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1 Introduction 
 
This report is one of a series arising from a project entitled ‘Take Up of Social Grants’. 
The project is being carried out by the Centre for the Analysis of South African Social 
Policy (CASASP), which is based in the Department of Social Policy and Social Work at 
the University of Oxford in England. This project forms part of the South African 
national Department of Social Development’s (DSD) Social Policy Analysis Programme. 
This in turn is part of the broader ‘SACED’ Programme (Programme for Strengthening 
Analytical Capacity and Evidence Based Decision Making), and is funded by the UK 
government Department for International Development Southern Africa.  
 
The project is scheduled to run for four years and began in October 2003. During the 
course of the project, Child Support Grant and Old Age Grant will be analysed and 
reported upon. The techniques that have been used draw from those developed in work 
undertaken in the UK.  
 
The purpose of this report is to provide information about receipt of Child Support Grant 
(CSG) in early 2004 in South Africa. Until recently, it has not been possible to produce 
information relating to receipt – and non-receipt – of social grants at a sub-provincial 
level across the whole of South Africa. This report is a first attempt to present CSG 
information for the whole country at municipality level. 
 
This report draws from SocPen data from January 2004. This means that the relevant age 
group is children under nine years old. In April 2004 there was an extension of the grant 
to children under eleven years old and in April 2005 a further extension to children under 
fourteen years old. 
 
Much pioneering work is being undertaken on the geocoding of SocPen beneficiaries. 
This work, as will be described, uses a variety of techniques and data and is undergoing 
constant refinement.  
 
Following the Background (Section 2), the report is in four parts. Section 3 focuses on 
those who receive the Child Support Grant. It draws on the SocPen data and profiles the 
beneficiaries and the children for whom CSG is received. Data are presented at the 
national, provincial and municipality levels. Section 4 examines the distribution and 
profile of the households of all children under nine whose caregivers are eligible for 
CSG. It uses the10% sample data drawn from the 2001 Census of Population. In Section 
5, information is presented on child-level ‘eligibility rates’ which are calculated for under 
nines as the number of children whose caregivers are eligible for CSG divided by the 
total number of children. This again draws on the 10% sample of the 2001 Census. 
Section 6 looks at the ‘take up rates’ of CSG, that is, the number of children whose 
caregivers are eligible and actually receive the grant divided by the number of children 
whose caregivers are eligible.  
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Annex 1 details the methodology that was employed to prepare the geocoded SocPen 
CSG data. Annex 2 details the methodology for developing appropriate denominators 
(i.e. estimates of the eligible population) using the 2001 Census. Annex 3 provides 
municipality level estimates of eligibility for CSG. Annex 4 provides municipality level 
estimates of take up for CSG. 
 
To preserve confidentiality, no numbers below municipality level which relate to the 
SocPen CSG data are contained within this report. 
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2 Background  
 
In South Africa, official up take data (the numbers claiming grants - in this case, numbers 
of children whose caregivers are in receipt of CSG) is published at national and 
provincial level (e.g. Department of Social Development, 2003). However, data for sub-
provincial geographies is not made systematically available, and up take data are not 
made available at the small area level (though see Case et al., 2003, for a study in 
KwaZulu-Natal). 
 
There is a large UK (see Craig, 1991 for a review) and European (Van Oorschot, 1995) 
literature on the subject of benefit take up (the percentage of eligible people who are 
receiving grants). Debate has centred around two issues: firstly, how take up rates should 
be measured (e.g. Corden, 1981; Atkinson, 1984); and secondly, how we can model take 
up to explain/predict which people are likely to not take up benefits to which they are 
entitled. The former debate has centred around technical (but still important) 
considerations such as how those entitled to assistance are to be identified. The modelling 
issue has generally been tackled in one of two ways: the thresholds approach (Kerr, 1982; 
Kerr, 1983; Van Oorschot 1995) and the economic approach (e.g. Altman, 1981).  
 
In South Africa, the lack of available data, and in particular the difficulties associated 
with defining and counting the eligible population, have meant that there is only a limited 
amount of large-scale research on take up rates in South Africa (though see Case et al., 
2003; Leatt, 2003). There is a consensus, however, that non take up of social assistance, 
in particular the Child Support Grant, is a serious problem. The Taylor Committee 
reporting on a Social Security System estimated take up rates of 90% for the Disability 
Grant, 85% for the State Old Age Pension and only 20% for the Child Support Grant 
(Taylor Committee, 2002). Since the eligible population for the Child Support Grant is so 
large, this gives an overall take up rate for the three benefits of only 43%. The problem 
with low levels of take up is borne out in more detailed local studies such as a Mount 
Frere study which concluded that a number of impediments make it difficult for many 
people to access assistance to which they are entitled as citizens (Sogaula et al., 2002). 
 
In order to make an informed assessment of the functioning of the South African Social 
Grants system it is essential for high quality small area data to be available to the 
National Department of Social Development (DSD) and the new Social Security Agency 
on both the numbers claiming grants and also the percentage of eligible people who are 
receiving grants. This is because an essential requirement for a social assistance system 
that effectively tackles poverty is that it efficiently and speedily delivers grants to 
everyone who is eligible to receive them. Such information is invaluable if evidence-
based policy-making is to be a reality in the Social Security sector in South Africa. It is 
also important to measure the proportion of the population as a whole who are eligible for 
a grant as this will inform broader policy – such as, for example, whether or not a means 
test is an appropriate criterion of eligibility. 
 
This information can be used by the national and provincial DSD and the Social Security  
Agency to identify areas with low take up of CSG. 
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3 Distribution and profile of beneficiaries of Child 
Support Grant and the children for whom Child Support 
Grant is received 
 
 
People can claim CSG if they meet certain eligibility criteria. First, the beneficiary must 
be the primary caregiver of a child. Second, the child and primary caregiver must be 
South African citizens. Third, the child must be aged less than nine (or at least this was 
the case in January 2004 which is the data time point for this report). Fourth, the 
beneficiary and their spouse (if they have one) must have a joint annual income of less 
than R9600 if they live in an urban area in formal housing, or less than R13200 if they 
live elsewhere (i.e. in an urban area in informal housing, or in a rural area in any type of 
housing). As stated above, the focus of this report is on data for January 2004 and the 
target group for CSG at that time was children under nine. Unless specified to the 
contrary, the analysis in this report focuses on the children rather than beneficiaries. 
Throughout this report these children are therefore referred to as ‘children whose 
caregivers are eligible for CSG’ or ‘children whose caregivers are in receipt of CSG’. 
Occasionally the former is abbreviated to ‘eligible children’: this means that the children 
have eligible caregivers, not that the children themselves are eligible for CSG. 
 
Details about the preparation of the January 2004 CSG data can be found in Annex 1. 
 

3.1 National data 
 
The vast majority (98.7%) of beneficiaries of CSG are female; less than 2% are male.  
 
The beneficiaries’ age profile is as follows: 
 
 

Table 3.1 Age profile of CSG beneficiaries (January 2004) 
 

Age Percentage
Under 20 2.5 
20-29 40.5 
30-39 34.7 
40-49 15.0 
50-59 4.4 
60-69 2.1 
70 and over 1.0 
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It is possible to identify the relationship of the beneficiary to the children for whom they 
receive CSG. Over 90% of the beneficiaries are the biological parents of the children, 7% 
are guardians and less than 1% are either step parents, foster parents or custodians.  
 
In terms of the age distribution of the children themselves: 29% are under 3, 39% are 
aged between 3 and 5 and 32% are aged 6 to 8. 
 
Across South Africa, 85% of the CSG beneficiaries obtain their payments from a 
paypoint, 6% from a bank and 9% from a post office. 

 
3.2 Provincial data 
 
In every province, over 97% of the beneficiaries are female. The two provinces with the 
highest percentages of male beneficiaries are the Eastern Cape (2.6%) and Free State 
(1.7%). 
 
The following chart shows a breakdown of the ages of the beneficiaries by province. In 
all provinces, the majority of the CSG beneficiaries are aged between 20 and 39. 
However, in some provinces there are significant proportions of older beneficiaries. In 
South Africa as a whole, 7.4% of the beneficiaries are aged 50 and over. However, in the 
Eastern Cape almost 16% of the beneficiaries are aged 50 and over, followed by North 
West Province (8.4%) and the Northern Cape (8.3%). The lowest percentages of 
beneficiaries aged 50 and over are in the Western Cape (3.1%) and Gauteng (3.0%). 
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The table below shows the relationship of the beneficiary to the child. As can be seen, the 
majority of the beneficiaries are the biological parents of the children. There are 
negligible numbers of beneficiaries who are classified as foster parent or step parent, and 
very few guardians and custodians. The provinces with the lowest percentages of 
biological parents who receive CSG are again the Eastern Cape, the Northern Cape and 
North West Province 
 
 

Table 3.2 Relationship of beneficiary to child by province 
 

Province Percentage 
biological 

parent 

Percentage 
guardian 

Percentage 
custodian 

 

Western Cape 96.1 3.7 0.2 
Eastern Cape 88.7 11.1 0.2 
Northern Cape 87.2 12.0 0.8 
Free State 95.1 4.8 0.1 
KwaZulu-Natal 89.8 9.2 0.9 
North West 88.9 11.1 0.0 
Gauteng 96.4 3.5 0.1 
Mpumalanga 93.4 6.6 0.0 
Limpopo 97.1 2.8 0.0 

 
 
Chart 3.2 provides information about the method by which CSG is received. Apart from 
North West Province and Mpumalanga, paypoint payout predominates in all other 
provinces. Payment through the bank account is highest in North West Province (11.3%) 
followed by the Eastern Cape (9.7%). Provinces with the lowest levels of payment into 
bank accounts are Free State (2.2%) and Gauteng (2.4%). 
 

 7



 

0 20 40 60 80 100

South Africa

Limpopo

Mpumalanga

Gauteng

North West

KwaZulu-Natal

Free State

Northern Cape

Eastern Cape

Western Cape

Source: Jan 2004 SocPen data, University of Oxford analysis

Province Level (%)
Chart 3.2: How CSG is Received

Pay Point Bank
Post Office

 8



 

4 Distribution and profile of children whose 
caregivers are eligible for Child Support Grant 
 
 
This section profiles those children whose caregivers are eligible for receipt of Child 
Support Grant (CSG) at national and provincial levels. The characteristics of both the 
children and the households in which they live are presented. The method for estimating 
eligibility is detailed in Annex 2. The profiles are obtained from the 10% sample of the 
2001 Census that has been weighted to give national estimates.  Profiles were also 
produced for children whose caregivers are not eligible for CSG.  As throughout the 
whole of this report, the figures relate to children living in housing units. In this section, 
all the information is presented as a percentage of children (all, eligible or non-eligible).  
 

Estimates of the numbers and proportions of children whose 
caregivers are eligible 
 
Of all children under nine in South Africa, 68% have caregivers who are estimated to be 
eligible for CSG.  These are children who live in families where the combined income of 
the caregiver and their spouse (if he/she exists) is less than R9600 for households that are 
formal dwellings in urban areas (urban-formal) and less than R13200 for households that 
are informal dwellings in urban areas (urban-informal) and all types of housing units in 
rural areas.  These are the means test thresholds for CSG. 
 

Estimates of the numbers and proportions of children whose 
caregivers are not eligible 
 
Of all children under nine in South Africa, 32% have caregivers who are estimated to be 
not eligible for CSG.  These are children who live in families where the combined 
income of the caregiver and their spouse is over R9600 for urban-formal households and 
over R13200 for urban-informal and rural households.   

 

Characteristics of children whose caregivers are eligible1

 
When the number of children whose caregivers are eligible is broken down into three 
three-year age bands, there are roughly equal numbers in each age group, with a slightly 
higher percentage of children in the oldest age group (6-8 years: 34.2% of all children 
under nine whose caregivers are eligible).  The numbers are also split fairly equally 

                                                 
1 The profiles have not been adjusted to take into account population change between April 2001 (Census date) and January 2004 
(date of SocPen CSG extract) and they are also produced on a dataset which uses Stats SA’s original hotdeck imputations. This is 
because technically it would have been very difficult to produce estimates on the imputed data and then adjust for population 
change. 
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between male and female. The age-sex distribution is very similar for children whose 
caregivers are not eligible and for all children in South Africa.   
 
