Dimensions
of

Poverty

N

Post-Apartheid
South Africa

1996-2001

A POVERTY STATUS REPORT

' Development Pollcy Research Unit

School of Economic rsity of Cape Town



Dimensions

Poverty
|

of

n

Post-Apartheid

South Africa
1996-2001

Prepared by: Haroon Bhorat
Laura Poswell
Pranushka Naidoo

July 2004

Acknowledgement:

This publication was sponsored by the Secretariat for Institutional Support through Economic
Research in Africa (SISERA). Their generous financial assistance in this regard is acknowledged.

ISBN: 1-920055-01-0

Development Policy Research Unit

University of Cape Town

4th Floor, Robert Leslie Social Science Building
Upper Campus

Rondebosch

7701

University of Cape Town

Private Bag

Rondebosch

7701

Tel: + 27 21 650-5705

Fax: + 27 21 650-5711

e-mail: dpru@commerce.uct.ac.za

Web Address:  http://www.commerce.uct.ac.za/dpru

Development Policy Research Unit

School of Economics = University of Cape Town



WHAT ISPOVERTY AND HOW DO WE MEASURE IT?.....ooiiiiiiiiiiieiiieeece e 1

SOUTH AFRICA: POPULATION, HOUSEHOLDS AND REGIONAL GDP.........cccccevvennene 3
ASSET AND SERVICES DEPRIVATION. ..ottt 5
DWELLINGS ... 5
WATER .o 6
SANITATION ...ttt 8
ENERGY TYPES.....cco e 8
REFUSE REIMONV AL ... bbbttt 9
PRIVATE GOODS ...ttt bbbttt 10
ECONOMICACTIVITY,EDUCATION PRESENT AND FUTURE OPPORTUNITIES........ 11
EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT ..ot 11
INDUSTRY OF EMPLOYMENT ...ttt s 12
EARNINGS FROM EMPLOYMENT ..ot 13
UNEMPLOYMENT ..ottt 14
UNEMPLOYMENT AND THE ABILITY TO SATISFY HOUSEHOLD FOOD NEEDS. ............. 15
UNEMPLOYMENT, SOURCES OF INCOME AND HOUSEHOLD FORMATION ............... 16
ACCESS TO FINANCE ..ot 17
HEALTH . s 18
CRIME ..okttt n bttt 21
CONCLUSION ...t 22



WHAT IS POVERTY AND HOW
DO WE MEASURE IT?

“To be poor is to be hungry, to lack shelter and
clothing, to be sick and not cared for, to be
illiterate and not schooled. But for poor people,
living in poverty is more than this. Poor people are
particularly vulnerable to adverse events outside
their control. They are often treated badly by the
institutions of state and society and excluded from
voiceand powerinthoseinstitutions” (World Bank
2000,p.15).

‘Fromahuman development perspective, poverty
means the denial of choices and opportunities for
atolerablelife”(UNDP 1997, p.5).

“Policy debates have indeed been distorted by
overemphasis on income poverty and income
inequality, to the neglect of deprivations that
relatetoothervariables,suchasunemployment,ill
health, lack of education, and social exclusion”
(Sen1999,p.108)

Poverty takes on multiple dimensions and in
essence describes a state of deprivation that
prevents an individual from attaining some
minimum “socially acceptable”standard of living.
This state of deprivation can therefore be
measured in a number of ways and according to
variousapproaches.

The most commonly used method of profiling
poverty in a society involves firstly establishing
the minimum amount of money required to meet
the cost of an individual’s (or household’s) basic
needs, which would include a food and non-food
component. This poverty line is then utilised in
conjunction with specific measures of poverty to
develop an appropriate description of indigence
inthesociety. However, povertylinesare difficult
tomeasureandthechoice ofline oftenimprecise.
Furthermore, indices are often subjective and
arbitrary in the choice of variables or weights
used in their construction. Yet another way of
comparing relative wellbeing of pre-defined
groups is the poverty dominance approach. In
this type of analysis, no poverty lines are used,
but groups are measured against each other in
terms of chosen indicators such asincome levels
or access to certain assets or services. Using
income as an example, the dominance method
graphically depicts the cumulative proportion
of those with access to each and every income
level, for each group being considered. If it is
shown that one group’s cumulative distribution
always falls above or below anothers’, strong

1
McKenzie 2003, p 9
2
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statements can be made about relative
wellbeing. Forexample,inthe case ofincome, it
could then be stated that one group is better off
than another for each and every income poverty
linechosen.

Measuring the number of poor according to a
poverty line approach and considering changes
over time requires accurate income or
expenditure data. InSouth Africatheincome and
expenditure surveys (1995 and 2000) collect
the relevant data. At present, there are a
number of questions on the quality and
comparability of these datasets, with the data
quality of the 2000 survey currently under
review. Given this, thereisnorecentdataset with
which one can confidently carry out poverty
countsforthecountry.

An alternative approach to measuring poverty,
in the absence of data on income and
consumption, is to use asset-based indicators.
An asset index can be constructed using data on
household durables (for example, owning a
radio, refrigerator etc) and household
characteristics (for example, the number of
rooms in a house or sanitation facilities).
Provided a sufficiently broad class of asset
indicators is used, the index should reflect
differentiation of living standards across
households.' One of the advantages of using an
asset-based index is that it avoids the problems
of recall bias, seasonality and mismeasurement
that can occur with income and consumption
based measuresof poverty.’

A well-known example of an index used to
reflect differences in wellbeing is the United
Nations Development Programme’s Human
Development Index (HDI). This measure is used
to compare countries in terms of their
achievements in attaining a certain standard of
living proxied for by indicators of life expectancy
at birth, adult literacy, a combined primary,
secondary and tertiary schooling enrolmentratio
and Gross Domestic Product per capita.

With the recent release of census 2001, we have
at our disposal a wealth of data on a range of
living standards indicators other than income/
expenditure. Through comparisons of these
indicators with those reported in census 1996,
we can develop a picture of deprivation in 2001
and of changes in wellbeing over time. In this
report we use mainly an asset-based approach
combined in some instances with poverty
dominanceanalysis.




Our choice of poverty indicators includes those
commonly used in the literature on poverty
analysis, therelevance of whichto South Africais
strongly supported by the findings of the South
African Participatory Poverty Assessment which
contextualised the experience of poverty
through the voices of South Africans themselves.
Key themes to emerge from this piece of work
revealedthatinSouth Africatobe poormeansto:

“Be alienated from your community, to be unable
to sufficiently feed your family, to live in
overcrowded conditions, use basic forms of
energy, lack adequately paid and secure jobs and
tohavefragmented families”(May 2000, p5).

Furthermore, we consider vulnerability a key
dimension of poverty and include indicators of
low adequacy to deal with shocks in our analysis.
Ultimately though, while the income poverty
approachiswidely used and extremely powerful,
it does exclude both assets possessed and
services accessed by individuals in the society.
These rates of ownership and access invariably,
are critical, additional descriptors of poverty ina
society, and they will be the dominant analytical
descriptorofpovertyinthisreport.

The aim of this report is to provide a picture of
asset and services deprivation, economic
activity, and health and safety, and to illustrate
the changes in these indicators from 1996 to
2001. We use the census data (1996 and 2001)

to analyse shifts in these indicators during the
5yearperiod, and in cases where data on shiftsis
not available, we attempt to create a broader
picture for 2001 using more detailed data from
the Labour Force Survey, September 2001. We
analyse the indicators of economic and social
wellbeing on the national level and for three
provinces, namely, Gauteng, KwaZulu-Natal,
and Limpopo. These provinces were chosen to
illuminate the regional discrepancies in
wellbeing that exist in South Africa, even on a
provincial level. Gautengwas chosen asa proxy
for the richest provinces (Gauteng and the
Western Cape), Limpopo as representative of
the poorest provinces (Limpopo, the Free State
and the Eastern Cape) and KwaZulu-Natal as
the moreaverage performer.’

The report begins with a brief overview of
the demographic and location-specific
characteristics of the country in 1996 and 2001.
Section 2 then considers key indicators of
deprivation such as access to basic goods and
services. Section 3 focuses on economic
indicators of wellbeing and includes data on
education, employment and unemployment.
Sections 4 and 5 provide additional coverage
of fundamental poverty indicators not included
in the previous sections such as health status
and crime. Finally, section 6 ends the report with
someconcludingremarks.

3
Prior research on income poverty has found that the Eastern Cape, Free State and Limpopo rank as the poorest provinces, with Gauteng and
the Western Cape being the least poor. The remaining provinces are found between these extremes. The poverty rates and rankings for the
provinces vary with the survey data and poverty lines used (see Bhorat et.al 2001; May 2000; Statistics South Africa 2000.)



