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Abstract

This dissertation explores dimensions of social capital and its links with democracy in
Cape Town, using data from the Cape Area Study 2003. The main theoretical and
empirical approaches to the study of social capital in relation to democracy are critically
analysed. The paper offers a descriptive overview of social capital, analysing facets
beyond the widely used measures of general interpersonal trust and formal associational
activism. While general interpersonal trust and associational activism in Cape Town are
low, higher rates of social capital exist in other forms, such as neighbourly trust and
informal networks of association with neighbours and kin. Factor and Reliability
Analyses are applied to test dimensionality in the data finding that, in Cape Town, social
capital is a multi-dimensional concept made up of distinct attitudinal and structural
components. These facets are used to analyse the link between social capital and certain
hypothesized outcomes linked to democratic stability, namely tolerance of diversity, civic
commitment and political participation. The dissertation finds that interpersonal trust is
a weak predictor of these outcomes and that associational activism can only sometimes
be linked hereto. Other facets of social capital play a significant role in determining
these outcomes, but no single variable is a consistently strong predictor hereof. The
findings suggest that the dimensions of social capital vary in their functioning and link to

the outcomes of tolerance of diversity, civic commitment and political participation.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

I begin this dissertation by introducing social capital and its theoretical and practical appeal for
an emerging defnocracy such as South Africa. This discussion looks at the benefits of social
capital for individuals, communities and the wider social framework of democracy. Following
this I proceed to introduce the objectives of the dissertation, the main arguments as well as my
empirical approach to the study of social capital in Cape Town. I provide a brief overview of
the content of each chapter, giving the reader some insight the structure and flow of the

dissertation.
The appeal of social capital for an emerging democracy

Social capital refers to the attitudinal aspect of trust and the structural aspect of associations or
networks which are shared between people. Social capital is a productive resource vested in
human relations and can be used to achieve narrower as well as broader political, social and

economic outcomes (Narayan, 1999).

The growing interest in social capital can in large part be attributed to Robert Putnam’s study
of political institutions in Italy (1993). Putnam’s work highlighted the importance of social
capital ; in terms of general interpersonal trust and formal associational activity; as the main
factor distinguishing strong political institutions from weak ones. The presence of social capital
is said to nurture a cycle of behaviours and attitudes, the benefits of which filter upwards to
strengthen democratic institutions (Putnam, 1993). These attitudes and behaviours include
tolerance, co-operation, civic mindedness, political participation and generally harmonious
interaction between citizens. The right of citizens to participate in the governance process is
what distinguishes legitimate democracies from other regime types and civic participation is
vital for sustaining a link between the people and the decision-makers (Verba et al, 1995).
According to Putnam (1993) the sustenance of a participatory democracy may depend on

generating sufficient amounts of social capital.



The suggestion that social capital may foster greater civic mindedness, tolerance and political
‘participation makes it very appealing for an emerging democracy such as South Africa,
especially in light of what the country hopes to achieve and the social challenges which it
faces. South Africa’s history is one of oppression, political unrest and segregation, the legacy
of which still plagues it today. Along with these inherited disparities, the country has one of
the highest levels of income inequality and poverty in the world, the highest rates of
HIV/AIDS infection, alarming rates of unemployment and high rates of crime. These factors
present immense hurdles to any initiative aimed at developing and sustaining democracy.
Achieving democratic stability is not only about establishing democratic institutions,
conducting free and fair elections and drawing up a Constitution. A range of other factors such
as tolerance and co-operation amongst citizens as well as communication and co-operation
between citizens and elected leaders sustain democracy. South Africa is struggling to achieve
these veryb outcomes, all of which are said to been linked to social capital. How can social
capital work to strengthen South Africa’s democracy? In order to answer this question I discuss

the relevance of social capital for South Africa’s democracy.

Social capital may help forge links between people from different backgrounds and so doing
promote integration and social cohesion (Stone and Hughes, 2001). According to
Putnam(1993, 2000) individuals who actively participate in formal organizations, for example
sports or recreational clubs and professional associations, have wider networks of association
and are thus more likely to interact with people of diverse backgrounds, races and cultures.
These interactive opportunities allow individuals to learn the social skills of tolerance and co-
operation which may help mend the social divisions in society. This form of social capital —
often referred to as bridging social capital - may be vital for building links between the many
diverse cultural, ethnic and racial groups in a country like South Africa. The ‘nation-building’
campaign introduced by the Mandela government, was implemented to achieve a similar
purpose i.e. to bring South Africans closer together and instill in society a sense of unity, while

" maintaining an appreciation for diversity.

Beyond this broad social functioning, social capital takes other forms and may serve a host

other purposes. Firstly, social capital may help address the rational choice dilemmas of



collective action and the tragedy of the commons. As rational actors, individuals are expected
to act in their own self-interest rather than to the benefit of the community, which inhibits
resource sharing and collective action. Social capital may help address this, because it is
argued that if community members have a sufficient supply of trust and reciprocity this may
promote mutual co-operation, making resource sharing a plausible reality (Putnam, 1993;
Fukuyama, 2000). Unlike social capital theory, rational choice theory does not account for the
possibility that relations between community members may rest on sufficient trust and
reciprocity so as to sustain co-operative behaviour and adherence to an unwritten code of

mutual respect.

Secondlj, citizens working in co-operation with each other may help fill the gaps in service
delivery. Neighbourhood watch organisations for example, emerge because community
members have taken to initiate safety and security schemes in a way that government is unable
to. However, these organisations and forms of collective action cannot function without the
necessary level of trust and relational activity between neighbours. This outcome can be linked
to a form of social capital termed bonding social capital, which refers to trust and networks
between people who share close connections with each other such as friends, neighbours dnd
family (Mihaylova, 2004).

Thirdly, the citizen’s role in the democracy does not end with the simple casting of the vote or
the paying of taxes. Citizens have the responsibility to hold government accountable and make
their voices heard in the policy process. But, as Putnam (1993) argues, holding government
accountable depends on a very important prerequisite - social capital, which may induce co-
operation and collective action. Rate payers’ associations for example, are formal structures for
holding government accountable at the local level and can only function effectively with
sufficient trust amongst its members. These forms of civic and political participation are
important for strengthening the participatory democracy. The state can assist in the creation
and mobilisation of social capital by offering its citizens the freedoms of speech and
association as well as providing channels for active participation in the government process
(Holm, 2004; Landman, 2004; Fedderke, 1999).



Individuals may make use of social capital as a coping strategy as well as to access
opportunities for long term personal advancement. People rely on the network of relations
closest to them for various purposes, be it as a matter of daily survival or to obtain employment
and access to certain information and services. The survival of these networks depends on trust

and the expectation of reciprocity (Briggs, 1998).

Not only does social capital vary in extent, in the sense that some societies can be spoken about
as having more or less social capital than others, but it also varies in type. Different types of
social capital have the potential to yield varied outcomes, be it in relation to the individual,

community or wide society (Stone and Hughes, 2001).
Aims of the Study

With so much being attributed to the stock of trust and associational activity in a society, it is
easy to understand why social capital is such an appealing area of research and study.
Researchers and academics alike have taken a keen interest in social capital and although the
study of networks and trust are by no means new branches of social science, social capital has
the appeal of bringing together trust and networks of association such that these two aspects of
social life can be structured to satisfy both individual and societal objectives. For an emerging
democracy, social capital may well assist in achieving of a wide range of political and social

objectives.

While there is a wealth of evidence to substantiate the view that social capital matters, there
remains many gaps in the development of survey research as a tool for empirically
investigating the dimensions and outcomes associated with social capital. This is especially
true in relatively understudied areas of the world such as South Africa. We know little firstly,
about what the stock of social capital actually looks like and secondly, whether social capital
leads to the outcomes of tolerance of diversity, civic commitment and political participation

which are said to be beneficial for democracy.



Unlike most fields of study social capital it is not concentrated in a single branch of social
science, but instead bridges the disciplines of political science, sociology, economics and
anthropology. Although my preparation entailed delving into literature from across these fields,
this dissertation is placed in the realm of political science and focuses on social capital in

relation to democratic values and civic culture.

My interest in social capital rests with both the conceptualization and operationalisation of the
concept within political science. Social capital is one of many facets of social and political life
said to advance the civic culture, a supposed prerequisite for democratic stability (Inglehart,
1997). While the interest in social capital has grown, the development of this area of study has
been concentrated in the West, resulting in the dominance of American and European
theoretical understandings and conceptualisations. These theoretical approaches have shaped
the dominant operational techniques applied in the study of social capital. Our knowledge of
social capital has been heavily informed by the analysis of data from the World Values Survey
(WVS).! But, while empirical evidence from the WVS suggests the presence of macro-level
associations between social capital and democratic stability, we know little about its micro-
level dimensionality and functioning (Norris, 2002). Furthermore, the WVS relies on a
constrained and analytically limited number of measurement items to gauge social capital,
focusing on general interpersonal trust and formal associational activity. The limits of this
approach include that it does not allows us to analyze social capital as a situationally varied

and multi-faceted concept.

There are many aspects of social capital which remain under-researched and many assumptions
which have yet to be tested in the South. The dimensions and consequences of social capital
are plausibly a matter of context and situation and we have little reason to believe that the
theoretical and practical assumptions and understandings of social capital developed in the
West play out in the same way in an African context. My concern does not centre on the broad

notion that social capital matters, but instead rests with the assumptions that interpersonal trust

! The World Values Survey (WVS) is a “worldwide investigation of social and political change” It is a cross-country, time-
series survey with samples from 80 representative democracies across the world. A total of four waves have been carried out
since 1981 and the databank offers researchers the opportunity to analyse and compare changes in political and social attitudes
and behaviour over time and across countries (See: www.worldvaluessurvey.org).



and associational activism are sufficient indicators of the stock of social capital as well as the
prospects for the civic culture, tolerance and thus democratic stability in society. Together trust
and associational activism are said to lead to greater interconnectedness, tolerance and civic
responsibility amongst citizens (Norris, 2002). However, this understanding does not help us
explain the peculiar case of South Africa, where according to WVS data, interpersonal trust is
low but associational activism is high (Norris, 2002). My reasoning is that there is more to
social capital than has readily been investigated and in order to deepen our understanding of
the dimensions and impact of this concept we need to probe a wider range of dimensions of

social capital.

It was with these considerations in mind that the Cape Area Study 2003 (CAS) was used to
approach the study of social capital in Cape Town. CAS was designed and implemented by
the Centre for Social Science Research (CSSR) at the University of Cape Town to explore
various aspects of social and political attitudes and behaviours. 588 personal interviews took
place across the Cape Metropolitan Area . The official Cape Metropolitan Area jurisdiction
was the sampling frame from which the respondents were randomly selected, using a stratified
cluster sample approach. > As a research assistant I took part in the questionnaire design,
fieldwork implementation, data collection and data management processes of the survey,
taking a specific interest in the module on social capital. For this module we focused on
probing dimensions of social capital beyond general interpersonal trust and associational
activism, investigating relationships held with neighbours and kin. While most studies of social
capital focus on formal associational activity, we suspected that informal bonds might be more
important to people in a developing socioeconomic context such as Cape Town. Similarly we
endeavoured to investigate trust and reciprocity beyond the commonly used general

interpersonal trust item, probing the quality of neighbourhood social capital.

This dissertation offers both a descriptive as well as explanatory analysis of social capital in
Cape Town. I describe the stock of social capital in Cape Town in terms of interpersonal trust,

neighbourly trust and formal associational activity as well as informal networks of association

% See Appendix A (Part]) for detailed information on the methodology, sampling and fieldwork operations which took place in
process of conducting CAS 2003.



with neighbours and kin. These are the dependent variables to be used in the explanatory
analysis, which investigates the association between facets of social capital and the
hypothesized outcomes of tolerance of diversity, civic commitment and political participation.
I test a range of hypotheses about the multi-faceted nature of social capital as well as the
predictive validity of interpersonal trust and associational activism in relation to these

outcomes. To provide an overview of my approach, I will discuss the contents of each chapter.

Chapter Contents

Chapter 2 is a critical analysis of the main theoretical and operational approaches to the study
of social capital. My first critique relates to the treatment of interpersonal trust as a general
and unvarying trait of the individual, which is generally measured using a single item.
Secondly, I address the operational problems surrounding the WVS measure of interpersonal
trust. Thirdly, I discuss networks of association and deliberate the assumed relationship
between trust and networks. Fourthly, I assess the limitations of relying strictly on formal
associational activity as an indicator of networks. Fifthly, I critique the assumptions linked to
this approach, such as the expectation that the level of formal associational activity explains the
extent cross-cutting social connections and tolerance in society. I conclude the chapter by
discussing the analytical interpretations associated with general interpersonal trust and
associational activism. Specifically, I critique the assumption that these aspects are sufficient in
informing us about the individual’s propensity to bridge certain social cleavages and display
attitudes linked to civic responsibility. After critically reviewing the interpretations of social

capital, I recommend an approach to social capital which is broader in appeal and relevance.

In Chapter 3 I introduce the measures of social capital used in CAS 2003, explaining the
objective and reasoning behind each item. I raise two key questions, firstly about the stock of
social capital and secondly about the dimensionality of the concept. To answer the first
question, I provide a descriptive overview of social capital in Cape Town. The aspects of social
capital described relate to general interpersonal trust, neighbourly trust, contact with
neighbours and kin as well as the extent of formal associational activity. This analysis gives us

insight into the stock of social capital in Cape Town, where people place their trust and the



extent of their networks. A striking observation relates to the low levels of general
interpersonal trust but the co-existent high levels of neighbourly trust. And while formal
membership in associations is low, high rates of contact with neighbours and kin suggest that
strong informal associations are present. To answer the second question and test my
hypothesis that social capital is a multi-faceted concept, I undertake Factor and Reliability
Analyses. Using this approach I identify clusters within the data, constructs which tap into
distinct facets of social capital. I conclude the chapter by discussing the dimensions of social

capital observed.

In Chapter 4, I firstly present the descriptive statistics of survey items measuring the
hypothesized consequences of social capital. These include tolerance of diversity, civic
commitment and political participation in the form of engagement with local government and
collective action. Generally, respondents display tolerant attitudes as well as a strong sense of
commitment towards developing their communities. In terms of political participation, most
respondents report never having interacted with their local Ward Councillor, but a reasonable
percentage have or are willing to take up collective action of some kind. The second main
component of the chapter is the explanatory analysis where I investigate the link between the
dimensions of social capital and its hypothesized outcomes. I test a range of hypotheses about
the predictive validity of general interpersonal trust and associational activism in relation to
tolerance of diversity, civic commitment and political participation. The results suggest that
interpersonal trust plays an insignificant role in explaining these outcomes. In terms of other
dimensions of social capital, their predictive power in relation to these outcomes is inconsistent
and varied. Formal networks of association help explain certain aspects of civic commitment
as well as some forms of political participation. Neighbourly trust, the most robust construct in
the dataset, is the strongest predictor of tolerance of diversity as well as respondents’ sense of

civic commitment.

In Chapter 5 I bring together the narrower and broader findings into an analytical
interpretation. Throughout the paper I present a consistent argument for the evolution of the
concept of social capital such that it extends beyond the limited framework of general

interpersonal trust and formal associational activity. I refer to the specificities of the African



and South African contexts which call for deeper analysis into informal networks and
behaviours. Given the exploratory nature of the CAS 2003 survey and data, I make
suggestions for the development of more valid and reliable measures as well as specific areas

of research which can be pursued in the future.

This dissertation finds that in the context of Cape Town, social capital is a multi-faceted and
situational concept. In order to describe the stock of social capital we need to be specific about
the aspects of social capital we want to investigate. Each facet is likely to be unique it its
predictive validity and relying on one or two items restricts the development of our
understanding of the consequences of social capital. Using the general interpersonal trust
measure to capture the individual’s overall attitude towards trust is a flawed exercise, because
trust is something which varies over time and by circumstance. Similarly, formal associational
activism tells us little about respondents’ wider network of relations and the manner in which
these shape civic attitudes and behaviours. Understanding social capital is about understanding
its multi-dimensionality and situational functioning. In this way we can appropriately
appreciate and interpret its value for individuals, communities and the democratic society as a

whole.



Chapter 2
A critique of the dominant approaches to the study of social capital in political

science: Conceptualisation and Operationalisation

Social capital inheres in the structure of relations between and among people (Coleman, 1990).
It is the relational element of social capital that distinguishes it from economic and human
capital: “to possess social capital, a person must be related to others, and it is the others, not
himself, who are the actual source of his or her advantage” (Portes, 1998 cited in Narayan,
1999 : 6). Beyond this relational element social capital is a productive resource and the nature
of interaction has implications for individual and group well-being, both beneficial and

detrimental (Bourdieu, 1986; Putnam, 1993; Narayan, 1999) L

Social capital is an instrument that takes many forms and can be used to achieve a wide
spectrum of outcomes. One such outcome is the strengthening of democracy. It is argued that
social capital, in the form of general interpersonal trust and associational activism, produces
benefits such as civic mindedness, co-operative behaviour and political efficacy which fortify
democratic institutions (Putnam, 1993, 1995 & 2000 and Inglehart, 1990, 1997). In this chapter
I offer a critical perspective on the study of social capital as a cultural explanation of
democratic stability?. I will critically assess the most influential survey tools used in political
science to investigate social capital and the main approaches which have thus far informed our

knowledge and understanding of this concept.

Trust and networks of association are at the heart of social capital and my critique centres on

the conceptualisation, operationalisation as well as the interpretive value of these variables.

! «It {social capital) is the product of investment strategies, individual or collective, consciously aimed at establishing or
reproducing social relationships that are directly useable in the short or long term” (Bourdieu, 1986:251).

“Social capital here refers to features of social organization, such as trust, norms, and networks that can improve the efficiency
of society by facilitating co-ordinated action” (Putnam, 1993:167).

Social capital refers to the “the norms and social relations embedded in the social structures of society that enable people to co-
ordinate and to achieve desired goals” (Narayan, 1999: 8).

2 Inglehart defines culture as: “the subjective component of a society’s equipment for coping with its environment: the values,
attitudes, beliefs, skills and knowledge of its people™ {(1997:55). As he explains, understanding democracy is not only about
vnderstanding the political institutions of the democratic regime. We need to also understand people’s responses and thoughts
towards the democracy, i.e. the civic or political culture in society. Social capital is one of a number of cultural elements said
to promote the civic culture (Inglehart, 1990:24).

10



Firstly, I discuss the assumption that trust is a consistent and unvarying concept that offers us
complete information about the individual’s propensity to trust others, regardless of situation
or circumstance. Secondly, I discuss the operational problems surrounding the generalised trust
measure used in the World Values Survey (WVS). Thirdly, shifting to a focus on networks, I
critique the assumed interconnectedness between the level of trust and the extent of formal
associational networks in society. Next I discuss the problems associated with measuring
networks one-dimensionally, as the extent of the individual’s formal associational membership.
I also critique the assumption that associational activism is vital for the creation of bridging
social capital. I conclude this chapter by surveying and critically assessing the implications of
social capital for democracy, paying attention to the case of South Africa. If trust and
associational activism are linked, how do we explain South Africa’s low levels of interpersonal
trust but relatively high rates of associational activism? What does this finding imply about the
country’s prospects for democracy? I address these questions and point out the relevance of
context and the value derived from treating social capital as a situational, multi-dimensional
concept. This approach may offer us a better understanding of how and where people shape

their attitudes and behaviours to become co-operating, tolerating and civic-minded citizens.

Interpersonal Trust: Is there more to the picture ?

Trust is often seen as vital for ensuring that society functions like a finely tuned machine. As
Newton (2000: 171) comments, “without trust in those upon whom we depend, daily life
would be much more difficult, if not impossible for everyone but the lawyers who would make
a lot of money”. The importance of trust is echoed throughout the social capital literature. In
sum, trust is an indicator of bridging social capital, it predicts the individual’s networking
capabilities and it facilitates lowered daily transaction costs by broadening access to
information and opportunities (Coleman, 1988, 1990; Putnam, 1993 & 2000; Fukyama, 1995;
Ingelhart, 1997; Woolcock, 1998; Paldam, 2000, Aldridge et al, 2002).

According to Almond and Verba (1963) trust is particularly crucial in the sustenance of a civic

culture which is vital for democratic stability. The influential works of Robert Putnam (1993,

11



2000) and Inglehart (1990, 1997) similarly place special emphasis on general interpersonal
trust as a prerequisite for effective democratic regimes. A large stock of interpersonal trust in a
society is said to be associated with reciprocity, civic commitment and social cohesion (Stone
& Hughes, 2002:1-2). While I have no doubt that trust matters, I am sceptical of the over
emphasis of general interpersonal trust as an all-encompassing indicator of the propensity of
humans to generally trust and co-operate with each other, to tolerate diversity and display a
strong sense of civic responsibility.’ Indeed, trust is far more complex a concept than is readily

assumed.

The dominant approaches to the study of trust and social capital in political science can be
attributed to Robert Putnam (1993, 2000) and Ronald Inglehart (1990, 1997). Both scholars
have made important contributions towards the development of democratic theory using mass
opinion data, specifically through the World Values Survey (WVS). Putnam and Inglehart are
both proponents of what Rose (1998:7) calls the ‘social-psychological approach’ to social
capital. On this account social capital is defined in terms of a set of informally held attitudes
and conventions which dominate in society without having to be enforced by law or authority.
Specifically, this approach focuses on the culture of trust, reciprocity and tolerance from which

extensive networks and voluntary associations emerge.

What distinguishes the social-psychological approach is that individuals are perceived to be
consistent in their tendency to trust others, even in a diverse range of situations. * The
situational consistency of trust is an assumption that is similarly made in Fukuyama’s approach
(1995) to the study of social capital. * By implication it is therefore possible to measure a
person’s stock of social capital by gauging his/her disposition to generally trust other people
(Rose, 1998:9). The prevalence of this theoretical reasoning has shaped the main empirical

approaches to researching social capital. Thus, social capital is predominantly defined and

3 The other approaches which Rose(1998: 7 - 10) discusses is that of Coleman and Fukuyama. Coleman’s political economy
framework defines social capital as networks of relations, which are both instrumental and situational i.e. they are productive
and functional to varied degrees and with varied purposes. Fukuyama asserts that culture is the source of trust and co-
operation, which are the defining features of social capital. See also Hjollund & Svendesen (2000) for a discussion on
theoretical approaches to social capital.

* The only variance which Fukuyama (1995) accommodates for is that trust varies by country. Similarly to Pumam and
Inglehart he hypothesizes that our propensity to trust and co-operate is consistent from situation to situation within a country or
cultural group, assuming that we will find homogeneity in social capital between individuals within a country, society or group
(Rose, 1998:9).

12



measured in terms of a generalised disposition to trust, which is believed to capture the
individual’s level of trust towards others in all circumstances and situations.” Another feature
of this approach is the insistence that trust and reciprocity are intrinsically linked to networks;
the latter concept defined and measured rather narrowly in terms of the number of associations

or organisations to which individuals formally belong.

The main critique I pursue here is directed at the assumptions and empirical tools underpinning
this approach. Firstly, I criticise the supposition that respondents who display high levels of
general interpersonal trust, are trusters in a variety of circumstances i.e. trust is an unvarying
trait of the individual which we capture by measuring responses to the question ‘generally
speaking most people can be trusted’. Secondly, I critique the quality and interpretative value

attached to the operationalisation of generalised trust as it is measured in the WVS.,

The striking weakness of the social-psychological approach is that it relies on a constrained
measure of social capital. By asking a single question about whether or not the respondent
belicves that other people can generally be trusted, it assumes that we gain sufficient insight
into the complex decision-making process of individuals and their inclination to develop habits
of reciprocity and co-operation with others. The utility of this measurement approach is that on
gathering the data society can be split-up into two groups, distinguishing the trusters from the
non-trusters. This is useful in making some clear cut descriptions about the stock of social
capital in a society. But the key assumption underlying this measure, i.e. that “general trust is
an expression of an internal and unvarying personality trait” (Newton, 2001: 203), is a
problematic one.® As Newton (2001:203) points out, when answering the question of whether

or not others can generally be trusted, respondents are probably thinking about the changing

5 The WVS measure used to test general interpersonal trust is “Generally speaking would you say that most people can be
trusted, or that you can’t be too careful when dealing with people?”, response options are:

1) Most people can be trusted

2) You can’t be too careful when dealing with people

3) Don’t Know
{(Knack and Keefer, 1997:3)
This measure and data is widely used in political science to capture and analyse the frust dimension of social capital. This
approach is open to much criticism.
% Inglehart (1997: 173) conceives of trust as a variable and not a constant in the sense that it is something that can increase or
decrease over time and differs by society. But, he fails to apply the similar reasoning to the dimensions and variations in trust
in terms of context and circumstances faced by individuals, by assuming that general trust is an adequate indicator of the
individuals’ likelihood to trust, no matter the situation.

13



external world around them and each person answers are based on their most recent experience
of trust or the first experience which they are able to recall. Newton (2001:203) continues that,
“Different forms of trust do not form a single, unified syndrome, as the social-psychological
approach suggests they should”. It is entirely probable that no such thing as a general
disposition to trust exists because people display variable levels of trust in each circumstance
and engagement. Hardin (1993) expresses a similar sentiment, remarking that trust is based on
the continual accumulation and updating of experience. This plausibly leads to changing
patterns of trust over time but is also indicative of the fact that we trust differently depending

on who we are dealing with.

The study of social capital remains rather narrowly focused on the idea of a general disposition
to trust, which is used to explain many other aspects political, social and economic life. Social
capital is assumed to determine our attitudes and behaviours, be it towards familiar or
unfamiliar individuals and groups as well as towards democratic values and institutions. Given
that social capital is used to explain so much about individual interaction and societal welfare,
it would be somewhat perilous of us to assume that trust is unvarying and that social capital, as

an explanatory variable, can be studied as a one-dimensional and un-dynamic concept.

It may be worthwhile to investigate and evaluate the individual’s radius of trust, probing the
distinct nature of various relationships. Is it not reasonable to expect that the trust which
individuals invest in their loved ones and family members differs to the nature and extent of
trust vested in strangers or acquaintances and that there are different benefits associated with
each type of relationship? I would say it most certainly is. It is far too simplistic to analyse so
complex a concept as trust by treating it as situationally consistent — in the manner that Putnam
(1993), Inglehart (1997) and Fukuyama’s (1995} approaches do. To speak about social capital
as though it has a static and generalised value is to diminish its usefulness as something which
is adaptable and which takes on various forms (Hardin, 2003). Social capital must vary, since

its functionality is unique to circumstance and context.’

7 The study of networks (see for example Granovetter, 1973) places some emphasis on the manner in which people use
different bonds to service different ends, depending on time and context specific needs.
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In our quest to understand the nature of social capital we are, according to Coleman (1990)
better equipped to do so if we design our research study to focus on particular circumstances,
relationships and environments surrounding networks. By analysing social capital in this way
we might better understand people’s ability to work together and co-operate (Paldam,
2000:635). Following this approach, the empirical path would necessitate an analysis of the
different types of relationships people forge as well as different forms of trust and how these
are of benefit or detriment to personal and societal well-being. Our analysis would, for
example, entail looking at the impact of the domain in which people live as well as studying
patterns of reliance and survival strategies, with the assumption that there is no such thing as a
general disposition to rely on others. Instead, people use different strategies and display

relative amounts of trust towards others in each circumstance faced (Mattes et al, 2002:69).

Beyond these conceptual issues, there are a range of technical problems with the WVS measure
of interpersonal trust. Firstly, in terms of reliability the question is double-barrelled and
contains a double negative, making interpretation confusing for respondents. Moreover, the
response options “Most people can be trusted” and “You can’t be too careful when dealing
with people” are not necessarily comparable opposites of each other. Perhaps if the second
option were “most people cannot be trusted” we would then be offering the respondent a
choice of two distinctly opposed response options, making analysis and interpretation more
precise. Furthermore, the question has a forced-choice structure, offering no scaled measure of
trust. Thus we are unable to test various strengths of inclination to trust others. Given that the
WVS takes a cross-country approach, usage of the data assumes that general trust tells us the
same thing and may have the same theoretical and practical consequences in each country. But
the interpersonal trust question is not likely to have the same meaning in each country and this

limits the interpretive and analytical value derived from the data.

As social scientists we need to be careful about what we read into the meaning to people’s
responses to the interpersonal trust measure. We have no information about whom respondents
are referring to when answering since the question tests attitudes to society generally, as
though it were a homogenous group of individuals who are equally known to the respondent.

In effect, when interpreting the data we are working with a rather hollow set of responses;
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‘most people generally’ is an invisible, non-descript group which we are expected to build our

analysis and respondents’ perceptions of trust around.

Despite these problems the WVS trust measurement and data remain widely used. This is
probably because the WVS offers data on a host of political as well as socioeconomic variables
which can be analysed in relation to social capital. It is also highly valued because it offers
longitudinal data on over 80 representative democracies (Inglehart, et al 1998), enabling
comparisons across countries as well as time. Logistically, surveys are expensive to implement
and for researchers the relative accessibility of the WVS data and the opportunity for
comparative analysis is sufficient to justify the use of the WVS’s generalised trust data. Certain
independent, cross-country survey projects (such as earlier rounds of the Afrobarometer® and
the Eurobarometer) have adopted this question item to ensure comparability with WVS results.
Even in light of these benefits, I argue that the development of the field requires some
evolution in how we approach the conceptualisation and operationalisation of trust. We cannot
be content to rely on problematic measures for the sake of convenience and comparability
alone. It is important that we expand on the range and depth of measures used to understand

and analyse social capital in various contexts.
Formal associational activism: an adequate indicator of networks?

