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Abstract

This study examines the extent of public intervention in the social housing sector that aims to 

address  the  housing provision  for  the  disadvantaged communities,  living  in  some of  the 

informal settlement of Cape Town. Khayelitsha Township is one of the major locations of 

informal settlers; it provides a case study of targeted housing subsidies, a central component of 

the  government  policy  named  in  “Breaking  New  Ground”  in  housing  delivery.  More 

specifically, the study aims to investigate the varied perceptions of (Potential) beneficiaries 

about  the  problems  (waiting  list,  quality  of  housing,  communication,  transparency) 

encountered during the acquisition process.  Moreover,  in  the analysis  the study makes a 

distinction according to  the  socio-demographic  characteristics  of  applicants,  such as  age, 

gender, occupation, migration status, household headship, tenure. Along these lines the position 

of women-heading household will be analysed, in terms of gaining access to social housing. 

Moreover,  in  terms  of  the  application  outcome of  the  process  of  housing  acquisition,  a 

distinction will be made between those who have applied and still on the waiting list, and those 

who have applied, and their applications were successful. Likewise, a profiling of applicants is 

carried out in terms of housing conditions. Information on the duration of the waiting time is 

analysed.  The study is  guided by Social  Transformation Theory.  The data supporting the 

analysis come from different sources, including population census of limited scope, local 

surveys, conducted in the areas of concern and various public records. Lastly, the study is 

expected to provide an input in the government social housing policy. The main research topic 

is social housing provision for the low-income group in the City of Cape Town.

Key words: Social housing, housing acquisition, housing delivery, Waiting list, low-income 

group, informal settlement.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
1.1 Introduction 

Housing has been a longstanding issue in South Africa, stemming from the apartheid era when 

people were classified by their race. The black population was forced to live in cramped 

townships and informal settlements far from their workplaces, while white individuals were 

subsidized to live in well-developed suburbs with ample space and public infrastructure. In 

response,  South Africa's  first  housing policy was introduced following the 1994 election, 

bringing together stakeholders from the public and private sectors, as well as civil society, to  

address the housing crisis (Scheba et al., 2021). According to Noyoo and Sobantu (2022), 

access to housing directly impacts other human rights. Without a house, it is challenging to find 

and maintain employment, and your health, education, and privacy are all at risk. Moreover, 

poor people are forced to choose between basic human needs such as food, healthcare, and 

housing due to a dearth of affordable housing (Noyoo and Sobantu, 2022).

According  to  Sobantu  (2019),  the  process  South  African  government  uses  to  provide 

accommodation for low- to middle-income earners is through social rental housing. He further 

alludes that although it is not as widespread as RDP housing, social housing aims to overcome 

the effects of apartheid spatiality by bringing services in the city closer to low- and middle-

income earners. Despite criticism that it excludes the poorest, social housing has been praised 

for  its  proximity  to  services  and  its  consideration  of  women,  particularly  single  parents 

(Sobantu, 2019). 

1.2 Problem statement 

The problem to be addressed through this study is the extent of public intervention in the social 

housing sector that aims to address the housing provision for the disadvantaged communities, 

living in some of the informal settlements of Cape Town. 

According to Adler and Jarallah (2020), Cape Town had about 4.6 million people in 2020,  

leading to a backlog and an insufficiency of affordability. Moreover, Ngwenya and Cirolia 

(2020) asserts that the housing shortages have resulted in practices such as 'back yarding' and 

overcrowding.  Consequently,  Adler  and  Jerallah  (2020)  stressed  the  existence  of  income 

inequalities in Cape Town, with people divided based on their ability to acquire homes in 

different quality neighbourhoods. Despite the introduction of policies and programs to create 

more affordable housing for low-income households, these houses are frequently situated on 
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the outskirts of the city, far from the city centre, as pointed out by (SAPOA, 2018) cited by 

Adler and Jerallah (2020). Furthermore, as per Brown-Luthango's (2019) citation of the City of 

Cape  Town's  (2013)  report,  the  Khayelitsha  area  (one  of  Cape  Town townships)  had  an 

unemployment rate of 38.3%, with 74% of residents earning R3,200 or less per month. Almost 

half of the population (46.3%) lived in informal housing, with 8.2% residing in backyard shacks 

(Brown-Luthango, 2019).

Moreover, there is an issue with the waiting list. Tissington et al. (2013) claim that the list does 

not function on a first-come, first-served basis, and some people even question its existence. 