SOUTH AFRICA:
POPULATION, HOUSEHOLDS
AND REGIONAL GDP

The analysis begins with a brief overview of the
distribution of individuals and households by
province. As can be seen in Table 1, the official
population figure for 2001 was 44.8 million,
rising from 40.6 million in 1996. This amounts to
anincrease of 10.4 percentoverthe 5year period
orapproximately 2 percentperannum.’

The spatial distribution of the

percentage points from 9.1 million in 1996 to
11.2 million in 2001. Mean household size fell
from 4.1 to 3.8 people. Interestingly, although
KwaZulu-Natal is the largest province in terms
of actual number of residents, Gauteng ranks
as the province with the greatest number of
households. The reason for this disparity is
due to the difference in household size,
with households significantly larger in
KwaZulu-Natal (mean of 4.3 in 2001) compared
with those in Gauteng (mean of 3.2 in 2001).
Thus the share of households in Gauteng
accounts for 23.7 percent of the total in 2001,

Table 1: Population and Share of Population by Province, 1996 and 2001

populace by the country’s nine

. . S Populati Share of Populati
provinces proves illuminating 1o0s N roas
particularly in the case of the trend g5 cape 6 302 525 6 4367 63 15.5% 14.4%
data. In both 1996 and 2001, the  Free State 2633504 2706 775 6.5% 6.0%
province with the largest Gauteng 7348 423 8837 178 18.1% 19.7%
populatlon was KwaZu I u- N atall KwaZulu-Natal 8417 021 9426 017 20.7% 21.0%
Limpopo 4929 368 5273 642 12.1% 11.8%
followed by Gauteng, the Eastern Mpumalanga 21800 711 3122 990 6.9% 7.0%
Cape and Limpopo. In terms of = nouhem cape 840 321 82 2727 2.1% 1.8%
population increases, Gauteng  North West 3354 825 3669 349 8.3% 8.2%
and the Western Cape have  Western Cape 3 956 875 4 524 335 9.7% 10.1%
National 40 583 573 44,819 776 100.0% 100.0%

experienced the greatest growth
as the former’s population rose by
20 percent over the 5 year period
and the latter’'s by 14 percent. The Eastern Cape,
Free State and Northern Cape have experienced
the smallest changes of less than 3 percent,
or less than 1 percent per annum. Such stark
differences in the provincial population growth
rates reflect major shifts in the distribution of
the population. This can largely be attributed to
inter-provincial migration, with those in search
of better economic opportunities moving to
therelativelymore prosperousregions.

Table 2 shows the distribution of households by
province, the mean householdsize, as wellasthe
proportionofhouseholdslocatedinurbanareas.
The number of households increased by 23.7

Source: Census 1996; Census 2001

followed by KwaZulu-Natal (KZN) with 18.6
percent and the Eastern Cape with 13.5 percent.
The Northern Cape isthe smallest making up less
than 2percentoftotalhouseholdsin2001.

Table 2 also reveals the divergence between the
rural-urban nature of the provinces. Gauteng
and the Western Cape are predominantly urban,
whereasLimpopoismostlyrural. KwaZulu-Natal
falls between these extremes with a relatively
even proportion of households found in both
types of regions. The national average indicates
that 62.4 percent of South African households
are classifiedasbeinglocatedinurbanareas.

Table 2: Households, Share of Households, Mean Household Size and Area Type by Province, 1996 and 2001

Share of Mean household % of households in
Households Households size urban areas

1996 2001 1996 2001 1996 2001 1996 2001
Eastern Cape 1332342 1512590 14.7% 13.5% 4.3 4.1 40.4% 43.0%
Free State 625 033 733138 6.9% 6.5% 3.8 3.6 72.5% 78.8%
Gauteng 1964108 2651596 21.7% 23.7% 383 3.2 96.6% 96.5%
KwaZulu-Natal 1660694 2087 125 18.3% 18.6% 4.5 4.3 52.6% 53.0%
Limpopo 982 455 1180 160 10.8% 10.5% 4.6 4.3 12.7% 13.1%
Mpumalanga 603 836 732 909 6.7% 6.5% 4.3 4.0 43.1% 45.3%
Northern Cape 187 088 206 837 2.1% 1.8% 4.2 3.8 68.2% 76.4%
North West 720 625 929 339 8.0% 8.3% 4.0 3.8 38.6% 42.2%
Western Cape 982967 1173429 10.9% 10.5% 3.7 3.6 88.8% 90.3%
National 9059 149 11207 123 100.0%  100.0% 4.1 3.8 59.9% 62.4%

Source: Census 1996; Census 2001 and 10% samples

4
See Statistics South Africa 2003a




Considering gross domestic product (GDP) per
capita per province highlights, yet again, the
vastdisparitiesbetweentheregions.

Firstly, it is noteworthy that national GDP has
increased only marginally in real terms over the
period, atapproximately 0.5 percent perannum.
Consequently, small changes across the
provinces over the 1996 to 2001 period are
visible. The wealthiest provinces in GDP per
capitatermsare Gauteng and the Western Cape,
with the poorest being Limpopo and the Eastern
Cape. The relative wealth of Gauteng and the
Western Cape is the driving force behind the
population movements mentioned previously.
In terms of GDP per capita, the other provinces
find themselves in the middle of the spectrum.
Even though Gauteng contributes the greatest
sharetonational GDP, theincreaseinpopulation
in Gauteng has outstripped real GDP growth,
thusleadingtoadeclineinreal GDP per capitain
theprovince.

Such small changes in real growth per capita
over the 5 years from 1996 to 2001 might
suggest there would have been little space for
improvements in standards of living of South
Africa's poor over the period. Government
policies aimed at improving the plight of those
in need, such as increased utilities provision,
may indeed improve access to basic services,
but lack of economic opportunities like formal-
sector employment might work in the
opposite direction to keep people in a state
of deprivation.

In what follows, the poverty situation in South
Africa is explored using mainly an access to
services and asset-based approach which
considers access to basic goods and services
as key indicators of wellbeing. Changes in
the chosen indicators are investigated for the
inter-censal period in an effort to highlight
where improvements have been made or
declines experienced. For this analysis national
figures are considered, as well as those for
three provinces, namely, Gauteng, KwaZulu-
Natal, and Limpopo. Twenty percent of the
population reside in Gauteng, the second
largest province which is highly urbanised and
has the highest levels of income generating
productive activity. Limpopo is the fourth largest
province in population terms but is mostly
rural and relatively poor. KwaZulu-Natal has
the largest population and has a relatively
even rural-urban split. Furthermore, KwaZulu-
Natal performs with mediocrity in terms of GDP
per capita and on many grounds, lies close to
the national averages. In many ways, the
performance of Gauteng will be indicative of
that of the Western Cape, which is also
relatively well off. Limpopo figures will be similar
to those of the Eastern Cape and Free State,
with KwaZulu-Natal displaying more closely
the characteristics of the intermediate
provinces. The focus in this report is on
indicators of economic wellbeing, vulnerability
and opportunities to improve ones standard
ofliving.

Figure 1: Gross Domestic Product per capita (at constant 1995
South African Rand prices) by Province, 1996 and 2001
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Eastern Cape | Free State Gauteng |KwaZulu-Natal|  Limpopo Mpumalanga |Northern Cape| North West |Western Cape| National

‘I 1996 7421 12840 26039 11419 6513 14097 15316 10896 20887 14087
‘IZIZOOl 8065 12786 24645 11395 7526 14156 16528 10097 20992 14307

Source: Census 1996; Census 2001; Statistics South Africa 2003b




ASSET AND SERVICES
DEPRIVATION

In asset-based approaches to poverty analysis,
thereareasetoffairlystandardindicatorsthatare
used to measure relative wellbeing. These range
from the type of dwelling individuals reside in,
access to basic services such as clean drinking
water, refuse removal, sanitation, energy for
cooking and lighting, to utilisation of assets such
as refrigerators, telephones and radios. In this
section where the data is available, we consider
theshiftsinmany oftheseindicatorsfrom 1996 to
2001, at the national level and for our 3 selected
provinces.Insome cases, we provide more detail
using descriptive 2001 data with the aim of
creating a broader and more succinct picture of
livingconditionsatthistime.

Dwellings
To be poor is to lack shelter....

Housing is a key asset for the poor and can
provide more than a place of shelter and a space
for living. As an asset, a home is a potential
source of income (for example, rooms can be
rented), can serve as security for loans and as a
place ofwork.’

Figure 2 showsthe changesthathave occurredin
the types of dwellings occupied by households
forthethreeselected provincesandnationally.

