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Abstract

ABSTRACT

This thesis is concerned with‘deueloping a mefhod for determining the
Quality of Life of a group or community in quantitative terms.

The method devised is aimed at providing decfsion—makers with a useful tool
when allocating public funds. The method involves setting critical values for
indicatore and then applying a mathematical formula, in order to standardise
information géthered from several different sources. A value for the indicator
of a particular group or community is thus caluculated. This procedure made it
possible to compare data from these different sources. Arising out of this the
values for individual indicators were aggregated to produce indices evaluating
the Quality othife, which are in a form that may be readily used by decision-
makers,

Surveys were run in Elsies River, a coloured suburb of Cape Town, and in
Basuto QwaQwa, a homeland in the Orange Free State, using two questionnaires,
The results were computed and the methcd developed here used to compare and
aggregate the data. Other sources of data included opinions from experts and
objective data concerning the two survey areas which were also standardised and
aggregated.

"The results show that the method is pragmatic and could be useful to
decision-makers., The standardisation provided the means for arriving at the
indices which show how different aspects of the Quality of Life may be
assessed. The results, however, are not absolute and coula change through a

process of negotiation: in fact this is an essential qualification.

Ciiid
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Introduction

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

In an earlier work, Ellis and Erlank (1983), a framework was laid out and
indicators were devised to assess the Quality ovaife of a group or community
and to produce a quantitive evaluation of that Quality of Life. The indicators
were tested in a survey done in Elsies River in 1981. In this thesis the
indicators have been refined and improved upon, a second survey has been done
in Elsies Riuer.in 1983, and a set of standards has been developed in order
that comparisons may be made between indicators.

This thesis arose out of work done with Professor G.F.R.Ellis. The
quantitative evaluation of the Quality of Life took place within the framework

set out in Ellis (1980) which drew much of its inspiration from the work of

Drewnowski J.: On Measuring and Planning the Quality of Life ¢(1974). In the
past an economic view of determining how well-off people are has held sway
mainly because of its quantitative aspect, and because it was thought that
other social conditions could not easily be measured. Drewnowski writes that
economic factors alone are not sufficient in assessing conditions and general
well-being of groups or communities, but that other factors or ‘social
conditions’ also play a part in the Quality of Life. Drewnowski felt that it
should be possible to develop a method of quantifving the non-economic
phenomena which are as much part of life as are rands and tents. He also felt
that such a comprehensive view could aid development programmes and be of use
fo decision-makers in future planning.

He suggested three steps to be taken once the social conditions and other
conditions had beeﬁ “expressed in terms of social variables’:
(1) the application of the social variables to the measurement of past

performance,

(2) study of two-way relations be tween social and economic variables, and
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(3) the introduction of social variables into planning (Drewnowski 1974, p 2.
The model developed by Ellis (1980) takes these steps into consideration.

éome aspects of life quality are directly measurable eg 1ife expectancy,
but others, such as health, which are composites, are not. Drewnowski suggests
that an indirect method of measurement should be used in this case. However,
measurement should take place through the use of appropriate indicators. If an
indicator is directly measured in terms of the uﬁits specific to it, it
results in a cardinal number. If an indicator is measured in terms of araded
states of welfare, it is an ordinal measure.

A further important distinction is that some aspects of the quality of life
(eq infant morta]ify rates or life expectancy) are objectively measurable;
some features {(eg clean aif or the quality of playgrounds) may be objective
but evaluated in a subjective manner; and some (eg overall life satisfaction)
may only be measured subjectively. Subjective measurements use an ordinal
séale, in this case the Likert Scale discussed below. Some quality-of-life
measurement schemes f{eg that of Drewnowski, 1974} are essentially based on
objective measures, while some (eg that of Moller and Schlemmer, 1982) are
essentially based on subjective measures. There are objections to both these
apﬁroaches (see for example Ellis and Erlank, 1%83). On the one hand a purely
objectively based scheme omits the subjective response of the peoﬁle whose
quality of life is at issue, and so may not reflect the way they view their
own situation; on the other hand, a purely subjectively based scheme is
vulnerable to depressed life expectations. Thus a quality of life scheme that
incorporates both objective and subjective measures will provide a more
satisfactory result,

This general guideline was used by Ellis (1980) and Ellis and Erlank (1983)
in deuelopfng indicators to assess the Quality of Life. Ellis (1980) writes

that a scheme for assessing the Quality of Life should include all major
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measurable factors that affect the Quality of Life of either an individual, a
group, or a community. This implies assessing both objective and subjective
indicators and developing methods for comparing them both within and between

the two categories.

1.1 Background

Many other researchers have studied aspects of measuring the Quality of
Life. The starting point for most of them is poverty (see Morris 1979,
Streeten 1981, Leipziger 1981). Various forms of poverty have been considered
both from current status and future pfogress points of view. Crosswell (1981)
Cin Leipziger, 1981) defines a Basic Humaﬁ Needs approach and argques that for
purposes of economic planning and policy it is useful to determine minimum
standards of living. Futhermore for Basic Human Needs to be met, there should
be adequate supplies 6f goods and services, and incomes should be such that
people may obtain these goods and services: in other words the objectives of a
Basic Human Needs strategy depend on a minimum standard of living. Moller and
Schlemmer (1980) write that Quality of Life studies presume a certain level of
welfare and that only when Basic Needs are met will “abstract and collective
goals become realities’ le that Basic Needs have priority. & Basic Needs
approach, in attempting to deal with poverty, seeks ‘to provide the
opportunities for the full physical, mental, and social development of the
human personality and then derives the ways of achieving this objective’
(Streeten, 1981 p 33).

Streeten (1981) writes that there may be a difference between available
resources and the resources required to meet Basic Needs and that by
identifying selected areas of need eqg malnutrition and disease, resources can
be used more constructively, thus minimizing the difference. A& decrease in

malnutrition prolongs life and improves its quality, therefore fewer resources
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are needed for dealing with disease. Much has been written about who should
decide where available money is best spent. Streeten (1981) shows that there
is conflicting evidence on the choices made in the first case by the poor
themselves and in the second case by doctors and nutritionisté. Other authors
note that only certain aspects of life are accounted for by the public sector
eq provision of roads, collection of rubbish. Decisions reqarding these
aspects aré taken almoét without reference to the community. And yet one can
argue that the condition of roads and the frequehcy of rubbish removal may
affect the Quality of Life.

There are many features that can be taken into account in assessing “basic
needs’, ranging from the simple PQLI measures {(infant mortality, li{é
expectancy and literacy rates) to measures of water supply, sanitation,
housing, transport etc. (Streeten, 1981). However there are still aspects of
the quality of life th;t are neqglected, eq clothing, libraries, parks (cf
Drewnowski, 1974). The attitude adopted here is that of Ellis ¢1980) and that
of El1lis and Erlank <1983), that is, that all significant aspects of 1ife
affect its quality, so a quality of life measurement scheme should attemp£ to
assign some measure to all those aspects of Tife where this can be done
reasonably (there may well be some aspects where this cannot be done, and
therefore although they may be significant, they cannot be taken into
account).

An important and controversial part of any such quantification scheme is
the setting up of standards for each Quality of Life variable introduced.
Using the Quality of Life framework of Ellis ¢1980), thic thesis chooses a set
of Quality of Life variables, which forms a more complete set {in a sense to
be made clear) than those used in other studies, and then sets up tentative

standards for these variables by using information about other parts of the
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region, the country, and the world. The rationale for the choice of the
standards will be discussed in Chapter 2. Using the concept of causal levels
affecting welfare, a proposal for aggregation of Quality of Life measures to
obtain composite indices will be introduced. This is also potentially
controversial, as is the choice of standards, but the proposal here is offered
as a reasonably plausible first attempt. These suggestions may be altered
and/or amended in the light of discussion and debate wﬁich one hopes will

follow.

1.2 Thg Quality of Life Framework

The framewor¥ developed by Ellis (1980) covers major causal factors in the
Quality of Life of groups or communities, and characterises 1inks between the
various factors, as well as a series of feedback loops that can operate to
change a situation: ‘“the feedback control loops in society also act to enable
and facilitate the normal functioning of the social system’ (Ellis 1980 p 11>,
In practice decision-makers usually use some indicators as the basis for their
decisions even if they give an imperfect representation of the system under
review. These indicators are mostly economic ones such as the GNP and
unemployment states, and decisions about the future are made-on the basis of
this information. El1lis ¢1980) suggests that better decisions may be made
using a combination of both objective and subjective indicators of all the
major causal factors influencing the Quality of Life of the group, as made
explicit by the causal framework. The model proposed may be thought of as an
ideal model of the causal links that should exist in order to provide an (
adequate quality of life, and the resultant state of welfare. The function of
the indicators is to represent how well the causal links actually reflect
the resultant state of welfare, in the situation considered, approximate the

ideal.
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The framework was made operational and tesied by Ellis and Erlank (1983)
and methods were evolved for identifving major factors within the Quality of
Life model, for guantifying these factors and for collecting data to test the
ideas formulated in‘Ellis {1980). A set of indicators was generated based on
the Quality of Life model with the idea that these indicators would provide
the means of pinpointing areas which were not satisfactory in the group
studied, and so could aid decision-makers in directing grants, monies etc
where they were most needed.

The indicators are defined in a schedule in Ellis and Erlank (1983) giving
a name and number to each indicator as well as the concept measured, the
actual wording of the questions, possible alternatives and comparisons, a
distribution measure, and the location of the questions on the survew
questionnaire. Surue; quesfionhaires were designed for evaluating the
indicators. These questionnaires are described in Chapter 2. A survey was
conducted in Elsieisiuer in 1981 to test the indicators and analyses were
made using the values obtained in the survey. The data was analysed using BMDP
computer progfammes.

As a result of the 1981 survey, it was found that simple comparisons made
between groups of objective data and subjective data as well as within each
group of data (these groups, called levels, contain both objective and
subjective data) were inadequate because of the different trpes of data
involved. A better method of comparing and evaluating data would have to be
evolved to allow meaningful compariscns to be made. Part of the work of this
thesis is an attempt to solve this problem through the use of standards <cf
Drewnowski and Chapter 2). The standardisation developed here may not be the
ideal solution, but it does try to give a comparative method of evaluation.
Section 2.6 and 2.7 of Chapter 2 give both the information used and the way

in which it is uzed to set standards.
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Another survey was done in-Elsies River in 1983 with an updated and
improved set of questionnaireé based on the experience of the 1981 survey.
Also in 1983 a survey was carried out in Basuto QwaOwa using ths same
questionnaires. The Social Anthropology Department at UCT was doing some
research in GwaBwa and the persons involved agreed to submit the Quality of
Life questionnaires to about 30 respondents in GwaOGwa. Included in this thesis
are the reéults of the Qwalwa survey and although not statistically
significant in terms of the number of respondents vis-a-vis the de facto
population, the data does give an indication of conditions in GQwaOwa.

The causal model set up by Ellis {1980) views society as a “cybernetic
system in which there are many feedback lcops whose function is to correct
errors and to solve problems that arise in the functioning of the system’.
Insofar as these loops function inadequately or fail to exist in the real
situation, errors wfll not be correctedAand problems will remain inresolved or
become aggravated. To make the description definite, boundaries of the social
system are defined, as well as the environment influencing the welfare of the
group or community within the society. Thus the system contains levels of
control which represent how the group’s ability to control its welfare at each
level is determined by the conditions in the preceeding level: see Fiqure 1.

Each level in the Quality of Life framework is represented by at least one

indicator, which may be quantified by the methods described in this thesis.



 FIBGURE 1

The QoL Framework

AN/

Access to Power

___9 Available Recources
{stock>

_9 Level of Living
v rconsumption f1low)

State of Welfare A Goals

Level of Pressure

Briefly the levels described by Ellis (1980) are as follows:

Level

Level

Level

Level

3

2

1

0

Access to Power: this represents the aroup‘s power, whether direct

or indirect, which may lead to a greater or more equitable allocation
of resources.

Available Resources: the resources both directly available and

those generated by the group, the quantity and nature of which will
deterhine limits for the group. The resources may be natural eg human
resources; enabling resources eg information; or convertible
resources eg money.

Level of Living: this is the level at which available resources are
consumed in various ways eg money spent on food, or perhaps saved for
a future project as in investments. However the use of resources is
not confined to financial management but includes more intangible
resources (DrewnowskKi‘s ordinal measures) such as clean air,

playgrounds and leisure time.

State of Welfare: this measures the condition of the group or
community at a specific time and includes physiological and

psychological aspects.
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_ Level -1 Level of Pressure: this measures the group’s cﬁrrent,state of
welfare and manifests the results of a good state of welfare or
otherwise. If in some Way the process fails to dperate in any of the
three ‘major féedback loops, then an error correction mechanism
shoﬁld come intoloperation‘uia appeaTs, review boards or public

_pressure. | ‘

Within each level different components play a pa}t and each component has
sévep;l aspects to it as is shown in Figurel2 (Ellis 1950). |

The significance of this scheme, for present purpos@s, fs that it gives an
overview of ali the quantitatiué effects in determining the Quality of Life of

a commﬁnity and does so within a framework that organises these effects into

causal levels, It is this latter feature that makes this framework an

appropriate one in combining and comparing indices,.és will be described later.



FIGURE 2 Components and aspects of the various Levels, Also shown are the ‘freedom’ aspects which directly reflect

important aspects of the functioning of the main feedback loops.
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LEVEL OF LIVING

‘Physical Welfare

Safety

Economic Investment

Political Investment

Nutrition

Clothing
Transport
Dwelling
Utilities
Heqlth _

Environment

Police Protection

Unofficial Groups and
Security Expenditure

" Fire, Ambulance

Rescue, Emergency
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Education
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LEVEL OF LIVING (continued)

‘Higher’ Needs
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STATE OF WELFARE
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CHAPTER 2 : INDICATORS AND STANDARDS

2.1 The Indicators

The indicators were set up following the frameworKk described in the
previous chapter. For each level and each component an indicator was designed,
with the prouiéog that the scheme should be as uncomplicated as possible and
that the number of indicators <should be kept to a minimum. The idea behind
this philosophy is that any scheme present;d for'use by decision-makers should
be uncluttéred and easy to use. The Quality of Life indicators within the
frame work of Figure 1 are an-attempt to fu]fi]] fhese conditions.

The indicators are measured in several ways:

1 The Expert Panel Opinion, Form 1, which polls éﬁinions on various topics
and were obtained from persons accepted as experts in their respective
fields in the case of the 1981 and the 1983 Elsies River surveys and
the Basuto Gwalwa survey,

2 The Survey Form, Form 2, for which data was gathered from different

sources; eq Government statistics, the Diui;ional Council data bank.

3 Questionnnaire 2a was administered during the suruéy and collects
information of an objectiue nature about the respondents in the survey
areas.

4 Questionnaire 2b polls attitudes of the respondents in the survey and was
administered at the same time as Q2a.

Each indicator is graded with a priority ratjng from 1 to 4. The depth of a
survey will determine which Priority Levels are included; for example all
surveys will include the indicators at Priority Level 1, and surveys at depth
4 will include all indicators at Priority Levels 1 to 4. The Priority Levels
set are arbitrary and based on previocus work eg Morris 197?, Streeten 1981,

Leipziger 1981, Liu 1975, and discussions with Professor G.F.R.Ellis. They

13



The Indicators

are, however open to critism and negotiation. & detailed account of the
indicators may be found in the Schedule of Indicators in Ellis and Erlank
1983), and further information about indicators may be found in Hilthorst and
Klatter (1985). The survey carried out for both Elsies River and Gwalwa was
done at Priority Level 3, thus excluding some indicators. An abbreviated form
of the Friority Level 3 indicators appears in Figure 3.

Figuﬁe 3 indicates how the componenfé shown in Figure 2 are made
operational by transforming them into indicators, These indicators may then be

measured as is demonstrated later in this chaptef.

14
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FIGURE 3:
Number Indicator Location’ Priority
Level 4 Legal Access
4.1.1/0 Police Powers Form 1, no 1. 2
4.1.1/s Legal Access Q2b, no 41. 2
4,1.2/0 Habeas Corpus Foerm 1, no 2. 1
Level 3 Access to Power
3.1.1/0 Political Representation Form 1, no 3. 1
3.1.1/s Political Concern 02b, no 30. 2
3.1.2/0 Local Representation Form 1, no 4. 3
3.1.2/s Local Organisation Q2b, no 14. 3
3.1.3/s Political Responsivity _ Q2b, no 40. 3
3.1.4/s Political Satisfaction Q2b, no 30. 2
3.2.1/0 Trade Union Membership Form 2, no 1. 2
3.2.1/s Union Adequacy » 02b, no 3. 2
3.3.1/¢ Media Access 02b, no 24. 2
3.9.170 Political Freedom Form 1, no 5. 2
3.5.1/8 Potitical Atmosphere G2b, no 22. 2
Level 2 fvailable Resources
2.1.1/¢ Land Sufficiency @2b, no 18, 3
2.2.1/s  Environment @2b, no 15. 3
2.4.1/0 Gross Domestic Product Form 2, no 11. 3/d
2.4.2/0 Steel Production : Form 2, no 12. 3/d
2.9.1/0 Personal Savings 32a, no 22. 3/d
2.5.1/s Savings Possibility ~ @2b, no 35. 3/d
2.95.2/0 - Home Ownership Q2a, no 11. 2/d
2.6.1/s Infrastructure Q2b, no 44. 3/d
2.7.1/0 Employment Form 2, no 7. 3
2.7.270 Employment Q2a, no &, 2
2.7.2/s Perceived Unemployment Q2b, no 3. 3
2.7.3/0 Skilled Unemployed Q2a, no &6 & 7 2
2.7.4/s Promotion Possibility Q2b, no 8 3
2.7.5/s Job Satisfaction - @2b, no 1 2
2.8.1/0 - Professional Workers Form 2, no 9. 3/d
2.8.270 Professional Workers B2a, no & 2/7d
2.8.3/0 Educational Standard @2a, no 4. 2/d
2.8.4/0 Skills and Training Q2a, no 5. 2/d
2.8.5/0 Literacy Form 2, no 10. 1t/d
2.8.6/5 Quality of Education G2b, no 44, 2/d



Fiqure 3 continued:

2.9.1/7¢ Work Attitude
2.9.2/s Motivation

2.10.1/¢0 Economic Freedom
2.10.270 Economic Freedom
2.10.2/s Economic Choice,

Level 1 Level of Living

1.1.1/0 Disposable Income

1.1.270 Income

1.1.2/5 Income Sufficiency

1.2.1/c Protein Consumption

1.2.1/s Nutrition

1.3.1/0 Emergency Services (Fire)
1.3.270 Emergency Services <Ambulance)
1.3.27s Emergency Medical Service
1.3.3/0 Emergency Services (Police)
1.3.3/s Police Competence

1.3.4/0 Emergency Services (Telephone)
1.3.5/0 Emergency Services (Telephone)
1.4.1/0 Medical Expenditure

1.4.2/0 Medical Care

1.4.2/¢5 Access to Medical Care
1.5.170 Housing Density

1.5.2/0 Housing Shortage

1.5.2/5 Housing Availability
1.5.3/0 Rent

1.6.1/0 Household Services (Water)
1.6.2/0 Household Services (ldater)
1.4.3/0 Sanitation Facilities
1.6.4/0 Electricity

1.6.5/0 CookKing Sources

1.6.6/s Service Adequacy

1.7.1/0 -Trahsport Time

1.7.1/s Transport Diftficulty
1.7.275 Local Transport

1.7.3/0 Transport Cost

1.8.1/¢0 Educational Investment
1.8.1/s Teaching Facilities

1.8.270 Student/Staff Ratio

1.8.2/¢ Educational Quality

1.9.1/¢s Sickness Protection

1.9.2/¢s Pensions
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Fiqure 3 continued:
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G2a, no 15.
G2a, no 14.
#2b. no 350.

F2, no 13,
@2k, no 10.
02bt, no 43.
92b, no 13

F1, no 8.
@2b, no 14.
Fi, no 9.

@2b, no 34.
G2b, no 2.

G2b, no &.
32b, no 11.
G2b, no 19,
G2b, no 37.

Q2b, no 17.
@2b, no 39.
@2b, no 7.
@2b, no 42.
G2b, no 4.

Form 2, no
Form 2, no
02a, no 20.
Q2a, no 19.

Form 2, no
Form 2, no
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Form 2, no

(2b, no 21.
#2b, no 45.
Q2b, no 51.
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The Indicators

The numbers in Figure 3 refer to the Tevel, the comhonent, the indicator
and whether the indicator is a subjective or objective measure. Some of the
indicators are development indicators and these have a ‘d- following the
Priority number. There are scme changes from the Schedule in Ellis and Erlank
{1983) as some of the {ndicators were updated and several were added.

The Priority Level 1 is distributed over 4 indicators, measured as follows:
two by Expeﬁt Opinion, and four from the Survey Form data, and is intended to
give the simplest Quality of Life measure that will suffice to give a broad
indication of the situation given seuere‘time and financial constraints.
Following tradition (see for example the PALI, Morris 1979, and the major
Basic Needs Indicators used by the World Bank) the Priority 1 indicators are
all indicators of objective conditions. The prime reason for this is that it
is easier to alter objective conditions than subjective ones through policy
decisions; thus in the first instance, measures of objective conditions are
probably more useful, at this time, to a decision-maker than measures of
subjective conditions. Alternatives, including more subjective measures at
Priority Level 1 can certainly be proposed, but their usefulness to planners
in the first stages of planning is open to debate.The following table shows
the difference between the Priority Level 1 indices and the aggregated

Priority Level 2 indices from data gathered for thic thesis.

Priority Level 1§ Friority Level 3
LEVEL 4 Habeas Corpus as T e
LEVEL 3 Political Representation -1.4 -1.3
LEVEL 2 Literacy -0.37 -1.35
LEVEL 1 Water +1.,00 -1.17
LEVEL 0 " -
LEVEL -1 Life Expectancy ~0.71 -1.23

Infant Mortality —0..70
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The Changes

This table shows that although one can extract a Quality of Life measure
using Priority Level 1 indicdtors, this may neglect important features
represented by Priority Level 3 indices, which give a more satisfactory

result in terms of overall coverage.

2.2 The Changes

There are no changes in the Expert Opinion Survey (Form 1). The Survey Form
(Form 2) was revised as a result of the experience gained in the 1981 survey.
I't was found that some of the information on the Survey Form was extremely
difficult to obtain and thus it was decided to exclude it. The decision was
based on the ease of access to information in Keeping with the philosophy
expressed at the beginning of the chapter. The data excluded concerned scheol
enrolment figures and other statistics about schools, the number of unemployed
persons with any skKill or training, and work absenteeism. The education data
was replaced with the expenditure on education, but this information is only
available for the Cape Province and not'for Elsies River in particular: and
the students/staff ratio, also a general figure. The other two indicators were
not replaced.

Questionnaire 2a was enlarged as the information obtained in the 1981
survey as regards capital was too crude. The questions on employment (numbers
é and 7) were expanded as was the question on income. Several new questions
were added; one on the source of fuel for cocking and one about sanitation
facilities (both aihed largely at a rural group or population). A short
section was added for rural populations only and concerns gardens and
livestock. The chanqges made the questionhaire longer but thic did not affect
the Elsies River 1983 survey.

Questionnaire 2b was also changed and expanded and some statements reworded

to make them general rather than particular; egq question 1 originally read ‘I
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The Measurement

would like to change my working conditions’ and now reads ‘I would 1ike to see
changes in the working conditions of our community’. In other cases complete
changes were made, once again based on the ekperience of the 1981 Elsies River
survey. Five new statements were added covering areas concerning money
management, public transport, pensions, local shops and relative deprivation.
One of the changes involved question 25: “food prices are so high that our
people cannot feed their children’. This statement was found to be value
orientated and did not elicit a good response, fhe statement was formulated in
the negative and seemed to challenge the ability of the parents to look after
their children. The change was made to ‘our children get enough to eat’ but
‘even this change did not make the improvement that was hoped for. This is a

question which should be reconsidered in future.

2.3 The Measurement

The Schedule was tested in a survey in 1981 and the updated version was used
in the 1983 survey done for this thesis. Each indicator was measured through-
one of the methods mentioned earlier and in some cases there is an overlap
between objective and subjective measures. This makes possible a comparison
between such indicators. In other cases the indicator has been measured from
two different objective sources (eg 1.3.4/0 and 1.3.5/0) as a method of
checking. This worked reasonably well,

The objective indicators were measured in two ways. One way gives the
indicators as a natural or cardinal number eg incomes, and the other, used
only in Q2a, gives a coded result for a purposes of computerisation. This
method was used where the respondents in the survey were asked to choose
between several options which either gave a range of values eq ages were asked
for in periods of 10 years, or definite alternatives eqg are you the head of

the household, the spouse or another adult? The coding of answers on B2a made
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it possible to compute results such as means and standard deviations in one
set of statistics. The coding alsc allowed positive and negative results to be
taken into account eg ‘what is your standard of education?’ was coded such
that education is seen positively, that is, the more education, the better,
The coding is described more fully in the section on Standards.

The subjective indicators measured on Form 1 (the Expert Panel Response),
two indicators on the Survey Form, and those on Q2b were measured on a
variation of the Likert Scale, suggested in Babbie (1973). This determines the
degree to which respondents in the survey hold a particular attitude or
perspective. Likert developed a method based on an intensity strucutre which
in this case asks respondents to choose between the following options:

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree ¢3) Uncertain ¢4) Agree (3) Strongly Agree,
when presented with a particular statement. These options can then be coded
both negativsly and positively from -2.00 {for €1)} to +2.00 {for {3)}. The
options may be increased for é finer grading of opiﬁion.

The idea behind. this Likert-type scaling is that a relatively standardised
response is obtained on an ordinal scale that is easy to handle. More
elaborate versions of the scheme uce sophisticated normalisation techniques,
based on pilot studies, for each question. These complex technigques were not
used in the present surveys. Provided the distribution of responses is not
bimodal, the mean score to any statement will give a reasonable representation
of the attitudes of the group being surveyved, assuming each statement has
equal weight. This takes into accaunt any small group which holds extreme
views either way, which the median will not. Each of the statements in the
case of G2b, are treated as separate variables that reflect the attitudes
involved. With a Likert-type scaling the administration of Q2b becomes a
relatively easy task, especially where unsophisticated communities are

concerned. The Likert-type scaling also a]lows comparisons to be made within
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Bther Data Sources
the Levels described above.

2.4 Other Data Sources

Apart from the Indicators just discussed, another source of information was
used., Various public and/or well-known persons were asked to help in assessing:
problemhareas in the community. This is an open-ended survey conducted
informally with several people in Elsies River in 1981 as it was felt that
such an inquiry would pinpoint matters for concern as well as giving further
information about the Quality of Life in Elsies River. A questionnaire, the
Informed Source Poll, was administered, and the information collected was
sorted into separately defined categories for purposes of quantifying the
data. In the 1983 survey a further Informed Source Poll was not done. The
reason for this was the difficulty of finding new informed sources to supply
the information., Part of this was due to .the small time interval between one
survey and the next, so that most of the informed sources were the same. In
addition most of the causes for concern had remained the same. A couple of
other sources were tried but I encountered some hostility towards the
principle of carrying out a Quality of Life survey, apparently for po]itical
reasons. So the Informed Sources information for the 1983 survey about problem
areas is the same as for the 1981 survey in Elsies River. In the case of
Basuto QwaOwa, however, one of the Social Anthropologists, who was involved in
the research done by the UCT Anthropology Dept in BwaBwa, acted as an informéd
source about problem areas in that community.

1t was clear from the 1981 survey that the Informed Source Poll was a
useful exercise. It identified dissatisfaction in the survey area, host of
which was alsoc identified by the other data sources but some of which was new,
for instance the need for pre-schools in the area and the feeling that the

peop]e'of Elsies River were not in control of their own affairs.
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2.5 The Standards

There are four different sources of data arising from the Quality of Life
framework: the Expert Panel, the Survey Form, Questionnaire 2a for objective
information and Questionnaire 2b for subjective (attitudinal) information. 1f
comparisons are to be made between the various data sources, a method has to
be developed which will enab]g all the data to be compared . The data source,
on which the decision to use the Likert Scale was based, ié (Questionnaire 2b
which posed statements to the respondents in the survey and asked for
responses graded to the Likert Scale. This Scale offers a choice between five
responses, as described in Section 2.3, with coded values from -2.00 to +2.00.
The average response in}the survey ranged from -1.44 to +0.82.