Franklin (2020) notes that poor housing conditions are linked to a lack of access to basic 

amenities such as running water, electricity, and security of tenure. As a resident of a Temporary 

Relocation Area (TRA) in Delft, my mother has been on the waiting list since 2015, and she is 

over 60 years old. The TRA's are not being maintained. The floors and roofs are damaged, the 

drains are often blocked, and the toilets are dirty. The health of vulnerable people, such as the 

elderly and children, is at risk. According to Millstein (2020), TRA residents in Delft feel 

insecure and unstable due to the waiting experience and the poor quality of their housing units, 

which do not meet their expectations of a proper home. Delft residents find themselves in a 

state-governed area where they are living in-between formality and informality, creating a 

sense of being temporary residents.

Tissington et al. (2013) conducted focus groups in Gauteng and Western Cape, where people 

expressed  concerns  about  the  lack  of  transparency  and  information  surrounding  housing 

delivery. People who were there felt that policy changes were not adequately communicated. 

Moreover, they further talked about two phases of housing allocation which states who end up 

occupying a subsidised house. The first stage which is the formal allocation phase involves 

transferring ownership from the state to the individual or household, while the second phase 

involves  what  occurs  after  the  house  has  been  transferred  to  the  beneficiary.  Moreover, 

Mbandlwa (2021) also highlighted the issue of housing allocation, stating that while the South 

African government can construct low-income cost houses, allocation remains a challenge. 

There are also issues that occurs when it is time to distribute houses to rightful owners, and 

owners who sell government houses and go back to live in shacks.

Sabela (2020) cited Gilbert (2004) add that low-income housing provision in South Africa is  

characterized by high levels of beneficiary movement out of recently created settlements and 

back to the slums. This argument is consistent with the views of Cross (2006) and Mitlin 
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(2008), who suggest that improvements might miss the target of building decent houses for 

human occupancy due to the diverse needs of the poor, social expectations, and unaffordable 

living costs in new settlements. These concerns raise two questions: is the capital housing 

subsidy an effective solution for the complex housing needs of low-income groups, and does 

the housing policy through the subsidy scheme provide adequate benefits to the intended users, 

including access to employment opportunities? (Sabela, 2020).

According to Ostman, Brandon, and Frantzich cited by Mbandlwa (2021) the lockdown in 

South Africa has resulted in financial challenges, including a slowdown in demand for home 

loans.  Additionally,  low  creditworthiness  and  high  household  debt  are  significant  issues 

contributing to the ongoing problem of housing affordability in South Africa, particularly for 

low-income individuals (Mbandlwa, 2021). 

Furthermore, numerous studies have shown that the primary issue in South Africa is inequality 

and high unemployment rates. Despite efforts to reduce housing demand and implement new 

policies, there are concerns about the provision of housing due to a persistent decline in delivery 

and budget allocation for housing between 2014/2015 and 2016/2017, coupled with increasing 

demand (Ngwenya and Cirolia, 2021). Additionally, there are many myths surrounding the 

waiting list process for formal houses, and little research has been conducted on the waiting  

duration, which is a gap in the literature reviewed.

1.3 Background of the study

According to Mbandlwa (2021), the 2019 GHS of Stats SA shows that the proportion of 

households that earned some form of government housing subsidy rose from 5.6% in 2002 to 

18.7% in 2019. Mbandlwa (2021) further states that different housing subsidy programmes for 

medium to low-income earners are available in South Africa. However, a person needs to be on 

the municipal housing demand database for at least 10 years, be 40 years of age or older, have 

special needs as a South African citizen, or at least have a permanent residence permit to apply 

for any of the government housing subsidies. He also states that there are many socio-economic 

problems facing South Africa, such as high unemployment rates and low-income rates, making 

it difficult to find affordable housing on a budget. But it is much more difficult for low-income 

earners to afford to rent a flat because of the current weakening condition of the economy and 

economic growth (Mbandlwa, 2021).
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According to Tissington (2011), a diverse range of housing options is needed to cater to the 

varied housing needs in South Africa. These options include state-subsidised housing for low-

income households, social housing for low to medium income households (either rental or 

cooperative), private rental housing, informal housing (such as shacks), and rural housing, 

among others (Tissington, 2011). The number of households receiving government housing 

subsidies has risen from 5.6% in 2002 to 13.6% in 2018 (STATSSA, 2019). According to the 

Department of Human Settlements (2019) cited by Chenwi (2021) it is worth noting that the 

government has provided over 4.7 million housing opportunities through its various housing 

programs as of 2019.

Chenwi  (2021)  emphases  that  it  is  crucial  to  acknowledge  the  undeniable  fact  that  a 

considerable number of people are compelled to endure subpar housing conditions and have no 

access to essential  amenities.  The issue of informality,  characterized by inadequate living 

conditions and social and economic exclusion, is a pressing concern that infringes upon the 

right to adequate housing. The residents of informal settlements are not only deprived of 

adequate housing and basic services but also face the threat of illegal or uninformed evictions 

(Chenwi, 2021).