It can be seen that at the national level

housing negligible. There has been little change
in dwelling types from 1996 to 2001. KwaZulu-
Natal has a more even spread of dwelling
types and has experienced notable shifts since
1996. Specifically, the incidence of households
residing in formal dwellings increased by
6 percentage points to 61 percent in 2001 with
a corresponding 4 percentage point decline of
traditional dwellings to 28 percent at the end
of the period. Informal dwellings comprise
11 percent of the provincial total in both 1996
and 2001. It is in Limpopo, however, where
the most dramatic relocation has taken place.
In this, the poorest province in our analysis, the
share of households in traditional structures
declined from 32 percent to 20 percent with
formal housing’s share rising from 62 percent to
73 percent over the five year period.” Given the
rural nature of this province, it is quite
remarkable that the proportion of formal
dwellings compares with that in Gauteng and is
significantly higher than KwaZulu-Natal. It is
encouraging to note that, across the board,
the falling incidence in traditional housing has
been compensated for primarily by an increase
in the incidence for formal, rather than
informal housing.

Indications of dwelling quality provide a deeper
insight into those households that are most
vulnerable to shocks such as adverse weather
conditions. The Labour Force Survey, September
2001, asked questions on the state of housing

Figure 2: Dwelling Types by Province, 1996 and 2001

68.5 percent of households lived in
formal dwellings in 2001, up from
64 percent in 1996. The share of
informal housing remained almost
constant over the period at the
16 percent markG, with the incidence of
traditional dwellings declining from
18percentin1996to15percentin2001.

When considering the provincesinmore
detail, it can be seen that formal
housing dominates the picture for
Gauteng with almost three quarters
ofhouseholdsresidinginsuch dwellings.
The proportion of informal housing

100%
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0%

1996 2001 1996 2001

Kw aZulu-Natal

1996 2001

Limpopo

1996 2001

Gauteng National

Other

significantly exceeds that of other

1.6% 0.3% 1.5% 0.4% 1.4% 0.2% 1.4% 0.3%

O Traditional

0.7% 1.3% 32.0% 27.9% 31.8% 19.7% 18.2% 14.8%

@ Informal

I shack

23.8% 23.9% 11.2% 10.8% 4.9% 6.6% 16.0% 16.4%

provinces at 24 percent, with traditional

| Formal

73.9% 74.5% 55.3% 61.0% 62.0% 73.4% 64.4% 68.5%

Source: Census, 1996; Census, 2001

5
Moser 1996, p.9

6
Note: The number of informal dwellings nationally rose from 1,453,013 in 1996 to 1,836,236 in 2001 (Census, 1996; Census, 2001 and author’s

own calculations.)

! The structure of formal homes in Limpopo is such that 71% of these dwellings have walls made of brick with the remainder made of cement blocks or
concrete. Eighty six percent of the roofs are constructed of corrugated iron or zinc. These structures are defined as formal according to the materials
with which they are built. It should be noted that even though they are more durable than traditional homes, the structures are often simple shells
Which will scarcely be found with, for example, a flush or chemical toilet. (Labour Force Survey, 2001 and author's own calculations)




repair, specifically on the condition of
dwellings roofs and walls. We

Figure 3: Percentage of Households Residing in Dwellings in

Poor Repair by Province in 2001

calculated a measure of dwelling-
vulnerable households, categorised
as those homes with weak or very
weak roofs or walls. Figure 3 shows
that according to our measure,
19 percent of households in South
Africa can be classified as being in
poor repair and therefore as
particularly insecure structures. As to
be expected, formal dwellings are
rarely in poor repair and since

80.0%

60.0%

40.0%

20.0% -

Gauteng haS the h |gheSt pI‘ODOI‘tiOH Of 0.0% 7 Gauteng KwaZulu-Natal Limpopo National
formal dwellings, it seems reasonable = Formal 101% 10.5% 150% 11.5%

W Informal 39.5% 59.2% 50.4% 44.5%
to expeCt GaUteng to have be“:er I Traditional 56.9% 44.1% 46.9% 36.8%
quality dwellings. Of note is the | [S<weanvunerablehousehods|  16.9% 234% 21.7% 19.2%
greater proportion of Limpopo’s Source: Labour Force Survey, 2001

formal dwellings that are dwelling-
vulnerable, reflecting differing quality

of formal housing between the provinces.
Important too, is that informal dwellings fair
worse than traditional dwellings, although
both types are relatively highly insecure.
KwaZulu-Natal informal homes are of
particularly poor quality, with 59 percent being
classifiedasvulnerable.

Even with the incidence of vulnerability lowest
amongst formal dwellings, nationally close to
half of informal dwellings and over a third of
traditional dwellings can be classified as
vulnerable. Thissuggests that while the provision
of formal housing is a key policy intervention,
there remains the short-term subsidiary aim
of improving the quality and safety of
existingdwellings.

Figure 4: Percentage Households with 2 or more Household

Members per Room by Province in 2001

Another indicator of quality of life within the
home is the level of overcrowding. Figure 4
shows the proportion of households with an
average of two or more people per room.’
Informal dwellings are the most deprived, with
overcrowding being most severe in these
abodes®’, thus further emphasising the
vulnerability of these households. Although
Gauteng performs the best and Limpopo the
worst, there is little difference in the proportions
acrossthese provinces.

The above has illustrated, within the context of a
three province overview of dwelling types, that
firstly, formal dwellings are the dominant form of
housing nationally and across the three
provinces. Secondly, it is important to note that
therehasbeenanincreasein theabsolute
numbers of informal dwellings. Finally,
within the above context, the measure of
household dwelling vulnerability reveals

that it is informal dwellings which are

60.0%

disproportionately in disrepair and
overcrowded, both nationally and across
thethreeprovinces.

40.0%

20.0% -

Water

Access to clean drinking water and
sanitation services provides a
fundamental basis for promoting good

health of the population. Figure 5 shows

0.0% -+

Gauteng KZN Limpopo National H H
p— e o o e jthat natlonally! gains have _been made
W informal 39.7% 37.7% 44.0% 37.8% In water provision In the inter-censal
I raditional 22.3% 29.3% 353% S1.7% years with access to piped water (in the
—> Average 21.3% 23.0% 24.6% 22.4%

dwelling, yard or public tap) increasing
from 80 percent in 1996 to 84.5 percent

Source: Census, 2001
Note: Number of Rooms includes kitchens but exclude bathrooms and toilets

8 . o . .
People per room is calculated as household size divided by the number of rooms where number of rooms include kitchens, but exclude bathrooms
and toilets.

9 . . .
Data is not available to control for size of rooms.



Figure 5: Main water supply for the household by Province,

in 2001. Highly wurbanised Gauteng

1996 and 2001

performs exceptionally well with 97.5
percent of households utilising piped
water as the main source. Interestingly,
accessto piped waterin Limpopo exceeds
that in KwaZulu-Natal. In fact, KwaZulu-
Natal residents appear to be the most
susceptible to using  poor quality water
with 18.4 percent of water obtained from
rivers, streams, dams or springs in 2001.
With a significant proportion of
households in KwaZulu-Natal using such
poor quality water, the likelihood of an
outbreak of water-borne diseases such as
cholera,isincreased.

100% T I - I ‘l‘ I ‘.‘ I HIH I ‘I‘ I H.H I | )

60%

40%

0%

1996 2001 1996 2001

Gauteng Kw aZulu-Natal Limpopo National

[ Borehole/ rain w ater tank/ vendor/other

3.9% 2.4% 9.5% 8.4% 13.5% 11.5% 7.8% 6.2%

Although the biggest gains in access to

River/streamvdanvspring

0.1% 0.2% 24.3% 18.4% 11.0% 10.5% 12.3% 9.4%

piped water have been made in KwaZulu-

W Piped w ater (all types)

96.0% 97.5% 66.3% 73.2% 75.5% 78.0% 79.8% 84.5%

Natal (a 6 percentage point increase), the
most deprived province according to this
indicator, the fact that over a quarter of
the province’s households still do not have
access to piped water is suggestive of the
challengestillfacing theprovince.

When considering the time taken forahousehold
to access its prime water source, it becomes
evident that Limpopo is the poorest performer,
followed by KwaZulu-Nataland then Gauteng.

Figure 6 shows the cumulative proportion of the
households in each province in terms of the time
taken to reach their main water source. It can
be seen that nationally 85 percent of
households have access to water within
14 minutes of their home. Furthermore, 96
percent of households are within a 44 minute
proximity  of their main water source. In
Limpopoin2001,19percentofhouseholdshad

Source: Census, 1996; Census, 2001

to spend between 15 to 44 minutes to reach
their water source with a further 8 percent of
households taking 45 minutes or more to get
to water. KwaZulu-Natal fairs only marginally
better with 18 percent of households requiring
15 to 44 minutes and another 5 percent
spending more than 45 minutes to reach their
water source. This figure shows clearly how
Gauteng dominates both provinces and
KwaZulu-Natal dominates Limpopo in terms of
time to main water source. Such figures
emphasise the plight of the poor in terms of
time spent fetching basic essentials such as
water, and why access to clean water near the
home can make a fundamental difference to
standards of living, and the ability to pursue paid
economicactivity.

