpersonal contact, but rather that the two dynamics work broadly in parallel.
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7. Conclusion

One of the central objectives of this research programme was to develop the evidence base
concerning the ways in which people experience inequality as they go about their daily lives.

In the ESRC/NRF Pathfinder project that preceded this currestreseh pr ogr amme, p
6exposurebd6 to inequality was assumed to be a
places that they encountered as they undertook their routine daily activities. It was therefore
assumed that people could be exposeddquality through direct personal interactions with

people and/or though visual appreciation of the contrasts between affluence and poverty in

the geographical areas that they spent their time or through which they travelled. The

outcome of this was thaepple living in poor areas that were located close to rich areas (or

rich areas located close to poor areas) were assumed to have greater exposure to inequality

then people living in poor areas surrounded by other poor areas (or rich areas surrounded by
other rich areas). However, as the authors of that study acknowledged, these assumptions

could not be empirically validated due to a laclswitable dat@n the ways in which people

experience inequalitfMcLennan et al., 2014)

The analyss presenteth this Working Papeprovide new insights into the ways in which
people experience igeality as they go about their daily livd$hese new insights relate to

the frequency with which people come into contact with others much richer and/or much
poorer than themselves; the types of routine activities that people identify as being important
for exposing them to people much richer and/or much poorer than themselves; the extent to
which people identify as being exposed to inequality through their close friendship and
family networks and their neighbours; and, finally, the extent to which pbep&e the

media plays a role in exposing them to inequality.

A number of key findings were identified in
frequency of exposuit® inequality.First, it is evident that exposure to people much poorer

than oneself appears to be far more prevalent across South Africa than exposure to people
much richer than oneself. Second, there are observable gradients across living standard
(LSM3) categories ohoth survey questions, with higrequency exposure to much richer

people being most prevalent amongst the beffesegment of society, whereas high

frequency exposure to much poorer people is most prevalent amongst the leaft well

segment of societythird, exposure to those much richer than oneself tends to be higher
amongst urban dwellers than rural dwellers, irrespective of living standard category, but these
urban/rural differentials are not readily apparent in terms of exposure to those muah poor
than oneself.

When the two questions concerning frequency of exposure were considered together, a
particularly strikng finding wasthat almost a quarter of the population (23%) reported

coming into contact with peoplothmuch richerand much poorer than themselves on a

daily or almost daily basis. This wagleedthe most commonly stated combination of
responses across the two survey questions. This indicates that a very sizeable proportion of
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the South African population are routinelpesed to inequality through intpersonal
contact with people who are both appreciably betfeand worseoff than themselves.

The new EXP4 categorisation that was developed from the two component questions
concerning frequency of exposure can beardgd as providing a new summary measure of
the level of exposure to inequalixperienced as people go about their daily lives. The
analysis of the composition of the four categories on this new measure revealed that people
with higher living standardgypically experienced higher levels of exposure than people with
lower living standards. However, there was also some evidence that people living in urban
areas (both urban formal and urban informal) typically experience higher levels of exposure
to inequaity than people living in rural areas.

The analysis of the routine activities through which people are exposed to inequality revealed
shoppingo be particularly important. Remarkable consistency was found across different
population subgroups on the edhat shopping plays in this regard. Travelling, working and
visiting friends and family were also commonly selected activities, whilst studying was
highlighted particularly commonly amongst the youngest age giidigre was also evidence

that people, othe whole, tend to feel they are exposed to inequality through a variety of
different mechanisms, with most people selecting up to three activities, but some people
selecting up to nine different activities. People with the higher living standards tended t
choose a greater variety of mechanisms of exposure, as did those people who reported the
higher frequencies of exposure to inequality.

When the focus turned to consider peopleds e
contact networkghe vast mprity of people report having at least some personal contacts

who have much highemdmuch lower household incomes than their own. The quantitative

results presented here in tNi&rking Paper thereformomplement the qualitative findings by

showing thatacross the country as a whaémost allpeople are exposed to inequality

through their personal networks.

Finally, most people think the media does give them an insight into the lives of people both

much richer and poorer than themselv@sly a smdlproportion of the population disagreed

with this. Thesefindings uggest t hat peoplebs | ived experi
not only by their direct exposure to signs of poverty and/or affluence as they go about their

daily lives, but also by #ir indirect exposure through the mediae analysis also showed

that here is some evidenteh at -afbfed@ tppeopl e have a greater e
through the media than people who are faring less well. Thigardly be a function of

betteroff people having greater access to the media, and indeed the asadygmgstthat the

medium of TVmay bean important mechanism for exposing people to inequality

The analysis presented here also suggeststhé e of t he media i n shapi
experences of inequality follows a broadly similar pattern to that observed with regard to
interpersonal contact, in that it is the people with the highestpetsonal exposure to

inequality that also report the highest exposure through the media. Althatiggr research
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is warranted to test these possible associations at a multivariate level, the bivariate results
presented here do not indicate that the media counteracts interpersonal contact, but rather that
the two dynamics work broadly in parallel.