Drewnowski (1974) writes that indicators which are to serve as vardsticks
for measuring the satisfaction of needs have to be given a scale to show the
range of indicator values that is meaningful for that measurement. It may also
be useful to have this range sub~divided according to degree to which the
needs of the community are satisfied. The scale can be provided in the form of
‘critical points’ for each indicator. The critical points are supposed to
represent characteristic levels of satisfaction of needs expressed by each
indicator ahd shodld be based on objective facts as far as possible. On p 40
Drewnowski makes the point that in order to transform indicators expressed in
physical units into indices, which can be compared and summed up, one needs a
common scale on which indices for all indicators could be based. This common
scale can be derived from the critical points. He also suggests separate
definitions for ordinal and cardinal indicators,

Ordinal indicators are those which can only be expressed in terms of grades
relative to each other, eg a subjective evaluation which is graded as being
unsatisfactory or satisfactory. This would apply to people’s attitudes about

aspects of their lives eg the quality of schooling available. This information
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ie easily graded on the Likert-type scale of -2.00 to +2.00. Cardinal
indicators are those which can be measured in terms of definite units and
would be expressed as a natural number eg the number of people living in one
household or tﬁe income of the wage earners in that household. Information can
therefore be obtained in terms of both cardinal and ordinal indicators. The
problem is to “fit’ the cbjective data onto the same scale of —2.00 to +2.00.
This operation will allow data to be agaregated and/or compared from both
subjective and objective sources. For example, Morris (1979) writes that_in
the PQLI, for each indicator, the performance of individual countries is
placed on a scale of 0 to 100, where 0 represents an explicitly defined
‘worst’ performance and 100 represents an explicit ‘best’ performance. Once
performance for each indicator is scaled to this common measure, a composite
index can be calculated by averaging the indicators, giving equal weight to
each of them (Merris, 177%9). The resulting PGLI is thus scaled automatically
on an index of 0 to 100. For each indicator the 0 to 100 scale was constructed
on the basis of reasonable assumptions about best and worst performances.
To accomodate the Likert Scale one could construct a scale thus:
-2.00 Situation unacceptable
-1.00 Situation inadequate
0 Situation acceptable
+1.00 Situation satisfactory
+2.00 Situation affluent
The problem is now defined. The objective data must be transformed onto a
scale from ~2.00 to +2.00, as detailed above, so that data may be compared
both within and between data sources, as well as being able to aggregate data.
Most of the objective data on B2a has been numerically coded to conform with

these ideas eg "Do you rent or own this house?" is coded I for renting, 2 for
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owning. Only income, rent/bond repayments, number of rooms, travel time and
cost, number of children and the number which survived have natural measures.
An assumption has been made that to own one“s home is better than renting it,
and this is reflected in the coding. For other cases the numerical coding
assigned ref]ecfs a Quality of Life ordering. This means that judgements have
been made about “best’ and ‘worst’ cases in order to assign the cdding.

How does one then “fit’ the objective data onto this scale? The system
developed in this work attempted to meet two requirements: oné, that the
system should ke fairly general and could apply to any group under study; two,
that the system should be easy to apply in the interests of pragmatism. Given
these conditions one could use informed opinion on a scale -2.00 to +2.00 for
the Expert Panel Response. For Questionnaire 2b the responses are given in the
required scale. For the Survey Form and Questionnaire 2a a method has been
developed to fit the required scale.

One attempt to solve the problem of converting actual raw data into indices
on the Likert Scale, involves using percentiles (Cowan, private
communication). In this case an assumption was made that the responses from
@2a and the information collected for the Survey Form would follow a normal
distribufion. If so, then ‘quasi-LiKert® values can be obtained from non-
normal distributions (like education) by finding the percentile cut-off points
on a normal distribution and imposing these on the actual disiribution. Thus
for five equally spaced categories the relative frequencies would be: 3,39/ of
cases in category -2.00; 23.84X of cases in category -1.00; 45.154 of cases in
the 0 cateqory; 23.84% of cases in the +1.00 category and 3.59% of cases in
the +2.00 category. This solution is not perfect as it supposes equally spaced
category boudaries and in addition the distribution of responses in Q2a was
not normally distributed. However an attempt was made to use this method of

setting standards in order to convert raw data to indices.
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i

For example the information about incomes in Elsies River was as follows:

*a

R100-R199 _ 4.1% of recpondents
R200-R399 © 32,97 |
R400-RS99 25.4%

R&00-R799 17.2%

R800-R{199 N 15,6

dver R1200 4.6

This does not correspond with the percéntile figures given above and
"without considerable manipulatidn of the data, the facts do not ’fit;. The
-solution does not comply wifh the conditions set out previously, nor are
Drewnowski’s critiéal points taKen into accouht, therefore this method was
rejected.

Looking again at the indicators and the raw data, the object is to map
object}ve data onto a Likert-type scaleJ‘THere are both continuous indicators
€Q incomes, and discrete indicétorS eg owning or renfiné one’s accomodation.
With the continuous indicators, indicator'values, I, will have individual
units and baﬁges of 1 values, but the Likert or L value is constrained to the
range.-2.00 to +2.00. I the critical points as described by Drewnowski are
set at indicator-points 0 and M (the PDL and MEL‘ualues) Pespectiveiy and thé
indicator values 01 and M1 are set then the critical values of 02 and M2 may
be chosen that correspond.}o these values and I may be mapped to L such that

01 of I maps to 02 of L, and the value M1 of I maps to the value M2 of L.
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FIGURE 4
o1 M1
______________________________________________ 1
02 M2 ¢
_______________________________________________ L
PDL MEL
~-1.50 -0.50

" Thus a linear formula is chosen with these characteristics:

L=4£402 - M2)I + (0IM2 - 02M1) 3
(G1 - MDD

The values of 02 and M2 should be chosen such that 02 becomes the
unacceptable case and M2 hecomes the inadequate case., In this case 02 was
given tﬁe value of -1.,50 and M2 the value -0.50.

Now there is a way of transforming the indicator value to a Likert Scale
number in the range -2.00 to +2.00. ‘

Using the above formula,

L

{ €02 - M2)1 + (0iIM2 - 02M1 ) 3
(01 - MD

(=1.50 + 0.50)01 + ¢-0.50)01 - ¢~1,50)M1}
(01 - MDD

-1 - 0.50 01 + 1.50 M1
(01 - MD

and if this gives a value L » +2.00, it is scaled down to +2.00; and if it
gives a value L < -2.00 it is scaled up to ~2.00. This is done so as to keep
the results within the scale -2.00 to +2.00. What is being used here ic a
straight-line approximation to a sigmoid (S-shaped) curve that shéuld really
be used for the transformation from indicator (I;) values to index (L-) )
values. The sigmoid curve theoretically gives a better description of the law

of diminishing returns as extreme indicator values are approached. However,

the straight-line approximation used here should give reasonable evaluations
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of the indicator, and is much easier to use than the sigmoid curve. This may
need further consideration jf it is found that this ‘rounding off’ is
unacceptable. In the case of discrete indicators eg homeownership, the
procedure is similar and one converts indicator values to Likert Scale numbers
using the same technique as before. Here the percentages in each category (viz
rent or homeownership) would be used as the indicator value,.

The raw data may now be “fjtted’ onto the Likert Scale and data may be
compared and aggregated. The system is not perhaps as general as one might
have liked, nevertheless the principles used are general enough so that the
same methods may be used by other researchers., The other condition of general
ease of purpose is fulfilled in that the informatioﬁ used to set the values of
01 and M1 are available to most researchers.

The positive and negative aspect of the indicators are automatically
handled in the following way: with the subjective or ordinal information the
grading is -2.00 to +2.00 for positive responses, that is, the worst case has
a value of -2.00 and the best case +2.00. For the negative responses the
opposite applies. With the objective or cardfnal information the same system
is used for the coded information on Questionnaire 2a and the natural numbers
were not converted in any way. The proposgd standards are listed in Sections
2.6 and 2.7. The choice of critical values may in some cases be general but
in other cases they will apply only to a particular group and would have to be
re-evaluated for a different group. The values given to 01 and ﬁl are
described in the section on assigning standards and comparisons are made with
other groups both within South Africa and internationally.The major
contribution of this thesis is in this set of proposals ¢a wider set than for
example DrewowsKi,1974),

How does one choose critical values? According to Morris ¢1979) one should

define best and worst performances for countries considered, which he does by
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lookihg at existing data and statistics for performances in infant mortality
tor example. By this method one would look at best and worst performances in
education etc. This would not be as clear cut as the case for infant mortality
but should be possible. With coded data one Qould use the implied scaling
described above.

Drewnowski (1974) however writes that the critical pointsAshouId not be
based on figures derived from statistical data, such as the world average
level for any indicator. Critical points are supposed to -set standards for
what is needed or what is acceptable. Determination of critical points must
take into account social criteria and informed opinion about unacceptable
levels of satisfaction of needs. This “social’ origin of critical points is
closer to proper assessment of Quality of Life levels than any other and will
vary according to changed or different circumstances. In this case the choice
of the critical values is entirely pragmatic. The easerand access of
information available for use directed the way in which the critical values
" were set. Information is not always available and in this case the.choice of
critical values is based loosely on general euidenee and on what seemed
reasonable. Thus in a sense thece values are arbitrary. It is envisaged that
the critical values will change {cf Drewnowski, 1%74) if and when other data
becomes available through a process of negotiation.

This is an {mportant point. In this thesis, the standards have been set by
the researcher without consultation with the community, the authorities, or
employers etc. This must be seen in its envisaged context: that is, that the
Quality of Life measurement scheme and standards presented here would
eventually become a generally used scheme, and that planners, community
groups, business men, and government would use it in their negotiations, in

much the same way that the concept of a Poverty Datum Level is presently used
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in assessing saiaries and proposed minimum wages,

Thus, once the nature of the indicators is accepted and these groups are
aware of the measurement scheme, the values of the standards becomes a
criiical issue. This should engender controversy and debate and, following a
process of struggle and negotiation, agreement may be reached.>The nature of
the appropriate con;ultations between interested parties of how to settle this
issue is not considered here; this in itself would need careful thought. What
is presented here is a first go at ;etting such standards pragmatically, for
this is a pre-requisite for such negotiations to begin. By seeing these
standards in action, and the Kind of assessments they produce, those involved
in negotiations to set standards have a basis from which to start. This thesis
ié an initial.proposél for such standards, and a trial run to see the results

that occur from their use.



Survey Form Standards

2.6 'Standards and Indicétor Yalues for. the Survey Form

Backqground Information

1. Elsies River
a) Population officially 81 420 1y
unofficially 100 o000

b) Birth Rate 3.19%

¢) Area Urban 740Ha
2.'Gwa0wa
a) Population officially ‘ 169 500 (2) *
unofficially 400-500 000 (3

b) Birth Rate a general figure 3.64 (2)
e for Blacks in 84 '

€) Area Rural 48000 ha of which 7400 are arable (4)

* This figure is a 1780 estimate. Note that the population in 1970 was
24.8 thousand. The population has increased by a factor of 1é, and the

growth is a result of massive relocations.

Information sourtes:.
1. Divisional Council.Statistics,'1982/83.
2. Survey of Race Rel#tions, 1983,
3. Sharp and Spiegal, 1983,

4. Benbo Economic Review, 1978,
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Indicators
The basic indicator I is transformed onto the Lfkert Scale to give a
general indicator L, using 02 and M2 as described in section 2.5 of this
chapter and deriving 0! and M1 from the data given in each case. I, 01, M1 and

L are described for each indicator.

1 TU Membership not available

2 Absenteeism

This variable is not directly measurable but information about Strikes
and Work Stoppages are to be found in SAIRR Survey 1982, p184.

Area Number Workers Concerned Man days lost
Strikes African Other African Other
Western Province no o91 ez 50 7074
OFS & N Cape - 1370 194 1238 432
South Africa 342 84704 8134 206230 20324
World 23000 29 million {3 million
Man days lost per wérker:
Non-African African
uestern Province | 707a/1997 = s.5r T
South Africa 2032478136 = 2.50 206230/84706 = 2.43
OFs 123871370 = 0.%0 -
South Africa Total 226354/92842 = 2.44
World 113 mil/24 mil = 4,71
I 01 M1 L

Elsies River 3.57 4.71 2.44 -1.00
Qwalwa 0.%0 4.71 2.44 +0.18
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3 Alcoholism

This was measured by asking an informed source to rate the extent to
which alcoholism is a problem in both Elsies River and lwaQwa.

i}

Elsies River : L -2.00

=2.00

Qwalwa L

4 Prison Population

This is measured by the prison rate, that is, prisoners/100 000 of population.

For the United States in 1982: 170 (RD Almanac 1984)
South Africa 380 <(Race Relations Survey,
' ' 1980. p 237)
Coloureds - B847.2 "
I 01 M1 L
Elsies River 847.2 380 170 ‘ -2.00
Qwalwa No prison in QwaQwa
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S Income !

Income for Coloureds in Elsies Rijver R172.12 pm <(Jansen et al, 1984)
Divco figure for Cape Town area R183.00 pm
Average R177.56 pm

In 1976 R172 482 was sent to GwaQwa by migrant workers and R437 747 was
held back as a form of saving. The number of migrant workers was 4741 and
the income per month R128.71 (Benbao, 1978

H5L HEL
Elsies River 231.82 347.73
Gwalwa {hh=6) % 278.94 418,41
Qwalwa (hh=5) 242.45 363.47

* hh = household

01 and Ml set from values for HSL (household subsistence level) and HEL
thousehold effective level) given by Potgieter Sept,1981.

1 01 M1 L
Elsies River 177.56 _ 231.82 347.73 -1.97
fwalwa 128.71 278.94 . 418.41 ~-2.00
6 Emplovment
From Jansen et al, 1984:
Male Female Total
Enployed 2496, av.em ez
Ec.Inactive &) 75.04% 59.17% 47 1%

Unemployed )

Owalwa Workseekers 24383; Employed 15291 = 57.94% (Benbo 1978)

I 01 Mi L
Elsies River 32.9 50.29 72.21 -2.00
Qwalwa 57.94 30.29 72.21 -1.15
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7 Crime Rate

From the Cape Times 22.2.84 Crime Statistics for Elsies River:

Murder 100

Rape 147

Robbery 742

Assaults 790

Total 1779

21.80 per 1000 population {violent crimes)
Elsies River (all crimes) 65.19 per 1000 population {(Jansen et al,1984)
United States violent crime 9.33 per 1000 population (RD Almanac, 1984)

Highest Rate in US New York 7.90 per 1000 population (RD Almanac,1984)

I 01 M1 L
Elsies River 21.8 9.9 5.5 -2.00
Qwalwa. estimated by an informed source -1.50

8 Managerial and Professional Werkers

Elsies River  Man and Prof workers &.94%

QwaGlwa ‘ _ 1.70%
Prof Man Ec Active ¥ Man & Prof

54 Coloureds 51280 3000 927780 5,854

Blacks 177180 4040 5577040 3.25%

South Africa . 7.18%

I 01 M1 L

Elsies River '6.94 5.53 7.18 -0.48
Gwalwa ©1.70 3.25 " 7.18 -1.89

33



9 Literacy

757
57 .87

Elsies River
Gwalwa

(estimated by an expert)
(Benbo, 1978) *

Survey Form Standards

¥ This is a generous estimate as working from figures given in the Race
Relations Survey, 1983, a literacy rate of about 10¥ seems more realistic.
However, the Benbo fiqure is used here as it is easily accessible.

Populat

ion

7 Literacy

o s o o = o S e Bt = = T e T S = = A o T > e > A e e e S ke o A > Gk T i = ek M G e e o A S e S

e o o e s 2 s . Y " " S e (e Sh T s P T e M e S b et s e e i S Y M o T Gt e S S b s o o S = S Sae oy e =t

Literate persons

age 15+
White 3 257 820
Coloured 1 344 040
Adsiatic 477 040
Black 6 7271 020
Total 11 849 240

1

Elsies River 75.00

57.80

Qwalwa

-0.37

-2.00

10 Gross Domestic Product

GDP for 01 Region and Kuilsriver

R1630.58 per capita (SA Stats 1981)

Gwalwa R182.44 {5AIRR 1%82)

1982 Argentina $4160.00 {RD Almanac 1984)

Colombia $13%6.00 "

Canada $12236.00 !

South Africa $2733.00 "
Take R1.00 = 40.83 for the first guarter 1984, then

R14630.48 = $1369.90 and R182.44 = $131.44
1 01 M1 L

Elsies River 1349.90 1396.00 2733.00 -1.92
Gwalwa 151.44 1394.00 2733.00 -2.00

One must be cautious in using this particular indicator, which acquires
meaning in a reqional context. For Elsies River the figure used is a regional
one as this is a better indicator of employment opportunities in the general
metropolitan area. In the case of Qwalwa, the GDP for the whole area is used.

’
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11 Steel Production

Figures from SA Stats 1982 pp 12.43-12.52

Gross
R1000 o0

MNe t
R1000 000

Population

Survey Form Staﬁdards

R/person

01 Reqion
Total

Manufacturing

Iron & Steel
Basic Industries

0% Region
Total

Manufacturing

Iron and Steel
Basic Industries

10 Region
Total

Manufacturing

Iron and Steel
Basic Industries

South Africa
Total
Manufacturing

Iron and Steel
Basic Industries

10114.1

351.8

228.3

20333.0

4124.2

179.9

274.4

119.3

1 438 420

144 840

31 280

24 885 940

14.41

2393.395

3857.92

Elsies River

Qwalwa

01

63.34

M1

1000

no production of steel

-1.35

-2.00

This indicator also acquires meaning in a regional and national context. As
before, the regional figure is used for Elsiec River while the “homeland’

figure for QwaOwa is the one to use.
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Survey Form Standards

12 Recreational Facilities

Elsies River has 5 parks: 0.41 parks per 1000 population (assume each park is
one acre, and this is a generous assumption)

Chicago 4.70 acres per 1000 (Liu, 1975)
New York 7.60 acres per 1000 "

I 1} M1 L
Elsies River D.é1 4.70 7.60 -2.00
Gwalwa no parkKs or recreational areas -2.00

13 Police/Fire/Ambulance Adeqdacy

This was measured by asking an informed source to rate these services on
a Likert Scale,

Elsies River L -1.00

Qwalwa L= -2.00

14 Emergency Services

This is given by telephones per 1000 population.

Elsies River 0.36 (Cape Directory)
Gwalwa 0.70 (Benbo, 1978)
Colombia 6.00 (RD Almanpac, 1984)
South Africa 12.10 "
I 134 M1 L
Eisies River 0.34 6.0 12.1 -2.00
Qwalwa 0.70 4.0 12.1 -2.00
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15 Doctors

Survey Form Standards

: The distribution of medical manpower and health care

facilities in South Africa. Carnegie Conference. Paper 147, 1984,

Population
in 1000°s

Pillay P.N.
1980 No of Doctors
South Africa 15663
Canada
Durban

all races

whites

Rural Areas
Gwalwa 1782 2
A Target Fiqure for 35A

Elsies River 1983

Doctor/Popin Dectors/10000

Ratio
1:1842 5.4
1:530 18.%
1:400 16.7

1:190

1:20-100000

1:114000 0.09
1:1400 6.25
2.60

South Africa 2654
Canada
A Target Figure for SA

Elsies River 1983

Elsies River(Doctors) 2.4

Elsies River(Dentists) 0.5

Gwalwa 0.09

01

3.4

0.9

3.4

1:10870 0.90
1:2331 4.3
1:8000 1.25
0.50
M1 L
10 -1.31
1.25 -2.00
Aggregate -1.46
10 -2.00
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Survey Form Standards

16 Medical Expenditure

Figures from SA Stats, 1982. p 19.19 in Rands

1981 Education Hospitals & Total Population
' Public Health Expenditure

Cape 247282 366724 956324 1290520
Natal 106725 134190 417142 1140820
TUL 352378 338815 1 240471 2424740
OFS 73710 76395 233050 1107820
Total 780095 796124 2 848989
Rands per person per annum Education Health

Cape 191,461 284,17

Natal 91.94 115,40

TUL 145,32 139.73

OFs& 64.54 468.94

Gwalwa 97.53

1 01 M1 L

Elsies River - 284,17 68.96 284,17 -0.50

Qwalwa $7.33 68.94 284.17 -1.36

The provincial figure for the Cape is used here (see the note after No 10V,
as the figure for Elsies River was not obtainable. The figure for Qwalwa is
the correct one.
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Survey Form Standards

17 Housing Shortage

Elsies River: Total no of Dwellings 9838 Jansen et al, 1984,
Divisional Council 7811
Private 2027
Housing Backlog +/- 4000
Families on Waiting List 4813 (28000 people)

The population of Elsies River is 81420:
If family size = 5 this is 14324 familiec
I1f family size = & this is 13403 families

In theory '5.45 people per dwelling unit
In practice 8.30 people per dwelling unit

Elsies River 35.38% of families are unhoused (& people per household)
Qwalwa 18.66% of families are unhoused '

01 and M1 are given values of 10¥% and 5% arbitrarily

I 01 M1 L
Elsies River _ ' 35.38 10 S -2.00
Gwalwa 18.644 10 3 -2.00

18 Provision of Running Water

Elsies River 1007 of houses have running water.
Qwalwa Tseki has no piped water ¢Salo, 1983)
Elsies River L =+1,00

= -2.00

Qwalwa L
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19 Life Exgectancz

Survey Form Standards

No specific figures for Elsies River or OwaGwa available, so the general
figures for South Africa are used

White
Coloured
Indian
African

Africa

Asia
Latin America

Elsies River

Qwalwa

Years

70 Race Relations Survey, 1984, p100.
59

43

57.3 |

49

60

é4

1 01 Mi L
59 49 é4 -0.83

37.5 42 &4 -0.93

20 Infant Mortality

Rip M.R. and Tibbit L. : The effect of birthweight on infant mortality in
the Western Cape Metropolitan Area. Carnegie Conference Paper 174, 1984,

Infant Mortality Ratio per 1000 live births, 1982 for the Western Cape:

Whites
Coloured
Black
Overall

Deaths per 1000_]iue'births:

South Africa
Argentina
Colombia
Canada

African Infant Deaths
Births

Elsies River

Quwalwa

117.0 (RD Almanac 1984)
40.8
39.5
10.9

21405 (Race Relations Survey, 1984)
692000
31.80 infant deaths per 1000 1jve births

1 01 M1 L
32.2 117 10.9 -0.70

30.91 117 10.9 ~-0.70
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Survey Form Standards

21 Educational Investment

See Number 14 for details about educational expenditure

Cape R191.461 per person per annum
Natal - 91.94
TVL 145,32
OFS é46.54
Elsies River The general figure for the Cape is used.
Qwalwa R67.26 (Benbo: budgeted expenditure per pupil)
usa 1980 R873.43 ($170587.4 mil per 253.31 mi] of population

=-$724.93 per pupil, R1.00 = $0.83)

I 01 M1 L
Elsies River 191,61 44.54 191.61 -0.50
Qwalwa v 67 .26 66.54 191.61 -1.49

22 Students/Staff Ratio

From SA Stats 1982, pp 5.4 - 5.10.

Whites Coloureds fisiatics Blacks

Total no of students 1268791 801220 244488 3450113
Total no of staff , 70854 29597 10091 24130
Public Schools Only:
No of students 93142¢ 764804 224229 34603039
Teaching staf+ 50387 27924 9184 21994
Staff/Student Ratio 0.054 0.036 0.041 0.025
Student/Staff Ratio 18.48 27.39 24 .41 39.14
QwaGwa Student/Staff Ratio ' 35.40

1 01 M1 L
Elsies Riwver 27.3%9 39.14 27.39 -0.50
Gwalwa 35.40 37.14 27.3% -1.18
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G2a Standards

2.7 Standards for Questionnaire 2a

Included here are not only standards for Elsies River and OwaQwa but also
two other categories which are sub-areas of Elsies River. These are Clarkes
Estate, reputed to be the poorest and moét dépressed module in Elsies River,
and a fiqure for ﬁour of the five modules tested in the survey. The module
excluded is Riverton, a well-established, entirely home-owned area. This is to
show whetheﬁ-there isy, in fact, a difference in the index when the affluent
module is not included in the calculations. The results are discussed in
Chapter 4. The format for the indicators is the same as the one described

earlier in Section 2.6.
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82a Standards

1 Education

The figures are from SA Statistics, 1982, and are given in percentages.

Race UptoStas Stdé-8 Std? Stdio Higher Total NeEduc
Col 43.84 20.34 1.87 2.23 1.35 49.83 30.17
As 32.73 28.14 3.14 7.69 2.74 76.42 23.58
B1 37.47 12.18 1.14 0.94 0.48 32.23 47.727
Wh 15.09 32.03 8.47 26.31 12,54 22.48 7.52
SA 33.91 17.20 2.39 9.92 2.493 61.83 38.17

Survey data:

ER 83 48.90 41,30 2.00 3.30 4.40 100,00
Owalwa 76.20 -7.?0 7.70 7.70 100.00
Clarkes
ER minus 51.50 41.00 1.90 3.00 2.40 100.00
Riverton
I o1 M1 L
Elsies River Std S 48,90 33.91 : 15.09 -2.00
Std 10 3.30 9.92 26,31 -1.43
Aggregate -1.87
Gwalwa Std 5 76.90 34.00 15.00 -2.00
Std 10 7.70 3.92 26,31 ~-1.41
Aggregate -1.72
Clarkes Std 5 94.67 33.921 15.09 -2.00
Std 10 4.00 ©5.92 26.31 -1.5¢9
Aggregate ~-1.79
ER minus Std 5 51.30 33.91 ‘ 15.09 -2.00
Riverton Std 10 3.00 9.92 24.31 -1.44
Agaregate -1.82
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2 Higher or Tertiary Education

Figures from 54 Statistice, 1982.

D
Col
As
Bi
Wh
sA - 1

Stde9
iploma

70740

38320

Stdi0
Diploma

307340

340180

@2a Standards

4 of group
in population

2.74

Survey Data:

ER 83
Qwalwa
Clarkes

ER minus
Riverton

No of respondents
with a higher education

13

-3

“

3.37

Elsies River
Owalwa
Clarkes

ER minus
Riverton

Degree Total
3740 33320
7920 22480
7720 82000

190740 568840
2101490 708440
Adult
Population
239
8%
217
817
01 M1
1.35 2.85
0.48 2.85
1.35 2.85
1,35 2.85

-1.48
-0.28 *
- -1.48

-1.83

* This index is.inflated as the sample included two techers and a parson.
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3 Training

Figures from Bulletin of Statistics, March,1984,

Total
4 of group

Z for tech
& related

1905040

6.93

8.11

Coloured

927780

1

91

Asiati

255820

2.64

c Black

3577040

1.27

@2a Standards

2273490
8645700

2.63

Survey Data:
ER 83
Qwalwa
Clarkes

ER minus
Riverton

31 adults,
2 u
l 1 "

24

population 939,

89,

217,

3.30% had some training

Elsies River

Qwalwa

Clarkes

ER minus
Riverton

3.30

2,25

35.07

2.94

2.06

2.06

2.04

2,06

2.234 " "

3.07¢% "

2,947 " "
M1
2.96
2.96
2.96
2.%6

-0.12

-1.29

+1.80

-0.52
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4 Employ

Figures from Bulletin of Statistics for 1st Quarter 1982, s

White
S5A popln 1375550
Ec Ac = 1947000
7% Ec Ac 70.65
employed

Coloured

298754

914000

178001

243000

2804942

2644000

f2a Standards

eptember 1982,

4937247

8770000

Elsies River

Qwalwa

Clarkes

ER minus
Rivertan

¥ Ec Ac = Economically Active

47.

40

.01

96.92

49.70

96.32

52.352

M1
70.56
96.32
70,85

70.85

=-2.00

-2.00

-2.00

~-2.00
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3 Job

Major Occupational Groups 1980, Bulletin of Statistics, March 1984. Yol 18,1.