Beyond the emphasis on trust and reciprocity, the study of networks is prioritised in the social
capital literature. Networks are predominantly conceptualised and operationalised as
associational activism, i.e. the extent of individuals’ formal participation in organisations.
Where trust is the attitudinal component, networks tap into what Norris (2002) terms the
structural component of social capital. Networks of association are deemed equally as
important as trust for the survival of democracy. Widespread membership in organisations
indicates greater interconnectedness which in turn promotes social cohesion, habits of
reciprocity and access to resources or support structures which are provided by fellow
members (Putnam, 1995, 2000; Frank, 2004). Together with levels of trust, the extent of

% The Afrobarometer is a cross-country, comparative survey database comprising data collected across over a dozen
democracies in Africa. The research project measures the political and economic climate in Africa and monitors changes over
time (see : www.afrobarometer.org). The Eurcbarometer performs a similar research function, but in the context of Europe.
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formal associational membership in a society is said to provide us with a picture of the general

level of social capital.

This approach to the study of networks is prone to a few problems of note. I tackle these
problems by firstly addressing the assumption that trust and networks are intrinsically linked.
Secondly, I critique the hypothesis that participation in organisations affords individuals the
chance to form linkages across social divisions such as race, culture and class and further that
these organisations are seen as adequate arenas for the development of certain social and civic
skills such as tolerance and co-operation. Finally, I discuss the merits of informal networks,
which are rather understudied aspects of social capital and which may be highly constructive in
shaping our understanding of how and where people develop certain attitudes and social skills

as well as form certain support structures.

de Tocqueville, in his analysis of American democracy, argued that membership in voluntary
associations was conducive to democracy because human engagement creates widespread trust
which strengthens political institutions (Newton, 2000). Taking the de Tocqueville approach
further, both Inglehart and Putnam make claims regarding the relationship between
interpersonal trust and networks as being “intimately intertwined and mutually supportive in
any society that flourishes for any length of time” (Inglehart, 1997:188). By implication we
should expect to find a strong and robust relationship between these two facets of social capital
and democratic stability; because networks lead to trust, the benefits of which flow upwards

into civil society leading to a more stable democracy (Paldam, 2000:636).

The direction of the relationship between trust and networks however, remains unclear.
According to Inglehart (1997) networks occur as a result of trust and reciprocity, which are
seen as crucial to political and economic co-operation. But according to Putnam, in Bowling
Alone (2000 : 23), social capital is defined as ‘connections among individuals — social
networks and the norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from them’. Here it is
networks which are given priority as the defining feature of social capital, from where trust and
reciprocity are derived. Although Putnam and Inglehart both advocate an interconnected

relationship between these two dimensions of social capital, evidence in support of their claims
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is decidedly lacking. In fact there is very little evidence to support either claim, that networks
lead to trust or that trust leads to network formation. Indeed, ‘survey research (in particular the
WVS) shows no more than a weak and intermittent association between membership in
voluntary associations and a willingness to express trust’ (Newton, 2001:204). Norris (2002)
makes a similar observation about the lack of evidence supporting the claimed relationship
between trust and associational affiliation at the macro-level and Mattes et al (2002 : 71)
making use of Afrobarometer data, found no relationship between trust and network usage as a

survival strategy in Africa.

The fact that empirical research has time and again yielded this finding is somewhat
discouraging. This is not to say that there are no grounds for the Putnam or Inglehart theory
that trust and networks are related or co-dependent concepts, in fact it is a plausible assumption
in many respects. However, the proposition that the one causes the other in some clear-cut
fashion is a far too simplistic one to make given the dynamic and complex nature of human
interaction. The problem may rest with the operationalisation of these concepts. The
individual’s general disposition to trust and the extent of their formal organisational
membership does not provide us with sufficient insight into the nature of network and trust
relations. The weak statistical correlations observed between these two variables may be
alerting us to the possibility that we are stretching the analytical power of the measurements a
bit too far. They may well be inadequate in helping us explain the intricately intertwined and
situationally varied relationship between these two components of social capital. The nature
and functioning of human interaction is sensitive to a number of context related factors. If we
are to analyse the causality between networks and trust, we are likely to find that the
Inglehart/Putnam hypotheses may hold some of the time and not others (Rose, 1998). The
reasons for this may range from the uniqueness of context or alternatively that the survey items
used are insufficient in offering us a robust understanding of the relationship between trust,

reciprocity and networks of association.
Putnam (1993, 1995 & 2000) anticipates that associational activity will spur greater

interconnectedness and organisational meetings are assumed to serve as adequate and

appropriate arenas for the development of certain attitudes and behaviours such as tolerance
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and civic responsibility. However, levels of associational activity alone tell us little about the
functioning of networks and how they shape individual attitudes and behaviours. Knowing the
percentage of people involved in organisational activity does not tell us about the shaping of
certain social perspectives, the nature of relations with others nor the prospects for social
cohesion. In order to understand the outcomes accrued from participation we need to probe this

explicitly while also accounting for the role of informal associations and networks.

The informal networks and interactions which people experience daily may well be more
insightful than formal associational activity in explaining certain outcomes. It is not
unreasonable or illogical to expect that our interactions with others at school, work, in the
family and neighbourhood are likely to have far greater significance in the origins of social
tolerance, reciprocity and co-operation, than the limited and sporadic involvement of most
people in organizations (Newton, 2000). Thus we may learn more about the sources of

tolerance and attitudes towards diversity by studying the influence of informal networks.

As Rose (2000) notes, in African contexts, social capital is about both the informal and formal
networks used by individuals and households to produce goods and services for getting things
done and meeting basic needs. These networks and the quality of these relations rest on trust
and the expectation of reciprocity. This is more likely than formal organisations to be the place
where people forge bonds and learn the habits of co-operation and establish a sense of civic

responsibility, which comes to strengthen democracy.

A critical review of the analytical interpretations related to interpersonal trust and

associational activism

The WVS data has been used to test a range of hypotheses regarding the relationship between
trust, associational activism and democratic stability. According to results from numerous
waves of the WVS, South Africa is a society characterised by low levels of interpersonal trust
(Norris, 2002) . In this section of the paper I critique the extent to which such findings can be
said to shape our understanding of the prospects for democracy in terms of levels of tolerance,

civic mindedness, political efficacy and co-operation amongst citizens.
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Putnam (1993, 2000) makes some strong claims about the link between social capital and
democracy, arguing that societies rich in social capital are also likely to have strong democratic
foundations and thus large reservoirs of social tolerance, high levels of civic engagement,
interest in politics, political efficacy and more effective institutions of representative
democracy. “Those societies richest in social capital are all established democracies with some
of the most affluent, post-industrial economies of the world” (Norris, 2002:153).° If in fact
social capital does have these outcomes, a low stock of social capital could have negative
implications for democracy. Norris’s finding makes an important contribution to the
development of social capital as a field of study, particularly at the macro-level. However,
there still remains a gap in understanding the dimensionality and functionality of the concept

on the micro-level.

Social capital is often spoken about as taking various forms such as bridging and bonding
social capital and it is widely accepted that these function with varied purpose and outcome.
But, while there is general agreement in the scholarship that social capital is a multi-
dimensional concept'’, social capital is very rarely measured or investigated with this in mind.
The lack of congruence between the theoretical assertions that social capital possesses many
dimensions and the empirical measurement instruments and analyses which are decidedly one
or at most two- dimensional is peculiar to say the least. Of course it comes down to
accessibility of data and for many researchers the WVS is the most accessible and serves a

broadest range of analytical purposes including comparability over time and across countries.

However, this consideration should not inhibit the development of a wider range of survey
items designed to test the various dimensions of social capital which are believed to exist.
While the Australian Institute for Family Studies (Stone, Hughes et al, 2001), the World Bank,
with its Integrated Questionnaire on Social Capital (Grootaert, Narayan et al, 2004) and

Piazza-Georgi’s study of social capital in Soweto (2001), are but a few who have made some

® Norris (2002: 153) is careful to alert us that these findings do not imply causality between social capital and economic and
democratic development, but merely that we should not ignore the associations observed between countries’ levels of
interpersonal trust and their level of political and economic stability.

10 See: Putnam, 1993; Narayan et al, 1999; Widner & Mundt, 1998; Stone & Hughes, 2001; Piazza-Georgi, 2001
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headway in this regard, much of the social capital research in the field of political science relies
on only a few indicators of social capital. This limits the explanatory power which we can

attribute to social capital as a determinant of various democratic attitudes and behaviours.

If we are to better understand the impact of social capital and convince policy makers of its
influence and benefit, a more concerted effort needs to be made to expand on the investigative
tools used to study this concept. This is even more important in the context of relatively under-
studied regions of the world, such as South Africa, where only a limited amount of social
capital-focused survey data has been collected. It is very likely that the nature of social capital
here does not replicate the nature of social capital elsewhere in the world. Trust for example, is
far lower in the few African states in the WVS sample (South Africa included) than almost
anywhere else in the world (Norris, 2002). Normris (using the WVS data) concludes that
Putnam’s argument holds some ground because, social trust is distributed across countries in
such a way that ties in very closely with patterns of socioeconomic and democratic
development.'! But to what extent does this predict the political and socioeconomic prospects
of the country? The implication seems to be that because South Africa is characterized by very
low levels of interpersonal trust, democratic stability and economic welfare may indeed be
compromised. Assuming that social capital is context specific and multi-faceted, we have to
question the extent to which the WVS measures are indeed applicable to the South African

social, political and economic context.

The defining feature of the nature of social capital in (South) Africa specifically relates to low
levels of trust. And while this finding has generated much intrigue, it is clear that low levels of
interpersonal trust are a more complex phenomenon than Western studies assume. The
tendency to associate these findings with a host of (negative) implications, with little effort
taken to probe the scenario more closely, is a problematic one. In light of recurrent findings
that African countries are low on the trust scale it is somewhat curious that the opposite of trust
has not been more thoroughly investigated (Widner & Mundt, 1998:7-8). A constructive step

would be to investigate the lack of trust more closely, measuring such things as scepticism and

1 Inglehart (1997) also making use of the WVS data found a slight positive correlation between group membership and
economic growth in poorer countries. Others using WVS data, such as Keefer and Knack (1997) have also shown a link
between general trust and economic growth, drawing links to the strongest, most established democracies in the world.
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the extent of vulnerability which people feel prone to in society. Rather than assuming that the
lack of trust relates to a diminished propensity to bridge social cleavages and sustain a
democratic culture, more needs to be done to understand differences in trusting and non-

trusting behaviours.

As discussed, there is clearly more to networking than formal associational affiliation. By
proposing, as Putnam (1993, 2000) does, that organisations are arenas for the development of
bridging social capital, he assumes that they are heterogeneous and highly interactive, when in
reality this is not always the case. South Africa is characterised (according to WVS data) by
low levels of trust but relatively high levels of associational membership (Norris, 2002: 259).
The counter-intuitive interpretation is that South Africans, though lacking in trust, are engaging
in cross-cutting relations and are able to access an array of assumed benefits associated with
associational activism. The benefits of these connections include broadened access to
opportunities which may be provided by fellow members as well as the development of co-
operative behaviour and democratic values (Frank, 2004). These conclusions are far too rigid
and on closer inspection I expect to find that participation in associations does not necessarily

lead to these outcomes.

Levels of associational membership in South Africa may be ‘high’, but it is worth noting that
membership activity is primarily in religious organisations e.g. Churches or Mosques. This
element adds a new spin on the analysis and implications of associational activity in South
Africa. Religious groups are by their very nature homogenous in terms of religion and it is
unlikely that members forge many cross-cutting bonds since these groups are also likely to be
racially and ethnically homogenous. Furthermore, attending a religious service is not
necessarily a highly interactive and engaging endeavour. It is also assumed that all groups are
similar in their make up and functioning and thus perfectly comparable to each other as
structures which offer some social and political benefit to society. This is of course a warped
view of reality, not least because some groups have negative social objectives, as Fukuyama
(2000: 102) notes in his reference to the Mafia and gangs. With these considerations in mind,
it becomes clear that we gain only constrained information about the propensity of people to

forge bridging ties and the use membership as an indicator of interconnectedness and
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networking within a society is flawed on a number of different counts. Informal connections
are under-estimated in the social capital literature as structures which can be used to attain the
very objectives which are often attributed to formal associational activity. This imbalanced
focus on formal networks needs to be corrected by a deeper analysis into the quality and

implications of informal networks.

Trust cannot simply be assumed to function in generally the same way and be sourced from
generally the same place in human thinking and experience, the world over. South Africa has a
unique social and political background and in recognition of this we would contribute more to
our understanding of social capital if we created a customised set of indictors, rather than
adopt and conduct analysis using these very Westernised opérational items. Clearly other
aspects of trust and networks are worthwhile investigating and without getting a better handle
on and empirically investigating the dimensionality of social capital in the South African
context we can say little about the implications hereof. It may be that in this context general
interpersonal trust matters a lot less than theory and the interpretation of WVS findings lead us
to believe and perhaps the dynamics of trust in a non-Western society do not play out in
exactly the same way they do in the West. Perhaps it not interpersonal trust, but other forms of
trust and networking which play a bigger role in determining civic responsibility, co-operative
behaviour and social tolerance, the kinds of attitudes and behaviours which are said to develop
democracy. The social capital data which we currently have access to, do not afford us insight

into these issues. Nonetheless, these are important issues to raise.

My proposition that social capital is a multi-dimensional and situational concept requires some
empirical backing. With the objective of building on the measures used to analyse social
capital, the Cape Area Study 2003 offered me the opportunity to describe and explore social
capital in the context of Cape Town and its links with certain outcomes related to democracy.
My chosen path of analysis is to look at the implications of both trust and networks - as applied
in different situations- on attitudinal and behavioural aspects of political, social and civic life,
The explanatory analysis will focus on the links between dimensions of social capital and the

hypothetical outcomes of tolerance of diversity, civic commitment and political participation,
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Chapter 3
An Innovative Approach to Social Capital: findings from the Cape Area Study
2003

Much of what is known and written about social capital in political science is based on the
World Values Survey (WVS). The benefits of this approach include a comprehensive time-
series and cross-country database of political indicators. However the WVS is decidedly
constrained because it uses a single indicator to capture trust and reciprocity and has a limited

focus on formal associational activity as a measure of networks,

In using survey research the approach is usually to base the measurement instruments,
questionnaire structure and format on predetermined and theory-based notions of what social
capital is. Piazza-Georgi (2001:2) comments that “most empirical studies done so far on social
capital have used a deductive approach, gathering empirical data on the basis of pre-accepted
categories, confirming or rejecting hypotheses about their effects on various social, political
and economic indicators”. Indeed, the study of theories of social capital and the review of
empirical works undertaken by others did much to inform the questionnaire design process for
the Cape Area Study 2003 (CAS 2003). However, this did not prevent us from experimenting

with innovative approaches to questions and new ways of measuring social capital.

The design of CAS 2003 was undertaken with careful consideration for contextual
distinctiveness in terms of social capital: network types, the nature of communities’ web of
social and economic dependence and the socio-political conditions faced by the population
under investigation. For this reason, we‘did not adopt the same assumptions as our European
and American counterparts. There is little to suggest that the measures designed abroad are
universally applicable and meaningful. To better understand the nature of social capital a
customized set of measures was deemed necessary. In particular, we focused on the
significance of neighbourhoods, community and kin-based networks. Despite the importance
of these structures in African settings (Rose, 2000; Widner & Mundt, 1998), most studies are
decidedly lacking in terms of addressing these aspects of social capital. In CAS 2003, our
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intention was to accommodate a broader analysis and in doing so, we investigated the concept

as a situational and multi-faceted construct.

The objective of CAS 2003 was to address the lack of empirical exploration into social capital,
with the use of survey instruments. ' Essentially CAS 2003 was used as a vehicle to explore
not only the distribution of social capital but more technically the use of newly constructed
measures with the practical purpose of broadening the depth of research and understanding of
this concept. The data offers an individual-level, cross-sectional view of social capital as it is
distributed and functions in Cape Town. CAS 2003 was conducted with a sample of 588 adult
respondents from the various racial and language groups in Cape Town. The CAS 2003 survey
was conducted through personal interviews. These took place across seventy Enumerator
Areas in the official boundaries of the Cape Metropolitan Area, which served as the sampling
frame. The sample of respondents was randomly selected and a stratified cluster sampling

approach was used. 2

I begin this chapter by introducing the social capital measures used in CAS 2003. Since many
of these items are newly designed, I will offer a brief introduction to the reasoning and
intention behind each item. My analysis begins when I address a fundamental first question:
What is the stock of social capital in Cape Town? The social-psychological approach would
expect to find that each of our measures tap into the same underlying concept. Because this
approach does not see social capital as a multi-faceted concept, but rather as a situationally
consistent one, it would expect to find that respondents are consistent in their tendency to trust

or distrust, no matter the circumstance or context presented. For example, we should find that

! The CAS 2003 survey was conducted in Cape Town, but it should be noted that the context of Cape Town is by no means
used in this analysis as a city representing South Africa as a whole,

2 The table below shows the adult population of Cape Town as in CAS 2003. Although the sample is racially representative as
compared to Census 2001 data, it is not representative in terms of gender, since we over-sampled women and under-sampled
men. The CAS 2003 data was weighted to account for this. For detailed description of survey design, fieldwork and sampling
please see Appendix A (Part 1). The complete CAS 2003 questionnaire is included in Appendix A (Part 2).

CAS 2003 sample Men Women Total

N % n % n %
African 60 10 137 23 197 34
Coloured 96 16 141 24 237 40
Indian 5 <1 1 <] 6 <1
White 66 11 79 13 145 25
Don’t know 3 <1 0 0 3 <1
Total 230 39 358 61 588 100
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respondents’ levels of trust in others generally will parallel their attitudes towards trust in
neighbours. Furthermore, this approach assumes that we can answer the question about the
stock of social capital by merging all the responses to the questions to become a unified all-
encompassing variable capturing something which we then call social capital or that we can

reduce all our measures to come up with a social capital index.

However, I have a different set of expectations. Social capital cannot be captured by a single
item designed to represent many other elements of human nature, as the interpersonal trust
measure is intended to. Similarly, understanding social capital does not simply mean merging
all our items to create a social capital index on the assumption that they all tap into the same
concept. Instead I view social capital as a multi-faceted umbrella concept, where each variable
has a unique meaning and purpose, justifying the distinction between variables. Thus, to offer
some descriptive insight into social capital in Cape Town, I will analyse the distribution of
responses to each question posed, treating each variable as distinct. I anticipate respondents
will make clear distinctions between their attitudes towards trust in various groups of people.
The facets of social capital to be analysed are :1 ) general interpersonal trust, 2) neighbourly
trust, 3) frequency of face-to-face contact with neighbours & kin , 4) frequency of phone/e-

mail contact with neighbours & kin and 5 ) formal associational activity.

While I approach the data by assuming that each variable taps into a unique dimension of
social capital, it is likely that some variables are so strongly correlated that one dimension is
being measured by two or three variables. Indeed, this assumption begs a second, probably
more important question regarding the nature of social capital. Specifically, is social capital a
multi-dimensional concept? My hypothesis is yes, social capital is a multi-dimensional
concept. In order to test this hypothesis, I undertake Factor and Reliability Analyses. This
stage serves the dual purpose of testing the quality of the data, both in terms of validity and
reliability and is a useful set of statistical tools for analysing patterns in the data such that we
can observe how variables cluster together to form factors. In this way, dimensional
components will be extracted, helping us understand which measures tap in to the same

underlying concept and which ones are distinguishable from the rest.
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My understanding of social capital is that it is linked to range of sub-concepts. These sub
concepts are those attitudes and behaviours which constitute trust in others as well as formal
and informal networks of association. The quantity and quality of trust and networks, as well
as the link between them, is conditional upon situation and locality. We can only truly describe
and explain the stock of social capital, once we are clear on the dimensions we want to
investigate. These components make up the big picture and in my view this is more precise
than relying on one or two measures to capture everything we want to know about social
capital. Social capital’s functionality rests in its ability to be applied to a range of situations
and in relation to a range of different people. In light of this, the answer to the first question is
that when inquiring about the stock of social capital in a society, there is no such thing as an
all-encompassing, blanket measure to inform our knowledge and understanding hereof. It
depends on what you are looking to learn about social capital and the contexts and situations

you are interested in probing.

What is the stock of capital in Cape Town?

Analysis of Independent Variables : describing social capital in Cape Town

We tested a range of both attitudinal variables such as trust as well as structural components of
social capital, that will serve as the independent variables in the explanatory analysis of the
next chapter. Before I progress to that stage, I will discuss the variables and the main
motivation for the design of each and follow this with an analysis of the descriptive statistics
related to each variable. These findings will answer the first question posed about the stock and
distribution of social capital in Cape Town. I will follow this by presenting my findings from
the Factor and Reliability Analyses which were used to delineate between the various

dimensions of social capital.
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percent, disagreeing with this statement. Grouping the two ‘agree’ categories (34 percent) and
the two ‘disagree’ categories (53 percent), the data is then generally weighted towards distrust.
This finding is somewhat in line with what we know about patterns of general interpersonal
trust as observed in Afrobarometer data for example. Responses are however quite mixed and
it is clear that even though just over half the responses lie on the disagreement end of the scale,
the results are not overwhelmingly weighted towards distrust (as the Afrobarometer & WVS
findings suggest). By using the likert scale we are offer respondents a wider set of responses to
choose from and we get a more detailed perception of interpersonal trust than we would get

from a forced choice response format such as that used in WVS and Afrobarometer.

Theory’ would suggest that the low levels of trust observed is a preliminary but telling
predictor of low levels of political participation, civic commitment and social tolerance in Cape
Town. The accuracy of this will be probed in the next chapter, where an explanatory analysis

of the implications of general interpersonal trust is undertaken.

Even when bearing in mind that we have no idea who they perceive as ‘others’, it is a matter of
concern that people tend to distrust rather than trust. The tendency of respondents to distrust
may be linked to a range of circumstantial elements, such as experience of crime or perceived
rates of crime. Trust warrants deeper analysis, especially in terms of its sources and
distribution. What experiences, perceptions or people do respondents have in mind when
answering this question? Answers to this question are likely to vary greatly between
respondents, but we may hypothesise that trust is related to a sense of victimisation; people
might feel they have nothing to gain by letting their guard down or simply that they have no
incentive to trust strangers. We thus need to probe further as to why people are so sceptical of
others. These are crucial questions which have as yet been left unanswered and would be
worthwhile pursuing in greater depth if we are to better explain low levels of generalised trust.
While it is not my intention to take this path here, and CAS 2003 data was not designed for this
form analysis, it is important to identify the significance of this topic in the development of
social capital research in South Africa and more locally, Cape Town. Thus, future research

should be geared at understanding not only where people do and do not place their trust but

3 The theory spoken about here refers to that of Putnam, 1993 and Inglehart, 1997,
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more importantly why. For now what I can contribute to the study of social capital and trust in
particular is to offer insight into trust and reciprocity located in a different context beyond the

‘general’ setting by focussing on neighbourhoods and kin relations.

Neighbourly Trust

In undertaking CAS 2003 we had a specific interest in probing trust in neighbours, specifically
the perceived quality of neighbourhood trust and reciprocity. To investigate this we presented
respondents with three questions framed in the situational context of the neighbourhood. As
discussed in the introductory chapter, neighbourhoods are important sites for the formation of
bonds which can serve a range of social and policy objectives, ranging from social support
structures to helping residents cope with concerns about crime and security. All these outcomes
of social capital rest on trust between neighbours and a general tendency to co-operate. To
measure these elements, we probed perceptions of the general helpfulness of neighbours,
whether neighbours can be trusted to keep an eye on the home of another as well as be relied
upon to stop a break in. Agreeing that ones neighbours are helpful is quite different to agreeing
that they would stop a break in or take the responsibility of looking after one’s home for a time.
These questions gauge the level of trust and reciprocity vested in and expected from
neighbours in normal everyday life. Comparing the level of trust in ‘others generally’ to the
level of trust in neighbours is a key part of the analysis in this paper; such that I can test for any

parallels in responses to these questions.
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Fisure 3.2: Bar Chart displaving distribution of responses to Neichbourly Trust items

Neighbourly Trust
80
60 - Strongly disagree
£l Disagree
L)
% 40 - O Neither
I Agree
20 # Strongly agree
0 4
Psople in your area If people in your area People in your area
will generally help each  saw someone breaking would keep an eye on
other out into your house, they your home if you were
would do something to try away for a time
and stop #t

Where the generic trust question yielded negative attitudes towards trust in others it is clear
that questions posed in relation to specific groups, such as neighbours, yields quite the opposite
result. In figure 3.2 above, the modal and median response across the three questions is ‘agree’
and for each item, more than 70 percent of responses lie across the ‘strongly agree’ and ‘agree’
categories. The general pattern of responses across all three questions is the same and
respondents are clearly in agreement that their neighbours can be trusted to act out a range of
tasks in assistance to their needs; from generally being helpful to more specific tasks such as
preventing a break in or keep an eye on their homes when they are away. In terms of informal
predispositions and expectations between neighbours these results are encouraging and
indicative of the high quality of neighbourly relations. It is clear that respondents have a lot of
faith in their neighbours and this informs us of the strong presence of neighbourhood-based

social capital in this sample.

The prevalence of neighbourly trust observed here can plausibly yield a number of spin-offs.
The findings suggest that the necessary social basis for community-level co-operation is
present. If people display such a strong sense of trust in neighbours, it bodes well for the
prospects of collective action and the development of such things as community forums and

community policing initiatives, both of which are important for the maintenance and upkeep of
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neighbourhood well-being. The perception that neighbours are generally reliable and
trustworthy says much for the quality of relations between neighbours. This has implications
for other aspects of neighbourhood life, and it is likely that the more trusting one perceives
their neighbours to be, the more comfortable they feel calling on those neighbours for
assistance in various times of need. The implications of neighbourly trust will be analysed later
on. Following through with a path of social capital research focused on the neighbourhood
would be an interesting and worthwhile endeavour. ® One step which we have taken in this
direction is to investigate informal networking between neighbours by probing the frequency

of various types of contact which respondents experience with their neighbours.

There is a striking difference between the patterns of responses to the neighbourly trust
questions versus that of general interpersonal trust. While respondents tend to distrust ‘other
people generally’, they possess far more faith and trust in their neighbours. These contrasts are
important and it clearly matters that we have framed our questions to fit specific situations and

contexts.

Face-to-face contact

In response to the rather limiting emphasis placed on formal associations as the defining
structural component of social capital, we took to investigate more informal structural
dimensions such as face-to-face and telephone contact with neighbours and kin i.e. family and

relatives’.

The CAS 2003 data measures four structural dimensions relating to contact. The four items ask
about face-to-face and email/phone contact in relation to two types of networks 1)
family/relative and 2) neighbours. This provides useful insight into the amount of time people
allocate to family and relatives versus neighbours. It will further allow me to analyse the

distinctions between networks and the importance respondents place on different groups of

% One interesting point of departure from these findings would be to analyse these responses by neighbourhood using the
Enumerator Area (EA)-level information. In this way one would be able to delve more deeply into a very context specific form
of social capital at the neighbourhood level.

7 The flaw in the design of this question is the grouping of family with relatives. It should be noted that in future we hope to
address this issue by making a clear distinction between the variables testing contact with family and contact with relatives.
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people who feature in their lives. I will firstly analyse the frequency distribution of face-to-face
contact with neighbours and kin, moving then to look at phone and email contact for the same

two groups.

Table 3.1: Percentage Frequency Table: Face-to-face contact with 1) family/relatives

& 2) neighbours

Everyday | Several times Several Several Less than
a week times a times a year | several times
month a year
% % Y% % %
How often do you visit or speak to 39 34 16 7 3
family or relatives?
How often do you visit or speak to 45 28 I 3 14
| neighbours?

{Percentage frequency in bold indicates median response)

Interestingly, Table 3.1 above shows that for both questions the median response is to visit or
speak to family/relatives and neighbours ‘several times a week’. It is clear that respondents
enjoy frequent contact with both kin-based relations and neighbours, with 73 percent of
responses falling across the ‘everyday’ and ‘several times a week’ categories for both these
questions. In terms of neighbours specifically, the difference between the percentage of
respondents who have ‘everyday’ contact and those who only see their neighbours ‘several
times a week’ is 17 percent (i.e. 45 percent — 28 percent), where as for the same categories in
relation to kin, the difference is only 5 percent (i.e. 39 percent — 34 percent). Face-to-face
contact with kin is more evenly distributed between ‘everyday’ and ‘several times a week’ but
on an ‘everyday’ basis face-to-face contact with neighbours exceeds contact with

family/relatives.

At the other end of the response scale, 14 percent of respondents see their neighbours ‘less than
several times a year’ versus the 3 percent who gave the same response regarding their
family/relatives. In light of this, respondents enjoy slightly more frequent contact with kin,
than with neighbours but generally there is a high rate of face-to-face contact with both groups.
The implications hereof are positive because these connections are important for the

development of mutually beneficial relationships between actors. Visiting or choosing to speak
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to someone is a deliberate and most likely voluntary act of engagement and these informal
associations spur outcomes which may serve a host of needs. The theoretical benefits
associated herewith are well documented in the literature, and indeed the importance of both
family and neighbours in daily survival and coping strategies is widely recognised.® The
informality of these contacts makes them more accessible platforms for networking than
formal organisations. Studies have shown that people call on those with whom they have close
connéctions in various circumstances such as when seeking employment or even small
monetary loans. Informal networks satisfy objectives in ways in which the state welfare system
and market are unable. Keswell (2003:1) notes that “amongst poor South Africans it is multi-
faceted support networks which may be in the form of kin, friends, neighbours or
organisations, that can often mean the difference between survival and destitution”. In these
vulnerable environments, it is the interactions and engagements with other community
members that allow people to share their risk and maintain a livelihood. Access to this kind of
assistance requires some nurturing and one way to nurture these relationships is to maintain

good contact.
Other forms of contact: E-mail/Phone

As mentioned we probed other forms of contact, specifically focussing on communication with
family and relatives and neighbours via phone and email. We hoped that this would broaden
our view of networks with these groups. Table 3.2 to follow shows the descriptive findings

related hereto.