Figure 6: Distance to Water in Minutes by Province in 2001
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100 1 /
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= Limpopo 052

0.73

0.92 1.00

— National 0.73
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Source: Labour Force Survey, 2001




Sanitation

Figure 7: Sanitation for Households by Province, 1996 and 2001

Improvements in sanitation have
also been made with increases in
flush or chemical toilets of 9 percentage
points nationally. Similar gains (of 4 to
5 percentage points) have been made

across the 3 provinces under
consideration indicating that other
provinces must have experienced

superioradvances.

The contrast between the provinces is
stark with Gauteng boasting an 87
percent incidence of flush or chemical
toiletscompared with Limpopo’smere 18
percent in 2001. It is interesting to note

"
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-
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1996 2001 1996 2001

Kw aZulu-Natal

1996 2001

Limpopo

Gauteng

National

None of the above/ unspec

3.0% 1.4% 15.7% 13.1% 21.7% 18.0% 9.7%

that even though over 70 percent of

[ Bucket latrine

2.5% 0.5% 0.9% 0.3% 0.5% 0.1% 2.4%

H Pit latrine

11.6% 9.9% 41.6% 41.0% 64.7% 63.7% 28.4%

Limpopo dwellings are classified as

M Flush toilet or chemical toilet

82.9% 87.2% 41.7% 45.4% 13.1% 18.0% 59.1%

‘formal’, only 18 percent of all
households haveafunctioningtoilet. The
high and exceptionally high proportions
of pit latrines in KwaZulu-Natal and Limpopo
respectively reflect the rural nature of these
provinces. Furthermore, the none or unspecified
categories in these 2 areas are also high,
suggesting that approximately 1 in 8 KwaZulu-
Natal householdsand 1in6 Limpopo households
havenotoiletfacilityatall.

Figure 8: Energy types used for Lighting by Province, 1996 and 2001

Source: Census, 1996; Census, 2001

Energytypes

To be poor is to use basic forms of energy....

The country’s post-1994 electrification
programme has been an intensive, and indeed
high-profile one. The data below, in sum,
confirms the tremendous success achieved
in ensuring this improved access to electricity
for lighting purposes. Nationally, while
58 percent of all households had access
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to electricity for lighting in 1996, within
five years this figure had increased
to 70 percent. Discounting of course
the constraints faced by households in
terms of user fees for this form of
energy, it is clear that the gains from
the electrification programme have been
far-reaching.

Even with Gauteng’s already high
electricity usage rates in 1996, at
79 percent, there has been a marginal
increase over the b5-year period, as
81 percent of households in 2001
reported accessto electricity for lighting.

@ Other 1.1% 0.5% 1.4% 1.0% 1.7% 0.9% 1.2%

0.8%

0 Candles 16.9% 15.9% 39.9% 35.0% 37.1% 27.6% 28.5%

22.7%

This was reflected essentially in a one

Paraffin 2.5% 2.9% 5.2% 2.6% 24.6% 7.7% 12.6%

6.8%

Electricity 79.6% 80.8% 53.5% 61.4% 36.6% 63.8% 57.6%

percentage point drop in candle usage.

69.7%

Source: Census, 1996; Census, 2001

KwazZulu-Natal and Limpopo show
significant shifts. In KwaZulu-Natal there
has been an increase of 8 percentage
points in households using electricity
for lighting whileinLimpopo where just
over a third of households had access to
electricity in 1996, 5 years later, just
under two-thirds of households reported



having access. As a result of this

Figure 9: Energy Types used for Cooking by Province, 1996 and 2001

electrification, there were declines in
paraffin and candles as an energy source,
with the major shift being from paraffin.
Clearly, for the more deprived provinces
and for the country as a whole, the post-
apartheid period reflects a process of a
rapid expansion in the use of electricity as
thepreferredenergysourceforlighting.

Itisinteresting to note that energy choices
for cooking are quite different to those for
lighting. This will largely be a function of
cost, availability, the effectiveness of the
energy source to perform the given task
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Other (including animal dung, coal and gas) | 6.8% 47% 6.9% 6.8% 5.0% 43% 8.6% 6.8%

and the asset requirements for cooking.

00 Wood

0.9% 0.7% 29.5% 27.0% 63.2% 59.5% 22.9% 20.5%

Figure 9 shows the increase in electricity

@ Paraffin

19.3% 21.4% 17.8% 17.9% 12.3% 11.2% 21.5% 21.4%

W Electricity

72.9% 73.2% 45.8% 48.3% 19.5% 25.0% 47.1% 51.4%

used for cooking nationally isamuch lower

4 percentage points from 1996 to 2001
compared with the rise of 12 percentage
points for lighting. It is also apparent how
important paraffin is as an energy source for
cookinginallthree provincesand howsignificant
woodisinthemoreruralareas.

Onceagain, the patternin Gauteng hasremained
stable with paraffin rising by 1 percentage point
to bring the 2001 figure to 21percent. KwaZulu-
Natal has also experienced only minor changes
in its energy usage patterns with a slight decline
in wood use being replaced by electricity. Yet
again it is in Limpopo where the greatest gains
have been made, although from a very low base.
There has been a 5.5 percentage point increase
in electricity used for cooking, mostly replacing
wood. However, in this province wood is by far
the predominant energy source for cooking
with usage rates of almost 60 percent. Only one
quarter of households in the Limpopo use
electricity forcooking.

The more deprived are heavily reliant on paraffin
and wood. The choice between these will be
shaped by availability and price. For example, in
2001 67 percent of households that resided
in traditional dwellings, which were
predominantly in rural areas, used wood as
their primary energy source for cooking. In
contrast, 60 percent of households occupying
informal homes, which were mainly in urban
areas, used paraffin as their main cooking fuel.
Wood will be more readily available in rural
areas, where it is often collected by members of
the household and therefore “free”. Paraffin will
be more readily available in urban areas and
“free” wood less so. Householdsthatare heavily
reliant on paraffin, will therefore also be heavily

Source: Census, 1996; Census, 2001

impacted on by fluctuations in the price of this
good, which in turn moves with the international
oil price. Indeed, Bhoratand Oosthuizen (2003)
showed that great changes in the price of
paraffin from 1999 to 2001 resulted in paraffin
ranking as one of the 4 highest contributors to
inflation for the 40 percent poorest households
in the country.’® This indicates that those heavily
reliant on this resource will be highly vulnerable
to such prices shocks. Once again, this is
foremost amongst individuals occupying
informal dwellings.

Refuseremoval

Access to a service such as electricity, in the
initial phase, isundertakeninafairly centralised
fashion by the relevant parastatal — in this case
Eskom. However, in the case of refuse removal,
these fall underthe purview of local government
authorities. Effectively this type of service is
highly decentralised making it harder for
provincialandnational governmenttointervene
andshapetheseactivities. Inaddition, therates
of refuse removal may also be intricately linked
to the payment (or non-payment) of property
rates within communities, so impacting on this
particular service delivery. We report here the
shifts that have occurred in the incidence and
typeofrefuseremoval.

At the national level, there has been a modest
improvementin regularised refuse removal, with
55 percent of all households having refuse
removed by a local authority at least once a
week in 2001, up from 51 percent in 1996.

0
The poor here are defined in terms of household expenditure, and refer to the lowest spending 40% of Households in 1999.




The backlog though is clear in that just under a

Figure 10: Refuse removal by Province, 1996 and 2001

third of all households in the society still resort
to using their own refuse dump. Ofinterestis the
fact that local authorities ensure either regular
waste removal — or almost no removal at all.
Hence the share of households reporting waste
removal ‘less often’ by local authorities is
negligible across all provinces and at the
national level.

There was an existing high level of waste
removal in Gauteng, and this has increased
marginally over the 5-year period. KwaZulu-
Natal shows the largest improvement in
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percent in 1996 to 49 percent in 2001.

B Removed by local authority less often 3.8% 2.2% 1.2% 1.0% 0.8% 0.7% 2.3% 1.5%

Within Limpopo, while refuse removal by a

M Removed by local authority at least once a
week

82.9% 84.2% 42.9% 49.2% 11.4% 14.2%

local authority edged up from 12 percent to

15 percent of all households, those using
their own refuse dump not only remains the
dominant form of waste removal, but has also
increased since 1996. Clearly then, the increase
inthe number of households over this period has
meant that while local authorities have been
responding, the response rate has not been
adequate, as illustrated by the growth in own
refusedumprates.

Private Goods

Individual ownership of and household access to
a number of basic goods are also indicators of
variations in living standards. Figure 11 shows
rates of access to or ownership of a range of
goodshbyprovincefor2001.