Job IWhite Coloured Indian Black Total
Professional 214880 32200 14840 101740 345480
Technical 132320 17720 4760 20740 227540
Related 22100 1340 920 4480 29040
Admin & 125820 3000 4280 4040 137140
Managerial
Clerical 505220 49940 53000 200640 828800
Sales ' 195620 38300 37220 166200 437340
Service 155820 152840 16580 1102840 1423080
Farming etc 88900 154480 3900 1114340 1343820
Mining etc 434400 387280 103740 2143220 3048840
Unclassified 27980 70440 12380 648380 779400
Total 1905040 927780 255820 5577040 8445700
Prof. as % - 11,38 3.47 9.80 1.82 4,22

of the group

Survey Data:
ER 83: 3.30% professionals

Qwalwa: 7.70% " ' (biased fiqure as there are 3 professional people
in a small sample of 27 respondents)

Clarkes: 4,00% "

ER minus
Riverton: 1.90% "

| 01 M1 L
Elsies River _ 3.30 3.47 4,22 -1.72
Qwalwa 7.70 1.82 : 4,22 +2,00
(meaningless)
ClarKes 4.00 3.47 4,22 ' -0.79
ER minus
Riverton 1.%0 3.47 4,22 -2.00
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é Income
Incomes for Coloured in the Bloemfontein Blacks (Potgieter March 1984)
Cape Town area
PHSL R244.67 R246.94 (hh = 6)
Rent R 35.00 : R 23.20
Transport R 20.é8 R 8.80
HSL R302.35 . R278.94 (hh = &) R242.45 ¢(hh = 5)
=> HEL R453.53 R418,41 R343.68

HSL = Household Subsistence Level: absolute minimum consumption of food,
clothing, fuels, washing, cleaning, ‘rent and transport on which a family can
survive.

HEL = a more rigorous measure of minimum income necessary and is made up of
the HSL + 507 of its value.

1. Total Income per Household (j.e. wagés + pensions + grants) per month

2. Wage Income per Household.

1 01 M1 L
Elsies River {. 466.33 302.35 433.53 -0.41
2. 415.77 302.35 453.33 =~0.75
Aggregate -0.58
Gwalwa 1. 136.65 278.94 | 418.41 ~2.00
2. 128.12% 278.94 418.41 -2.00
Aggregate -2.00
Clarkes i. 514,646 302.53 453.53 -0.10
2. 497,63 302.53 433.33 -0.21
Aggregate -0.16
ER minus 1. 451.78 302.53 433.33 ~0.73
Riverton
2. not available
Aggregate ~0.75

¥ Not possible accurately
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22 Standards

There was no easy way of assigning values to 0f and Mi in the case of the
variables numbers 7, 8, Py 10, 12, 13 as definite information about these
indicators was not found. The valuesvbf 01 and M1 were arbitrarily assigngd on_
the basis of (a) discﬁssion with Frofessor G.F.R.Ellis {(b) literature on basic
needs and {c) other related information.

7 Water

Urban Situation:

01 = 80% of households have piped water inside the dwelling
Ml = 0% ’ n u " " " n [

Rural Areas: Water related probiems are Key ones for most rural communities,
In the Umzimkulu district, 41% of households felt that water needs were
difficult to fulfill. (Muller, 1984)

01 = 25/ of households have piped‘water either in the house or on the

property, and Ml = 75%,

1 01 M1 L
Elsies River ' 99.30 80 90 +0.43
Qwalwa 18.50 25 75 -1.43
Clarkes 94,70 80 ‘ 20 +0;50
ER minus $5.50 80 90 ~ 40.09

Riverton
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8 Toilet

Urban Situation:

Elsies River with its high water table and comparatively small erf sizes ig
unsuited to septic tanks (Beneke 1978, p 25) and the Divisional Council
decided that all new housing should be connected to a water-borne sewerage
system.
g1 = 90% of'dwellings have water-borne sewerage, Ml = 95,
Rural Situation:

01 and MI were qiven different values, 01 = 30, Ml = g0,

I 01 M1 L
Elcies River 99 g0 23 +0.30
Gwalwa ' 18.5 30 80 -1.73
Clarkes 96 90 95 -0.30
ER minus 98.8 20 95 4+0.28
Riverton
? ‘waste Dispesal
Urban Situation: 01 = 90 and Ml = 95 of hocuseholds have waterborne

sewerage
Rural Situation: 01 = 25 and M1 = 75 ! " N " "
I 1} M1 L

Elsies River 94.80 20 95 -0.54
Bwalwa 18.50 25 . 75 -1.,43
Clarkes 93.30 90 95 -0.84

ER minus 94.80 20 g5 - -0.54
Riverton :
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10 Home Ownership

i

In 1971 there was 33% home ownership in Elsies River. For 1982 Jansen et al

(1984) give 20.6% home ownership.

01 = 20¥% home cwnership, and Ml = 40%

I 01 M1 L
Elsies River 23 20 40 -1.43
Clarkes 16 v 20 40 -1.40
ER minus 14.1 20 é0 -1.40
Riverton
(Qwalwa The situation here is not clear cut as the houses in TseKi and
Phutadijhaba are not owned in the formal sense.

L= 0,00

11 Rent

This indicator is used to determine a new variable RENTPI, rent per income

for each household. Rentpi appears at the end of this section. The mean

rent/bond payment in Elsies River is R&1.52. Potgieter (March 1984) gives the

rent paid by Coloured people in the Cape Town area as R35.00. Elsies River

households are therefore parving higher rents than éverage for the area. From

Questionnaire 2a data the median for ER 83 is R30.00, the mode R&0.00, the

max imum R300.00 and the minimum R8.00.
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12 Electricity

Urban situation: 01 70% of households have electricity and M1 = 90%.

Rural Situation: 01 30% and M1 = 70%

1 01 M1 L
Elsies River 87.5 70 90 ~0.63
Qwalwa 14.8 30 70 -2.00
Clarkes | 20,7 70 90 -0.47
ER minus 86.6 : 70 . 20 -0.67
Riverton
13 Cooking

Mean for Elsies River using both electricity and gas ?1.3%

Mean for Gwalwa 8.0

I

Urban situation: 01 704 cook with electricity/gas and Ml = 90%.

Rural situation: 01 = 30% and M1 = 703,

I o1 M1 L
Elsies River ?1.5 70 90 -0.43
Gwalwa 8.0 30 70 -2.00
Clarkes 93.3 70 90 -0.34
ER minus - 90.7 70 20 ~0.47

Riverton
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14 Phone

Country Phones per 1000 of population (RD Almanac 1984)
argentina  10s

Colombia 60 These countries are in order
South Africa ' 121 of population size,
Canada 671

Yugoslavia 264

Roumania 51

01 set at &£.0% (Colombia figure) and M1 at 12.1% (SA figure).

Survey Data:

Elsies River 94 phones per 1893 population = 4,97
Qwalwa 2 phones per 181 populafion = 1,104

I 01 M1 L
Elsies River 4.97 6.0 12.1 -1.47
Qwala 1.10 6.0 _ 12.1 -2.00
Clarkes 3.15 6.0 12,1 -1.97
ER minus 3.58 6.0 12.1 -1.90
Riverton
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15 News

Country Daily newspapers per 1000 population ({RD Almanac 1?84)
Argentina 154

Colombia 48

South Africa . 66

Canada ‘ 241

Yugoslavia 103

Roumania 181

01 set at &.6% (SA figure) and MI at 15.4% fArgentine figure).

Survey Data:

Elsies River 105 newspapers per 1893 population = 5,554,
OQwalwa No newspapers read.
Clarkes 24 newspapers per 474 population = 5.46%.
ER minus 73 newspapers per 1706 population = 4.28%.
Riverton
1 01 M1 L

Eisies River 5.55 6.60 15.40 -1.42
Owalwa 0.0 6.60 15.40 -2.00
Clarkes 5.44 é.60 15.40 -1.43
ER minus 4,28 6.60 19.40 -1.76
Riverton
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16 Radio
Country Radios per 1000 - TV per 1000 population (RD Almanac 1984)
argentina  sae  17e

Colombia 114 | 74

South Africa 24 69

Canada 1104 446

Yugoslavia 209 189

Roumania 145 ' 143

Radio: Use 01 = 9.6 (SA figure) and Mi

83.8 (Argentine figure).

I 01 M1 L
Elsies River ' 81.3 2.4 83.8 -0.33
Qwalwa | ?1.7 9.6 83.8 +0.1¢9
Clarkes ' 81.3 9.4 83.8 -0.33
ER minus _ 79.9 9;6 83.8 -0.95

Riverton

TV: Use 01 = 6.9 (SA figure) and Ml = 17.6 {(Argentine fiqure).

I o1 M1 L
Elsiec River » 48.2 6.9 17.46 ' +2.00
Gwalwa 4.2 6.9 17.6 -1.75
Clarkes 68.0 6.9 17.4 +2.00
ER minus 63.7 6.9 17.46 +2.00
Riverton
Aggregate fiqures: Elsies River +0.74
Qwalwa ‘ ~-0.78.
Clarkes ‘ +0.74
ER minus +0.73
Riverton :
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17 Travel Time
The travel time was measured as the total time taken to get to and from work.

01 and M1 are set arbitrarily at 01 = 180 minutes and M1 = 80 minutes.

1 01 MI L
Elsies River 86.12 180 80 -0.36
Clarkes é1.70 180 80 -0.32
ER minus ' 85.67 180 80 -0.35

Riverton

Most workers commute to Harrismith some distance from GwaGwa.There was no
direct data for Qwalwa but Niehaus {1984) describes a one way trip from Tseki
to Harrismith taking 4 hours and Ms J. Martiny fold me that workers commute
from GwaBwa to Harrismith leaving at 4.30 am.

Gwalwa : -1.350
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18 Illness

Jansen et al (1984) gives the following information: For the rear 1982/83
601460 TB treatments sessions were hgld in Elsies River. This represents 57.84%
of the total number of treatment sessions for the whole of the DivCo area. 100

people attend TB clinics for treatment daily.

01 = 24 (Us fiqures for 1970 & 1981 respectively from RD Almanac,1984)
Ml = 1,24

I 01 M1 L
Elsies River 1.4 2.0 1.2 -1.00
Gualwa 16.7 2.0 1.2 -2.00
Clarkes 0.0 2.0 1.2 +1.00
ER minus 1.9 2.0 1.2 -1.38
Riverton
19 Meat

01 set at meat 3 times per month = 10.00%

M1 set at meat 2 times per week = 28.57%

1 | 01 M1 L
Elsies River 21.01 10.00 28.57 +2.,00
OwaGwa  26.52 10.00 28.57 +0.06
Clarkes 90,93 10.00 28.57 +2.00
ER minus 90.00 10.00 28,57 +2.00

Riverton
The figures for Elsies River are high: the enumerators felt strongly that the
question was not truthfully answered as jt reflected the status of the

household. This question should be rephrased so as not to give a loaded reply.
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20 Car

01 set at 7.1% (Beneke,1978, p 31); Ml set arbitrarily 25

Survey Data

02a Standards

Elsies River out of a population of 1893, 3.70¥ own a car
Owalwa population 181, 1.,10¥% own a car
ClarKes population 476, 3.3é% own a car
ER minus Riverton . poputlation 1706, 2.22Y own a car

I 1} M1 L
Elsies River 17.09 7.1 25 -0.94
Qwalwa 3.80 7.1 23 -1.48
Clarkes 13.30 | 7.1 23 -1.15
ER minus 14.20 7.1 23 -1.10
Riverton
21 Savings

Arbitrarily set 01 = 20% and Ml =

I
Elcies River . 65,23
Qwalwa
Clarkes 68.467
ER minus 65.23
Riverton

1}

20

80X of repondents have

M1

80

some savings.

No savings reported:

20

20

80

80

-0.75

-2.00

-0.49

-0.7%5
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22 Insure

Arbitrarily set 01 = 204 and MI = 80% have some form of insurance.

| 1) M1 L
Elsies River 73.30 20 80 -0.481
Bwalwa 29.60 20 80 -1.34
Clarkes 72.87 20 80 ~0.462
ER minus 73.30 20 80 -0.41
Riverton
23 Capital

Arbitrarily cet 01 = R200 (the Quakers give R100 for a burnt shack in Cross

- Roads) and M1 = R5 000

| 01 M1 L
Elsies River 2000 200 5000 -0.50
Qwalwa No information but assign -1.50
Clarkes 5000 200 5000 -0.50
ER minus 5000 200 5000 - -0.50

Riverton
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24 Income per Person (INCPP)

01 = Ré0.47 and M1 = RB6.91 +from Potgieter March 1984,

1 0 M1 L
Elsies River 84.55 30.47 86.91 -0.59
Gwalwa 19.49 46.49 §9.74 -2.00
Clarkes 94.83 40.47 86,91 ~0.20
ER minus 77.67 40.47 84.91 -0.85

Riverton

Max: R 533.33 Min: R 5.40 Mean: R 84.55 Median: R é7.90 Mode: R 100.00

23 Rent per Income (RENTPI)

Urban 01 = 254 and M1 = 11.58% from Potgieter, March 1984,
Rural 01 = 8.32¥ and M1 = 5.54% |

1 01 M1 L
Elsies River 17.9 25 11.38 -0.97
Qwalua 11.12 8.32 5.54 =-2.00
Clarkes 18.1 25 11.38 -0.98
ER minus 17.5 25 " 11.858 -0.94
Riverton

Max: 0.75 Min: 0.009 Mean: 0.18 Median: 0.15 Mode: 0.02
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26 Density

From the UN Statistical Yearbook 1978, p 899: 01 = 2.00 Mi = 8.40
The first index refers to the number of rooms in the dwelling without the

kitchen or bathroom and the second index to the actual number of bedrooms.

I 01 M1 L
Elcies River 1.98 2.00 0.40 -1.49
2,445 2.00 0.40 -1.98
Aggregate -1.74
Qwalwa 2.48 2.00 0.40 -2.00
5.48 2.00 0.60 -2.00
Aggregate -2.00
Clarkes 2.18 2.00 .60 -1.43
2.83 2.00 0.40 -2.00
Aggregate -1.82
ER minus 2.04 2.00 0.40 ~1.54
River ton _ .
2.73 2.00 0.60 ‘ -2,00
Aggregate -1.77

27 Travel Cost per Income (TCOSTPI)

From Fotgieter, March 1984: 01 = 6.84 and Ml = 4.54

I 01 M1 L
Elsies River 3.70 6.84 ' 4,56 -1.00
Qwalwa estimated -1.00
Clarkes 4.30 4.84 4.36 -1,52
ER ;inus | Not Available
Riverton
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28 Child Mortality

This indicator measures the number of children up to age 5 who have died,
compared with the total number of children.

01

229 infant deaths per 1000 live births from Morris; 1979, p 43.

Ml = 117 v " " " " from RD Almanac, 1984.

The world figure for this is 9.8 per 1000Q.

The result here is somewhat crude as I have used standards about infant deaths

whereas the information fron the questionnaire gives deaths of children up to

age 9.

1 . 1) M1 L
Elsies River 77 229 117 -0.14
Qwalwa ' 98 229 ’ 117 _ -0.33
Clarkes 3 229 | 117 —0.1{
ER minus 77 229 117 -0.14
Riverton

The value for QwaGwa is an estimate as ¢ households reported infant deaths but
not how many and not all households were asked. The index therefore is a

minimum value and the real value may well be higher,
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Elsies River

CHAPTER 3: THE SURVEY

v

3.1 Introduction

Elsies River was chosen as the area of ctudy for several reasons. The
original survey was done in Elsies River in 1981, and as a result of that
survey the Questionnaires 2a and 2b were updated and improved, The first
survey high-lighted several inadequacies in the questioﬁnaires, for example,
with respect to the the estimation of capital in the households surveyed. The
1981 survey gave too crude a measure of capital and this was refined in the
updated Questionnaire 2a. It was also felt that the opinions in Elsies River
should be polled once more and the obiectiue data gathered again. The new
quectionnaires would be tested under similar conditions to the original.,

In addition, the setting up of a sample framework and the collection of.
data was facilitated by the information available as“a result of the urban
renewal programme started in 1970 by the Divisional Council and from the data
bank at the Divisional Council Offices in Cabe Town. Elcies River also
provides a typical Western Cape Coloured community with households ranging
from low to high incomes, from few to many members per household, with both
rented accommodation and home ownership. Elsies River presents a wide variety
of households within a well defined geographical area.

A small survey was also carried out in Basuto waGwa, and the results
compared with those from Elsies River. Further compariscns may be made with
the data in Ellis’ article on Quality of Life evaluation with respect to the

Ciskei qiven in Hilhoret and Klatter, 1985,

3.2 Elsies River
Elsies River is a dormitory suburb lying about 15 km east of Cape Town.
Since 1970 the local authority responsible for Elsies River has been the

Divisional Council of the Cape. In the 1870’s the area was farming country and

43



Elsies River

private landowners held title to most of the land. Successive population
movements to the city resulted in people setting up shacks in the bush around
Elsies River and subsequently arranging rents with.the landowners., In 1942
Elsies River was declared a “black spot’ by the Medical Officer of Heal th,

The area was extremely depressed with poor hygenic conditions and
ouercrowding. The housing stock was mostly substandard with about 11 000
shanties in a total of 13 000 units (Beneke,1978), up ;o 10 shanties on aone
plot. Basic services wre totally inadequate and roads unsurfaced, making them
unusable in winter. Drinking water was very scarce and sanitation arrangements
primitive, resulting in a grave health hazard,

The Group Areas Act increased the population pressure on Elsies River,
turnng “a cfowded township into an overfilled ghetto” (Pinnock,1980). When the
Divisional Council took over‘the administration of Elsies River in 1970 the
area of Elsies River was 740ha with approximately 90 000 people (Pinnock
19802. In 1976 the population of Elsies River was 80 428. The Council had
removed all “other races’, Indians and foreign nationals. The Divisional
Council population figure for 1982/83 is 81 420. Officially the population had
decreased by 8 500 but uncfficially the modern population of Elsies River is
about 100 000. The area, measured in hectares, has stayed the same.

The Divisional Council carried out various surveys during 1970 concerning
land-use, income and expenditure, traffic surveys and sc on. On the basis of
the information collected the Divisional Council drew up plans for the
redevelopment of Elsies River; these included a sewerage'system, roads,
lighting , schools, recreational faci]fties, and the rehousing of 15 000
families by the end of 1980, but by 1978 only 5 783 families had been rehoused

(Pinnock,1980 p 9), from shanties into rented accommodation.
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The urban renewal program designated 18 modules in Elsies River:

1 Riverton

2 Valhalia

3 Avon

4 Louws Bush / Leonsdale

] Salberau

6  Norwood

7 Avonwood

8 Cravenby

? The Range
10 Epping Forest

11 Elnor
12 Balvennie

13 Connaught
14 Uitsig A

15 Clarkes
16 Adriaanse

17  Eureka (DivCo Plan TP ER88/1)

18 Uitsig B

Some modules are very poor, some affluent, and they differ in size as well

as in infrastructure. Generally the streets defining the modules are in
reasonable condition, but within the modules the condition of the streets is
poor, often there are no street names. Elsies River is exposed to a great deal
of wind and wind is the dominating climatic facter from early summer to
autumn, as rain is in winter. In summer loose sand blows about causing
unpleasant living conditions. A resident in Leonsdale told me that the wind
and sénd were driving her mad. In winterlserious drainage problems were caused

by the flat natural ground in conjunction with the clearing of the natural
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vegetation and the high water table.

Almost every winter the Elsieskraal River would flood. The canalization of
the river has been discussed for over 20 vears and the matter is now under
way. Stark uqly blocks of flats, part of the redevelopment scheme, create a
visually bad impression. 70% of the dwelling units are sub-economic or
economic, the remaining 30X are better quality rented housing and privately
owned homes. There are few structural differences between the two types of
housing but the rents are different and in many cases the sitﬁation in the
economic housing is worse than in the sub-economic, because of the higher
rents. Since the Redevelopment Programme, 10 898 families have been rehoused,
mostly in three story flats. Officially 4 813 families are waiting for housing
(Jansen et al,1984 p 4) but as the policy of the Council is only to rehouse
those on the waiting list, the reality is that there are considerably more

families waiting for accommodation.

3.3 QOwalwa

QwaQwa is a small homeland situated in the north eastern Orange Free State
bordering on Natal and Lesotho. From 1970 to 1977 the population increased
from 24 822 to 200 000 (Benbo,1978)>, but estimates by ]ocal»offocia]s fo}
1982/83 are 400 000 to 500 000 (Sharp and Spiegel,1983) and indicate the
extent of relocations into this homeland. The de facto population and the de
Jure population figures differ considerably as the latter include absent wage
earhers and other persons or groups who have heen officially designated as
attached to QwaQwa.

The area is over-populated, poorly situated with regard to the industrial
reqions and markets of Southern Africa, and with no mineral resources and no
infrastructure., With continued resettlement, economic failure isc a strong

possibility. QwaGwa occupies 48 234ha of which 7400ha js agricultural land,
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but 30% of this is mountainous and not suitable for cultivation.

There is one town, Phuthaditjhaba. The ‘countryside’ is administered by two
Tribal Authorities through chiefs and headmen. Tseki is a village about 7km
from Phuthaditjhaba where a closer settlement was established in and around
the original village. However the two areas are now indistinguishable due to
the growth of intervening settlements, PhuthgditJhaba resembles other urban
locations with 4 and S foomed houses, one industrial area (brickworks, gravel
quarry, furniture factory, bakery), one shopping centre, schools, one
teachers’ training college, a clinic and a partly constructed hospital
(5al0,1983). Tseki is a planned area demarcated into blocks with 2310 sites.
There is no electricity in Tseki and none of the sites have running water.

Migrant labour is the single most important source of income in GwaQwa. The
migrants go to the NE Free State and the Witswatersrand. Migrant labourers can
earn greater wages as migrants than in local employment, an uncertain
proposition, so unemployed males waitAat the Labour Bureau for work rather
than taking local work, sometimes for as long as 6 months. Niehaus (1983)
gives the following rates of local unemployment: males &43%, females 874,
together &54. Harrismith, S0km from Tseki, and Bethlehem, B80Km away, provide
some work for commuters who travel by special buses taking up to 4 hours per
trip.,

The area is impoverished and the women are left by their migrant husbands
to manage as best they can on irregular and fluctuating remittances. Lack of
Jab qpportunities and the insecurity of the physical existance of people in
QwaGwa results in apathy, which does not encourage local income-generating
activities {(Niehaus,1983).

The survey was conducted in 1983 in conjunction with work being done by the
UCT Anthropology Department. Ms J. Martiny was instrumental in arranging the

interviews, most of which were done through an interpreter. She administered
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27 questionnaires, 16 in Tseki and 11 in Phuthaditjhaba. The data for
Questionnaire 2a is not as complete as one would have liKed as it was
extracted from information obtained separately by Ms Martiny. Questionnaire 2b
was administered as set out except for question 13: “this community doec not
héue adequate library facilities’ as it was decided that it was inappropriate.
The sample is small and as previously indicated, not statistically
significént. Three respondents have a higher education, two are teachers and

one a parson, and this tends to bias the sample.
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3.4 The Questionnaires

The functions of the Expert Panel, the Survey Form and Quectionnaires 2a
and 2b are degcribed in Chapter 2. The design and format are given here. The
Schedule number and Priority Levels are shown in square brackets for each
questionnaire.

Form 1: The Expert Panel Response

This has nine statements on it and the responses are given on the Likert
Scale. Provision is made on the questionnaire for comments by the respondents
and the results appear in Tables 1a to 7a for Elsies River and 1b to 7b for

OwaOwa in Chapter 4, Figure 5 shows the layvout of Form 1.
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FIGURE S5
Q0L Survey: Form 1 The Expert Panel Response
This section requires consultation with experts to poll their

regard to the status of the concepts to be measured.

MName: ...... . Nt e Esesas s cnn s e snnnn o e e s e as et aseaee .
Position: vuveieseerennnes . . PR, sheeens . ceeranan
Contact Adress: P rsesaerrane Ceeees Cesseee st aseus . cerae e

...... Ceria st et it s Telephone Mo: ......... cerae

Expert Panel Response

opinion with

We wish to ask your assistance in a survey evaluating the Quality of Life of

people living in Elsies River. We should like your considered

opinian as to

how well the statements following describe the position of those people in

general; in each case, please respond to the statement by marking one of the

boxes, to indicate that you Strongly agree 7{S5A), Agree {A), are Uncertain (U,

Disagree (D), or Strongly Disagree ¢SD) with the statement.

In addition,

please could you in each case give a brief comment on why you have answered as

you have,
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(1) "Officials exercising police powers relative to the group are generally
held legally accountable for the way in which these powers are
exercised" [+]1

sAall AL UL]1 DILI1 SDI 1]

(2) "Habeas Corpus applies, and is effective, for the group concerned" [+]

SAl] ALl ULI DIL1 8DI 1]

(3) "The aroup concerned has no direct political representation in the central
parliament which has legislative power significantly influencing their
living conditions" [-]

sall Aal] ULT DI 8L

(4) "There are local authorities elected by the survey group, for example
municipalities or management committees, with real power to affect
conditions where the members of the group live" [+]

sall Al] ULYI DILI1 sDIL]
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Expert Panel Response
(3) "The group has substantial freedom to express political views and engage
in political action" [+]
Ssall1 Al ULl DL1 8D ]

Comment: ..uvvieenvserennesanesns St e a st e et e s et r e et e e e

(é) "The group has substantial freedom of economic action to engage in
business enterprises and employ others as needed" [+]

Sal 1 AL1 UL] DL SDI 1

(7) "Members of the group have substantial freedom to choose the nature and
place of their work" [+]

sAll A[l1 UL DIL1 SDI 1]

(8) "The group has substantial freedom of social action, e.g. to live where
they wish and associate with whom they choose" [+]

SA L] Al ULT DL1 sDI 1

Comment: .....cvvveenn .........;...................... ...............
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(9) "The group has substantial freedom to express and practice their religious
‘beliefs" [+]

sALl] AL1 ULI DL1 SDI 3

Comment: ....vieveenves .

Thank you for your help.

R T T, o e e e '
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Form 2: The Survey Form

This-is in two parts, a general part concerning the survey as a whole, and
a detailed part giving information abbut the area and the indicators. There *
are 22 indicators and the results are given in Tables 8a to 12a for Elsies
River and 8b to 12b for Qwalwa in Chapter 4. Figure é shows the Survey Form in

detail.
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FIGURE 4

Q0L Survey: Form 2
General

1 Identification of the organization/authbrity doing the survey

Date of survey: Month..... Year ...... .
Proposed length of time for survey ........... Ceeraraa
Name of project manager ....eeeeesceseses e errasarrenas
2 Identification of Group to be surveyed ........ Certerersaeraana
Population Group .vvvvvvennnenn cenan

3 Identification of the area: (tick appropriate category)
(a) Region
(b) Township
(c) Suburb
(d) Other o] o IR ceenus

4 Comments on the situation of the community not covered by the
questionnaires. ‘

[When printing, leave space for answerl

3 Comments on the questionnaires and forms.

[When printing, leave space for answerl

6 Difficulties encountered in completing survey

{When printing, leave space for answerl
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Detailed Information

Use any source of information that appears reliable (Local Authority, Census,
etc). A1l sources of information should be recorded as fully as possible.