# See various publications by Australian Institute for Family Studies (1999, 2000 & 2001) on the importance of family and
community structures in helping people get by and assisting in the attainment of certain ends for individual gain as well as for
meso level benefits such as sustaining communities and family foundations. Briggs (1998) as well as Dominguez & Watkins
(2003), discuss the value of these connections as a form of bonding social capital and also present findings in support of the
argument that these bonds are essential for sustaining the welfare and basic daily needs of community members.



Table 3.2: Perceniage Freauency Table: Phone/Email contact with 1) familv/relatives

& 2) neighbours
Everyday Several Several times Several Less often
times a a month times a year
week

Y% % % % %
How often do you phone/e-mail 17 32 26 4 22
Jamily or relatives?
How often do you phone/e-mail 5 7 6 6 s
neighbours?

(Percentage frequency in bold indicates median response)

The results in Table 3.2 indicate the extent of contact people have with their neighbours and
family/relatives, over and above the frequency of face-to-face contact. Given the high
frequency of face-to-face contact it is not surprising that respondents make much less use of
phone or email as a means of communication. Generally respondents rely on a greater
combination of face-to-face as well as other contact means when it comes to kin-based
networks, but as far as neighbours go there is a clear tendency towards face-to-face rather than

email or phone contact.

It is not surprising that people have a high frequency of contact with their family/relatives
through telephonic or email communication since relatives and family members may live far
away but neighbours are more likely to be in close proximity. This is probably why 75% of
respondents use these forms of contact with neighbours less than several times a year. While
the median response for phone/email contacts with family and relatives is ‘several times a
month’, the median in relation to neighbours is less than ‘several times a year.” Looking at all
the contact items, we have a good idea of the frequency and preferred modes of contact
respondents make use of and it would be worthwhile taking a closer look at the benefits

associated with the four types of contact.

We have gained invaluable insight into the dynamics with ‘other’ people as it contrasts to

relationships within a specific context. It is clear that while trust in ‘others generally’ is low,
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family and neighbourhood based networks are highly developed and by all accounts we have

much more to learn with respect to the functioning and utility derived from the noted strength

of these bonds.

Formal Associational Activity

To test the extent of formal associational membership we asked the respondents to tell us

whether they were a leader, active member, inactive member or not a member at all to the

organisations on this list:

Table 3.3: Percentace Frequency Table: Formal Associational Membership

Are you a leader or active member or inactive member Active Inactive Net a
in this kind of organisation? member member member
% % %
Religious group e.g Church or Mosque 53 21 25
Sports Club or organisation 17 5 78
Group that does things for the community i4 9 77
Local seif-help association e.g. stokvel or burial 9 8 83
Trade Union 8 8 88
Group that does things concerned with local matters 7 6 87
suck as a school PTA
Neighbourhood watch or streel commitiee 6 7 86
A political party 5 i3 81
Business or Professional Association 3 3 92
Another social club .5 8 90
Other 5 5 92

(Grouped under column headed ‘Active Member’ are the responses which were recorded as either leader or active member)

As is clear from the frequency distributions in Table 3.3 above, more than 50% of respondents

are active in religious groups. In relation to the other groups in the table this level of

participation is unparalleled. In fact, for the rest of the organisations in question, the
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frequencies are considerably low, with very high levels of non-membership recorded across all
these groups. The ‘sports club’ and ‘group that does things for the community’ are the only
other groups with membership activity above 10% in the sample. All the other organisations
ranging in type from social, political, community-based as well as professional organisations

yield very low levels of membership.

Theoretically these findings suggest that the stock of social capital is low, even more so
because many of the groups in question have a community development objective e.g. stokvels
and street committees or in the cases of the political party and trade union groups, are
important for the sustenance of political and economic accountability. In terms of trade union
membership, we need to look at this in perspective, considering that 51 percent of our
respondents recorded ‘not having a paid job’ of any kind, and are thus broadly defined
‘unemployed’. Given these high rates of unemployment we should not be too surprised that
trade union membership is low. As for formal membership in political parties, this measure
does not necessarily suffice to inform our knowledge of support for political parties. In fact the
CAS data shows that when asked whether they ‘feel close to a political party’, over 43 percent
of respondents answered in the affirmative. I mention these results to emphasise the point that
formal membership should not necessarily be interpreted as an indicator of anything more than
how many people formally belong to these groups. They may tell us little about the strength of
political efficacy and people’s affinity to support and follow politics as concerned citizens of
the democracy. However, the low levels of political party and trade union membership are not
encouraging since both types of organisations might be important for democratic stability, as

they may function to hold the state and the market accountable.

The low levels of participation in community or neighbourhood based groups should raise
some alarm bells, since people are clearly not formally combining their abilities for the benefit
of their community or neighbourhood. Formal associations of this kind have been emphasised,
particularly in the Putnam approach (1993) , as vital to the sustenance of community life and
the survival of civic and institutional structures. Community-based groups work to fill the
gaps in the service delivery offered by the state. Beyond this function, formal organisations

which represent the needs and demands of the community may help hold the government to
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account, by having a say in the policy-making and governance process, making for a more
participatory democracy. The low levels of participation in such groups in Cape Town suggest
that there is much work ahead of our communities in the development of locally based
organisations. This matter is of utmost importance in our democracy especially in a time when
local and provincial government are making a number of attempts to encourage communities to
stand together and work towards common security and developmental goals as well as in light

of President Thabo Mbeki’s call for greater volunteerism. °

However, our perspective on community development and integration needs to be more
encompassing. It is not necessarily the case that low levels of participation in community-
based organisations tell us about the sense of neighbourliness and co-operation. The extent of
trust and reciprocity in the neighbourhood coupled with high rates of face-to-face contact
observed in the CAS data may help explain the low levels of membership to formal
organisations. It may be that a substitution effect is taking place whereby participation in
formal organisations is substituted by informal networks. In a community where neighbours
have a mutual sense of trust and co-operation to safe guard each other and secure collective
well-being, there may be a lessened desire and need for formal organisations such as
neighbourhood watches and community groups. Regular contact and trust are key components
in the formation of support structures which do not need to be formally recognised as

associations, but which suffice in securing the collective well-being of the neighbourhood.

This conclusion highlights the shortcomings of relying too heavily on formal associational
membership as an indicator of the extent of interconnectedness in communities and thus as a
measure of the quality of social capital. Other structural dimensions such as contact may well
offer deeper insight into the dynamics of communities and their capacity to secure collective
welfare. While formal connections are important, we need to develop our analysis of social
capital in both forms: formal and informal connections, the latter which is clearly of a different
nature and likely to reap an entirely untapped range of benefits. This may be context-driven

and uniquely valuable to the African context. It is likely that informal networks are of greater

® See for example, ‘Towards Integrated, Sustainable Communities’, Western Cape Provincial Government Budget Speech
2005, on www.wepp.gov.za. For various briefs and articles describing the provincial government’s vision for building
community organizations see also : www.capegateway.gov.za.
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importance to the daily survival strategies of Africans'® than formal networks, not least
because the formal creation of organisations is costly in terms of time and money. The poor,
who make up the bulk of the population, have less time for leisurely pursuits related to sports
clubs and the opportunity costs of membership to an organisation often outweigh the benefits
thereof. People are likely to be far more focused on their own survival and that of their family

than joining a local community organisation.

I do not wish to question the value of formal organisations in society and I recognise fully the
importance of such groups in meeting society’s developmental objectives. However in order to
build on our understanding of how these organisations function we need a deeper analysis into

the value derived from membership and non-membership as well as the outcomes hereof.

Having offered a descriptive overview of social capital in Cape Town, the paper shifis to take

an exploratory look at the CAS 2003 data, investigating the dimensionality of the data.

Is social capital a multi-dimensional concept?

Testing for dimensionality using Factor and Reliability Analyses

At the start of the chapter I raised two questions, the first one asking about the stock of social
capital and the second one regarding the dimensionality of the concept. I dealt with the first
question by showing the distribution of responses to a range of items measuring unique facets
of social capital. This process gave a descriptive picture of social capital in Cape Town in
terms of a few distinct elements. These results offered some preliminary indications that
respondents are inconsistent in their attitudes towards trust, showing varied levels of trust in
relation to others generally and neighbours. To test the presence of these distinctions

throughout the social capital data, I applied Factor and Reliability Analyses.

My approach to describing social capital rested on the hypothesis that social capital is not
wholly captured by general interpersonal trust and associational membership. In order to test

this hypothesis and answer the second question about whether or not social capital really is a

10 African here does not refer to a racial category, but merely to people, regardless of race, who live on the African continent.

39



multi-faceted concept, I apply Factor and Reliability analyses. I expect to show that general
interpersonal trust is not an all-encompassing measure of trust, because respondents display
varied levels of trust depending on who we are asking about. Similarly I anticipate that formal
networks of association are distinguishable from informal ones. Alternatively, the data may
support the Putnam/Inglehart treatment of the concept, i.e. that general interpersonal trust
captures trust in every sense of the word, and indeed that there is nothing to distinguish it from

other forms of trust and reciprocity.

In making use of the factor and reliability testing my approach is essentially an exploratory
one. I am exploring the manner in which variables cluster together to form factors. I am also
testing the quality of the measures in terms of consistency and validity, which is important
given that many of the items are newly designed. This process will contribute to improving
the study of social capital through survey instruments and the results will assist future

endeavours to design good quality measurement items. A

The first step of this analysis involved the creation of a correlation matrix, indicating the
strength of association between the independent variables. I ran the correlation analysis using
the Kendall-Tau B co-efficient since all the variables are ordinal. Certain variables had to be

recoded such that a higher score is indicative of more social capital.'?

! To obtain more detail on factor analysis and reliability testing and the criteria used, please see Appendix 2.
2 or recodes, please see Appendix 3. Summary statistics for each of the independent variables is also recorded in Appendix 3.
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Table 3.4 1 2 3 4 § -6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 18 16 17 18 19

KENDAL TAU-B | Trust | Neigh- | Neigh- | Neigh- | Visit/ 21) Visit/ Ph Rel. Trade | Prof. Comm | Local | Neigh- | Local | Sports | Social | Polii- | Other
CORRELATIONS: | others | bours | bours | bours | Speak | Emal | Speak | Email | grp. Union | Ass. unity self- bourvd | matters | Club club cal

ALL INDEPENDENT help slop walch | neigh- | neigh- | Fam/ Fam/ group | help walch | gmp Parly
VARIABLES out breakin | your bours | bours | relative | relative
house

1 Trust others 1

2 Neighbours 082" 1
help out

3 Neighbours A0 | 454 1
stop break-in

4 Neighbours | 075° | 524* | .699" 1
walch your
house

5 Visiltf Speak | -057 | 018 | -033 | -018 1
neighbours

6 PhEmail 000 006 054 034 014 1
neighbours

7 Visit/Speak -018 001 054 023 | 227 | 052 1
family/
relatives

8 Ph/Email 052 091* 1 110™ | .003* | -104™ 1 193" | 497 i
famity/
relatives

9 Religious -.061 022 025 027 | 088 | -006 | .002 | 073 1
group

10 | TradeUnion | -003 | -065 | .035 | -004 | -035 | .008 004 | .090" | .084" 1

11 | Prof Assoc. | 089" | .022 | .107* |} .067 |-133" | .103* | -007 | .098" | -051 | .107** 1

12 Community 049 031 -020 | -012 | -009 | 422** | 039 | .101* | 115" | 163" | 107"
group 1

13 Localset- | 116" | -063 | .008 | -018 | 118" | -037 | -028 | -0683 | .020 | .128™ | .051 | .243"
help i

14 Neigh- 051 034 044 .040 009 | 122 | 063 065 -060 051 044 | 276 | 101"
bourhood ]
watch

15 Local 000 -025 -048 -038 | -.104* | .164* | -021 074 | 422** | 419™ | 118" | 303 | .165* .155”"
matlers

group

16 | SpotsClub | .097* | -024 | 029 | -024 | -068 | .077 007 | 29| -028 | .038 | .13 | 138 | -016 | .t07* | 4127 1

17 | Social club -002 | .046 008 040 | -057 | 044 .006 505 051 032 067 | 138" | -010 | .066 .| .152" | .134* i

18 | Political 091* | -086 | -006 | -035 | .056 ¢ 411** | -017 | -010 | .000 | 114" | 012 | .162* | 257" | 61™ | 182" | -004 | .007
Party 1

19 | Other -054 | -057 | 037 | 199 | -302 | -683" | 212 225 .080 087 230 272 087 | -228 | 012 | -284 | 129 | 230 1
) 41




The correlation matrix, Table 3.4 on previous page, is useful in displaying the general patterns
of association and offers a preliminary indication of which variables are likely to cluster
together to form factors. It is clear that the correlations between the variables range from very
weak to very strong and significant. The factor and reliability tests are the main statistical
techniques which I applied in the investigation of data dimensionality." I will refer back to the
correlation scores throughout the paper, as I analyse these results in relation to the findings

from the factor and reliability tests.

I applied factor analysis and reliability analysis to the independent variables, the measures of 1)
general trust, 2) neighbourly trust, 3) face-to-face contact, 4) phone/e-mail contact and 5)
formal associational membership and activity. In total, the independent variables are made up
of nineteen question items. Because the process entailed observing and understanding the
patterns which the data formed and the manner in which certain variables clustered together,
the primary step was to insert all nineteen independent variables into the factor analysis test.
Reference made to the primary factor analysis will refer then to this initial factor analysis test,
the results of which shaped and directed the process of reliability testing, as well as a series of

other factor analysis tests, where necessary.

The primary factor analysis gave an initial indication of how the variables were likely to be
clustered to constitute valid and reliable factors or dimensions of social capital.'* While
beginning the process by observing the strongest loadings, any particularly weak or peculiar
factor loadings were investigated further.”” The final interpretation however came down to
looking at both the factor analysis outcomes as well as the results of the reliability analysis
with consideration for the correlation co-efficients observed in the correlation matrix. The
results hereof will now be discussed as I present the factors and dimensions of social capital
found in the CAS 2003 data.

13 1 applied Maximum Likelihood Factor Analysis. Constructs with an Eigen value over 1 is considered to represent a factor,
and I only accommodated loadings >.30. The rotation method used was Direct Oblimin.

4 In the primary factor analysis a total of 5 factors with Eigen values of over 1 were extracted with none of them accounting
for more than 10 percent of the variance. Two factors with an Eigen value <1 were also observed, but were deemed invalid.

1 The analysis entailed investigating the sensitivity of factor loadings to the range of variables in the analysis, i.e. testing the
extent to which some items are affected by the items surrounding it. For the peculiar or very weak loadings, the variables
attached hereto were taken out to observe the effect, if any, which they might have on the strength of the surrounding
constructs. Furthermore, in order to study the sensitivity of the peculiar or weak loadings, their weakest correlates were
removed to observe whether or not the loadings hereof improved.
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General Interpersonal Trust

The correlation matrix offers the first sign of a weak relationship between interpersonal trust
and the other independent variables in the analysis. In the primary factor analysis, the
interpersonal trust item was clearly distinguishable from the other variables as it did not load

with any of the independent variables and stood out as a single-item factor of sorts.

The interpersonal trust construct had an Eigen value of just 1.02 and a structure matrix loading

of 316 and accounted for less than 2 percent of the total variance.'®

The results from the factor analysis suggest that interpersonal trust is capturing a unique facet
of social capital, distinguishable from the other variables under investigation. While this is an
invaluable first step in separating out various forms of social capital, methodologically there is
room for improvement. We clearly need to do more to build on this single item construct and
design measures around this item to develop a stronger, more robust construct to measure the
concept of interpersonal trust. Of course, interpersonal trust has to firstly be measured in
relation to a specific group of people, once we’ve decided which aspect of trust we are
interested in probing. For example, the concept of generalised trust is often interpreted as
people’s attitudes towards strangers. If we are interested in understanding people’s attitudes
towards strangers, then logically we should frame our questions to ask about trust in strangers,
rather than non-descript group called ‘other people generally’. In this way we can probe the
circumstances in which people would and would not feel comfortable or find it necessary to

trust strangers.

For our immediate analytical purposes though, we only have one item at our disposal in CAS

2003, which captures the interpersonal trust concept. I will take the analysis of this concept

16 After testing the effect of removing the variables with which interpersonal trust was most weakly and negatively associated
(based on the results in the correlation matrix), the factor analysis findings remained unchanged to the extent that interpersonal
trust once again failed to load with the other variables. I also tested the effect of removing the neighbourly trust variables, since
interpersonal trust is more strongly associated with these variables than any of the others; once again the results remained
unchanged — interpersonal trust did not load with the any of the independent variables in the analysis. I ran a reliability test
with only the interpersonal trust item and neighbourly trust items, the results being an Alpha of .61 which although not strong,
is a fairly good indicator of reliability; however this may be attributed to the noted strength of association between the three
neighbourly trust variables, which are only slightly being affected by the interpersonal trust itemn. Furthermore, the factor
analysis results paint a picture indicative of neighbourly trust as distinct from general interpersonal trust.
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further in the next chapter by testing its predictive validity in relation to certain socio-political

variables such as tolerance of diversity, civic commitment and political participation.
Neighbourly Trust

The independent variables measuring respondents’ perceptions of trust and reciprocity amongst
neighbours and which I have labelled ‘neighbourly trust’, is by all accounts the most robust set
of measures in the dataset. The factor loadings are consistently high'’. These three items
consistently cluster together and do not load on any other factor nor do they cluster with any
other variables in the analysis. The factor was not in the least sensitive to the surrounding
variables and the construct maintained its form through a series of factor tests. It is worth
noting that these variables are quite distinct from the generalised interpersonal trust item and
this is a key indication that we have, through the design of these measures, tapped into a
different dimension of trust. The correlation matrix shows that these items are strongly
correlated with each other. The reliability of these variables is strong (Cronbach Alpha =.795).
It is clear then that not only is this factor distinct from the other variables, but that neighbourly
trust is a valid and reliable construct containing three items which can be said to be measuring

the same underlying concept.
Face-to-face contact

Based on the results of the factor analysis, the independent variables measuring the frequency
of face-to-face contact with neighbours and family/relatives, are two unique rather than parallel
indicators of contact. There is clearly a difference in what we are measuring when we speak of
contact with neighbours versus contact with family/relatives since these variables did not form

a factor.'® It is unsurprising that these variables are weakly correlated since we can plausibly

17 In the primary factor analysis, these variables made up the factor with the highest Eigen value of 1.8 and explained the
largest percentage of the total variance at 10 percent. The structure matrix loadings were: 617, .802 and .905. When
undertaking a factor analysis test containing only these three variables, a single factor was extracted, yielding an Eigen value
of 2.13, with 71 percent of variance in the factor being explained by these variables. Factor loadings observed : .579, .780,
913,

'8 The variable measuring face-to-face contact with neighbours formed its own construct or factor with an Eigen value of 1.279
with a structure matrix loading of .974 and accounted for 6.7 percent of total variance in the primary factor analysis test. After
testing the sensitivity of this score to the removal of generalised trust and neighbourly trust, the construct still maintained its
form. This variable was clearly distinct from all the other items in the analysis.



expect that people have different patterns of contact when it comes to kin-based relationships
and that of neighbours. As the reliability analysis of these two items confirmed, with an Alpha
of 377, there is no more than a weak, unreliable and invalid relationship between the two
variables, which have a Kendal Tau -B co-efficient of .239**. As such, we have tapped into
two different structural dimensions of social capital with these two items. In the next chapter I
we will investigate the predicative validity hereof and the utility derived from face-to-face

contact.
Other contact: Phone/Email

The variables measuring phone/email contact with family/relatives and neighbours clustered
together to form a factor but the construct is deemed invalid because the Eigen value was less
than 1. The variables have a modest correlation (Tau-B = .226**) and an Alpha = .366, which
is not very reliable. The only other variable to load on this factor was that of face-to-face

contact with family/relatives but the construct was weak and unreliable'’.

To make a more acute interpretation, I conducted a factor analysis test using only these three
variables i.e. the two ‘other contact’ items and the ‘face-to-face contact with family/relatives’
item, thus eliminating the effect which any of the surrounding variables may have had on the
earlier findings. The results were still weak, failing to extract a factor with and Eigen value
greater than 1. My interpretation of these results is that we are measuring two distinct concepts
when we speak of phone or email contact with family/relatives versus neighbours. Once again,
this result is not surprising since people tend to have different patterns of contact with
family/relative connections than they would with their neighbours. As such with these items,
we are tapping into two distinct structural dimensions of social capital — that of phone/email

contact with a) family/relatives and b) neighbours.

' The question measuring face-to-face contact with family/relatives loaded with the two items measuring phone/e-mail contact
with kin and neighbours, in the primary factor analysis, but they formed a construct with an Eigen value of less than one and
thus was not considered a valid factor. Furthermore the three variables together scored poorly in the reliability testing, with
Alpha = 376.
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Formal Associational Activity

A particularly striking observation was that membership in religious organisations did not
cluster with any of the other variables and instead was found to be a singular item construct,
making up a factor with an Eigen value of 1.022, explaining 5.4% of the total variance in the

primary factor analysis.

Another finding that warrants special mention is that the variables measuring membership in
professional associations, sports clubs, other social clubs and other groups yielded no loadings
on any of the factors. These items, I suspected, would be highly sensitive to the surrounding
variables and I ran a series of factor tests, removing variables which were particularly weakly
correlated with these variables, such as the ‘contact’ items. Throughout these tests, the items

yielding no loadings.”®

The following groups : trade unions, groups that do things for the community, local self-help
organisations, neighbourhood watches, groups concerned with local matters and political
organisations all loaded on the same factor, with an Eigen value of 1.405, explaining 7.5% of
the total variance in the primary factor analysis. An analysis of the correlation scores between
these six items, suggests that respondents display a similar degree of activity, or rather
inactivity across these 6 groups. Running a reliability test with these six items, yielded an
Alpha of .560, which is under the criteria of Alpha =.7 for more than three variables. However,
these variables are similarly correlated and after running the factor analysis with only these six
variables, a single factor was extracted, with an Eigen value of 1.7 and which explained 35
percent of the variance, indicating the validity of these items. With this finding it was deemed
acceptable to group these six variables as measuring the same underlying concept of

community and socio-political organisational activity.

0 1 also tested the effects of removing each of these four items from the primary factor analysis one at a time, and then
removing three of them and leaving one of them in the analysis, alternating between the four items to observe how they affect
each other, but still none of the items yielded any factor loadings. Based on this, I decided to drop these variables from the
next stage of analysis. These groups have very low levels of membership, for each item, more the 80 percent of respondents
were recorded as not being a member hereto. This might explain the very weak results noted and perhaps we should try and
capture membership to these types of organisations using a different set of items in future. The ‘other group’ variable had to
be dropped from the Factor analysis anyway, because less than 80 percent of respondents responded to this question.
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The overall conclusion from the factor analysis and reliability analysis is that there are a range
of clearly distinguishable constructs being captured by our measures of social capital. Thus, we
are able to speak about dimensions of social capital. This is the primary indictor that the
Putnam/Inglehart assumption that the general interpersonal trust item is an all-encompassing
measure of trust, and that associational membership adequately captures the structural
component, is not supported in the CAS 2003 dataset. The results indicate that the independent
variables can be grouped into distinct pockets — each one tapping into a unique facet of social
capital. The factors observed are:

Interpersonal trust — single item construct

Neighbourly trust — three item construct

Face-to-face contact with family/relatives— single item construct

Face-to-face contact with neighbours— single item construct

Phone/Email contact with family-relative— single item construct

Phone/Email contact with neighbours— single item construct

Membership activity in a religious organisation— single item construct

® NSV kWD -

Membership activity in a socio-political or community organisation - six item

construct

Of the nineteen independent variables used in the factor analysis, a total of eight constructs
were identified. In terms of the single item constructs, we could do more in future to build

items around these measures in order to strengthen the validity and reliability hereof.

I also noticed that the data clustered in such a way that we can distinguish between various
types of social capital. In particular we can distinguish between that which is generalised social
capital (trust); bonding social capital, in terms of the neighbourhood variable as well as a more
dense form of bonding social capital in terms of the kin-based variables. This may substantiate
the view that social capital has a different nature functioning relative the relationship in
question. An analysis of this finding may help us understand the dynamics, distinctions and

comparisons between various relationships and different forms of social capital.
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Summary of findings

In this chapter I addressed the descriptive question about the stock of social capital as well as

the hypothesis that social capital is a multi-dimensional concept.

Analysing the CAS 2003 data, we observed low levels of general trust but high rates
neighbourly trust in Cape Town. This finding highlighted the value of probing trust as a

situational concept.

By exploring different types of network relations such as neighbourly and kin-based networks,
I found that respondents experienced a high frequency of face-to-face contact with neighbours
and family members, the latter group also being communicated with via phone and email on a
fairly regular basis. In following the theoretical and empirical approach of the major social
capital studies, we probed formal associational membership and activities finding that apart
from religious organisations, membership levels are considerably low. In light of the strong
sense of neighbourliness noted across the sample, the low levels of formal membership in
community-based groups is somewhat understandable since people may be making use of
informal measures to secure their well-being. These findings highlight the need for further
investigation into the lack of formal associational membership on the one hand, and the

prevalence and implications of informal associational activity on the other.

I used the independent variables in the application of factor and reliability analysis in order to
test the quality of our measures with respect to validity and reliability as well as to test for
dimensionality. As result of these tests, a number of dimensional components were identified,
allowing for the assertion that the CAS 2003 data taps into various distinct dimensions and

types of social capital.

In the next chapter I shift from descriptive to explanatory analysis, investigating the
relationship between our independent variables (the dimensions of social capital) and our
dependent variables of tolerance of diversity, civic commitment and political participation (the

hypothesized outcomes of social capital).
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Chapter 4

Linking social capital to its hypothesized outcomes

Social capital is said to be associated with tolerance, civic mindedness, institutional efficiency
and a societal character where citizens are ‘prepared to act collectively to achieve their goals’
(Putnam, 1993: 182). While Putnam puts forward a convincing theory and indeed, he provides
empirical evidence from Italy to support this, the assumption that this empirical relationship
exists in the same way in all parts of the globe, is decidedly weak. Moreover, the social-
psychological approach suggests that by using a few all-encompassing measures of social
capital - particularly general interpersonal trust (to capture the attitudinal) and formal
associational activity (to capture the structural), we gain enough insight into both the stock of

social capital as well as its theoretical outcomes.

It is my intention to put aspects of this theory to the test in the context of Cape Town. In the
preceding chapter I presented the descriptive findings, as well as offered some exploratory
insight into the dimensions of social capital. In this chapter I will introduce the measures which
make up the hypothesized outcomes of social capital under investigation in Cape Town. In
particular I will analyze the link between social capital and the following concepts: 1) tolerance

of diversity, 2) civic commitment and 3) political participation.

This chapter has two main analytical purposes. Firstly I offer a descriptive overview of these
attitudes and behaviours in Cape Town. These results offer some insight into the stock of
tolerance, civic responsibility and political participation and how it compares to the stock of
generalised trust and associational activism. However, these observations do not test the
relationship between the facets and outcomes of social capital. In order to test for this
association, correlation analysis is undertaken. Thus my second analytical objective is to test a
range of hypotheses about interpersonal trust and associational activism in relation to these

outcomes.
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Descriptive Analysis of Dependent Variables

In the literature review it was discussed that a range of factors deemed positive for democracy
are expected to result from high levels of social capital. In the CAS 2003 questionnaire we
asked questions related to 1) tolerance of diversity, 2) civic commitment and 3) political
participation. These attitudinal and behavioural variables, to be introduced and discussed
below, make up the dependent variables in this explanatory and predictive analysis to be

presented later in the chapter.

Tolerance of Diversity

As with the rest of South Africa, segregation policies succeeded in burning bridges between
the diverse cultural and racial groups in Cape Town. Rebuilding linkages between people of
different backgrounds is important, not only for democracy but for correcting the many social
imbalances inherited from the past. Thus, the willingness and ability of people to tolerate
diversity is fundamental in building a more integrated society in Cape Town. In order to gauge
tolerance of diversity, we tested the extent to which respondents are open to learning about

and integrating with different people.

We presented respondents with three statements, the first one asking about their propensity to
like people with different views, the second one about whether exposure to other cultures
enriches one’s life and thirdly whether it is desirable to create a single community out of all the
people in Cape Town. These items are used as indicators of tolerance of diversity and allow us
some basic insight into people’s attitudes towards others, referring specifically to people who

are different to themselves.

The framing of these questions in relation to ‘people who are different’ may be seen as

insufficient in tapping into tolerance in the strict sense, such that tolerance is something we
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subject onto a ‘least-hked’ group or persorn. ' Whilc I do not claim to be measuring tolerance
of out-groups or least-lhiked groups in this siner sense, these items are sulficient in measuring
the extent to which respondents are willing to tolerate a diverse Cape Town and the likelihood
ol their participation in this process piven that they find 1t easy to hke people with different
views to their own and that they find mixing with other cultures to be an enriching experience.
‘These types of attitudinal questions may do more to inform our uaderstanding of the concept of

bridging social capital than general interpersonal trust docs.

Fioure 4.1 Distvibution of responses (n Telerance of Diversity ifems

Toleranca of Diversity

&0 5 )
G Strangly disagree
. 40 G Disagres
P R 25 @ Neither

20 12 B Agree

H i & Strongly agres :
g
It i easy for ol ba like Exposure o differsmnt It 1= dasitabla (o cragla

peapte in Cape Town who  cwffures ip Cape Toenr  ong camimaity ol of aif
Frave ciiffarent views Tram carches ones ife the differant groups Wio
O G five in Cape Town

Ag s clear from Fipure 4.1 above, across all three questinns respondents consistently agree
with the statcments, This 1s more 50 the case with the first two items, where 76 percent and 75
pereent of respondents agrec or ayree strongly that it is easy to like people with different siews
and that exposure to other culture entiches their lives, respectively,  As for the third tem 61
percent of tespondents agree or agres strongly with this statement. While the modal response to
cach of the three questions is “agree’, peaple are more likely to disagree and strongly disagree

with the statement ‘it 15 desirable to create one comumunity out of all the different groups who

Ugep fir example dizeussion on fhe conpeplualizaton and aperatonalisation of toletance in Gibson, J. 1992, "Alemnative
tdcasiues of Folitics] Toloranee: Musl Tolerance Ge “Least-Liked™? m American Sowrnal of Pofiteal Sofence. (Yol 36 Mol:
60770,



live in Cape Town’, than they are to disagree with the first two statements. These results are
not in the least surprising since the third question asks not only about tolerating diverse groups,
but whether these diverse groups should be integrated into one. The use of the words ‘create
one community’ may be interpreted to mean that accepting and embracing other cultures
amounts to sacrificing one’s own, unique culture to adopt a singular Cape Town culture. This

interpretation may have invoked disagreement in some respondents.

