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income, assets and poverty in the eastern cape

A rapid Assessment of Service Delivery and So-
cio-Economic Survey was commissioned by the 
Eastern Cape Office of the Premier and ECSECC in 
2006 to improve the information base for develop-
ment planning in the Eastern Cape province. The 
survey was prepared by the Fort Hare institute of 
Social & Economic research (FHiSEr) of the Uni-
versity of Fort Hare, in partnership with Develop-
ment research Africa cc and Take note Trading 
consortium. 

12 000 households participated in the survey and 
the information collected provides a comprehen-
sive overview of many aspects of the quality of life 
in the Eastern Cape. in order to develop a better 
understanding of the depth and severity of poverty 
in the Eastern Cape, ECSECC commissioned Prof. 
Julian May to further analyse the data collected in 
the household survey. Drawing on his extensive 
work on measuring poverty in South Africa and the 
region, Prof May and his team analysed the data 
to produce a range of poverty measures for district 
municipalities in the Eastern Cape. 

The results of this analysis has been utilised by 
ECSECC and other institutions to inform policy de-
velopment and programme design in the province 
since its completion in 2007. However it is only with 
publication of this working paper that the analysis 
is being made available to the public. 

While the data is six years old, we still believe that 
the findings are relevant and contribute to a bet-
ter understanding of the nature of poverty in the 
Eastern Cape.

andrew Murray
eCSeCC executive Director 
February 2012 
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1. inTrODUCTiOn

breaking down the characteristics of those catego-
rised as poor has become a standard procedure 
when analysing the causes and solutions to pov-
erty.  Most notably, the Poverty reduction Strat-
egy Papers (PrSPs) being prepared in many poor 
countries, with technical assistance provided by the 
World bank, routinely provide poverty diagnostics 
which are intended to assist in the identification of 
appropriate policies and target groups. recognis-
ing this, and to improve the information base for 
development planning in the Eastern Cape prov-
ince, the Eastern Cape Socio-Economic Consulta-
tive Council (ECSECC) undertook a survey of 12 
000 households that was completed in 2006.  The 
study collected data from a representative sample 
in the province. The information collected provides 
a comprehensive overview of many aspects of the 
quality of life in the Eastern Cape. This chapter de-
velops and analyses a money-metric measure of 
poverty (poverty conceptualized as being related 
to income and consumption), a household infra-
structure index based on access to services and fa-
cilities and a household circumstances index based 
on the socio-economic characteristics of the house-
hold members.  These indicators are supplemented 
by the subjective measurement of poverty gath-
ered by the survey which included the adequacy 
and frequency of meals, perceived ability to pay 
for services and perceived needs. in this way we 
hope to capture the multi-dimensional nature of 
poverty.
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2. POvErTy MEASUrEMEnT

Poverty lines are an important tool in the prepara-
tion of a poverty profile and serve as a mechanism 
whereby regions, households and individuals can 
be characterised as poor or non-poor (Gillie, 1996; 
Lok-Dessallien, 2001).

Poverty lines generally make use of a money-met-
ric measure such as income or expenditure and can 
also be used as a way of showing the severity of 
poverty by taking account of the distance from the 
poverty line that a household is to be found.  Fi-
nally, poverty lines also serve as a reference point 
against which progress can be measured in terms 
of the reduction of poverty.  This could be in terms 
of the numbers of people who fall below the pov-
erty line, the average distance that they are from 
the poverty line and the rate at which poverty re-
duction is taking place.

While a plethora of methodologies exist for the 
determination of an appropriate poverty line, the 
option that has emerged as been most preferred 
adopts an absolute approach to poverty and uses 
a money-metric measure of household income or 
consumption (Lipton, 1997). in other words, con-
verting all forms of income or consumption into 
a money value and then identifying some mini-
mum amount that is required below which people 
can be thought of as living in absolute poverty. in 
most cases this minimum has been determined in 
terms of the cost of acquiring a food basket that is 
sufficient to sustain a healthy and active life-style 
and then adjusting this for the other requirements 
for an adequate life-style such as housing, clothes, 
transport and access to services (Lanjouw, 2001; 
Lipton and ravallion, 1997).  Each stage of this 
measurement procedure relies upon the definition 
of poverty that is used, the quality of available 
data and the assumptions that are made (Laderchi 
et al, 2003; May and roberts, 2005; reddy and 
Pogge, 2003).

At the time of writing, the South African govern-
ment had yet to adopt either an official mon-
ey-metric poverty line or some other nationally 
agreed indicator of deprivation and exclusion. As 
a result several poverty thresholds have had to 
be explored for this paper, including those derived 
from a set of poverty lines developed for South 
Africa by Hoogeveen and Özler (2004) in a discus-
sion document using official data collected by Sta-
tistics South Africa and subsequently adjusted for 
2006 prices.  The approach that they adopt broad-
ly follows that described by Lanjouw (2001) and 
applied by May and roberts (2005) in Lesotho. 
This approach would yield a lower bound poverty 
line of r441 per person per month in 2006 which 
if applied to the ECSECC data base would result 
in 69 percent of the population being categorised 
as poor.