Background Information

a) Population size (number of people)

(B.2 Pr:2: if Pr4, give population numbers by age and sex;
present as population pyramidl

Source:
b) Birth rate (4 per annum)
Source:

[B.4 Pr31

c) Area of land available (Hectares)

Source:

[2.1.3/0 Pr4l
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Indicators
1 Trade Union membefship of economically active . population (%)
(a) no of employees (b) trade union membership (c) result b/a x 100
Source:

[3.2.1/0 Pr:2]

_—__..._——_—___-._._-._..—_..___.—_._..—____..._..__._....-._...._.._-..._._.__—..__..____._..._....__-._-.-...—_._

2 Strikes and Work Stoppages
Source:

[-1.2.3/0 Pr:31]

3 Alcoholism

Question (Likert scale): A 5A A U D sSD
“Alcoholism is a major problem in this community" [ 1 [ 1 [ 3 (3 [ 1

Source:

[-1.2.4/0 Pr:3]

T T e o o e ot o A 00 ol s o o i 0 s S R o e 4 ot e o e o o o P ot S0 Bt S T o " ot e . 7 s A e et o e e e o

4 Prison Population/1000 of total population
Source:

[-1.1.2/0 Pr3]

3 Average Income [if possible: distribution (No of people by
R/annum/person), Presented as histograml

Source:
(1.1.1/0 Pr:21

6 Unemployment Percentaqge

fa) No. of unemployed ¢b) Economically active population
(c) Result as/b x 100

Source:

[2.7.1/0 Pr:3]

7 ooeime ratestooo T
(a) No of crimes reported <b) population in thousands {c) Recult a/b

Source:

[-1.2.1/0 Pr:2]



Survey Form

8 Managerial and professional workers

fa) No. of managerial and professional workers
(b) Emplovees in survey area (c) Result a/b x 100

Source:

(2.8.1/0 Pr:3/dl

9 Literacy rate (i)
Source:

£2.8.5/0 Pri1/d]

10 Gross Domestic Product (Rands per capita?

(a) Total population of region <(b) GDP for the region (c) Result b/a

Source:

[2.4.1/0 Pr:3/dl

11 Production of steel per capita

{a) Total regional production of steel ¢b) total regional population
{c) Result a/b

Source:

(2.4.2/0 Pr:3/d - Rural situvation: agricultural productivity]

12 Recreation: facilities in sample area per 1000 people

(a) No of parks/plavgrounds:
sportsgrounds:

cinemas:
libraries:
Add: total no of facilities:
{(b) Total population in thousands {c) Result a/b

Source:

(1.11.1/0 Pr:31
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13 Police/Fire/Ambulance Adegquacy Question {lLikert scale)

SA A U D sD
(a) "Our local police respond speedily and efficiently {1 [ 31 [ 1 [1 I[1

to emergency calls” [1.3.3/0 Pr:31]
(b> "Our local fire service responds speedily and t1 1 01 0131 [1
efficiently to emergency calle" [1.3.170 Pr:3]
(c) "Our local Ambulance service responds speedily (3 €1 01 01 [1

and efficiently to emergency calls"
Source:

[1.3.2/0 Pr:31]

14 Telephones per 1000 populatibn
(a) No of telephones (b} Population in thousands {c) Result a/b

Source:

[1.3.470 Pr:31 -

1S5 No of doctors per 1000 population

(a) no of doctors in survey area (b) population in thousands (c) result asb

Source:

[1.4.2/0 Pr:21

16 Total resources per year used for health care in area {rands/person)

(a) Health care expenditure (b) Populaticn number (c) Result asb

Source:

[1.4.1/0 Pr:3]

17 Housing shortage: X of unhoused families
Source:
[1.5.270 Pr:3]

- e o A - > s o Y T s o A - S G e o = T s e ot o e o S S o i S 4> Bk o S e e o G A e Y > S = - — - - ——— o -

18 Ruhning water: ¥ houses with piped water OR, taps per 100 houses

Source:

[1.6.1/0 Pr:1] [Note: in rural areas: ¥ population with access to piped water]
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19 Life expectancy (Years at age 1)
Source:

[-1.1.1/0 Pr:1] 1

20 Infant mortality

£a) No of infant deaths per year to age 1
(b> No of births per year (thousands) {c) Answer a/b

Source:

(-1.1.2/0 Pr:1]

21 Educational Investment

(a) educational expenditure ¢(b) population (c) result a/b

Source:

{1.8.1/0 Pr:3/d1

22 Student/Staff Ratio

(a) no of teachers (b) no of pupils {(c) result a/b

Source:
{1.8.27¢ Ppr:3/d}
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Questionnaire 2a

This questionnaire has both general ‘information reguarding the age, sex etc
of the respondent and detailed objective information about the household. For
purposes of the Elsies River survey, both Questionnaire 2a and 2b were
translated into Afrikaans. In QwaBwa the English questionnaire was submitted
through a translator. The results are to be found in Tables 13a to 17a for
Elsies River. and 13b to 17b for Qwalwa in Chapter 4. Figure 7 shows the design

and format.
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FIGURE 7

Q0L Survey: Questionnaire 2a

(Objective Data)
(Enter a tick in the appropriate box in each case)

We would like to ask you some questions about you and your family

1. What is vour name C et E ot ras s e s s e s et et ses e

Sex: M I 1 F LI

2. Are vou the head of the house?

Status in household: Head [ 1 Spouse [ 1 Other adult [ ]

3. What is your age? (Indicate categories)

Age: 20 [ 1 20-30 [ 1 31-40 [ 1 41-350 [ 1 51+ [ 1

4, What education level have you passed? (indicate categories)
Education: Less than Std 3 [ ] Std 3 to 5[ 1 Std 6 to 8 [ 1
Std 9 [ 1 Std 10 [ 1 Higher [ 1

14 “Higher”, please specify: (e.g. University, College, Technikon, etc)

3. Have you had any technical or artisan training? Yes [ 1 No [ 1

1f “Yes’, please specify: (e.g. carpentry, plumbing, typing, etc):

é6a) . Are you (1) a student ? Yes [ ] No [ 1]
(2) a housewife ?Yes [ 1] No Il 1]
(3) retired ? Yes [ 1 No [ 1]

(4) disabled ? Yes [ 1] No [ 1

84



‘Questionnaire 2a

4(b) At this time, are vou:
Self employed/running own business [ ]
Employed full time [ 1
Employed part time [ 1
Unemployed but looking for work [ 1
Unemployed but NOT looking for work [ 1
[2.7.2/0 Pr2]
7. 14 enployed or looking for work, what Kind of work do vou do?

Specify inm detail.iuusurieeaeenoervesosnoaaasoossennnnnonasecersssanss .

[DO NOT FILL THIS IN:
Labourer/unskilled [ ] Semi-skilled [ 1 Skilled/Artisan [ ]

Clerical [ 1 Professional [ 1] Other [ 1
[2.7.3/0 Pr:2 and 2.8.2/0 Pr 21 |
8a. How many people usually live in this hovse/flats
Adults: ...... ‘e Children: ........ Cesana
[1.5.1/0 Pr2]

8b. How many of them have (including yourself) ? a source of iNCOME.evrsvneann-

8c. Give details:

Name Income ' Nature:

(state whether per week Local Migrant Pension Other
~or per Tonth) work wage or grant

Lo, R Reveeee/uvnnns [ ] [ ] [ ] [ 3

2 i Revevas/ vinnnns [] [] [ 13 [

i R VR ere [ [ [] []

4 i Roveun. e [1 [] ] []

S S I [ [1 1] {1

é uun. P | i [] [1] [ [1]
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8d. Do you send money away to support other people? Yes [ 1 No [ 1
I1¥ ves, please specify:

To whom sent Amount sent (state whether per week or per month)
1 Ciee . ReoviviZuvuns
2 i . Rioc.us, / .
3 Cereersana R..... S

INSTRUCTION TO ENUMERATORS:
Do not accept ‘Don’t Know’ as an answer for 8a to 8d. If necessary, Qo
back a second or third time and speak to someone who can give the information

DG NOT FILL THIS IN:
Income per household R........ /month

[1.1.270 Pr 21
Now we would like to ask you about your house.
?. Do you have running water in your house, or on the property?

In house [ 1 On property (but not in house) [ 1 HNeither [ 1

[(1.6.2/0 Pr21

10a. How many rooms do you have, not counting the Kitchen,
bathroom, or toilet?

101 2101 3001 41001 501 29 [1
10b., How many are bedrooms ? ........ Peesentens
[1.5.170 Pr2z]
0. Where is your toitet z T
In the house [ 1] On the property [ 1 Nearby [ 1 None [ 1
10d. How does the toilet work?
Water [ 1 Chemical [ 1 Pit [ 1 Bucket [ 1 Bush [ 1
[1.6.3/0 Pr2l
1. Do you rent or own this howser

Own [ 13 Rent [ 1 Other [ 1]

[2.5.2/0 Pr2/d]

84



Questionnaire 2a

12, I+ the house is owned, what are the bond repayments?
If rented, what is the rent? '

Riverno/denenns, (state whether per week or per month>

INSTRUCTION TO ENUMERATORS:

Do not accept ‘Don‘t Know’ as an answer for No 10 or 11. If necessary, go
back a second or third time and speak to someone who can give the information
I the answer to Question 10 is ‘other’, there may be no rent,

[1.5.3/0 Pr2]
13a. Do you .have electricity in this house?
Yes [ ] No [ 1]

[1.6.4/0 Pr2/dl VISUAL CHECK: Yes [ 1 No [ 1

- e e i e o S o e e i o = . S S - o o = T e T a? A o e S St Gt e o o i vy o o o o s e A e o S ho

13b. What do you use for cooKing?
Electricity [ 1 Gas [ 1 Paraffin/meths [ 1] Coal [ 1
Wood L1 Gther [ 1
[{1.6.5/0 Pr3l
14. Uhen at home, do you have access to a telephone?
Yes Cown) [ 1 Yes (friend) [ 1 Yes {publicy [ 1 No [ 1
I1f Yes {own), what is the phone number? .......c.ccvcans
{1.3.5/0 Pr3l
5. Do you read a newspaper reguiarly?
Daily’ [ 1 Weekly [ 1 Monthly [ 1
Seldom [ 1  Never [ 1 Dont Know [ 1
[1.10.1/c Pr3]
6. Does your household have a radio and/or T2
Both [ 1 Radio only [ 1 Tv only [ 1 Neither [ 1
[1.10.2/0 Pr3] VISUAL CHECK For TV: Yes [ 1 No [‘]

17. How long does it take the bread-winner to get to work each day?

State approx number of minutes ............ .. n/a 1]

(1.7.1/0 Pr2l

o e e o e ot e e G et - o T G ot = " = S S L e i o = T A S G = TS W A ek dhe = v A G B S e o = - —— -
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18. How much does the breadwinner pay for transport to work (per week)?
S n/a [ 1
(1.7.3/0 Pr3l

We would like to ask you about the health of vou and vour family:

19. Have any of your family suffered from TB or other chronic
(continuing) illnesses in the last 5 yearsg?

TB [ 1 Other [ 1 None [ 1]
(-1.1.4/0 Pr3]

Did any of them die before the age of 207 Yes [ 1 No [ I
It “yes’, how old were they when they died?

21, How often does your familv eat meat?
each day [ 1 several times a week [ 1 several times a month [ ]
a few times a year [ 1] never [ 1

[1.2.1/0 Pr3]

22a, Do you own a car? Yes (paid for) [ 1 Yes (still pa¥ing) [ 1 No [ 1
I ves, how much is it worth? R v..vuvuen..
22b. If this house is owned (see G10), how much is it worth? R..........

22c. What is the approximate value of any other property and possessions

belonging to you and your family? R....vevew...

22d. Do you have any savings in a bank, building society, post office, shares,
etc ? ) Yes [ 1 No [ 1
If ves, approximately how much: R ..... cees i

22e. Do you have any insurances or annuitfes ? Yes [ 1 Mo [ 1

If yes, approximately what are they worth? R...v.vv...
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DO NOT FILL THIS IN
Total Capital assets:
{R200 [ 1 200-1000 [ 1 1000-5000 [ 1 5000~ 10000 [ 3
10000 - 20000 [ 1 20000 - 50000 [ ] S0000-100000 [ 1 > 100000 [ 3

[2.5.1/0 Pr3sdl

FOR RURAL AREAS ONLY:
23) (a) Do you have a vegetable garden ? yes [ ] no [ ]

or access to a communal garden? yes [ 1 no [ 1
(if both no goto 24)

(b) What do you grow? ........... craen Tttt enaeaea

(c) How many times a year do you plant in the garden? [ 1 [ 1]
(d) Where do you get your water for the ‘garden?
Tap [ 1 River [ 1 Dam, Reservoir [ 1]
Borehole [ 1 Rain [ ] Other [ 1 .iiuuve.., cares
(e) For how many months in the year are you usually without water
for your garden or crops? [ 1 [ 1
[2.5.3/0 Pr:3<{Rural)l
or access to communal fields? ves [ 1 no [ 1]
[2.1.2/0 Pr:3{(Rural)l

23) How many of the following do you have:

Cattle ... viinnerennnes . None [ 1
Sheep = ciirireen.n seeaae None [ 1
Goats  L.iiiiieierieren None [ ]
Pigs  ...... Cheresrraa None [ 1
Chickens ... cvveees cenae None [ 1
Horses ... iierveneronnan None [ 1

[2.5.4/0 Pr3¢Rural)]

..._.___.._____.___..—__——__-.__...-___—___...-___._._..._._—__...-..._——_..-__—.__-___——_..—.-..——-._-
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Questionnaire 2b

fuestionnaire 2b

Questionnaire 2b deals with attitudes and there are 51 questions covering
several aspects of life in a community. The responses are on the LiKert Scale
and the results appear in Tables 18a to 24a for Elsies River and 18b't0 24b
for QwaQwa in Chapter 4. Figure 8 shows the design and format. When printing
Questionnaire 2a and 2b the location of the indicators on the schedule may be

excluded and space should be left on the right hand margin for computer

ceding.
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Questionnaire 2b

FIGURE 8

GOL Survey: Questionnaire 2b
{Subjective Indicators)

Now I would like to ask you about your attitudes to various aspects of your
life. We are concerned about how you feel about certain things and the
following statements form part of the whole survey on quality of life . This
will take a lTittle time as I would like you to be able to express your
attitude as clearly as possible. This may sound complicated but you will
quickly understand how we fill in the form and I will help you as you go
along. There are 5 possible reactions to each statement.

They are VSA strongly agree [perhaps one
A agree should have
U uncertain : a card giving
D disagree this codel
sh strongly disagree

You choose the one which seems the best for vou and we will mark that one.
Shall we begin?

SA - A U D sD

1. I would like to see changes in (1 01 €131 01 [1
the workKing conditions of our
community

{2.7.5/5 Pr2]

2. 1 feel it is safe living in [1 01 €1 €1 €1
this area

[0.2.1/s Pr2]

Y T TR R S M T G U S G e e T B B S S S S Ml e S A S e e e o " e " T o = o 00 o A ot Ao e S S e S o ot T o o o e A e

3. Many people in this community [1 01 [1 [1 11
are unemployed '

[2.7.2/s Pr31]

4, I feel that my life is quite L1 1 01 01 [1
happy at the moment

[0.4.5/5 Pr2l

9. 1 feel our workers are adequately [1 1 01 €1 101
represented by their Trade Unions

[3.2.1/5 Pr2]
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é. There are few dependable ties £33 01 031 01 1
between people today

[0.3.1/s Pr2]

- - — -t T —— (o " T T_ (b T U s o D S Y S D Sk Ay T e S A A28 i i A T T 8 G T G Y i T T Y s o = o —

7. People who live around here £31 €31 031 €031 €1 !
feel fulfilled

[0.4.3/s Pr31]

o e o e e i = s e e e S - — - —— . te in S o A e v T v e A SO T i) o T B i o e G e S e S A T S A (T " S P S S o e = . T = — = —— — —

8. Most of the workers of this £t €1 1 01 (1
community have little chance of job
promotion, or of getting a better job

[2.7.4/5 Pr3]

- o a S S S - o T G Sy M = S S = e o S S S e s Sw A e L A S Gt S T e T e o M Tt - T — S o -

?. The people of this community L1 01 01 €01 [1
work hard

[2.9.1/5 Pr2/dl

———— - . - = " > - - S S o o - - bt = e o S ot b o e o Sy Se Vo et 4 b S o e e T et S i S S et e . A A = T Tt S o T - — v o S

10. There is nowhere in this area (1 1 1 01 €21
for children to play

[1.11.2/s Pr3]

11. There is a strong, happy [J1 (1 01 [1 [1
family life in this community

(0.3.2/s Pr2l

12. 1f 1 were robbed the police’ (J (1 €1 €01 €1
would quickly catch the criminal,

[(1.3.2/s Pr3]

- o o ———— > - St S8 " 0 ot b i W > 4 A e B T S S S ey = T S o i e o o At o o S A S e = A P S T - —— -

13. This community does not have t1 (1 (1 01 (1
adequate library facilities

[1.11,4/5 Pr2]

- " = 1 ——— At " S " A A T " T e e it S o S e o s S s oS4 e A At e T e S A S e S e o Ty S St A Sy . W - — —

14. Our <local authority) handles [1 (1 (1 (1 (1
local affairs satisfactorily.

[3.1.2/s Pr3l

15. The area in which 1 live is L1 01 b1 1 101
clean and healthy

[2.2.1/5 Pr3]

—— i o . - ot - o~ — . S S - = 8 i o T = R S A . S e G P A o S e o = > A AR S W S o e = R Sy S T = o s e Ao ek e o
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16. We are so ruled today that L 01 01 01 11
there is not much room for
choice, even in personal matters.

[1.12.1/5 Pr2]

17. 1 often wonder what the meaning L1 01 101 161 11
of life really is

[0.4.1/s Pr3]

18. There is not enough land L1 01 01 01 1]
available

[2.1.1/5 Pr3]

19. The community in which we }ive L1 [1 01 €1 11
is basically friendly

[0.3.3/s Pr3]

20. The services (e.q. rubbish L1 031 01 01 11
removal and road repairs)
in this community are satisfactory

[1.6.6/s Pr3]

21, I am not happy with my L1 [ 1 [1 [1
cituation in life.

[-1.3.1/s Pr2]

22. People are free to express L1 01 01 01 11
their political opinions

[3.5.1/5 Pr2]

23. Our schools do a good job [1 01 [1 [1 1
of preparing students for
what lies ahead.

[1.8.2/s Pr2/d]

24. People in my community afre L1 01 01 [1 1]
motivated to improve their Tives

[2.9.2/s Pr3/d]

23. Our children get enough to L1 031 1 01 €1
eat

{1.2.1/s Pr2]

93



Questionnaire 2b

26. Our community’s view point is {1 €1 131 (1 [1
expressed in the public media.

{3.3.1/s Pr2]

- " — " " " o - o - - s " M+ A A Pt S4B Ain T G B A R G WL e T A o SRS - n " . - —— A = S % i W am M e = Aa

27. 1f the breadwinner is sick we [1 01 01 01 [1
will still be able to cope financially.

[1.9.1/5 Pr2]

0 A e T - " S T o - T - " S s T s A i S T A e e e et it T G AP e - Sy P A 4 = . = A e S . Pt S =t - " - - —

28. In case of an emergency it {1 1 01 01 [1
takes too long to get medical
attention in this community.

{1.3.2/5 Pr2l

. o . e S ek S P S e A e S (ot R S e L e S o o M 20 e e 4 e e e e M iy 28 = e A i e o T A e A B - o o S -

29, The teaching at the schools {1 1 1 01 [1
here is good enough.

11.8.1/s Pr2/d]

- o = = it e " o T " M > b bm T e WA i S G e S " e o At = S i e 00 ot e e o m i b A oy T S S e e e . o —— - —

30. I think the authorities have my {1 [1 (1 (1 [1
community’s interests at heart.

[3.1.1/s Pr21

= e o o o T o > . i — Y — 2 " P s = S T 7m el T S T e o A oy A S Ao S ot A e Pk Ko W S T Y iy A o W S S i e o o o o - ——

31. 1 feel we do not have enough {1 11 11 01 (1
choice about what work we can do. .

[2.10.2/5 Pr2]

- - = - S - —— " " = a4 = = — = S T Sea = T S o S e o A e o e e L e S e e A e e A T v et = 00 " v A o e — T e = o

32, 1t is difficult to get to work t1 1 1 1 [1
from here '

[1.7.1/s Pr3]

33. 1 would like to see major changes [ 1 [ 1 [ 1 [1 [1
in the running of the country.

[3.1.4/5 Pr2l

34. Finding a place to live is a major L1 1 1 1 (1
problem in this area

{1.5.2/s Pr3]

e S o e i v+ A e o = e - v b T P o o - A T S - T W e = = T S L 4 B Y S0 = A S S A = - S A A — T ——

35. These days it is almost impossible ti1 01 01 01 [1
to cave any money.

[2.5.1/5 Pr3d]
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36. People in my neighbourhood are (1 01 01 01 11
generally healthy

[0.1.1/5 Ppr2]

T T o T o o e e e e e o o s e 0 o i et s i s o ks et . . rm o 2t n o i o o it s e e o e a0 A i A e A e om . S 2 oo e e

37. People in our comhunity are proud (1 11 01 €1 €1
to belong to it

[0.3.4/5s Pr2]

38. In general my family receives L1 1 €1 11 1
qgcod medical care,

[1.4.2/5 Pr2]

39. There are no definite rules £1 t1 11 11 11
to live by

[0.4.2/5 Pr3]

40. Attending public meetings is {1 01 01 [1 (€1
usually a waste of time

[3.1.3/5 Pr31]

41, If injustice is done we can take t1 1 1 01 1
action to correct the situation.

[4.1.1/5 Pr2l

42. I have enbugh lTeisure time to L1 01 01 [01 11
do the things 1 want to do

[0.4.4/s Pr3]

43, There is sufficient entertainment L1 1 €01 (1 1
for the family in this area

[1.11.3/s Pr3l

44, Qur roads are in good repair L1 1 011 [1 1

[2.6.1/s Pr3/d]

43. TakKing all things together [1 01 01 €1 1
my life is satisfactory

[-1.3.2/s Pr2]

46. The members of our community have 1 01 01 €1 1
sufficient training and skills

[2.8.6/5 Pr2]

T T o e ot o o = e e (s T L e o o S S s 2 P e i i . S S S s Tt 0 ot i = > i o e e s T 40 b T R A G e o Ao o S ot v o o S At At o e e e



Questionnaire 2b

47. We struggle to come out on cur mdney L1 01 01 11 13

[1.1.2/5 Pr3]

48. Local public transport here (trains, [ 1 [1 [1 [31 [71
buses, taxis) is adequate

[1.7.2/5 Pr3]

49. We have serious financial worries LY L1 1 11 11
in our old age because of
inadequate pensions

[1.9.2/s Pr2]

30. There are good local shops where we L1 01 01 101 11
can buy'what we need

(1.10.3/s Pr3]

_..___.._...._______..—._—___.___-._____—_._._______..._..—...._—____._—__..____-_—_-____.____.-

31. 1 feel there are members of our [T €1 01 1 11
community who are much worse off
then me

[-1.3.3/¢ Pr:3]
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Informed Source Poll

Informed Source Poll

The Informed Source Poll is the open-ended QUestionnaire asking about
problem areas in the community. It was designed to show whether the other
sources of information were compiete. In this respect, for Elsies River, jt
highlighted the problem of alcoholism and lead to the subsequent inclusion of
information about alcoholism on the Survey Form. The results are given in
Tables 235a and 26a for Eisies River, and 25b and 2éb for Qwalwa in Chapter 4.

Figure % shows the design and format of this questionnaire.
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Informed Source Poll

FIGURE %
Informed Source Poll
We are conducting a survey for the [identify the implementing bodyl in
order to determine the Quality of Life for people in this community; it is
hoped this will help decision makers / authorities to plan more effectively in
the future. We would 1ike to have your opinion with regard to what you
consider to .be the problem areas in your community. This will not take lTong

and we would value your co-operation.

Date: ........... Interviewer: ..cveevncacens ces e
Respondent: Name .......... Ceese i es e

Community Position ........ testuaeeas .

Occupation ...... ..........;.. ....... ‘

Education Level .iviiviivrennenennnses

We are conducting a survey amongst a random sample of people in { give.
survey area) but particularly wished also to consult with people who are
informed about the area and about what thay consider to be the most
significant problems facing the community.

(When printing leave enough space for the recponses)
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Informed Source Poll
1. Firstly, could you tell me what single issue is causing you most concern

with regard to social or other problems within this community at the moment?

2, What are the three most important prob]ems or areas of concern within this

‘community in general?

3. Which are the most deprived members of this community? What is the nature

of, and the reasons for, their deprivation?

4. What is the best feature about this community and its living conditiens?

5. Any other comments on what are the most significant problems and

opportunities facing this community?
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The Survey

3.5 The Survey

The survey methods used in this thesis are based on the techniques
described in Babbie (1973). The object of the survey conducted in Elsies River
was to provide data for constructing indicators which in turn would provide
information about the Quality of Life for people living in Elsies River. The
survey was carried out, using the household as the unit of analysis, by
students emplo}ed from the University of the Western Cape. The decision to use
student enumerators was based on the idea that they would establish a good
rapport with the respondents as well as being able to speak the language of
the majority of ﬁeople in Elsies River, that is, Afrikaans.

Several initiaj meetings were held with the'students. The sampling
technique and thg questionnaires were explainé& and discussed. The survey took
place in the September holidays of 1983. Further meetings with the student
enumerators were held each day and any problems that arose were dealt with
immediately. The enthusiasm of the enumerators made the survey relatively easy

to run and they responded well to the challenge of obtaining information from

the designated households.

3.6 Sample FrameworK and Sampling Procedure for R2a and Q2b

The sample framework is the suburb of Elsies River and the unit of analysis
the household. The number of households to be interviewed was 300. This number
of interviews would give a fair representation of>ranges of both objective and
subjective indicators. In each case the preferred respondent was the household
head as it was found in the Elsies River survey done in 1981 that far too many
spouses were interviewed, giving a bias to the information obtained. In 1981
617 of respondents were spouses and in 1983 204 were.

Elsies River consists of 18 modules. In 1981 S modules were selected from a

list of the 18 modules for survey purposes. In 1983 a further S5 modules were
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Sanple Framework

selected for study. In the 1981 survey, Avon, Norwood, Cravenby, Epping
Forest/Elnor and Uitsig A were selected. In 1983 Riverton, Louws Bush (now
Leonsdale), Balvennie, Clarkes Estate and Eureka were selected. The map TP ER
88/1 shows how these modules relate to each other.

Riverton is an old establi§hed area,.midd]e tlass with relatively high
incomes and 100% home ownership. Leonsdale ic almost entirely reconstructed
with blocks of flats and row houses, all -rented accommodation and low to
middle incomes. Balvennie is partly reconstructed and partly old dwellings,
alf rented accommodation and a mixture of incomes. Clarkes Estate is also a
mixture of new construction and older establiched row houses. There is both
rented accommodation and home ownership and the area generaily is considered
to be a very poor and deprived one. Eureka is completely reconstructed row
houses, detached houses and maisonettes and flats, all rented accommodation.
The area is more well off and Yooks settled.

The unit of analysis being the household, each dwelling had to be listed.
The listing had to be as complete as possible as the quality of the survey
depends upon the random selection of the desired number of interviews. In
order for this to be done a comprehensive list of the sample units was drawn
up. Maps were obtained from the Divisional Council Housing Develpoment Section
and the Headquarters Map Section, see Figure 10. The maps showed all the
individual erfs, sub-economic and economic housing, maisonettes, flafs and row
houses, as well as shopping areas, churches, health clinics, schools and so
on. The latter group was excluded from the listing. Four visits to Elsies
River for field inspection were made in order to clarify certain points eg the
names of blocks of flats, checking in Eureka precisely how far reconstruction
had qone, looking at typical examples of maisonettes, row houses and

“landscaped areas’ around blocks of flats.
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FIGURE 10
Map References for Sample Framework

Riverton: TP ER 48, TP ER 148, TP ER 88/1.

Leoncdale: HS 17/540, TP ER &, TP ER 88/1 TF ER 148.

Balvennie: TP ER/33, TP ER 8, TP ER 148, HS 17/237, TP ER 88/1,
Eureka: HS 177490, TP ER 8, HS 17/363, TP ER 88/1.

Clarkes: TP ER 72, HS 17/472, TP ER 48, TP ER 88/1.

The listing was done within each module by naming the households in each
block, and each flét within a block of flats, proceeding in a clockwise
direction in all cases. As 300 interviews were scheduled, and the total number
of households listed was 2742, an interval of 9 was chosen. A random number
within the range 1 to 2742 was generated and used to designate the first
household. Thereafter every ?th household was selected. From the original
detailed maps smaller maps were made and the selected households were marked
on each map, qiving approxihately 20 households per map, so each cstudent
enumerator did about 20 interviews,

Module Households A Interuiews A % Interviewed
per module

Riverton 337 12,29 37 12,13 10.98
Leonsdale 709 25.85 79 '25.90 11.14
Balvennie 936 19.55 40 19.47 11.19°
Eureka 485 17.69 : 54 17.70 11.13
Clarkes 673 24,62 79 24.59 11.11
w0 sees itz

There is a difference between the number of dwelling units counted on the

maps and the official Divisional Council figures given for each module, but
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during the field inspections it was found that the maps were slightly more
accurate and so the discrepancy was discounted. The differences ranged in both
directions eg for Balvennie the official number of dwelling units is g{ven as
252 while the map count gave a figure of 534; in Eureka the official figure is
590 and the map count 485, The figures for the map count are not perfect, Sut
it was felt that the map count gave a truer reflection of the number of
dwelling units. This was confirmed by the field inspections. Part of the
problem lies in the great amount of reconstruction going on in Elsies River in
all the modules except for Riverton. Idéally the problem could be solved by
mapping on foot, but this solution is not a practicé] one, and therefore a
compromise was necessary. |

The other parts of the survey, the Expert Panel and the Informed Source
Poll were conducted by me on an informal basis. The information on Form 1, the
Expert Panel, came from three sources in 1284 and the results were combined
with the 1981 Expert Panel results. The Informed Source Poll was an open-
ended discussion asKing for opinions on what problems caused most concern in
Elsies River, and was not repeated in 1983 {(see Chapter 2: Section 2.4, Other

Data Sources).
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3.7 Aggregation

The raw data from each data source is transformed, as shown in Chapter 2,
to an indicator L. Each indicator belongs in a Level within the overall
framework qiven in Chapter {. Within each Level indicators are arouped
together to form indices for each component of welfare which in turn are
grouped to qive composite indices for esach Level (see Figure 11). This method
of aggregation has been used because firstly, it follows the conceptual
tramework on which this thesis is based, and secondly, it seems reasonable in
view of the light it can throw on the cause-effect relationship determining
welfare.