It is clear from the descriptive statistics that respondents generally favour interaction with
others and exposure to different cultures. Not only do they feel capable of liking people who
are different but they view integration as a socially favourable outcome. This is indeed an
encouraging find, especially in light of attempts to remedy racial segregation, exclusion and

social intolerance in Cape Town specifically.?

Compared to the stock of generalised trust in Cape Town, the attitude of tolerance towards
diversity is far more prevalent. Clearly there is a lack of aggregate congruence between
responses to the general trust item and attitudes towards diversity. I will investigate this further

in the correlation analysis to follow later in the chapter.
Civic Commitment

According to the political culture paradigm, “a commitment to democratic values is a
necessary condition for the consolidation of the democratic system” (Norris, 2000: 127). One
such democratic value pertains to civic responsibility, the notion that citizens are not passive
actors in the democracy and that their responsibilities go beyond the casting of the vote. Civic
commitment sustains the democratic culture and may also assist in achieving the
developmental and policy objectives of the state. Indeed, democracy benefits when citizens are
conscience of their role and are willing to combine their efforts with fellow citizens as well as

the state in pursuit of such development (Holm, 2004).

? The Western Cape Government’s slogan * 4 home for all’, headlines initiatives to foster a society based on inclusion and
integration and to promote a sense of equality while embracing diversity. Started in 2004 this campaign highlights the need for
research into issues such as tolerance of diversity. In CAS 2003, respondents are expressing attitudes which bode well for the
implementation of such initiatives geared at bridging the social divide in Cape Town.
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Government has called upon South African citizens to take up their citizenry responsibility and
secure the collective welfare and development of their communities, as a matter of democratic

importance.

As such, we sought to test the extent of civic commitment in Cape Town, firstly by asking
about the importance of giving one’s time towards community development. We also probed
the respondent’s sense of responsibility to act as a role model. To push the parameters further
we tested the extent of commitment to the community when this is weighed against
opportunities for personal prosperity. This measure tests the extent to which respondents are

prepared to place the welfare of the community above their own.

Table 4.1: Percentage Frequency Table: Civic Commitment

Strongly | Disagree | Neither Agree | Strongly
disagree agree
% % % % %
We all have a responsibility to give our 2 4 11 58 20
time and resources in order to develop our
communities
You have a responsibility to act as a role 1 3 8 52 32
model to young people in your community
You have a responsibility to stay and help 8 25 14 35 13
build you community, even if it means
passing up a better job or moving to a
nicer area.

(Percentage frequency in bold indicates median response)

As observed in Table 4.1 above, over 75 percent of respondents agree that they have a

responsibility to ‘contribute time and resources’ as well as ‘act as a role model’ in their

3 The Mandela government launched campaigns such as ‘Masakhane’. (See Mandela, 1995: Opening address at launch of
Masakhane) The ‘Masakhane’ campaign was geared towards empowering community members to work towards common
goals. In more recent times, President Thabo Mbeki has made a similar call on citizens for greater volunteerism and
participation in community development projects as well as in securing the safety and well being of their resident
neighbourhood. See State of the Nation Address, presented to Parliament by President Thabo Mbeki., 2002 and 2005,
url:www.info.gov.za/speeches/son/ . See also Werstern Cape Department of Community Safety Budget Report 2004/3, which
makes reference to plans in reaction to President Mbeki’s call for greater volunteerism and national patriotism
WWwWw.capegateway.gov.za/eng/pubs/speeches/2004/jun/74661.
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communities and thus a strong sense of civic commitment is evident. For the third measure,
which is arguably the most demanding scenario presented to respondents, it is not surprising
that the frequencies across the two agree categories drops to 48 percent. The median and modal
response for all three items is ‘agree’, thus the overall picture is positive and the results suggest
that Capetonians are prepared to take an active rather than passive role in the development of

their communities.

The results imply that respondents are not blind to their democratic role and in fact express
attitudes which align very strongly with the notions of participatory citizenship. The strength of
civic responsibility may tie in strongly with the earlier findings related to neighbourliness.
Those who have good relations with their neighbours are likely to take an interest in the
development of their existing surroundings. They may also view this development as the
responsibility of community members such as themselves, rather than the state or an NGO. 1
will explore this proposition further, when I analyse the relationship between trust and contact

with neighbours as it may predict the respondents’ sense of civic commitment,

Political Participation

Participation in government decision-making and policy is a right afforded to citizens in a
legitimate democracy. What do we mean by political participation? Verba, Scholzman and
Brady (1995:37) define political participation by its purpose: “political participation affords
citizens in a democracy an opportunity to communicate information to government officials
about their concerns and preferences and to put pressure on them to respond”. Democracy
rests on the foundation that each citizen be granted equal say in government and that channels
for participation be made available to achieve this (de Villiers, 2001). The flow of
information between citizen and state is vital in sustaining a co-operative relationship between
these actors as well as ensuring that the actions of government fit the demands of the people. *

My interest in political participation pertains to its relationship with social capital. Members of

4 Linking social capital which forges bridges between the people and political actors can be sustained through public
participation, assuming that adequate opportunities for this interaction are provided by government (Woolcock, 1998).
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societies with a large stock of social capital are expected to be active role players in the

political and policy processes (Putnam, 1993).

While voting in elections is the most fundamental and popular form of participation, there are
other channels which citizens may utilize to make their voices heard. Participation may take
place collectively, for example as part of an interest group or civic organisation. However,
there are various acts which citizens can take as individuals and participation need not be a
group endeavour. In this light, I will look at both forms of political participation, that which

involves citizens taking some form of collective action, as well as individual action.

(a) Engagement with Local Ward Councillor

Local government is closest to the people both in terms of physical proximity and policy
interests. Unlike the National and Provincial spheres, Local government represents the specific
consensus and negotiation of citizen interests in a particular jurisdiction and delivers not only
basic services, but also opportunities for public participation (Oldfield, 2002). Elected local
Ward Councillors play an important role in making government accessible to the people.
Residents may use Ward Councillors to channel their views and raise issues which they feel
need addressing. Ward Councillors represent the needs of local residents, they report and meet
with residents on a regular basis and react to the concerns of the local community. This two-
way street of relations is designed to ensure that residents have a voice and further that

government pays attention to the needs and concerns of residents.

To what extent do citizens in Cape Town make use of the channels for participation with Ward
Councillors? To answer this question we probed whether respondents ever wrote a letter to
their Councillor, attended a meeting where the Councillor had spoken and if they ever spoke to
the Councillor on the phone or face to face. Apart from attendance at a public meeting where
the Councillor has spoken, these acts all place the onus on the individual to address the

Councillor as a solitary actor, rather than as part of a group.
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Table 4.2: Percentage Frequency Table: Engagement of Local Ward Councillors

No, Yes, Yes, a few | Yes, many | Total
Never Once times times
% % % % %
How often have you written a 93 3 2 1 100
letter to the Ward Councillor
How often have you attended 80 7 6 5 100
public meetings where the Ward
Councillor spoke?
How often have you spoken to 76 10 4 3 100
the Ward Councillor face-to-face
or on the phone?

(Percentage frequency in bold indicates median response)

The results from Table 4.2 above, suggest that participation in local government is infrequent,
with over 75 percent of respondents stating that they have never had any type of engagement
with their Ward Councillors. While these results tell us little about why respondents are not
engaging, the descriptive findings do not bode well for efforts to sustain a participatory
democracy. If people do not participate, their concerns, issues and problems will not filter
through to the policy process and may not be adequately addressed by government. Similarly if
citizens do not take responsibility for holding government accountable for its actions, decision-

making will become an exclusionary rather than inclusive process.

How might we understand these results? Perhaps respondents are satisfied with local
government services, giving them no reason to contact their councillor or perhaps this apathy is
related to perceptions that Councillors are disinterested and inactive in dealing with issues
when raised. From the CAS 2003 data we know that very few respondents feel capable of
rating the performance of their Ward Councillor, probably because they don’t know who their
Councillor is. When asked to name their Councillor, more than 70 percent of respondents were
unable to do so and when asked how well their Ward Councillor performs 5 percent said ‘very
well’, 19 percent said ‘well’, 16 percent said ‘badly’, 8 percent said ‘very badly’ and a
considerably higher 52 percent of respondents stated that they ‘do not know’. I terms of
satisfaction with service delivery, responses varied depending on the service in question, with
over 70 percent of respondents stating that they were either ‘satisfied’ or ‘very satisfied’ with

both electricity and water provision. However, respondents were generally less satisfied with
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road repair/ construction and housing, with 55 percent and 63 percent stating that they were
either dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with road repair/construction and housing, respectively.
It seems that a combination of factors may explain low levels of engagement with Ward
Councillors, be it because Councillors are inactive and thus unknown to residents or that

residents feel no reason to engage with their Councillors’.

While these are plausible hypotheses, I am particularly interested in the role which social
capital plays, if any, in explaining the noted level of inactivity. Do networks of association
predict participation in local government? Are the low levels of generalised trust observed in
Cape Town linked to the low levels of engagement with local Ward Councillors? Indeed the
Putnam (1993) theory would support this finding, if it were the case. I will investigate further
whether these low levels of public participation can be attributed to low levels of generalised

trust.
(b) Collective action

While the forms of participation I have discussed thus far relate to individual action, there are
a range of activities which can be undertaken alongside other citizens, be it formal or informal.
The measures at our disposal allow for some comparison between the extent of individual and
collective forms of political participation. To test the latter form of participation, we asked
about whether citizens have ever and would ever, attend a community meeting, get together
with others to raise an issue, attend a demonstration or protest march as well as sign a petition.

The results are reflected in the table below.

5 Another finding worth noting is the perceived extent of corruption in local government. In CAS we asked respondents ‘how
many officials in local government do you think are involved in corruption?’, responses were as follows, All :10%, Most :
24%, Some: 34%, A few: 17%, None : 0% and Don’t Know: 15%. Although this question does not specifically ask about
Ward Councillors, the perceptions that local government is generally corrupt, may well explain some of the noted apathy of
respondents to engage with their Ward Councillors.
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Table 4.3: Percentage Frequency Table: Collective Action

Here is a list of actions that people| No, No, but Yes, Yes, Total
sometimes take as citizens. In the past year, | never would if I once often

please tell me whether you have done any had a chance

of the following? % % % % %
Attended a community meeting 38 23 18 21 100
Got together with others to raise an issue 51 27 12 10 100
Attended a demonstration or protest 65 20 6 9 100
march

Signed a petition 52 20 8 19 100

(Percentage frequency in bold indicates median response)

I observed from Table 4.3 above that while the modal response for each form of political
participation is ‘No, never’, at least 20 percent of respondents indicated that although they
hadn’t undertaken any of these actions, they would do so if they had a chance. This is
somewhat encouraging and gives us some indication that non-participation does not necessarily
signal a lack of interest, but that it may instead be linked to a lack of time or opportunity. To
get a better perspective on political participation I thought it worthwhile to add the percentage
frequencies of the two ‘yes’ columns. The highest levels of participation, are noted with
respect to attendance at a community meeting (39 percent) followed by signing a petition(27
percent) and getting together with others to raise an issue (22 percent). Attendance at a
demonstration or protest is notably lower (15 percent). Respondents are not wholly inactive,
and reasonable percentages are taking up their citizenry role to mobilise in response to certain
issues and concerns. Thus, a fair amount of citizens have been and are willing to take part in

various forms of collective civic and political participation.

Comparing these results to the extent of engagement with the local government, respondents
are clearly more likely to take up political participation as part of a group than as an individual.
Collective action may well be a more effective mechanism for drawing government’s attention
to certain issues. Indeed, when it comes to getting government to listen, there is some truth the

old adage about strength in numbers. As such citizens may feel more empowered acting as part
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of a group, rather than acting as a solitary voice in the governance process.  From the CAS
2003 data we know that the idea of a group endeavour may well motivate participation; when
asked whether they felt they would be able to ‘get together with others to make elected leaders
listen, 44 percent of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed and considerably less, (20
percent) either disagreed or strongly disagreed. These findings are encouraging especially
when we consider that over 50 percent of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that ‘politics
and government seem so complicated, they can’t really understand what’s going on’. Thus,
despite their confusion with politics, many respondents do feel that as part of a group, they can

make elected leaders listen.

It is clear that some forms of political participation are more favoured than others and the
implications which various facets of social capital might have hereon will be analysed more
closely in the explanatory analysis. Already the findings thus far suggest that there is
something about groups and networks of association which may motivate public participation
and civic action. Does organisational membership make political participation more likely? I
will address this question and others relating to the link between social capital and political

participation.

Drawing linkages with social capital

Linking social capital to tolerance of diversity

We have revealed widespread and general agreement that it is possible and indeed favourable
to have a more integrated social and cultural life in Cape Town. These attitudes were labelled
‘tolerance of diversity’. According to Putnam (1993, 2000) societies displaying high levels of
social capital are likely to have strong democratic foundations and thus large reservoirs of
social tolerance, high levels of civic engagement, interest in politics, political efficacy and
more effective institutions of representative democracy. Using the WVS, Inglehart
(1990,1997) and Norris (2002) observed a tendency for countries to be distributed in such a
way that those with higher levels of interpersonal trust and associational activism, happen to be

the countries which are considered to be the most socially tolerant, democratically stable and
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economically well-off in the world®. These findings affirm, very loosely, the Putnam theory of

an association between social capital and democratic, social and economic welfare.

I am specifically interested in one facet of this argument; that which suggests that the stock of
interpersonal trust and the extent of formal associational membership are strong predictors of
tolerance and attitudes towards diversity. Instead of assuming that general trust leads to
tolerance of diversity and a greater sense of embracement of other cultures, we have at our
disposal a set of measures designed to measure these outcomes more explicitly. Thus, I will be
testing the correlation and predictive validity which general trust and formal associational

activity displays in relation to these attitudes.

The first hypothesis is that interpersonal trust is positively associated with tolerance of
diversity. The corresponding Null hypothesis is that interpersonal trust is negatively or not at
all associated with tolerance of diversity. Secondly, I will test the hypothesis that formal
associational activity is positively associated with tolerance of diversity. The Null hypothesis
is therefore that formal associational activity is negatively or not at all associated with

tolerance of diversity.

¢ Various indicators are used to define country status, such as Freedom House scores for determining the democratic stability
of a country and the WVS tolerance measure as an indicator of the level of tolerance and UNDP figures for gauging economic
welfare of a country. See (Norris, 2002 :183) and (Inglehart 1990 : 235).
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Table 4.4 below displays the correlations between the dimensions of social capital delineated

in relation to tolerance of diversity’.

Table 4.4. Correlation Matrix: Association between social capi

It is desirable to
Kendall Tau-B Correlations Its easy for you create one
to like people Exposure to community out of

Social capital in relation to tolerance of with views different cultures all the groups in
diversity different to yours | enriches ones life Cape Town
Most people can be trusted

035 019 .059
Neighbourly Trust

J28%# 194** J122%*

How often you have face-to-face contact
with neighbours 076* -.003 027
Heow often you have face-to-face contact
with family/relatives 098** 061 .029
How often you phone/email your
neighbours -.005 - 136%* -0.019
How often you phone or email
family/relatives J31%* .05 001
Membership activity in religious
organization 028 -.033 053
Membership activity in socio-political or
community organizations -.016 - 1071 %* .004

*#_ Correlation significant at the 0.01 level
* Correlation significant at the 0.05 level

Some very interesting patterns are evident. Looking at the first row, it is clear that there exists
no relationship between general trust and tolerance of diversity. Thus, we can infer virtually
nothing about people’s attitudes towards diversity by measuring their general disposition to
trust other people. This finding contradicts the popular practice of equating interpersonal trust
with bridging social capital. The use of interpersonal trust as a proxy for bridging social capital
is widespread, but the results suggest that it is far too simplistic to presume that general

interpersonal trust tells us anything about the stock of tolerance towards diversity.

7 A factor analysis test was undertaken to gauge the validity of the tolerance of diversity measures. The results showed a single
factor extracted, with an Eigen value of .998, which is just outside the border of our criteria for accepting a valid factor. The
reliability analysis yielded an Alpha = .65 which is a sound indicator that these three variables are tapping into the same
underlying concept. The value of these measures rests in the distinct manner in which each one taps into a different aspect of
tolerance of diversity, thus I did not combine the three items to form a single construct. Instead the correlation analysis entailed
looking at the independent variables in relation to each of the three tolerance questions separately.
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Thus, despite low levels of trust in others generally; respondents in the CAS sample display
positive attitudes towards diversity. Perhaps these findings indicate features unique to the Cape
Town context; perhaps the respondents in our sample are outliers in the general picture. Indeed
locality is important, and social capital needs to be studied not only as a concept which varies
over time, but which also varies between places. It is plausible that general trust has less to do
with bridging social cleavages and more to do with responses to crime and safety. In a society
such as our own, one of the most violent in the world, it is not unlikely that people associate
trust with vulnerability to crime and this may have little to do with whether or not people are
willing to tolerate and integrate with people of other cultures and with different likes to their

own.

In order then to thoroughly understand the relationship between trust and attitudes towards
diversity, we would need to investigate the sources of social capital in more depth. I do not
have room here to investigate the sources of interpersonal trust, and indeed the CAS 2003 data
may not be suitable for testing the sources of trust. ® But, we can certainly broaden our
understanding of social capital and its implications by analyzing other social capital variables
which may influence and explain tolerance of diversity more appropriately than the variable of

general trust in others.

Formal associational activity similarly has an insignificant and weak relationship with respect
to tolerance of diversity. Apart from a modest correlation (Tau-B = -.101**) between
membership in socio-political or community organisations and the belief that exposure to
others enriches life, there are no other statistically significant or substantively important
observations. Associational activism plays virtually no role in explaining attitudes which are
aligned with the notion of bridging social and cultural cleavages. And in the one instance of a
significant relationship, the direction is negative rather than positive. This result is rather

unexpected and may suggest that bonding social capital is working against bridging social

8 Grooteart and Narayan et al (2004) note the difficulties associated with analysing trust as a dependent variable with the use of
social survey data. Because trust is borne out of a complex array of historical, cultural, social and political as well as economic
factors we can only assess very specific variables which may have an impact on trust, and are unlikely to be able to use multi-
variate analysis to shape an overall view of the causes of trust. They suggest that qualitative research may serve this purpose
better. In Appendix C (Part 2) I provide an analysis of some of the characteristics of ‘trusting’ versus ‘non-trusting’
respondents, showing that the CAS 2003 data does little to help us understand what distinguishes these groups of people.
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capital.® It is likely that group members are closely knit and thus there is a lessened desire and
will to embrace outsiders. New-comers and people from outside the circle may be perceived as
potential free-riders and burdens to the community or group, giving members little reason to

welcome them.

Both interpersonal trust and associational activism are weak in explaining attitudes towards
diversity and these findings fail to falsify the null hypotheses. The finding that associational
activism is a weak predictor of tolerant attitudes, contradicts suggestions that formal
membership in groups begets open-mindedness and liberal attitudes towards those who are
different. Clearly the specific functioning of these organizations needs to be analysed in more
depth before we can make either claim assertively and conclusively. But even in this basic
analysis it is clear that civic and cultural organizations do not necessarily function as breeding

grounds for integration and cross-cutting associations as Putnam (2000) assumes.

Accounting for the fact that the highest levels of membership activity in Cape Town is in
religious organisations, respondents are unlikely to meet people from other religions at their
local Church, Mosque or Synagogue. Generally, the level of member interaction at a religious
meeting is likely to be minimal, leaving little time to discuss and address pertinent social issues
such as diversity. Even in interactive religious sessions, members are unlikely to engage with
people of other racial and ethnic groups, since many religious organizations still tend to be

racially and ethnically homogenous rather than heterogeneous.

In CAS 2003 we probed the extent of racial and class homogeneity in religious organisations,

the results are presented below :

What proportion of the other members of the group are of the same
race and class as yourself? %

All/Almost all 46

Most 19

Some 12

None/Few 3

Don’t Know 20

Total 100

® See Briggs (1998) for discussion on bonding social capital in the neighbourhood and the implications hereof for
neighbourhood welfare as well as greater society.
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The general finding is that religious groups tend to be homogenous in terms of race and class
rather than heterogeneous, with 65 percent of respondents stating that all/almost all or most
other members are of the same race as themselves. These results affirm my expectation that
religious groups in Cape Town are not integrated enough to offer broad opportunities for the

development of cross-cutting social relations.

Furthermore, the decision to join an association is likely to rest in part on proximity and
convenience and people are thus likely to join groups because they are locally based and easy

to reach, rather than venture long distances into other suburbs or parts of Cape Town.

These considerations hamper any hope that organizations and groups easily bring together
people of different backgrounds and cultures. Associational membership has many assumed
benefits and outcomes, which of course require further investigation. But for now it is clear
that one outcome which is weakly associated herewith is the development of open-minded and
tolerant attitudes. As long as these organizations tend to be homogenous this trend is likely to

prevail.

If associational activism is not influencing the formation of socially valued attitudes such as
tolerance, then where are these views being shaped? One argument is that people are more
likely to develop and discuss such issues in the context of safer, more familiar environments
such as those shared with family, neighbours and friends (Newton, 2001). To investigate the
probability of this further, the links between tolerance of diversity and other facets of social

capital were analysed.

The three variables measuring norms of trust and reciprocity with neighbours were reduced to
a single construct, named neighbourly trust. '° It is clear that neighbourly trust has far more

explanatory power than general trust in terms predicting attitudes towards ‘diversity’. Although

19 This was done using the Compute command in SPSS, whereby a single variable was created by effectively regressing the
three items. As was noted, the results of the factor and reliability analysis indicated that these variables form a robust construct
of measures tapping into the same underlying concept of norms of trust and reciprocity between neighbours. Thus, the
correlation analysis was undertaken using this combined three-item construct in relation to the dependent variable(s), rather
than applying these as three singular items.
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the correlations are not strong, they are positive and statistically significant and relative to
general trust, neighbourly trust is a stronger explanatory variable. This significant finding
suggests that people who agree that neighbours are reliable and trustworthy, are likely to
tolerate diversity more than those who do not. Neighbourly trust explains these attitudes in a
way that general interpersonal trust fails to. Perhaps by offering respondents a scenario or
context in relation to trust, in this case the neighbourhood, we stand to learn more about their
attitudes on social issues such as diversity, rather than by simply assuming that the views on

trusting others generally gains us insight into this.

In some respects I anticipated that neighbourly trust might foster negative attitudes towards
others, in line with the Fukuyama (2000) argument that bonding social capital leads to
‘outsider’ effects; attitudes and behaviours which reject those outside the group. However, it is
clear from our findings that this is not the case. Instead it seems that the perception of strong
in-group relations between neighbours is positively associated with favourable views on
diversity. People who believe that their neighbours are helpful and co-operative may well
display open-mindedness and favourable views of other people because they are exposed to
benevolent qualities in their existing environment. If people are familiar with habits of trust
and reciprocity in the neighbourhood, perhaps this is also likely to be the place where socially

positive attitudes are borne from, attitudes such as tolerance and open-mindedness.

Contact with neighbours was insignificant in explaining attitudes towards diversity, with only
one positive and weakly significant observation noted, in relation to face-to-face contact and
the ease with which respondents are able to ‘like other people’. One peculiar observation
relates to phone/email contact with neighbours which is negatively associated with the view
that exposure to other cultures is life enriching (Tau-B = -.136**), Respondents who believe
that habits of reciprocity and trust prevail in their neighbourhood may be more open-minded
and tolerant of diversity, but face-to-face contact with neighbours makes for a relatively

weakened tendency for respondents to display these attitudes.
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Only two significant correlations emerged in relation to contact with family and relatives, both
of which are positive. There is a weak association between agreement with the statement that it
is easy to like other people who have different views, and how often phone/email contact is had
with kin (Tau-B = .131**), as well as with face-to-face contact with kin, (Tau-B = .098%%*),
This may be a sign that conversations with family and relatives plays a part in shaping

individuals views on social issues such as diversity.

It is worthwhile mentioning that it is the attitudinal component of trust in neighbours rather
than the structural measures of contact with neighbours which is more significant in explaining
attitudes towards diversity. It is the perception about the environment in which we reside rather
than our participation therein that makes more of a (positive) difference in our attitudes
towards different people. In this light, the negative relationship between phone/email contact
and agreement that mixing with other cultures is an enriching experience, (Tau-B =-.136*%)
suggests that perhaps contact with neighbours increases the likelihood of displaying
reservations towards ‘others’ and people who are different, eluding to an insider-outsider
effect. It is plausible that interaction with neighbours brings people closer to together in a way
that discourages cross-cutting cleavages. This is an interesting find and Fukuyama’s argument
describes this situation more accurately, where this structural dimension of bonding social

capital is functioning to produce exclusionary attitudes. '’

From the correlation matrix in the previous chapter (Table 3.4) , it is clear that trust and contact
with neighbours are very weakly and insignificantly correlated with each other, implying that
respondents who perceive neighbourly trust to be prevalent, do not necessarily have frequent
contact with neighbours. The information at our disposal about the dynamics and implications
of relations with neighbours as they differ to perceptions of the neighbourhood is limited at this
stage, but what is clear is that attitudinal components function quite differently to structural

ones in terms of how they link to the social attitude of tolerance of diversity.

' See also Portes (1998), Putzel (1997) as well as Cox and Caldwell (2000) for further discussion on the impact of inward-
focused bonding social capital and the manner in which it can inhibit the development and maintenance of cross-cutting ties.
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The CAS 2003 data has offered some important preliminary indications that exploring more
closely the significance of neighbourhood social capital in Cape Town would be a worthwhile
path for future research. Not only have we learned that the quality of neighbourhood relations
is good and that respondents have regular contact with their neighbours, but trust in neighbours
is a key determinant of social attitudes, such as those towards diversity, which are deemed
important for the growth of a stable democratic and social functioning. These consequences
have been overlooked by research focused solely on general trust. In order to utilize social

capital as an explanatory tool, there are benefits in treating the concept as multi-faceted.

Linking social capital to civic commitment

Next, I test the hypotheses that ) interpersonal trust and 2) formal associational activity are
positively associated with respondents’ sense of civic commitment. The corresponding Null
hypotheses are that 1) interpersonal trust and 2) formal associational activity are negatively or
not at all associated with the respondents sense of civic commitment. Civic commitment, as
discussed earlier is an important indicator of respondents attitudes towards their community
and the developmental role which they perceive themselves playing as citizens in the

democracy. "2

2 In order to test the validity and reliability of these items as measures tapping into the same underlying concept of civic
commitment, Factor and Reliability analyses were conducted. A single factor was extracted and Eigen value of 1.32 was
observed, with these variables describing 54 percent of the total variance. Reliability testing yielded an Alpha of .6. The
correlation analysis was undertaken using the individual items, rather than regressing them to a single construct since each
question tests a different parameter of the concept of civic responsibility. In this way we can test for variation in the
associations between the dimensions of social capital and each form of civic responsibility.
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Table 4.5. Correlation Table: Association between social capital and civic commitment

Sense of
Kendall Tau-B Correlations responsibility to
Sense of Sense of build community,
responsibility responsibility even if it means
towards towards acting | passing up a better
developing as a role model | job or moving to a
Social capital in relation to civic commitment community in community nicer area
Most people can be trusted -.005 021 034
Neighbourly Trust
.158%% A31%* .061
How often you have face-to-face contact with
neighbours -027 034 d44**
How often you have face-to-face contact with
family/relatives 005 -.020 « 015
How often you phone/email your neighbours
-.008 067 124%%*
How often you phone or email family/relatives 042 023 038
Membership activity in religious organisation A20%* J134%% .097**
Membership activity in socio-political or
community organisation 093* 099** J27%*

#**_ Correlation significant at the 0.01 level
*_ Correlation significant at the 0.05 level

As shown in Table 4.5 above, interpersonal trust in relation to civic commitment yielded weak
and insignificant results. In contrast, neighbourly trust is positively and significantly associated
with the responsibility respondents feel towards generally developing their community and to
act as a role model, with the former correlation slightly stronger (Tau-B =.158**) than the
latter (Tau-B =.131**)."* The perceived prevalence of trust and reciprocity within the
neighbourhood is thus positively related to respondents’ sense of commitment towards active
participation in community improvement. However, the more demanding the responsibility, the

lessened impact which neighbourly trust has as a determinant of civic commitment.

The impact of neighbourly trust diminishes significantly when commitment is spoken about in

terms of the responsibility to the community which comes at the expense of self-advancement,

3 Recalling the earlier comment that the meaning of ‘community’ is left open to the respondents, these findings serve as a
preliminary indication that respondents understand ‘community’ to be something related to their neighbourhood.
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with a correlation of .061. Face-to-face contact with neighbours has proven to be the most
significant and the strongest correlate with this self-less form of civic commitment, with a
Tau-B co-efficient of .144**. Phone or email contact with neighbours is also a key determinant
here, with a correlation of .124**_ It does not suffice that people feel they have good, trusting
relations with their neighbours. In order to drive their sense of the responsibility to the
community above their own selfish gains, the extent of actual contact with neighbours counts
the more. Apart from this, the next strongest determinant is that of formal membership in
socio-political or community- based organizations with a correlation co-efficient of .127** A
combination of formal and informal networks based in the context of the neighbourhood or

community has the strongest predictive validity in explaining this attitude.