According to the Social Housing Act (South Africa, 2008) section 1 quoted by Chenwi (2021), 

social housing is a rental or co-operative housing option specifically designed for low to 

medium income households.  It  is  mandatory that  these  housing options  are  managed by 

institutions and are provided by social housing institutions or other delivery agents located in 

approved projects within designated restructuring zones. Additionally, these housing options 

are funded by the public. 

1.4 Research questions
 Is there a relationship between demographic characteristics such as (gender, age of head 

of  household,  population group of head of household,  province,  tenure status and 

migration status) and social housing?

 Does South Africa housing subsidy structure cater for the needs of the poor?

 Does  housing  distribution-related  problems  have  an  impact  on  people’s  daily 

functioning of life?

 Does gender have an impact on housing opportunities?

 Which age group is more likely to be considered for social housing first between the 

youth and the elderly?
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 Which race is more likely to be considered first for social housing in South Africa?

1.5 Hypotheses to be tested

 There is a relationship between demographic characteristics such as (gender, age of 

head of household, population group of head of household, province, tenure status and 

migration status) and social housing.

 South African housing subsidy do cater for the needs of the poor.

 Housing distribution-related problems have an impact on people daily functioning of 

life.

 Gender does not have an impact on housing opportunities.

 The elderly people are more likely to be considered first for social housing in South 

Africa.

 Africans/Black people are more likely to be considered first for social housing in South 

Africa.

1.6 Aim and objectives of the study
Aim:

The study aims to investigate the varied perceptions of (potential) beneficiaries about the 

problems (Waiting list, quality of housing, communication, transparency) encountered during 

the acquisition process.

Objectives:

 To find out whether there is a relationship between demographic characteristics such as 

(gender, age, population group, tenure status, migration status) and social housing.

 To find out if gender has an impact on housing opportunities.

 To find out the age group that is more likely to be considered first for social housing in 

South Africa.

 To find out the population group that is more likely to be considered for social housing 

in South Africa.

 To find out whether the housing subsidy structures cater the needs of the poor.

 To measure housing delivery process and estimate the size of backlogs.

Page | 5

UWC https://uwcscholar.uwc.ac.za/



 To find out whether any member of the household is on the waiting list for an RDP or 

state-subsidized house.

 To document the range of housing distribution-related problems and its impact on the 

people.

1.7 Rationale of the study

This study is motivated by the urgent need for new recommendations in housing policy or 

public interventions for low-income individuals. Currently, there is a lack of published studies 

on the wait process and housing conditions after receiving the house. The results of this study 

will provide valuable information for disadvantaged individuals and contribute to the overall 

body of knowledge.

According to Sobantu (2020), housing plays a vital role in building families and communities 

while shaping the social and economic fabric of society. Everyone who meets the criteria to 

apply for housing should have access to it, as it is a fundamental right to have shelter. Therefore, 

this study aims to generate recommendations to improve housing challenges for those in need.

1.8 Definitions of key terms

Housing subsidy:  A housing subsidy is a once-off grant paid by government to qualifying 

beneficiaries for housing purposes (Tissington et al. 2013).  

Housing backlog:  Is  defined as the under provision in housing that  has accrued against 

previous development plan target.

Household head: The person who makes decisions around the house, he owns or rents the 

dwelling (General household survey,2021)

Subsidised Housing: It is a programme that affords a beneficiary to acquire a house that is built 

and provided by the government through a government subsidy.

Housing acquisition: It is an accomplishment of a house. 

Household size: It is defined as the number of individuals living in the household.

Formal dwelling: A structure built according to approved plans, for an example house on a 

separate stand, flat or apartment, townhouse, room in backyard, rooms, or flatlet elsewhere.
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Informal dwelling:  A makeshift structure not erected according to approved architectural 

plans, for example shacks or shanties in informal settlements, serviced stands or proclaimed 

townships. They can also be in the backyards of other dwelling types.

Migration: Migration is a process of moving out or change in a person’s permanent residence.

Low-income group: is defined as a household with a total gross annual income equal to 50 

percent or less of the median household income.

Waiting list: A waiting list is a register (or part of a register) usually arranged in date order from 

oldest to most recent registration date (Tshangana, 2009).