While it may well be that deprivation is this se-
vere in the Eastern Cape, by categorising the ma-
jority of households as poor, analysis that is look-
ing for differences between regions and between 
households with different characteristics becomes 
a somewhat spurious exercise.  Since most people 
are poor, there is little left for comparison.  in the 
absence of official guidelines, we have therefore 
chosen a more austere poverty threshold using the 
international benchmark of $2 per person per day 
also reported by Hoogeveen and Özler (2004:9) 
and adjusted for the cost of living in South Africa 
using purchasing power parity (PPP). Correcting 
for prices in 2006, we use a threshold amount of 
r240 per person per month which implies that 43 
percent of the population in the Eastern Cape are 
categorised as being poor.

in addition to measuring poverty using a poverty 
line, a measure of poverty based on household 
durables and access to basic services was used 
following methodologies developed by Filmer and 
Pritchett (2001) that have been used in surveys 
in which income data are not collected such as 
the Demographic and Health Surveys (DHS).
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The household circumstances index will be based 
on prior analysis on quality of life indicators de-
veloped in South Africa by Möller et al (1987) 
and subsequently reapplied by Stats SA (2000). 
Two indices developed by Statistics South Africa, 
the household infrastructure index and house-
hold circumstances index, were used with some 
adjustments to data availability in the current 
survey. A linear index was created using princi-
pal component analysis (PCA) using the following 
indicators:

a) Living in a formal dwelling.
b) Has electricity. 
c) Has tap water inside the dwelling.
d) Has a fl ush or chemical toilet.
e) Has refuse removal facilities.
f) Level of education of household head.
g) Household monthly income.

The household circumstances index is constructed 
from the following indicators:

h) Unemployment rate (expanded defi nition).
i) Average household size.
j) Children under the age of fi ve.

This method transforms a large number of vari-
ables that are believed to combine into one meas-
ure and form a smaller number of uncorrelated 
factors that preserve information from these vari-
ables. PCA assigns weights to variables such that 
the components created explain most of the vari-
ation in the original variable and can then be used 
as representing them. The number of components 
created is based on the relationship of the original 
variables with one another. The fi rst component is 
the linear composite of all the variables combined 
and is calculated as:

y1 = a11 x1j  + a12 x2j + …. + a1k xk   =  ∑a1n xni 

Where x1j is the variable i for household j, and are 
factor loadings (linear coeffi cients) for the com-
ponent n and variable i. The principal component 
analysis extracts factor loadings from n compo-
nents, and generates scoring factors, which are 
weights applied to the variables normalised by 
their means and standard deviations (Filmer and 
Pritchett, 2001. Only the fi rst factor was estimat-
ed using the indicators selected for each index. in 
order to establish which variables load highly on 
which factors, the rotated component matrix was 
restricted to loadings above 0.5, and all indicators 
loaded suffi ciently to the factors. 
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3.  THE inCiDEnCE, DEPTH AnD 
SEvEriTy OF POvErTy

Despite the differences in the measurement of 
national poverty and inequality, most studies con-
cur that the Eastern Cape is one of the poorest 
provinces of South Africa along with Limpopo and 
KwaZulu-natal. For 1995, Leibbrandt and Woolard 
(1999:59-60) show that the Eastern Cape was the 
poorest province in South Africa, containing 27 
percent of those likely to be ultra-poor while Kwa-
Zulu-natal and Limpopo Province accounted for 19 
and 17 percent of the ultra-poor respectively. Also 
in 1995, the poverty gap, the measure of the depth 
of poverty, which can be used to show the amount 
needed annually to eliminate poverty through a 
perfectly targeted transfer to the poor, was about 
r15 billion per annum, or about 4 percent of GDP.  
in the case of the two poorest provinces, East-
ern Cape and Limpopo Province, the poverty gap 
amounted to 11 percent and 21 percent of the 
provincial Gross Geographic Product (GGP) respec-
tively (May et al., 2000)

These patterns have persisted and according to 
Stats SA’s (2002) mean per capita income per an-
num in the Eastern Cape as reported in iES 2000 
was r6.774 in 2000, equal to just over half the 
national average of r12.411 (PrOviDE,  2005).   
PrOviDE (2005) go on to place the Eastern Cape 
as the poorest province with 68.7 percent of the 
population below the 40th percentile cut-off in the 
iES of 2000 (r421 per month in 2000 prices).  The 
South African Human Development report, of the 
United national Development Programme (UnDP) 
uses data from the General Household Survey 
(GHS) suggesting that the Eastern Cape has re-
mained the poorest of South Africa’s provinces 
based on a $2 per day poverty line, with a head-
count of 0.39 in 1995 increasing to 0.41 by 2002.

This is supported by Hoogeven and Özler (2004: 
39) using the 1995 and 2000 income and expendi-
ture survey (iES) data and the $2 per day pov-
erty line, who report a headcount of 0.49 for the 
Eastern Cape in 1995 increasing to 0.56 in 2000, 
the highest of all provinces in South Africa.  While 
measures of the severity of poverty are high and 
increasing (P1 = 0.18 in 1995 increasing to 0.23 in 
2000, P2 = 0.08 increasing to 0.13), these meas-
ures are below those for several provinces includ-
ing KwaZulu-natal and Limpopo.

Using an alternative data source, Census 1996 and 
2001, but still adopting a $2 per day poverty line, 
Leibbrandt et al (2005: 18) report a headcount 
rate of 0.38 for the Eastern Cape in 1996 increas-
ing to 0.40 by 2001, and both years just lower than 
the headcount for Limpopo.  The depth of poverty, 
shown by the poverty gap, remained constant at 
0.15 in both years, and was lower than Limpopo 
and similar to that for KwaZulu-natal. They go on 
to show that the Eastern Cape contained 20 per-
cent of South Africa’s poor in 2001, somewhat less 
than KwaZulu-natal which contained 25 percent of 
the poor (Leibbrandt et al, 2005: 19). While there 
are signs that the incidence and level of poverty 
may also have reduced in the Eastern Cape for the 
period since 2001, the paucity of data that can be 
generalised at a provincial level remains a con-
straint. it is hoped that this paper will make a con-
tribution in this regard. 

PAGE 07 | 08

THE inCiDEnCE,
DEPTH AnD SEvEriTy OF
PoverTy





income, assets and poverty in the eastern cape

3.1 Mean and median income

In the ECSECC survey, income figures were ob-
tained in two ways.  Firstly by asking the house-
hold respondent to report on the “…total amount of 
money brought into the household per month after 
deductions such as tax, medical aid and pension 
contributions, including total income from work 
and/or grants and other sources” for each house-
hold member, including those who may be absent 
for the household as migrants.