Another important observation relates to the correlation between membership in religious as
well as socio-political or community organisations in determining attitudes towards civic
commitment generally. In all cases there are positive and significant associations observable,
indicating that to some extent formal networks, which played little role in shaping attitudes

towards diversity, matter in explaining respondents sense of civic responsibility.

Generalised trust is a weak predictor of civic commitment, but associational activism is a
positive and statistically significant predictor hereof, leading me to accept the first null
hypothesis and reject the second null hypothesis stated in relation to civic commitment. In
summary then, when it comes to attitudinal components, it is neighbourly rather than general
interpersonal trust which matters more. In terms of structural components, it is a combination
of contact with neighbours and membership in religious or socio-political or community based
organisations which matters in explaining these attitudes. This is indeed unsurprising since
people who have regular interaction with their neighbours are likely to show commitment to
their neighbourhood as a way of contributing towards something which they have a connection
or attachment to. It is easy to understand the significance of socio-political or community
organisations in this regard, since involvement herein often entails taking some sort of civic
action in response to the needs of the community whether it be representation in local
government or offering social support and charitable services. A combination of both formal

and informal networks are at play here and while formal associational activism is predictably
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key, it is clear that informal norms and associations, which are often overlooked in the study of

social capital, are equally as valuable in this regard.

The predictive power of the social capital dimensions are not consistent or steady in any sense.
There has been a noted difference in the manner in which various components play a more or
less predictive role in shaping attitudes, be it in relation to tolerance of diversity or civic
commitment. One consistent pattern however relates specifically to general interpersonal trust

which has offered little in terms of explaining these attitudes.

Having analysed at the implications of various facets of social capital on socially beneficial
attitudes such as tolerance and civic commitment, my attention will now be focused on various

forms of political participation.
Linking social capital to political participation
(a) Engagement with local government

Participation in local government was noted to be low, and sit is now my intention to test the
link between social capital and these outcomes. I will test the hypotheses that 1) interpersonal
trust and 2) formal associational activity are positively associated with the extent of political
participation. The corresponding Null hypotheses are that 1) interpersonal trust and 2) formal
associational activity are negatively or not at all associated with the extent of political

participation.
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Table 4.6. Correlation Table: Association between social capital and engagement with Ward

Councillors
. How often
Kendall Tau-B Correlations attended public | How often spoke
How often meetings where to the Ward
written a letter the Ward Councillor face-
Social capital in relation to political to the Ward Councillor has | to-face or on the
participation Councillor spoken? phone?
Most people can be trusted 078* 011 -.014
.009 -009 .004

Neighbourly Trust
How often you have face-to-face

contact with neighbours -.053 055 011
How often you have face-to-face
contact with family/relatives -.047 -017 -.009
How often you phone/email your
neighbours 068 A T78%* 071
How often you phone or email
family/relatives .043 -.020 .003
Membership activity in religious
organization .010 -.044 -.013
Membership activity in socio-
political or community organization 028 222 %% .082*

**_ Correlation significant at the 0.01 level

*_ Correlation significant at the 0.05 level

Table 4.6 shows that social capital does little to explain public participation in local
government. * Despite the fact that levels of trust and public participation are both low, there is
only a weak, modérately significant relationship between generalised trust and writing a letter
to the ward councillor. One of the strongest correlations observed, (Tau-B = .178%*¥) is
between attendance at a ward meeting and frequency of contact with neighbours. This result
suggests that contact with neighbours develops one’s sense of commitment to the ward and
thus motivates attendance to such a meeting. Attendance at a ward meeting is relatively
strongly correlated with membership activity in a socio-political or community groups (Tau-B

= ,222**), 1t is likely that some of the organisations captured under this grouping function to

14 In terms of face validity it is clear that these three items are all framed to test the extent of engagement with the local Ward
Councillor. The correlations between these three variables, range between Tau-B = .233%* - Taub-B = .328**, However, factor
analysis yields an Eigen value of just less than 1 and the reliability testing results are weak, with Alpha = .57, While it was
never my intention to group or cluster these variables for this analysis, it is clear that the three items are unique indicators of
participation with local government and fall slightly shy of being considered a valid and reliable constructs.
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secure community welfare and thus members have a vested interest in engaging with Ward
Councillors. Trust does little to explain levels of individual participation with local
government, leading me to accept the null hypothesis. In relation to associational activism

though, I cannot wholly accept the null, because this variable plays some explanatory role here.

On this account a combination of formal and informal networks play a role in determining the
extent of the individual’s participation in local government. From the previous table we noted
that these networks were strong predictors of respondents’ sense of civic responsibility and it is

likely that these results are linked hereto.

It is clear that social capital is weak in explaining the likelihood of ones engagement with
Ward Councillors. There is little here to suggest that being a trusting or a non-trusting person,
plays any role in determining whether one will be more or less politically active. Clearly there
are other social or political variables which might better explain this apathy to engage with
Ward Councillors. However, it is not my intention to investigate these paths. The most
compelling finding is that social capital is a weak predictor of engagement with local Ward
Councillors. This is in itself a valuable finding and suggests that social capital may not be as
strong a determinant of the individuals’ propensity to participate in the governance processes,

as theory may have anticipated.
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(b) Collective Action

Having made the observation of a weak association between social capital and engagement
with Ward Councillors, it is not necessarily the case that social capital functions this way in
relation to all forms of political participation and civic activity. To investigate this further, I
have at my disposal measures to test the predicative validity of social capital in relation to

political participation in terms of various forms of collective action".

It is my intention to test the hypotheses that 1) interpersonal trust and 2) formal associational
activity are positively associated with the extent of collective action. The corresponding Null
hypotheses are that 1) interpersonal trust and 2) formal associational activity are negatively or

not at all associated with the extent of collective action.

Table 4.7. Correlation Table: Association between social capital and collective action

Kendall Tau-B Correlations Attended a
Attended a Got together demonstration

Social capital in relation to political community with others to | or protest march | Signeda
participation meeting raise an issue petition
Most people can be trusted

.022 -.014 -.014 -.002
Neighbourly Trust -.031 -.036 -.090* -.035
How often you have face-to-face contact 042
with neighbours J161** 055 -12]%*
How often you have face-to-face contact -.013
with family/relatives .009 .039 .028
How often you phone/email neighbours 112%%

Jd32%* 166** 100**
You often phone or email family/relatives -.044 047 058 A77*
Membership activity in religious .026

| organisation -.009 071 036

Membership activity in socio-political or
community organisation 302%% 270> 249%* J03**

#%_ Correlation significant at the 0.01 level
*_ Correlation significant at the 0.05 level

5 As with all the dependent variables, I do not intend to group these variables to form a single construct, since I want to
understand the predictive power of social capital in relation to each item. However, I conducted the validity and reliability tests
in order to test the quality of the items. These items are strongly correlated with each other, they are reliable (Cronbach Alpha
=72} and cluster to form a factor with an Eigen value of over 1.

73



In Table 4.7 above, two facets of social capital stand out as strong predictors of political
participation. The first is that of membership activity in socio-political or community
organisations. This variable yields relatively strong and statistically significant results in
relation to respondents’ participation in various types of collective activity, and is a particularly
strong determinant of attendance at a community meeting (Tau-B =.302**), gathering with
others to raise an issue (Tau-B = .270**) as well as attendance a protest march (Tau-B
=249**), The results suggest that these organisations offer citizens opportunities to mobilize
together in response to certain issues. The benefits of formalised organisational activity are
highlighted in this example and it is likely that these groups have the power to steer collective
action and influence policy in a way that informal networks or individuals acting alone, are

unable to.

Informal networks with neighbours, particularly as they are sustained through regular e-mail
and phone contact goes some way in predicting the likelihood of respondents’ participation in
these activities. While this is not the strongest determinant, correlations are statistically
significant and consistently so, across all four types of political participation. This may be an
indication that bonding social capital in the form of neighbourly networks stimulates a

heightened interest in the development and welfare of the community.

Regular face-to-face contact with neighbours is a positive and significant determinant of
attendance at a community gathering but a negative determinant of signing a petition. Perhaps
contact with neighbours motivates other forms of physical interaction with neighbourhood
members, such as community meetings, better than it does less interactive endeavours such as

the signing of a petition.

Kin-related variables play little role in determining these outcomes. Only a single positive and
significant relationship was observed between phone/e-mail contact with kin and likelihood of
signing a petition (Tau-B = .177**). It might be that interaction with family and relatives
sometimes involves the deliberation of political issues which my lead to public participation,

but minimally so.
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Trust plays no role in predicting participation in group-focused collective action, thus I accept
the null hypothesis. Associational activism did however play a role in explaining these

activities, leading me to reject the null hypothesis here.

There are indications that citizens take preference to engaging in political and civic activity
which takes place on a collective rather than solitary scale. Furthermore, social capital is a
stronger predictor of collective action such as signing a petition or joining a protest march than
it is of individual activities such as phoning or writing to the Ward Councillor. In this regard it
is a combination of formal and informal networks which help explain people’s willingness and
actual involvement in various types of group-centred civic activity. Attitudinal variables
played virtually no role in explaining these outcomes and it is clear that structural components
capturing interaction with others does more to drive public participation, than citizens’

attitudes and perceptions about trust.
Summary of Findings

On a descriptive note we found that respondents expressed positive attitudes towards diversity
as well as civic commitment. Political participation in the form of engagement with local Ward

Councillors was low, but relatively higher in terms of collective action.

The social capital literature and empirical analysis is often dominated with an over-riding
emphasis on the general trust variable. In Cape Town however, this variable has held little
relevance in explaining the outcomes of tolerance of diversity, civic commitment and political
participation. Indeed, by breaking social capital down into various dimensions, we have gained
a more acute view of the implication of each component as it affects certain outcomes that are

theoretically derived from general interpersonal trust.

Both interpersonal trust and associational activism do far less to explain attitudes towards
diversity, than theory suggests these should. This may be attributed to our lack of insight into
how respondents shape their view on trust as well as the fact that associational involvement is

predominantly in religious groups, which remain racially homogenous in Cape Town.

75



Neighbourly trust is a positive and statistically significant predictor of tolerance towards
diversity, but regular contact with neighbours implicates negatively hereon, suggesting that this

form of bonding social capital generates negative attitudes towards outsiders.

While generalised trust is a weak predictor of civic commitment, associational activism is a
positive and statistically significant predictor hereof. Neighbourly trust explains more
accurately respondents sense of responsibility to develop the community as well as act as a role
model. However, it is regular interaction and contact with neighbours which is the strongest
determinant of whether respondents are willing to place their civic responsibility above their
own needs. Clearly bonding social capital here functions for the benefit of narrower,
community-focused issues, quite opposite to its implications on more broadly favoured social
attitudes such as tolerance of diversity in Cape Town. Formal networks of association such as
those developed through membership in religious and socio-political and community-based
groups, implicate positively on respondents sense of civic commitment. This suggests that
participation in associations motivates a willingness to take an active rather than passive role in

satisfying the developmental goals of the democracy.

Social capital does little to explain levels of individual participation with local government.
Thus, despite the fact that generalised trust and associational activism are both low in Cape
Town, these variables do not suffice to adequately explain the public’s apathy to engage with
local government. Political participation in the form of group activities is best explained by a
combination of informal and formal networks, where respondents who are active in
associations as well as those who have frequent contact with their neighbours are more likely
to participate as citizens in the democracy. These network interactions may well be generating
a sense of allegiance to the community and thus motivate active participation in the policy and

govermance proeess. -

The Cape Area Study 2003 has served as a vehicle for exploring and analyzing the dimensions
and implications of social capital as it relates to variables important for both the civic culture

and developmental goals. By analyzing social capital as a multidimensional concept, we have

76



gained insight into the varied implications of each facets, in a manner which is unusual but
crucial for the development of this field of study. What is unusual about this approach is that
rather than resting our analysis of attitudes on interpersonal trust only and our analysis of
networks on associational membership only, we sought to explore other facets and then
understand the manner in which they affect certain social and political attitudes and
behaviours. The implications of social capital differ by component type and situation, be it in
relation to society generally or to the neighbourhood. It is clear that social capital is not only
multi-faceted but a situation specific variable, and future endeavours to study the concept
within the framework of quantitative political science stand to gain by building on this

understanding of the concept.
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Chapter 5

Conclusion

I wrote this dissertation with the objective of contributing to the development of social capital
as a field of study in South Africa. Specifically I was interested in exploring dimensions of
social capital in Cape Town and understanding its links to democracy. This objective was
driven by a critical review of the existing theoretical and empirical approaches which are
widely used to describe the stock of social capital as well as to interpret the links between
social capital and democracy. The dominant theoretical and analytical approaches are useful
because they allow us to speak about the extent of general interpersonal trust in society as well
as make comparisons between societies in terms of trust. We care to know about general
interpersonal trust because it is a productive resource and it has been linked a range of
politically and socially beneficial outcomes. Trusting societies are also likely to be more
harmonious and citizens are likely to possess the virtues of genuine concern for others,
reciprocity and co-operation, creating a more civically minded and political aware social
context. Similarly the extent of formal associational activity in a society is said to tell us
about the degree of social engagement and tolerance, since associations are seen as appropriate
contexts for the formation of cross-cutting ties and the development of open-minded attitudes
as well as co-operative behaviour'. These theoretical conclusions seem to provide a simplified
understanding of social capital and its outcomes, as though the links are clear and equally
applicable in each context. Herein lies the problem. Too much interpretative power is placed
on the simple measures of general interpersonal trust and formal associational activism. Social

capital is far more complex a concept than is readily assumed.

While I agree that social capital matters, I question the manner in which social capital is
predominantly studied and interpreted as a determinant of democratic stability. I address this
concern by critically assessing the dominant approaches to the study social capital in political

science, focusing on the ‘social-psychological approach’®. 1 first comment on the assumed

! These theoretical summarizations are based on the writings of Putmam (1993, 1995, 1998), Inglehart (1990,1997), Rose
(1998), Norris (2000) and Newton (2000).
2 As discussed and defined in Rose (1998).
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situational consistency of interpersonal trust and the treatment of trust as an unvarying
personality trait of the individual. I argue that trust varies not only over time, but also by
context. Individuals adapt their level of trust to suite the circumstance and are likely, for
example, to trust their closest relations more than they do strangers or people who are mere
acquaintances. The analysis of responses to the WVS general interpersonal trust item does not
afford us insight into trust as it may vary in this way. Thus we have little knowledge of how
trust between members of closer circles, such as friends and neighbours, shape and develop the
types of social skills often attributed to general impersonal trust such as reciprocity, civic
mindedness and co-operation. On a more technical note, the widely used WVS measure of
trust may be unreliable because the use of the double-negative can make interpretation
confusing for respondents and the forced-choice structure offers no scaled set of response

options.

While trust and networks are assumed (by Putnam, 2000 and Inglehart, 1997) to be intricately
intertwined concepts, there is no clear consensus on the direction of this relationship.
Regardless of this, empirical findings do not support the hypothesis that general interpersonal
trust and formal networks of associations are linked in either direction. This may be attributed
to the overly simplistic measures used to inform our understanding of a rather complex

relationship between trust in others and our propensity to forge bonds of association.

The outcomes of networks and trust are confusingly similar and it is expected that together
these two components inform us about the stock of social capital and prospects for democracy
in society. But the interpretation of trust and networks as intertwined predictors of similar
outcomes does not help us understand the distinct consequences linked to networks, and the
manner in which these may differ from consequences linked to trust. For example, South
Africa’s low levels of trust but high levels of associational activism cannot be explained by the
Putnam/Inglehart theory which suggests that these two variables are positively related to each
other. These are important distinctions to make and I argue that there is some benefit in treating
the facets of social capital as distinct. It is clear that general interpersonal trust and formal
associational affiliation offer us only limited insight into social capital and its hypothesized

consequences.
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The study of networks centres on an assumed set of consequences which are attributed to
formal associational or group membership. Individuals who belong to groups are likely to
forge bonds which bridge certain social cleavages such as race and class and are thus likely to
become more tolerant and open-minded. However, this assumption ignores that in some
societies, such as South Africa, organisational membership is concentrated in religious groups
that are religiously, racially and ethnically homogenous, leaving little room for the formation
of cross-cutting ties. Informal associations may play a far more significant role in shaping our
attitudes and behaviours towards others. Because formal associational membership can be
costly, informal networks are likely to be more valued by the poor, who in South Africa and

Cape Town, are in the majority.

With these considerations in mind, I proposed an approach to social capital which encompasses
other facets such as trust and reciprocity between neighbours as well as engagement with
neighbours and kin relations. In this way we might gain a more acute perspective on people’s
attitudes towards trust in different groups of people and how these are linked to certain
outcomes. But my proposal required empirical support. Thus, in order to investigate the
dimensionality and consequences of social capital in Cape Town, I proceeded to analyse the

CAS 2003 data.

I used the CAS 2003 data to answer two important analytical questions. The first question
relates to the stock of social capital in Cape Town. My analysis revealed that the level of
general interpersonal trust is low, a finding which is in line with what we know about
interpersonal trust in South Africa, from other surveys such as the Afrobarometer and WVS,
Neighbourly trust is significantly higher in Cape Town than general interpersonal trust and this
descriptive finding was the primary indication that trust is a varying and situational concept.
While people distrust others generally, the results suggest that neighbours are perceived to be
trustworthy and reliable. Trust is not a static and generalisable quality of the individual and by
posing the general trust item in relation to a non-descript group of ‘others’ we may be losing
valuable insight into the dynamics of trust. Similarly we found that people have strong

networks of association with their neighbours and enjoy regular contact with their neighbours
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both in terms of face-to-face engagement and communication by phone or e-mail. Network
relations with family and relatives are also upheld by regular contact. While informal networks
are maintained by regular contact, levels of formal associational activity are low, with the

exception of religious organizations which are relatively well attended.

How are these findings to be interpreted? Well, theory suggests that low levels of general
interpersonal trust and low levels of formal associational activism are sufficient information to
inform us that social capital in Cape Town is low and thus the prospects for the civic culture
and democratic stability are weak. However, having probed other dimensions of social capital
it is clear that the picture is more complex. Indeed, general interpersonal trust and formal
associational activity are low, but the level of neighbourly trust is high and respondents have
strong networks of informal association with neighbours and kin. While I agree that formal
organizations play an important role in civic society, they do not provide the complete picture
of networking. The findings indicate that people are connecting in more informal capacities, an
outcome which may be linked to the opportunity cost of associational membership, such as
time and money. Alternatively, there many be a lessened need to join formal associations such
as street committees or neighbourhood watch organizations because local communities are
sustaining their own welfare through informal mechanisms such as generally helping and

protecting each other.

My decision to analyse the stock of social capital in terms of distinct facets rested on my
hypothesis that social capital is indeed a multi-faceted concept. I was compelled to test this
hypothesis and by applying Factor and Reliability Analyses to the CAS 2003 data I observed
distinct dimensions of social capital. Interestingly, the variables clustered into groupings which
match to some degree, the theoretical groupings of bridging and bonding social capital.
Respondents distinguished between trust in others generally (bridging social capital) and trust
in neighbours (a form of bonding social capital). Furthermore, networks clustered in terms of
formal associations (which are linked to bridging social capital) and neighbourhood networks
were distinguished from kin-based networks, suggesting that a thicker form of bonding social
capital may be present. A few significant conclusions can be drawn from these results. Firstly,

the results suggest that social capital is multi-dimensional concept, made up of a range of
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distinct constructs. Secondly, when analysing social capital, we need to first be specific about
which aspects we are interested in understanding and then design our measures accordingly.
While CAS 2003 was a useful instrument for exploring dimensionality, there is significant
room for improvement in its measures. In terms of the single item constructs, we can do more
in future to build around these items so as to develop stronger, more robust indicators of these
concepts. Certain measures which were dropped from the analysis, because of their weak

validity and reliability, also need to be reviewed and developed further.

Before linking social capital to the hypothesized outcomes of tolerance of diversity, civic
commitment and political participation, I provided a descriptive overview of these outcomes. I
found that respondents generally displayed tolerant towards diverse groups, agreeing that it is
easy to like people who are different, that exposure to other cultures is an enriching experience,
and that it is desirable to create one community out of all the different groups in Cape Town.
Similarly, respondents displayed a high degree of civic commitment, with most agreeing that
they have a responsibility to give their time and resources to their communities and act as role
models. Slightly fewer agreed that they have a responsibility to stay and develop their
communities, even if this means passing up a better job or moving to a nicer area. These results
clearly contrast with the findings about general interpersonal trust and suggest that while
people do not generally trust others, they have developed those attitudes which are beneficial to
the democracy, such as tolerance of diversity and civic commitment — outcomes which are
usually associated with general interpersonal trust. The results are encouraging in terms of
democratic attitudes and virtues in Cape Town. The extent of political participation is low,
especially in terms of individual engagement with local Ward Councillors. Respondents are
more likely to participate in some sort of collective action, suggesting that unlike the prospect
of participating as a solitary actor, being part of a group might motivate civic engagement. This
finding suggests that a form of bonding social capital may be encouraging political
participation. Having analyzed the descriptive findings, I set out to investigate the extent to

which these outcomes are linked to social capital.

There is little evidence to suggest that the use of a blanket measure, such as general

interpersonal trust, is adequate in describing social capital and explaining certain hypothesized
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outcomes. While macro-level data analysis shows that social capital, as measured only by trust
and formal associational affiliation, correlates with national patterns of democratic stability,
this approach does little to describe micro-level activities and attitudes and the outcomes
associated with these. The link between the dimensions of social capital and its hypothesized

outcomes required further investigation.

I set out to test a range of hypotheses about interpersonal trust and formal associational
activism in relation to 1) tolerance of diversity, 2) civic commitment and 3) political
participation. The most striking result from the explanatory analysis was the weak association
between general interpersonal trust and the outcomes of tolerance of diversity, civic
commitment as well as political participation. The results suggest that, in Cape Town at least,
we can infer virtually nothing about individuals’ propensity to tolerate diversity, express
commitment to their communities and engage in various forms of political participation, by
measuring their disposition to trust others generally. This result contradicts the theoretical
argument that interpersonal trust is associated with these outcomes. While political
participation and interpersonal trust are both low, these variables are not statistically
associated, indicating that low levels of trust do not necessarily predict political apathy. Indeed,
the analytical power which is often attributed to interpersonal trust appears to hold little ground
in Cape Town. This may be linked to context specific factors which have not been uncovered
or intervening variables which have not been analyzed. What we have leamnt is that
interpersonal trust is not as strong a predictor of social and political attitudes and behaviours as

theory would suggest.

The other indicators of social capital performed relatively better than interpersonal trust,
although no variable was consistently strong in predicting the hypothesized outcomes.
Associational activism was a weak and statistically insignificant predictor of tolerance of
diversity, a finding which once again contradicts theoretical expectations. Where we would
have expected organisational membership to lead to greater interconnectedness and open-
minded attitudes, the evidence suggests that this association is not present. This finding

highlights the importance of incorporating context specific considerations into the analysis. In

3 See Norris, 2002.
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Cape Town, organisational membership is predominantly in religious groups which tend to be
homogenous in terms of class, race and ethnicity. These homogenous contexts offer little to no
room for the formation of cross-cutting associations. People are unlikely to be exposed to
diversity and are thus also unlikely to develop the social skills of tolerance and integration in

these environments.

How do the other facets of social capital fare in explaining these outcomes? Neighbourly trust
was the strongest of predictor of tolerance of diversity and I supposed that this might be an
outcome of perceived benevolent and supportive behaviour in the local environment, affecting
attitudes towards others. I was surprised by this result because I anticipated that neighbourly
trust, a form of bonding social capital, would lead to some sort of ‘outsider’ effect. Instead, it
was the structural component of bonding social capital in the form of contact with neighbours
which yielded this outcome, albeit only in terms of regular phone and email contact being
negatively associated with the attitude that exposure to others enriches ones life. Contact with

kin had only a weak association with the tolerance variables.

In terms of civic commitment, neighbourly trust in combination with formal and informal
networks of association were its strongest predictors. Neighbourly trust is a statistically
significant predictor of respondents’ attitudes towards giving their time and acting as role
models in their communities. But, it is not adequate in predicting respondents’ propensity to
stay and help build their communities at the expense of their own personal advancement. For
this selfless form of civic commitment, it is the structural component of contact with
neighbours which is the strongest determinant. This suggests that contact with neighbours
nurtures a deeper sense of commitment than perceptions about neighbours, highlighting the
distinct functioning of structural and attitudinal components of social capital. Another
significant determinant of civic commitment was membership activity in both religious
organisations as well as socio-political or community groups. The predictive power of these
variables is not surprising since our measurement of civic commitment is framed in the context
of the community which may be interpreted as the neighbourhood, and it is clear that the
dimensions of social capital which tap into aspects of the neighbourhood or community have

the strongest link with this outcome. This finding supports the theoretical expectation that
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neighbourliness may foster a greater commitment to community development, as suggested by
Putnam (1993). Howeuver, it is also clear that interpersonal trust plays no explanatory role in
this regard, highlighting the importance of probing other situational and dimensional aspects of
social capital, such as that in relation to the neighbourhood. This further demonstrates that
general aspects of social capital such as general interpersonal trust are unlikely to affect or

predict context specific outcomes, such as commitment to the community.

Interpersonal trust and engagement with local Ward Councillors are both low in Cape Town,
but there is no evidence to suggest that these variables are linked. Low levels of interpersonal
trust do not necessarily explain low levels of political participation. The social capital variables
are generally poor predictors of engagement with local Ward Councillors. Only two
statistically significant correlations were observed, phone/email contact with neighbours and
membership activity in socio-political or community organisations. This specific result is
encouraging because participation in these groups clearly plays some role in determining

whether individuals are likely to take up this form of public participation.

Formal networks of association, particularly in the form of membership activity in socio-
political or community organisations, are the strongest determinant of participation in
collective civic action. This suggests that these organisations offer individuals opportunities
and perhaps motivation to take up some sort of civic participation. Formal associations seem
to serve the purpose of fostering both a sense of civic commitment as well as promoting civic
participation. This finding aligns with theoretical expectations. Informal networks in terms of
contact with neighbours and kin are also important and statistically significant determinants of
collective action. Thus, we gain a more encompassing perspective of the role that networks

play in predicting these outcomes, by studying both formal and informal associations.

This dissertation has offered an analytical exploration of social capital in Cape Town, by
describing social capital and linking it to a set of hypothetical outcomes related to the civic
culture and democracy. The findings suggest that there is analytical value in probing social
capital as a multi-dimensional and situational concept. General interpersonal trust is not a

catch-all measure of trust in others, since respondents clearly distinguish between trust in
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others generally and trust and reciprocity shared with neighbours. Counter to what currently
accepted theory suggests, general interpersonal trust is a weak predictor of tolerance of
diversity, civic commitment and political participation. Instead these outcomes can be
attributed to a range of other facets of social capital, which have not previously been explored
in research focused on understanding the civic culture. Formal and informal networks are
important determinants of some of these outcomes but not all, and it is clear that the
functionality of social capital depends on the dimension in question. Attitudinal variables
function differently to structural ones. Furthermore, evidence suggests that in order to
understand context specific outcomes such as co-operation between neighbours, the relevant
situational forms of social capital such as contact with neighbours are far more predictive than

general and broader forms of social capital such as general interpersonal trust.

This exploration into social capital in Cape Town has satisfied a multitude of analytical
objectives. When asking questions about the nature and functioning of social capital, the short
answer is that there is no all-encompassing measure to capture social capital. Social capital can
not be treated as an entity without recognition for it many parts. The dominant political science
approaches to social capital, which rely on WVS data, do not help us explain context specific
observations and in order to examine these we need to delve into the unexplored by probing
facets of social capital which have not been widely analysed. In this way we might better
understand the manner in which aspects of social capital shape democratic values, attitudes and
behaviours. My analysis of the CAS 2003 data has served as a stepping stone in the
development of new understandings of social capital and its links with democracy. Indeed,
social capital is an evolving field of research and we have much more to learn. I hope that

through this research I have made a contribution towards this evolution.
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Appendix A (Part 1)

Survey Design and Fieldwork : Cape Area Study 2003
Background and Survey Design

The Cape Area Study is a survey of social and political attitudes and behaviour conducted in
2003 by the Centre for Social Science Research. CAS is part of an on-going series of surveys
in the CSSR, headed by Professor Jeremy Seekings. CAS forms part of the Social Hubble
project which is aimed at generating quality social science survey data for comparative studies
involving in § cities, Cape Town (South Africa), Belo Horizonte (Brazil), Warsaw (Poland),
Beijing (China), Moscow (Russia) and Detroit (USA). CAS was designed not only to
generate socio-political data but also to develop research capacity and training amongst
graduate students. The survey was conducted in part by undergraduate students from the
University of Cape Town and in part by a commercial social research company.

CAS 2003 had three objectives:

1. To generate the data needed to develop new insights into the study of social and
political attitudes and behaviour;
2. To develop questions that can generate the required data;
3. And to serve as a vehicle for building capacity in the collection and critical analysis of
survey data.
(Seekings, J., Alexander, K., Jooste, T. and Matzner, L, 2004 : 3)

In 2003 I was offered the opportunity to take part in various stages of this project, ranging from
questionnaire design, fieldwork and data management. I worked alongside another graduate
student to train Undergraduate students in interviewing techniques and survey procedures, as
well as overseeing the fieldwork. I have completed a range of research methodology courses in
sampling, survey methodology and data analysis as well as worked on another CSSR survey
(the first wave of Cape Area Panel Study in 2002). Thus, I was able to assist students in
understanding and implementing survey research. Working on CAS allowed me to build on
my own experience with survey research and data analysis. A key motivating factor in the
design of CAS was to address the shortage of quantitative data dealing with issue of specific
interest to us such as social capital, which is often studied using WVS or Afrobarometer data.
CAS 2003 gave me the unique opportunity to collect and analyse data, based on newly
constructed measures.