The proportion of children with eligible caregivers who have no biological father living 
in the household (69.3%) is more than double the proportion who are not living with their 
biological mother (30.9%).  A quarter of children with eligible caregivers have neither a 
biological mother nor a biological father present in the household (25.4%).  These figures 
are in stark contrast to the children whose caregivers are not eligible, of whom 23.7% 
have no biological father in the household and 13.9% have no biological mother present.  
Less than a tenth of children whose caregivers are not eligible live with neither a 
biological mother nor a biological father. 
 
Just over 2% of children with eligible caregivers have a disability (either sight, hearing, 
communication, physical, intellectual, emotional or a combination of any of these).  This 
compares to 1.4% for children whose caregivers are not eligible. 
 
 

Table 4.1 Characteristics of 0-8 year olds 
 

Characteristic Percentage of 
children aged 

0-8 

Percentage of 
children aged  

0-8 whose 
caregivers are 

eligible 

Percentage of 
children aged  

0-8 whose 
caregivers are 

not eligible 

No biological mother 26.1 30.9 13.9 
No biological father 56.4 69.3 23.7 
Neither biological mother nor 
biological father 

20.8 25.4 9.1 

    
Disability 1.9 2.1 1.4 

 
 

Characteristics of households of children whose caregivers are 
eligible 
 
It is also possible to determine some characteristics of the household of each child whose 
caregivers are eligible for CSG. These are presented in Table 4.2, below.  Of the children 
whose caregivers are eligible, 63.9% live in rural areas, while the remaining 36.1% live 
in urban areas.  This is in complete contrast to the children whose caregivers are not 
eligible, where 77% live in urban areas and 23% live in rural areas.  For children with 
eligible caregivers, the modal household size is five people and the majority of 
households (90%) contain ten people or less.  The household sizes are generally smaller 
for children with non eligible caregivers, with four people as the modal size and 90% of 
households having eight people or fewer.   
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Almost half of the children whose caregivers are eligible live in households that are a 
‘house or brick structure on a separate stand or yard’, with the next most frequent 
household types being ‘traditional dwelling/hut/structure made of traditional materials’ 
(30.5%) and ‘informal dwelling/shack NOT in back yard’ (11.4%).  In comparison, for 
children whose caregivers are not eligible, 70% live in a ‘house or brick structure on a 
separate stand or yard’ while the latter two household types are lower at 6.3% and 7.8% 
respectively.   
 
A large percentage of children with eligible caregivers (47.1%) are in households that 
have either no access to piped water or piped water on a community stand greater than 
200m from the dwelling, while 27.2% have piped water inside their yard.  Roughly equal 
numbers have either piped water on a community stand less than 200m from the dwelling 
(13.6%) or piped water inside the dwelling (11.9%).  For children with non eligible 
caregivers, the proportion with no access to piped water or piped water on a community 
stand greater than 200m from the dwelling (15.4%) is over 30 percentage points less than 
that of children with eligible caregivers. More than 50% of children whose caregivers are 
not eligible have piped water inside the dwelling. 
 
Over half of the households of children with eligible caregivers do not have a television 
(58.1%).  In contrast, only a fifth of children whose caregivers are not eligible do not 
have a television. 
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Table 4.2 Characteristics of the households of 0-8 year olds 
 
Household characteristic Percentage 

of children 
aged 0-8 

Percentage of 
children aged  

0-8 whose 
caregivers are 

eligible 

Percentage of 
children aged  

0-8 whose 
caregivers are 

not eligible 

Urban 47.6 36.1 77.0 
Rural 52.4 63.9 23.0 
    
House or brick structure on separate stand 
or yard 

54.5 48.5 70.0 

Traditional dwelling/hut/ 
structure made of traditional materials 

23.7 30.5 6.3 

Informal dwelling/shack NOT in back 
yard 

10.4 11.4 7.8 

Other 11.4 9.6 15.9 
    
No access to piped water 23.9 30.3 7.6 
Piped water on community stand greater 
then 200m from dwelling 

14.3 16.8 7.8 

Piped water on community stand less then 
200m from dwelling 

11.5 13.6 6.2 

Piped water inside yard 27.3 27.2 27.6 
Piped water inside dwelling 23.0 11.9 50.9 
    
Television 52.6 41.9 79.6 
 
 
The annual household income unsurprisingly falls at the lower end of the income 
distribution for households containing children with eligible caregivers. Almost one third 
of the children whose caregivers are eligible are from households where there is no 
income and almost 90% are from households with an annual income that is less than R19 
201.  A little over 70% of the children’s households have an annual income that qualifies 
the child’s caregivers for CSG regardless of whether they live in an urban or rural 
settlement in a formal or informal dwelling.  A high proportion of the children classified 
as having eligible caregivers would therefore have been in this category regardless of 
which member(s) of the household were selected as their caregiver(s).  Chart 4.1 below 
shows the income position of the household in which children with eligible caregivers 
(blue) and children with non eligible caregivers (red) live. The same information is in 
Table 4.3.   
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Table 4.3 Income distribution of the households of 0-8 year olds2

 
Income band Percentage of 

children aged 
0-8 

Percentage of 
children aged 0-8 

whose caregivers are 
eligible 

Percentage of 
children aged 0-8 
whose caregivers 
are not eligible 

No income  23.5 32.8 0.0 
R1 - R4800 8.7 12.1 0.0 
R4801 - R9600 19.0 26.5 0.0 
R9601 - R19200 17.5 16.8 19.4 
R19201 - R38400 13.7 7.9 28.5 
R38401 - R76800 8.2 2.5 22.5 
R76801 - R153600 5.1 0.9 15.9 
R153601 - R307200 2.7 0.2 9.0 
R307201 - R614400 0.9 0.1 3.1 
R614401 - R1228800 0.3 0.0 0.8 
R1228801 - R2457600 0.3 0.2 0.5 
R2457601 or more 0.1 0.1 0.4 
 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

0 10 20 30 40

R2457601 or more
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R614401 - R1228800
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No Income

Source: 2001 Census 10% Sample, University of Oxford analysis

Chart 4.1: Percentage Children
 by Household Income

% with eligible caregivers % with non eligible caregivers

 
                                                 
2 As can be seen, a very small number of children whose caregivers are eligible live in households with relatively high incomes. In 
these cases the carer (and any spouse) would have had low incomes making them eligible to receive CSG on behalf of their 
children, even though there is a relatively high overall household income. 
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Characteristics of household heads in households where there are 
children whose caregivers are eligible 
 
The following is a profile of the heads of household of every child whose caregivers are 
eligible.  It is important to note that these are not necessarily the identified 
caregivers/potential beneficiaries.  
 
The vast majority of children with eligible caregivers (88.8%) have heads of households 
who are aged between 29 and 53 years.  There are more female than male heads (58.8% 
compared to 41.2%).  In contrast, the household heads of children with caregivers who 
are not eligible are concentrated in the 31 and 39 years age range.  The gender of the 
household heads is the opposite situation: 74.2% male and 25.8% female.  
 
Approximately the same percentage of children whose caregivers are eligible live in 
households where the heads are employed as are unemployed (21.5% and 24.8% 
respectively). The ‘not economically active’ group3 make up a further 38.2% of the 
household heads of eligible children.  For 15.5% of children with eligible caregivers the 
definition does not apply to their household head as he/she is either less then 15 years old 
(0.2%) or older than 65 years (15.3%).  The majority of the household heads of children 
whose caregivers are not eligible are in employment (78%). A further 6.1% are 
unemployed, 10.9% are not economically active, and for 5% the definition does not apply 
(99.9% of whom are aged over 65).  
 
 

Table 4.5 Employment status of head of household 
 

Employment status Percentage of 
children aged 0-8 

whose caregivers are 
eligible 

Percentage of 
children aged 0-8 

whose caregivers are 
not eligible 

Employed 21.5 78.0 
Unemployed 24.8 6.1 
Not economically active 38.2 10.9 
Not applicable as head of household 
is less than 15 or over 65 years) 

15.5 5.0 

 
 
Almost half of the employed heads of household of children with eligible caregivers are 
classified as working in elementary occupations in sales and services (e.g. street vendors, 
cleaners), in agricultural and fishery industries, and in mining, construction, 
manufacturing and transport industries.  The next largest occupation groups are craft and 
related trades workers (12.9%) and plant and machine operators and assemblers (12.8%). 
The table below show the full distribution of occupations for the household heads of 
                                                 
3 The category ‘not economically active’ includes scholars/students, home-makers/housewives, pensioners/retired people, people 
unable to work due to illness or disability, seasonal workers not working presently, people who choose not to work and people who 
could not find work. 
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children whose caregivers are eligible and not eligible.  As would be expected, higher 
percentages of children with non eligible caregivers come from households where the 
head’s main occupation is of a higher status (e.g. legislators, senior officials, managers, 
professionals).   

 

 
Table 4.6 Occupation of head of household (employed heads only)4

 
Occupation Percentage of 

children aged 0-8 
whose caregivers 

are eligible 

Percentage of 
children aged  

0-8 whose 
caregivers are 

not eligible 

Legislators, senior officials and managers 1.7 8.3 
Professionals 1.5 9.6 
Technicians and associate professionals 3.8 12.6 
Clerks 4.4 9.7 
Service workers, shop and market sales workers 7.6 11.5 
Skilled agricultural and fishery workers 5.6 1.9 
Craft and related trades workers 12.9 15.9 
Plant and machine operators and assemblers 12.8 11.9 
Elementary occupations 44.2 14.0 
Undetermined 5.5 4.6 

 
 
Over one third of household heads of children with eligible caregivers have no schooling 
and only 1.4% have a Certificate with Grade 12 or a higher level of education (e.g. 
Bachelor’s degree, Honours degree).  In comparison, roughly 10% of the heads of 
households of children with non eligible caregivers have no schooling and 17.6% have a 
Certificate with Grade 12 or a higher level of education.  
 
The most common population group of the head of household, which accounts for 93.3% 
of the children whose caregivers are eligible is Black African followed by Coloured 
(5.7%).  Indian or Asian and Whites together make up only 1% of the households with 
children whose caregivers are eligible.  There are higher proportions of White (17.5%) 
and Indian or Asian (5.1%) households among the children with non eligible caregivers. 
The percentage of children with non eligible caregivers living in Coloured households is 
also higher (16%), but there are fewer such children living in Black African households 
(61.4%).  
 

 
 

                                                 
4 This table relates only  to heads of household who are in employment. Again, though the head of household for a small 
percentage of the ‘eligible’ children are in high income jobs, the head of household is not necessarily the caregiver (or caregiver’s 
spouse) of the child and therefore the income of the head of household is not taken into account in the means test. 
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Table 4.7 Population group of head of household 
 

Population group Percentage of 
children aged 0-8 

whose caregivers are 
eligible 

Percentage of children 
aged 0-8 whose 

caregivers are not 
eligible 

Black African 93.3 61.4 
Coloured 5.7 16.0 
Indian or Asian 0.4 5.1 
White 0.6 17.5 

 
 

Almost 30% of the children with eligible caregivers are from households where the head 
speaks IsiZulu most often, while 21.6% are from households where IsiXhosa is spoken 
most often. The most common language among the children whose caregivers are not 
eligible is Afrikaans (23.2%) followed by IsiZulu (18.2%) and English (16.2%).   

 

Table 4.8 Language spoken most often by head of household 
 

Language spoken 
most often 

Percentage of children 
aged 0-8 whose 

caregivers are eligible 

Percentage of children 
aged 0-8 whose 

caregivers are not 
eligible 

Afrikaans 6.0 23.2 
English 1.1 16.2 
IsiNdebele 1.7 1.3 
IsiXhosa 21.6 12.0 
IsiZulu 29.9 18.2 
Sepedi 11.6 7.3 
Sesotho 7.9 6.5 
Setswana 8.4 6.8 
SiSwati 3.4 2.2 
Tshivenda 2.9 2.2 
Xitsonga 5.4 3.5 
Other 0.2 0.6 
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5 Child-level Child Support Grant eligibility rates 
 
 
This section provides information about the proportion of children under nine whose 
caregivers are eligible to receive CSG (abbreviated to “child-level CSG ‘eligibility 
rates’”). This is calculated by dividing the number of children under nine who have an 
eligible caregiver by the total number of children under nine. The information tells us 
at a small area level the potential ‘reach’ of the CSG (i.e. the percentage of children 
who would live in CSG households if the grant was claimed by all caregivers of 
eligible children).5

 

5.1 National data 
 
Based on our estimates, 6.13 million children under nine have caregivers who were 
eligible to receive CSG in January 2004 and there were 8.98 million children under 
nine in South Africa in total. This means that the caregivers of 68% of children were 
potentially eligible to receive CSG. 
 