Later in the questionnaire, the household respond-
ent was asked: “Can you tell me what is the total 
amount of money brought into the household per 
month after deductions such as tax, medical aid 
and pension contributions?” which was to be re-
ported as a single value for the entire household. 
The incomes that result from these questions are 
highly correlated. However the sum of the incomes 
reported in the question asked for each person 
are far higher than that reported when a single 
value is collected.  Further, the levels of poverty 
revealed by the former approach are much lower 
and well below that found in the national studies, 
with just 14 percent of the sample below a $2 per 
person poverty line. There are several reason why 
this might be the case. Firstly, although the ques-
tion concerning each person in the household is 
phrased to elicit information on the income flow 
into the Eastern Cape based household, it is pos-
sible that respondents may have reported on their 
estimate of the total income received by each 
person even if part of this was being spent else-
where.  it is also likely that the respondent would 
not know of income of each member of the house-
hold, especially those living elsewhere.  The data 
also are bunched on round numbers (e.g. r300, 
r400, r500) suggesting that many responses 
were guesses.

An important literature is emerging on how to deal 
with error in the reporting on income. While con-
sensus has yet to emerge as to the extent of the 
error, or the most appropriate methods of resolv-
ing such error, it is generally acknowledged that a 
single ‘point’ recall question such as that used in 
the ECSECC survey will under-report ‘true’ income 
(Moyer et al, 1997). 

For these reasons we have chosen to use the sec-
ond question in which a total for the household is 
requested.  This produces an income distribution 

that reflects those found by other surveys and 
more closely resembles questions asked in national 
surveys by Stats SA.  nonetheless deriving trends 
from this survey by comparing its results with those 
found elsewhere must be approached with caution 
and is perhaps best avoided altogether.

Table 1 compares the mean and median of house-
hold and per capita income derived from the re-
sponses to the question contained in the household 
questionnaire with the same information derived 
from the sum of individual incomes from the house-
hold roster.
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Table 1:  Prov incial Mean and Median income (Weighted)

household income Per capita income household income 
from roster

Per capita income 
from roster

valid n 12239 12238 11572 11571
Mean r1588.86 r479.16 r8366.03 r1787.72
Median r980.00 r260.00 r4680.00 r1060.00

Weighted by provwei

As already discussed, the sum of the amounts reported as income for each household member results in far 
higher incomes than the amount reported as total household income. Further, that distribution of income 
is wider as is refl ected in the median and standard deviation statistics.  Both estimates of income differ 
from the results of the most recent Stats SA iES of 2005/6 in which mean household expenditure in the 
Eastern Cape was reported to be r3261 per month (Stats SA, 2008: 38) and mean household income was 
R3994 per month (Stats SA, 2008: 155). For the reasons given earlier, the lower fi gures reported for total 
household and per capita income will be used for the analysis contained in this report, although it must 
be noted that this will probably over-state the extent of poverty in the province and the results should not 
be compared to surveys in which more comprehensive approaches were adopted for the measurement of 
income or expenditure. Despite this, the information analysed in the remainder of the report will give a 
usable profi le of poverty in the province and should include all of those who would be categorised as being 
poor irrespective of the methodology in which the data has been collected. Adopting this approach, mean 
and median household and per capita incomes are provided for each district council in Table 2.

T able 2: District council mean and median incomes (weighted)

household income  (rand/month) Per capita income (rand/month)
Mean Median Mean Median

nelson Mandela 2,410.94 1,500.00 837.91 390.00
Cacadu DC 1,990.24 1,290.00 723.68 395.00
Amatole DC 1,839.63 960.00 568.10 266.67
Chris Hani 1,695.65 1,060.00 563.79 308.00
Ukhahlamba 1,585.83 960.00 521.08 273.33
O.r Tambo 1,456.97 960.00 369.25 195.00
Alfred nzo 1,254.00 780.00 362.99 195.00
ECDMA10 2,648.53 1,560.00 839.66 400.00

Weighted by dcweight

The highest household and per capita incomes were recorded in ECDMA10 and the nelson Mandela Munici-
pality where incomes were 20 percent higher than the next wealthiest council, Cacadu.  The least resourced 
council in terms of income is Alfred nzo in which income levels were half those reported in the nelson Man-
dela Municipality.
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3.2 Pa poverty measures

We have chosen to use the suite of poverty measures developed by Foster, Greer and Thorbecke (1984) 
and since adopted by most statistical agencies and international finance institutions for poverty diagnostics.  
These measures collectively referred to as Pa measures, report the headcount (P0), depth of poverty (P1) 
and severity of poverty (P2).  While the first refers to the percentage of the population below the poverty 
threshold, P1 calculates the average distance from the poverty line thereby measuring the depth of poverty.  
The third measure, P2, emphases the distance of the most poor from the poverty threshold by squaring the 
poverty gap. in addition, the Sen index is calculated which is a combination of the headcount, income-gap, 
and Gini coefficient (a measure of inequality). This measure takes account of short-comings contained in 
the Pa approach whereby changes in the income distribution among the poor are not reflected. 

Elevating the income data just described to a poverty threshold permits the measurement of the incidence, 
depth and severity of poverty. Table 3 provides this information using the poverty threshold just described.