1.9 Research structure

This research is organized into six chapters, each of which serves a different purpose. Chapter 

one provides, the background of the study, problem statement, rationale of the study, objectives 

of the study, research questions, hypothesis, and definition of terms are all laid out. Chapter two 

is dedicated to an in-depth review of literature on the topic and relevant theories. Moving 

forward to chapter three, the methodological tools to be used are outlined. Chapter four presents 

the research findings and data analysis in a clear and concise manner. Finally, chapter five and 

six takes a closer look at the findings, draws conclusions, and makes policy recommendations 

that are based on the research at study.
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE
 

2.1 Introduction

This section thoroughly examines the current literature on social housing provision for low-

income  group  in  the  city  of  Cape  Town.  It  encompasses  both  empirical  and  theoretical 

literature. Empirical literature draws from studies that aim to address the research topic, while 

theoretical literature focuses on theories related to social housing provision for low-income 

groups. According to Scheba et al. (2021) study, social housing refers to rental housing that is 

subsidized by the government and provided by local authorities or non-profit organizations. 

The rent is set below market levels, and housing is allocated based on need rather than the  

ability to pay. This allows low-income households access to better quality accommodation that 

they would otherwise not be able to afford. It is important to note that social housing is not 

provided by the market but is allocated based on eligibility criteria that consider income and 

other household characteristics such as age, disability, and ethnicity.

2.2 Theoretical perspectives on housing provision

According to Kivunja (2018), a theoretical framework serves as a fundamental explanation of 

the ideas that underpin one’s research, showcasing that the work is grounded on established 

theories. In this section, this study is going to outline the theories that relate to social housing 

provision for low-income households, social transformation theory, housing needs theory and 

theory of justice.

2.2.1 Social Transformation Theory

According to Taylor (1991), social transformation was first introduced by sociologist Julius 

Wilson,  who  analysed  the  intricate  interplay  between  social  and  economic  factors  that 

contributed to the emergence of the second black ghetto and shaped its daily life and culture. 

Wilson's research on the post-industrial city and the black ghetto stemmed from his desire to 

explain the rapid deterioration of the socioeconomic status of low-income blacks after the legal 

victories of the Civil  Rights Movement,  and to identify possible solutions to address the 

challenges faced by the poor and underclass. Furthermore, Scheba and Turok (2020) note that 

in the South African context, the 1996 Constitution was internationally recognized for its  
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dedication to transforming the lives of people who had been oppressed for centuries. Apartheid 

denied blacks their most basic rights and forcibly excluded them from cities.

Scheba and Turok (2020) further state that the constitution attempted to prevent such tragedies 

and injustices from occurring in the future. Its primary goal was to heal old wounds and 

eventually construct a more equal society guided by democratic values and social justice. 

Section 26(1) of the Bill of Rights states that everyone has the right to housing; Section 26(2) 

states that the state must take appropriate legislative and other actions, within its available 

resources, to achieve the right's progressive realization; and Section 26(3) protects citizens 

from arbitrary  evictions  and  homelessness.  The  decision  of  the  Constitutional  Court  (in 

Grootboom) that no eviction should result in homelessness was an important turning point. An 

eviction must be "just and equitable," and it cannot happen until the state gives alternative 

housing to individuals "without access to land, without a roof over their heads, and who are 

living in intolerable conditions or crisis situations." This ruling compelled the government to 

change its housing policy and implement an emergency housing program for those in desperate 

need. This took several years for it to happen, and the end results is still strongly criticized in 

many ways (Scheba and Turok, 2020). 

2.2.2 Housing Needs Theory

Rossi (1955) proposed the Housing Needs Theory. According to the housing needs perspective 

one's housing satisfaction or dissatisfaction changes as they progress through different stages of 

life. Furthermore, this theory emphasizes the crucial role of satisfying the housing needs and 

desires of households. Rossi (1955) states that inadequate housing may motivate people to seek 

out a more suitable home. However, in South Africa most people cannot afford their desired 

houses, due to low employment rates. This underscores the reality that people may not always 

find a home that meets all their residential needs and aspirations. Similarly, Maslow's hierarchy 

of  needs underscores  the need to  meet  basic  requirements  such as  safety,  belongingness, 

esteem, and self-actualization, which are vital for personal development and growth in society.

2.2.3 Theory of Justice

According to Tyhotyholo  et.al (2022), who cited Jamnik (2022), the British architect John 

Rawls coined the term "theory of justice" in 1971. The Theory of Justice derives from the idea 

that societal institutions, such as those in the government, should be set up to advance equality 

and democracy (Said & Nurhayati,  2021).  According to this  theory,  the government is  a 
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significant institution in a unique position to advance citizens' fundamental human rights. In the 

Theory of Justice, Rawls maintains that the foundation of a better society is freedom and 

equality, which are interwoven into the concept of justice. According to Rawls' theory, citizens 

should be free to own low-cost housing facilities and have equal access to fundamental rights. 