5.2 Provincial data 
 

Estimated numbers and proportions of children whose caregivers 
are eligible 
 
Table 5.1 below shows each province’s share of all eligible children.  The provinces 
with the highest number of eligible children are KwaZulu-Natal (24% of the total 
number of eligible children nationally), the Eastern Cape (18.8%) and Limpopo 
(16.3%).  The Northern Cape has the fewest eligible children (1.6% of South Africa’s 
eligible children).   
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
5 For this section and the following section, the ‘eligibility’ estimates were adjusted to take into account the population change 
between the 2001 Census of Population and January 2004, to correspond with the January 2004 SocPen data which is used in 
Sections 3 and 6 and therefore (unlike in Section 4) the ‘eligibility’ counts as well as rates are shown. Counts are rounded to 
the nearest 100.  
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Table 5.1 Proportion of children eligible for CSG 
 

Province Share of all eligible children 
% 

Western Cape 5.2 
Eastern Cape 18.8 
Northern Cape 1.8 
Free State  6.4 
KwaZulu-Natal 24.1 
North West 8.5 
Gauteng 10.8 
Mpumalanga 7.9 
Limpopo 16.3 

 

Estimated numbers and proportions of children whose caregivers 
are not eligible 
 
Table 5.2 below shows each province’s share of the national total of non eligible 
children.  The provinces with the highest number of non eligible children are Gauteng 
(26.5% of the total number of non eligible children nationally), KwaZulu-Natal 
(17.4%) and the Western Cape (15.8%).  The Northern Cape has the fewest of South 
Africa’s non eligible children also (2.1%).   
 
 

Table 5.2 Proportion of children not eligible for CSG 
 

Province Share of all non eligible children 
% 

Western Cape 15.8 
Eastern Cape 10.2 
Northern Cape 2.1 
Free State  5.3 
KwaZulu-Natal 17.4 
North West 7.3 
Gauteng 26.5 
Mpumalanga 6.6 
Limpopo 8.7 

 
 

Eligibility rates 
 
At a provincial level there is considerable variation in terms of the potential reach of 
CSG. As can be seen from the table and chart below, 42% of children under nine in 
the Western Cape have caregivers who are estimated to be eligible for CSG. In 
comparison, 80% of children under nine in both Limpopo and the Eastern Cape have 
caregivers who are estimated to be eligible for the grant. 
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Table 5.3 Proportion of 0-8 year olds whose caregivers are eligible to receive 
CSG 

 
Province Children aged 0-8 

whose caregivers 
are eligible 

Children aged 0-8 Eligibility 
rate (%) 

Western Cape         319400 769000 41.5 
Eastern Cape         1153600 1445600 79.8 
Northern Cape        112400 172500 65.2 
Free State           389800 541400 72.0 
KwaZulu-Natal        1479900 1974800 74.9 
North West           522300 731700 71.4 
Gauteng              664100 1420500 46.7 
Mpumalanga           486700 675600 72.0 
Limpopo              1000700 1248000 80.2 
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Mpumalanga

KwaZulu-Natal

Eastern Cape

Limpopo

Source: 2001 Census 10% Sample, University of Oxford estimates

by Province, January 2004
Chart 5.1: Percentage of Children 0-8 Years Eligible for CSG

 
 

5.3 Municipality data  
 
Chart 5.2 shows the eligibility rates for all municipalities across South Africa (i.e. the 
percentage of all children under nine whose caregiver is eligible to receive CSG on 
their behalf). 88% of municipalities have eligibility rates of over 50%. Approximately 
60% of municipalities have eligibility rates of over 70% and just over a third have 
eligibility rates of over 80%. The municipalities with the highest eligibility rates 
across the country are Setla-Kgobi (North West Province) with 92.2%, Msinga 
(KwaZulu-Natal) with 92.0% and Indaka (KwaZulu-Natal) with 91.8%. 
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Chart 5.2: Percentage of Children 0 - 8 Years Eligible for CSG

 
 
 
The municipality level eligibility rates were divided into deciles (i.e. ten equal groups 
of municipalities). Over half of the municipalities in decile 10 (i.e. the decile with the 
highest eligibility rates) are in KwaZulu-Natal (15 municipalities, 58% of the 
municipalities in decile 10); the others are in the Eastern Cape (6 municipalities, 
23%), North West (3 municipalities, 12%) and Limpopo (2 municipalities, 8%) 
provinces. Over 80% of the municipalities in decile 1 (i.e. the decile with the lowest 
eligibility rates) are located in the Western Cape (15 municipalities, 58%) and 
Gauteng (6 municipalities, 23%). 
 
Table 5.4 shows the percentage of municipalities in each province that fall within 
each of the deciles. So, for example, the Eastern Cape has no municipalities in decile 
1, and over a third of its municipalities are in deciles 9 and 10. Almost half of 
KwaZulu-Natal’s municipalities are in deciles 9 and 10. In contrast, all of Gauteng’s 
municipalities fall within deciles 1 and 2.  
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Table 5.4  Percentage of municipalities in each province that fall within national 
deciles of municipality level eligibility rates 

 
Decile 

Province 1 (%) 2 (%) 3 (%) 4 (%) 5 (%) 6 (%) 7 (%) 8 (%) 9 (%) 10 (%) 
Western Cape 51.7 20.7 3.4 13.8 3.4 3.4 0.0 3.4 0.0  0.0 
Eastern Cape 0.0 2.5 7.5 5.0 15.0 10.0 7.5 17.5 20.0 15.0
Northern Cape 0.0 12.9 25.8 25.8 16.1 12.9 3.2 3.2 0.0  0.0 
Free State 0.0 0.0 15.0 5.0 10.0 30.0 15.0 15.0 10.0 0.0 
KwaZulu-Natal 1.9 1.9 11.1 3.7 9.3 7.4 7.4 11.1 18.5 27.8
North West  4.0 8.0 12.0 4.0 12.0 12.0 16.0 8.0 12.0 12.0
Gauteng 46.2 53.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  0.0 
Mpumalanga 8.3 16.7 4.2 25.0 8.3 8.3 16.7 8.3 4.2 0.0 
Limpopo 3.7 3.7 7.4 7.4 7.4 11.1 25.9 18.5 7.4 7.4

 
  

Western Cape 
 
Chart 5.3 shows the percentage of all children under nine whose caregivers are 
eligible for CSG in each municipality in the Western Cape. The areas with the highest 
eligibility rates are the Central Karoo (84%), the West Coast (78%) and Prince Albert 
(71%). The areas with the lowest eligibility rates are Saldanha Bay (34%), 
Stellenbosch (35%) and Swartland (36%). Despite the relatively low eligibility rate, 
the City of Cape Town has by far the largest number of eligible children (over 180 
200), followed by Drakenstein (14 600). 
 

Eastern Cape 
 
Chart 5.4 shows the percentage of all children under nine whose caregivers are 
eligible for CSG in each municipality in the Eastern Cape. The areas with the highest 
eligibility rates are Ntabankulu and Engcobo, both with 90%. Of the 40 municipalities 
in the Eastern Cape, 23 have eligibility rates of over 80% and 34 have eligibility rates 
of over 70%. The areas with the lowest eligibility rates are Nelson Mandela (56%), 
Kouga (58%) and Kou-Kamma (60%). Despite the relatively low eligibility rate, 
Nelson Mandela has the largest number of eligible children (over 89 500), followed 
by Umzimvubu (over 87 800). 

 
Northern Cape 
 
Chart 5.5 shows the percentage of all children under nine whose caregivers are 
eligible for CSG in each municipality in the Northern Cape. The areas with the 
highest eligibility rates are Diamondfields (83%), Mier (81%) and !Kheis (79%). All 
municipalities in the Northern Cape (with the exception of Gamagara) have eligibility 
rates of over 50%. The areas with the lowest eligibility rates are Gamagara (49%), Bo 
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Karoo (50%) and Richtersveld (53%). Sol Plaatje has the largest number of eligible 
children (22 900). 
 

Free State 
 
Chart 5.6 shows the percentage of all children under nine whose caregivers are 
eligible for CSG in each municipality in the Free State. The areas with the highest 
eligibility rates are Tswelopele (86%), Nketoana (86%) and Phumelela (85%). All 
municipalities in the Free State (with the exception of Metsimaholo) have eligibility 
rates of 60% and above. The areas with the lowest eligibility rates are Metsimaholo 
(58%), Matjhabeng (62%) and Mangaung (63%). The municipalities with the largest 
numbers of eligible children are Mangaung (76 500), followed by Maluti a Phofung 
(61 600). 
 

KwaZulu-Natal 
 
Chart 5.7 shows the percentage of all children under nine whose caregivers are 
eligible for CSG in each municipality in KwaZulu-Natal. The areas with the highest 
eligibility rates are Msinga (92%), Indaka (92%) and Nqutu (91%). Excluding Giants 
Castle Game Reserve and Mkhomazi Wilderness Area which both have small 
numbers of children, all but one of the municipalities have eligibility rates of over 
60%, and 33 have rates of over 80%. The areas with the lowest eligibility rates are 
Ethekwini (57%), uMhlathuze (61%) and Mtubatuba (61%). Despite having the 
lowest eligibility rate, Ethekwini has by far the largest number of eligible children 
(296 400). 
 

North West 
 
Chart 5.8 shows the percentage of all children under nine whose caregivers are 
eligible for CSG in each municipality in North West Province. The areas with the 
highest eligibility rates are Setla-Kgobi (92%) and Moshaweng (91%). All 
municipalities (with the exception of Rustenburg) have eligibility rates of over 50%. 
The areas with the lowest eligibility rates are Rustenburg (47%), Merafong City 
(53%) and Potchefstroom (57%). City of Tshwane Metro (in North West Province) 
has the largest number of eligible children (55 200). 
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Gauteng 
 
Chart 5.9 shows the percentage of all children under nine whose caregivers are 
eligible for CSG in each municipality in Gauteng. The areas with the highest 
eligibility rates are Emfuleni (57%), and Lesedi (also 57%). The areas with the lowest 
eligibility rates are West Rand (34%) and City of Tshwane Metro (in Gauteng) (37%). 
City of Johannesburg Metro has the largest number of eligible children (231 100), 
followed by Ekurhuleni Metro (206 000). 
 
Mpumalanga 
 
Chart 5.10 shows the percentage of all children under nine whose caregivers are 
eligible for CSG in each municipality in Mpumalanga. The areas with the highest 
eligibility rates are Seme (87%), Greater Groblersdal (85%) and Albert Luthuli (84%). 
Excluding Kruger Park and Bushbuckridge which both have very small numbers of 
children, the areas with the lowest eligibility rates are Emalahleni (49%), Middleburg 
(50%) and Kungwini (55%). Nkomazi has the largest number of eligible children (69 
700), followed by Mbombela (67 000). 
 

Limpopo 
 
Chart 5.11 shows the percentage of all children under nine whose caregivers are 
eligible for CSG in each municipality in Limpopo. The areas with the highest 
eligibility rates are Blouberg (90%), Makhuduthamaga (89%) and Maruleng (87%). 
Excluding Kruger Park which has very small numbers of children, the areas with the 
lowest eligibility rates are Thabazimbi (55%), Ba-Phalaborwa (64%) and 
Mookgopong (64%). Thulamela has the largest number of eligible children (114 600). 
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6 Take up of Child Support Grant  
 
 
This section provides information about the take up of CSG. This information can be 
used to identify the areas in each province with the lowest take up rates, which when 
taken with the number of eligible non recipients, enables resources to be targeted most 
effectively at these areas to promote take up. 
 
The numerator in the take up rate is the number of children under nine living in 
families in receipt of CSG in January 2004 (see Annex 1 for more information).  The 
denominator is the number of children under nine whose caregivers are eligible for 
CSG (see Annex 2 for more information about how the denominator was calculated).   
 

6.1 National data 
 
Based on the January 2004 SocPen CSG data, 3.89 million children under nine live in 
households which are in receipt of CSG. Given that the caregivers of 6.13 million 
children under nine are eligible for CSG, this means that 63% of children whose 
caregivers are eligible actually live in households in receipt of CSG (i.e. there is an 
estimated take up rate for CSG of 63% at the national level). It also means that 
approximately four in ten children whose caregivers are eligible are not receiving 
CSG even though they are entitled to receive it. 
 

6.2 Provincial data 
 
The table and chart below show the take up rates for each province. As can be seen, 
the province with the highest take up rate is the Western Cape (79%). In contrast, the 
province with the lowest take up rate is the Eastern Cape (54%). 
 