Table 3: Pa Measures by district council

P0 P1 P2 Min Cost (r 
mill) Sen index

Eastern Cape 0.43 0.20 0.12 881.5 0.18
nelson Mandela 0.25 0.12 0.07 92.8 0.10
Cacadu DC 0.24 0.10 0.06 28.2 0.11
Amathole DC 0.43 0.19 0.11 234.6 0.18
Chris Hani 0.38 0.17 0.10 96.2 0.16
Ukhahlamba 0.41 0.19 0.11 47.0 0.18
O.r Tambo 0.59 0.29 0.18 287.4 0.26
Alfred nzo 0.57 0.27 0.16 97.1 0.25
ECDMA10 0.30 0.11 0.06 0.6 0.15

Districts weighted by dcweight and Total weighted by povwei

Overall, some 43 percent of the Eastern Cape can be categorised as being poor using the ECSECC data, a 
very similar finding to the estimates of Hoogeven and Özler (2004) and Leibbrandt et al (2005). The poverty 
gap, the average distance from the poverty line is 0.20, again similar to earlier findings, as is the severity 
of poverty at 0.12.  The poverty gap can be used to show the minimum cost of eliminating poverty in the 
Eastern Cape which is provided in the penultimate column of Table 3.  This is a hypothetical indication of this 
cost since this refers only to the amount required if it were possible to transfer the exact amount needed to 
lift each person above the poverty line. As such, it does not reflect the transaction costs of making such a 
transfer including the cost of finding out by how much each person fell short of the poverty line. This shows 
that a minimum of r881.5 million would be required per annum to eliminate poverty in the Eastern Cape 
through an income transfer. The Sen index is shown in the last column and well below that estimated by May 
and Woolard (2005), largely as a result of lower levels of inequality among the poor in the Eastern Cape.

As already suggested by the distribution of income, the experiences of the district councils vary consid-
erably.  Thus while the nelson Mandela Municipality and Cacadu District Council have comparatively low 
incidence, depth and severity measures of poverty, Or Tambo and Alfred nzo have both a high percentage 
of their population below the poverty line, and have high depth and severity measures.  Thus not only do 
these areas have the greatest percentages of their population living in poverty, the extent to which they are 
poor is most severe in these councils.  The Or Tambo Council is particularly of concern given its population 
size, high Sen index and because this council accounts for 32 percent of the poverty gap in the Eastern 

PAGE 11 | 12



Cape.  This is followed by the Amathole District 
Council which accounts for 26 percent of the pov-
erty gap. The Oliver Tambo and Alfred nzo District 
Councils also have the highest levels of unemploy-
ment (77 percent and 76 percent respectively). On 
the other hand, the Cacadu District Council and 
nelson Mandela Metropolitan have lower levels of 
unemployment with the latter having the lowest 
Sen index in the Eastern Cape. The nelson Man-
dela Metropole is the economic hub of the Eastern 
Cape whereas Cacadu has a low population density 
and an unemployment rate of 31 percent and is a 
more appropriate candidate for poverty reducing 
strategies. 

The Or Tambo District Council has the highest con-
centration of poor households (31 percent), fol-
lowed by Amathole District Council which hosts 27 
percent of the poor households. Alfred nzo District 
Council on the other hand is one of the smaller 
district councils in the province, which hosts about 
6.7 percent of the provincial population, and has 
57 percent of its households living in poverty. This 
finding confirms that the O.R Tambo and Alfred Nzo 
districts have been appropriately included among 
the 13 nodal areas earmarked by government for 
poverty reduction (Statsistics South Africa, 2001). 
When considering the urban-rural differences in 
poverty in the district councils again a clear picture 
unfolds where poverty is higher in the rural areas 
in all but three district councils (nelson Mandela, 
Cacadu DC and ECDMA10). The nelson Mandela 
metropole is the economic hub of the Eastern Cape 
Province and it is therefore reasonable to observe 
that it has a lower share of poverty in the province 
compared to the other regions. 

3.3 Distribution measures

As already noted, the Gini coefficient is a widely 
used measure of inequality.  This measure rang-
es from 0 to 1, with inequality increasing as the 
measure increases. The ECSECC data on per 
capita income produces a Gini coefficient of 0.57. 
While high, this figure is lower than the national 
studies of inequality described earlier as well as 
a provincial Gini coefficient reported by PROVIDE 
(2005:11) using the iES. This suggests that there 
may have been some under-reporting of income 
by the wealthier groups in the ECSECC sample.  
However summary statistics such as the Gini can 

conceal differences between the councils in terms 
of the overall distribution of income. Cumulative 
distribution frequencies allow for these to be iden-
tified and are depicted in Figure 1 and Figure 2 for 
household and per capita income. The figures show 
the proportion of the population that are living be-
low each income level and are a way of showing 
relative deprivation without having to make use of 
a poverty line. The more concave the curve is to 
the x axis, the poorer the district council is that is 
being represented.

Figure 1:  household income cumulative fre-
quency distribution

Figure 2:  Per capita income cumulative 
frequency distribution

Weighted by dcwei
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These distributions reveal that the distribution of 
income is more nuanced that is implied by the aver-
age incomes or poverty measures. The Or Tambo 
District Council not only has a larger proportion of 
its population being poor, but is shown to be have a 
significant proportion of its population living at per 
capita incomes below that of Alfred nzo at almost all 
income levels, while Cacadu District Council emerg-
es as having a smaller proportion of its population 
at the lowest per capita incomes than does the nel-
son Mandela Municipality. The striking inequality 
of the nelson Mandela Municipality is noteworthy 
compared to the relatively low levels of inequality 
in the Alfred nzo and Or Tambo Councils.

3.4 Subjective poverty

A number of questions were included in the EC-
SECC survey relating to subjective measures of 
poverty.  One set of these concern the ability of the 
household to make essential purchases on a regu-
lar basis.  These are shown in Table 4 according to 
whether the household was classified as poor using 
income and the money-metric poverty line.

Table 4: ability to meet essential purchases
 

Could pay for not Poor Poor
Shelter 55.9 38.2
Food 68.2 50.0
Water & electricity 58.8 37.3
Education 54.8 46.6
Health care 63.7 54.7
Clothing 63.2 49.4
Transport 65.0 52.4
Leisure 37.1 16.8

Total weighted by povwei

The data show a high correspondence between the 
money-metric measure of poverty and the per-
ceived ability to pay essential needs.  in each case 
poor households were less likely to report that they 
were able to meet their needs for shelter, food, 
services, clothing and leisure.