This indicates that the provision of public services like low-income housing must be done to 

advance the welfare of society. Accordingly, the distribution of low-income housing in South 

Africa  should  aim  to  advance  social  fairness  by  offering  suitable  low-income  housing, 

particularly to formerly underprivileged residents. Additional, according to Theory of Justice, 

the state should make sure that citizens' fundamental human rights, especially those of the 

impoverished, are promoted. This means that low-income housing should be available to all 

South Africans,  especially  those who are  impoverished,  in  accordance with the country's 

Constitution (Tyhotyholo et.al 2022).

2.3 Review of secondary literature

This section provides the secondary literature from other sources published concerning the 

factors related to social housing provision for the low-income households.

2.3.1 Housing Provision for the low-income group

According to Ngwenya and Cirolia (2021), every South African citizen has the constitutional 

right to accessible housing and a secure place to reside, which is the government's responsibility 

to provide under Section 26(1) of the 1996 Constitution. Housing provision for low-income 

families was a crucial aspect of post-apartheid transformation, as highlighted by Oldfield 

(2000) and Ngwenya and Cirolia (2021). Despite the Department of Housing's plan to construct 

one million homes for low-income, homeless families in 1994, the current number of homeless 

families in South Africa is estimated to be around three million (Bond, 2000). The Cape 

Metropolitan Area alone has two hundred thousand families registered on housing waiting lists 

and qualifying for  the state's  means-tested housing subsidy,  with most  homeless  families 

residing in informal settlements or township backyards, while some sleep on the streets or  

crowd into relatives' flats or rented rooms. Post-apartheid housing policies aim to provide 

housing services to all homeless families meeting income and family-size criteria (Ngwenya 

and Cirolia, 2021). 

Scheba et al. (2021) findings suggest that Cape Town has a housing backlog of around 350,000, 

with only 10 formal houses available for every 17 households, which is unacceptable. The city 
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council estimates that 35,000 housing units must be built annually for the next 20 years to  

eliminate this backlog. However, using conventional methods, it may take more than 70 years 

for the City of Cape Town to eliminate the current backlog. Immediate and effective action is 

necessary to  ensure that  every South African citizen has access  to  secure and affordable 

housing, as mandated by the Constitution.

2.3.2 Social housing challenges in Cape Town, South Africa

According to a study conducted by Scheba et al. (2021), the increasing demand for housing is a 

result of the growing urban population. This population growth is also accompanied by a 

decline in the average household size over time.  Additionally,  the number of  households 

requiring housing is increasing at a faster rate in cities due to rural-urban migration. As a result, 

job opportunities are scarce in rural areas, prompting people to move to cities in search of better 

prospects. However, most people in need of housing in cities belong to the low-income group, 

who cannot afford to buy houses due to the high cost of provision. This leads them to seek 

shelter in the informal sector or to move in with friends and relatives. Unfortunately, informal 

dwellings  are  often  overcrowded,  they  lack  basic  services  such  as  clean  water,  refuse 

collections, and electricity, and are not secure or safe. Consequently, many individuals seek 

assistance from the state in providing affordable (subsidized) housing Scheba et al. (2021).

A report by Daniel (2023), citing Stiftung (2022), indicates that corruption has progressively 

emerged in recent years due to governance gaps, leading to weak statehood. This weakness is  

particularly evident in the housing sector, where the state has failed to overcome the spatial 

segregation of apartheid and provide sufficient  housing at  the national  or  city level.  The 

territory of the city was divided along ethnic lines between white, black, and coloured residents 

during apartheid, leading to spatial segregation. To overcome this, the constitution of post-

apartheid South Africa guarantees the right to housing with the Social Housing Act of 1997.  

However, implementing this act would require ensuring affordable housing, rent control, and a 

reorganization of cities  to overcome spatial  segregation.  Unfortunately,  the post-apartheid 

governments have failed to fulfil their promise of providing housing, resulting in long waiting 

lists for social housing. Despite building over 700,000 housing units for poor and marginalized 

residents between 1994 and 1997, the waiting lists for social housing units continue to grow, 

with over 20 years of waiting for some people (Thompson, 2014).
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The state's inability to provide housing has many causes, including weak statehood, neoliberal 

policies that prevent legislation on an ideological level (Goodman & Hatch, 2022), and a lack of 

participatory opportunities in Cape Town regarding housing. Housing activists and evictees 

complain that they have hardly any established platforms to interact with the city (Daniel, 

2023).  As  of  2020,  the  number  of  housing  units  needed  in  Western  Cape  was  365,000 

(Hendricks & Hadebe, 2020).