Agaregation has been carried out in two ways. Firstly, a simb]e mean has
been taken of the indicaters and indices; secondly, a maximum and minimum
value has been recorded. For example, data from Level 1, Questionnaire 2a is

presented as follows:

Level Component Indicator Index Average Maximum Minimum
i Basic Services Water +0.43
Toilet +0.30
Disposal -0.54

Electricity -0.43 -0.14 +0.43 -0.43

This shows clearly the indices for each of the aspects of Basic Services
(for more details of what they each represent, see Questionnaire 2a). The
simple average then gives an overview of the trend of the indicators for this
component of welfare. The maximum value gives an idea of the degree of
satisfaction expected from the best aspect of that component, while the
minimum value gives an idea of the dissatisfaction attendant on the worst
aspect of that component. When combining the component indices to determine
the composite indices for each Level, the-meén, maximum and minimum values
presented are respectively the mean of the means, the maximum of the maxima

and the minimum of the minima. thus one has, in the first instance, an overall
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impression of the Quality of Life, represented by an average of the respected
values, and in the and in the cecond iﬁstance the best and worst acpects
recorded in that component or level of welfare. The importance of the latter
is that it highlights immediately, for the decision-maker, where distress is
recorded and this information is not lost in the aggregation process. This
aggregation procedure therefore calls attention to those areas where the worst
deprivation is to be found.

One can criticise the use of the mean as a method of aggregation on several
grounds. Firstly, in effect, use is made of a linear aggregation process to
represent interactions which are almost certainly not linear. This is done for
simplicity, as is the case of virtually all causal modelling in the social
sciences. Secondly, as weiéhting fuhctions have not been intfoduced, an
implicit weighting of unity is assigned to each factor, that is, each factor
is of equal importaﬁce in the aggregation process. A real weighting is, in
fact, introduced through (a) the choice of variables (specifically the number
of variables used to represent each component of welfare), and (b) the choice
of critical levels for these different variables, Again this has been done for
simplicity; a more advanced version of the scheme used here might well
introduce weighting factors and use experimental data to determine values for
these factors, Thié would be a far more elaborate investigation than
undertaken here, but may be attempted in the future. For both agaregation and
weighting, the defence for this method is that in this first attempt to choose
uariablés, set critical levels, and use this set of variables in the context
of the overall causal framework, the simplest scheme should be used and
greater complexity introduced only if and when this proves necessary.

Finally one.might claim that any attempt at aggregation is mistaken,
because of the complexity of the causal relations one is trying to represent,

However, while the attempt may not work, it is worth trying because of the
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simplification achieved if it can be done satisfactorily. But a stronger
reason ic that aggregation is a necessity in any real attempt to meet the
needs of decision-maKers. Decisions will confinue to be made on the basis of
explicit or implicit aggregation of data; indeed the essence of decision
support systems js that they selectively discard detailed information from the
vast mass of data available, and replace it with summary data which is the
only basis; in practice, on which decisions can be taken. The philosophy
followed here is that one should try to produce summary data in a systematic
manner but without introducing unnecessary complexity, that is, to do it in
the simplest way that produces satisfactory results. Thic method is aimed at \
practical decision- making svstems rather than necessarily making a
contribution to social theory. Given this approach, the aggregation presented
here, as a first attempt, seems reasonable. The procedure may be re-assessed
once the data has been analysed to see if it still appears to be so, or if
some other method of aggregation {or no aggregation at all) seems more
appropriate,

To sum up, given that the Quality of Life measurement scheme proposed
should be uncomplicated and easy to use, the method of linear aggregation with
equal weighting for each indicator has been adopted. This procedure has “face
validity’ (Babbie,1973) and is a reasonable one to use, until it is
demonstrated that areater complexilty is called for, or that the procedure
cannot be useful to decision-makers.

The following figure shows the aggreqation of indicators into components and

is otherwise similar to Figure 3, Chapter 2.

106



Figure 11

Aggregation

Aqqareqgation of Quality of Life Indicators into Components

Component

LEVEL 4: Leqgal Access

Justice

LEVEL 3: Access to Power

Participation and Politics

Economic Power

Persuasive Power

Political Freedom

LEVEL 2: Available Resources

Land
Environment

Productiaon

Capital

Infrastructure

Work

Indicators

Folice Power
Habeas Corpus
Legal Aid

Political Representation
Local Authority
Government

Local Organisation
Political Pressure
Meetings

Trade Union Membership
Trade Union Representation

Media
Freedom

Political
Politics

Land
Clean

Gross Domestic Product
Production of Steel

Car
Homeownership
Personal Savings
Insurance
Capital

Savings

Roads

Employment
Employment

SKkilled Unemployed
Unemployment
Economic Pressure
Promotion
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Location

Expert Panel:
Expert Panel:

Ques 2b: 41

Expert Panel:
Expert Panel:

Ques 2b: 30
Ques 2b: 14
Ques 2b: 33
Ques 2b: 40
Survey Form:
Ques 2b: 5
Ques 2b: 26
Expert Panel.:
Ques 2b: 22
Ques 2b: 18
Ques 2b: 15

Survey Form:
Survey Form:

Ques 2a: 22a

Ques 2a: 22b
Ques 2a: 22d
Ques 2a: 22e
Ques 2a: 22
Ques 2b: 35
Gues 2b: 44
Survey Form:
Ques Za: 4b
Ques 2a: 7
Ques 2b: 3
Ques 2b: 1
Ques 2b: 8

LW

10
11

é



Component

Training and SKills

Motivation

Economic Freedom

LEVEL 1: Level of Living

Income

Nutrition

Emergency Services

Health Services

"Housing

Basic Services

Transport

Indicators

Professional Workers
Literacy
Professionals
Education Levels
Training

Higher Education
Resource

Motivation
Work

Entreperneurial Freedom
Employee Freedom
Economic Choice

Average Income
Income
Money

Meat per Week
Nutrition

Police/Fire/Ambulance
Teleptiones
Telephones

Police

" Emergency

Doctors
Medical Expenditure
Medical Care

Housing Shortage
Density
Rent per Income
Housing

Rurning Water
Water
Sanitation
Electricity
Cooking Method
Services

Travel Time

Travel Cost per Income
Travel

Public Transport
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Aggregation

Location

Survey Form: 8
Survey Form: 9
Ques 2a: 4,7
Ques 2a: 4
Ques 2a: 5
Ques 2a: 4
Ques 2b: 44

Ques 2b: 24
Ques 2b: 9

Expert Panel: &
Expert Panel: 7

- Ques 2b: 31

Survey Form: S
Ques 2Z2a: 8
Ques 2b: 47

Ques 2a: 21
Ques 2b: 25

Survey Form: 13
Survey Form: 14
Ques Za: 14
Ques 2b: 12
Ques 2b: 28

Survey Form: 15
Survey Form: 16
Ques 2b: 38

Survey Form: 17
Ques 2a: 8,10
Ques 2a: 8,12

Ques 2b: 34
Survey Form: 18
Ques 2a: @
Ques 2a: 10
Ques 2a: 13a
Ques 2a: 13b
Ques 2b: 20
Ques 2a: 17
Ques 2a: 18,8
Ques 2b: 32
Ques 2b: 48



Component

Education

Social Welfare

Consumer Services

Community Facilities

Freedom of &ction

LEVEL 0: State of Welfare

Health
Safety

Social Cohesion

Fulfiliment

Deprivation

Indicators

Educational Investment
Student/Staff Ratio
Teaching

Schools

Disabled and Retired
Grants

Sickness

01d Age

MNewspapers
Radio/TV
Shops

Recreational Facilities
Entertainment
Recreation

Library

Social Action
Belief
Freedom

Health
Safety

Cohesion
Family
Esteem
Friendliness

Alienation
Self-Actualisation
Freetime

Anomie

Happiness

Deprivation
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Agoregation

Location

Survey Form: 21
Survey Form: 22

Ques 2b: 29
Ques 2b: 23
Ques 2a: &

Ques Za: 8

Ques 2b: 27
Ques 2b: 49
Ques 2a: 15
Ques 2a: 146
Ques 2b: 50

Survey Form: 12
Ques 2b: 43
Ques 2b: 10
Ques 2b: 13

Expert Panel: 8
Expert Panel: ¢

Ques 2b: 14
Ques 2b: 346
Ques 2b: 2

Ques 2b: 6

Ques 2b: 11
Ques 2b: 37
Ques 2b: 19
Ques 2b: 17
Ques 2b: 7

Ques 2b: 42
Ques 2b: 39



Agoregation

Component Iindicators Location

LEVEL -1: Level of Pressure

Physiological Response Life Expectancy Survey Form: 19
Infant Mortality Survey Form: 20
Chitd Mortality Ques 2a: 20
Illness Ques 2a: 19

Stress : Work Stoppages Survey Form: 2
Alcoholism Survey Form: 3
Prison Poputation Survey Form: 4
Crime Rate Survey Form: 7

QVERALL

Satisfaction Satisfaction : Ques 2Zb: 45

Dissatisfaction Dissatisfaction Ques 2b: 21
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ER Survey Results

CHAPTER 4: SURVEY RESULTS

4.1 Elsies River Results

The data frém the Elsies River survey were computed using BMDP programmes.
Both Questionnaire 2a and Questionnaire 2b were desianed for computerization.
The data were checKked for errors in the punching of data cards before
computation. The BMDP programme used most was Histograms and Univariate Plots
for both ungrouped and grouped data. This programme célcuiates frequencies,
cumulative frequencies, means and standard deviations. Two-Way Frequency
Tables were also computed which give both row and column totals, as well as
the statistics Chi squaré, gamma, Tau B and Somers D. The Chi-square tests the
independence beetween rows and columns, gives the degrees of freedom and the
probability. In the 1981 survey the data was subjected to Factor Analysis
within each Leve]vto test for the independence of the variables. No common
factor variances were found.

The recsults of the Elsies River Survey are shown in the Tabkles in this
section. The results are given in such a way as to show the method of
aggregation of the indicators and indices and a rank ordering.

Tables 1a to 7a gqive the results of>the Expert Panel
Tables B8a to 12a give the results of the Survey Form
Tables 13a to 17a give the resulte for Questionnaire 2a
Tables 1Ba to 24a qive the results for Questionnaire 2b

Tables 23a to 26a give the results for the Informed Source Poll:
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ER: Expert Panel Response

Level 4: Legal Access
Justice ‘

1. Officials exercising police powers relative to the group are generally held
accountable for the way in which these powers are exercised.

Mean: -1.0

Comment: While in theory officials are legally accountable, the nature and
scope of powers granted, the number of situations involved, and the lack
of readily available 1legal services, make official protection of
little practical value,

2. Habeus Corpus applies, and is effective, for the group.
Mean: -1.95

Comment: This is difficult to answer. The statement may well be true of

‘ordinary’ arrest for criminal offences {although even here there are
difficulties) but the political offense and the security legiclation
would constitute a wholly different category. No habeas corpus is
available in most cases. '

Level 3: Access to Power‘

Participation and Politics

3. The group concerned has no direct political representation in the central
parliament which has legislative power significantly influencing their
living conditione.

Mean: -1.80

Comment: Since the introduction of the 1983 Constitution this is no
longer strictly correct,

4. There are local authorities elected by the survey group, for example
muncipal or management committees, with real power to affect conditions
where they live,

Mean: -1.80
Comment: Residents of the area are not reprecented on the municipal

council and management committees, as far as I am aware have no decision
makKing power.
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ER: Expert Panel Response

Political Freedom

5.The group has substantial freedom to express political views and engage in
political action.

Mean: -1.00

Comment: The recent elections for the House of Representatives show
that dissent can only operate within narrow limits.

Economic Freedom

é. The group has substantial freedom of economic action to engage in business
enterprises and employ others as needed.

Mean: -0.460
Comment: The Group Areas Act Prevents this,

7. Members of the group have substantial freedom to choose the nature and
place of their work.

Mean: -0.80

Comment: The same as the previous comment.

- Level 13 Level ot Living

Freedom of Action

8. The group has substantial freedom of social action, eqg to live where they
wish and associate with whom they choose.

Mean: -2.00
Comment: The same as the previous comment.

¢. The group has substantial freedom to express and practice their religious
beliefs.

Mean: +0.08
Comment: Ac far as I Know there are no leqal restrictions on such freedom.

However, once again, the Group Areas Act would in practice 1imit the
places of worship normally attended.
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ER: Expert Panel Response

2a Ranked-ordered Expert Panel Response by Indicator
Rank Indicator Me an
i Freedom of Social Action -2.00
2 Habeas Corpus ~-1.80
3 Local Authority Accountability -1.80
4 Political Representatfon -1.40
9 Police Power Accountability -1.00
é Political Freedom ~-1.00
7 Employee Freedom -0.80
8 Entrepreneurial Freedom -0.40
9 Freedom of Beliefs +0.80
3a Grouped Expert Panel Response by Index and Indicator
LEVEL 4 Average Maximum  Minimum
Justice Police Power -1.00
Habeus Corpus -1.80 ~-1.40 -1.00 -1.80
LEVEL 3
Participation Political 3
& Politics . Representation) -1.40
Local Authority -1.80 -1.40 -1.40 -1.80
Political Freedom Political -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00
Freedom
LEVEL 2
Economic Freedom Entrepreneurial -0.60
Employee -0.80 -0.70 -0.40 ~0.80
LEVEL 1
Freedom of Action Social Action -2.00
Belief +0.80 ~0.60 +0.80 -2.00
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ER: Expert Panel Response

4a - Grouped Expert Panel Response by Level and Index

Average Maximum  Minimum-

LEVEL 4 Justice ‘ -1.40 -1.40 -1.00 -1.80
LEVEL 3 Participation &
Politics -1.40
Political Freedom -1.00 -1.30 -1.00 -1.80

LEVEL 2 Economic Freedom -0.70 -0.70 -0.40 -0.80
LEVEL 1 C Freedom of Action ~0.40 ~-0.40 +0.80 ~-2,00
Sa Rank-Ordered Grauped Expert Panel Recponse by Index

I Participation & Politics -1.40

2 Justice ' ~1.40

3 Political Freedom ~1.00

4 Economic Freedom -0.70

3 Freedom of Action =-0.60
éa Rank-Ordered Minimum Expert Panel Response by Index

I Freedom of Action ~-2.,00

2 Justice -1.80

3 Participation & Politics -1.80

4 Political Freedom ' -1.00

9 Economic Freedom -0.80
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ER: Expert Panel Response

7a Grouped Expert Panel Response by Level

Average  Maximum  Minimum

LEVEL 4 -1.40 -1.00 -1.80
LEVEL 3 -1.30 -1.,00 -1.80
LEVEL 2 -0.70 ~0.40 -0.80

LEVEL 1 -0.60 +0.80 ~-2.00
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ER: Sﬁruey Form Results

Rank-Ordered Objective Data from the Survey Form by Indicator

8a
Rank Indicator
i Employment
2 Phone
3 Housing Shortage
4 Recreation Facilities
5 Crime Rate
é Prison Population
7 Alcocholism
8 Income
? Doctors/Dentists
10 Steel
11 GDP
12 Police/Fire/Ambulance
13 Work Stoppages
14 Life Expectancy
15 Infant Mortality
14 Managerial/Prof People
17 Health Expenditure
18 Education Expenditure
19 Student/Staff Ratio
20 Literacy
21 Water
22 TU Membership

~2.00.
-2.00
-2.,00
-2.00
-1.97
-1.66
-1.55
-1.52
-1.33
-1.00

-0.71

~0.30
-0.30
-0.37
+1.00

Ne Information
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ER: Survey Form Results

9a Grouped Objective Data from Survey Form by Index and Indicator

LEVEL 3
Economic Power
LEVEL 2

Production

Work
Training
and
Skills
LEVEL 1

Income

Emergency
Services

Health
Services

Housing

Basic Services
Education
Communi ty
Facility
LEVEL -1

Physiological

Stress

TU Membership

GDP
Steel

Employment

Prof/Managerial
Literacy

Income

Pol/Fire/émb
Phone

Health Expenditure

Doctors
Shor tage
Water

Educ Expenditure

Staff/Student Ratio

Recreation

Infant Mortality

Life Expectency

Crime Rate

Prison Population

Absenteeicem
Alcoholism

Averaqe

No Information

-1.52

-1.55 -1.54

-2.00 -2.00

-0.65

-0.37 -0.51

-1.97 -1.97

-1.33

~2.00 -1.67

-0.50

-1,66 -1,08

-2.00 -2.00
- +1.00 +1.00

~0.50

-0.50 -0.50

-2.00 -2.00

-0.70

~0.83 -0.77

-2.00

-2.00

-1.00

-2.00 -1,75

Max imum

-1.,52

~2.00

-0.37

-1.97
-1.33

-0.50
-2.00

+1.00

-0.70

-1.00

Minimum

-1.55

~2.00

_0 .65

-2.00

-1.64

-2.00

+1,00

-0.50

-2.00
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No Information

ER: Survey Form Results

Minimum

-2.00

10a Grouped Objective Data from Survey Form by Level and Index
fiverage Max imum
LEVEL 3 Economic Power No Information
LEVEL 2 Production -1.54
Work -2.00
Training & Skills -0.51 -1.35 -0.37
LEVEL 1 Income -1.97
Emerg Services -1.67
Health " -1.08
Housing -2.00
Basic Services +1.00
Education ~-0.50
Comm Facilities -2.00 -1.17 +1.00
LEVEL -1 Physiological -0.77
Stress -1.75 -1.26 -0.70
ila Rank-Ordered Grouped Survey Form Data by Index
1 Work -2.00
2 Community Facilities -2.00
3 Housing ~-2.00
4 Income -1.97
3 Stress -1.75
é Emergency Services -1.67
7 Production -1.54
8 Health Services -1.08
? Physiological -0.77
10 Training and Skills -0.51
11 Education -0.25
12 Basic Services +1.00
13 Economic Power
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12a

LEVEL 3

LEVEL 2

LEVEL 1

LEVEL -1

¢

ER: Survey Form Results

Grouped Objective Data from Survey Form by Level

Average Max imum

No Information

-1.39 -0.37
-1.17 +1.00
~1.26 =-0.77

Minimum

-2.00

-2.00

-1.73
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13a

10
11
12
13
14
15
14
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

27

Rank-Ordered Objective Data from 82a by Indicator

Savings
Employment
Income

Phone

Rent per Income
Density
Electricity
News

Illness

Skilled Unemployed
Education

Car

Water

Disposal

Capital

Travel Time
Homeownership
Insurance
Training

Travel Cost/Income
TV, Radio
Cooking

Child Mortality
Higher Education
Toilet

Meat

Job

121

-2.00
~2.00
-2.00
~2.00
-2.00
-2.00
-2.00
~2.00
-2.00
-2.00
-1.72
-1.48
-1.643
-1.63
~1.50
~1.50
~1.43
-1.34
-1.29
-1.00
-0.78
~0.43
-0.33
-0.28
-0.24
+0.06

+2.00

ER: Q22 Results



ER: 022 Results

14a ' Grouped Objective Data from 02a by Index and Indicator
LEVEL 2 Average  Maximum
Capital Home ownership -1.43
Car -0.74
Insurance ~-0.,61
Savings ~0.75
Capital -0.50 -0.85 -0.41
Work Employment -2.00
SKilled Unemployed -2.00 ~-2.00 -2.00
Training Education -1.82
and Higher Education -1.48
Skills Training -0.12
Job{Professional) -1.72 -1.29 -0.12
LEVEL |
Income Income -0.58 -0.58 -0.58
Nutriticn Meat +2.00 +2.00 +2.00
Emergency Phone -1,67 ~-1.67 -1,67
Services
Housing Rent/Income -0.%97
Density -1.74 -1.34 -0.77
Basic Water +0.43
Services Toilet +0.30
Disposal -0.34
Electricity -0.63
Cooking -0.27 -0.14 +0.43
Transport Travel Time -0.36
Travel Cost/Income ~-1.00 -0.48 -0.36
Consumer News ~1.462
Services TV,Radio +2.00 +0.19 +2.00
LEVEL -1
Physiological Child Mortality ~-0.14
Illness -1.00 ~-0.97 -0.14

Minimum

-1.43

~-2.00

-1.82

-0.38

+2.00

-1.67

-1.74

-0.43

-1.00

~-1.62
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ER: 02a Results

19a Grouped Objective Data from 02a by Level and Index

Average  Maximum  Minimum

LEVEL 2 Capital -0.85
Work -2.00
Training & -1.29 -1.38 -0.12 -2.00
Skills
LEVEL 1 Income -0.58
Nutrition +2.00
Emerg Services -1.67
Housing -1,34
"Basic Services -0.14
Transport -0.48 N
Consumer Services +0.19 -0.32 +2.00 -1.74
LEVEL -1 Physiclogical -0.57 -0.57 ' -0.14 -1.00
Stress
__________________________________-___-_-_______-___-__________-________-_7__
16a : " Rank-Ordered Grouped Q2a Data by Index
ER 83
1 Work -2.00
2 Emergency Services -1.47
3 Housing -1.346
4 Training & Skills -1.29
S Capital -0.85
4 Transport -0.48
7 Income -0.58
8 Stress -0.357
9 Basic Services -0.14
10 Consumer Services +0.19
11 Nutrition +2.00
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ER: 0822 Results

17a Grouped objective Data fron 02a by Level
Average Max imum Minimum
LEVEL 2 -1.38 -0.83 -1.29%
LEVEL 1 -0.32 +2.00 -1.74
LEVEL -1 -0.57 -0.14 -1.00

__._....__—.._..__-._.._____—...__.......____._—.._........__-__.._—_._—___......_.._-__._.__—__...__._..._—.___
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ER: @2b Results

The Tables 18a, page 126, and 18b, page 151, give a score for the attitudes
expressed in Questionnaire 2b. The percentage distribution over the five
responses, -2,00 to +2.00 (see Chapter 2, 2.3) was used in the calculation. A

non-linear weighting was adopted to highlight extreme scores as follows:

Response Score
—2;00' Z distribution * -3.00
-1.00 ! * ~1.00
0 ! ¥ 0
+1.00 " * +1.00

+2.00 " *# 43,00
A positive score indicates satisfaction and vice versa. The Pos/Neq column
in the tables indicates whether the question was posed in the positive or

negative sense, and the last column gives the raw means for each indicator.
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Rank-Ordered Subjective Data from Q2b by Score

37

18a
Rank Indicator
1 Housing
2 Ecpress
3 Savings
4 Polpress
9 Police
4 Unemploy
7 Recrea
8 Oldage
9 Money
10 Folitics
i1 Freedom
12 Fromo
13 Alien
14 Cohesion
15 Library
16 Ecchoice
17 Safety
18 Land
19 Media
20 Lecalorg
21 Govt
22 Sick
23 Emerg
24 Resource
25 Clean
24 Roads
27 Enter
28 Travel
29 Meetings
30 Selfa
31 Anomie
32 Discatis
33 Legal
34 Esteem
35 Motiv
34 Unions
Family
38 Services
39 Satis
40 Happines~
41 Schools
42 Pubtrans
43 Heal th
44 Teach
45 Friend
44 Nutri
47 Freetime
48 Work
49 Medcare
a0 Shops
31 Depriv

Pos/Neq Score
Neg -199.50
Neg ~-1%4.40
Neg -193.40
Neg -185.50
Pos -145.20
Negq ~-156.40
Neg -147.30
Neg -141.,00
Neg -132.50
Pos ~128.50
Neg -120.60
Neg -108.70
Neg -105.640
Neg -105.00
Neg -99.70
Neg ~93.30
Pos -83.20
Neg -83.70
Pos -71.530
Pos ~-35.20
Pos -48,50
Pas -43.30
Neg -38.40
Pos -22.,40
Pos -20.20
Pos -14.10
Pos -4.20
Neg +2.50
Neg +6.,00
Pos +10.40
Neg +14,90
Neg +22.30
Pos +22.90
Pos +29.70
Pos +30.70
Pos +38.80
Pos |, +44.90
Pos +63.30
Pos +74.90
Pos +84,30
Pos +84.80
Pas +88.00
Pos +88.30
Pos +90.80
Pos +102.70
Pos +106.20
Pos +109.70
Fos +112.50
Pos +115.30
Pos +140.30
Pos +186.20
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Mean
-1.41
-1.40
-1.37
-1.30
-1.13
-1.15
-1.04
-1.02
-0.97
-0.90
-0.85
~-0.82
-0.77
~0.81
-0.67
~0.71
~-0.39
-0.40
~-0.30
-0.37
-0.33
-0,11
~0.30
-0.04
-0.14
-0.10
+0.01
+0,04

+0.03

+0.10
+0.09
+0.20
+0.22
+0.24
+0,27
+0.32
+0.39
+0.47
+0.84
+0.67
+0.70
+0.45
+0.73
+0.74
+0.82
+0.,80
+0.85
+0.87
+0.96
+1.21
+1.33

ER: @2b Results



ER: 02b Resuits

The raw means from Questionnaire 2b were corrected for a bias towards
answering positive questions positively and negative question negatively. This
was done by averaging the means of the positive questions, averaging the means
of the negative questions, and ctalculating a.correction factor from fhese
averages. |

Score for the positive questions = +8.,78
Number of positive questions = 31

Average = +0,28

Score for the negative questions = -14.85
Number of negative questions = 20

Average = -0.,74

Correction Factor: 0.28 - {-0.74)
2

= Q.51
Subtract 0.51 from the positive questions and add 0.51 to the negative ones,

to give the corrected mean for each indicator.