An alternative approach to depicting poverty was to 
identify households in which difficulty was experi-
enced in providing food for the household members, 
in particular, children.  This is shown in Table 5.

Table 5: ability to Provide Meals (%)

not Poor Poor
Children’s meals skipped 34.4 55.3
respondent eaten less 34.3 55.5
relied on limited food 35.4 56.0

Total weighted by povwei

Once again, households that were identified as 
being poor in terms of a money metric approach 
were more likely to report difficulty in consistently 
providing adequate food of an adequate quality to 
household members. These results serve to both 
depict the multi-dimensional nature of poverty and 
validate the choice of income data and poverty 
threshold.
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aSSeTS POvErTy
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4. ASSETS POvErTy

The well-being of poor households is shaped by their ability to diversify assets and livelihood strategies and 
Moser (1998a:14-16) has described a ‘fivefold asset-vulnerability’ which she lists as labour, human capital, 
productive assets, household relations and social capital.  These assets can then be combined to form a 
livelihood strategy that involves a combination of assets, productive activities, the exercising of socially 
defined rights, such as access to charity or publicly provided social security, the use of the environment and 
access to common property, and the coping or adaptive actions undertaken to protect present and future 
production and consumption. In addition, the importance for poor households of a diversified livelihood 
strategy involving a number of these activities has been argued by several analysts ( cf. Ellis, 1998; Frank-
enburger et al., 2000) while Maxwell and Smith (1992) note that this diversification of income sources is a 
key factor influencing the well-being of poor households. 

4.1 housing

Three types of dwelling structure were identified. Formal dwellings include a stand alone house, a town house, 
a block of flats and a room in the main dwelling. Informal dwellings are informal settlements or shacks, and 
traditional/tribal dwellings are huts and other structures made of traditional materials.

Figure 3: Dwelling type by district council (%)
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The majority of dwelling units in Eastern Cape are 
traditional/tribal in nature (51 percent), 40 per-
cent are formal houses, and the remaining eight 
percent are informal dwellings. There are marked 
variations by district councils ranging from nelson 
Mandela; Cacadu and Ecdma District Councils with 
over 80 percent dwellings being formal, to Alfred 
nzo, Or Tambo District Councils with 76 percent 
and 87 percent traditional dwellings respectively. 
Table 6 shows dwelling types for poor and non-poor 
households. Poor households are concentrated in 
traditional/tribal dwellings provincially and in all 
district councils except Ecdma; nelson Mandela; 
and Cacadu District Councils.

Table 6:  Pr evalence of poverty by type of ten-

ure (%)

not Poor Poor Total
Owned 35.09 17.24 27.03
rented 6.05 2.7 4.54
informal 22.93 32.78 27.38
Tribal 34.37 46.04 39.64
Other 1.55 1.23 1.41
n 6,691 5,515 12,206

There is a correlation between type of dwelling and 
poverty status of households by district councils. 
Amathole, Chris Hani, Or Tambo and Alfred nzo 
District Councils have higher proportions of house-
holds in traditional/tribal dwellings, and these are 
more prevalent in poorer households. nelson Man-
dela and Ecdma District Councils have over 80 per-
cent households occupying formal dwellings irre-
spective of their poverty status. 

not much information was asked regarding wheth-
er a household was received via a housing subsidy 
or not. Households did however provide informa-
tion on whether at least one of the members re-
ceived a government housing subsidy, where about 
11.3 percent of households in the province indi-
cated that at least one household member received 
such a subsidy. About 20 percent of the households 
indicated that at least one of their members had 
applied for the subsidy.
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Table 7:  Dwelling type of poor and non-poor households

Formal dwelling informal dwelling Traditional dwelling

Eastern Cape
not Poor 47.04 8.24 44.72
Poor 25.48 6.76 67.76

nelson Mandela
not Poor 86.36 13.64
Poor 80.42 19.58

Cacadu dc
not Poor 82.63 14.57 2.8
Poor 78.15 17.55 4.3

Amathole DC
not Poor 40.62 7.14 52.24
Poor 25.85 8.84 65.31

Chris Hani
not Poor 46.02 1.51 52.47
Poor 31.13 2.92 65.95

Ukhahlamba
not Poor 45.24 11.42 43.34
Poor 33.24 9.54 57.22

Or Tambo
not Poor 16.83 4.47 78.7
Poor 5.44 1.36 93.2

Alfred nzo
not Poor 15.51 15.51 68.97
Poor 9.25 7.3 83.45

Ecdma 10
not Poor 83.33 16.67
Poor 78.95 21.05

Districts weighted by dcweight

4.2 Services

The service delivery survey had a detailed module on accessibility and quality of household and community 
services delivered by local government and local municipality. Households were asked which three services 
they considered most essential for their households and community. basic services such as water supply, 
electricity, sanitation and low cost housing were ranked as four most important services for the household 
as shown in Figure 4. Water supply received the highest rank in the province, by almost all district councils 
with the exception of Ecdma where electricity supply was listed as more important. 
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Figure 4:  Four most important services at a household level
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in total, 64 percent of the households ranked water supply as an important service. The importance of wa-
ter cut across district councils without any differentiation by poverty ranking of the district council.  Ukhahl-
amba District Council, which hosts only about 7 percent of the provincial poor households, had the second 
highest ranking of water source of 69 percent, following 76 percent in O.r Tambo. Electricity supply was 
the second highly ranked service by households in the Eastern Cape, where about 57 percent of households 
indicated that it is one of the three services that are important, followed by sanitation or sewage services; 
and new low cost housing with 32 percent households listing both as important services. The importance 
of electricity did however vary by district councils. Ecdma District Council has 66 percent of its households 
ranking electricity supply as the most important service, while Amathole and Chris Hani District Councils 
had a ranking of 38 percent.