In terms of social capital CAS 2003 was designed with the following objectives in mind:

1. To broaden the debate on measuring social capital in the South,

2. To contribute to the development of quantitative data on social capital in South Africa,

3. To expand on the range of measures used to investigate social capital by studying it as a
multi-dimensional concept,

4. Investigate the implications of various facets of social capital.

CAS 2003 thus served as a useful instrument for my exploration into the dimensionality and
implications of social capital in Cape Town.
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CAS 2003 covered the following topics :

General and National Political Engagement and Attitudes
Engagement with Local Government

Civil Society

Political participation

Facets of social capital and aspects of community life
Social Attitudes e.g. towards AIDS and diversity
Perceptions of distributive justice and injustice
Emigration

Security

Socio- economic and demographic background

(Please see Appendix A : Part 2 for full version of CAS 2003 questionnaire)

CAS 2003 was designed by Jeremy Seekings, Karin Alexander and myself, with advice from
Robert Mattes. Fieldwork in coloured and African areas was contracted to Citizen Surveys.
Fieldwork in white areas was conducted by senior undergraduate students taking the course
Senior Political Analysis (POL334H), at the University of Cape Town. I was responsible for
training and supervising student fieldworkers.

Fieldwork

The 400 interviews undertaken by Citizen Surveys, including 200 in each of the African and
coloured samples, were carried out such that the population group (i.e. what used to be called
the ‘race’) of the interviewer matched the population group of the respondent. Citizen Surveys
have a large pool of interviewers who are resident in coloured and African areas on the Cape
Flats and are fluent in the most commonly spoken languages of this region, namely Afrikaans,
English and isiXhosa. This served to our advantage and while same-race interviewing may
yield some bias, it is believed to elicit more accurate data (Seekings, J. et al , 2004 : 5).

Fieldwork in ‘white’ areas was allocated to the students, because of language constraints and
because these areas were more accessible and generally safer. The twenty-two UCT students,
responsible for interviewing the sample of 200 white respondents, comprised a racially diverse
group, so that in ‘white’ areas, respondents were rarely interviewed by a student from the same
population group.'

Fieldwork was conducted in the first three weeks of September 2003 in coloured and African
areas and in September and October in white areas. Fieldworkers were trained in the relevant
protocol of interviewing such as correct manners, dress code, proper introductions and the

! Although this situation was not ideal, there was some benefit in having a mis-match between the race of the interviewer and
that of the respondent. As is noted : “In South Africa, it has always been assumed that there are racial interviewer effects, but
to the best of our knowledge, this has rarely been examined. The CAS interviews in white areas provide a small sample with
which one might begin to assess such interviewer effects. This is particularly valuable for CAS, since opinions towards other
racial groups is a key theme of the questionnaire” (Seekings, J. et al., 2004 : 5).
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importance of confidentiality. Training comprised workshops and practical exercises on the
aims of the survey, interviewing techniques, administering the questionnaire and coping with
scenarios that arise during interviews. Interviewers were instructed to be neutral and adhere
strictly to the order, wording and framing of the questions. Interviewers were also advised to
record observations regarding the neighbourhood in which the interview was conducted and,
when necessary, the respondents’ behaviour and attitude during the interview.

Interviews were conducted during the week as well as on weekends, and at various times of the
day. Using university students as fieldworkers meant that special attention had to be paid to
safety. The students worked in groups of four or five and had to report to the me before
entering and on leaving their fieldwork sites. Each student was given UCT apparel and name
tags for easy identification, a phone card and street maps. Interviews took between one and one
and a half hours to conduct. As a token of our gratitude, each respondent in CAS 2003 was
given a custom-made canvas ‘UCT Cape Area Study’ bag. Quality control was exercised by
Karin Alexander and Citizen Surveys (for the coloured and African samples) and by myself for
the sample in white ‘enumerator areas’ (EAs). Where necessary, fieldworkers were retrained
to work through problems and queries that occurred during interviewing.

The Sample

The CAS 2003 sample comprised three separate samples, one each for areas with
predominantly African, predominantly coloured and predominantly white populations.
Members of the Indian sample were grouped under the umbrella of ‘coloured’. Each sample
was then drawn using a two-stage cluster sample. The database of EAs, as defined by
Statistics South Africa during the demarcation phase of Census 1996, constituted the sampling
frame. EAs are designed to be homogeneous with respect to housing type and size. Most EAs
comprise between fifty and two hundred households. In metropolitan Cape Town as a whole,
there are approximately 4710 EAs.

Selecting EAs

EAs were selected systematically to ensure that their probability of selection was proportionate
to their population size. The 1996 Population Census indicated a total population for
metropolitan Cape Town of 2 496 672. We were unable to use the 2001 Population Census
because, at the time of sampling, sufficiently detailed data was still unavailable. The first stage
of the sampling entailed selecting EAs. Using the Census Data we generated a list of EAs in
Cape Town, together with data on the race of the head of household. The original intention
had been to draw three samples of EAs, according to the majority racial group in the EA. QOur
objective was to select twenty predominantly coloured, twenty predominantly African and
thirty predominantly white EAs. Technical problems meant that an alternative method was
employed to select the target number of EAs. The census data were divided into three racial
populations: white, coloured (in which we included Indian) and African, by EA. For each
population group, we generated a cumulative count of the number of households in each EA,
selected a random starting point, defined a sampling interval (selected to generate the required
target number of EAs)’ and selected the EAs for which the cumulative count of households

2 The sampling interval was 17892 for the white sample, 62639 for the coloured sample and 32124 for the African sample.
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was equal to the starting point plus multiples of the interval. This generated a sample of
seventy EAs. This differed from the original plan in that the list of, for example, ‘coloured’
EAs included all EAs in which coloured people lived, not just the EAs which were
predominantly coloured. This meant that an EA might be selected more than once (although,
because the probability of being selected depended on the number of people in each population
group in the EA, no one had a disproportionate probability of being selected than anyone else,
overall). The twenty African and twenty coloured EAs were all predominantly African and
coloured respectively, but the thirty ‘white’ EAs included several very ‘mixed” EAs (perhaps
because of desegregation since 1996 as much as the sampling method). Five of the thirty
‘white’ EAs were discarded on the basis that their residents were mostly non-white or that the
areas were deemed unsafe for student interviewers. The sampling was conducted by myself,
with supervision from Robert Mattes.

A list and map of selected EAs are available from the CSSR.
Selecting Households

The second stage of the sampling entailed selecting households within the chosen EAs, using
aerial photographs (supplied by Statistics South Africa). These clearly display residential
units, street names as well as public and non-residential buildings. We excluded people living
in institutionalised settings, such as students in dormitories, people in prisons as well as
residences of nursing or old-age homes.

The fieldworker manual used by the student and Citizen Surveys fieldworkers contained
detailed instructions on the sampling of households and respondent selection. In each EA, our
target was to conduct a total of ten interviews. A random start point was selected on each EA
map. From the starting point, interviewers were instructed to count until they reached the tenth
household in the street and conduct the first interview there. As a rule, interviewers were
instructed to keep to the right hand side of the road when counting dwellings. From here, every
tenth household was to be selected. Shops, places of worship, schools and business premises
were excluded from the counting procedure. For blocks of flats, interviewers were instructed
to start the walking pattern from the top floor of the block and work their way downward and
select every tenth flat.

For the purposes of CAS 2003, a household was defined as:

= A group of people who ‘eat from the same pot’ daily.

=  Only permanent residences of the household were included, thereby excluding visitors,
domestic workers and household members who live elsewhere for the purposes of work
or study.

Where multiple households were recorded on a stand, these were counted as separate
households if they were: compounds of multiple spouses, block of flats, backyard dwellings for
relatives, rented dwellings or workers’ quarters, or had separate entrances. Each dwelling on a
stand was counted as a separate household, unless the person or people living in the dwelling
formed part of the main household, i.e. they ate out of the same pot.
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Selecting individual respondents

After selection of the household, random selection of the respondent was undertaken following
the ‘next birthday’ rule. Once inside the household, interviewers listed the names and birthdays
of all household members over the age of eighteen. The individual who had the next birthday
was selected for interviewing.” In cases where this person was a not at home, interviewers
were instructed to revisit the household so as to conduct the interview with the sampled
respondent. Interviewers were not permitted to replace the selected individual with anyone
else in the household.

Refusals and Substitutions

If the person with the ‘next birthday’ refused, interviewers were instructed to replace the
original household, not the respondent. Interviewers were to select the household lying
directly to the right of the original household. If this proved unsuccessful, the household to the
left of the original household was to be selected. In cases where the residents of the selected
household were not at home, interviewers were instructed to make at least two call-backs
before substituting the household. Substitutions and the reasons for them were to be clearly
documented in the questionnaire.

The actual sample

The Citizen Surveys fieldworkers interviewed ten respondents per EA, as instructed, producing
samples of two hundred respondents in African and two hundred in coloured areas. But the
student fieldworkers were unable to complete their assigned interview loads. A total of 188
interviews were completed in white areas, spread evenly across the twenty-five selected EAs.

Almost one-third (29%) of the 588 interviews were in ‘substitute’ households. The proportion
was lowest (15%) in coloured areas, highest (50%) in white areas, and mid-way (24%) for
African areas. This pattern of substitution rates, and the alarming substitution rate in high-
income areas, reflects a general problem in survey research in South Africa. When the
sampled household could not be interviewed, fieldworkers had to try, on average, two houses
before finding the substitute household. In one case, the substitute household was the ninth
household visited after the sampled household.

The profile of our actual sample

Our actual sample is not precisely representative of the adult population of Cape Town as a
whole, but the difference in racial composition is minimal, when we compare our statistics to
the Census data. Using 2001 Population Census data, the adult population of Cape Town is as
set out in table 1. The CAS 2003 sample is as set out in table 2. A small number of the CAS
2003 respondents gave their population group or race as ‘other’, adding ‘South African’. In
most cases we can deduce the population group, but in four cases (all male) it is difficult to say
whether they are coloured or white.

? The questionnaire {A 12) specified that interviewers should interview the household member with the most recent birthday , but the
Citizen Surveys fieldwork manual instructed interviewers to select the household member with the ‘next birthday’; the fieldworkers
applied the next birthday rule.
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Table 1: Adult population of Cape Town, Census 2001

Men Women Total

Cape Town (2001 census) % % %
African (%) 15 16 31
Coloured (%) 21 25 46
Indian (%) <1 <] 1
White (%) 10 11 22
Total (%) 47 53 100
Table 2: Adult population of Cape Town, CAS 2003
CAS 2003 sample Men Women Total

N % n % n %
African 60 10 137 23 197 34
Coloured 96 16 141 24 237 40
Indian 5 <1 1 <1 6 <1
White 66 11 79 13 145 25
Don’t know 3 <1 0 0 3 <]
Total 230 39 358 61 588 100

In terms of race and gender, the CAS 2003 sample over-represents African women and under-
represents African and coloured men. The data-set was weighted according to race and gender
and recommended weights are included in a variable in the data-set. (Seekings, J. et al., 2004:

10)
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Appendix A ( Part 2)

CAS 2003 Questionnaire

| wwaw __ CAPE AREA STUDY 2003 |
Ehackéﬂ byinterviewer ~ Interviewersign ~ |Dateof back check | Household back-checked?
Edited by | Sign |Supewi5ﬂrs'i'gnaturel- fes ' 1
Codad by * Sign L No . 2

Intervigwar Name |
Household Selection Procedure

Selzct a random household. A household is a grovp of peopls who presently sat fogefher from the same pol. Start yourwalk patiern salecting
puery 109 dweling . Keef bo the rghf side of the road. [Fa call is tnsucesssiul use the fabls Below fo resord your progress watl! you make a
successiul call. Circle & code number for unsuccassfil caifs only.

Raasons for Unsuccessful Galjs ‘l Household | Househald HDus-EhDH Housaheid ; Heugahold | Household | Household ]
oyt on Sl stind b, ATITRRITRY Mg [ i S > 5 : i
O R T NS D [ WO O O O TN 1 1
F"ersnn s&lectzd was never at homs Pt i i 2 2 2 Z
Hnusehnldﬂ?rermsea empty for the sUrvey pEFI'I.‘I‘.IF s L i T Ty NG 3 3 S
Not a cifizeniSpoke only a fareign language 4 4 1y 4 4 4 S
LeafiDid not speak a survay language 5 3 5 5 5 5 | 5
Other {specify} T S 65 1 8 B 6 B Beol &
Mot .&ppllq_able a&y7 Sa7 8q7 agy 297 | w9 97
Address of original household selected: 1

Section A! Interview record

Good Day. My name is . 7 : . We are presantly conducting a survey on behalf of the University of Cape Town o

estgblizh the atfitudes |:|f pE{JpIE Iwmg in Cape Town. We want to know what people ke you think about g range of issues. e
selected a random samgle of householids living in Cape Town, ard you happened to be in this sample. The sarvey takes about 45
minutes o complete. The infarmation you give us 1s confidential. e ask for your name and address and contact infomation anfy in
case we need {0 contact you fo check that the information was recorced correctly. We shall contact some of our infervigwees in
crder fo venfy the information. MNames and addresses will then be discanded; they will ndf be retorded on Qur computers, Personal
inforrmation will never be made public,

NB. Record detaljs of successful intarview below

Al Respondent Mames A5 Ferson 10

A2 | Community ai6 | EA

Al Address

ad Telephone: Work

A5 Telephone: Home

A5 Ceill phone

AT . Email
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i 1NSTRUCTIDN$rTb INTERVIEWER: Record hare the datails of this interview.

Al Date mtemew mnducted
AL Time of |n’cew|ew il
A0 |z this the household that was 1. Sampled | Goto j
inciuded in the sample orlsil a household | | A2 |
S e e 2 shaily
P hipuschold
A&11 @ IFthis was a subsfifute household, how
many housenolds were visited before
this one in an altempt to find a
! substitute?
A2 |ntervigwsr name Interviewer l
code i
A2 | Wha livas in this household who is Namo : Birthday '1
_ af feast 14 years old? Whan are ] d :
' thair birthdays? b i
| L2
' 3 T
4
) 5
i E
¥
B
g
. 10
'F 11 |
; 12
A3 Checked by
A4 Date checked
[ A15 T INTERVIEWER® Rocord main material used | 1 TErnpclrarg,r shack (plastic, carc!‘unard pl}-’wmd]l -1
. For the walls of this residence. Rl IEECRICEREEED
" OMNE MENTION ONLY 2 FPermaneit shau:k {Durrugateci Iran, mixed DH{ZK}I -2
! & Pcmanent bmldlng {brick, L‘Jlock} -3
: 4 Other (SPECIFY): =
A6 ! INTERMIEWER: Rceord main matenal used |4 Plastic, cardboard or plywond. -1 .
v Tor he roaf of this residences, !
! OMNE MENTION OMLY. 2, Crmugated iren or zing. -2 i
3 Tils. 3
4. Thatr:ih =}
5 Cther (SPE CrF\r’J -5
AAT INTERVIEWER: Fecord the condition of the |1, ﬁma thc strccts ta rn::d" 1. Yes 2. ND
area in which the housg is Ingated. paa it AT e T 2 T s
2. Are the sirects clean 1 ‘r’es 2 ND
3 ﬁ'-.re thena StEE!ilg htﬁ‘? 1 ‘(es 2 0]
4, Arc there vau::ant plots |n thc arca‘? 1. ¥es 2. ]
5. Do mast houses haue gardens? 1 Yes 2. Nu
A Are the: gariens wellt:andud‘? 1 Yes 2 No
T Jﬂ\rc H-lere many h|gh walls and gates furs:er;urlt}.f" 1 Yes 2. No
g Do the houses appear i be in good repair? 1.Wes | 2 No
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Secticn B: General and National Political Engagement and Attitudas

Let us start with some questions about the general political situation in South Africa.

'B1. Overall, da you think that South Africa (s going in the right dirncti;ﬁ or the wrong direction?
Going in the right direction Zaing in the wreng directicn 5 Don't know
. 1 2 1 9
B | How intarested are you in public affairs, i.e. poiltics and government?
: ' Mot interasted Somewhat interested Very interested L Don't knogw
1 2 3 T
8.3  What arg the meat important problems facing the country that the government should address?
interviewer, Do nat read out upﬁum"'- B3.1. B3.2. B3a.
fecord p to thoa resp 588, FirstMention | Second Mention | Third hention
e e OniaanewarGnly | Onéarswe: | OnaanawerBHb
A » o oniy
1 Job Creahnn.f uner‘nplcrymant -1 -1 . -1
2 Cimeandsecurty | -2 | 2 | 2 77
'5",:[{1',;;,};'&1 """"""" A ol T L e 4\ R gy =
|4.Educaon | a4 "~
s HviAIDS | 5 -5 =
I 8. Health {35}',;_"_'"__"_" o 5 TR i o
| 7. F’Uvert'; . -7 - -7 i
i 8. Comuptian | SR : ﬂ- ------------- 1 —ﬂ- . —B- 1 H
. si_w.ﬁ';h};}E;}"séféiy"}"s'écl}hiz} Vs N 0S4 N R i,
10_[}];t;n-l-natlﬂn e e Rh =10 =10 -tQ
o migetien . | XMoo | e Ay
| 12, Other (Specify) gt & Dl Mo [ aala " i ool
e knnw ________________________ E . F Al Lt e e
E4. | How cften du yuu dlscuss politics with your friends or family? Fregquenily, occasionally or never?
5__ﬁé~.far Rarely Sometinmes DOften Very often Dot Know
. ' il 1 _2 -’ ' 3 4 IIIII | _

In palltical matters, pecple talk of “laft-wing” (radical) and “right-wing’ {consewatwe} attlf.ud&s how
wiould you place the vlews of the following on this scale, geterally 5peaklng" HAND SHOW' C.ARD

[Let € MiddleModerate =+ Right | Dont
Ko
85 The African Mational Cangress [ANC) : 1 2 34|56 L7 a 8 30 99
___________ : o Bhechs i BTl Bl -5 m
" B.6 | The Demacratic Allance (DA L4 2 i [Rirsiaty 8 | F i 94
CB7 The N-:—:w Mational Party [NNF’} 1 2 e U L | 10 G5
B3 ‘r‘ourself 1 b 10 T e e e e e o 10 g4
1ntalﬂeﬁdar*'l}6 hut ﬂ uuiihﬁ names of the : CurrnctNam& | Other | Knowbut  Don't
; Hﬂﬁﬁfs they are therefn enab %uh simply Glven Mame | can't  know -
tick a box. Grven remember |
- BA Who is the Deputy President of South Africa? | Jacob Zuma: -1 2 3 ]
C B0 - Whao is the Premier of the Wastern Cape? Marhﬂusv.ran g ;"?,"' N 2 3 2
, Schalhwk e SR
B.11 Whe is the Minister of Financa? : Tréuor._h‘faql.;leg.ﬁ-ﬁ'_{?"jll 2 3 9

o5



And how much do you trust the fulluwmg officials and

B.12 Does the government spend more money on education or on defence?
Mare an Same an both . More on Defence | Havert had a chance to find | Don't know
Edircation ' out about it yet
1 i 3 4 g9 ¢
Wowr let us discuss the present govemment of this country, bath the holders of office and the ﬁulltlcal parties.
How well would you say the following office hobders have performed in their jobs?
‘ P Werywell Wiell Badly Weary badly ‘ Don't
h ) wrow
B.13 Fresldent Thabu Mbeki 1 4 P
!B 14 I Martinue van Schallmr},fk 1 : g
Ik Premier of the Western Cape |

parties {0 do whét i= r|ght {Read out optlens)

| Y Never Cnly Maost | Always You haven't | Dan't
- some | of the ! hoard cnough | know
ofthe | time about them to |
tme i say :
| B15 | President Thabo Mbeki 0 T 4 |9
B.16 | Premler van Schalkwyk g N 2 3 4 9
t BT | The African Nationai Cﬂngress [P-.NC:} 0 J 1 2 4} 4 g
'B1R | The Demﬂnratm .ﬂ.llsance {DA} L I 2 3 4 9
! B.19 The New National Party [NNF’} 3 | 1 2 3 4 g

Nuw I am gmng tu read a serigs of statements. Please indicate whether you strongly agree, agree, neither
agree r'mr d[sagree dlsagree or strongly msagree with ear.h one.

Stru:mgl].|I 7% i Strongly Don't |
i agree Agres | Helther | Disagree disagree R
B.20 Folitics and gowernment sometines seem I
a0 complicated that ¥Ou an 't rezally 1 o 3 4 5 q |
understand what is gmng an, .
P B2t If you fad ba, o wendd be able to get :
i together with others and make eilected | e 3 4 5 g
Ieaders llsben.
BZ22 | | You think that wu do not have enuugh
i information about political life and the 9 bl 3 4 5 u
¢ actions of the governr ment
E23  In this country, you must be wery careful of '
. what your say and do with regard 10 1 a 3 4 5 9
politlcs i
B.24 | Whether you vole or not, it will not make 1 3 4 2 f: 9
things dlﬁerent in the future ; .
B.25 1. Who is in power makes a difference to 1 2 3 4 5 £
| whal will happen i the fulure !
B.#5 | How intarestad do you think Membars bR
. of Parliament are in what happens to Mot atall Notvery — mierested Very Don't
. you or hearing what people like you inbzrested interasted | interested | know
i have to say? :
1 2 3 4.1 =@
Many peaple do not wote in elections. Please tell me which statement is tue for You! -
: [Read out optlons) | decided | fwas not | | votedin Elacticn was Cannot
not to abla to the not held in my | remember
vote vota elactions area
B.27 | The 1994 national eiections? 1 2 3 4 ! g
B.28 | The 1989 naticnal slections? 1 2 3 4 g
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Crver the past twelve maonths, how often {if ever) have you contacted any of tl:ua following persons for help
' to s0lve a problem or to give them your views? {Read gut options}
"~ Nevar Dnc_e ar Afew Often | Don't
twice times | know
, B.29 .-'-‘aClty of{:apa Town munal';. ; r % i e 2 3 g
Et3ﬂ A mambé-r- ufthe -ﬁahunal ar provincizl partlan';-e;ﬁ_ﬁs- | . ) B 4 = O il g
B.31 A political party uﬂ‘ir;:al 0 1 P 2 % 9
B32 | Some other mAusntial person i i o 1 3 R -
N = Do you usually think of yeurself as clas2 to any particular palitical I Yom N Cion't
| party? [If no, skip to B.35) 3 TeT
1 2 AESEE]
B34 ' If yr=g, which one?
: £ African Chnshan Demucratuc F'art':,-r 1
2 Afrl{;an Mushm F'ar'c[.r ------------------------------------------------ 2
3 African Mational Congress o B - W _3 ______
4, Afrikaner Eenheidsbeweging g -
5. Azanian People’s Organization — o tE
| iBDemocraicAllnce o oo e |
7. Freadom Front T
’ 8. Independent Democrats (Patricia De Lille} S i U
10. Inkatha Freedom Farty g P, ET
| 11"NawNam nalF‘arw .......................................................................... =
‘ 12, Minrity Fronl > NN e IR
'13. Pan Africanist Congress T Tha
14, United Chiistian Democratic Fart‘_.r- R TN - - A
15. Other (specify) - \ e 1 5
99 Con'tknow i S R il - L T G
; .I now have a fow questin_né ﬁbuut arnigration:
B .35 Are you 3 citizen orlong term resident of South Africa’? Yag ) Nl::.
(I no, skip to Section G e
B.36 |p the past year, how muech thought have you Suyreal |, Somre - AlRlo @ Mongat Deon't
given to mowving fo another country to live and desal all K now
work? e e e e e ) R
(I one atall. go to question B.42) ! 2 ? I
If',res have youl done any of the follul.-.rtng?
=1 \ Y.m-a” o Mo " Refused |
(.37 Talked aboul i with friends o family? | i 2 g
Bad :._.:'-".ﬂti;.-'l':ly iI'I'JEStIgF]té;ﬂ j,rn:r ontiongs? S i | - 2 B
B35 | r‘-‘-.;l-;:mdeld a;en:inar_or Seminars on 1 I 2 g
emigration/mmigraton? i
| B4l | Applied for citizenship ur a jub abroad? G =k g

B4 Other (specity)

gy



B42 | What is the likelihood that you will emigrate Very | Likely | Unitkety | Vary
frum Suuth Africa in the naxt fwe yedrs? llkaty | : unlikely
R ——— .ENH} : | 5 3 v e

e T =

B43 | Fvery likely or likely, why? [Danet read out options. Record anly one resp

1. General econumlc s:tuat:u}n 1
'3 The South Mncangwemmem 2
3. Poor job prospects in South Nnca__“ R, 3
4, Bettar monsy and opportunities abroad : | g 4
5. Family already abroad 5
8. Securty issuas {eg, Cr_i_r_r_te} I . e 6

7. Cther [specify) e

)

E.d44 If unlikely ar very unlikeby, why?
{Co nol read Du't' Gp"[‘ir_‘:f"i"s “Record only one response)

1 Tuu expenswef can't aﬁurd o

* - e T et P s e s

3 Famniy arg in Scmlh Aftica i3

4, Lowe South Afnca.fCape ann 4

5 Want to ,uaut and see 5

E Gt‘ﬁer {znecify) 5]

Section C: Engagement with Local Government

Moww lod's balke aboel Gape Town.

A Here is a list of services proavided by government in Cape Tux-;rﬁ Which of these services shoul.;;f._.i
the city councll devote most nf its money and efforts tu'«‘ Which would be senond‘? .ﬂmd third?

(Show Tespense card I!lsttu C.‘_ (2 C.S
respondent) Most Irperant . Socond Most Importard Ted Mos: epoant
Sieaeueron | Oransieraly | Onensusronly
B e P =
e RONNe BN 8 T T e ol e
3. Heaith clinics or hospitals e = i
| 4. Bus and train services =~ | [ = o il
5, Minibus taxi Senices L= [ !
_E_F_’ajr_éé______...________________.____________ ot B e a1
7.Road pairs and construction | [
B L el S i e
Eove i N T, TN R | 6 N NN T DR s 57
10. Other {spacify)
i 98, Don't know {00 NOT READ

g8



For each of thesa sarvices, would you say that you an_:_-;-ury dissatisfied, dissatisfécd, satisfied ar ».-;ry
| satisficd?
i Very Dissatislied Satisfied Very an't
i dissatisfied . satisfled kriow
= Electricity 1 2 3 4 a
C.B Watar 1 2 3 4 g
HE o 7 F‘ubllc health {:lll"l 3 or h{:spltals i 1 2 3 4 a
B Bus and train scorvices i 1 2 3 ' 4 g
LB Minibus 133« SErices 1 2 3 4 g
cs Police 1 2 3 4 9
.10 | Rnead repatrs and construction 1 2 3 4 g
.1 Publlc Schoals 1 2 3 4 9
[ Huusmq 1 @ 3 4 G
' . Can you tell me who presently holds the following office. {Dan't give name) i
-+ Correct Mame Given Other Hame Know but can't | Don't
[ . Given remember kow
CA3 | The Iayor of Cape Town Wﬁﬁm Mieketo: 1 P 3 2]
G4 | Your loeal ward coungrlzr kame (Wnite in):
3 9
c13 : MNow 1'd like to talk about your ward councillos. Does the ward
! ¢ouncillor in this area report back to the voters on hig/her activitios? |
; (IERgor don't know, go fo Guestion €.18] |-
C.16  If yas, about how often? [Reag Gt options)
Adout onge aweck | About onoe a month Every lew months About snce A year - Don't know
1 2 3 4 9 :
C.j? if yes, in what way? {Rgad,:gu},pﬁﬁunsj
FPuhlic meeting Pamphlots Thrzugh others Cther Dign't know
: 1 i 3 4 9
1 ves. | ves.afew | ves, many | Don't know
[ 1LY ; QNG timas limes :
TS Have yol ever '-:deél:‘l with lhe .-.'ard | :
o oouncillzr face 2 facn or on the : 1 2 3 4 g :
i phnnn7
CAD | How often have ;mu ‘written a letter to 1 2 3 9 ] |
; the ward councillor?
G20 | How otten have YO attended puhhc
' meetings whire the ward councillor 1 2 2} 4 =}
! spokn?
i o2 How interested do you think City i
! Councillors are in what happens to Matatall | Nolvery | yemecgeg | Very Don't
people like you or hearing what people  irtorosted | Imerested intereste | know
: ke you have to say? ! 5!
I_ + AL LIS Ay 1. - " | ! 7 :
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Maw I'd like your opinion an certain office holders in Cape Town:

How well would you say the following office holders have performed in thﬂlr]ﬂb57

Vo well WMol chadly "-.."er',-' badl'u' Dant |
+ knuow
c2z . Nomaindia Mieketo, e Mayar 1 p : g 4 ' g
i of Cape Tr:-'.',n
Hi S 23 Thr' '1'|r~rnl}cr=-. uF the Cape f 2 3 4 o
Taovwrn Ciky Counml
.24 ‘{ Your lacal ward counmllor 1 2 3 4 g
i And, how much do you trust the fﬂllowmg officials to do what is right: (Read out aptmns'_l
! M ver ey " Most of Abarrgs You bavoen™ Dok
| some of e fime heard erougi ke
the: time abost them to
‘ say
C.25 | Mayor Mieketo i 1 ; 2 3 4
526 The Cap-a Town Gty Cuuncll i 1 2 3 -4
' .27 | Your local ward councillor ] 1 2 a 4 o
-.28 . And, how many officials in the local govermiment du you th!nk areinvolved in corruption?
All Rt i Bume D ATew Mg Mot krice
3 i 2 J 4 5 2! i

In the past year, how oﬂa"n {;if. avear} have you had to pay a bribe, ;g.i';re a ;q.if't or do a favoyr for a
governiment official to:

T DnL:e ar P-. = fizn Dan't
{ T s T AN
_C,EL* Ctiea traff: tickat ] 1 3 3 g
“E.éa"] ““El';t-a |IIDE|'IS{" o sarne other dDEHn:I-E:nt i -------------h----“‘--*------_I---------------2------- it - é“—- ) -_9_ G
“(-.‘._:ﬁm . get servicns %uch a8 Elecmut},r or wa.tr.-:r“m-_“ “a P e 2““ k| - E!- )
"r.':'.'éé;"Tff’g;'e"{éi&;'{.ﬁ;j.H_L,".?{ e O N2 0 e i iy

in some neighbourheods there are preblems. | shall read a list of problams. For each, can you pleasa
tofl me how commeon it is in your neighbourhood, and where or who you would go to sulve the prﬂblem

G35 | £33, How often daés C34. To whers dc:."wuurd Yol gc: ta solye
0 this problem occurin | this problem? (SHOW CARD, circle one
yuur area’* anly)

(] UT GF’TI“NS 1 loeal guvememant ! councillor
e HE FE'SW“SE'}' 2 nalicnal or provinuial goevemmanl ! WP
I: seme alher influenlial Derson
(SHOW CARD, tirele 4 a raidtive 5: a neighbour
one only) =T C S 2,
4; a 'ocoal arganisatian Foontact police
g, na cne 10, da & mysalf
11: other (saecity) 03 don't kaow
1. Meisy neighboues or 0 hewer 1 Rerely e R = Tt 1 7
wxud parties F Bomelmas 3 Oflen
5 ‘Jery waftezr
2. Grafiit un walls or {0 Never 1Rzrely 12 345 8 7 8 10 11 9y
Euildings 2 Goretraes 4 Offen
4 ey aftzn
“Dontkmw
§3 Teenagershangmg 1!0Never 1Ra_rely 12 3458 7410 11 03
'amund on the sireels - 2 Bometimes 3 0o

4 Wiany o%en
3 en' ke

4. Drunksurtrampson theIﬂNe'-rer 1 Flﬂrel*:' 12 4 46 &8 758 1 3% 449

F

I

i streets | 2 Gometimes 3 Ofen
4 Vory often

! & Don't know
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e
Rkl

... Continued z

C33. How often does
this probklem ogourin

5. Wandalism and
! defiberate damags ko
. property

. B Insults or attacks on
| someane’s race or colaur

-%-.-I.-.ihmes broken into

E. Cars bmkei‘i into or 3
stolen

sireets

i 0 Navar

4. People attacked in the

1 Rarely
3 Often

& MNever
Z Somatimes
4 Wary oftan

O [op't kncay

1 Rarely
3 Oftan

0 Meyer

2 Sometimeas
4 Yary often
S Don't know

. 1. -ﬁ-a-rely
3 Often

0 Meavar
2 sometimes

© 4 Very ofien
|8 Dot ki

1 Rarcly
2 Sometmes 3 Often

- 4 Wery often
© 8 Don't krow

0 Mever

2 Zomefimes
4 Vary often
& Dion't know

: national or provincial government ! MP
: some other influential persan

. arelative 5: a neighbour
; & local grganisation fi contact police
‘hoone 100 do it myself

1! other {spacify)

88 don't koow

12 3456 78 10 11 99

12 3456 7810 11 99

12 3458 781 11 48

12 3458 7810 1109

Now, with the mga;d. to tha following municlpal elections, please tell me which statemant is trua for you:

L e
(ReadsiEDBians) : ‘
| | derided | weas not | woted in Election was not ¢ Cannot
" nottowote | able to wote the hetdinmy aréa | remember |
! | Tiedtions '
.35  The 1999 municipal election it 2 3 4 : g .
Iwould not | | would not | | would wote | The elechion will  Dan't know
wote g2 able o | nol be nmy |
vt : area i
.36 | The next municipal election in 1 2 3 4 ]
2604 :
C.37 | If amuniclpal election was held | 1 2 3 d e
tomanngw !
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CaB How do you pay for elactricity? Mumupal Account 1
' ; Pay landiordfandlady | 2
; Prepaid slocticty 3
N
ldonthaveelectity | 5
Idon‘t ko - _9_ N
.38 i In tha pasttw;f_'».r; months, have you evar been unable Yes i) 1
ta pay your electricity bill ? Nu i 2 """
Don't know 5
C.40  In tha past twelve months, has your electricity ever Yes 1
: baan disconnected because you were unable to pay? Nu """""""""""""""""" 4 2
i e e Domtkrow 5
(. & How do you pay for wator? Municipal account 1
Paylandord | 7
_Prepaid ;u.a-ter L 807
I don't pay ) . 4
! ldon't have atap v __5
. Idbn't knew 9
C.a2 In the past twelve months, have you ever been unahble | Yes 1
. to pay your water hbill? N"j """"""""""""""""""""" """'..Z'""'"
. Do_nt know | EIT_
C4% | Inthe past twelve months, has your water gver been | Yos 1
disconnected because you were unabla o pay? Ng 2"_ i
Dor'tknow
Codd T your electric/iy wasdmcnnnactﬂd -E::.r mistake, -.n.r.hat would bg the best way to ge_t i :
InierUE\mfar' Cio not read options. Spantanaous mantion, single mantion,
_:I;st wiait untll it ig rPf‘DI‘II‘IE:L.tEd 1
-_AE;JI_y_tﬁéve it roconnected R . ol o I 2 ------
Contacta friend who works for he ¢ityorEskom | g ]
-&Jﬁéf__é::ﬁfneune wha wiarks far Eskom a payment. or qa'mur tuget 4tremnnen,tr-}d --------------------- N 4
Getmmenneyuu knm-r.-r_:f:u“remnneu it (ot an Dl"f|[:|al].l' Recunnact |t youmeﬂ (i 5
BN ' B
i ::Eﬁnm _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ it

Section D: Civil Snclety

102

For the .fu.ll;[-:wmg statements, would you 52y that you agree or disagres with the 5ent|rnent5 expressed" ]
. &trongly ﬁ.gree Nmther Dlsagree : Slmngly Don't

i agrse ; disagres . krow |

D Generally speaking Tost people can | I ;
be trusted 1 1 % * * : > 2 I

D.2 Paople, given the chance, would try i i |
fo take ad'u'a ntane of you 1 2 e 4 ! g 2 |

S o e S L e e R B MR D e i T e R U g T e T A R T i N S Y e R e Sk Y
0.3 | Poople in your area will genarally i 5
- help each other out 1 2 3 4 5 a |

o4 i If pmple iN your area saw Somegne | 3
breaking infto your house, they would - :

da snr‘nethmq to tr:,f and stop |t 1 2 3 4 > g J

D.5 People in your area wald keep an . I
eye on your home if you ware away ¢ 5 3 4. 5 9 !

for a time !



In tl'ie last twelve mor‘iths, how“oﬂen {if aver} ha;e ydu ar anyane in your family ...

(Probe for
fraguency)
;. Meusr Raraly | Soemedimes Oftan Wery Chom't
. I i aftan Krigne
| 0.6 Feft unsafe in your own home o 1 2 2 4 9
0.7 Had ‘,-'Dur home brokeninto orhad | O 1 2 T i Sl & TR
! sumethmg stolan !
D8  Felt unsafe walkmg in yt:ur areg a 1 2 4 9
dunng the da',-'
09 Felt unsate walkung in ynur area at g 1 2 3 4 ]
nlght ! : i
D10 | Been physically attacked i o 1 2 3 4 ]

[n the last twelve months, how often have yau or your family

7 Was itt READ QUT OPTIONS

Never | Rarely | Somefmes ~ Oftan Don't know i
011 Gane withgut enaugh food to eat 0 1 2 ! 9 |
: 02 Gone w:thout medicine or medical weatment CI 1 £ 3 g i
: you needed
.13 Gone without 3 cash income
.14 Gone without EnDugh clean water o drink
and cook with
D.1% | Gone without shelter o 1 3 +f 9
D.16 | Gone without cloctricity in yr.‘rur home @ 1 3 !
| B/ ey Gone without enough fuel to heat your hames 0 1 3 &
ar cook your food ;

m{d in the. Iaét.fnunth. how much of the iime

7 Was it often, s

ometimes, rarely, or never?

Mevar  Rarely | Sometimes :‘ 'Df.ten Don't know
DA8 @ Has your ph:.rsn:al Tealth reduced the amount ad 1 2 3 ]
¢ oof work youe would normally do inside or
. outside your home ‘I‘
019 Have you been sg worred or 1n:~'.|r.:nus that R 2 3 g
you have felt tired, worn out, or exbausted ! i
Mow, thinklng of yaur family {both immediate and broaden and your neighbours: 5
i e Fa
021 | How often do you visit ar talk to Haw often do you call :
: | them? them on the phone or |
amail them?
1. Family or relatives 1. Bueryday 1. Everyday
2. Baveral times a wesk 2. Savaral tires g weak
3. Sewaral times aronth 3, Several times @ month
4. Baveral imas a yedr 4. Sawveral times a yaar
, B Less Oftr:zn 8, Less often
2. Neighbaurs : 1. Evarvday 1, Everpday
: 2_ Savaral limes aweek 2. Several limes & weel
3, Several times amonih 3. Several timas a month
| 4. Sevaral timaz a Year 4. Several tmeas a vear
i 8. Lems ollen 8. Less often
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Feaple sometimes ask other people to help them with snmathiﬁéz

022
0.23

D.22
How camfartable would you
be asking a nelghbour to:

D23
Heowwy comfortable would you he
aeking a memiber of your family or
a ralative to:

1. callect & prescaption for
youl if you were sick

2 help you by holding 2
ladder ar maving furniture

3. lend you R20 if you
neaded it

4. lend you R200 If you
needed it

5. discyuss & prablem yﬂu-
had with your husbandfwite
Or parrer

5. spend time with ‘,ﬂﬂI-J--if
you were fesling depressad
or down

7. give you advice about an
impartant change 0 yaur
life — & new jok or moving
area

PR P o e

1. Comfortable 1. Comfortable
2. Neither 2, Meijther
3. Uncomforiable 3. Ungemfortable
9, Dot know 9. Don't krow
1. Comfortatie 1. Comfortable
2, Melther 2. Meither i
3. Uncomfortable 3. Uncomfonable i
3. Con't know 3. Don't know
1, Comfortabla 1. Comfortable
2. Maither 2. Meither
3. Uncemfcriable 3. Uncomfortable
G, Cron't know ] 9. Dot know
1. Comfortable 1, Comfortable
2. Meithar . 2. Neithar
3. Uncomfonahle 3, Uncomfortable
9. Don't koo 4. Den't kncw
{1 Comfortable | 1. Cemiortable ol
1; 2. Meithar 2. Meither
. 3. Uncomfortable 3. Lincomfortable
© o Dot know M=l e __9. D'y knnw_ ]
i1, Comfanable 1. Coemfortabla
2. Maithar 2. Meither
3. Uncomfortahle 3, Uncomfortable
9. Don't kncw 9. Don't know
1. Comfartable 1. Comfortable
2, Meither 2, Maither
3. Uncomfortabla 3. Uncomfortable
0. Dom't know 9. Don't know
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| Nuw I am going to show you a list of greups or organisations that people join or attend:

intervieNeRSHOW.CARD. Ask across, each series of qusstions 1= 4 ana grolp at a fime;
In't It st involved) tick ONE BOXONLY!
1. 2 3 a, [ 5,
Ara you a leader ar | How often, if ever, Have yau What proportion of . In which of these
active memberor | doyou or have you | contributed | the cther members | groups are you
Inactive member of | aftended meetings? money to of the graup are the mnst munhred'."
this kind of this greup | samé race and
, crganigation? over the tlass as yourself?
: |ast year?
:' 024 Religious group 1. Gfflcial leadar . Mewar 1. Yes 1. Allfalmost 3l -1
i [e.g. church ar 2, Achive membser 1, Rareny 2 Ny 2. Mot
mosque} A Inactive member | 2. Sometimes &, Don't 3 Bome
4. Mol a member 3. Often Plglaly 4. Moneafaw
. 9. Dor't know 9, Bon'l know 5. Dor’t kngw
0. 25 Trade union | 1. Dfficial leader 0. Mever 1, Yes 1. Atliaimost ai -2
: 7 Active member | 1, Rarely I3 Mo 2. Maost
: 3. Inactive membar 2. Bometimes 9, CGon’t 3, Some
i 4. Mot a merber 3. DOiten ' RO 4. MoneTaw
a. Do.n 1 Ko . 9. Dan't know 9. Dion't know
D 26 Professionat or 1. Official leader | U. Mever . 1, Yas 1. Aulfaimost all -3
business 2. Acive member 1. Rarely L2 Mo 2. WMost
assoclation 3 Inactve member | 2. Somelimas o 4 Dont 3. Soma
4. Mot a member 3, Ofen * kngw 4. Mohefow
8. Don't know 5. Don't know } .,---......9'. Zon't know
o7 Gioup that does | ‘Official leader 0. Maver {1 Yas 1. Allfalmost all -4
thinga for the 2 Acbve member 1. Razely 2. Mo 2. Most
COmImILIity 3 Inactve member | 2 Somelmes 4. Don't 3. Barne
4 mot a member 3 Ofien know 4, MNonefaw
9. Domtinow | 9.0ontknow | | . |eDemtknow |
| D28 Local self-help 1. Official leader 0. Mever 1. ¥es 1. Allaimost all -b
' assaclation 2. Active membar 1. Rarely 2. No 2, Most
(abotevial, Burialy 3 Ipactve member | 2. Somelimes 9. Don't 3. Some
4, Mot a membser . ien feriena 4. MoneTaw
8. Don't =now 8 Con't know e 8 Don'tknow |
0.2y Mg hbourhood 1i 1, Dfficial leadar 0. Mever 1. Yaz 1. Albaimost all -6
watch or strest | 2. Active member 1. Raraly | 2. No 2. Mozt
committee 3 Inactva member | 2 Somelimsas 4. Don'| 3. Some
4. Mot a mamber : 3. Ofen fert 4, Morestaw
9. Dot know tE Don't know 9, Don't know
0.30 Group 1. Official ader . 10, Newver ! 1. Yas 1. &lliaimost al -7
concemed with 2. Achve nember 1. Rasely ¢ 2, Mo 2. Mast
local matiess A Inactve member 2. Bometimes 9, Don't 3 Sgime
| suchasschools | 4 Metamember ' 3. Oken ! know 4, Nonedfew
| fe. FTA) 8. Don't know ¢ 9. Doan't ko ; 8. Dor't kagw
0.31 Sparts club or 1. Dfficial feader 1§ 1, Maver 1. ¥asz 1. abligimost all -8
organisation 2. Aclive member 1. Rarely 2. Mo 2. Most
i 3. Inachve member 2, Somelines 4. Don't 3. Somae
: 4. Mot a member 3. Oken wnow 4. Moneffaw
8. Dontknow 04 e 9.Dentkoow |
0.az Another sacial \_ Official leader 10, Maver i 1, ¥es 1. Allfalmost gt -5
elub {ag. 2. Actve member 1. Rarely 2, MNa 2. Most
hnitting, book 3. Inactive member | 2. Someimes 4, Dan’t 3 Soime
© glub, chdr] 4. Motamember | 3. Oftay wno 4_ Moneew
! 8. Don't wnoa 19, Con'; know e 4. Don't know i
043 " A political party 1. Dffial leader 0. Mever 1, Yes 1. Allialmast all -10
. i 2 Aclive ingrmber 1. Raray 2, Mo 2, Maost
; 3. Inactive member | 2. Sometimas S Don't 3. Gome
| 4 Motamember 3, CHigq kricve 4. Monafew
b ' 9. Don't know | & Cram' | wnow 0. D't know
034 ¢ Other (spacify) 1. Oifficial leader . Newver 1. Yes 1. Adlfalmast all -1
E; 2. Artive member 1. Rarey 2. No 2. Most
I 3, Inactive member | 2. Somelimes G, Don't 3. Some
| 4, Mot a member 4 Ollen kngae 4, Nonefaw
i | 9. Dunl't_ kiw :9 Diorr'l ke 9. Dot o
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In some araas in Cape Town there ara street committees or neighbourhood watches or other
groups like thess:

D.35 Is there such an organisation in your Yes
street? 1
0.8 How well would you say the strest committes is performing its job?

Veny viall Facrly well Mok very weall Mot at all well Lot
LTt
| 1 2 ! 4 g

In many areas, there are ‘civic crganisations’ or
different streets: eg. Hout Bay Residents Association

ratepayers assoclations for pecple who live in

BeAT Is thare such an organisation in your Yas M Con't know
area?’ | 1 Z-gotaQ 030 §=go to Q. Dig
Cras Hovwe wail would you say this erganisation is performing its job?
| ey wel Fairly well Mot wery weil Mat at all wel Dian't
koW
1 2 a 4 g

tlow | would like o ask you some questions about the sources from which you get naws or
information about politlcs. How often do you get Information from the following scurces?

Mesver Severl fimes a Several times Ewvery Domt
menth 3 week day knomgy
L5ad (e EN 7 e 2 3 9
D40 SﬁEC TE|E'~’ISIGI‘1 i | o 1 1. Vo N ¢ 2 -—-------—-—3——--—--—5;-------
s U0 L ] . MDA g
D42 |Newspapers | o | 1 [T 2 &
' E ;-T:ﬂ-“- ThE! II'ltE':I‘I"IE!T. ] i 0 1 2 kil g ““".:‘.]-"“m

Here Is allst of actlans that people sometimes take as citizens. For each of tha5u pium tell me
whether you have done any of them during the past vear. If hot, weuld you do this'If you had the

chancé?
B Na, but es, Yo, Jon't
never | wauld if had once aften ke Ao
Loty chance
D44 | Adlended 3 communily meeling J 4 E
D.45 | Got t-:jg&thcr with nthors to ralsc an issya : 4 o
D46 Attcnu:lavd a demonstration ar prﬂtsst march 4 9
| D.47 5|gned a petiton 4 g
| Wizl W)l B O
| 48 Jnined a voysatt 4 g
D49 | oined u slike 4 | 8
.50 {}ccuplsd a bundung ar factary 4 | g
How I|k9l3,r is it that you would take part in action to prevent a person infected with HMVIAIDS
from..;5. .2 {ASK FOR EACH STATEMENT LISTED BELOW),: very likely, likely, not likely or not at
all lkely?
Very | Llkely | Not | Not | Donm't
likaly likely | atall ' know
= _ i likoly .
D.S’I : "~ From teachmg :mur childran 1 2 3 ¥ 8§
D 52 -E From maoving inta your nmghhourhood
1 2 3 4 g
D63 | Fram aperating a business in your area 1 g T g 5
D54 From sitting in the same cassrooms as o : -:
child 1 £ 4 3 4 g |
VN SO A ORESPRNNON 1 SUY e g



Section E: Social Attitudes.

EA Taking ail things .tu.g.éth&‘rr. would you say you are ... ? READQUTOPTIONS
Wery happy iLlite haﬂ_ﬂ}' Mot very happy Not at aJI happy Don't knc:n;.'
1 - i g i 7 5
Ve How much contral do you fesl you have avar what héppnns in your life? READ OUT .
S LA
Jam totally in | Sontrof Most b have litle control | have no control Don'tknow .
corritrod , thisigy s !
: 131 e —]
1 | 2 3 4 4 !
Please sayr, for each of tha fellowing, how impartant it is in your lifa. READ DUT UP‘I‘I{]NS -i
| ery Rather Hot vary " Kot atall Dot ko
| imperrtant important important Important i
i FEI‘I‘IIi}F 1 2 3 4 g
E.4 Friands 1 2 4 , g
E.& Leisure time 1 2 3 : 4_:—___9
ES Politics 1 2 3 4 T
E7 Wark 1 2 3 AT g
E.B Religion _ 1 2 3 | T
Plaase tall me whather you agree ar d:sagme with the f folluwmg statements an society and your !
values. F{EAD' I..IT ﬂF'I'IDNS ;
Btreooly l Agree | Retther Dis- Strongly Don't |
aAgras ! agree disagree | know
ES | It is easy for you to like people in Capa :
Tawn who have different views from your 1 g 3 4 5 g
T '
E 10 | Exposure to dilferant u:ultures in -C:ape Towm 1 2 3 4 5 g
anrichas your life
E11 E It is desirable ko create pne COHVLETIL by Ot
of all the different groups wha live in Cape 1 a 3 4 5 i a
Town i
E12 | Awoman has to hava children in order to be T p 3 4 B i 9
fulfilled 5
i\ E13 Marrlage I ar Dutr_i.-lted |nbt|tut|un 1 2 3 4 5 g
| E14 | Mis okay for a woman to have a chid asa 1 U T T a 5
singie parent if she doesa™ want to have a
stable relationship with a man. E
E. 15 | Individuals should have the chance to anjoy 1 g 3 4 5 g
complete sexual frredom
E18 | We ali have a reapunb[hllliy’ Lo give aur Gme 1 2 3 4 3| g
and resotrces in ordor to develop our '
cOmMEnitas )
EA7 | You have a responsibilily to acl as a role 1 p 3 4 i 5 9
mckei to young pr_-:uple in iy C{Jmmunll‘j,r -
E.18 | You have a respu::-nsm:ht'_-.-' o stay and help 1 2 3 4 ]
Eild youer community, even il it means : |
passing up a hottar job or moving to a nicer : :
] aFEr] { i
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' i Definitaly | Probably | Probably | Definitaly REL“SE Don't
s --_-“'”“-""“‘fﬁs ¥EB nu_ ______ L dMNSWer ki
502, | snselos o kwiong ¥ 2 4 1w | e
. E20 | Aportion is wiong T P 4 | o8 | e’
E.21 It is okay for a mamed mzan lo have sex A L = SR | i e .
| with spmoene ather than h|5 wifa 1 ¢ 3 & o8 99
== e r R e e e ———— o e T —— —f——— e L e L Ty P
E.2Z2 . ltisokayfora rnarnr-d woman to have
L sex with 3 sofmeone other than her ;
..... L L
In your oplrdon: (Read oul options) Definitaly | Probably | Probably | Definitely | Dom't
= Yes no no kiow
E.23 ! Do you think the guurmmunt shouid pmwde free 1 2 # ' 9
: health cdare fr_'-r guogie who nl:.'t.'d it b
. B e TR DR e oS S SIS VTS, T PR [ e e SUEPR
E.24 EH:I Yol thlnk the gnvr-rnrnent shil o pmwde free 1 2 ; 4 B g
health care for penple wulh ADET i
E.25 | Would it be a gaod idea furthe government to 1 2 4 B g
give job Lraining 1o unamployed young peopla?
E.26 | Should youlh who are infected with HIV get this 1 4 5 g
job training 7
E.27 | Would vou be willing to look aller a close family 1 = 4 5 9
mamber with AlIGS?
, E.28 | Imagine thal you iind oul thal one of your friends 1 2 4 5 E
' iz HV infocted, Wauld you still be fricnds with ]
: them? i
:r___ T o P S DB N O P P € i BT TR -] PR S e R [V g A T A1
| E29 | Would you drink from tho sama ot of watgf e 1 2 4 5 ¢
; an HIV irfaected fnend?
E.AN Imagrne you mect someone you redlly like and 1 2 4 3 9
hedshe tells you that he'she is MIYV positive,
'm:uld yﬂu still gl:l {Jut un a “date" '.-.ﬂih th.'her'?
E.31 Do you think the namos of pmplu .wth HI"J"AJDS 1 2 4 5 9
| shuuld e made publlc‘?
E,32 Du Yol thmkthat rhally peuple who get MY 1 2 4 5 2
- infected through sex have only themselves to
hlamea®
| £33 | When you hear the word "AIDS" what Writa in responss. Single mention.
i community or group of peaple first comes to
mind?
£.34 | Between a rich and a poor person; Who is jAachperson !
mare hkﬂl'jl' to gﬂt HIVIAIDS? A j:ll'.'ll'.'ll' persun 2
NEiH‘IEF ! the same 3
Don’t know o
£35 | Between a black and a white persoa: Who fs & black parson Lol Sy, N T | 1]
more |Ikﬁl}" to get HIVIAIDST ' A wh|te person 7
Neuhar { the same 3
| Don't kngw 2]
E.35 Batwaan a man and a woman: Whu is more Ama” _________________________ . 1 )
likely to get HIV/AIDS 7 AWI:IFI"IEII"I 2
Ne;ther  the same BE 1
D{m L kndwr 2] :
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Mow we would like to know how you feel about diffarent peopls in South Africa. Some pecple say that

they like some groups and disiike others. How mugh do you llKe or dlslike the following groups? Plaass

use the scale whare 0 means DISLIKE them very much and 10 means LIKE them very much. Use 5 if you
neither distike nor like them: ¥*{SHOW CARD}

l Dislike = = Like Refuse to | Dot know enough
Group answar shout them
ol1]z2]al4|s5]8|7|8|0a]| 10 o8 49
E37 | Blacks o|1|2]3]4|5|6|7|8]|8]| 10 o8 29
'E38 | Whites o1]2]2 4a[s]e|7][s]e!l 10 96 99 :
i E39 | Coloureds c|r|2z|aials|s|7|8|0; 10 98 99 i
"E4D | Jaws 1|2 3lals's|7|8|a] 10 38 a9 |
{ E41 | Muslims . T 258 |45 6. 78| @] 0| e ag
E42 |Chrsions ' 0 |1 2|2 |4]l5 6 7. 8'89]| 10 | 93 !
B i”r':n?'ﬁ;ram ol1i2]3 4! 5|6 789|100 o8 | a9 :
A4 zﬁ{%mms ol1l2]ala's|ei7|s|a| 10 : 98 : g9
|E45 |Homesexuals |0 | 1|2 |3|4 5|6 7]8|s[10. @ 99
| E.46 | People who
aasickwih |0 |1|2|3|4a|5|8|7|a|9 |10 o8 59
AIDS e o
EAT prawlwilh gl f) 2|5 4|5 6| pr QY 0 o8 9
E.48 .;:-"I;‘eople with
| ey Lol ¢ 2|3 |4lE K7 (8|8 B 98 99
ot -
BA9 [ Fowplouln. otz | 43Q0g 4 v |8 0] 0] of 99 |
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Section F: Distributive Justice

Here are some statements about whe gets wﬁ'éi in society, and why. For each of these statements, do
you strengly zgrea, agree, naither agree nor disagree, disagree or disagraa strongly?
: Bucngly | Agree | Neither | Disagree | Stungly | Dont |
aqgres disagree | know
F.1 It yore work hard you can ged rich in South 1 2 2] 4 5 g
. |Amcatodey : s

F.2 It is easy far children from poor families o 1 2 q 4 5 g
... getagood education IE s M R RS S s

F.300 | Ifyouwgela good sducation, it is sa-ay o 1 2 3 4 o g
. .ybecomedchinSAnow 4 & "

F.4 The govemment sh{:uld ensure that ;
childrgn fram poar families have the same 9 7 q 4 5 g
apparteniies as children from richer

(e, | EWES s P Sy | 1o | OO, |

= People today are hatter off than their 1 2 3 4 5 g

| Pavenis wese swenty-five years ago W_ SRR | -

F & The vaiue of the state old Age PEnsIHY 1 2 3 4 A g

! shouid be increased ! o lme= Tt it Ty ¥

F7 i The gmrarnmant ald 193 pensn:rn should” !

! be ihcreased even if it means that people 9 2 ) 4 5 o
O B IR AR, L |2 O

F.5 Many poar people are poor because they 1 2 % 4 5 O
ims e S e S I S S S L

Fa Foor penple pay too miech tasx 1 2 3 5 o

FAD Penople like oL pa}_iaémrr{ﬂ(-:h tax 1 = 2 3 i 9 ......

F.11 | Tasation should be incteased so that | | | =l
more money 5 available for the 1 7 q 4 5 g
________ government to spend e T ) e,
Fi2 The government should reduce the
; differances in income between rich and 1 2 3 4 5 g

NN ... o) O s v e e e U Ll e (e ANy =110 o

F 13 The gmrernment sh{:uld pmwde euer‘yune )
with & guaranteed basic income {like it q 9 3 4 5 g

| does for oid people through the nid-age
b granty e le? e —m W—— |

F 14 | The governmend should help the 1 2 4] 4 5 2|

.| unemployed BTSN wo) ES | | N (NS oo | J—

Fath Waorkers go oh strike too often 1 2 3 4 5 g

F.18 | Workers cannot get a fair wage unless | | | h o
they go on stike sometimes 1 ] 3 4 5 g

F.20 It is bad for the ecnnom*,r far worﬁé_féﬁg-i;-__ -1 K ? 3 4 . (e 5 q 9 k
on shrika :

o) Sy e e OISl o VM PR e T P ORSOSC SRS NET L F TR

F.21 F'enple will not take on extra ;
respansibilities at work unless they ane 1 9 3 d 5 L
paid 1o do 50 e o S ol U e a1

F22  Large differences in income are 1 2 & 4 5 [ g

HECEhbaI‘}' for Saulh Altica’™s prosperily - L G 5
F.23  The country needs more investment if the
|canomy s t0 grow with 3 rising standard 1 2 5 4 & Log
SN [l D T — NN || ey - !
F.24 F'eople in khes cauntr:,r lve in need 1 2 K 4 i g a
| i ietateasoistyteals them unfairy | . o

F.25 ° Most poar people have {he chance to 1 2 3 4 a L2

| escape povarty _
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Nowr I'd llke you to tell me your views oh various issues, How would you pla.ce your views an this

scale? 1 means you agree completely with the staternent on the leff, 10 means you agree completely
with the staternent on the right;, and If your views fall somewhare in batwaen, you can choose any
nurmber in between, (SHOW CARD)
F.o8 . Incomes should be made mare equal €« 3 Weneed larger income differences
asg ingentives for individual effort
= 2 3 4 5 8 7 8 g 10
E2T Frivate ownership of business and = 3  Govemment civnership of businass
and industry should be increased _.___ industry should be increased
1 Z 3 4 ] g 7 2 H 10
F.OB The govemnment should take responsibility € 2 Feople should take maore responsibility |
te gngure that evenyone is provided for ta provide for themselves
1 2 3 4 a g 7 3 9 10
F.29 Competition is good. It stimulates = 2  Compefition is harmful. It brings
people o wark hard and develop out the worst in people
new ideas .
i 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B g 10
£ 50 In the leng rua, hard work usually « 2> Hard work doesn't generally
brings a better life bring success, its more a mattar
of ek and connections
i 1 2 i) 4 i G 7 8 | 10
' F.31 Pecple can only get rich at the « b Waealth can grow sothere's
: gxpense of others encugh for everyone 5
i | 24 3 4 ] f ¥ g 9 10
=] One should be cautinus about | e 3 You will never achieve much in
making majer changes life unless you act boldly
5 1 2 3 4 ] B & B 2] 10
" Fa3 |deas that have stood the test “ > New ideas are generally
' of time are generally best better than old anes
1 2 3 4 a g it & 9 10

Consider the following two scenaros about court cases and, in each case, say which person is
most likely to be found guilty:

F.34 . Awhite person and a black person each appear in court charged with a crime they did
; : not commit:

, White parson is mara ikely They hava thz Blagk perann .5 more ; 30"t kngws

i____ __sama chancs likelw K o=

: 1 2 3 2
F.35 Neow suppose a nich person and a poor person appear in court charged with a crime

they did not commit:
Rich person mera likely They hawve the 2anr persan aore likcly Coan't kriows
same chance
1 . 2 £ a :

F.36 Some pacple say that it is better for a country if different ragial and ethnic groups

: groups adopt and blend into larger society. Which of these vigews comes closest to your
own?