We see that in 2001 most households have at
least a radio and that television usage too is
widespread, withaccess particularly extensivein

Figure 11: Ownership of selected Private Goods by Province in 2001

Source: Census, 1996; Census, 2001

Gauteng (66 percent). Furthermore, 62 percent
of households in Gauteng have a refrigerator,
whilst only 39 percent of households in Limpopo
have a refrigerator. The national average for
refrigerator utilisation sits at 52 percentin 2001,
a figure which seems particularly low when
considering such a fundamental basic asset.
This reflects the extent of deprivation country-
wide. Possession of such assets is closely linked
to access to electricity. The graph for telephone
and cell phone access is extremely interesting
with the exceptionally high uptake rates of
the cell phone plainly apparent. In every
province, household access to a cell phone
exceeds that of access to a landline. In the
extreme is Limpopo, with only 8 percent of
households having a telephone in the dwelling,
but 25 percent having a cellular telephone.
Access to personal motorised transport is low
in all provinces, with only 30 percent of
households in Gauteng having possession
ofavehicle such asacar, bakkie orvan. In
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consider computers. A computer in the
home is an important indicator of future

opportunities in the workplace. These
rates are low across the provinces with
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ECONOMIC ACTIVITY,
EDUCATION PRESENT AND
FUTURE OPPORTUNITIES

to be poor is to be illiterate and not schooled
And to lack adequately paid and secure jobs

Having a decent quality education and access
to an adequately paid and secure job are
ways that ensure people have sufficient
command over resources to maintain some
socially acceptable standard of living. They
determine current income earning and savings
potential and shape future opportunities for
the individual and those whom the individual
supports. A robust relationship between
educational outcomes and poverty is generally
found, as those with little or no education are
the worst off and those with the highest level
education have access to the best paying
jobswiththe greatestbenefits.

Educational Attainment

Since 1996, there has been a marked
improvement in educational attainment
throughout South Africa, with a distinct

decrease in the proportion of individuals with no
schooling and a significant increase in the
proportion of individuals with Grade 12 or
higher education. This is clearly evident

education and therefore better prospects of
finding work being the ones more likely to
migrate. Limpopo performs particularly poorly
with approximately 33.4 percent of its
population withoutany form of formal education
and only 14 percent with completed secondary
education in 2001. Furthermore, there has
been very little improvement in these figures
over the inter-censal period, with the only
gains reflected in a less than 2 percentage
point increase in the attainment of a tertiary
qualification. KwaZulu-Natal has experienced
slightly better improvements in Grade 12
completion but a similarly low increase in
attainmentofhighereducation qualifications.

Nationally, there was a 1.4 percent decline in
the proportion of individuals with no schooling
from 1996 to 2001. This improvement was
especially significant for persons in the 20 to
30 year age group, which saw a reduction of
6.5 percent in the proportion of individuals
without any formal schooling."* Furthermore,
for Limpopo the proportion of individuals in the
20 to 30 year age group with no schooling
dropped from 32.4 percent in 1996 to
19.6 percentin2001,indicatingacombination of
improved enrolment and grade progression
ratesamongstthe youth. However,itisimportant
to bear in mind that these figures do not reflect
differences or improvements in the quality of
schooling,whichisakeyconcern.

in Figure 12 which compares the level of Fjgure 12: Educational Attainment of Population over 20 Years Old

educational attainment in 1996 to that

by Province, 1996 and 2001

in2001.

It can be seen that Gauteng clearly
outperforms the comparator provinces
with not only the highest proportion
of individuals with a Grade 12 or higher
education qualification in 2001 (some
28 percent and 12.6 percent
respectively), but it has also seen
the greatest increases in the attainments
of these higher levels of education with
increases of approximately 4 percentage
points for each since 1996. These
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Industry of Employment

There is a close link between educational
attainment, the type of work an individual is
engaged in and the associated earnings
potential. Figure 13 illustrates the share of
individuals in employment by industry type
for the three provinces and the country as a
whole for 2001. It can be seen that the relative
importance of different industries as providers
of employment differs substantially across the
provinces, reflecting to some extent the
differences in the rural-urban nature of these
regionsandthediffering GDPlevels.

The total number of employed at the national
level in 2001 was estimated at approximately
eleven million. Gauteng accounts for about
25 percent (approximately 2,8 million) of total
employment, whilst KwaZulu-Natal accounts for
18 percent (approximately 2 million) and
Limpopo a mere 8 percent (approximately
870000) oftheemployed.

Nationally, it is evident that the Wholesale and
Retail Trade sector is the main provider of
employment with 22 percent of the employed
found in this sector. Community, Social and
Personal Services and Manufacturing follow in
importance accounting for 18 percent and 15
percentofnationalemploymentrespectively.

This pattern of the 3 dominant sectors holds for
Gauteng which is also characterised by a
relatively high share of employed found in
Finance and Business Services and minimal
involvement in Agriculture (including hunting,
forestry and fishing) compared with KwaZulu-
Natal and Limpopo. The importance of the
Finance and Business Servicessectorin Gautengis
highlighted by the increase in its share of
employmentfrom10.1percentin1997%to 15.5
percentin2001. InKwaZulu-NatalandLimpopo,
Wholesale and Retail Trade also stands as
the largest employer but in KwaZulu-Natal,
Manufacturing outweighs Community, Social and
Personal Services in importance. Manufacturing
accounts for only 8 percent of employment in
Limpopo, a province in which Agriculture
features as the third largest employer
and comprises 16 percent of provincial
employment. In addition, it is important to
note that the share of employed in the Services
sector (community, social and personal
services) is considerably larger in Limpopo
than in Gauteng or KwaZulu-Natal. The Services
sector typically comprises of government
employees such as teachers, and hence we
can deduce that government is an important
source of employment for individuals in
Limpopo. Moreover, even though Wholesale
and Retail Trade is the predominant employer
in the Limpopo, the quality of employment
in this sector differs significantly

Figure 13: Industry of Employment by Province in 2001
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Table 3: Skills Levels of the Employed by Province in 2001

Skill Level Gauteng KwaZulu-Natal Limpopo National
Highly skilled 26.3% 23.1% 18.8% 21.1%
Skilled 51.4% 49.5% 45.9% 50.8%
Unskilled 22.0% 27.4% 35.1% 27.9%

Source: Labour Force Survey 2001

by province. In Gauteng, for example, 65.6
percent of Wholesale and Retail employment is
found in the formal sector whereas in Limpopo
this figure is 36.1 percent thus indicating that
almost two thirds of jobs in Wholesale and Retail
in Limpopo are informal and will, in many cases,
behighlyinsecure.

The skills profile of the employed by province
gives further indication of variations in earnings
potential for those that do have work. Table 3
shows unsurprisingly that it is Gauteng that has
the greatest proportion of its workers classified
as highly skilled and Limpopo the least, with
the opposite pattern holding for unskilled
workers. The skills profile of the provinces,
and the country as a whole, is exceedingly
important when considering future employment
opportunities and that South Africa’s growth
trajectory has been characterised by
employment growth in favour of the more highly
skilled since the 1970s."* From this stance,

Gauteng is clearly the best off. However, the
match between skills acquired by individuals
and the skills required in the market cannot
be ignored with general upskilling only
translating into jobs if the skills are those the
marketdemands.

EarningsfromEmployment

From this discussion on employment patterns, it
can be inferred that Gauteng, with its
substantially larger proportion of workers in
Finance and Business Services and with the
highest proportion of workers classified as
skilled, and lowest share described as unskilled,
will be the region where the highest average
incomes are earned. This is indeed the picture
thatprevails,asisevidentinFigure 14.

Figure 14 illustrates the cumulative distribution
of income from employment for the three
provinces under consideration and the country

Figure 14: Cumulative distribution of Monthly Income from
Employment by Province in 2001
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as a whole. It reflects the proportion of the
employed earning below or equal to the upper
bound of each recorded income category.
It suggests that at each and every income
category, barring perhaps the very small
proportion of the sample at the highest income
categories, the share of employed earning
below any given income category is always
larger in Limpopo than for KwaZulu-Natal and
alwayslargerinKwaZulu-Natalthanin Gauteng.

For example, the proportion of the employed
earning R400 or less per month within Gauteng
is about 8.4 percent, whereas 17.6 percent
of employed individuals in KwaZulu-Natal,
16 percent of employed individuals nationally,
and 30 percent of employed individuals in
Limpopo earn less than R400 a month.
Furthermore, the share of the employed earning
below R3200 per month in Gauteng stands at
66 percent, while this figure is 74 percent
nationally, 76 percent in KwaZulu-Natal and
just over 80 percent for the Limpopo. This
evidence indicates that the proportion of the
working poor within Limpopo (depending on
the low earnings line) is as much as twice the
share found in Gauteng. Furthermore, however
the “working poor” are defined, that is, for

whatever low earnings line chosen, the
proportion of Limpopo workers defined as poor
will always exceed those in KwaZulu-Natal
which will in turn always exceed those in
Gauteng. The data reflect the stark differences
in quality of employment, in how the labour
market is remunerating its participants and in
the relative vulnerability amongst the employed
acrossthe provinces.