As stated in the introduction to this Working Paper, the objective was to explore how, where
and when people experience inequality in South Africa using nationally representative survey
data, thereby complementing the qualitative focus group work undertatken thre City of

Cape Town. The results presented here provide some new insights into the frequency with
which people come into contact with others of vastly different income status to themselves,
the types of activities through which this contact occamg, the role of the media in

exposing people to the lives of others. Each of the concepts explored here is worthy of further
in-depth quantitative and qualitative research in South Africa. Future research could explore
these concepts in other internatbnac ont ext s t o examine the exte
experiences of inequality vary according to the levels of poverty, deprivation and inequality
within different countries. The ISSP module on social inequalities is already being rolled out
to around40 countries internationally and so this offers an ideal opportunity for such
comparative international work to take place.
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Appendix 1. Imputation of missingdata for the items used to calculate a living
standards score

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

living standardsneasure variable. However, our initial review of this@oded variable
revealed thaapproximately 10% of the caskeadmissingvalues Further investigation

revealed that any respondent who had a missing value on any one or more of the 29 input
variabkes on which the living standards measure was based would also then have a missing
value on the resultant living standards meadareen that thdiving standardvariable

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

values Imputation was applied to each of the 29 input variables using an appropriate model
form (e.g. OLS linear regression for continuous variables; logistic regression for binary
variables; ordered logit for ordered categorial variables; multialoloistic regression for
nonordered categorical 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«
knowa@ a&anot specifiedd responses t @3 mi ssing s
running imputation models to predict the missing cases.

(1) Identifying all questions/items related to LSM formulation this also includes variables
that act as covariates

Theprocess of identifying the questions related to LSM formulation was inform#éeby

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 prescribed quessehsut

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 , selfpercaved 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 @& hoereceivig 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

2)Recoding all o6dondét knowd and dénot specifice
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 that had missing values. The variables were
therefore ranked from least missing to most missing, and the variable with least missing
values was regressed on the other variables. Those cases with missing values on that
particular dependent variable were then replaced with their imputed values. The process then
continued by selecting the variable from the initial list with the sedewdst missing values.
This variable was regressed on the other variables (included the now fully populated (i.e. no
missing values) first variable imputed). Those cases with missing values on this second
dependent variable were then replaced with their iegpullues. 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) listadher variables that had been previously imputed).
Those cases with missing values on this final dependent variable were then replaced with
their imputed values. The resultant dataset consisted of all 29 input variables needed for the
LSM computation havig fully populated (i.e. no missing values) responses.

Based on number of missing cases the order of the imputation process followed the pattern 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 ordered logit (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 models

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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Appendix 2 Suitability ofthequesti on on perceived odifficul
as a proxy for income

For some of the analysis ihis Working Paperavariablon t he o&6di fficul ty i
me ehtasheen used as a proxy for income. This variable is a derived versionvairidigle

g76 but with the response "can't choose" recoded to missing. The following table shows the
weighted distribution of the responses for this variable:

Table A2: Tabulationofidi f f i cul éngsmeet maki ng

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 weighted responses to a question about gross ltbinsenot. 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 00% R15 000 4 62
12. R15 00t R20 000 3 65
13. R20 00t R30 000 2 68
14. R30 00t R50 000 2 69
15. R 50001 + 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 empldddagough this
variable was subjected to imputation as part of the process of imputing the 29 variables that
feed into the LSM calculation, its use there was only as a covariate to increase the robustness
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of the imputations of the 29 input items. The high 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.

Page42 of 89



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 3. SASAS 201 Muestionnaire

SOUTH AFRICAN SOCIAL ATTITUDES SURVEY | ==
Questionnaire 2: October/December 2017 a_[}; HHSRC

QEREAreh Launci

RESPONDENTS AGED 16 YEARS +

Good (morringfafter noonfevening), I'm and we are conducting a survey for the Human Sdences
Research Courcil (HSRC). The HSRC regularly conducts surveys of opiniocn 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 earlier work, we
wiould like to ask you questions on a variety of subjects that are of naticnal importance, To obtain reliable,
sdentific information we request that you answer the guestions that fdlow as honestly as possible. Your ooinion
is irportant in this research, The area in which you live and you yourself have been selected randomly for the
purpose of this survey, The fact that you have been chosen is thus quite coinddental. 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

TIME TIME
DAY MONTH STARTED COMPLETED
HR__ MIN HR  MIN

First visit | fi [ 017 | | ] | ] 1 | ] |

**RESPONSE

Seaord visit / [ 017 | | | | | 1 | | ]

Thrdwvisit [/ v | 1T 1 1T 1 [T 1

#*

*RESPONSE CODES
Completed questiornaire
Partially completed questicnnaire (specify reason)

BRES BE888 @EE /R

Beyislt

Appointrnent rade

Selected respondent not at home
No one h:m_e

Do rotaualify

Wacant housefflatfs tand/not a house or flatfdemolished

No persco gualifies 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

I
=

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

Pageb1 of 89




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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