2.3.3 Social housing distribution related problems in the city of Cape Town

According to Govender, Barnes, and Pieper (2011) populations with less money to spend have 

fewer options and are more likely to live in inadequate living circumstances. Living conditions 

are challenging for the poor around the world due to unstable home occupancy and minimal 

opportunities  for  stable  employment.  The  lack  of  basic  utilities  like  clean  water,  waste 

collection, and sewage treatment are only a few examples of these living circumstances. Other 

examples  include  housing  that  is  poorly  built  with  low-quality  building  materials  and 

insufficient building expertise, or that is situated on a site that is not clean.

According to Govender et al. (2011) long-term care of homes results in deteriorated structures 

with leaky pipes, peeling paint, or cracks and holes in the ceilings. The RDP (Reconstruction 

and Development Programme) in South Africa collaborated with the government to address 

problems brought on by the apartheid regime and create a better life for its people by enhancing 

social rights like housing and health care as well as opportunities for gainful employment. The 

Breaking New Ground (BNG) initiative recently took the role of the RDP (City of Cape Town, 

Department of Housing, 2004) cited by Govender et al. (2011).

McGaffin (2018) reports that the city has impressively received 110 000 new "RDP" homes. 

However, the paradigm of subsidized housing is flawed and will not solve the housing issue for 

a number of reasons. First, a standard house is supplied in frequently poor locations, which 

means that the needs of many households are not addressed. This is done for fairness reasons as 

well as the necessity to achieve efficiencies of scale and keep prices in check. Second, the state's 

institutional frameworks and supply-chain restrictions limit its capacity to deliver, as seen by its 

failure to consistently meet housing delivery goals. Thirdly, there are many problems, "housing 

list"  issues,  and  conflicts  throughout  the  allocation  process.  Furthermore,  due  to  factors 

including nationality, income, and the absence of dependents, many low-income households 

are  ineligible  for  housing  subsidies.  Fourth,  current  populations  cannot  typically  be 
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accommodated by the densities of new subsidized developments, which leads to community 

opposition, dislocation, and problems with temporary housing. 

Tyhotyholo  et  al.  (2022)  claim  that  the  urban  disadvantaged  and  low-income  housing 

challenges of the 21st century have been defined by a deficient governmental capacity to 

efficiently distribute housing (Williams & Zacheous, 2022). The lack of affordable housing is a 

societal issue that forces low-income people to live in squalor-filled informal settlements all 

over the world. As a response, starting in 2004, the government unveiled a new strategy to 

coordinate and guide housing development for five years. This plan was created to fill in the 

gaps and address the shortcomings in the previous housing strategy. The new strategy was 

termed Breaking New Grounds (BNG), and its main objective was to "redirect and enhance 

existing mechanisms to move towards more responsive and effective delivery" and strive to 

promote  the  achievement  of  a  non-racial,  integrated  society  through  the  development  of 

sustainable housing settlements and quality housing. The BNG underscores the importance of 

collaboration between government and the private sector in ensuring effective low-income 

housing  distribution  in  South  Africa.  In  formulating  the  BNG  policy,  the  government 

acknowledged and encouraged the important role of the private sector in low-income housing.

2.3.4 Social housing waiting list process in South Africa

According to Oldfield and Greyling (2015) it is a prevailing practice in numerous South African 

municipalities for individuals to wait for a formal house. While the wait can be long, registering 

and patiently waiting to become a beneficiary of a house funded and built by the state is  

considered a logical approach. Moreover, Oldfield and Greyling (2015), state that the waiting 

list process is the only legal means of obtaining a formal house. In South Africa housing is 

regarded as a fundamental need, and all South Africans are entitled to access adequate housing, 

as stated in the Bill of Rights (1996) and the Housing Act of 1997. Nonetheless, for most  

citizens,  exercising their  right  to  access  housing results  in  waiting.  Consequently,  people 

continue to reside in informal settlements, backyards, as well as in overcrowded public and 

private housing. Oldfield and Greyling (2015) further report that in Cape Town, more than a 

quarter of households (280,000) are registered on the city's integrated housing database. 

Furthermore,  Millstein  (2020)  cited  the  City  of  Cape  Town’s  (2018)  report,  states  that 

approximately 400,000 residents are waiting for a formal house. The housing delivery process 

has  given  rise  to  several  grievances,  including  the  slow  pace  of  delivery,  restricted 

participation, lack of low-cost housing in inner-city areas, poor quality of housing materials, 
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quality and affordability of public services, allocation of housing and demands for spatial  

justice, as well as the usage, quality, and peripheral location of temporary relocation housing 

that frequently becomes permanent for those relocated (Millstein, 2020).