 

Table 6.1 Take up of CSG at provincial level 
 

Province Children aged 0-8 
whose caregivers 
are in receipt of 

CSG 

Children aged 0-8 
whose caregivers 

are eligible 

Take up 
rate (%) 

Western Cape 251200 319400 78.7 
Eastern Cape 617500 1153600 53.5 
Northern Cape 66200 112400 58.9 
Free State 224200 389800 57.5 
KwaZulu-Natal 915400 1479900 61.9 
North West 308500 522300 59.1 
Gauteng 500600 664000 75.4 
Mpumalanga 327300 486700 67.3 
Limpopo 678600 1000700 67.8 
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Chart 6.1: Take Up Rates for CSG - January 2004

 
 
 

Variation in take up by age of children 
 
Chart 6.2 shows the variation in take up rates at provincial level by age band. The 
first three bands are mutually exclusive: 0-2 inclusive, 3-5 inclusive, and 6-8 
inclusive. The final age band is just for those children aged 7-8 inclusive. This allows 
us to see whether the take up rates for this group who only became eligible in 2003 
are lower than other groups. Strikingly, the take up rates for ages 3-5 inclusive is 
significantly higher in every province than any other age band. The take up rate for 0 
to 2 year olds is lower in every province than for the 3-5 and 6-8 year old age bands, 
which suggests that there is delay between the birth of the child and applying for 
and/or receiving CSG.  
 
Across the whole of South Africa, there is a take up rate of 54.8% for 0-2 year olds 
74.3% for 3-5 year olds, 61.4% for 6-8 year olds and 56.0% for the 7-8 year olds.  
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6.3 Municipality data (all provinces except Limpopo) 
 
Some municipalities have relatively small numbers of children under nine and 
accordingly have small numbers of children whose caregivers are eligible for CSG. 
For these cases – which tend to occur in almost all provinces – take up rates should be 
treated with caution. Municipalities where small numbers may be an issue are defined 
as those with less than 1000 under nines with eligible caregivers and/or less than 100 
CSG recipients allocated through geocoding (see Annex 1 for further details). Such 
areas are not included in the charts in this section and are marked with an asterisk in 
the tables in Annex 4. 
 
It was highlighted in Section 5 that there are some municipalities that have relatively 
low eligibility rates but still have large numbers of eligible children. Similarly, in 
terms of take up there are some municipalities where take up rates appear high, but 
where in fact there are still large numbers of eligible children for whom CSG is not 
received. An example of this is the City of Cape Town, which has a take up rate of 
83%, yet over 30 000 eligible children are not receiving CSG. It is important that such 
situations are taken into account when deciding on which areas to target in order to 
reach the greatest number of eligible children. The number of children whose 
caregivers are eligible for but not receiving CSG is shown in the tables in Annex 4.  
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Western Cape 
 
The take up rate in the Western Cape varies from 38.6% in Saldhana Bay to 100% in 
Drakenstein. The City of Cape Town has a relatively high take up rate of 83% 
although this will disguise variation at the sub municipality level. See Chart 6.3 
(Breede River, Laingsburg and West Coast have been excluded). 
 

Eastern Cape 
 
In the Eastern Cape five municipalities have take up rates in excess of 80%: Lukanji 
(94%), Sakhisizwe (89%), Inxuba Yethemba (88%), Buffalo City (82%) and 
Inkwanca (80%). In contrast, 16 of the 39 municipalities presented have take up rates 
of below 50%. Umzimvubu, Elundini and Emalahleni all have take up rates of just 
24%. See Chart 6.4 (Aberdeen Plain has been excluded). 
 

Northern Cape 
 
In the Northern Cape, Renosterberg, Khai-Ma and Nama Khoi have the highest take 
up rates (78%, 77% and 76% respectively). Of the 27 municipalities presented, 7 have 
take up rates below 50%. See Chart 6.5 (Namaqualand, Bo Karoo, Benede Oranje 
and Diamondfields have been excluded). 
 

Free State 
 
In the Free State eight municipalities have take up rates of less than 50%. Tokologo 
has a take up rate of 37% and at the other end of the scale, Mangaung, Metsimaholo 
and Moqhaka and all have take up rates of around 70%. See Chart 6.6. 
 

KwaZulu-Natal 
 
Take up rates in KwaZulu-Natal range from 26% in Mkhambathini to 100% in 
Umdoni, uMngeni, Umtshezi, Endumeni, Mtubatuba, Mthonjaneni and Kwa Sani. 
Nineteen municipalities have take up rates of less than 50%. See Chart 6.7 (Giants 
Castle Game Reserve, Impendle, Mkhomazi Wilderness Area and St Lucia Park have 
been excluded). 
 

North West 
 
In North West Province, 8 of the 25 municipalities have take up rates of less than 50% 
with Molopo (25%) and Moshaweng (29%) being the lowest. On the other hand 
Kleksdorp has a take up rate of 86% while Naledi and Phokwane have take up rates of 
100%. See Chart 6.8. 
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Gauteng 
 
Take up rates in Gauteng range from 58% in Nokeng tsa Taemane to around 95% in 
Randfontein and 92% in the City of Johannesburg. See Chart 6.9 (West Rand has 
been excluded). 
 

Mpumalanga 
 
Middelburg and Emalahleni have take up rates of 100%. Only 3 municipalities have 
take up rates of less than 50%. Greater Marble Hall is the lowest (33%). See Chart 
6.10 (Bushbuckridge, Kruger Park and Lowveld have been excluded). 
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Chart 6.6: Take Up Rate for CSG - January 2004
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KwaZulu-Natal by Municipality
Chart 6.7: Take Up Rate for CSG - January 2004
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7 Conclusion 
 
 
This report provides information about receipt of the Child Support Grant (CSG) in 
January 2004. The focus of the report is therefore on children aged less than nine, as 
this is the relevant age band for that time point.  
 
As well as providing detailed findings at national and province levels, information is 
presented at municipality level. Our analysis focuses on these 231 municipalities plus 
6 metropolitan areas and 17 of the 25 district management areas. This report 
represents the first ever attempt to produce information on take up and eligibility at 
such a fine-grained level of detail across the whole country. 
 
Section 3 provided an account of the distribution and profile of beneficiaries of CSG 
in January 2004. In this section we saw that the vast majority of beneficiaries of CSG 
are female (98.7%) and that the majority of beneficiaries (92.7%) are the biological 
parents of the children. Though there are three methods for obtaining the grant, 85% 
of the CSG beneficiaries obtain their payments from a paypoint, with just under 7% 
using a bank and 9% using a post office. The methods that were used to geocode the 
SocPen CSG data are presented in Annex 1. 
 
Very little information is available within the SocPen CSG dataset about the children 
for whom CSG is claimed, but it was possible to provide detailed information in 
Section 4 about the profile of children whose caregivers are eligible for CSG. This 
was achieved by analysing the 10% sample of the 2001 Census (details of the 
methodology that was used can be found in Annex 2). This section contains striking 
details about the lives of children in South Africa whose caregivers are eligible for 
CSG. For example, it was found that over two-thirds of such children have no 
biological father living in the household and a quarter of children with eligible 
caregivers have neither a biological mother nor a biological father who lives with 
them in the household. Almost half of the children with eligible caregivers have poor 
access to drinking water (either having no piped water at all, or piped water located 
more than 200 metres from their house).  
 
In Section 5 eligibility rates were examined for children aged under nine; that is, the 
number of children whose caregivers are eligible for CSG, divided by the total 
number of children. This can be seen as a measure of the prevalence of children living 
in low income families in an area. It was estimated that 6.13 million children under 
nine years in South Africa had caregivers who were eligible for CSG. This means that 
the caregivers of 68% of children under nine are eligible for CSG.  At province level, 
the prevalence of children in low income families, defined on this basis, ranged from 
42% for the Western Cape to 80% for both Limpopo and the Eastern Cape. There was 
also a marked range at municipality level, for example, in KwaZulu-Natal, 57% of 
children in Ethekwini have caregivers who are eligible for CSG, compared with 92% 
of children in Msinga. 
 
Finally, in Section 6 the take up rates were presented for children aged under nine; that is, the 
number of children for whom CSG is being claimed, divided by the number of children 
whose caregivers are eligible for CSG. In 2002 the Taylor Committee into a Social Security 
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System estimated that take up of CSG in that year was around 20%. In this analysis for 
January 2004 it is estimated to be 63%. Despite a trebling of take-up rates in just two years, 
approximately four in ten children are still not receiving CSG even though they are eligible. 
Again there is variation in levels of take up at province level - the Western Cape has the 
highest take up rate (79%) and the Eastern Cape has the lowest (54%) - and at municipality 
level, for example in the Free State, CSG take up is estimated to vary between 37% and 72%. 
 
This report is one of several planned for the project on take up of social grants. The 
research team will also be analysing the Old Age Grant. CSG will also continue to be 
monitored. Change over time will be measured using later extracts of the CSG data 
from the SocPen system, and this will be able to take into account the phased 
extension of CSG to children under fourteen.  
 
The findings for this report have a number of policy-related implications.  
 
First, while it has been shown that the take up of Child Support Grant has 
dramatically improved since the time of the Taylor Committee, there is still an urgent 
need to increase the levels of take up of CSG across the country. In numerical terms, 
it is estimated that the caregivers of approximately 2.24 million children are not 
claiming CSG even though they are eligible, and such families are therefore 
experiencing levels of hardship unnecessarily. The municipality level data in this 
report will enable the deliverers of the grant to target the areas with the lowest levels 
of take up, to promote the take up of CSG and to identify the reasons why take up in 
these areas has not risen more sharply. It is also important to take into account that 
although some municipalities have relatively high take up rates, there are large 
numbers of eligible children in these municipalities who are not receiving CSG. 
Targeting these types of areas is also important to ensure that the CSG reaches as 
many children with caregivers who are eligible as possible. 
 
This report provides information that will assist service delivery, not just by knowing 
which areas need to be targeted most urgently to increase take up levels, but also in 
terms of profiling the eligible people so that the services can be more appropriately 
targeted. So, for example, it has been found that 64% of the children with eligible 
caregivers live in rural areas and this will raise particular issues about access. In terms 
of the language skills that are needed by the service deliverers and in the 
dissemination of information, it has been shown that almost 30% of the children with 
eligible caregivers are from households where the head speaks IsiZulu most often, 
while 21% are from households where IsiXhosa is spoken most often, for example. 
 
However, it is essential that – if the full potential of this important policy tool of small 
area level take up analysis is to be fully realised – any future changes to the SocPen 
system should contain within them a standardised and comprehensive set of address 
fields.   
 
The report also raises a large number of – as yet unanswered – research questions: 
does take-up vary by type of area (e.g. rural areas compared with urban areas) or by 
type of family (e.g. are single-parent mothers who live with their children more likely 
to claim CSG than single-parent fathers who live with their children, and how does 
this compare with couple parent families?) and so on. Also, an area for further 
investigation is to explore the discrepancy between the fact that 25% of children 
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whose caregivers are eligible for CSG do not live with either of their biological 
parents, and yet on the SocPen system 93% of the beneficiaries are biological parents. 
Unpicking this issue would need to take into account the complex family structures 
that exist in the context of HIV/AIDs and the ongoing legacy of migrant labour. 
Finally, there is much further work that could be undertaken with this material to 
explore the cost implications of these findings in terms of grant expenditure, the 
impact on eligibility of any future change to the means test, and the relationship 
between measures of eligibility and broader measures of low income. 
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Annex 1 Preparing the Child Support Grant data 
 
 
DSD supplied CSG data for January 2004 relating to both the beneficiaries and the 
children for whom CSG is claimed. A special run of address fields was also supplied. 
The beneficiary and child files were merged so that family structure could be readily 
determined. Beneficiaries with a primary status coded ‘B’ (verified) and a secondary 
status coded ‘2’ (in payment) on the SocPen system were counted as valid and were 
subsequently geocoded and included in the take up analysis. Only children with a 
status code of ‘1’ (active) were linked to their beneficiaries. Further details on the 
selection of valid beneficiaries are given in Annex 5. 
 
The data provided contain information about the age and sex of the beneficiary and 
the children for whom they claim CSG. There is also information on the method by 
which the beneficiary is paid the grant (paypoint, post office, or direct into the bank) 
and a province flag.  
 