Unemployment
To be poor is to lack adequately paid and secure jobs

Not only do those in Limpopo earn, on average,
substantially less than those in both KwaZulu-
Natal and Gauteng, but the economically active
are also more vulnerable given more severe
limitations on employment probabilities in
this province. This assertion is supported by
Figure 15 which shows the number of
unemployed for our selected provinces and
nationally, as well as the associated
unemployment rates. The unemployment data
used here refers to the expanded or broadly
defined unemployed, who are those willing
andabletowork, butdonothaveajob.™

Figure 15: Expanded Unemployed and Unemployment Rates by Province, 1997 and 2001
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Statistics South Africa (1998) uses the following definition of unemployment as its official definition. The unemployed are those people within the

economically active population who (a) did not work during the seven days prior to the interview, (b) want to work and are available to start work
Within a week of the interview, and (c) have taken active steps to look for work or to start some form of self-employment in the four weeks prior to
the interview. The expanded unemployment rate excludes criterion (c). Among those included in the expanded but not the official definition of
Unemployment will be discouraged job seekers (those who said they were unemployed but had not taken active steps to find work in the four
weeks prior to the interview). In the face of severe constraints to employment opportunities, the expanded definition of unemployment is adopted
in this report to capture the depth and severity of the unemployment problem.




Nationally, the figures are cause for great
concern with the already extremely high
unemployment rate of 36 percent in 1997
rising to 41 percent in 2001. Even in the
province with the highest GDP per capita,
the unemployment rate has increased from
31 percent to 34 percent over the 4 year
period. Onceagain,itislikelytobe in-migration
of those seeking employment opportunities
that has resulted in this increase.
KwaZulu-Natal has significantly worse
unemployment rates than Gauteng and has
seen a similar rise from 43 percent to
46 percent. In fact, in absolute terms, it is
KwaZzZulu-Natal that fairs the worst in that the
highest number of unemployed are found in
this province, relative to Gauteng and
Limpopo. Limpopo does not only suffer from
exceedingly poor employment prospects but
the situation has worsened substantially in
just 4 vyears, with an increase in the rate
of unemployment from 46 percent to 54
percent. Whereas for many of the other
indicators of poverty even though Limpopo
is relatively the worst off, it has in the majority
of cases experienced the greatest gains, in
terms of unemployment this patternisreversed.
This is of deep concern when considering
the extent to which growing joblessness
can contribute to the entrenchment of
householdpoverty.

Unemployment and the ability to
satisfy household food needs

To be poor is to be unable to sufficiently feed
your family

The discussion and data on unemployment in
South Africa highlights the vast numbers of
the economically active population who are
unable to find paid work. Clearly, income
poverty will be severe for many households
to which the unemployed are attached.
The consequences of such high unemployment
rates are immediately clear when considering
food security. A question in the Labour Force
Survey, September 2001 gives us some
insight into whether households can satisfy
their food requirements. Respondents were
asked to answer the following question: In
the past 12 months, how often, if ever, did
this household have problems satisfying its
food needs?® The data in Figure 16, by
province, match exceptionally closely to the
unemploymentdatainFigure 15.

Nationally, 27 percent of households
responded that they sometimes had
problems satisfying their food needs in the
last 12 months, with a further 12 percent
indicating that they often or always
experienced problems. This amounts to 39
percent of households in the country,
accounting for 46 percent of the population,
being in a situation where they could not
satisfy theirdietaryrequirements.

Figure 16: “In the past 12 months, how often,
if ever, did this household have problems
satisfying its food needs?”
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6 Note: While such a question is highly subjective, it does provide a proxy indicator for the degree of household food security.




The differences by province are once again

Figure 17:

Household Formation by Number of Unemployed and

stark with Gauteng by far the best off and
Limpopo exceptionally vulnerable with 37
percent of households sometimes having
problems and an additional 15 percent often
or always being unable to meet their food
needs.

Upon closer analysis of the data, it was
revealed that 53 percent of households that
have atleastone unemployed personfallinto
the sometimes, often or always category.
Furthermore, those households thatare food
insecure but do have salaries/ wages as
the primary income source, are for the most
part home to earners that are predominantly
in lower end jobs and/or in the informal
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sector.”” Such descriptive analysis further
emphasises how labour market vulnerability
translates into household vulnerability,
measured in this specific case by a proxy for
thedegree ofhouseholdfoodsecurity.

Unemployment, Sources of Income
and Household Formation

The consequences of unemployment reach
beyond basic needs and start to impact on
factors such as household formation as well.
If one is unemployed, one will need to rely
on othersin order to survive. It would therefore
be expected that the unemployed would attach
themselves to households with regular income
earners. In South Africa two critical sources
of income, other than wages and salaries, are
pensions and remittances. Figure 17 shows the
household by the main income source of
the household and the number of unemployed
per household. It can be seen that nationally,
salaries and wages are the primary income
source for 60 percent of households, followed
by pensions and grants that are the main source
for a further 18 percent. Remittances are also
significant at 14 percent. As the majority of
the pensions and grants comprise old age
pensions (and increasingly the child support
grant), a picture emerges of high numbers
of unemployed within a household being
dependent on those who receive old age
pensions. Itislikely thatthe unemployedinfact

v Statistics South Africa 2001, Labour Force Survey 2001

Source: Labour Force Survey 2001 and authors’

own calculations

move to households in which there are
pension/grant recipients, with unemployment
statusthenaffectinghouseholdformation.

Problems of excessive pressure on the elderly
arise from such situations in which limited
resources need to be shared amongst more
and more people. The ability of these
households to cope with shocks may be
reduced, thus increasing vulnerability. Indeed,
excessive dependence can result in entire
householdsbeing pushedintopoverty.

Once again it is Limpopo, with the highest
rates of unemployment and lowest income
earners, forwhichdependency ongrantsis most
evident with 27 percent of households being
reliant mainly on pensions and 25 percent on
remittances. The numbers of unemployed
attached to households with these main
income sources is exceptionally high in this
province. In fact, across all provinces, the
proportion of households with at least one
unemployed member is extremely high; in
Gauteng, 41 percent of households have at
least one unemployed member, in KwaZulu-
Natal the figure is higher at 46 percent and in
Limpopo it is even higher at 49 percent of
households. With such figures we are yet again
made aware of the extent of household
vulnerability nationwide.



Access to finance

A final aspect of this section is a brief look at
the households’ access to finance through
different savings plans, private pensions and
life insurance. Savings are often essential to
fund investments and reflect the potential
for households to stimulate future economic
activity. Savings, pensions and life insurance
are also extremely important safety nets
which can be drawn upon in the event of a
sudden shock, for example, a death in
the household or loss of a job. Savings
therefore cushion vulnerability. Table 4
shows access to a range of financial assets
for 2001.

It is evident from the table that savings in a
bank account is the most common form of
savings nationally and across the provinces,
followed by life insurance with 42 percent
of households declaring they had savings in
a bank account and with 26 percent having
life insurance in 2001. Once again, large
discrepancies across the provinces exist with
53 percent of households in Gauteng having
money in a bank savings account as opposed
to just one third of households in Limpopo.
Interestingly, the proportion of households
with life insurance is similar in Gauteng and
KwaZulu-Natal at 27 percent and 25 percent
respectively. Limpopo, yet again, falls far
behind with only 13 percent of households
withlifeinsurance.

Also of note is the significantly higher
proportion of households in KwaZulu-Natal

with savingsinastokvel (12 percent),compared
with both Gauteng (6 percent) and Limpopo
(7 percent). Unsurprisingly, private pensions
are most common in Gauteng (18 percent),
followed by KwaZulu-Natal (11 percent). Only
7 percent of households in Limpopo have
savingsinaprivate pension.

From Table 4 itis clear that access to financial
assets is much better in Gauteng, the most
economically prosperous province, than itisin
KwaZulu-Natal or Limpopo. It appears that
within the poorer provinces, the choice of
savings type will be determined by available
options. Hence, where stokvels are more
developed and entrenched, as they are in
KwaZulu-Natal, these would be preferable to
what are usually extremely high interest
bearing cash loans. In Limpopo, however, there
may be fewer options of saving as part of
a stokvel with residents potentially having
little alternative but to access much-needed
financethroughacashloan.

As with all the descriptors covered in this
section we see once again that prospects for
future economic opportunities and growth are
overwhelmingly in Gauteng, and extreme
household vulnerability is pervasive in
Limpopo. The breadth and depth of access to
savings through financial instruments indicates
that it is households in Gauteng that are best
equipped to mobilise savings for the purpose
of investment and also have the greatest
safety nets in place to lessen the effects of
income shocks. Limpopo is extremely
vulnerable in this regard with KwaZulu-Natal
performingintermediately.