2.3.5 Khayelitsha as a case study

Brown-Luthango (2019) states that it is important to note that Khayelitsha stands as the largest 

township in Cape Town and the second largest in South Africa after Soweto. Its establishment 

in 1983 aimed to provide proper housing for black African people who were previously living 

in informal settlements and other inadequate housing in areas like Old Crossroads. Presently, 

Khayelitsha  accommodates  391,749  individuals,  with  99% of  them being  black  African. 

Nonetheless, the area's situation is dire, with an unemployment rate of 38.32%, and 74% of the 

population earning R3,200 or less per month. Furthermore, a significant proportion of the 

population lives in informal housing, with 46.3% residing in shacks within informal settlements 

and 8.2% living in backyard shacks (Brown-Luthango, 2019).

According to Njwambe, Cocks and Vetter (2019) approximately 900,000 people lived in more 

than 220 informal communities in Cape Town, according to a 2009 estimate. In the study they 

conducted, 63 numerous responders talked about how the confined and filthy living conditions 

they encountered in Khayelitsha and Philippi affected them psychologically.  Many of the 

migrants who were questioned struggled to make ends meet and saved money for trips home 

while  living  in  shacks  in  their  backyards  or  in  unofficial  communities.  Respondents 

characterized  their  surroundings  and  living  arrangements  as  "congested"  and  "confined. 

Moreover, Njwambe et al. (2019), state that many people were worried about crime, corruption, 

and dangers like fires and raw sewage in the crowded shack communities in Khayelitsha and 

Philippi.

2.4 Socio-economic and socio-demographic characteristics for social housing 
provision

2.4.1 Gender

According to Venter and Marais (2006) gender is the socially constructed attitudes, values, and 

sexual roles that are deemed appropriate for men and women in different communities and 

societies.  Venter and Marais (2006) further assert  that  gender is  a culturally and socially 

constructed  aspect  of  a  person's  identity.  Sobantu  (2021)  state  that  to  gain  a  deeper 
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understanding of how gender roles and power dynamics affect the process of housing delivery, 

a gender lens is necessary. Moreover, Sobantu (2021) emphasizes that this approach is required 

to address the differences and relevance of gender roles in housing delivery.  Despite the 

advantages of urbanization, women are often excluded from the urban economy due to their 

lower earnings, making it challenging for them to access housing from the market (Chant, 

2013:9; Fish, 2003). 

As per  Venter  and Marais  (2006),  women spend more  time in  the  home and immediate 

environment than men and are therefore disproportionately affected by inadequate housing. 

They further state that gender equality is essential for ensuring equal rights, opportunities, 

economic power, and influence in society. However, women in South Africa continue to lag 

behind  men  in  education,  employment,  income,  property  ownership,  access  to  housing, 

healthcare, and basic services such as electricity and water (Venter and Marais (2006). 

Moreover, a study by Sabela (2020) reveals that gender inequality persists in access to housing. 

Out of the participants in his study, 56% were women and 44% were men. The findings 

demonstrated that gender inequality exists in access to assets, with more men gaining access to 

free housing compared to women. Moreover, 75% of permanently employed men owned a 

state-subsidized housing unit, while only 60% of permanently employed women had access to 

the same. Additionally, fewer women than men in occasional employment were allocated free 

housing (Sabela, 2020).

2.4.2 Ownership of dwelling, Age and Population group

According to Witbooi (2015) inadequate options of tenure were identified as a major stumbling 

block that led to the unsatisfactorily living circumstances of poor people prior to 1994 (National 

Department of Human Settlements, 1994). According to the New Housing Policy and Strategy 

for South Africa, many South Africans do not have adequate tenure security over their homes. 

Moreover Arundel, Li, Baker, and Bentley (2022) state that increasing housing costs have 

collided with growing labour market precarity, especially among younger adults, alongside 

more restricted access to credit. This has resulted in declining access to homeownership among 

new households across advanced economies with attendant shift towards growing shares, in 

often more precarious, private rental.

In the study conducted by Nord (2022) the results showed that between fifty-eight and ninety-

five years of age, lived in the former township houses and often owned them. Even though the 
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housing quality differed enormously between these two types of accommodation – owner 

occupation and rental – the patterns of vertical and horizontal intergenerational relationships 

presented below were to some extent repeated in both housing types, although on a smaller 

scale among the renters.