Geocoding the CSG data 
 
In order to geographically locate each claimant and their dependent (CSG) children, 
three techniques were proposed. The first was to use the address fields to match 
against Census area geography files. The second was to link the beneficiaries to 
geocoded paypoint information supplied by DSD/Human Sciences Research Council 
and, using a modified Theisson polygon technique, allocate the beneficiaries and 
dependent children to Census area geographies. The third was to use Independent 
Electoral Commission (IEC) data to assign beneficiaries who are registered to vote to 
a voting area unit which in turn can be assigned to a Census area geography. 
Unfortunately delays in data supply made options 2 and 3 impossible for this report. 
The remainder of this Annex outlines the ways in which the SocPen address fields 
were used to geocode the beneficiaries (i.e. option 1). 
 
There are two SocPen address fields: the first relates to the physical address of the 
beneficiary; the second relates to the postal address of the beneficiary. The postal 
address is also accompanied by a postal code. The fields have a high level of 
completion, but the addresses themselves are not collated in a standard way and are 
written in free form text. Considerable cleaning and organisation of the fields had to 
be undertaken before the addresses could be matched to Census geographies. 
 

Step 1 Preparing the look up tables 
 
From the geographical data supplied by Stats SA as part of the 2001 Census release, a 
series of look up tables (LUTs) were created. The main LUTs used for this report 
were a Census main place to municipality LUT and a Census sub-place to main 
place/municipality LUT.  
 
Using data supplied by the South African Post Office, an additional look up table of 
postal code to Census main place/municipality was created.  
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Step 2 Geocoding the street addresses 
 
The street address fields for CSG beneficiaries were cleaned and organised using a 
variety of algorithms in SAS and SPSS (statistical analysis software).  
 
Initial matching was undertaken using the Census main place to municipality LUT. 
Successful allocations using this methodology were indicated by an appropriate flag. 
This method was given the highest quality rating. 
 
Special procedures were undertaken to account for duplicate main places (i.e. where 
main place names occur more than once in a province) and a special LUT was created 
to deal with these cases. Successful allocations to duplicate main places were flagged 
accordingly, and were given the second quality rating. 
 
To account for mis-spelling etc., manual adjustments were made and attributed to 
main place. These techniques were accorded the third quality rating. 
 
Matching was then undertaken using the Census sub-place to municipality LUT. 
However, in this instance because of the large number of duplicate sub-place names, 
the LUT was created only using unique sub-place names. Successful allocations were 
flagged accordingly and were given the fourth quality rating. 
 
A postal code was attached to the street address if the street address and postal address 
were the same. Using the postal code in these circumstances and the postal code to 
Census main place/municipality LUT, the remaining cases were geocoded and given 
the fifth quality rating where possible.  
 
Any cases which were not allocated by the five methods outlined above were 
(together with any cases without street addresses) allocated in proportion to the 
numbers of eligible children in each municipality, and these were given the sixth 
quality rating.  
 
Further work is being undertaken to enhance the techniques that were used. 
 
The tables below indicate the proportions allocated by the different methods. 
Allocation by one of the five methods in Limpopo was below 10% and hence no 
SocPen data are presented for this area below province level. Allocations in all other 
provinces except KwaZulu-Natal were around 70% or higher making the municipality 
estimates reasonably robust. For KwaZulu-Natal only around 60% of cases were 
allocated to municipalities so the take up figures at municipality level should be 
treated with some caution. 
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Western Cape 
 

  Frequency Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Allocated by main place LUT 102995 52.5 52.5 
Allocated by duplicate main place 
LUT 3 0.0 52.5 
Allocated by manual name change 29389 15.0 67.5 
Allocated by sub place LUT 37906 19.3 86.8 
Allocated by postal code 4435 2.3 89.1 
Not allocated by LUT 21394 10.9 100.0 
Total 196122 100.0 100.0 
        
Eastern Cape 
       

  Frequency Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Allocated by main place LUT 244904 58.1 58.1 
Allocated by duplicate main place 
LUT 18639 4.4 62.6 
Allocated by manual name change 24372 5.8 68.3 
Allocated by sub place LUT 16511 3.9 72.3 
Allocated by postal code 5116 1.2 73.5 
Not allocated by LUT 111726 26.5 100.0 
Total 421268 100.0 100.0 
        
Northern Cape 
       

  Frequency Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Allocated by main place LUT 34284 68.4 68.4 
Allocated by duplicate main place 
LUT 1034 2.1 70.5 
Allocated by manual name change 7410 14.8 85.3 
Allocated by sub place LUT 1389 2.8 88.1 
Allocated by postal code 781 1.6 89.6 
Not allocated by LUT 5198 10.4 100.0 
Total 50096 100.0 100.0 
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Free State 
       

  Frequency Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Allocated by main place LUT 132875 74.5 74.5 
Allocated by duplicate main place 
LUT 0 0.0 74.5 
Allocated by manual name change 19233 10.8 85.3 
Allocated by sub place LUT 970 0.5 85.8 
Allocated by postal code 1667 0.9 86.8 
Not allocated by LUT 23568 13.2 100.0 
Total 178313 100.0 100.0 
        
KwaZulu-Natal 
       

  Frequency Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Allocated by main place LUT 185089 31.5 31.5 
Allocated by duplicate main place 
LUT 11699 2.0 33.5 
Allocated by manual name change 105227 17.9 51.4 
Allocated by sub place LUT 45920 7.8 59.2 
Allocated by postal code 8452 1.4 60.6 
Not allocated by LUT 231688 39.4 100.0 
Total 588075 100.0 100.0 

 
        
North West 
       

  Frequency Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Allocated by main place LUT 74266 32.2 32.2 
Allocated by duplicate main place 
LUT 1731 0.8 32.9 
Allocated by manual name change 27958 12.1 45.1 
Allocated by sub place LUT 51212 22.2 67.3 
Allocated by postal code 4364 1.9 69.2 
Not allocated by LUT 71162 30.8 100.0 
Total 230693 100.0 100.0 
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Gauteng 
       

  Frequency Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Allocated by main place LUT 164200 41.6 41.6 
Allocated by duplicate main place 
LUT 43231 11.0 52.6 
Allocated by manual name change 54055 13.7 66.3 
Allocated by sub place LUT 48564 12.3 78.6 
Allocated by postal code 24433 6.2 84.8 
Not allocated by LUT 60092 15.2 100.0 
Total 394575 100.0 100.0 
        
Mpumalanga 
       

  Frequency Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Allocated by main place LUT 73692 31.0 31.0 
Allocated by duplicate main place 
LUT 580 0.2 31.2 
Allocated by manual name change 57538 24.2 55.4 
Allocated by sub place LUT 39842 16.8 72.2 
Allocated by postal code 2843 1.2 73.4 
Not allocated by LUT 63283 26.6 100.0 
Total 237778 100.0 100.0 
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Annex 2 Estimating the numbers of children eligible 
for Child Support Grant 
 
As this report is based on January 2004 CSG data and at that time point the grant was 
potentially available to children under nine, an estimation of the number of under 
nines at municipality level throughout South Africa who were eligible to receive CSG 
was required. In order to make this estimation, it was necessary to take into account 
whether the children met the criteria of the means test. To do this, it was essential to 
identify the income of the child’s caregiver (and their spouse if they had a spouse) and 
the type of housing and area in which the children lived. 
 
The method involved the use of Stats SA’s 10% sample of the 2001 Census and 
inflation of the estimates to take into account population change between the 2001 
Census and January 2004. The steps taken are outlined below. The final section of this 
annex describes the way in which the estimations could be refined in due course.  
 
Three Stats SA files were used in the estimation process: the 10% sample of the 
Census files relating to persons, households and housing, and geography.  A 10% 
sample of households in housing units and a 10% sample of collective living quarters 
and the homeless were drawn by Stats SA from the full Census (resulting in 948 592 
records).  Then a sample of all persons in these households was drawn (3 725 655 
records).  Both the household and person sample file contain a weight variable.  This 
is the adjustment factor for undercount/overcount multiplied by ten to inflate the 
samples to the relevant population, and was derived from the Post Enumeration 
Survey carried out a month after the Census. These weights were applied, as described 
below. Further details about the 10% sample of the 2001 Census can be obtained from 
www.statssa.gov.za . 
 

Step 1 Imputing income 
 
A known problem with the 2001 Census is that there are large numbers of people 
reporting zero income or for whom no data are recorded (Ardington et al. 2005). 
Before releasing any Census products, Stats SA used imputation to allocate values for 
unavailable, unknown, incorrect or inconsistent responses. Using a combination of 
logical and hot deck imputation, errors were removed and the data were made 
consistent. Notwithstanding, there is some concern with the large number of 
individuals claiming to have zero income, and in particular, the high proportion of 
individuals where the recorded income is not plausible, for example, individuals 
recorded as employed but claiming to have zero income. 
 
The imputation work carried out aimed to ‘correct’ incomplete and implausible 
income data in the 2001 Census and to use the new imputed data for estimating 
eligibility for CSG6. In order to correct implausible and missing values a statistical 
procedure known as multiple imputation was employed. This imputation was 
                                                 
6 The imputation work was originally produced for the Provincial Indices of Multiple Deprivation for South Africa 2001 (Noble et 
al., 2006a, forthcoming; Noble et al., 2006b, forthcoming). Further details on the imputation work are available in a paper by 
Barnes, Gutierrez-Romero and Noble (2006, forthcoming). 
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performed on the missing and implausible income values in the 10% sample of the 
2001 Census. The imputation process was carried out ten times and resulted in ten 
imputed datasets. 
 
The following steps 2 to 5 were carried out ten times using each imputed dataset. The 
resulting counts of eligible children were then averaged across the ten datasets to give 
a final count of eligible children. 
 

Step 2 Preparing the person file 
 
Several variables from the household level file were merged into the person level file 
of the 10% sample of the 2001 Census (with SRMI imputed age, sex and income 
variables). People in institutions and in other non-housing units were then deleted, as 
were people whose person number was greater than 30. 
 
Because the income variable is in bands, and so cannot directly be used to determine 
eligibility as the means test thresholds fall in the middle of two income bands, it was 
necessary to assign an actual income to the band. The midpoint of each income band 
was calculated and the income band value was replaced with this midpoint value.  
 
The person file was restructured to become a household level file with a number of 
arrays relating to individual people within the household. The arrays included person 
number, age, sex, relationship to head of household, income, weight (necessary to 
make it up to the full population of the country), person number of spouse, person 
number of mother and person number of father. Surplus variables were dropped.  
 

Step 3 Identifying primary caregiver and spouse of 
primary caregiver using Census data 
 
The next step was to identify the caregiver and the spouse of the caregiver and their 
income, for each child under nine. The Census allows the biological mother and 
biological father of each child (if they are present in the child’s household) to be 
identified. It also allows the spouse7 of each present biological parent, whether 
biologically related to the child or not, to be identified. Absence of a parent was 
defined as either when they had died or when they lived elsewhere. 
 
Using the arrays, the income of the primary caregiver and the income of the spouse of 
the primary caregiver if s/he exists was identified by searching for the following 
categories: 
 

1. the income of the biological mother if present; 
2. the income of the biological father if present; 

                                                 
7 The Census question asks ‘Who in the household is (the person’s) spouse or partner?’ Although the Social Assistance 
Regulations state that the income of the spouse of the primary caregiver should be taken into account, for this purpose it was 
only possible to include the income of the partner of the primary caregiver, whether they are married to the primary caregiver or 
not. The term spouse is used henceforth to mean either spouse or partner. 
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3. the income of the spouse of the biological father (in the absence of a biological 
mother but presence of a biological father) if present; 

4. the income of the spouse of the biological mother (in the absence of a 
biological father but presence of a biological mother) if present. 

 

Step 4 Modified Woolard method to identify primary 
caregiver and spouse of primary caregiver 
 
Step 3 was applied to cases where a primary caregiver and/or a spouse of a primary 
caregiver were not identified in step 2, and thus the income variables were both 
missing. Such children live in a household without a biological parent and without the 
spouse of a biological parent (e.g. they might live with an older sibling, aunt or 
grandparent). For these children it is less straightforward to obtain the income of their 
primary caregiver and spouse as the child-caregiver relationships have to be imputed. 
 
The method presented is a modified version of Ingrid Woolard’s technique that she 
applied to identify children’s primary caregivers and spouses in the Income and 
Expenditure Survey (IES)8.  Unlike the IES, it is possible to identify the spouse of the 
imputed primary caregiver because the Census provides this information.   
 