One a scale of one to fi ve, one being very good and fi ve being very bad, households ranked the accessibility 
of each service listed in Table 8. The average for all services is between two and three, indicating that for 
almost all services, households ranked accessibility of services as either “good” or “reasonable”. There is 
almost no variation between poor and non-poor households on access to services. Medical services such as 
hospitals and ambulance response were listed as least accessible services at a provincial level (mean above 
2.8), together with access to roads in good conditions. Poor households seem to have even lesser access 
to these services (mean above 2.9).
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Table 8: rating accessibility of service

Total non-Poor Poor
Easy access to police services 2.753 2.684 2.846
Access road in good condition 2.810 2.699 2.957
Hospital 2.836 2.730 2.969
Clinic 2.644 2.599 2.697
Ambulance 2.862 2.798 2.940
Family planning services 2.468 2.445 2.492
Fire Department 2.668 2.642 2.728
Housing subsidy 2.471 2.434 2.574
new low cost housing / rDP housing 2.716 2.725 2.701
Free basic water 2.529 2.488 2.583
Storm water drains 2.568 2.518 2.664
basic on-site sanitation 2.348 2.363 2.314
On-site refuse removal 2.351 2.357 2.336
Free basic electricity 2.296 2.257 2.348
Parks or recreational open space 2.362 2.357 2.373
Sports facilities 2.491 2.478 2.514
Libraries 2.224 2.211 2.256
Public schools – primary  schools 2.367 2.325 2.401
Public schools – junior Secondary 2.351 2.325 2.371
Public schools – senior Secondary 2.338 2.277 2.394
Crèches 2.218 2.195 2.239
bus transport 2.550 2.515 2.592
Mini bus taxis 2.567 2.555 2.584
Telephone lines/cellular phone/ coverage 2.120 2.118 2.122
Government information 2.735 2.710 2.785
Connectivity to internet 2.125 2.141 1.952
Tertiary education facilities 2.141 2.145 2.131

Scale: 1-very good; 2-good, 3-reasonable; 4-bad; 5-very bad

in addition to rating the accessibility to services, a three point scale was used to rank the quality of service 
provided to each household. in this scale, one indicates that the service is good, and three indicate that 
provision of that service is poor. An average of two in this scale would indicate that households rank the 
quality of the service as reasonable. Table 9 indicates that, on average, households consider qualityof serv-
ices to be either good or reasonable. Quality of services such as libraries, telephone lines, tertiary educa-
tion and connectivity to the internet were mostly ranked as good, irrespective of the poverty status of the 
household.
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Table 9: rating quality of service provision

Total non-Poor Poor
Easy access to police services 1.796 1.775 1.826
road in good condition 1.988 1.874 2.138
Hospital 1.763 1.705 1.835
Clinic 1.715 1.687 1.747
Ambulance 1.838 1.785 1.902
Family planning services 1.451 1.463 1.438
Fire Department 1.755 1.720 1.831
Housing subsidy 1.613 1.576 1.718
new low cost housing / rDP housing 1.891 1.900 1.876
Free basic water 1.607 1.570 1.656
Storm water drains 1.505 1.506 1.502
basic on-site sanitation 1.490 1.487 1.498
On-site refuse removal 1.488 1.492 1.479
Free basic electricity 1.454 1.402 1.522
Parks or recreational open space 1.525 1.479 1.631
Sports facilities 1.654 1.604 1.745
Libraries 1.301 1.293 1.320
Public schools – primary  schools 1.500 1.452 1.538
Public schools – junior Secondary 1.501 1.458 1.535
Public schools – senior Secondary 1.392 1.362 1.420
Crèches 1.391 1.353 1.426
bus transport 1.605 1.568 1.651
Mini bus taxis 1.749 1.726 1.779
Telephone lines/cellular phone/ coverage 1.331 1.306 1.366
Government information 1.726 1.708 1.763
Connectivity to internet 1.252 1.244 1.350
Tertiary education facilities 1.291 1.282 1.316

Scale: 1-good; 2-reasonable; 3-bad
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4.3 Savings and Debt

Less than a quarter of households in the province 
reported saving some money after taking care of 
all household expenses, excluding investments and 
pension. Figure 5 shows the percentage that man-
aged to save money by district council. Districts 
such as Alfred Nzo, Ukhahlamba and Cacadu had 
below 15 percent of households able to save mon-
ey after monthly expenses. Households that had 
some savings were asked about the intended use 
of such savings. The vast majority (over 80 per-
cent) of households save some money for funeral 
cover. The two poorest district councils, Amathole 
and OR Tambo, had almost all household with sav-
ings, reserving them for funerals, 71 percent and 
68 percent respectively. Only about 10 percent of 
the savings reported in these two provinces were 
towards paying for education.

Figure 5:  Percentage of households who 
save money after household 
expenditure

Districts weighted by dcweight

Figure 6 shows differentiation in proportion of 
households with some savings by poverty status in 
each district council. As indicated, all households 
have a poor rate of savings in the Eastern Cape, 
and this is worst for poor households. A third of 
non-poor households reported to have some sav-
ings, and this is highest in the Nelson Mandela Dis-
trict Council with a 34 percent saving rate, and low-
est in Cacadu District Council with 19 percent.  Poor 
households are barely able to reserve any money 
towards future unforeseen demands. Only 11.8 per-
cent poor households are barely able to save some 
money after household expenses, with less that five 
percent prevalence of savings for poor households 
in Alfred Nzo and Cacadu District Council.
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Figure 6: Perc entage of households saving
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in addition to collecting information on saving patterns, the survey collected information on whether house-
holds were paying back loans and if so which type of organizations were such loans owed. Only 6.9 percent 
of households in the province reported having a loan, and there were no signifi cant differences between 
district councils.