Table 4: Access to Financial Assets in 2001

Savings in a Savings in a Private Life

bank account stokvel Pension Unit trusts Insurance
Gauteng 52.8% 6.2% 17.7% 6.7% 27.4%
KwaZulu-Natal 37.9% 12.0% 11.0% 4.0% 25.0%
Limpopo 33.4% 7.2% 7.0% 2.1% 13.0%
National 42.2% 6.9% 14.0% 5.0% 25.7%

Source: Labour Force Survey 2001



HEALTH

To be poor is to be sick and not cared for
To be vulnerable to adverse events outside your
control

The final indicators of poverty included in this
report are those relating to health and safety.
Improved health contributes towards
productivity in the workplace and enhances
educationalattainment.

“Ahigh prevalence ofdisease and poorhealthina
country harms economic performance while
higher life expectancy, a key indicator of health
status, stimulates economic growth” (Day and
Gray 2002,p.428).

In considering health, our focus is on traditional
indicators of health status such as life
expectancy at birth, infant mortality rate and
HIV prevalence. In addition, estimates of
tuberculosis incidence rates are included (due
to its relationship with HIV prevalence) and
an estimate of access to health care in terms
ofdistance.

There is a distinct relationship between
economic performance and health status. A
higher life expectancy is associated with
economic prosperity, whilst poor health,
proxied for by the infant mortality rate (IMR), is
associated with detrimental economic
performance. Figure 18 simultaneously
illustrates life expectancy for

1996 and 2001, and the IMR
for 1996 and 2002, for the

province performs at the mean in terms
of most indicators of poverty considered thus
far, it is evident that on this fundamental
indicator of wellbeing, the population of
KwaZulu-Natal isseverelydisadvantaged.

In fact, the average life expectancy figures
for South Africa appear to have little
correlation with our previously accounted
for indicators of economic wellbeing. The prior
chasm between Gauteng and Limpopo, on
nearly all previous measures, almost completely
disappears in this instance. In 2001, the
estimates of life expectancy in Gauteng and
Limpopo are approximately 55.8 years and
55.4 years respectively suggesting that
factors driving reductions in life expectancy
estimates stretch far beyond access to basic
goods and services and even health care. It is
the projected devastating impact of HIV/AIDS
thatisdrivingreductionsinthesefigures.

The other health indicator shown in Figure 18
is the IMR, which refers to the number of
children less than one year old who die in a year,
per 1000 live births in that year.® The IMR is
a traditionally accepted indicator of health
status and appears more closely related to
health care services in South Africa than life
expectancy. If the IMR is relatively high, it
suggests that the level of health care in the
region examined is not optimal. Figure 18
reveals that between 1996 and 2002, the IMR
has decreased in Gauteng and Limpopo.

Figure 18: Life Expectancy (1996 and 2001) and Infant Mortality Rate

(1996 and 2002) by Province
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8 . . . . . .
Life Expectancy at birth refers to the average number of additional years a person could expect to live if current mortality trends were to continue for

the rest of that person’s life (Day and Gray 2002, p.437)
19
South African Human Development Report, 2003, p.26-27.

20
Definition obtained from the South African Health Review (Day and Gray 2002, p.437)



However, the gains in Gauteng are more
marked indicating that health care services
have improved significantly in this province.
In contrast, the IMR has increased in KwaZulu-
Natal from 54.5 deaths per 1000 live births
to 68 deaths per 1000 live births. Once again
it seems that the impacts of HIV/AIDS is
driving this trend, and far outweighing any
possible improvements in health care services
inthisprovince.

HIV/AIDS prevalence rates (among women
surveyed at ante-natal clinics’') as well as the
incidence of Tuberculosis or TB (which refers
to the number of cases of the condition reported
to the Department of Health per 100 000
population for that year’) warrant further
attention and are illustrated in Figure 19. TB
and HIV are two of the most devastating
diseases in the country and have been
dubbed the “deadly pair” because they are
known for activating and reactivating each
other. According to the South African
Department of Health, it has been revealed that
HIV  increases the chance of reactivating
dormant TB infection from 10 percent to
50percentduringaperson’slife peryear.”

In terms of the TB incidence rate, Figure 19
clearly illustrates an increase in all the
provinces considered from 1999 to 2001.
This increase is strikingly evident in Gauteng
where TB incidence rose from
223.5 in 1999 to 346.7 in

2001.** Furthermore, the TB

mind that the real incidence of TB may even
be higher than that estimated, due to low
detection rates in many rural areas with poor
laboratory services and/or overall low health
service utilization rates.” It is therefore possible
that the particularly low rates reported in
Limpopo, which is mainly rural, are in fact
greatlyunderestimated.

A similar pattern holds for HIV prevalence.
Figure 19 clearly shows an increase in the
prevalence of HIV infected individuals from
1996 to 2001. The increase in the prevalence
rate is distinctly larger in Gauteng and KwaZulu-
Natal than it is in Limpopo, and for that matter
the country as a whole. This clearly indicates
that Gauteng and KwaZulu-Natal are more
susceptible to the HIV/AIDS pandemic and its
devastating consequences. Health outcomes in
KwaZulu-Natal seem bleek. The province is
saddled with high levels of TB incidence and
HIV prevalence, and an IMR estimate larger
thanthe nationalaverage.

Interestingly, Limpopo, the poorest province on
almost all other measures of poverty, has
performed relatively well in terms of our
chosen health indicators. Even if the data is
poorly captured for this province, it seems
possible that its deeply rural nature and the
relative “isolation” of its population from the
mainstream economy, may in fact be shielding it

Figure 19: Tuberculosis Incidence (1999 and 2001) and HIV Prevalence

(1996 and 2001) by Province
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21

The definition of HIV prevalence in this context refers to the percentage of women surveyed testing positive for HIV (Day and Gray, 2002, p.449).
22

Definition obtained from the South African Health Review (Day and Gray 2002, p.443)
23

Department of Health: Statistical Notes, July 2000.

24
Source: Day and Gray, 2002, p.445; Note: The data provided on TB incidence is not a trend because the incidence rates tend to fluctuate from year
to year.

25
According to the South African Human Development Report (2003), the highest TB incidence rates historically occur in the coastal provinces
because they experience higher levels of humidity as compared to the rest of the country.

26
Day and Gray, 2002, p.443



Figure 20: Cumulative Distribution of Time Taken to Reach a
Clinic by Province in 2001
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to some extent from the spread in HIV/ AIDS.
When considering access to health care
services, however, the province once again
performspoorly.

Figure 20illustratesaccessto health careservices
in terms of the cumulative distance to a clinic,
measuredastimetakentoreachaclinic.

It is evident from Figure 20 that approximately
46 percent of households in Gauteng are
within 15 minutes reach of a clinic, indicating
that access to health care in terms of distance
is much better in Gauteng than it is in the
other provinces considered. The dominance of
this province holds. In terms of relative “quality”
of health care access between KwaZulu-Natal
and the Limpopo, dominance does not hold
as the lines for these provinces intersect.
Limpopo fairs slightly better in terms of close
access with 23 percent of households being
within 15 minutes of a clinic as opposed to
21 percent of households in KwaZulu-Natal.

27
Day and Gray, 2002, p.473

In terms of further distances, however, KwaZulu-
Natal fairs marginally better with, for example,
63 percent of its households being within
30 minutes of aclinic as opposed to 59 percent
of Limpopo’s households. Furthermore,
approximately 7 percent of households in
KwaZulu-Natal and 12 percent of households
in Limpopo require more than an hour to reach
a clinic. These are quite clearly individuals
from rural areas. On this measure, KwaZulu-
Natal performs relatively poorly and below the
national average, no doubt contributing to the
highIMR discussedabove.

In addition, it is interesting to note that in
terms of medical practitioners per 100,000
population, in 2001, there were approximately
12.2 doctors (medical practitioners) per
100,000 population in Limpopo, whilst in
Gauteng and KwaZulu-Natal there were
approximately 28.7 and 22.3 doctors
respectively forevery 100,000 people.”’



CRIME

Figure 21: Crimes committed against households in Rural and Urban Areas

by Province in 1997
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Crimes can be defined as being committed
against households or individuals. We report
some statistics here from the Victims of Crime
Survey 1998* asfinalindicators of povertyforthe
countryandacrossthethreeselected provinces.