The primary caregiver was identified as:  
 
1) the oldest woman in the household aged 13-40 at the time of the birth of the child; 

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

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

and if none then 
4) the youngest male in the household aged 41 or over at the time of the birth of the 

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

Step 5 Estimating eligibility 

Area and household type information 
 
Geographical variables were merged onto the file from the geography file of the 10% 
sample of the Census. Using this information and the variables from the household 
level file which were added in step 1, a flag was created to identify households in 
urban areas in formal housing. This is necessary because eligibility for CSG is 
dependent partly on the type of housing unit and whether the house is in an urban or 
rural location. The income threshold for people living in formal housing in urban 
                                                 
8 Model of take up produced by Ingrid Woolard for Lydia Ntenga at DSD. 
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areas is R9600 pa, whereas the income threshold for people living elsewhere is 
R13200 pa.  
 
The following Census categories were defined as formal housing: 

• House or brick structure on a separate stand or yard; 
• Flat in a block of flats; 
• Town/cluster/semi-detached house; 
• House/flat/room in back yard; 
• Room/flatlet not in back yard but on a shared property. 

 
The following Census categories were defined as informal housing: 

• Traditional dwelling/hut/structure made of traditional materials; 
• Informal dwelling/shack in backyard; 
• Informal dwelling/shack not in backyard; 
• Caravan or tent; 
• Private ship/boat. 

 

Estimating eligibility 
 
Children under nine years were flagged as eligible if the combined income of the 
primary caregiver and his/her spouse was below the relevant income threshold. 
Separate variables were created for each year of age and sex (e.g. male 0 year olds, 
female 0 year olds, male 1 year olds, female 1 year olds).  A household level count of 
children in each of the age/sex groups whose caregivers are eligible was created. This 
is the sum of the person weights for all relevant children (i.e. those flagged as eligible) 
in the separate age/sex groups.  
 
The ten counts (one for each of the imputed datasets) of eligible children by single 
year age and sex were averaged to produce a single national estimate of children 
eligible for CSG. This was then aggregated to municipality level.  
 

Step 6 Adjusting estimates for population change 
 
The municipality level counts of children whose caregivers are eligible for CSG were 
then adjusted to take into account population change between October 2001 and 
January 2004 using mid year population estimates from Stats SA. The following steps 
were carried out to do this: 
 
1) Population change between June 2003 (mid year estimate) and June 2004 (mid 

year estimate) was calculated at province level by age and sex. 
2) Seven twelfths of this population change was added to the June 2003 population 

estimate to give an estimate of the population at January 2004 at province level by 
age and sex. 

3) A province level count of children in institutions from the 10% sample of the 2001 
Census (weighted to give a national count) was subtracted from the January 2004 
population estimate and the 2001 full Census population count, by age and sex. 
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4) A ratio of the January 2004 population estimate (minus institutions) to the 2001 
full Census population count (minus institutions) was created at province level, by 
age and sex. 

5) The province level ratios for each age/sex group were applied to the relevant 
age/sex variables in the file containing estimates of children whose caregivers are 
eligible for CSG at municipality level. 

 
The following assumptions were made: 
 
1) The number of children in an institution has remained constant between October 

2001 and January 2004 at province level. 
2) The rate of population change between mid 2003 and mid 2004 is constant over 

this time and the same for each age/sex group. 
3) The institutions have remained in the same municipality between 2001 and 2004. 
4) The rate of population change between October 2001 and January 2004 occurs 

evenly across all municipalities in a province. 
 
A final count of children under nine whose caregivers are estimated to be eligible to 
receive CSG in January 2004 was created at municipality and province level.  
 

Some remaining issues 
 
This process can be refined or adjusted in a number of ways.  
 
1) Children who live in institutions have been excluded and so the analysis only 

examines children who live in housing units. There are instances where children 
live in institutions with their parents and it would be good to undertake some 
analysis about this additional group. 

 
2) In Step 3, Ingrid Woolard’s procedures for the IES were created in the absence of 

any information about the child’s biological parents and their spouses. As the 
Census provides this information, it is not so necessary to take into account the 
ages of the imputed carers at the time of the child’s birth for our purposes: the 
imputed primary caregivers will not be the biological parents and so fertility age 
brackets are less relevant. It would be interesting therefore to explore alternative 
conditions. Thus, for example, if a child aged 2 is living with an older sister aged 
17 and a grandmother aged 60, the sister aged 17 would be identified ahead of the 
grandmother in the current model. 

 
3) The income figures in the Census include the money received as social grants but 

there is obviously no information on who is claiming these grants and who is not 
within the Census. As a result, the income derived from CSG is therefore wrongly 
being included when measuring eligibility, and we have therefore underestimated 
eligibility. Our estimates are therefore conservative in this respect. 
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Annex 3 Children under nine whose caregivers are 
eligible for CSG as a percentage of all children under 
nine, by province and municipality (eligibility) 
 
Figures in these tables are rounded to the nearest 10 children. 
 

Western Cape  
    

 Children aged 
0-8 whose caregivers  
are eligible for CSG 

All children 
aged 
0-8 

Eligibility rate (%)

Saldanha Bay 4480 13170 34.0 
Stellenbosch 6300 17990 35.0 
Swartland 4560 12610 36.2 
City of Cape Town 180210 477830 37.7 
Cape Agulhas 1680 4250 39.5 
Overstrand 3720 8870 42.0 
Drakenstein 14600 33710 43.3 
Bergrivier 3460 7920 43.7 
Knysna 3680 8290 44.4 
Plettenberg Bay 2130 4780 44.5 
Theewaterskloof 7750 17280 44.8 
George 11070 24130 45.9 
Breede Valley 12350 26540 46.5 
Mossel Bay 5270 11140 47.3 
Breede River 680 1440 47.4 
Langeberg 3530 7190 49.1 
Cederberg 3900 7550 51.6 
Witzenberg 7790 14980 52.0 
Swellendam 2950 5650 52.2 
Matzikama 5040 9480 53.1 
Breede River/Winelands 8790 16400 53.6 
Laingsburg 770 1240 61.9 
Beaufort West 4810 7340 65.6 
Kannaland 3240 4910 65.9 
Oudtshoorn 11090 16760 66.2 
South Cape 2090 2990 69.7 
Prince Albert 1540 2180 70.5 
West Coast 550 710 77.9 
Central Karoo 1360 1610 84.4 
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Eastern Cape   
    

 Children aged 
0-8 whose caregivers  
are eligible for CSG 

All children 
aged 
0-8 

Eligibility rate (%)

Nelson Mandela             89530 159450 56.1 
Kouga                      6940 12030 57.7 
Kou-Kamma                  4180 7020 59.5 
Buffalo City               74920 116090 64.5 
Makana                     8150 12310 66.2 
Inxuba Yethemba            7590 10940 69.4 
Camdeboo                   6150 8740 70.4 
Sunday's River Valley      4990 6990 71.3 
Aberdeen Plain             960 1320 72.5 
Maletswai                  5980 8100 73.9 
Lukanji                    27260 36460 74.8 
Ndlambe                    6950 9280 74.9 
Blue Crane Route           4600 6060 75.9 
Ikwezi                     1570 2050 76.6 
Sakhisizwe                 9350 12200 76.7 
Baviaans                   2250 2870 78.4 
King Sabata Dalindyebo     85120 107030 79.5 
Tsolwana                   5590 6880 81.2 
Nkonkobe                   19350 23620 81.9 
Gariep                     5250 6350 82.8 
Amahlathi                  22100 26570 83.2 
Inkwanca                   3330 4000 83.2 
Nxuba                      4060 4870 83.4 
Great Kei                  6420 7700 83.4 
Senqu                      26250 31290 83.9 
Mnquma                     56460 66970 84.3 
Elundini                   28540 33340 85.6 
Emalahleni                 22030 25650 85.9 
Mhlontlo                   44530 51320 86.8 
Mbizana                    63590 72640 87.5 
Umzimvubu                  87830 100190 87.7 
Qaukeni                    67050 76470 87.7 
Intsika Yethu              40960 46680 87.7 
Ngqushwa                   13420 15250 88.0 
Umzimkhulu                 45490 51510 88.3 
Port St Johns              39840 45020 88.5 
Nyandeni                   72720 82110 88.6 
Mbhashe                    63160 71060 88.9 
Engcobo                    34680 38740 89.5 
Ntabankulu                 34460 38440 89.7 
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Northern Cape  
    

 Children aged 
0-8 whose caregivers  
are eligible for CSG 

All children 
aged 
0-8 

Eligibility rate (%)

Gamagara 1390 2830 48.9 
Richtersveld 350 700 50.3 
Bo Karoo 1160 2200 52.8 
Sol Plaatje 22890 40030 57.2 
Kgatelopele 2020 3360 60.1 
Nama Khoi 5060 8390 60.3 
||Khara Hais 9840 15710 62.6 
Khâi-Ma 1290 2050 63.0 
Kamiesberg 1410 2230 63.5 
Ga-Segonyana 1730 2730 63.6 
Emthanjeni 2620 4060 64.6 
Tsantsabane 1900 2930 64.6 
Hantam 5000 7650 65.3 
Thembelihle 1470 2220 66.1 
Benede Oranje 4360 6460 67.4 
Karoo Hoogland 2360 3470 68.0 
Ubuntu 1360 1990 68.1 
Phokwane 6020 8730 68.9 
Kalahari 5370 7740 69.3 
Renosterberg 1540 2200 69.9 
Kai !Garib 8190 11570 70.8 
Dikgatlong 5490 7680 71.5 
Siyancuma 110 150 72.3 
Magareng 1230 1650 74.2 
Siyathemba 2970 3950 75.1 
Umsombomvu 1610 2130 75.6 
!Kheis 3840 5070 75.8 
Kareeberg 4210 5500 76.5 
Namaqualand 3440 4350 78.9 
Mier 1370 1690 81.0 
Diamondfields 850 1020 83.4 
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Free State   
    

 Children aged 
0-8 whose caregivers  
are eligible for CSG 

All children 
aged 
0-8 

Eligibility rate (%)

Metsimaholo                11930 20670 57.7 
Matjhabeng                 46990 76140 61.7 
Mangaung                   76520 122340 62.5 
Letsemeng                  6940 10050 69.1 
Moqhaka                    22660 31160 72.7 
Mantsopa                   8510 11470 74.2 
Dihlabeng                  20410 27050 75.5 
Masilonyana                9640 12610 76.4 
Kopanong                   9010 11650 77.4 
Mafube                     9680 12460 77.7 
Tokologo                   6160 7820 78.8 
Ngwathe                    18880 23940 78.9 
Maluti a Phofung           61580 77670 79.3 
Setsoto                    20700 25310 81.8 
Naledi                     4270 5210 81.9 
Nala                       17050 20380 83.7 
Mohokare                   6220 7400 84.0 
Phumelela                  10170 11910 85.3 
Nketoana                   11050 12910 85.6 
Tswelopele                 11410 13300 85.8 
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KwaZulu-Natal  
    

 Children aged 
0-8 whose caregivers  
are eligible for CSG 

All children 
aged 
0-8 

Eligibility rate (%)

Giants Castle Game Reserve 0 0 0.0 
Ethekwini                  296400 522370 56.7 
Mkhomazi Wilderness Area   70 120 59.1 
uMhlathuze                 36740 60220 61.0 
Mtubatuba                  4800 7820 61.3 
Msunduzi                   59500 95880 62.1 
KwaDukuza                  16970 27260 62.3 
uMngeni                    7360 11460 64.2 
Umdoni                     7070 10650 66.3 
Matatiele                  2180 3170 68.8 
Endumeni                   6680 9460 70.6 
Hibiscus Coast             30300 41480 73.1 
Umtshezi                   8780 11970 73.3 
Emnambithi/Ladysmith       35470 48280 73.5 
St Lucia Park              990 1320 74.7 
Greater Kokstad            8450 11250 75.2 
Newcastle                  52020 69190 75.2 
Mooi Mpofana               5330 6860 77.7 
eNdondakusuka              21690 27480 78.9 
Ntambanana                 18020 22820 79.0 
Mbonambi                   21370 27000 79.1 
Abaqulusi                  35210 42840 82.2 
uMshwathi                  19860 24100 82.4 
Mthonjaneni                9880 11910 83.0 
Richmond                   10850 12900 84.1 
Ulundi                     46350 54640 84.8 
Umvoti                     18260 21530 84.8 
uMuziwabantu               20550 24140 85.1 
Vulamehlo                  16920 19770 85.6 
uMlalazi                   43290 50550 85.6 
Mkhambathini               10390 12120 85.8 
Hlabisa                    38950 45160 86.2 
Imbabazane                 25250 29130 86.7 
Dannhauser                 22450 25880 86.7 
eDumbe                     18050 20720 87.1 
Umhlabuyalingana           32900 37710 87.2 
Kwa Sani                   3120 3570 87.3 
Ndwedwe                    30420 34780 87.5 
uPhongolo                  25880 29530 87.6 
Utrecht                    6750 7650 88.2 
Jozini                     44690 50580 88.4 
Okhahlamba                 30090 34010 88.5 
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Ubuhlebezwe                21030 23620 89.0 
Maphumulo                  29140 32690 89.1 
Nongoma                    47420 53090 89.3 
Nkandla                    32070 35850 89.5 
Umzumbe                    41060 45840 89.6 
The Big 5 False Bay        7110 7920 89.8 
Ezingoleni                 11040 12290 89.9 
Ingwe                      26180 29000 90.3 
Impendle                   6820 7540 90.4 
Nqutu                      35640 39240 90.8 
Indaka                     28300 30840 91.8 
Msinga                     43800 47610 92.0 
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North West   
    