4.4 household infrastructure index

The household infrastructure index was developed to understand the level of development in district coun-
cils of the Eastern Cape. The scores obtained on this index for each district council are presented in table 
8. Some of the scores for the province compare very well with those obtained  by Statistics South Africa 
using census 1996 (StatsSA, 2000). The percentage of households in formal housing was reported higher 
by the census than the current survey, but the proportion with fl ushed toilet and refuse removal are com-
parable. Access to electricity for lighting is much higher in the current survey than reported by the census, 
67.8 percent versus 31.2 percent. This is either a measurement issue or it could also be due to post census 
improvements in accessibility of this service. 
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Table 10: Scores for each variable constituting the infrastructure index

Formal 
house electricity Piped 

water
Flush 
toilet

refuse 
removed

head has 
grade10+

Mean 
income

*Eastern Cape 
Census 1996 46.9% 31.2% 24.4% 30.6% 33.8% Expenditure 

r1 403
Eastern Cape 39.8% 67.5% 67.8% 33.0% 36.5% 30.4% r 1,741
n. Mandela 86.7% 87.6% 99.8% 89.8% 91.2% 50.5% r 2,438
Cacadu dc 82.9% 83.0% 97.2% 71.2% 90.8% 36.6% r 1,981
Amatole dc 36.7% 74.5% 73.0% 32.4% 33.3% 29.1% r 1,815
Chris Hani 39.7% 71.5% 69.2% 28.6% 30.3% 31.2% r 1,637
Ukhahlamba 41.0% 60.8% 73.3% 21.1% 34.2% 24.5% r 1,559
O.r Tambo 10.3% 50.8% 32.0% 6.7% 6.9% 21.8% r 1,449
Alfred nzo 11.7% 40.4% 62.4% 1.5% 3.4% 24.1% r 1,240
Ecdma10 86.3% 58.5% 87.7% 50.5% 30.6% 27.9% r 2,649

* Source: StatSA report (2000) on Measuring Poverty in South Africa: Table 9

Table 10 further shows the differentials in scores for district councils in the infrastructure index. All district 
councils except for Alfred nzo (40 percent) have more than 50 percent access to electricity for lighting. 
The percentage of households with piped water is lowest in Or Tambo with only 32 percent of households 
reporting having piped water in the dwelling. Alternatively almost all households in the nelson Mandela 
District Council (99.8 percent) and Cacadu District Council (97.2 percent) have piped water in the dwelling. 
These two district councils also have the best refuse removal service in the province, where over 90 per-
cent households reported their refuse is removed or collected. All other district councils on the other hand 
reported very poor refuse removal services with less that half of the households with refuse collection. Edu-
cational attainment of household heads were low in all district councils, where only nelson Mandela District 
Council reported at least half of households with the head having grade 10 or higher.

Table 11: Cut-off points for calculating the infrastructure index

Formal 
house electricity Piped 

water
Flush 
toilet

refuse 
removed

head has 
grade10+

Mean 
income

Lowest score 10.3% 40.4% 32.0% 1.5% 3.4% 21.8% r1240
Upper limit: bottom 3rd 36.7% 67.5% 67.8% 28.6% 30.3% 24.5% r1415
Upper limit: middle 3rd 82.9% 74.5% 87.7% 50.5% 36.6% 29.1% r1730
Highest score 86.7% 87.6% 99.8% 89.9% 91.2% 50.5% r2648

Table 11 shows cut-off points for the infrastructure index, where the percentages indicated are based on 
the proportion of households in each district council with the specified indicator as shown in Table 10. For 
example:

-  A district council that had between 40.4 percent to 67.8 percent households using electricity for lighting 
was placed in the lowest category.

-  A district council with between 67.5 percent to 74.5 percent of its households using electricity for light-
ing was placed in the middle category.

-  A district council with between 74.5 percent 87.6 percent of its households using electricity for lighting 
was placed in the highest category.
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Some indicators (variables) had lower cut off points.  Percentage of households with fl ushed toilet and with 
refuse collection were very low in Or Tambo and Alfred nzo District Councils, hence the low cut off for these 
variables.

Table 12: ranking scored obtained by each district council on the infrastructure index

interim Score rank
nelson Mandela M 7 1
Cacadu DC 7 1
Amathole DC 11 2
Chris Hani DC 13 4
Ukhahlamba DC 16 5
O.r Tambo DC 20 6
Alfred nzo DC 21 7
Ecdma10 12 3

Districts weighted by dcweight

Table 12 shows the summary scores as obtained for each indicator. interim scores are total scores each 
district council obtained adding all the scores on the seven indicators. Lower scores indicate that the district 
council is in the high category of the infrastructure index, indicating better provision of identifi ed resources. 
For instance, nelson Mandela and Cacadu District Council obtained one on each of the seven indicators 
and thus obtained interim scores of seven. This means these two district councils are the most developed 
in the province in so far as infrastructure (measured in the indicators used) is concerned. An interim score 
of 21 indicates poor development across all indictors. The ranking thus shows that Alfred nzo is the least 
developed district council in the Eastern Cape followed by Or Tambo. 

Table 13: Scores obtained by each District Council on the infrastructure index

District Score interim score/items households Square root of hh index rank
n. Mandela M 7 1.0 265,106 514.9 675 3
Cacadu DC 7 1.0 100,598 317.2 416 2
Amathole DC 11 1.6 424,338 651.4 1366 6
Chris Hani DC 13 1.9 189,777 435.6 1085 5
Ukhahlamba DC 16 2.3 85,861 293.0 883 4
O.r Tambo DC 20 2.9 343,702 586.3 2228 8
Alfred nzo DC 21 3.0 124,342 352.6 1387 7
Ecdma10 12 1.7 2,014 44.9 100 1

Districts weighted by dcweight

Amathole District Council is the most populous in the province, and taking the number of households in 
each district council into account when calculating the index in Table 13 changed the ranking of infrastruc-
ture needs for this district council. The district council is now the third poorly developed district council. 
Alfred nzo and Or Tambo District Councils are the least developed district councils in the province after 
taking into account differences in number of households. 
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4.5 household circumstances index

The household circumstances index measures the life circumstances in households in each district council. 
Eastern Cape ranked highest in the Statistics South Africa index as one requiring most attention in devel-
oping households (StatsSA, 2000). This index is created using district council unemployment rate, average 
household size and average number of children under the age of 15. 