Maintzin distinc: Adoct 374 blend Dar’t know

1 2 2

maintain their distinct customs and traditions. Others say that it is better if these !
I
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MNow §° d I|ke to ask you some guestions ahnut the protlem of |:H::nﬂ'.rer‘tj-.|r in this cuuntry

Would you say that today 2 larger share, about the same share, or 2 smaller share of

the people m this country are living in pover‘ty than ton or twenty years agn‘?

Sarga sk .-rP

Ahout the sare anase

A smal'er share

:IDn 1 koW

! ¥

2

3

9

| Fas

Do you think that what the government is daing for peaple in poverty In this country is

abaout the right amount, toa much or too litthe?

Tad ruch

About -ight

Toc little

Dan's <o

3

2

3

4

Faa

How would you describe the u..ragua.e"s ar salary: you are pail:.i. for-t.hejuh you do? (READ

ouT)
e _ | et

| Qn t’r:e Soasanable ! Ll Wity Student Wnemuloy- Pensicner Don't know
| righ side L low |z - ed

i 1 z = 3 4 5 B 7 ! g

Vould you say that the following professionals and labourers are paid what they deserve, too
mpch of too little™

Ten much Ahout cight T Tu:n: .ittle. Deor't kaocw e
F.40 Pariamentariing 1 2 3 g
Ay | Locat munmllnrs L AR 7 S N 3
Fiz | Dasess | P N 2 s 3 ]
_F,lﬁ"_'"'E:};H%E;Hy'ﬁéﬁégem """" . A i 3 g
!_:44 Electnclan&fPlumbers ] 3R . N N i e ]
S e v S N R N g
F46 Nurses o L MR ] O
i Faf,:tory e e \ g I - R s
B 1T\ OO S N i R S
| F.49 Durnestic workers 1 4 3 9
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Section G: Vignettes

5.1 Lintil he 19603 Mr Abraham cwned and fived in a house in 3 nice 1. Yes
neighbourhond. But, because he was classified Coloured, he was 2 No
foteed to move away in terms of the Group Areas Act i
Shouid the Government now compensate Mr Abraham 3. Maybe / It deponds
because his house was taken away? 9. Don't know
53 The govemment pravides grants to some peaple in need, 1. ¥es
especidlly the eiderty. | am going to describe a situation, and then | Now go to G.5
azk you what the government should do ko help the parson
involvod, 2. No
A worker has been retrenched from a company. He is a white New go tn G.5
marn, in his 40s, married and with children. He is a dependable 3. Maybe /it dopends
worker and is gctlvely louklng Tor work. 9 Dotk
Should the Government provide financial assistance to this : u HE i -
parson whilst he/she is unemployed? g - ! u
GE  E | How much financial assisiance should the Governmeant 3
provide per monhy
3.6 Supposc tiat the Government said it had 1o increase 1. Yes
taxes 10 pay for these grants o the uncmployed. 0o you
still befiove that the Government should provide financial | £+ NO
assistance to this person? 3. Maybe / it depends
4. Dan’t know
@F Supposs that a fiend tald you that people like this porson | 1, Yos
spend their meney on aleohol. Should the Government 2 Ng
still provide financial assistance to this person? .
3. Maybe [ it depends
9, Don't know
G.B Suppoze hat this person was going b gel sick or aven 1. Yeg
dia bocauss halshe could not affard foad. Should the
el i i i 2. MNo
govarnmeant then provide financial assistarce o this
| person? 3. Mayhe ! it depands
' 9. Don't know
5.9 Suppose that this persen's children were gaoing to go 1. ¥es
hungry and drop gut of gchegl. Should the government
; ‘ ; ; ; 2. Mo
then orovidse financial assistance o this person?
3. Maybe ! it depends
| 8. Don't know
Many people in South Africa cannct find work. |n your upini-:;-n,.huw ir-ﬂpurtant is gach of the
following factors in understanding why peoplé cannot find work? Ploase answer on g scale from
1 to §, whera 1 indicates very important and % indicates unimportant.
1. Moy 2 3 4 5: 9. Don't
important Unimpotant know
.10 | Apartheld
G011 1 Cuarrent government poiicies
5.12 | Bad luck
.13 Parsanal iresponsibiliby or lazinoss ,
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Scction H: Socioeconomic and Demographic Background

Finally, here are some oguestions aboot yoo, what o do, and sooon.

H.1

INTEEVIEVYER.:
resportdertt,

Record the gender of

the 1.

Rzl

2 Femalke

H.2

How old are you?

Ancon gormpleled yoars:

H.3

| Where wera you born?

.. Cape Tmun

Duts&de Cape Tu'lm bt Fn Westem Cape

Dutsrde Westem Cape hut irt Sﬂl.llh Afnca

Dutsn:ie Sﬂuth Africa bur. in Al‘nca

LArh N die

H.4

Whaf is your population group?

Black! &frican

2. Coloured

3. Indian

2
3
5 "o_qiw = AR R I T
9. Dontkrow 3 |
H5 | What language do you speak mast often at home? 1'. English B 1

Nnkaans

2
i 3.
4. Ciher [SDECIFY}

H.

Whu::h nf ﬂﬂ& fulluwlng best describes vou? Inferviewer; Shuw Cﬂrd

1 Ahme ail I am hlack

19 ﬁbov‘&all IamSUUI:l‘IAﬁmEn

12. Other {specify)

L

; 09, Dar't krow

2. Above al, | am white =Ty 2
3 .&J;:;;;;II Iqrnu;']l]ure.d 1 3
4 Abowal lamaxoss R e a0, ol 4
5 "A-tr)-:]-';r;anall Iam-Zqu ------------------------ 5
. Above all, | am Af;kaa_ns &
7.Atoveal,lam Chishan 7
E..Abnue all, I am Jewish o« =i L 8
10.Aboveal lamMusim 1
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HT _"i'i.rhat is your refigion? ONE MENTION ONLY

il8

What is the highest leval of educauun yol have
successfully completed? (Do not count the final
year you wore in School i oyou did not
successfully complete the year. )

Jewiah
rl.’lethc:duu,t (lnc. udung E'o.r'ﬂl::l Presb'_-,'tman

EI.

11

Ful Gospel

Mushm

Non—DmmWnaﬂcnal Chnstlan

1 2 F’Entecostal.f{:hansmam

1 D New-'DId Aposﬁ:rhc

13
14.
15

Finnist

Mone

Other (SPECIFY):

Don't know

4 ——
2

Q.
1.

2
3
4
5
.
o
. ;
'5]

Grade BIStandard 4

Mo schopling/Grade QrLitle Sub-A

Grada 1ISub A

Grade EIS-ub B

G'd[ie—* 'i.lSLan-:'Jdrd 1
Grd[ie—* A5 ancdand E

Grade 5'Standard 3

Grade B."Slar'udard 8
Gr'ade li_l{Sl_andard T

1'3' Grade 10/5tandard B

‘l1

Grada ‘11.-’Standard h

12 Grade 12 5tandard 1I.'.|'J'I"|.|'latn¢

15 Undargmjuate l:begree from a Tar:h mkon

Technikon or Unrl-l'ﬁrsrt'g.-r

13, DiplomaCediicate from ah Inshtutmn
uthur than a Tu(:hmkunp‘LanEI'ﬁlty

14 Untﬁergraduate DiplomaCestificate from a

17. Postgraduaie degree or diploma

16 Untﬁergraduate r:tegree fram a Unwarslty

1

Ch

e (SPECIFYT

Can't I-cnmv

99

H.S

Are o currertly studving?

Yas M

H.10

It yes. at what evel? (Use codes above'in HA, wiite ong in)

r]tll1 | kst

9




! 2 [ e e X il B 4
VHA What i% your marital status:‘ Singe  Mamag Conabitng | Sepatated | Divercod o Witkowesd
1 2 3 4 5 8 | 7
H.12 | Do you have any childran? Ve Moy ' Dot know
1 2—gom Gy by CH14
2H14
.13 If yes, do they live with you or clsewhere? Witheme  With nelafives | Elseaheme D't ki
Rl 2 8 9
H.14 . How many rooms are in this residence? Include WRITE IN THE NUMBER: |
bedrooms, living rooms, kitchens, founges dining:
ronims as well as backyard shacks if they are part of |
the hausehold. Exctude  balbrocrss, doilsls snod
passaces. -
H15 :Does the hml]y own or rent this residence? 1. Own 1
one Menbion anly, 3 Rent 2
3 Cther 3
S, Don't know -g
(116 | What is the most often used source of drinking water | 1. Tap inside house 1
in this regidence 7 2 Tap inyard A =
Ong merfion only. N Tap nutsida }'El'd fi.e. publacj 3
4. Other {SPECIFY): 4
-HAT | What kind of teilet does this residence have? 1. Flush tolet 1
' e mention anky. 2 Other e
; 3, None ] 3
H18 Isthis residence connectad to an alectricity suppty? 1 Yes 1
; T S R, TS SR ||
; 2. Mo 2
I now Want to ask you some queslions about any work that you are doing now or have done recently, and alsa
what you might have dona to ook for work, When we ask about work in these questions, we are asking about
anything that vou have done for money, for paymeat in Kind [such as food) or for family gain; this includes

making moncy from 5e|!|r|g thll‘l(_]b F"Iease tell us even it the wnrk was rmt a prapear joh.

H.18 FJLunm" the past 12 months. oid vou do amy w:urk for payur gam7
. - I —— s e 2I

H20 |Do }uu cun'aﬂlly have: a ij or do Eﬂ}"thlﬂg o eam money, ardl | 1. Yes 1
any work ko help your family or fiends eam monay? | 2. No. £NO,gofoH22 &

H.21 | Do you have a regular pay job for one employer, da regular work | 1. Regular pay job o= 1
for several employers at the seme time, do odd jobs, wark for 2. Work for sseveral employers z
yourself, orwork for a family busingss? 3. Oddjobs i ol
Mltole meatons possible --;'I.---_h"_.fufk for salf S T

| 5, Wm‘kfwfafnll;l:::ﬂ-bu:le::; BT

G




| arn going to ask about your current or most recent wark,

should answer about the one in which you spend the most tima.

[ E What isfwas the reame of your emp!oyer or the company that

you wark for? We ask this to help us

i you do. The information is completely confidential.

H22  What kind of wark doidid you to in your current or mast |
rc:{:{:nt jnh or b smass‘?

If woll have maore than one job or business, you

understand the work that

INTERVIEWER: I respondent works at o privale hotsstoid, ick PRIVATE DUSTHOLD

b

M4 | What isfwas the main business of your place of work™ What

' does/did it preduce, sell or do?

INTE@HE- ERMain. product or senos of the.ems oyer of |

s houses, sells food, repairs cans) :
'H-EFS Have you looked for work in the [ast month (ineluding looking l‘I\‘ | 1 i
for a new joby, if you already have one)? o | Mo e
F27 Do you wart work, even if you are not booking for it? 1...l¥es. 4
: By '“}Jntkrr:u.' @
i HZ?E | Why are you not looking for | 1. | Thete are na jobs avaiiable | | was discowraged by e fack nf}uhs ! thare 1
| work? e foo many peoe lookingforwork
Dol | tisoexpensivetolook 2
_______ lamotbebothered |3
4 [lonttavetie o 148
_@_,____I?_rﬂ atschool / [ um stud'_ﬂng el 5
5 " __i_dq_n'l need froney o N “_s__“
7. _[lamtcobusyathome ] d : T
& Other (SPECIFY}: - - s i a . -__“_H-m ]
i 9. Dontknow o | T i [
H29 |What have you dona to lock | 1. | Sought assistance from mermbers of my hugsehoid 1
for work in the past month, of |2 | Sought assistance from friends /1 relatives who are nuﬁr Ty household | 2
what digd you do when you 3. | Contacted an .é;ﬁﬁl-:-wmr:nt agency of tade union  Placed or answoreg | 5
Iast Inl:rked for work? adverusamentis) / Lockna in néwspapens or an noticebaards
; 0 16l fead ul 4. | Enguired at ';';nrkp'acﬁ factories, homes, o other pnssuhle emplcryars 4
:‘ millifrientions possibe 5. | Wailed ot a plave where casual workers ave hired G
i : 8. |Cther SPECIFY: A B i
I .. '9. |Don'tknow S S i

"7




ERVIEWE 5wl I|k:—~ Iy s you & faw quostiors sttt how families get and spend maoney.  Remsmber J-,Jl
s anyliirg yﬂu 1e|| us is nonfudential

H.3% . How much moncy does this huusnhuld recaive in a |
typical morth from everybody (including all eamings,
pc:nsluns grants and 50 on)?

. probeFEspndent for best guess. st

£ - Reru neu:l
- Don't know

E B! EFw’ua-fvat'rirlg to the categories on the card, how much Y Nﬂlm L . 0
d money does this houscheold receive in a typical maonth R1 i Rm{} 1
[inc[uding all earnings pensiu"ls grants. and 50 u:m}"? VEREERES L s A ST T g e

R1 51 - R200

0

1

2

3

: "R201 - R300 4
5 5
6

7

g

'Ram R400
R401 - Ro0D g
B501 - Rel] } ) 7

RE01 - R0 i
9. 8 - R D‘Dﬂ 9
; L H1001-R1 250 10

1. R1251-R1500 : 11

2 |RISOU-RI7S0 g il
13 R'l ?51 REGD‘U' 13

; : 14 |R2001-R2500 i
‘ I 16 | B2 501 -R3 000 15

16. | R3001 -Ra000 | e
17. | R4 001 -RE 000 17
I 18. |R5001-RE 000 18

| N e S

i i 2 B0 - RAQ Q00 20
I 21. | R10OD - R12 000 24

_ 22 [Rizoot-Ri400 | a
; 22 [R14001-R18 000 2

i 24, |R16001-R18000 24
25 | R18001 —R20.000 25

_____ S A e N Rl T

|
26. | R20 001 —R22 500 28
27, |R22 501 — R25 000 z7

28, |R25001— R30 000 28

128, | R30000 and avar Y 20
08

09, |Domtkmow - e
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Section J: Interview Evaluation
To be completed by Interviewer anly

Finally, here are some guestions about you, what you do, and so on,

J1  Record time af end of interiew. | | h| @ m 24 nour ko
R
‘42 Language(s) used during intervigw? MULTIMENTIONS POSSIBLE.
: English 1
Ahnoza 2
Afrikaans
| Ciher 4
J3 How would you describe  the | Below average 9
respondent's vocabulary {the variety of words 4 '
the rmgpondent used during the interview to LR i :
i express histher thoughts)? Above average | 3
J4 In general, how did the respondent act | Hostie 1
towards you during the interview?
i k Neither hostite nor frierdly 2
Frigndly 3
J.5 Any addltional comments about specific questions or data quality?
= il l
i
i St
i
! J.B POPULATION GROUP OF INTERVIEYWER: African 1 i
"White 2
! ColoUred i
Cither 4 |
Jd.7 GENDER OF INTERVIEEWER.: hiale 1 |
Femsale 2 I
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Appendix B

Analytical Techniques : Factor and Reliability Analyses

Cape Area Study 2003 has a sample of 588 individuals, all of whom are over-18 and
South African citizens, from the Cape Metropolitan Area. The data was analysed at the
individual level, using SPSS.

Factor and Reliability analyses were used to identify dimensions of social capital as well
as to test the quality of data in terms of validity and reliability. Validity testing is the
assessment of whether or not a set of measures actually measure what they say they do,
while the reliability testing assesses the consistency of responses to a certain set of
questions. Factor Analysis tests construct validity and Reliability analysis was used to
test inter-item consistency. A brief description of each approach is provided below.

Factor Analysis

While correlations between variables are useful for providing insight into the strength of
associations, a more sophisticated technique is needed for the purpose of determining
complex patterns of correlations among variables. Factor analysis serves this purpose
since it identifies clusters in large sets of variables, and establishes a set of weights which
are assigned to each variable in the cluster i.e. the extent to which each variable loads on
the particular factor (Piazza-Georgi, 2001:8).

Factor analysis is useful for surnmarising the correlation between two or more variables,
and thus reducing them to a single factor. For example, the correlation between two
variables can be summarised in a scatter plot. A regression line could then be fitted to
represent the ‘best’ summary of the linear relationship between the variables. By defining
a variable that would approximate the regression line in the scatter plot representing the
correlation between these two variables, we are able to capture the fundamental nature of
the two items, thus reducing the them to a single factor. Respondent’s single scores on
this new factor could then be used in future to represent the core or essence of two items.
This new item is the linear combination of the two variables, which we can weight
equally in the generation of a single factor (StatSoft, 2003). The grouping of items or
measures in this category depends in part on the strength of correlation between these
items as well as the condition that these items are not so highly correlated with other
items related to other categories of the social concept, to imply that they are measuring
this instead. The logic behind this is that items measuring the same thing should correlate
more highly with each other than with other items in the analysis(Rummel, 2004).

Factor Matrix loadings are interpreted as follows, if the loading is .5 this = 5? meaning
that 25% of the variance of that variable is explained by the factor. Thus, the stronger the
factor loading, the stronger the construct validity of the set variables in the factor are said
to be. The Eigenvalue of the factor is an immediate indicator of how useful each factor is,
and the higher the Eigenvalue the more of the total variance of its components is
explained by that factor. An Eigenvalue of 1 is usually the criteria for accepting the
factor as meaningful. If the Eigenvalue is less than one it means that the factor does not
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explain more of the variance than any of the single variable would (Piazza-Georgi,
2001:10-11, 13).

For factor analysis, SPSS was set as follows:
= Extraction method; Maximum likelihood
= Rotation: Direct Oblimin (Oblique)

For instances when a single factor is extracted, I analysed the Factor Matrix loadings,
since no rotation has taken place. When more than one factor was extracted and rotation
has taken place I interpreted the Structure Matrix factor loadings.

Before interpreting the data using these techniques, we need to set certain criteria for
acceptance of the results as indicative of having strong construct validity and reliability,
such that we are able to distinguish between strong and weak results.

For Factor Analysis the criteria for assessment are such that:

s FEigen value of more than 1 will be considered as valid

s Suppress factor loadings of less than .3

®  Factor loadings of .4 or below are considered weak

= Factor loadings between .4 and .6 considered moderate

= Factor loadings of .6 or more considered strong
Reliability Analysis

Reliability testing involves the analysis of the Cronbach’s Alpha co-efficient to test the
internal consistency of responses to a set of questions. Generally a reliability score of .80
indicates a strong internal consistency, but for newly developed measurement tools, (such
as the social capital measurement items used in CAS) a reliability score of .60 is
considered acceptable. A high value Alpha is usually used to infer that the measurement
tool constructed is measuring a single underlying construct. As a general rule, Alpha
should not be computed if less than 85% of the sample have not responded, since in cases
where most respondents have not completed all the items on the measurement tool, a
spuriously high Alpha may be obtained (StatSoft, 2003).

Testing for reliability is an important step in questionnaire design and development and
when the Alpha falls below an acceptable level, further investigation needs to be done to
determine the problem, which may be due to unclear wording or inappropriate use of
terms within the question. Researchers also have to be aware of respondents going into
‘response set” mode, whereby a battery of questions is designed such that respondents can
develop a pattern of consistent responses to the set of questions, without giving much
thought or distinguishing between each individual question.
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For Reliability Analysis the criteria is that

» Testing is based on Cronbach’s Alpha co-efficient

* Analysis is only undertaken when more than 80% of the sample have responded
to the set of questions.

*  Alpha co-efficient of .6 or more for two variables is considered an acceptable
indicator of consistency.

= Alpha co-efficient of .7 or more for three or more variables is considered an
acceptable indicator of consistency.
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Appendix C : (Part 1)
Variable Recodes and Summary Statistics

For the validity and reliability testing as well as correlation analyses, variables were recoded
for consistency in the directionality of the measures. This was to ensure that for all the items, a
higher score meant ‘more’ social capital, in terms of what the item is measuring.

All ‘Don’t Know’ responses were recorded as Missing. Missing variables were dropped from
factor, reliability and correlation analyses.

Recodes : Independent Variables

General Trust Variable

Original Format

1 = Strongly agree
2= Agree

3 = Neither

4 = Disagree

5 = Strongly disagree
Neighbourly Trust Variables

Original Format

1 = Strongly agree

2 = Agree
3 = Neither
4 = Disagree

5 = Strongly disagree

Recoded Format

1 = Strongly disagree
2 = Disagree

3 = Neither

4 = Agree

5 = Strongly agree

Recoded Format

1 = Strongly disagree
2 = Disagree

3 = Neither

4 = Agree

5 = Strongly agree

Face-to-face contact with 1) Family and Relatives and 2) Neighbours

Original Format

1 = Everyday

2 = Several times a week

3 = Several times a month

4 = Several times a year

5 = Less than several times a year

Recoded Format

1 = Less than several times a year
2 = Several times a year

3 = Several times a month

4 = Several times a week

5 = Everyday

Phone/Email contact with 1) Family and Relatives and 2) Neighbours

Original Format
1 = Everyday

2 = Several times a week
3 = Several times a month

Recoded Format

1 = Less than several times a year
2 = Several times a year
3 = Several times a month
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4 = Several times a year

5 = Less than several times a year

Associational Activity

Original Format

1 = Leader

2 = Active Member
3 = Inactive Member
4 =Not a member

Recodes: Dependent Variables

4 = Several times a week
5 = Everyday

Recoded Format

1 = Not a member

2 = Inactive member
3 = Active member
4 = Leader

Similarly the aim was to be consistent in the directionality of the dependent variables, such that
for the dependent variables the higher the, score the more positive the outcome of social

capital.

Tolerance of Diversity Variables

Original Format

1 = Strongly agree

2 = Agree

3 = Neither

4 = Disagree

5 = Strongly disagree

Civic Commitment Variables

Original Format

1 = Strongly agree

2 = Agree

3 = Neither

4 = Disagree

5 = Strongly disagree

Recoded Format

1 = Strongly disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = Neither
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly agree

Recoded Format

1 = Strongly disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = Neither
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly agree

Political Participation: Engagement with local government variables

Qriginal Format : unchanged

1 = No, never
2 =Yes, once
3 = Yes, a few times
4 = Yes, many times

124



Political Participation : Collective action variables

Original Format : unchanged

1 = No, never
2 = No, but would if I had a chance
3 = Yes, once
4 = Yes, often
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Summary Statistics : Independent Variables

%

Variable N Mean Std. Dev. Min _ Max Missing
General Trust 584  2.67 1.18 i 5 <1%
Neighbours Helpful 573 374 0.93 1 5 <1%
Neighbours stop break-in 568 3.90 0.93 1 5 <1%
Neighbours watch your house 575 393 0.91 1 5 <1%
Visit/Speak to neighbours 585 3.88 1.45 1 5 <1%
Phone/Email neighbours 582 1.60 1.18 1 5 < 1%
Visit/Speak to fam/relatives 587 3.99 1.06 1 5 <1%
Phone/Email fam/relatives 588 3.20 1.46 1 5 0%
Active-Religious Org. 586 229 0.89 1 4 <1%
Active-Trade Union 564 1.20 0.57 1 4 <1%
Active-Prof./Bus. Assoc. 564 1.13 049 1 4 <1%
Active-Community Org, 571 1.38 0.78 1 4 <1%
Active-Local self-help Org. 568 1.27 0.62 1 4 <1%
Active-Neighbourhood watch 568 1.20 0.55 1 4 <1%
Active-Local Group, PTA etc 573 1.21 0.58 1 4 <1%
Active-Sports Club 566 1.40 0.80 1 4 <1%
Active-Another social club 571 1.20 0.57 1 4 <1%
Active-Political party 570 1.26 0.59 1 4 <1%
Active-Other 23 2.52 0.85 1 4 96 %
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Summary Statistics : Dependent Variables

%

Variable N Mean Std, Dev, Min Max Missing
Easy to like ‘different’ people 582 4.00 0.93 1 5 <1%
Exposure-other cultures enriches life 574 4.00 0.97 1 5 <1%
Desirable to create one community 559 3.63 1.12 1 5 <1%
Responsibility-give time to community 570 4.00 0.82 1 5 <1%
Responsibility-act as role model 577 4.15 0.79 1 5 <1%
Responsibility-stay and help build 563 322 1.21 1 5 <1%
Spoken to Ward Councillor 543 1.27 0.67 1 4 <1%
Written letter to Ward Councillor 574 1.07 035 1 <1%
Attended public meeting 578 1.34 0.80 i 4 <1%
Attended community meeting 586 2.20 1.15 1 4 <1%
Raised an issue with others 586 1.82 1.02 1 4 <1%
Attended demonstration 586 1.53 0.87 i 4 <1%
Signed a petition 586 1.81 1.00 1 4 <1%
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Appendix C : (Part 2 ) Additional Analysis related to General Trust
In an attempt to understand what distinguished the ‘trusters’ from the ‘non-trusters’, I created a

profile for respondents by age, marital status, parental status, education level, employment

status race and gender. Trusting refer to respondents who either agreed or strongly agreed that

‘generally most people can be trusted’ and Non-trusting refer to respondents who disagreed or

strongly disagreed with this statement. Respondents who answered ‘Neither’ or ‘Don’t Know’

to this statement were not included in this analysis.

Total N = 508 TRUSTING NON-TRUSTING Reow total
39% 61%
(N=198) (N =310) )
| Age Profile
18-30 31% (61) 36% (111) 172
31-50 43% (84) 43% (133 217
51 and older 26% (50) 21% (65) 115
Column Total 100 % (195) 160% (309) 504
Are you married?
Yes 47% (91) 45 %(140) 231
No (either single, divorced, cohabit. or widowed) 53% (104) 55% (170) 274
Column Total 100% (195) 100% (310) 508
Do you have children?
Yes 75% (147) 72% (222) 370
No 25% (50 28% (89) 139
Column Total 100% (197) 100% (311) 508
| Highest level of education?

No schooling 2% (4) 0.01%(5) 9
Grade 1- Grade 7 16% (31) 19% (60) 91
Grade 8- Grade 11 34% (66) 37% (116) 183
Grade 12 25% (49) 24% (74) 123
Diploma/Certificate 10% (19) 0.5%(18) 37
Undergrad diploma:tech/varsity 4% (8) 0.1%(5) 13
Undergrad degree: tech 05 % (1) 0.1% (6) 7
Undergrad degree: varsity 5% (9) 0.2% (8) 17
Post grad degree or diploma 5% (10) 0.5% (17 27
Other - 0.06% (2) 2
Column Total 100% (197) 160% (311) 508
Do vou currently bave a job?
Yes 50% (97) 44% (137) 234
No 49% (94) 54% (166) 260
Skipped 0.01% (3) 0.01% (5) 8
Column Total 100% (194) 100% (308) 502
What Is your race?
African/Black 36%(7H 26% (82) 153
Coloured 28% (54) 52% (161) 215
Indian 0.01% (2) 0.01% (4) 6
White 36% (7D 0.20% (62) 133
Column Total 100% (198) 100% (309) 507
What is your gender?
Female 59% (117) 60% (187) 204
Male 41% (81) 40% (123) 304
Column Total 100% (194) 100% (308) 502
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The cross-tabulations above show the percentage of respondents who fall into the trusting and
non-trusting categories in relation to various respondent characteristics. Thus we can get some

idea of the profile of respondents, based on their level of trust towards others generally.

The profile of respondents who fall into the trusting category, look remarkably similar to the
profile of those in the non-trusting category. Trusters tend to be slightly older than non-
trusters, but marital status and whether one has children tells us virtually nothing about whether
or not one will be trusting. In terms of education, trusters have higher levels of post-school
education, with 10% in possession of a certificate or diploma, 5% having attained a university
degree and another 5% in possession of a post-graduate degree, compared to the less than 1%
of non-trusters who fall into each of these educational brackets. Trusters are slightly more
likely to be employed, with 50% in possession of a job, versus the 44% of non-trusters who are
employed. In terms of race, African and white respondents are considerably more trusting than

coloured respondents and gender does little explain the trust.

It is clear that there is little to distinguish so called ‘trusting’ individuals from ‘non-trusting’
ones. As I have remarked throughout the paper, trust is far more complex an attitude than we
could ever hope to capture by asking a single question. We have so much more to learn about
the lack of trust, scepticism and how people form their attitudes around trust. While this
analysis is not exhaustative and contains only a few explanatory variables, it suggests that
survey instruments are not necessarily appropriate tools for investigating and explaining the
sources of trust. If we are to use surveys for this purpose, we need to probe directly and
explicitly respondents reasons for trusting some people more or less than others. Essentially

we need to be asking not only ‘what’ questions but ‘why’ questions as well.
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