Figure 21 shows the proportion of households
that experienced at least one crime in 1997,
including livestock theft, in urban and non-urban
areas.” It can be seen that nationally
approximately 1 in 5 households indicated
having been the victim of at least one crime
in 1997 with crime slightly more widespread
in urban areas. Urban Gauteng fares the worst
in terms of incidence of household crime
followed by urban KwaZulu-Natal. Crime rates,
however, are higher than the national average
in rural KwaZulu-Natal. In terms of the type
of household crime, ‘housebreaking and
burglary’ is the most common crime committed
on households in Gauteng, KwaZulu-Natal and
the country as a whole. Limpopo performs by
farthe best, with both rural and urban crime rates
falling well below the national averages. In this
province, the most common crime committed
against a household is ‘theft of livestock’
emphasisingtheruralnature ofLimpopo.

28
Demombynes and Ozler , 2002

29
May, 2000, p.133

30
Statistics South Africa.Victims of Crime Survey 1998.

Interms of crimes committed againstindividuals,
the pattern of incidence by province holds.
In 1997 the proportion of individuals who
indicated that they were the victim of at least
one crime against their person was 14.9 percent
in Gauteng, 12.5 percent in KwaZulu-Natal and
6.3 percent in Limpopo. Nationally, the figure
lay closest to Gauteng at 14.6 percent.”* Forthe
provinces examined, the most common type
of crime was ‘theft of property’. Itisinteresting
to note that in Limpopo and KwaZulu-Natal
the second most prevalent type of crime
committed on individuals was assault (which is
in line with the national average). In Gauteng,
however, the second most prevalent type of
crimecommitted onanindividual was corruption
followed by fraud.

Aside from the pain and loss suffered by victims
of crime, the threat of crime creates an
environment unconducive to productive
activity.*’Furthermore, ahigh crime environment
is likely to discourage investment and stifle
long-term growth in South Africa.* Itis plausible
that such limitations to growth might hinder
povertyalleviation efforts.

31
The Victims of Crime Survey 1998 defines household crimes as those crimes committed against the household, for example, theft of property from a
dwelling. Individual crimes are those crimes committed against the individual, for example, pickpocketing or sexual offences. (Statistics South Africa

1999, pp16-18)
32
Statistics South Africa Victims of Crime Survey, 1998

33
Note: Results from the 1999 World Bank Greater Johannesburg Metropolitan Area large firm survey (manufacturing firms) which involved 325 firms,
indicated that 94% of firm CEO's rated crime and theft as the major obstacle to firm growth (Lewis, 2002).

3
¢ Demombynes and Ozler , 2002




Figure 22: Access to Assets and Services by Province in 2001

CONCLUSION

This report has considered a range
ofindicatorsofwellbeing, reflecting
on many of the dimensions of
poverty. Comparisons have been
made across 3 provinces chosen as
proxies for different levels of intra-
country living standards, with shifts
in poverty measures analysed over
time. Links between asset
ownership, labour market status
and food security are evident-
emphasizing the struggles income-
poor households face to meet their
basic needs. On these markers,
Gauteng clearly outperforms
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KwaZulu-Natal which clearly
outperforms Limpopo. The ranking

of provinces, however, is not as robust when
examining other forms of poverty such as poor
health and safety. Furthermore, on two
fundamental living standards measures — the
proportion of households living in formal
dwellings and proportion of households with
access to piped water — Limpopo, the province
with the highestincome poverty, appearsto have
ahigherstandardofliving than KwaZulu-Natal.

The figures in this section coalesce many of the
indicators we have considered and show clearly
the relative wealth dominance of Gauteng but
also the fluctuations in the relative performance
of KwaZulu-Natal and Limpopo. For each of
the indicators, the distance from the centre
measures the percentage access in terms of that
specific indicator. For example, in

terms of electricity for cooking,

province has a relatively high number of
households living in formal dwellings and with
telephones. Although it performs best in terms
of refrigerator ownership, 4 in 10 households
in this relatively well-off province do not possess
this basic asset. Limpopo and KwaZulu-Natal fair
significantly worse on almost all measures,
exceptin the case of formal housing in Limpopo,
with figures rivalling those of Gauteng. It is quite
remarkable and encouraging that so many
dwellings in the Limpopo are built of bricks or
concrete, although the difference in quality of
these homes and those in Gauteng will be stark.
In fact, Limpopo with the lowest GDP per capita
has greater access to piped water and electricity
for lighting than KwaZulu-Natal indicating that
basic living conditions are in some instances
superior in this province. The lack of income in

Figure 23: Education, Employment, Food Security, Health and Safety by Province
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the Limpopo becomes evident, however, when
considering access to basic assets such as
telephones and refrigerators, for which fewer
than1lin 3 possesstheformerandonly4in10,the
latter. This lack of income is further emphasized
when considering the low usage rate of
electricity for cooking relative to lighting, and
relative to that of KwaZulu-Natal. In terms of
changes over time, the analysis based on census
data indicated that improvements have been
made in terms of access to assets and services,
particularly with regard to the use of flush or
chemical toilets and the availability of electricity
for lighting purposes, on a national level.
Moreover,generallythe province withthelargest
backlogs in 1996, had made the greatest
proportionalgainsby2001.

In terms of educational achievements and
economic opportunities, the ranking of the
provinces is more stable. Although there have
been improvements in educational attainment
throughout the country over the inter-censal
period, a mere 21 percent of Limpopo residents
aged 20 or higher had completed grade 12 or
studied further in 2001. Individuals in Gauteng
are the most educated, highly skilled, most likely
to have a secure job, and as a result have
improved access to finances. Furthermore, our
analysis has shown that employed individuals in
Gauteng are also expected to earn the highest
average incomes. In 2001, the proportion of the
working poor in Limpopo exceeded those in
KwaZulu-Natal for every low earnings line
chosen, which in turn exceeded those in
Gauteng. Increases in unemployment were
found across all provinces, but Limpopo
experienced the greatest rise. The situation is
dire, as can be seen in the diagram with only
46 percent of those willing and able to work,
findingemploymentin2001.

Thelinks betweenfoodsecurity and earnings and
employment potential are clear with Gauteng
once again performing best and Limpopo worst.
Even so, the percentage of individuals living in
households which indicated that they ‘seldom or
never' had a problem satisfying their food
needsislow forall provinces. In Gauteng, 3in 10

householdsindicatedthatthey‘'sometimes, often
or always’' had difficulties obtaining sufficient
food. In KwaZulu-Natal this figures stands at
4 in 10 and in Limpopo an exceedingly
concerning 6 in 10.

Although on the economic indicators an
extremely bleak picture of the prospects of the
Limpopo is developed, in terms of health and
safety, this province performs relatively well. On
life expectancy measures, it rates on a par with
Gauteng, with KwaZulu-Natal performing
especially poorly. HIV prevalence is significantly
lower. In terms of exposure to crime, individuals
and households in this province too are least
exposed. It appears then that the deeply rural
nature of the province and perhaps its high
degree of exclusion from the mainstream
economy ofthe country, may beinsulatingitfrom
some of the devastating effects of the HIV
pandemic. Declines in life expectancy and
increases in HIV prevalence for all the provinces
paintaworrying picture ofthe future.

From the above it is clear that any analysis of
poverty in South Africa, should combine both the
standard income approach to poverty with
appropriate measures of the assets owned and
services accessed by the populace. These latter
indicators are vital markers for the degree
and extent of ‘entitlement deprivation’ in the
society. This particular status report has chosen
a provincial comparison as a point of contrast,
although it should be noted that other
covariates such as race and gender of
household head, location and mean years of
schooling of a household, continue to remain
important predictors of asset poverty and
services deprivation. Ultimately though, the
report has attempted to provide a post-apartheid
snapshot of some the advances that have
been made in asset ownership and services
provision to poor households. They reflect
simultaneously, on the advances that have been
made in certain respects, and the significant
challengesthatlayaheadforthissociety.
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by Haroon Bhorat, Murray Leibbrandt, Muzi Maziya, Servaas van der Berg
and Ingrid Woolard

Unquestionably, poverty and inequality are among the major challenges
that face South Africa today. In this well-researched, comprehensive
volume, the authors:

° Use new techniques to measure and analyse household
inequality and poverty in South Africa

° Analyse the nature and functioning of vulnerability in the
labour market

° Explore the links between labour market participation and
household poverty and inequality

° Investigate current social and labour market policies

° Examine the implications of current anti-poverty policies

and strategies

An exciting aspect of this ground-breaking work is the proposals for the
development of new and effective strategies and policies to fight poverty
in South Africa.

“This study uses current methods in modern labour economics, deploys
them on appropriate South African data sets, and answers questions on
which previously we had limited knowledge, or in some cases, none at all.
We regard this volume as the major reference work on labour markets,
poverty and inequality in South Africa.”

Gary Fields and Erik Thorbecke, Cornell University

Fighting Poverty: Labour Markets and Inequality in South Africa is
available from our offices:

Development Policy Research Unit

University of Cape Town

Private Bag

Rondebosch, 7701

Tel: +27 21 650-5705

Fax: +27 21 650-5711
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