In the following Tables only the corrected means are used.
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ER: 02b Results

Rank-Ordered Subjective Data from Q2b by Indicator

1%a
Rank Indicator
1 Police
2 Politics
3 Safety
4 Media
5 Housing
é Ecpress
7 Localorg
8 Savings
? Govt
10 Polpress
11 Clean
12 Unemploy
13 Sick
14 Roads
13 Recrea
16 Resource
17 Otdage
18 Enter
19 Money
20 Selfa
21 Freedom
22 Promo
23 Cohesion
24 Legal
25 Ecteem
26 Alien
27 Motiv
28 Ecchoice
29 Unions
30 Library
31 Family
32 Land
33 Services
34 Satis
35 Pubtrans
346 Happines
37 Schools
38 Emerg
39 Health
40 Teach
41 Nutri
42 Friend
43 Freetime
44 Work
43 Medcare
46 Meetings
47 Travel
48 Anomie
49 Shops
50 Dissatis
31 Depriv

Corrected Mean ERB3

-1.64
~1.,41
~-1.10
-1.01
-0.%0
-0.89
-0.88
-0.84
-0.84
-0.79
-0.695
-0.464
-0.62
-0.461
~0.35
-0.595
-0.51
~-0.50°
~-0.44
-0.41
-0.34
-0.31
-0.30
~0.29
~0.27
-0.24
-0.24
-0.20
-0.19
-0.16
-0.12
-0.09
-0.04
+0.13
+0.14
+0.14
+0.19
+0.21
+0.22
+0.23
+0.29
+0.31
+0.34
+0.36
+0.45
+0.54
+0,55
+0.640
+0.70
+0.71
+0.82
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Corrected Mean ERS8I

-1.644
-1.27
+0.16
-0.70
-1.08
+0,32
-0.93
-1.11
-0.94
=0.91
-0.13
-0.35
~0.73

-0.93

-0.94

-0.04
-0.40

-0.35
-0.354
+0.14
-0.37
-0.31
+0.24
-0.52
-0.12

-0.30 -
-0.08
+0.34

+0.34
+0.01
+0.16
+0.,27
-0.19

+0.48
-0.01
+0.,54
+0.351
+0.11
+0.53
+0.21

+0.47



ER: @2b Results

20a Grouped Subjective Data from G2b by Index and Indicator
LEVEL 4 Average  Maximum  Minimum
Justice Legal -0.29 -0.29 -0.29 -0.29
LEVEL 3
Participation Govt -0.84
& Politics Local Org ~-0.88

Polpress -0.79

Meetings +0.54 -0.49 +0.54 -0.88
Economic Power Unions -0.19 -0.19 -0.1¢ -0.19
Persuasive Power Media -1.01 -1.01 -1.01 -1.01
Political Freedom Politics -1.41 -1.41 -1.41 ~-1.41
LEVEL 2
Land Land -0.09 ~-0.09 -0.09 -0.09
Envirconment Clean -0.43 -0.45 ~-0.45 -0.485
‘Capital Savings -0.84 -0.86 -0.86 -0.84
Infrastructure Roads -0.41 -0.461 -0.41 -0.61
Work Unemploy -0.44

Ecpress ~0.89

Promo -0.31 -0.41 -0.31 -0.89
Training & SKill Resource -0.35 -0.55 -0.5935 -0.55
Motivation Motiv ~0.24

Work +0.34 +0.06 +0.34 -0.24
Economic Freedom Ecchoice -0.20 -0.20 ~-0.20 ~-0.20
LEVEL 1
Income Money -0.46 ~-0.44 -0.46 -0.4¢4
Nutrition Nutri +0.29 +0.29 +0.29 +0.29
Emergency Services Police -1.44

Emerg +0.21 -0.72 +0.21 -1.62
Health Services Medcare +0.43 +0.45 +0.45 +0.45
Housing Housing -0.%90 -0.90 ~-0.%90 -0.90



ER: @2b Results

Basic Services Services - -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04
Transpaort Travel +0.55

Pubtrans +0.14 +0.39 +0.55 +0.14
Education Teach +0.23

Schools +0.19 +0.21 +0.23 +0.19
Social Welfare Sick -0.62

01d Age ~-0.51 -0.57 -0.591 -0.62
Community Enter -0.30
Facilities Recrea -0.53

Library -0.16 -0.40 -0.164 -0.35
Consumer Services Shops +0.70 +0.70 +0.70 +0.70
Freedom of Action Freedom -0.34 -0.34 -0.34 -0.34
LEVEL 0
Heal th Health +0.22 +0.22 +0.22 +0.22
Safety Safety -1.10 -1.10 -1.10 -1.10
Social Cohesion Cohesion -0.30

Family -0.12

Esteem -0.27

Friend +0.31 -0.10 +0.31 -0.30
Fulfiliment Alien ~-0.26

Selfa -0.41

Freetime +0.34

Anomie +0.40

Happines +0.16 +0.09 +0.40 -0.41
Deprivation Depriv +0.82 +0.82 +0.82 +0.82
OVERALL Dissatis +0.71

Satis +0.13 +0.42 +0.71 +0.13
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ER: 02b Results

21a Grouped Subjective Data from B2b by Leve] and Index
LEVEL 4 Average  Maximum  Minimum
Justice -0.29 -0.29 -0.29 ~-0.29
LEVEL 3

Participation and Politics: -0.49

Economic Power: -0.19

Persuasive Power: -1.01

Political Freedom: : -1.41 -0.78 +0.54 -1.41
LEVEL 2

Land: -0.09

Environment: ~-0.45

Capital: -0.84

Infrastructure: ~0.681

Work: -0.41

Training and Skills -0.55

Motivation: 40,06

Economic Freedom: - -0.20 -0.44 +0.38 ~-0.89
LEVEL 1

Income Level: -0.44

Nutrition: . +0.29

Emergency Services: -0.72

Health Services: +0.45

Housing: -0.90

Basic Services: -0.04

Transport: +0.3%

Education: +0.21

Social Welfare: -0.57

Consumer Services: +0.70

Community Facilities: -0.40

Freedom of Action: . -0.34 -0.12 +0.70 ~-1.44
LEVEL 0

Health: ) +0.22

Safety: -1.10

Social Cohesion: -0.10

Fulfilment: . ‘ +0.09

Deprivation: +0.82 -0.01 +0,82 -1.10
Overall: +0.42 +0.42 +0.71 +0.13



ER: 02b Resylts

22a _ Rank-Ordered Grouped G2b Data by Index
Rank Index Mean ERB83 Mean ERBI
1 Political Freedom -1.41 -1.27 (1)
2 Safety -1.10 +0.14 (21)
-3 Persuasive Power -1.01 =0.70 (7)
4 Housing ~-0.90 -1.08 (4)
5 "Capital : -0.86 -1.11 (2y
é Emergency Services -0.72 -0.74 (3)
7 Environment -0.45 ~0.13 (14)
8 Work ~0.41 +0.14 (20)
4 Infrastructure -0.41
10 Social Welfare -0.97 ~0.73 (&)
11 Skills and Training -0.35
12 Participation & Politics ~-0.49 -0.47 ¢8)
13 Income -0.44
14 Community Facilities ~0.40 ‘ -0.47 (%)
15 Freedom of Action ~-0.34 ) -0.40 <13
16 Justice : -0.29 -0.956 <10)
17 Economic Freedom -0.20 +0.26 (23)
18 Economic Power -0.17 -0.52 (1i1)
19 Social Cohesion -0.10 +0.03 (17)
20 Land -0.0¢% -0.30 <12)
21 Basic Services ~0.04 =0.11 <15
22 Motivation +0.04 +0.21 (22>
23 Fulfiliment +0.09 +0.07 <19)
24 Educationn +0.21 -0.10 (1é&)
25 Heal th +0.22 . +0.27 (24)
24 Nutrition +0,29 -1.08 (3
27 Transport ’ +0.33 +0.53 {(24)
28 Overall +0.42 +0,42 (25)
29 Health Services +0.45 +0.03 (18
30 Consumer Services +0.70
31 Deprivation +0.82

The figure in brackets refers to the rank order for ER 81
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ER: 02Zb Results

23a Rank-Ordered Minimum @2b Data by Index
Rank Index Mean ERB83 Mean ERS81
1 Emergency Services -1.64 -1.44 (1)
2 Political Freedom -1.41 =1.27 (2)
3 Safety -1.10 +0.16 (22
9 Persuasive Power -1.01 -0.70 (%)
S Housing. =-0.90 =1.08 (5
é Work -0.89 -0.35 <14
7 Participation & Politics -0.88 =0.94 (7)
8 Capital -0.84 ~1.11 ¢3)
? Environment ~-0.45 ~0.13 <19
10 Social Welfare -0.62 -0.73 (8)
11 Infrastructure ~-0.461
12 Community Facilities =-0.35 -0.96 (&)
13 Skills and Training -0.55
14 Income -0.44
135 Fulfillment : ~-0.41 -0.37 (15
16 Freedom of Action -0.34 -0.40 ¢14)
17 Social Cohesion -0.30 ~0.33 {17
18 Justice -0.29 -0.56 (100
19 Motivation -0.24 ~0.13 (20)
20 Economic Freedom -0.20 +0.26 (23)
21 Economic Power -0.19 -0.52 11>
22 Land ~-0.09 -0.50 <122
23 Basic Services -0.04 -0.08 (21)
24 Overall +0.13 +0.34 (25)
25 Transport +0.14 +0.53 (24)
24 Education’ +0.19 -0.19 <18)
27 Health +0.22 . +0.27 (24)
28 Mutrition +0.29 ~-1.08 <4
29 Health Services +0.45 -0.46 (13)
30 Consumer Services 4+0.70
31 Deprivation +0.82

The figures in brackets referc to the rank order for ERSI

.....—_______...__..______.__-_.—_-.__—_._.__...—_.«—._..____....___.._...__._..._..____..—..____._...______
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ER: Q2b Results

24a Grouped Subjective Data from R2b by Level

Average Maximum  Minimum

LEVEL 4 -0.29 -0.29 -0.29
LEVEL 3 | . -0.78 = -0.19 -1.41
LEVEL 2 -0.44 +0.06  -0.86
LEVEL 1 ’ \ -0.12 *0.70  -0.90
LEVEL 0 \ -0.01 +0.82 ~1.10
OVERALL +0.42 +0.42 +0.42
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ER: Informed Source Poll Results

Informed Source Poll

In Chapter 2, Section 2.4, the Informed Source Poll is described. As stated
there, the results of the 1981 poll were used again in 1983. The open-ended
nature of the questions is dealt with by classifying the problems by index.
The questions were scored by assigning values on the Likert—type scale used in
this work. An implied rating is given in that the questions are assigned

values on a rank order as follows:

Question 1 ~-1.50
Question 2 -1.00
fuestion 3 -0.50
Qluestion 4 +1.00

This is an arbitrary value system and could easily be adjusted. However as
a first attempt to quantify the problem areas in a community, these values
were assigned here, If a problem was mentioned more than once during the poll,
a simple aggregation would not express the dissatisfaction competently as an
average would tend to move the index assigned to the problem towards the mean,
rather than emphasise its extreme nature,

The following procedure was chosen for this questionnaire only. Each time
an indicator appeared more than once, the lower value would be decreased by
0.5, emphasising that this was a pressure point selected several times and
therefore of severe importance. For example, housing is mentioned twice in the
Elsies River poll giving index values of -1.,5 for Question 1 and -1.0 for
Question 2. A simple average, -1.25, does not express the concern felt, thus
the lower value of -1.5 is decreased {0 -2.0. The index obtained conforms to

the scaling used for the other questionnaires.
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However, another procedure of addition might be considered:

ER: Informed Source Poll Results

the different

values for any component could be added together, resulting in a score. The

lowest value would indicate the area of most concern.,

procedure described was used,

Results of the Informed Source Poll:

Question {:

Housing and Rent

Participation & Politics

Income

In this thesis the first

Component

Housing
Participation

Income

Question 2:

Housing and Rent
Homeownership
Participation & Politics
Alcoho! & Drug Abuse
Crime

Teenage Pregnancies
Facilities

Pre-School

Income

.00

.00

.00

A O N

Housing
Capital

Participation

Stress

Community Facilities

Income

Question 3:

Homeownership
Local Authority
Self-Help
Complacency

Community Facilities

AR N N

Participation

Community Facilities
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ER: Informed Source Poll Results

25a Informed Source Response by Level and Component
Level Component Quéstion 1 Question 2 Question 3 Index
3 Farticipation -1.50 -1.00 ~0.50 -2.00
and Politics
e e
2 Capital -1.00 -0.50 -1.50
1 Housing -1.50 -1.00 -2.00
Income -1.50 -1.00 -2.00
Community ~-1.00 -0.50 -1.50
Facility
-1 Stress -1.00 -1.00
24a Pressure Points by Rank
1 Participation and Politics -2.00
2 Housing : -2.00
3 Income -2.00
4 Capital -1.50
3 Community Facility -1.50
é Stress ' ~ -1.00
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4.2 QwaBGwa Results

Qwalwa Survey Results

The data from the Qwalwa survey were processed in the same way as thé

Elsies River data except for the Factor Analycis, The sample size is small, as

mentioned before, but nevertheless gives an idea of the Quality of Life

conditions in

fwalwa.

The results of the Qwaflwa data are shown in the Tables in this section. The

results are given in such a way as to show the aggregation of indicators and

indices and the rank ordering of data.

Tables 1ib to

Tables 8b to

Tables 13b to

Tables 18b to

Tables 25b to

/b give
12b give
17b give
24b qgive

26b give

the

the

the

the

the

results

results

results

results

results

of the Expért Panel,

of the Suruey Form,

for Questionnaire 2a and
for Questionnaire 2b.

for the Informed Source Poll.

The numbering of the Tables is the such that the Tables la to 2&a

correspond to Tables 1b to 24b for Elsies River and Qwalwa respectively.
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aa: Exbert Panel Response

ib Expert Panel Response

' Level 4: Legal Access
Justice

1. Officials exercising police powers relatjve to the group are generally held
accountable for the way in which these powers are exercised.

Mean: ~-1.0
Comment: Held accountable by whom? People in closed settiements generally
try to have as little to do with the police as possible which
indicates a tack of trust on their part,
2. Habeus Corpus applies, and is effective, for the group.

Mean: -1.5

Comment: None

Level 3: Access to Power

Participation and Palitics

3. The group concerned has no direct political representation in the central
parliament which has legislative power significantly influencing their
living conditions.

Mean: -2.0
Comment: None

4. There are local authorities elected by the survey qroup, for example
muncipal or management committees, with real power to affect conditions
where they live,

Mean: -0.50

Comment: People in closed settlements in Gwalwa are subject to the local
authority of chiefs and headmen whom they did not elect.

Political Freedom

3.The group has substantial freedom to express political views and engage in
political action.

Mean: -1.00
Comment: People have the freedom to participate in cofficial Rantustan

politics, via recoagnised parties, along approved lines, but no
freedom of political action beyond that.
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00: Expert Panel Response

Level 2: Available Resources

Economic Freedom

é. The group has substantial freedon of economic action to engage in business
enterprises and employ others as needed.

Mean: ~-1.00

Comment: People who are acutely dependent on access to scarce migrant
contracts do not have any freedom of economic action.

7. Members ot ‘the group have substantial freedom to choose the nature and
place of their work.

Mean: -2.00

Comment: Those workers with mine re-employment guarentees subject to the
call-in card system dare not jeopardise these resources; those
without such quarentees must take whatever contracts or piece-jobs
become available.

Level 1: Level of Living

Freedom of Action

8. The group has substantial freedom of social action, eg to live where they
wish and associate with whom they choose.

Mean: ~-1.5

Comment: People in closed settlements are assigned to particular areas or
dwelling sites.

?. The group has substantial freedom to express and practice their religious
beliefs,

Mean: +1.95

Comment: No formal constraints exist requarding the presence of any
denomination or sect.
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Ranked-ordered Expert Panel Response by Indicator

Mean

~-2.00

~-2.00

-1.50

-1.50

-1.50

-1.00

-1.00

00: Expert Panel Response

Grouped Expert Panel Response by Index and Indicator

2b
Rank Indicator
1 Political representation
2 Employee freedom
3 Habeus Corpus
9 Entrepreneurial freedom
] Freedom of social action
é Police powers accountability
7 Political freedom
8 Local authorify accountability
9 Freedom of beliefs
3b
LEVEL 4
Justice Police Power -1
Habeus Corpus -1
LEVEL 3
Participation Potitical
& Politics Representation -2
Local Authority -0
Political Freedom Political Freedom -1
LEVEL 2
Economic Freedom Entrepreneurial -1
Employee -2
LEVEL 1
Freedom of Action Social Action -1
Belief +]

.00
.90

.00
.90

.00

o0
.00

.90
.90

Average

-1.25

-1.25

~1.00

-1.75

Max imum

~1.00

-0.50

-1.00

-1.50

Minimum

-1.50

.00

.00
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Grouped Expert Panel Response bv Level and Index

08: Expert Panel Response

4b
Average  Maximum  Minimum
LEVEL 4 Justice -1.23 -1.25 -1.00 ;1.50
LEVEL 3 Part.&Politics -1.25
Pol.Freedom -1.00 -1.13 ~0.50 -2.00

LEVEL 2 Economic Freedom -1.73 -1.73 -1.350 -2.00
LEVEL 1 Freedom of Action 0.00 0.00 +1.30 ;1.50
3b Rank-Ordered Grouped Expert Panel Response byvlndex |
1 Economic Freedom -1.73

2 Participation & Politics -1.23

3 Justice ~1.25

4 Political Freedom -1.00

3 Freedom of Action 0.00

éb Rank-Ordered Minimum Expert Panel Response by Index

1 Economic Freedom -2.00

2 Participation & Politics ~-2.00

3 Political Freedom -2.00

4 Justice -1.30

3 Freedom of Action -1.50

7b Grouped Expert Panel Response by Level
Average  Maximum  Minimum

LEVEL 4 -1.25 -1.00 -1.50

LEVEL 3 ~-1.13 -0.50 -2.00

LEVEL 2 -1.75 -1.50 -2.00

LEVEL 1 -0.00 +1.50 -1.50
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0Q: Survey Form Results

Objective Data from the Survev Form by Indicator

8b Rank-Ordered
Rank Indicator
1 Income
2 GDP
3 Steel
4 Police/Fire/Ambulance
3 Phone
é Doctors
7 Housing Shortage
8 Water
? Recreational Facilities
10 Literacy
11 Alcoholism
12 Manageriél/Prof People
13 Crime Rate
14' Education Expenditure
15 Health Expenditure
16 Student/Staff Ratio
17 Employment
18 Life Egpectancy
19 Infant Mortality
20 Work Stoppages
21 Prison Population
22 TU Membership

Mean
-2.00
-2.00
-2.00
-2.00
~2.,00
-2.00
-2.00
~2.00
-2.00
-2.00
-2.00
-1.89
-1.50
-1.49
~1.36
-1.18
-1,15

-0.93

- =0.70

+0.18
MNo prison in Qwalwa

No Information

T T e o o e e e e 5 5 008 s o i S e et i o o A e U St o o e e . em i e e o . e e e e 8 S m e e e o
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0Q: Survey Form Results

9b Grouped Objective Data from Survey Form by Index and Indicator
LEVEL 3 Average  Maximum  Minimum
Economic Power - TU Membership No Information
LEVEL 2
Production GDP -2.00
Steel ~2.00 -2.00 -2.00 -2.00
Work Emp 1 oymen t -1.15 -1.15 -1.15 -1.15
Training Frof/Managerial ~1.89
and Literacy ~-2.00 -1.95 -1.89 -2.00
Skills
LEVEL 1
Income Income -2.00 -2.00 -2.00 -2.00
Emergency Pol/Fire/amb ~2.,00
Services Phone -2.00 -2.00 -2.00 -2.00
Heatl th Health Expenditure -1.3¢
Services Doctors -2.00 ~1.48 -1.36 -2.00
Housing Shortage ~2.,00 -2.00 -2.00 -2.00
Basic Services Water -2.00 -2.00 -2.00 -2.00
Education Educ Expenditure -1.49
Staff/Student Ratio -1.18 -1.34 -1.18 -1.4%
Community Recreation -2.00 -2.00 -2.00 -2.00
Facitity
LEVEL -1
Physiological Life Expectancy ~-0.93
Infant Mortality -0.70 -0.83 -0.70 -0.93
Stress Crime Rate -1.50
Absenteeism +0.18
Alcohotlism ~-2.00 -1.11 +0.18 -2.00
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00: Survey Form Results

1l Emergency Services

2 Housing
3 Income
4 Basic Services

(&)

Production
4 Community Facilities

7 Training & SKills

8 Health Services
9 Education

10 Work

11 Stress

12 Physiological

13 Economic Power

-2.00
-2.00
=2.00
-2.00
-2.00
-2.00
-1.95
~-1.48
-1.34
=-1.15
-1.11
-0.82

No Information

10b Grouped Objective Data from Survey Form by Level and Index
Average  Maximum Minimum

LEVEL 3 Economic Power No_Information_
LEVEL 2 Production -2.00

Work -1.15

Training & Skills -1.95 -1.70 -1.15 -2.00
LEVEL 1 Income -2.00

Emerg Services -2.00

Heal th " -1.48

Housing -2.00

Basic Services -2.00

Education -1.34

Comm Facilities -2.00 -1.84 -1.18 -2.00
LEVEL -1 Physiological -0.83

Stress -1.11 -0.97 +0.18 -2.00
i1ib Rank~0Ordered Grouped Survey Form Data by Index
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12b

LEVEL 3

LEVEL 2

LEVEL 1

LEVEL -1

80: Survey Form Results

Grouped Objective Data from Survéy Form by Level

Average Max imum

No Information

-1.70 ~1.15
-1.86 ~-1.13

~-0.97 +0.18

Minimum

-2.00

-2.00
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13b

10

i1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

23

27

8Q: 02a Results

Rank-Ordered Objective Data from Q2a by Indicator

Savings
Employment
Income
Phone

Rent per Income’
Density
News
Illness
Electricity
Toilet
Education
Car

Water

Disposal

" Capital

Travel Time
Cooking

Insurance

Training

Travel Cost/Income
TV, Radio

Child Mortality
Higher Education
Homeownership

Meat

Job
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-2,

-2,

-2,

=1,

-1,

-1,

~-1.

-1,

-1,

-1,

-1.

~1.

_1-

_In

-1,

-0.

-0,

-0

0.

+0.

+2.

00

00

6o

88

73

72

48

43

43

50

a0

40

34

29

00

/8

33

.28

00

04

00



00: 023 Results

14b Grouped Objective Data from Q2a by Index and Indicator

LEVEL 2 Average Maximum  Minimum
Capi tal Homeownership 0.00
Car -1.48
Insurance -1.34
Savings -2.00

Capital -1.350 -1.30 0.00 -2.00

Work Employment -2.00 -2.00 -2.00 -2.00
Education Education -1.72
and .Higher Education -0.28
Training Training : -1.29

Job(Professional) +2.00 ~-0.32 +2.00 -1.,72

The figure for Job is distorted because 3 out of 27 respondents were
professionals,

LEVEL 1
Income Income -2.00 -2.00 -2.00 -2.00
Nutrition Meat +0.06 +0.06 +0.06 +0.06
Emergency Phone -2.00 -2.00 -2.00 -2.00
Services
Housing Rent/Income -2.00%
Density -2.00 -2.00 -2.00 -2.00
Basic Water -1.63
Services Toilet -1.73
Disposal -1.43
Electricity -1.88
Cooking ~-2.00 -1.77 -1.40 -2,00
Transport Travel Time -1.350
Travel Cost/Income -1.00% ~-1.25 -1.00  -1.50
Consumer News -2.00
Services TV,Radio -0.78 -1.3% ~-0.78 -2.00
LEVEL -1
Physiological Child Mortality ~0.33«%
Illness -2.00 -1.17 -0.33 -2.00

¥ Best ectimation possible
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00: 02a Results

15b Grouped Objective Data from B2a by Level and Index

Average . Maximum  Minimum

LEVEL 2 Capital -1.30
Work -2.00
Educ & Training ~-0.32 ~1.22 +2,00 -2.00
LEVEL 1 Income ~-2.00
Nutrition +0.06
Emerg Services ~2.00
Housing -2.00
Basic Services -1.77
Transport -1.25
Consumer Services -1.39 -1.43 +0.04 -2.00
LEVEL -1 Physiological -1.17 -1,17 -0.33 -2.00
1é6b Rank-Ordered Grouped Q2a Data by Index
Gwalwa ER 83 ER 81
1 Work - -2.00 -2.00 <1) -1.50 (1)
2 Emergency Services =2.00 =1.47 (2) +1.00 (9)
3 Housing -2.00 -1.36 (3) 0.00 (6
4 Income ' -2.00 -0.58 () -1.00 (23
5 Basic Services -1.77 -0.14 (9 +1.30 (10)
6 Consumer Services ~1.39 ) +0.19 C(10) +1.30 <11)
7 Capital -1.30 -1.00 (5 -0.20 <4
8 Transport ' -1.25 -0.48 (&) +0.50 <7)
? Stress -1.17 -0.57 (&) -0.50 (3
10 Training & SKills ~-0.32 -1.2%9 (4> 0.00 (S
11 Nutrition +0.046 +2.00 (11) +1.00 (&

The figures in brakets refer to the rank order for ER 82 and ER 81.
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00: @22 Results

17b Grouped objective Data fron G2a by Level
Average Max imum Minimum
LEVEL 2 -1.22 +2.00 -2.00
LEVEL 1 | -1.42 +0.04 -2.00
LEVEL -1 -1.,17 -0.33 -2.00
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0Q: 02b Results

18b Rank-Ordered Subjective Data from 02b by Score
Rank Indicator Pos/MNeg Score Mean

1 Depriv Pos 188.7 +1.41

2 Work Pos 173.9 +1.26

3 Schools Pos 125.9 +1.00

4 Freetime Pos 118.5 +1.,04

3 Safety Pos 114.7 +0.93

é Teach Pos 107.4 +0,89

7 Shops Fos 96.3 +0.85 Note:

8 Friend Pos 74.1 +0.,70 :

9 Anomie Neg 99.2 +0.48 As described on page
10 Happines Pos 48.1 +0.44 125, Table 18b gives
11 Medcare Pos 44.4 +0.41 a score for the
12 Family Pos 33.3 +0.33 attitudes expressed
13 Localorg Pos 14,8 +0.15 in Questionnaire 2b
14 Unions Pos 7.4 +0.11 by using percentage
15 Legal Pos 3.7 +0.11 distributions. The
16 Services Pos -18.4 0.00 procedure is also
17 Resource Pos -18.5 -0.07 given on page 123,
18 Motiv ’ Pos -40.7 -0.19
19 Selfa . Pos -40.7 -0.22
20 Media Pos -40.7 -0.26
21 Pubtrans Pos -44.4 ~0.24
22 Meetings Neg -44 .4 -0.24
23 Police Pos ~-48.1 ~-0.30
24 Esteem Pos -51.8 -0.30
25 Govt Pos -42.9 -0.41
248 Satis Pos -4é.6 -0.33
27 Politics Pos -81.4 -0.43
28 Emerg Neg ~96.2 -0.39
29 Clean Pos -107.3 -0.78
30 Oldage Neg -107.3 -0.78
31 Roads -Pos -114.7 -0.82
32 Dissatis Neg -122.1 -0.85
33 Nutri Pos -134.9 -0.94
34 Heal th Pos -134.9 ~1.00
35 Alien Neg -140.4 -1.04
36 Enter Pos -148.0 -1,04
37 Promo Neg -1%9%.1 -1.11
38 Freedom Neg -159.1 -1.15
39 Ecchoice Neg -162.8 -1.,15
40 Cohesion Neg ~186.5 -1.22
41 Land Neg -164.9 ~-1,22
42 Sick Pos -174.2 -1.22
43 Savings Neg -181.3 -1.33
44 Polpress HNeg -181.3 -1.33
45 Housing Neg ' -181.3 -1.3
44 Recrea Neg -181.3 -1.37
47 Travel MNeg -181.4 -1.30
48 Money Neg -189.0 -1.37
49 Unemploy Neg -200.1 -1.48
20 Ecpress Neg -226.0 -1,43
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Ga: @2b Resuits

The raw means from Questionnaire 2b were corrected for a bias towards
answering positive questions positively and negative questions negatively.
This was done by averaging the means of the positive questions, averaging the
means of the negative questions, and calculating a correction factor from
these averages.

Score for the positive questions = +0.84
"Number of positive questions = 31
Average = +0.03
Score for the negative questions = -20.03
Number of negative questions = 1%
Average = -1.05

Correction Factor: 0.03 - (-1.05)

Subtract 0.54 from the positive questions and add 0.54 to the negative ones,
to give the corrected mean for each indicator.

In the following Tables onIQ the corrected means are used.