Table 14:  Cut-off points for calculating the circumstances index

unemployment rate average household 
size

Mean number of 
children under 15

Highest score 0.227 3.60 1.80
Upper limit: Middle 3rd 0.342 4.15 2.15
Upper limit: Lower 3rd 0.386 4.35 2.35
Lowest score 0.433 5.6 3.10

The cut-off points of the household circumstances index presented in Table 14  are in reverse order com-
pared to those of household infrastructure index. This is because having a lower unemployment rate, lower 
average household size and smaller number of children is associated with better household development 
circumstance. Therefore, district councils with a lower unemployment rate, lower average household size 
and mean number of children are in the high category in Table 15. Alternatively, district councils with 
high unemployment rate (between 0.386 and 0.433), an average household size between 4.35 and 5.6; 
and average number of children between 2.35 and 3.10 rank low in the index. Details on district council 
ranking in each indicator are shown in table a5.4 in the appendix. The interim scores and ranking in Table 
15 have been converted to have the same direction as those of household infrastructure index for better 
interpretation.

Table 15: Scores obtained from the household circumstances index

unemployment rate average hh 
size

Mean # 
children

interim 
score rank

n. Mandela 0.336 4.0 2.0 5 2
Cacadu DC 0.348 3.6 1.9 4 1
Amathole DC 0.433 4.4 2.3 8 5
Chris Hani DC 0.349 4.3 2.3 6 3
Ukhahlamba DC 0.339 4.3 2.4 7 4
O.r Tambo DC 0.386 5.6 3.1 9 6
Alfred nzo DC 0.397 4.8 2.7 9 6
Ecdma10 0.227 3.7 1.8 4 1

Districts weighted by dcweight
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Table 16 shows scores obtained from the household circumstances index for each district council. The un-
employment rate is highest in the Amathole District Council where 43 percent of adult persons between age 
15 and 65 are not employed. Average household size and number of children under 15 are also shown in 
Table 15. Using this index to rank development in household circumstances in the province also points to 
Or Tambo and Alfred nzo as district councils requiring more attention in both infrastructural and household 
development. The ranking changes slightly after controlling for differences in the number of households. 

Table 16: Scores obtained by each district council on the circumstances index 

District Score interim score/items households Square root of hh index rank
n. Mandela M 5 1.7 265,106 514.9 1434 4
Cacadu DC 4 1.3 100,598 317.2 707 2
Amathole DC 8 2.7 424,338 651.4 2903 7
Chris Hani DC 6 2.0 189,777 435.6 1456 5
Ukhahlamba DC 7 2.3 85,861 293.0 1143 3
O.r Tambo DC 9 3.0 343,702 586.3 2939 8
Alfred nzo DC 9 3.0 124,342 352.6 1768 6
Ecdma10 4 1.3 2,014 44.9 100 1

Districts weighted by dcweight
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5. COnCLUSiOn 

Most measures of poverty suggest declining well-
being in South Africa during the 1990’s, the inci-
dence and severity of poverty is thought to have 
been declining since around 2000. While studies 
reveal that the Eastern Cape is the poorest prov-
ince in South Africa, the ECSECC data shows that 
the situation of the district councils within the East-
ern Cape varies considerably.  While the nelson 
Mandela Municipality and Cacadu District Council 
have comparatively low incidence, depth and se-
verity measures of poverty, Or Tambo and Alfred 
nzo have both a high percentage of their popula-
tion below the poverty line, and have high depth 
and severity measures. These areas have the 
greatest percentages of their population living in 
poverty and the extent to which they are poor is 
most severe.

The formulation of poverty reducing policies is pos-
sible at all spheres of government and must remain 
a priority in South Africa.  The legacy of apartheid 
continues to reproduce many of the dynamics that 
drive households into poverty or prevent their es-
cape.  These data show that whatever poverty line 
might be adopted, an unacceptably high propor-
tion of the province’s citizens live in severely con-
strained circumstances. Particularly noteworthy is 
the poverty gap analysis which reveals that a per-
fectly targeted transfer amounting to less than r1 
billion per annum would serve to eliminate poverty 
in the Eastern Cape.  While this is a hypothetical 
figure that does not take account of the transfer 
costs nor the unintended consequences of making 
such a payment, this amount can be compared to 
the r3 billion that the Provincial Treasury estimat-
ed would be under-spent by the Province in 2007/8 
(nel, 2007).  Substantially more can be done with 
the financial resources available to the province 
and the constraints to poverty reduction lie rather 
with the policies that are being implemented and 
the human and physical infrastructure that is avail-
able to the provinces.

Poverty profiles cannot be used to generate policies 
in isolation from other forms of analysis, including 

geospatial, administrative and political considera-
tions. However these data do reveal the severity 
of poverty in the Alfred nzo and Or Tambo District 
Councils in which money-metric poverty is com-
bined with poor access to services and infrastruc-
ture and unfavourable household circumstances.  
These areas clearly require prioritisation especially 
in terms of the implementation of existing policies.  
Consideration should be given to information and 
publicity campaigns to ensure that all those eligi-
ble for social grants such as the Old Age Grant and 
Child Support Grant are enrolled. Other forms of 
support already provided for by South Africa’s so-
cial policies can also be deployed in these areas.  
Consideration should also be given to targeting 
agricultural producers in these areas both for as-
sistance on their existing farms as well as possible 
candidates for support through the various land re-
form programmes. 

ConCLUSiOn
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