 Children aged 
0-8 whose caregivers  
are eligible for CSG 

All children 
aged 
0-8 

Eligibility rate (%)

Rustenburg                 31740 68100 46.6 
Merafong City              5310 9990 53.2 
Potchefstroom              11300 19910 56.8 
City Council of Klerksdorp 36740 60610 60.6 
City of Tshwane Metro      55160 87180 63.3 
Madibeng                   38070 59540 63.9 
Mafikeng                   38130 54640 69.8 
Naledi                     9050 12670 71.5 
Moses Kotane               34140 46350 73.7 
Phokwane                   3390 4600 73.7 
Kgetlengrivier             5720 7580 75.4 
Lekwa-Teemane              6470 8510 76.1 
Moretele                   28660 37660 76.1 
Ga-Segonyana               10630 13450 79.0 
Ditsobotla                 24880 31480 79.0 
Molopo                     2280 2850 79.9 
Maquassi Hills             11110 13900 79.9 
Ventersdorp                6800 8200 83.0 
Zeerust                    25010 29650 84.3 
Mamusa                     9360 10910 85.8 
Greater Taung              37660 43140 87.3 
Tswaing                    24270 27560 88.1 
Kagisano                   22270 25150 88.6 
Moshaweng                  19910 21870 91.0 
Setla-Kgobi                24220 26270 92.2 
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Gauteng   
    

 Children aged 
0-8 whose caregivers  
are eligible for CSG 

All children 
aged 
0-8 

Eligibility rate (%)

West Rand                  270 790 33.9 
City of Tshwane Metro      85850 229390 37.4 
City of Johannesburg Metro 231060 507860 45.5 
Mogale City                21040 46130 45.6 
Midvaal                    4630 9930 46.6 
Randfontein                10220 21500 47.6 
Nokeng tsa Taemane         3820 8030 47.6 
Ekurhuleni Metro           206020 417930 49.3 
Merafong City              12160 23030 52.8 
Westonaria                 10160 18240 55.7 
Kungwini                   7090 12560 56.5 
Lesedi                     7400 12940 57.2 
Emfuleni                   64350 112150 57.4 
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Mpumalanga   
    

 Children aged 
0-8 whose caregivers  
are eligible for CSG 

All children 
aged 
0-8 

Eligibility rate (%)

Bushbuckridge              0 20 0.0 
Kruger Park                10 50 21.4 
Emalahleni                 24260 49510 49.0 
Middelburg                 13880 27780 50.0 
Kungwini                   4060 7430 54.7 
Highveld East              23470 40820 57.5 
Umjindi                    6110 9920 61.6 
Thaba Chweu                8790 13590 64.7 
Mbombela                   67020 98940 67.7 
Highlands                  6010 8680 69.2 
Dipaleseng                 5460 7820 69.9 
Lekwa                      14860 21210 70.1 
Delmas                     8730 12440 70.2 
Greater Tubatse            6240 8620 72.4 
Msukaligwa                 20960 28830 72.7 
Lowveld                    90 120 75.6 
Thembisile                 44590 58100 76.7 
Dr JS Moroka               44520 55740 79.9 
Mkhondo                    27250 34040 80.0 
Greater Marble Hall        8930 10950 81.5 
Nkomazi                    69750 84510 82.5 
Albert Luthuli             38890 46460 83.7 
Greater Groblersdal        25110 29680 84.6 
Seme                       17740 20320 87.3 
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Limpopo   
    

 Children aged 
0-8 whose caregivers  
are eligible for CSG 

All children 
aged 
0-8 

Eligibility rate (%)

Kruger Park                80 210 36.4 
Thabazimbi                 6550 11910 55.0 
Ba-Phalaborwa              17970 28130 63.9 
Mookgopong                 3350 5220 64.0 
Musina                     5060 7460 67.9 
Bela-Bela                  6500 9560 68.0 
Polokwane                  79100 112170 70.5 
Modimolle                  9910 13940 71.1 
Lephalale                  16150 20730 77.9 
Makhado                    92210 116860 78.9 
Thulamela                  114580 145100 79.0 
Greater Tzaneen            64130 80060 80.1 
Mutale                     17220 21360 80.6 
Mogalakwena                56810 70300 80.8 
Lepele-Nkumpi              44780 54970 81.5 
Greater Giyani             48390 59180 81.8 
Bushbuckridge              104270 126160 82.7 
Greater Groblersdal        18260 22080 82.7 
Greater Tubatse            49460 59370 83.3 
Molemole                   21490 25730 83.5 
Aganang                    31100 36790 84.5 
Fetakgomo                  18780 22130 84.8 
Greater Letaba             42420 49910 85.0 
Greater Marble Hall        14720 17060 86.3 
Maruleng                   19200 22010 87.3 
Makhuduthamaga             59580 66670 89.4 
Blouberg                   38650 42900 90.1 
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Annex 4 Children aged 0-8 inclusive whose 
caregivers are receiving CSG as a percentage of all 
children aged 0-8 whose caregivers are eligible to 
receive CSG by province and municipality (take up) 
 
Figures in these tables are rounded to the nearest 10 children. 
The asterisks indicate municipalities where small numbers may be an issue (i.e. those 
with less than 1000 under nines with eligible caregivers and/or less than 100 CSG 
recipients allocated through geocoding). For this reason no results are presented for 
these municipalities.  
 

Western Cape  
    

 

Children aged  
0-8  whose 

caregivers are 
receiving CSG 

Children aged
0-8 whose 

caregivers are 
eligible for CSG

Take up rate 
(%) 

Children whose 
caregivers are 
eligible but are 
not receiving 

CSG 

Saldanha Bay               1730 4480 38.6 2750 
Plettenberg Bay            880 2130 41.3 1250 
Overstrand                 1620 3720 43.6 2100 
South Cape                 930 2090 44.5 1160 
Swellendam                 1480 2950 50.1 1470 
Bergrivier                 1760 3460 50.8 1700 
Witzenberg                 4420 7790 56.8 3370 
Swartland                  2710 4560 59.4 1850 
Central Karoo              810 1360 59.6 550 
Theewaterskloof            4770 7750 61.6 2980 
Mossel Bay                 3320 5270 63.0 1950 
Cederberg                  2480 3900 63.5 1420 
Kannaland                  2130 3240 65.7 1110 
Breede River/Winelands     5820 8790 66.2 2970 
Cape Agulhas               1140 1680 67.9 540 
Knysna                     2550 3680 69.2 1140 
Langeberg                  2570 3530 72.9 960 
Matzikama                  3750 5040 74.4 1290 
Oudtshoorn                 8470 11090 76.4 2620 
Stellenbosch               4900 6300 77.8 1400 
Prince Albert              1210 1540 78.3 330 
Breede Valley              10130 12350 82.0 2220 
City of Cape Town          149820 180210 83.1 30390 
George                     9410 11070 85.0 1660 
Beaufort West              4480 4810 93.1 330 
Drakenstein                16810 14600 100.0 0 
Breede River*                   
Laingsburg*                     
West Coast*                     
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Eastern Cape   
    

 

Children aged 
0-8  whose 

caregivers are 
receiving CSG 

Children aged 
0-8 whose 

caregivers are 
eligible for CSG

Take up rate 
(%) 

Children whose 
caregivers are 
eligible but are 
not receiving  

CSG 

Umzimvubu                  20630 87830 23.5 67200 
Elundini                   6790 28540 23.8 21750 
Emalahleni                 5370 22030 24.4 16660 
Tsolwana                   1520 5590 27.3 4060 
Umzimkhulu                 15780 45490 34.7 29710 
Mbizana                    22360 63590 35.2 41230 
Ntabankulu                 12370 34460 35.9 22100 
Mbhashe                    24880 63160 39.4 38280 
Port St Johns              15970 39840 40.1 23870 
Senqu                      10710 26250 40.8 15540 
Kou-Kamma                  1770 4180 42.3 2410 
Intsika Yethu              18390 40960 44.9 22570 
Qaukeni                    30900 67050 46.1 36150 
Great Kei                  2960 6420 46.2 3450 
Amahlathi                  10470 22100 47.4 11620 
Ngqushwa                   6390 13420 47.6 7030 
Ndlambe                    3480 6950 50.1 3470 
Mnquma                     30950 56460 54.8 25510 
Sunday's River Valley      2850 4990 57.3 2130 
Camdeboo                   3590 6150 58.4 2560 
Ikwezi                     920 1570 58.8 650 
Blue Crane Route           2720 4600 59.1 1880 
Mhlontlo                   27090 44530 60.8 17440 
Gariep                     3270 5250 62.3 1980 
Nxuba                      2570 4060 63.3 1490 
Engcobo                    22210 34680 64.1 12470 
Maletswai                  3890 5980 65.1 2090 
Baviaans                   1460 2250 65.1 780 
King Sabata Dalindyebo     56150 85120 66.0 28960 
Makana                     5520 8150 67.7 2630 
Kouga                      4840 6940 69.7 2100 
Nkonkobe                   13720 19350 70.9 5630 
Nelson Mandela             64760 89530 72.3 24760 
Nyandeni                   55570 72720 76.4 17150 
Inkwanca                   2670 3330 80.4 650 
Buffalo City               61080 74920 81.5 13840 
Inxuba Yethemba            6650 7590 87.6 940 
Sakhisizwe                 8290 9350 88.7 1060 
Lukanji                    25670 27260 94.1 1600 
Aberdeen Plain*                 
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Northern Cape  
    

 

Children aged 
0-8  whose 

caregivers are 
receiving CSG 

Children aged 
0-8 whose 

caregivers are 
eligible for CSG

Take up rate 
(%) 

Children whose 
caregivers are 
eligible but are  
not receiving  

CSG 

Kalahari                   200 1230 16.3 1030 
!Kheis                     1310 3440 38.1 2130 
Gamagara                   550 1390 39.9 830 
Mier                       550 1370 40.4 810 
Siyancuma                  2410 5490 43.9 3080 
Phokwane                   2650 6020 44.1 3360 
Ga-Segonyana               890 1900 47.1 1000 
Magareng                   1980 3840 51.4 1870 
Dikgatlong                 2980 5370 55.6 2380 
Kai !Garib                 4670 8190 57.0 3520 
Kgatelopele                1160 2020 57.6 860 
Siyathemba                 1740 2970 58.6 1230 
Richtersveld               680 1160 58.8 480 
Kamiesberg                 870 1470 58.9 600 
Tsantsabane                2590 4360 59.4 1770 
Umsombomvu                 2530 4210 60.1 1680 
Karoo Hoogland             990 1540 64.5 550 
||Khara Hais               6380 9840 64.8 3460 
Sol Plaatje                15290 22890 66.8 7600 
Kareeberg                  1110 1610 69.1 500 
Thembelihle                1220 1730 70.5 510 
Ubuntu                     1700 2360 72.1 660 
Emthanjeni                 3630 5000 72.5 1370 
Hantam                     1970 2620 75.3 650 
Nama Khoi                  3850 5060 76.1 1210 
Khâi-Ma                    1090 1410 76.9 330 
Renosterberg               1060 1360 78.2 300 
Bo Karoo*                       
Benede Oranje*                  
Diamondfields*              
Namaqualand*                   
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Free State   
    

 

Children aged 
0-8  whose 

caregivers are 
receiving CSG 

Children aged 
0-8 whose 

caregivers are 
eligible for CSG

Take up rate 
(%) 