(This corréction is remarkably similar to that found for Elsies River, which

supports the validity of the procedure used here)
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G@: 02b Results

19b Rank-Ordered Subjective Data from 82b by Indicator
Rank Indicator Corrected Mean
1 Anomie +1.02
2 Depriv +0,87
3 Work 40,72
4 Freetime +0.50
b} Schools +0.44
é Safety +0.39
7 Teach 40,35
8 Shops +0.31
9 Meetings . +0.28
10 Friend +0.164
11 Emerg -0.035
12 Happines -0.10
13 Medcare -0.13
14 Family -0.21
15 Oldage -0.24
16 Dissatis ~-0.31
17 Localorg ~0.39
18 Unions -0.43
12 Legal -0.43
20 Alien -0.30
21 Services -0.,54
22 Promo -0.957
23 Freedom -0.41
24 Ecchoice -0.41
235 Resource -0.61
26 Cohesion -0.48
27 Land -0.48
28 Motiv - -0.73
29 Selfa -0.76
30 Travel -0.76
31 Polpress -0.79
32 Savings -0.79
33 Housing -0.79
34 Pubtrans -0.80
35 Media -0.80
36 Money -0.83
37 Recrea -0.83
38 Paolice ~-0.84
39 Esteem -0.84
40 Satis -0.87
41 Unemploy -0.94
42 Gowvt -0.99
43 Ecpress -1.09
44 Politics -1.17
49 Clean -1.32
94 Roads -1.36
47 Nutrj -1.50
48 Health -1.54
49 Enter -1.58
50 Sick ‘ -1.76



(@: 02b Results

20b Grouped Subjective Data from Q2b by Index and Indicator

LEVEL 4 Average  Maximum  Minimum
Justice Legal -0.43 -0.43 -0.43 -0.43
LEVEL 3
Participation Govt -0.95
& Politics Local Org -0.3%

Polpress -0.79

Meetings +0,28 ~0.44 +0.28 -0.95
Economic Power Unions -0.43 -0.43 -0.43 -0.43
Persuasive Power Media -0.80 -0.80 -0.80 -0.80
Political Freedom Politics -1.17 -1.17 -1.17 -1.17
LEVEL 2
l.and Land -0.68 -0.68 . -0.48 -0.48
Environment Clean -1.32 -1.32 -1.32 -1.32
Capital Savings -0.7% -0.79 -0.7% -0.79
Infrastructure Roads -1.34 -1.36 ~-1.36 -1.36
Work Unemploy -0.%4

Ecpress -1.09

Promo -0.57 -0.87 -0.57 -1.0%
Training & SKill Resource -0.61 ~0.41 ~0.41 -0.461
Motivation Motiv -0.73

Work +0.72 -0.01 +0.72 -0.,73
Economic Freedom Ecchoice -0.461 -0.61 -0.61 ~-0.461
LEVEL 1
Income Money -0.83 -0.83 -0.83 ~-0.83
Nutrition. Nutri -1.30 -1.50 -1.50 -1.50
Emergency Services Police -0.84

Emerg -0.05 -0.45 -0.0S -0.84
Health Services Medcare -0.13 -0.13 ~0.13 -0.13



@0: @2b Results

Housing Housing -0.7% ~-0.79 ~0.79 ~-0.79
Basic Serwvices Services -0.54 -0.54 -0.34 -0.54
Transpbrt ‘ Travel ~0.76

Pubtrans -0.80 -0.78 -0.76 -0.80
Education Teach 40.35

Schools +0.,44 40.41 4+0.44 40.348
Social Welfare Sick -1.76

01d Age ‘ -0.24 -1.00 -0.24 -1.78
Community Enter -1.58
Facilities Recrea -0.83 -1.21 -0.83 -1.58
Consumer Services Shops +0.31 +0.31 +0.31 +0.31
Freedom of Action Freedom -0.461 -0.61 -0.61 ~-0.,61
LEVEL 0
Health Heal th -1.54 -1.54 -1.54 -1.54
Safety Safety +0.39 +0.39 40,39 +0.39
Social Cohesion Cohesion -0.68

Family ~-0.21

Esteem -0.84

Friend +0.14 -0.39 +0.16 -0.84
Fulfillment Alien -0.50

Selfa -0.76

Freetime 4+0.50

Anomie +1.02

Happines ~-0,10 +0.03 +1.20 -0.74
Deprivation Depriv +0.87 +0.87 +0.87 +0,87
Overall Dissatis -0.31

Satis _ -0.87 -0,5¢% -0.31 -0.87
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21b Grouped Subjective Data from G2b by Level and Index
LEVEL 4 Average Maximum  Minimum
Justice -0.43 ~-0.43 -0.53 -0.43
LEVEL 3

Participation and Politice: -0.44

Economic Power: -0.43

Persuasive Power: -0.80

Political Freedom: -1.17 -0.72 +0.28 -0.95
LEVEL 2

Land: -0.648

Environment: -1.32

Capital: ~0.7%

Infrastructure: -1.36

Worlk: -0.87

SKills and Training: - ~-0.461

Motivation: +0.01

Economic Freedom: -0.61 -0.78 +0.72 -1.36
LEVEL 1

Income Level: -0.83

Nutrition: -1.50

Emergency Services: -0.45

Health Services: -0.13

Housing: -0.7%

Basic Services: -0.54

Transport: -0.78

Education: . +0.41

Social Welfare: -1.00

Consumer Services: +0.31

Community Facilities: -1.21

Freedom of Action: - -0.61 -0,59 +0.41 =1.764
LEVEL 0

Health: -1.54

Safety: +0.39

Social Cohesion: -0.39

Fulfilment: +0.03

Deprivation: +0.87 -0.13 +1.,02 -1.54
Querall: -0.39 -0.31 -0.87
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22b Rank-0Ordered Grouped Q2b Data bv Index

Rank Index Mean

1 Health -1.54

2 Nutrition -1.50

3 Infrastructure -1.34

4 Environment -1.32

5} Community Facility -1.21

é Political Freedom -1.17

7 Social Welfare -1.00

8 Work’ -0.87

? Income -0.83
10 Percuasive Power -0.80
11 Capital -0.79
12 Housing -0.79
13 Transport -0.78
14 Land -0.68
15 Training and SKills -0.461
16 Freedom of Action ~-0.461
17 Overall -0.5%
18 Basic Services -0.54
19 Participation and Politics -0.44
20 Economic Power -0.43
21 Justice -0.43
22 Social Cohesion -0.39
23 Health Services -0.13
24 Motivation -0.01
25 Fulfiliment +0.03
26 Consumer Services +0.31
27 Education +0.41
28 Safety +0.39
29 Emergency Services +0.45
30 Economic Freedom +0.41
31 Deprivation +0.87
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23b _ Rank-Ordered Minimum Q2b Data by Index
Rank Index Mean
1 Social Welfare <1.76
2 Community Facilities -1.58
3 Heal th -1.54
4 Nutrition -1.50
3 Infrastructure -1.36
é Environment - -1.32
7 Political Freedom -1.17
8 Work -1.0¢
9 Participation and Politics ~-0.95
10 Overall -0.87
11 Social Cohesion -0.84
12 Emergency Services -0.84
13 Income Levels -0.83
14 Persuasive Power ~-0.80
15 Transport -0.80
14 Housing -0.79
17 Capital -0.79
18 Fulfilment -0.76
19 Motivation -0.73
20 Land -0.48
21 Freedom of Action -0.61
22 Training and SKills -0.461
23 Economic Freedom ~0.41 !
24 Basic Services -0.54
25 Economic Power -0.43
26 Legal Access ~-0.43
z Health Services -0.13
28 Consumer Services +0.,13
29 Education +0,364
30 Safety +0.39
31 Deprivation +0.87
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24b Grouped Subjective Data from Q2b by Level

Average  Maximum  Minimum

LEVEL 4 -0.43 -0.43 -0.43
LEVEL 23 ' | -0.72 +0.28 ~1.17
LEVEL é | | ~-0.79 +0.72 -1.36
LEVEL 1 -0.57 +0.41 -1.74
LEVEL 0 -0.13 +1.02 -1.54
OVERALL -0.5% ~-0.31 ~-0.87
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@@: Informed Source Poll Results

Informed Source Pall

The recults for QwaOwa (see 24a, page 135, for a description of the method

for evaluating the data) of the Informed Source Poll, highlighting the problem

areas in the community.

Component Value

Question I: Expansion of the population in a limited geographical area

1eading to deprivation of facilities and viable land.

Infrastructure -1.50
Land - -1.50
Question 2: Unemployment, health <(large amounts of nutrition

diseases), housing.

Employment -1.00
Health -1.00
Nutrition -1.00
Housing -1.00

-

related

Question 3: Rural unemployed. Political constraints lead to problems in terms

of obtaining labour contracts in QwaBwa to work outside of

Qwalwa which in turn leads to severe poverty, malnutrition

and despondency.

Income -0.50
Employment -0.50
Economic Power -0.50
Nufrition -0.50
Motivation -0.30
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Level

Informed Source Response by Level and Component

Component

Question 1|

Question

Question 3

80: Informed Source Poll Results

Index

Infrastrusture
Work

Motivation

Nutrition

Housing

Pressure Points by Rank

Land -1.
Nutrition -1.
Work -1,
Infrastructure -1
Health -1
Housing -1
Income -0
Economic Power -0
Motivation -0.

.30

.00

.00

.20

.30

1
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Analysis: Expert Panel

CHAPTER §: ANALYSIS

9.1 Analysic of the Expert Panel Cpinion

The responses to the statements on Form 1, the Expert Panel assesément,
were averaged and aggregated and the Pesu]t§ may be seen in Tables 1a to 24a
for Elsies River and 1b to 24b for Basuto Qwalwa in Chapter 4. In the case of
Qwalwa, Economic Freedom, Participation and Politics and Justice were the
three Towest scoring indices. In the case of Elsies River the three lowest
were Participation and Politics, Justice and Political Freedom in that order.
In Elsies River Economic Freedom obtained a better score than in Qwalwa
showing that in the opinion of the experts Elsies River has a greater degree

of employment, job satisfaction, and economic mobility,

Compcnent ER 83 ' Bwativa ER 81
1 Participation & Politics -1.40 -1.25 (2)= =2.00 (1)=
2 Justice -1.40 -1.25 (3 -1.33 <2
3 Political Freedom -1.00 -1.00 ¢(4) -1.00 (3
4 Economic Freedom -0.70 -1.7% (1O -0.16 (4>

2 Freedom of Action -0.40 0.00 i3 -0.30 (3

Interecsting to note is the change through time between the ER 81 survey and
the ER 83 survey. For Elsies River the issue of Participation and Politics is
considered less of a problem in 1983, while the opinions about Justice,
Political Freedom and Freedom of Action have remained similar. However the
experts see a greater problem with respect to Economic Freedom (presumably
this reflects the general decline in the economic status of the country and
the Western Cape in particular). The index Economic Freedom for Qwalwa shows
tﬁat there is more concern about this factor than the lowest scoring index for.
Elsies River and this is indicative of very poor working conditions and

availability of jobs in QwaQwa.

* The number in brackets refers to the ranking order for Qwalwa and ER 81.
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Analysis: Survey Form

5.2 Analysic of the Survey Form N

The results of the Surwvey Form data, collected from a variety of sources,
are shown for Elsies River in Tables 8a to 12a, and those for Gwalwa in Tables
8b to 12b. Generally Qwalwa is ﬁorse off that Elsies River, the index range
being from -2.00 to 0 for GwaGwa and -2.00 to +1.00 for Elsies River. For 10

out of 13 indices Gwalwa is extremely poor.

Component ER_83 Bwalua ER 81

1 Work -2.00 —0.93 {10) -0.50 <(?)
2 Community Facilities -2.00 =2.00 (& -1.00 (4
3 Housing -2.00 -2.00 (2) -1.50 (1)
4 Income -1.97 ~2.00 (3 -1.00 (5
3 Stress -1.75 -1.11 {11) -1.20 (2)
é Emergency Services ~-1.67 -2.00 1) -1.00 (¢
7 Production ~1,54 -2.00 (% -0.80 (4
B Health Services -1.08 -1.68 (8) +0.50 ¢10)
9 Physiological ~-0,77 © =0.83 (12) +0.30 8
10 Training & Skills -0.51 -1.93 () +0.50 (9
11 Education -0.25 -1.34 «(9) no info
12 Basic Services +1.00 -2.00 (4 +1.50 (12)
13 Economic Power _ N.T. N.I. * +0.50 (11)

¥ No Information
The difference between ER 82 and ER 81 is mainly due to the setting of
better standards for ER 83 and in addition the conversion of cardinal numbers
to a Likert-type scale grading is more controlled. Nevertheless work,
community facilities, housing, income, stress, and emergency services are
sources of dissatisfaction in both Elsies River surveys. The situation in
Owalwa is very poor with the highest index score being -0.58 for stress. The

most dissatisfaction is shown in the indices emerqency services, housing,
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Analysis: Survey Form

income, basic services, production and community facilities, which all show

-2.00 values.

Index Value Number of Indices
ER 83 lwalwa
-2.00 to -1.01 e 1
-1.00 to 0.0f 3 o
Equal to O - -
0.01 to +1.00 1 -

The table above shows that Gwalwa is worse off than Elsies River with regard

to the indices on the Survev Form.

164



Analysis: 02a

3.3 Analysics of Questionnaire 2a

The results for Questionnaire 2a from the survey done in Elsies River are
shown in Tables 13a to 17a and those for GwaGwa in Tables 13b to 17b. Once
again the impression is that QwaOGwa residents are worse off in almost every
sense than Elsies River. In all three surveys, ER 81, ER 83 and Qwafwa, the
worst situation is with regard to work, that is, embloyment. Housing and
income also cause much dissatisfaction. The results ranged from -2.00 to +2.00

in the case of Elsies River; for QwaQwa the range is ~2.00 to +0.04.

Component ER 83 Qwalwa ER 81
1 Work ' -2.00 -2.00 1O -1.90 f{1)
2 Emergency Services -1.47 -2.00 (2) +1.00 (9
3 Housing -1.364 =2,00 {3 0.00 (&
4 Training & 5Kills ~-1.29 -0.32 (100 0.00 <5
5 Capital -0.85 -1.30 <7 ~0.,20 (4
é Transport -0.48 -1.25 (&) +0.50 (7)
7 Income ~0.58 -2.00 (4 -1.00 (2
8 Stress -0.57 -1.17 <) -0.30 (3)
? Basic Services -0.14 -1.38 <£4&) +1,30 (1
10 Consumer Services +0.1¢9 -1,392 (5 +1.30 (11>
11 Nutrition +2.00 40.06 (11D +1.00 (8)

The discrepancy between ER 83 and ER 81 is as before; the new standards
have produced better index results. However, in all three surveys, work
(employment) is the worst situation, and in both ER 83 and QwaQwa, emergency
services and housing are causing dissatisfaction. The best scoring index in ER
B3 is in the case of nutrition; the enumerators suggested this high score was
a false value, as they felt thic was a status-loaded question. They thought
that the respondents gave an inflated answer to the question "How often do you
eat meat ?" because they saw the question as having to do with status. This
only reflects the opinion of the enumerators but they all agreed on this

point.
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The better value for training and skills shown by Qwalwa as opposed to
Elsies River, where one might expect the opposite, is because of the smai]

sample size and the fact that two of the respondents are teachers and one a

priest,
Index Valuye Number of Indices
ER 83 Qwalwa ’
-2.00 to -1.01 4 9
-1.00 to 0.00 3 1
0.01 to +1.00 i 1
+1.01 to +2.00 i -

It is clear from this table that Qwalwa is much worse off than Elsies River
with respect to the Quality of Life and that the degree of dissatisfaction may
be much higher, It-is also clear from these figures where public money woulid

best be spent, and that more Jjobs would improve the Quality of Life.
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5.4 Analyvsis of Questionnaire 2b

The comparison between the three surveyé done is more meaningful here as
the Likert Scale applied in each case. The results of Questionnaire 2b are
‘shown in Tables 18a to 24a for Elsies River and 18b to 24b for Qwalwa. In
Tables 18a and 18b the attitudinal variables are ranked by a score which was
obtained by weighting the distribution of responses for each variable in a
non-linear fashion. A response of +2.00 was given a score of +3.00; +1.00 a
score of +1.00, and responses of 0, -1.00 and -2.00 were given scores of 0,
-1.00 and -3.00 repectively. The scores thus awarded were totalled and
normalised to percentage scores. The non-linear weighting was used to
emphasize the extreme scores (see preamble to Tables 18a & 18b).

The lowest scores in ER 83 concerned houzing: “finding a place to live is a
major problem in this area’ (question 34) and with economic pressure {(see
above). The higest scores dealt with shops: “there are good local shops where
we can buy what we need’ (gquestion 50) and deprivation as in the case of
GwaQwa. There are 24 variables with scores > 0 and 27 with scores < 0. The
range of scores is from -199.5 to +186.2.

The lowest scores in GwaGwa concerned economic pressure: ‘1 would like to
see changes in the working conditions of our community’ (question 1) and
unemployment: ‘many people in this community are unemployed’ {question 3). The
highest score was for work: “people in this community work hard’ (question 9)
and for deprivation, a new question: ‘I feel that there are members of our
community who are much worse off than me-’ (question 51).There are 15 variables
with a score » 0, and 35 with a score ¢ 0, The scores range from -224.0 to
+188.7. -

The lowest scores in ER 81 concerned savings: “"these days it is impossible
to save any money" (question 35) and housing: "finding a place to live is a

major problem in this area" (question 34). The highest scores concerned work
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(question 9) as in the case of Gwalwa, and happiness: "I feel that my life is
quite happy at the moment" ‘question 4). There are 17 indicators with scores

> 0 and 26 indicators with scores ¢ 0, There are less indicators than in the

case of ER 83 as @2b was improved and added to between 1981 and 1983. The

scores range from -223.3 to + 125.2,

Scores ¢ 0 Scores » 0 Total
ER 83v 52.94% 47.08% 100%
Qwalwa 70,003 30.00% 100X
ER 81 62.22% 37.78% 1004 -

In all three cases there were more negative scores than positive scores,
the extreme case being Gwalwa, where 70 % of responsec resulted in negative

scores. The lowest and highest scores in each case are

ER 83 -199.5 +186.2
Qwalwa -226.0 +188.7
ER 81 -223.3 +125.2

and show QwaQwa to be the most dissatisfied. From 1981 to 1983 the level of
dissatisfaction as represented by the'scoresl shows that attitudes in Elsies
River improved slightly from 1981 to 1983, "and the level of satisfaction alsa
rose. This sﬁows a change for the better over the two vear time period as
regards the people of Elsies River. The.crude analysis of of scores "> 0" and
"< 0" shows the same thing. As regards Bwalwa, once again the situation there
is worse off than in Elsies River.

The data from Questionnaire 2b was aiso analyvsed in terms of the corrected
means (the means for each variable were adjusted for positive responses to
positive statements and vice versa; for the details see the preamble to Tables

17a and 19b in Chapter 4. A geod comparison is also possible here for the
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three surveys. For ER 83 the lowest fiqures were for Political Freedom, Safety
and Percuasive Power. For Qwalwa the lTowest figures are for Health, Nutrition
and Infrastructure; while for ER 81 the lowest fiqures are for Political
Freedom, Capital and‘Nutrition. The highest figures in the three cases are for
ER 83 Deprivation and Consumer Services; for Gwalwa they are Deprivation and
Economic Freedom; and for ER 81 they are Transpor; and the Overall Index. The

range for ER 83 is -1.41 to +0.82; for GwaOwa -1.54 to +0.87 and for

ER 81 -1.27 to +0.53.
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Comparative Corrected Means

Component ER 83 Qwalwa ER 81
1 Political Freedom -1.41 1,17 (&) -1.27 (1)
2 Safety -1.10 +0.39 (28) +0.16 (21>
3 Persuasive Power -1.01 -0.80 (10D -0.70 7>
4 Housing -0.90 ~0.79 (12> -1.08 (4>
S5 Capital -0.864 -0.79 (11) -1.,11 (2
6 Emergency Services ~-0.72 +0.45 (29) -0.74 (5
7 Environment -0.65 -1.32 (4 -0.13 (14>
8 Work -0.61 -0.87 &) +0.14 200
? Infrastructure -0.61 -1.3&6 (3
10 Social Welfare -0.57 =1.00 <(7) -0.73 (&)
11 Training & Skills -0.39 -0.61 (15)
12 Participation & Politics: ~0.49 -0.46 (19) -0.67 (8}
13 Income -0.44 -0.83 <9
14 Community Facilities -0.40 -1.21 i -0.47 ()
13 Freedom of Action -0.34 -0.481 (1&) =0.40 <13
16 dustice ~-0.29 -0.43 (21) -0.56 (10
17 Economic Freedom -0.20 +0.61 (30 +0.26 <232
18 Economic Power : -0.19 -0.43 (20> -0.52 (11>
19 Social Cohesion -0.10 -0.39 (22 +0.03 (17)
20 Land -0.0¢ -0.48 {14) -0.50 <12
21 Basic Services -0.04 -0.54 (18) -0.11 (19)
22 Motivation +0.06 -0.01 (24> +0.21 (22)
23 Fulfiliment +0.09 +0.03 (29 +0.07 (19
24 Education +0.21 +0.41 (27 -0.10 <1&
23 Health +0.22 -1.54 1) +0.27 (24)
26 Nutrition 40,29 -1.30 (2) -1.08 (3)
27 Transport +0.35 -0.78 (13 +0.33 (28
28 Overall +0.42 -0.59 {1?7) +0.42 (25)
29 Health Services +0.45 -0.13 (23 +0.03 (18
30 Consumer Services +0.70 +0.13 (28
31 Deprivation +0.82 +0.87 (31)

From this Table one can see the change from the ER81 to the ER83 survey on
attitudes. Comparing the values of ER83 to ER81 it is possible to make the
following points:

1 The attitudes of the ER83 survey have deteriorated with respect to safety.

2 Attitudes are less satisfied with respect to work, environment and economic
freedom.

3 Attitudes have slightly deteriorated concerning political freedom,
persuasive power, social cohesion, motivation and transport.

4 Attitudes are about the same as regards emergency cervices, freedom of

action, basic services, fulfillment and health.
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3 The overall index has staved exactly the same,

é Slightly improved attitudes are shown in housing, social welfare and in
participation and politics.

7 Improved attitudes concern capital, cﬁmmqnity facilities, justice, economic
power, education, land and health services.

B8 Attitudes hgve greatly improved with respect to nutrition.

A table showing the number of indices in each category follows:

Much Worse  Slightly Similar Same Slightly Better Much
Worse Worse Better ' Better
i 3 ) 5 1 3 7 1

....____...__.__..._..._-__.._._____...._..__._—_——___._.___.__._—_.—_-._—_—......___._—_-..-__.__._—._—_

Excluding the two middle categories, there is a slight'improvemenf in
attitudes from 1781 to 1983, |

As far as the surveys in Elsies River and Gwalwa go, a similar analysis is
applied:
1 Elsies River is much worse off than GwaGlwa in the case of safety (cf the

comparison between 1983 and 1981?.

[AN]

Elsiec River is worse off with respect to housing, political freedom,

persuasive power, land, education and emergency services,

3 Elsies River and QwaGwa are similar in the case of capital, training and
sKills, participation and politics, motivation, fulfillment and deprivation.

4 Elsies River is better off with respect to envirconment, work,
infrastructure,hsocial welfare! income, freedom of action, economic power,
social cohesion, basic services, health services, consumer services,
Justice and economic freedom;

9 Elsies Riuer>is much better off in the case of community facility, health,

nutrition, transport and the overall index.
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A table showing the distribution of responses follows comparing Elsies River

with'GwaGwa. Elsies River is:

Much Worse Similar Better Much
Worse Qff Of+ off Better Off
2 é é 12 )

Excluding the middle cgtegory Elsies River is generally in a better position
than Qwalwa.

The best scoring index for both Elsies River and Gwalwa concerned
deprivation. ‘I feel there are members of our community who are much worse off
than me’. This question was designed to measure relative deprivation and it
appears that in.both cases respondents felt they were better off than a lot of
the members of their community. The second best scoring index for Elsies River
concerned consumer services which polled opinion about local shops, while for
BwaQwa education was the second best scoring index. The two lowest scoring
indices for Elsies River concern political freedom and safety, while those for
QwaQwa concern health and nutrition.

Comparing the range of responses:

Index Value Number of Indices
ER83 Qwalwa ER81
22,00 to -1.01 s s s

~-1.00 to 0.00 18 18 12

0.00 to +1.00 10 7 10
T s s 2%
22,00 to 101 9.687  19.35% 15,38
-1.00 to 0.00 58.06% 58.06% 44 154
0.00 to +1.00 32.28% 22,384 38.46%
"""""""""""""" toox  to0x  toox
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This shows the same pattern as before, that is, the Quality ﬁf Life in
Qwalwa is worse than in Elsies River as measured by the attitudes of the
respondents in the surveys. The compari'son between ER83, ER81 and Qwalwa is
good as the only change from 1981 to 1983 is in the number of questions put to

-

respondents. A crude analysis of responses < 0 and » 0 chows:

. ER83 Qwalwa
{0 67 .74% 83.87%
>0 32.26% 16,13
O wr | ten

A further breakdown of the range of responses shows the following

ER83 Qwalwa ER81
-2.00 to -0.530 35.48% 61.29% 46,15%
-0.50 te 0.00 32.26%4 22,584 15.39%
0.00 to +1.00 32.26% 16.13% 38.46%

This analysis shows that &1X of QwaGwa attitudes reflect extreme
dissatisfaction, while 35/ do so in Elsies River 1933. 23% of Qwalwa attitudes
lie above the MEL (as described in the section on Standards) and 327 in Elsies
River. Only 164 of attitudes reflect satisfaction in QwaQwa, while 32 do so
in Elsies River. This shows the same effect as the other Questionnaires, that
is, OQwalwa is worse off than Elsies River.

Comparing ER83 with ER81, 35X reflect great dissatisfaction in the ER83
survey and 46X in the ER81 survey. 32% for ER83 and 15% for ER81 lje above the
MEL level, and 32/ for ER83 andABBZ for ERB! reflect satisfaction. So al'though
there are less dissatisfied attitudesz in ER83 as .compared with ERB1, there are

also less satisfied attitudes.
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9.9 Analysis of Informed Source Poll

For the Informed Source Poll, the results of which may. be seen in Tables 25a
t0_26a for Elsies River and 25b to 2éb for GwaBwa, the analysis is not as
straightforward. Political matters, Housing and Income are the areas for most
concern in Elsies River, while for GwaQwa Land, Nutrition, Employment and

Infrastructure give cause for most concern.

Component ER83
I Participation & Politics -2.00Q
2 Housing -2.00
3 Income ' -2.00
4 Capital -1.30
5 Community Facility -1.30
é Stress -1.00

Component Bwalwa
1 Land —1.30
2 Nutrition -1.30
3 Work -1.50
4 Infrastructure -1.50
3 Health -1.00
6 Housing ~-1.00
7 Income -0.50
& Economic Power -0.50
? Motivation -0.30

Informed Sources in Elsies River menticn six causes for concern, while nine
are ﬁentioned for GwaBwa. No comparison is made here as the urban and rural
situations differ considerably. The difference lies partly in the way the
informed sources artieulated the problem areas. This difference will probably

occur with every survey, but does not mean that the Poll is invalid.
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5.6 An Overall View

A final overview of the indices at the various Levels shows a comparison

between Elsies River and GwaGwa.

Level Expert Survey  Ques 2a Ques 2b  Composite
Opinion Form Index

Level 4

ERE3 -1.40 -0.2% -0.83

Quwalwa -1.25 -0.43 -0.84

Level 3

ER83 -1.30 NI -0.78 -1.04

GwaQua -1.13 NI -0.,72 -0.93

Level 2

ERB3 -0.70 -1.35 -1.38 -0.44 -0.97

Qwalwa -1.73 -1.70 -1.22 -0.79 -1.37

Level 1

ER83 -0.60 -1.17 -0.,32 -0.12 -0.35

Qwalwa 0.00 -1.86 -1.42 -0.57 -0.96

Level @

ER83 -0.01 -0.01

Gwalwa -0.13 -0.13

Level -1

ER83 -1.26 -0.57 +0.42 -0.47

Qualuwa -0.97 -1.17 -0.59 -0.91

At Level 4: Legal Access, which includes the principle of Habeas Corpus, as
well as subjective attitudes about access to legal action, there is little

difference between Elsies River and QwaGwa,
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At Level 3: Access to Power, concerning political representation, effective
Trade Unions and local authorities, Elsies River is slightly worse off than
Owalwa. This may be due to a greater political conciousness in Elsies River.
At Level 2: Available Resources, ic covered in all four data sourcec and
includes both tangible and intangible resources, eq incomes, economic freedom,
Elsies River is much better off than Qwalwa. The fact that Elsies River is an
urban area and GwaBGwa a rural one may have something to do with this,
nevertheless Gwaflwa is extremely poor with respect to resources.

At Level 1: Level of Living, the level where available resources are

consumed, in one way or another, and again covered by all four data sources,
Elsies River is again better off than OGwaGwa which is badly off at this Level,
At Level 0: The State of Welfare, which assecces the health of the group or
community, Elsies River is better off than Qwalwa.

At Level -1: The Level of Pressure, the state of the group’s physical well-
being at the present time is monitored and here QwaBwa is again worse off than
Elsies River, more so than in Level 2 or Level 1,

Generally OWAQwa is poorer in most aspects of the Quality of Life. The
overall view shows that both survey areas are inadequate as far as their
Quality of Life goes. The aggregation procedure used has proved useful in
highlighting areas of deprivation and has also provided a way of comparing
different sets of data. There is the added advantage that decision-makers can
identify the Level with the worst inadequacies and direct their attention
to that sphere of the Quality of Life. The aggregation may also be used to

monitor change with time, both at a general and a specific area.



Assessment 02b

5.7 An_assessment of Questionnaire 2b

Using the data from Questionnaire 2b with regard to the middle cetegory
response, that is, the response ‘uncertain’, it is possible to make some
ageneral deductibns about the general applicability of each question. The
following table gives a comparison, in percentages, between the responses from

Elsies River and QwaQwa.
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Responses from Q2b

Table 27 ‘Uncertain”
Question Yariable
1 Ecpress
2 Safety
3 Uneemploy
4 Happines
3 Unions
6 Cohesion
7 Selfa
8 Promo
? Work
10 Recrea
11 Family
12 Police
13 Library
14 Localorg
15 Clean
14 Freedom
17 Alien
18 Land
19 Friend
20 Services
21 Dissatis
22 Politics
23 Schools
24 Motiv
3 Nutri
24 Media
27 S5ick
28 Emerg
29 Teach
30 Govt
31 Ecchoice
32 Travel
33 Polpress
34 Housing
39 Savings
34 Heal th
37 Esteem
38 Medcare
39 Anomie
40 Meetings
41 Leqal
942 Freetime
43 Entepr
44 Roads
45 Satis
44 Resource
47 Money
48 Pubtrans
49 O1dage
30 Shops
51 Depriv

Elsies River
11.1
4.9
11.1
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Assessment Q2

H

{

Table 28 Comparison of ‘Uncertainc’ at Given Intervals
Interval Elsies River Qualwa
0 - 35«4 19.41% 467
3 - 10% 13.73% 164
10 -~ 15% 19.61% 8%
15 - 20% 15.89% 20
20 - 25% ' 13.73% 10
23 - 30X 3.884 &4
> 30% 11.78% 124
"""""""""""" oot 100

Elsies River:

The lowest values are for safety, recreation, housing, savings, medcare,
freetime, money, public transport, shops, deprivation. The highest values
occurred with uniong, self-actualisation, family, media, government, resource,
GwalBuwa:

The lowest values are for economic pressure, unemploryment, habpiness,
recreation, clean, friendliness, services, dissatisfaction, schools, sickness,
emergency, economic choice, housing, savings, medcare, anomie, freetime,
entertainment, roads, satisfaction, money, public transport, shops. The
highest values are for unions, family, local organisation, politicg, media,
legal.,

There is a certain amount of agreement between the two survey areas with
regard to both the Towest and the highest values.

Analysis:
The highest value in the ‘uncertain’ category for Elsies River is 51.8%

(the question reguarding unions) and it seems that this is due partly to

ignorance and partly to a failure to understand the question. Perhaps this
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question should be rephrased. The highest value for QwalGwa dealt with the
media, 31.9%, due mostly to ignorance. The lowest value for Elsies River was
3%, the response about savings, and the lowest for Qwalwa was 0% in 11 cases;
economic pressure, happiness, recreation, Elean, services, dissatisfaction,
sickness, housing, savings, roads and money.

The difference between Elsies River and Gwalwa shown in Table 28 may be due
to the administration of the survey in GwaQwa through an interpreter, as well
as the difference between urban and rural attitudes. It would be difficult to
assess this. The reasons for the high percentages of ‘uncertains’, ie those
that are greater than 204, are not entirely clear. Some of them relate to a
difficulty in understanding, some due to a lack of Knowledge, and some due to

a lack of interest., Four categories seem to apply:

Elsies River Uwalwa

Lack of Knowledge S Unions 3 Unions
14 Localorg 46 Resource
26 Media 4% 0Oldage
30 Govt

32 Travel
446 Resource

Lack of Understanding 7 Selfa 7 Selfa
16 Freedom 8 Promo
4} Leqal 246 Media
41 Legal
Reluctance to Commit Oneself ? Work 2 Safety
11 Family 11 Family
22 Politics
Lack of Interest 294 Motiv 14 Localorg)
31 Ecchoice 22 Politics) #
37 Esteem 20 Gowt )
40 Meetings 2 Police

40 Meetings

* These matters are the business of the chief.
An impravement might be effected in the category “Lack of Understanding’ but

some respondents will always fall into the other three categories.
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5.8 A _Comparison between the Elsies River sample and that excluding Riverton

Riverton is the old, established module described in Chapter 3, 3.4. In
Chapter 2 standards for Elsies River excluding Riverton were set and indices
for both Questionnaire 2a and 2b deduced. The results are shown here in the

following tables.

Table 29

Analvcis of Indices in Elsies River and Elciec River without Riverton

Objective Data from Q2a:

Indicator Elsies River Elcies River Difference
without Riverton {ERR-ER)*
Education -1.82 -1.82 0.00
Higher ~-1.48 -1.83 -0.35
Training -0.12 -0.52 : -0.40
Employment -1.41 -2.00 -0.39
Job -1.72 -2.00 -0.28
Income -0.38 -1.0% -0.51
Water +0.43 +0.05 -0.38
Toilet +0.30 +0.28 -0.02
Disposal ~-0.94 -0.34 0.00
Home own -1.43 -1.40 -0.17
Electricity -0.43 -0.67 -0.04
Cooking -0.27 -0.28 -0.01
Phane -1.67 -1.90 -0.23
News -1.62 -1.76 -0.14
Radio/TV +0.74 +0.73 -0.01
Travel Time -0.364 -0.35 +0.01
Illness -1.00 - -1.38 -0.38
Meat +2.,00 +2.00 0.00
Car etc -1.02 -1.04 -0.02
“Capital -1.23 1.0t +0.22
Income/Person -0.5% -0.85 -0.28
Rent/Income -0.97 -0.94 +0.03
Density -1.74 -1.77 ~-0.03
TCost/Income -1.00
Child Mortality - -0.81 -0.81 0.00
¥ ERR = Elsiec River without Riverton

ER

Elsies River sample as a whole

181



ER minus Riverton

Analysis

1. Elsies River without Riverton is worse off than the whole 6f the survey
area in 11 cases.

Z. In 4 cases they are the same, and in 8 cases they are similar.

3. In one case only is Elsies River without Riverton better off,

4. The maximum difference, 0.51, is in the case of income.

3. Next in order are training -0.40; employment -0.39; water, jilness -0.38;
and higher education -0.35.

6. In the next group is job -0.28; income/person -0.26; phone -0.23.

7. Then follows homeownership -0.17; and news -0.14.

8. Similar are electricity -0.04; density -0.03; car etc, toilet -0.02;
cooking, radio/TV ~0.01; travel time +0.01; rent/income +0.03,

?. Equal at 0 are education, disposal, meat, child mortality.

10. Elsies River without Riverton ic better off with respect to capital by

+0.22.
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Table 30 Subjective Data from (2b:
Indicator Elsies River Elsies River Difference
without Riverton {ERR-ER)
Ecpress -1.40 ~-1.46 -0.064
Safety -0.5% ~-0.80 -0.21
Employ -1.15 -1.15 - 0.00
Happines +0.67 +0.61 -0.06
Unions . +0.32 +0.24 -0.08
Cohesion -0.81 -0.7% +0.02
Selfa +0.10 -0.02 +0.12
Promo -0.82 -0.81 +0.01
Work ' +0.87 +0.86 -0.01
Recrea -1.06 -1.08 -0.02
Family +0,39 +0.33 -0.06
Police -1.13 -1,31 -0.18
Library -0.467 -0.64 +0.03
Localorg -0.37 ~-0.92 -0.15
Clean -0.14 ~-0.28 -0.14
Freedom -0.85 -0.85 0.00
Alien -0.77 -0.85° -0.08
Land ~-0.60 ~-0,63 -0.03
Friend +0.82 +0.77 -0.05
Services +0.47 +0.43 -0.04
Dissatis +0.20 +0.10 -0.10
Politics -0.%0 -1.01 -0.11
Schools +0.70 +0.71 +0.01
Motiv +0.27 +0.17 -0,10
Nutri +0.80 +0.7 -0.01
Media ~0.90 -0.67 -0.17
Sick -0.11 -0.1% _ -0.08
Emerg -0.30 -0.33 ~-0.03
Teach +0.74 +0.72 -0.02
Govt -0.33 -0.48 ~-0.15
Ecchoice -0.71 -0.6%9 +0.02
Travel +0.04 +0.10 +0.06
Polpress -1.30 -1.33 -0.03
Housing ~-1.41 -1.43 -0.02
Savings -1.37 -1.43 -0.06 ¢
Health +0.73 +0.70 -0.03
Esteem +0.24 +0.10 -0.14
Medcare +0.94 +0.94 -0.02
Anom.ie +0.09 +0.24 +0.19
Meetings +0.03 +0.16 +0.13
Legal +0.22 +0.13 -0.07
Freetime +0.85 +0.85 ' 0.00
Enter +0.01 -0.06 -0.07
Roads -0.10 -0.18 -0.08
Satis +0.44 +0.38 -0.04
Resource -0.04 -0.,14 ~0.10
Money -0,97 ~-0.94 +0.01
Pubtrans "~ 40,65 +0.59 -0.046
Oldage -1.02 -1.02 0.00
Shops +1.21 +1.21 0.00
Depriv +1,33 +1.33 0.00
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Analysis
1. In 11 cases Elsies River without Riverton is worse of than the whole of
the survey area.
2. In 3 cases they are the same, in 12 cases the attitudes are cloce and in
18 cases they are similar.
3. In 3 cases Elsies river without Riverton is better off.
4. The maximum difference is in the case of safety ie -0.21.
3. Next in order are police -0.,18; media -0.17; local organisatian,
government -0.15; clean, esteém -0.14; politics -0.11.
é. Next group are dissatisfaction, motiuation; resource at -0.10.
7. Next in order are legal -0.09; entertainment -0.07; roads, sick,
alien, unions -0.08; satisfaction, savings, family, happiness, economic
pressure -0.06; friend -0.05.
8. Similar are servjces -0.04; health, polpress, emergency, land -0.03;
medcare, housing, teach, recreation -0.02; nutrition, work ~0.01;
money, schools, promo +0.01; cohesion, ecchoice +0.02; library +0.03;
travel +0.06.
?. Equal are employ, freedom, freetime at 0.
10. Elsies River without Riverton is better off with respect to selfa +0.12;
meetings +0.13; and anomie +0.15.

Elsies River without Riverton

worse off same similar better off total
Q2a 43,837 16.67% 33.33% 4,174 100%
QR2b 23.40¥% 6.384 ' 63.83% 6.38% 99.99%

Comment
Riverton is financially more affluent than the other modules in the sample,

and the data from Questionnaire 2a reflect this difference. The attitudes in
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Elsies River seem similar whether Riverton is included or excluded. Just over
20% of the sample, excluding Riverton, have attitudes that reflect a feeling
of being worse off. This would tend to support the idea that relative
deprivation applies, and this is in line with the attitude expressed in the
question on relative deprivation in Questionnaire 2b: I feel there are members

of our community who are much worse cff than me.
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5.9 A Comparison between the Elsies River sample and Clarkes Estate

Clarkes Estate is referred to bv people in Elsies River as the poorest and
most deprived module in Elsies River. Standards were set for Clarkes Estate in
Chapter 2, 2.7, for Questionnaire 2a and the results are given here. The

number of households interviewed in Clarkes Estate was 75.

Table 31 Objective Data from Questionnaire 2a
Indicator Clarkes Elsies River Difference (Clarkes~ER)
Education -1.79 -1.87 +0.08
Higher -1.48 ~1.48 : 0.00
Training +1.80 -0.12 +1.92
Employ -2.00 -2.00 0.00
Job -0.79 -1.72 +0.93
Income ~-0.16 -0.38 +0.42
Water +0.50 +0.43 +0.07
Toilet -0.54 -0.84 +0.30
Homeownership -1.60 -1.43 - -0.17
Electricity ~0.67 -0.63 -0.04
Cooking -0.47 -0.43 . -0.04 "
Phone -1.97 -1.67 -0.30
News -1.7¢6 ~1.62 . ~-0.14
Radio +0.74 +0.74 0.00
Travel Time . -0.32 -0.36 +0.04
Itiness +1.00 -1.00 +2.00
Meat +2.00 +2.00 0.00
Car ‘ -1.15 . =0.%4 -0.21
Savings -0.46% ~0.75 +0.06
Insurance -0.62 -0.461 -0.01
Capital -0.350 -0.50 0.00
Income/Person -0.20 -0.59 +0,39
Rent/Income -0.98 -0.97 ~-0.01
Density -1.82 ' -1.74 -0.08
Child Mortality -0.11 -0.14 +0.03
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Analysis

! Clarkes Estate is much better off with respect to tfaining and illness

2 It is better off with respect to job, income, toilet, income/persoﬁ

3 It is similar to edUcation, water, electricity, cooking, travel time,
savings, insurance, rent/income, child mortality, density

4 Clarkes and Elsies River are the same with respect to higher educatfon,
emplovment, radio, meat, capi tal

9 Clarkes is worse off with respect to homeownership, phone, news, car

Total

This analysis shows that in some areas there is dissatisfaction, but

10

23

generally the module is not much different from the Elsjes River sample as a

whole.
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Table 32
Indicator

Ecpress
Safety
Unemploy
Happiness
Unions
Cohesion
Selfa
Promotion
Work
Recreation
Famity
‘Police
Library
Localorg
Clean
Freedom
Alienation
Land
Friend
Services
Dissatis
Politics
Schools
Motivation
Mutrition
Media
Sick
Emergency
Teach
Government
Ecchoice
Travel
Polprecs
Housing
Savings
Health
Esteem
Medcare
Anomie
Meetings
Legal
Freetime
Enter
Roads

Satisfaction

Resource
Money
Pubtrans
Oldage
Shops
Deprivation

Subjective Data from Questionnaire 2b

Elsies River

+0

+0.
+0.
+0.
-0,
+0.
+0.
+0,
-0.
-0.
-0.

+0

~-0.

-0
+0

.39

.74

71

.04

-1/30

-1

41
.37
.73
.24
96

o
z

.03
.22
.85
.01
.10
64
.04
.97
63
.02
.21
.33

ER & Clarkes

Difference (Clarkes-ER)

+0.

+0,

+0

-0.
-0,

-0

+0.,
-0.
-0,
+0,
+0,
-0.
-0.
+0.
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Clarkes’ attitudes reflect a greater dissatisfaction than the Elsies River
sample as a whole:
! Much more dissatisfaction is felt with regard to the variables legal,
politics, government, local organisation, self-actualisation, and
entertainment, satisfaction, media, police, esteem, and sickness. 11
2 More dissatisfaction is reflected in the attitudes towards old age,
dissatisfactidn, cleén, emergency, family, services, land, library,
freedom, polpress, motivation, shops, unemployment, ecpres;, teach,
recreation, ecchoice, safety, freetime, resource; and housing. 21
3 Similar in attitudes are schools, health, nutrition, work, friend,
medcare, savings, happiness, travel, meetings, promdfion, unions, and
roads. 13
4 The attitudes in Clarkes are more satisfied with respect to
alienation, pubtrans, deprivation, and cohesion. q
3 The respondents in C]arkes are much more satisfied with respect to

money and anomie. 2

Total 51

To sum up: Clarkes Estate compared with the Elsies River sample is

much worse worse off came similar' better off much better

off off
02a - 20% 20% 36% 167 8% 100
Q2b 21.5977 41 .18~ - 25.49% 7.84% 3.924 100%

The data from G2a show that Clarkes Estate on its own is similar to the
Elsies River sample. Generally the attitudes expressed by the respondents in
Clarkes Estate show that they perceive themselves to be worse off than the
people in the remainder of the Elsies River sample. Interesting to note that

the greatest differences with regard to attitude involves a political element.
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The housing problem appears in both Questionnaire 2a and 2b. It seems that the
attitudes in Clarkes Estate show that they are worse off than the Elsies River

sample, but the results from Questionnaire 2a do not support this attitude.
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CHAPTER é: CONCLUSIONS

6.1 General

The Quality of Life concept of Ellis, 1980 provides an overail framewaork
for assessing the state of a socjal group or commuhity. The framework also
provides the base on which the questionnaires depend and allows.for the
testing of both objective and subjective data whether measured in an ordinal
or cardinal way; The questionnaires were designed (Ellis & Erlank, 1983) to
obtain information which would be used to evaluate the Quality of Life for the
group under consideration and thus aid decision-makers in planning. The
evaluation within and between the Levels described in Chapter 1 was made
possible by‘the medium of standards, described in Chapter 2, which were set
up, in the first instance, in an arbitrary way {cf DreQnowski, 1274>, The
evaluation further involved aggregation of standardised data, described in
Chapter 3, by a simple averaging scheme. The aggregation was performed,
giving equal weights to each index. The results of the data processing are

given in Chapter 4 and the analysis thereof in Chapter 3.

6.2 The Framework

The conceptual framework on which this work is based, involves all major
quantifiable aspects in the life of a graup or community and in particular
includes both the material welfare and the attitudes of the community
concerned. For decision-makers this means fhat the framework leads to the best
possible assessment of the communify’s needs, both objective and subjective. A
scheme which does not measure both these aspects Qill not provide as good

Judgments as this one.
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6.3 The Questionnaires

These have been designed to cover all the Levels in tthe Quality of Life
framework and to provide data for evaluating the Quality of Life at the
different Levels for the community. The questionnaires elicit information from
various sources, including the community, and there is an open-ended
questionnaire in which areas of dissatisfaction may be pinpointed. In general,
the results of this open-ended questionnaire, in a sense, duplicate the
results from the other questionnaires but jt does make coverage of the
inadequacies of the community more complete,. Neaknésses in Questionnaire 2b
were discussed in Chapter 5, 5.3 and 5.7. The design of the questionnaires is
functional and the administration was consequentiy easy. The collection of data
for the Survey Form took rather more time than one might 1ike, but the results

Justify that time taken.

6.4 The Standards

The standardisation of the data from the various sources forms an integral
part of this thesis. The comparisons and subsequent aggregation of data depend
upon this standardisation. The conceptual bacis for the standardisation comes
in part from Drewnowski (1976) as well as other literature. The linear formula
developed, given the constraints mentioned in Chapter 2, is used to
standardise the data. The formula incliuded the idea of critical points
(Drewnowski, 1976), the values given to the unacceptable (PDL) and inadequate
(MEL) points (cf Morris, 197%9). The values chosen for these points are
negotiable and new wvalues could be assigned in the 1light of further
information and possible negotiation with other parties eg the community under
review, the decision-makers, the experts. The critical values in the formula
were also chosen, in a sense, arbitrarily. The choices were made partly on the

basis of available information, and partly on the basis of discussions dealing



Conclusions

with the topic of indicators. However, given the philosophy of ease with which
the scheme may be implemented (see Chapter 2), the information used in the
setting of standards was that which was available . and would be so to other
researchers. Once again the critical values could be re-assessed, perhaps
othér information might become available or a process of negotiaticn might
beqin.

The value of the standardication of the data is that comparisons may be
made and since each index falls on the same scale, the inadequacies in the
community, either through its attitudes or through the objective ascessment,
are apparent. The standardsation also allows the indicators and indices to be
aggregated, which in turn qives broader comparisons and evaluations, as well

as allowing comparisons to be made between communities.

6.3 Weighting and Aggreqation

The indices are given equal weights here as a first approximation. This
seems a reasonable practical approach at this stage. It may be that
differential weighting would evolve at a later stage, but at this time, equal
weights for each index have been used. There is an implied weighting in the
priority fevel set for any survey (see Chapter 2) but these priorities are not
absclute.

The aggregation of data depends upon the standardisation discussed before.
If a composite index is to be obtained, aggregation is neceséary. The method
used is an averaging one. Looking at the results given in Chapter 4, the
aggregation of the data produces a composite index for each Level in the
Quality of Life framework and the composité indices can assist decision-makers
in a broad sense, in allocating public funds. Having decided in which Level a
tack is experienced, the allocation of funds can be further directed by

looking at individual indices within a Level. The indices also give a measure
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of the degree of satisfaction opr dissatisfaction in the community. Once public
funds are spent, a new set of indices may be obtained to test the effect, if
any, of the improvements., Subsequent decicions may be influenced by previous

surveys and better decisions made on this basis,

6.6 Other Methods

In Hilhorst and Klatter ¢19835) an article by Ellis uses the same framework
as this thesis..The methods for measuring differ in that a panel of experts
was used to assign valuec to the various components withfn each Level. A
graded scale from ! to 7 was used in the polling of the opinions of the
panel. The index scale included MML and MEL points; the value 1 represented
the destitute case and 7 the affluent. The values assigned to the indices is
given for each component. The scale uced is not the same as in this thesis so
a comparison of actual indices is not possible. However, the method used works
and it is a relatively easy way to arrive at Quality of Life indices. The
panel discussions produced results and perhaps for remote areas, where running
a survey may be extremely difficult, this method would apply.

Morris, 1979, introduced the Physical Quality of Life Index, with the aim
of producing a useful‘measurement tool but writes that planners still tend to
prefer the movements in the Gross National Product as a social indicator.
Development policy must base jtc decisicons on some information and Morris
(page 4) suggests that the PALI, although having some limits, does “attempt to
measure how well societies satisfy certain specific life serving
characteristics’. The PGLI measures three universal concerns; infant
mortality, life expectancy at age 1, and literacy. The PQLI should be ﬁsed to
focus the search_for strategies that miéht lead to improvements in the Quality
of Life more quickly and efficiently than fhe GNP for example. The PQLI as a

composite index compares with the composite indices arrived at in this work
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and described in Chapter 5, 5.4, pagel?73, but does not have the same scope as
the method deve]oped here. A better compérison would be between the PALI and
the Priority 1 indicators (Chapter2, pp13~18) where 4 indicators are used to
describe the Quality of Life in Elsies River.

The World Development Report, 1981, describes seven basic development
indicators which are population, area, GNP per capita, average annual rate of
inflation, adult literacy, life expectancy at birth, and an index of food
production per capita. Here, as for the PQLI, the emphasis is on quantifiable,
objective data as a means of assessing and comparing the performances of 1ow,
middle and high income countries. Streeten in Leipziger, 1981, writec that the
“basic human needs approach to development ic to ensure that all human beings
should have the opportunity to live full lives’. The BHN approach alsoc arques
that the GNP as an indicator fails to describe a commnity accurately, and the
objective of this BHN approach is “to enable individuals to attain on a
sustainable basis a minimum standard of living defined in material terms,’
that is food, water, clothing, shelter, heal th, education. The group at which
BHN strategy is aimed is the poor, and targets and indicators may be set up
within the BHN approach.

Crosswell in Leipziger, 1981, deals with the concepts involved in a BHN
approach and writes {p 23) that the development process should provide
improvements in the Quality of Life of those too poor to satisfy their basic
human needs. Lewis, also in Leipziger, 1981, writes that nutrition
considerations are the basis of efforts to improve welfare under a BHN
sfrategy, and that health statistics eg life expectancy and mortality rates
can determine the size of health problems in developing countries. Lewis sees
heélth from a broad perspective; it includes education, fertility, nutrition
and the environment., In the implememntatioﬁ of a BHN approach, a commitment to

the basic needs objectives requires decisions on the economic and political
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level which are directed at the poor.

Streeten, 1981, writes that basic needs may be interpreted in different
ways: economic, sociologicatl, structural, political and that decisions
regarding basic needs will be different depending on how ‘the poor® are
identified. He too feels that the GNP is inadequate as an indicator if used
on its own. Some indicators such as literacy, access to clean water, primary |
school enrolment can show up basic de}iciencies. Other measures such as 1ife
expectancy, infant mortality and caloric consumption, if averaged across the
population, neglect the worst cases,

Drewnowski, 1974, also criticises the ‘national accounting’ approach to
development and suggests that other phenomena shauld be used in assessing the
Quality of Life of a group. He proposed a practical method of measuring the
Quality of Life based on social phenomena énd using social variables, He
writes that planning for social development, if this means planning for
people’s welfare, is the correct wa§ to consider development planning as a
whole, |

There is a measure of agreement in the ideas of the writers described
above, in particular there is agreement that the GNP is inadequate as an
indi&ator of the Quality of Life of a group or community. Generally the
writers favour, in the first instance, objective fndices which are relatively
easily obtained. However, as shown in Chapter 2, composite indices or a
restricted number of indices do not always present a fair picture. The aim of
this work was to move towards a measurement scheme for decision-makers which
would direct public funds to the aspects where it was most needed.

The measurement schéme produced in this work uses several sources of data:
a panel opinion, a survey form and three types of questionnaires. This should

produce a better analysis of the Quality of Life of a group or community,
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provided the inevitable problems of time and money can be resolved. This
scheme provides for time and money constraints through the Priority Levels.

Other measurement schemes rely solely on subjective measures in order to
produce evidence for improvements or evidence about the attitudes of a group,
which may, taken on their own, not reflect the reality of that group. I would
argue that any measurement scheme produced to aid decision-makers must take
cognisance of both objective and subjective data, in order that the best
decisions regarding the spending of public money may be taken. The aim of the
measurement scheme is to allow the group or community to participate in
setting its financial budget and to allow the shortcpmings of the community to
be expressed to the decision-makers. The community should participate in
negotiations with the decision-makers to improve their Quality of Life and if
public monéy is not well spent, the community should seek sources of redress,
This scheme includes development indicators which should be noted and

resources directed there if necessary.

6.7 An Ascecement

The best method of assessing the Quality of Life of a group or community
must be one that covers all the most important aspécts, both quantitative and
qualitative. If a measurement scheme offers this criterion, it should be
considered by decision-makers as a tool for the efficient allocation of public
money., However, as mentioned earlier, time and money- parameters may preclude a
comprehensive measurement scheme. The alternative option offered here is the
use of a Priority 2 or even a Priority 1 measure, Knowing their chortcomings.

On a practical note, it is clear from the application of this scheme in
assessing'the Guality of Life of the people in Elsies River that gome
indicators are difficult or impossible to obtain. This is true of the

indicator concerning Trade Unions which appears on the Survey Form. It may be
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‘that the information will become available at a later date and therefore this
indicator should not be excluded from the scheme. The same applies to the
;nformation regarding a teacher/pupil ratio, which was not available for
Elsies River specifically, If anything is to be excluded in this measurement

scheme, it should not be either Questionnaire 2a or 2b.

6.8 Conclusion

There are schools of thought that will be critical of this measurement
scheme for one reason or another. It may be said that the information is not
strictly accurate or correct (for example, that income cannot be expressed in
the way it is here, or that it is presented incorrectly), or that the
questionnaires are too superficial. This thesis offers a pragmatic wayvo{
testing the Quality of Life of a group or community, and it is aimed at
helping to develep practical systems for decision-makers who dispense public
monies.

The method works as is shown by the Elsies River survey and, to a ltesser
extent, the QwaQwa survey. The standérdisation and aggregation of the data
gives indices which indicate where there are deficiencies in the community
and I would venture to suggest that a measurement scheme which works and
produces results is better than no measurement ccheme at all. It would be
worth pursuing this proposal in more cases to test the robustness of the

indicator levels in the Quality of Life framework used in this thesis.
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Appendix

APPENDIX 1
Some of tHe data collected during the Elsies River and Gwalwa surveys was
not used in the computing of resuits for the Quality of Life indices. They are
presented here as background data from (2a, giving details about the

distribution of sex, status in the household, age and so on.

Variable Qptian Elsies River Qualwa Clarkes ER minus

Estate Riverton
3 Sex Male 93.8% 33.3% 30.7% 54, 5%
Female 46.2% 66.7% 49.3% 45,5%
4 Status Head 72.1% 55. 6% 53.3% 73.1%
Spouse 20.0% 29.6é% 33.3% 20.3%
Other 7.9% 14.8% 13.3% é6.3%
5 Age Over 50 32.5% 38.34 20.04 31.0%
41-50 27.5% 23.1% 30.7% 28.7%
31-40 27.9% 19.2% 37.34 29.9%
20-30 11.8% 19.2%4 10.7% 10.4%
Under 20 0.3% - 1,3% 0.4%
9 Skills per popln 3.41% 2.25% 3.53% 3.04%
10 Student 2.3% 0% 4,04 1.9%
11 HAdife 37.74 48.1% 41,3% 36.5%
12 Retired 7.5% 11.1% 1.3% 7.5%
13 Disabled 3.9% 7.4% 4,04 4,5%
146 Adults  per h/h 3.08% 2.424 2,894 3.05%
17 Children " 3.04% 3.41% 3.39% 3.28%
18 Total people 1893 181 474 1706
per h/h é.12 é.70 é.27 é6.33

203



Appendix

19 Local per/hh 1.61 no info 1.73 1.59
Workers “adults 92.39% " 39.71% 92.26%
20 Maximum total pm R326.4% " no info R311.8
Wage no wages 32 h/h " 2 h/h 28 h/
earned income pm R2%91.31 " R335.45 no info
21 Migrant Workers 3 no info none 2
22 Pensioners ¥ adults 11.40% no intfo 9.99% 11.51%
7 popln 5.65% " 2.73% 9.51%
23 Boarders total 14 " 4 4
24 Support X h/h 9.37% " 9.34 5.97%4
per mth R53.5% no info R34.00 R55.06
23 Rooms per hsh 2.41 2,65 3.29 3.36
26 B/Rooms " 2.44 1.1¢ 2.28 2.43
32 Rent per mth R&1.52 R15.25 RS56.09 RS8.37
3% Tcost " R18.32 R23.60 R15.34 -
41 Children per 5.0% 5.39 4,49 5.12
respondent
42 Child deaths per Q.47 no info 0.44 0.51
respondent :
44 Car own 17.0% " 13.34 14,2%
paving 3.7% oo 8.0% é.0%
none 77.0%4 " 78.7%4 79.9%
45 Save some 30.5% 37.3% 30.2%
none 69.9% &2.74 69,84
46 Insure some 46,94 43.3% 47.0%
none 93.1%4 94, 7% 33.0%
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