Children whose 
caregivers are 
eligible but are 
 not receiving  

CSG 

Tokologo                   2270 6160 36.9 3880 
Kopanong                   3500 9010 38.8 5510 
Naledi                     1700 4270 39.9 2560 
Maluti a Phofung           25780 61580 41.9 35800 
Letsemeng                  2970 6940 42.8 3970 
Mohokare                   2880 6220 46.4 3330 
Nala                       8050 17050 47.2 9010 
Masilonyana                4740 9640 49.1 4900 
Phumelela                  5180 10170 51.0 4990 
Setsoto                    11100 20700 53.6 9600 
Mantsopa                   4580 8510 53.9 3930 
Mafube                     5450 9680 56.3 4230 
Matjhabeng                 26960 46990 57.4 20020 
Nketoana                   6620 11050 59.9 4430 
Ngwathe                    11870 18880 62.9 7010 
Tswelopele                 7540 11410 66.1 3870 
Dihlabeng                  14220 20410 69.7 6190 
Mangaung                   54020 76520 70.6 22500 
Moqhaka                    16180 22660 71.4 6490 
Metsimaholo                8550 11930 71.6 3390 
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KwaZulu-Natal  
    

 

Children aged 
0-8  whose 

caregivers are 
receiving CSG 

Children aged 
0-8 whose 

caregivers are 
eligible for CSG

Take up rate 
(%) 

Children whose 
caregivers are 
eligible but are 
 not receiving  

CSG 

Mkhambathini               2690 10390 25.9 7700 
Imbabazane                 6880 25250 27.2 18370 
Maphumulo                  9890 29140 33.9 19260 
Indaka                     10010 28300 35.4 18300 
Umzumbe                    15350 41060 37.4 25710 
uMlalazi                   16280 43290 37.6 27010 
Dannhauser                 8480 22450 37.8 13970 
Nongoma                    18550 47420 39.1 28860 
Ubuhlebezwe                8600 21030 40.9 12430 
Okhahlamba                 12660 30090 42.1 17430 
Nqutu                      15020 35640 42.2 20620 
uMshwathi                  8510 19860 42.8 11360 
Ingwe                      11650 26180 44.5 14530 
Ulundi                     20930 46350 45.2 25420 
Mbonambi                   9710 21370 45.4 11660 
eNdondakusuka              10140 21690 46.7 11550 
Vulamehlo                  8070 16920 47.7 8850 
Umhlabuyalingana           15840 32900 48.2 17050 
Abaqulusi                  17510 35210 49.7 17700 
uMuziwabantu               10480 20550 51.0 10070 
Hlabisa                    20360 38950 52.3 18590 
Ntambanana                 9980 18020 55.4 8050 
Nkandla                    17860 32070 55.7 14220 
Ndwedwe                    17030 30420 56.0 13390 
Jozini                     25070 44690 56.1 19620 
Hibiscus Coast             18120 30300 59.8 12190 
Newcastle                  31800 52020 61.1 20220 
Emnambithi/Ladysmith       21990 35470 62.0 13480 
Matatiele                  1360 2180 62.4 820 
KwaDukuza                  10610 16970 62.5 6360 
Msunduzi                   40230 59500 67.6 19270 
The Big 5 False Bay        4940 7110 69.5 2170 
Ethekwini                  208700 296400 70.4 87700 
Mooi Mpofana               3770 5330 70.6 1570 
Greater Kokstad            6000 8450 71.0 2450 
Utrecht                    4850 6750 71.8 1900 
uPhongolo                  19060 25880 73.6 6820 
Richmond                   8130 10850 74.9 2720 
uMhlathuze                 28030 36740 76.3 8710 
Ezingoleni                 9110 11040 82.5 1940 
eDumbe                     15270 18050 84.6 2780 
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Umvoti                     16000 18260 87.6 2270 
Msinga                     40870 43800 93.3 2930 
Kwa Sani                   3180 3120 100.0 0 
uMngeni                    7980 7360 100.0 0 
Mthonjaneni                11500 9880 100.0 0 
Umtshezi                   10810 8780 100.0 0 
Endumeni                   10840 6680 100.0 0 
Umdoni                     19420 7070 100.0 0 
Mtubatuba 21220 4800 100.0 0 
Giants Castle Game Reserve*     
Impendle*     
Mkhomazi Wilderness Area*     
St Lucia Park*     
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North West   
    

 

Children aged 
0-8  whose 

caregivers are 
receiving CSG 

Children aged 
0-8 whose 

caregivers are 
eligible for CSG

Take up rate 
(%) 

Children whose 
caregivers are 
eligible but are 
 not receiving  

CSG 

Molopo                     570 2280 25.1 1710 
Moshaweng                  5710 19910 28.7 14210 
Setla-Kgobi                7470 24220 30.8 16750 
Moses Kotane               11620 34140 34.0 22530 
Tswaing                    9810 24270 40.4 14460 
Ga-Segonyana               4300 10630 40.4 6330 
Merafong City              2390 5310 45.0 2930 
Kgetlengrivier             2820 5720 49.3 2900 
City of Tshwane Metro      27900 55160 50.6 27270 
Greater Taung              19080 37660 50.7 18580 
Mafikeng                   19340 38130 50.7 18790 
Rustenburg                 16670 31740 52.5 15070 
Ditsobotla                 15380 24880 61.8 9500 
Ventersdorp                4230 6800 62.2 2570 
Zeerust                    15780 25010 63.1 9230 
Potchefstroom              7780 11300 68.8 3520 
Maquassi Hills             7670 11110 69.0 3440 
Mamusa                     6680 9360 71.4 2680 
Kagisano                   16070 22270 72.1 6200 
Lekwa-Teemane              4780 6470 73.8 1700 
Madibeng                   28770 38070 75.6 9300 
Moretele                   23150 28660 80.8 5510 
City Council of Klerksdorp 31590 36740 86.0 5160 
Naledi                     10680 9050 100.0 0 
Phokwane                   8260 3390 100.0 0 
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Gauteng   
    

 

Children aged 
0-8  whose 

caregivers are 
receiving CSG 

Children aged 
0-8 whose 

caregivers are 
eligible for CSG

Take up rate 
(%) 

Children whose 
caregivers are 
eligible but are 
 not receiving  

CSG 

Nokeng tsa Taemane         2200 3820 57.6 1620 
Ekurhuleni Metro           129250 206020 62.7 76780 
City of Tshwane Metro      57080 85850 66.5 28770 
Emfuleni                   43360 64350 67.4 21000 
Kungwini                   4880 7090 68.9 2210 
Midvaal                    3230 4630 69.8 1400 
Westonaria                 7440 10160 73.2 2720 
Mogale City                15460 21040 73.5 5570 
Lesedi                     6100 7400 82.5 1300 
Merafong City              10170 12160 83.6 1990 
City of Johannesburg Metro 211630 231060 91.6 19430 
Randfontein                9750 10220 95.4 470 
West Rand*     
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Mpumalanga   
    

 

Children aged 
0-8  whose 

caregivers are 
receiving CSG 

Children aged 
0-8 whose 

caregivers are 
eligible for CSG

Take up rate 
(%) 

Children whose 
caregivers are 
eligible but are 
 not receiving  

CSG 

Greater Marble Hall        2960 8930 33.2 5970 
Greater Tubatse            2670 6240 42.9 3570 
Seme                       8470 17740 47.7 9280 
Albert Luthuli             20490 38890 52.7 18400 
Dipaleseng                 2970 5460 54.3 2490 
Mkhondo                    15630 27250 57.4 11620 
Kungwini                   2410 4060 59.2 1660 
Nkomazi                    41520 69750 59.5 28220 
Lekwa                      9000 14860 60.6 5860 
Dr JS Moroka               27520 44520 61.8 17000 
Mbombela                   43290 67020 64.6 23730 
Delmas                     5740 8730 65.8 2990 
Umjindi                    4080 6110 66.8 2020 
Highlands                  4030 6010 67.1 1980 
Highveld East              16620 23470 70.8 6850 
Greater Groblersdal        17960 25110 71.5 7150 
Msukaligwa                 15060 20960 71.8 5900 
Thaba Chweu                7610 8790 86.6 1180 
Thembisile                 39930 44590 89.5 4660 
Middelburg                 14070 13880 100.0 0 
Emalahleni                 25080 24260 100.0 0 
Bushbuckridge*     
Kruger Park*     
Lowveld*     
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Annex 5 Definition of beneficiaries for take up 
analysis 
 
Table 1 below compares CASASP counts of children for whom CSG is received in 
January 2004 with those published by DSD. Across South Africa the DSD counts are 
higher than the CASASP counts for all provinces except Gauteng. 
 
 

Table 1: Comparison of CASASP counts of children eligible for CSG and DSD 
published counts 

 
Province CASASP DSD Difference 
Western Cape 251213 256021 4808 
Eastern Cape 617499 649369 31870 
Northern Cape 66225 67763 1538 
Free State 224167 229452 5285 
KwaZulu-Natal 915398 984927 69529 
North West 308480 319932 11452 
Gauteng 500579 500534 -45 
Mpumalanga 327312 337806 10494 
Limpopo 678595 692894 14299 
South Africa 3889468 4038698 149230 

 
 
CASASP selected all beneficiaries with a primary status ‘B’ (verified) and a 
secondary status ‘9’ (in payment) as active/valid cases. DSD takes into account 
beneficiaries who have a primary status ‘B’ (verified) or ‘9’ (not verified) and a 
secondary status ‘2’ (in payment) when determining active cases for their monthly 
statistics. The not verified status means that a beneficiary is already on the system but 
that some details have changed (e.g. address, paypoint), and instead of stopping 
payment while details are verified, the beneficiary remains on the system. Only 
children with a status code ‘1’ (active) were linked to their beneficiaries. 
 
This difference in definition and selection of active cases will largely account for the 
discrepancies between the CASASP and DSD figures. A further explanation is that 
the DSD counts may have been taken on a different day to the data extracts supplied 
to CASASP and so there may be slight differences in the number of beneficiaries 
because of this. This may account for a very small proportion of the difference. 
 
CASASP decided to use only the B2s (i.e. verified and in payment) because it was felt 
that only people actually verified and receiving the grant should be included.  
 
CASASP has produced revised take up estimates at province level for January 2004, 
which take into account the expanded definition of an active beneficiary (see Table 
2). The count of children whose caregivers are eligible for CSG (column 2) is 
unaffected by the definition of active cases. The count of children for whom CSG is 
received includes both B/2 and 9/2 beneficiaries (column 3). The take up rate for B/2s 
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only (column 5), presented in Section 6 of this report, is also given for comparison 
with the revised take up rate (column 4). The final column of the table shows the 
percentage point difference in take up rates using the two different definitions of an 
active case. The take up rate is higher for all provinces using the revised counts of 
children for whom CSG is received.  
 
 
Table 2: Revised take up rates defining valid beneficiaries as B/2 and 9/2 cases9  

 
Province Children 

under 9 
who are 
eligible 

for CSG 

Children 
under 9 

for whom 
CSG is 

received 

Take up 
rate 

Take up 
rate B/2 

only 

Difference 
in take up 

rate 
(percentage 

point) 
Western Cape 319370 256649 80.4 78.7 1.7
Eastern Cape 1153594 655103 56.8 53.5 3.3
Northern Cape 112422 67906 60.4 58.9 1.5
Free State 389783 230959 59.3 57.5 1.7
KwaZulu-Natal 1479935 990488 66.9 61.9 5.1
North West 522320 322473 61.7 59.1 2.7
Gauteng 664069 503085 75.8 75.4 0.4
Mpumalanga 486723 338633 69.6 67.2 2.3
Limpopo 1000722 694370 69.4 67.8 1.6
South Africa 6128939 4059666 66.2 63.5 2.8

 
 
Despite the increase in take up rates, the ranking of municipalities within provinces in 
the municipality level estimates is likely to remain largely unchanged by changing the 
definition of a valid beneficiary. Therefore the areas with the lowest take up rates 
using the CASASP definition of an active case will in general be the same as the areas 
with low take up according to the DSD definition.   
 

                                                 
9 Extracted by CASASP from the SocPen data supplied by DSD. 
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Glossary 
 
CASASP Centre for the Analysis of South African Social Policy 
CSG  Child Support Grant 
DSD  Department of Social Development (South Africa) 
IEC  Independent Electoral Commission 
IES  Income and Expenditure Survey 
LUT  Look up table 
SACED Programme for Strengthening Analytical Capacity and Evidence Based 

Decision Making 
SRMI  Sequential Regression Multiple Imputation 
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