According to Mbandlwa's (2021), as of 2018, an estimated 25% of households in formal 

dwellings rented their homes, while 54% owned their homes, 12% resided rent-free, and 8% 

repaid a loan. Furthermore, informal backyard rentals, which totalled around 1,835 million 

units across the country in 2016, remain a major source of housing supply. Despite some 

marginal inflation in residential rental prices as of March 2020, prices have stayed relatively  

low due to an increase in supply, particularly in urban apartments, and a decline in demand for 

residential property overall Mbandlwa (2021).

2.4.3 Migration to the city

Liu and Dang (2019) assert that work-related migration has become increasingly common due 

to the high concentration of individuals living in both towns and rural areas. Furthermore, 

Ngwenya and Cirolia (2021) highlight that the surge in demand for housing in Cape Town is a 

direct consequence of urban migration, household separation, and natural population growth. 

According to Kanayo, Anjofui, and Stiegler (2019) cited UNDESA (2015) there has been an 

increase in the number of migrants for the past 15 years all over the world, with an estimated 

244 million migrants, an increase of 71 million from 2000. Moreover, Kanayo et al. (2019) 

further state that South Africa is one of the major destinations for international migration due to 

the country’s social, economic, and liberal migration policies. On the other hand, Dinbabo and 

Nyasulu (2015) cited by Kanayo et al. (2019) argue that the current migration discourse in 

Africa  and  South  Africa,  can  be  attributed  to  factors  such  as  economic  stress,  political 

instability, and poverty in most African countries. 

Many migrants and refugees travelled to South Africa in quest of safety and job opportunities 

from nations like Congo, Somalia, Cameroon, and Burundi (Kanayo et al., 2019). Millions of 

people have been compelled to leave their home nations because of their searching for better  

lifestyles and opportunities. Harris (1995), cited by Kanayo et al. (2019), talks about pull and 

push factors, they state that pull factors are those that draw people to a certain location while 

push factors are those that forces them to leave their native country. 
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Consequently, as per Njwambe, Cocks, and Vetter (2019) rapid urban population expansion 

makes it more challenging to supply adequate decent housing.  They further, state that Africans 

were no longer required to maintain a rural basis due to access to title deeds and urban land 

ownership, and the availability of government RDP houses further improved the prospect of 

family living. Some people anticipated that families who excelled financially would opt to 

remain  permanently  in  cities  because  of  the  opening  of  these  possibilities,  which  were 

perceived  as  diminishing  relationships  between  urban  and  rural  areas.  Most  individuals 

consider themselves to be members of rural households, and many have plans to return to the 

rural areas later in life. However, many people, particularly young men, and women, have 

continued to leave the rural areas of South Africa in pursuit of work in metropolitan areas in the 

previous 20 years (Njwambe et al. 2019).

According to Njwambe et al. (2019), in the study they conducted, they found that in the Eastern 

Cape Province, the Mnquma municipality has some of the highest rates of unemployment, 

poverty, and illiteracy. Poor roads, infrastructure, resources, and public services continue to 

define the region. With only 25% of the population working, employment opportunities are 

scarce. The remaining 75% are dependent on welfare assistance because they are either jobless 

or economically inactive. The most common way to get cash is to travel to Cape Town to look 

for work. They also discovered that since the beginning of democracy, there have been more 

female migrants (Njwambe et al. 2019). Njwambe et al. (2019) further state that after the Group 

Areas Act and Influx Control Rules were repealed in 1986, the number of migrants in the 

townships on the outskirts of big cities increased quickly. 

2.4.4 Housing acquisition and access among women headed household in South 
Africa

According to Venter and Marais (2006) the percentage of female-headed households in South 

Africa has been rising steadily, in line with global trends. Statistics South Africa reported that 

the percentage of female-headed households increased from 37.8% in 1996 to 41.9% in 2001). 

Mbandlwa (2021) states that recent data from the Statistics 2019 General Household Survey 

(GHS) shows that a slightly higher percentage of female-headed households (23.1%) received 

grants compared to male-headed households (15.5%). This is  consistent with government 

policies that prioritize disadvantaged groups, including women and those with disabilities. 

Given the increasing number of female-headed households and global focus on gender equality, 
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it is essential that gender plays a prominent role in policy considerations (Venter and Marais, 

2006).

Moreover, Dalu et al. (2020) asserts that despite more women becoming beneficiaries of formal 

housing through their status as heads of households, they often remain in informal settlements 

due to the government's inability to keep up with the growing demand for formal housing. This 

puts them at risk of high crime rates, contributing to South Africa's high rate of gender-based 

violence. The KPMG Human and Social Sciences report (2014), cited by Dalu et al. (2020),  

estimates that gender-based violence costs South Africa between R28.4 billion and R42.4 

billion per year.

According  to  Nwosu  and  Ndinda  (2018),  as  of  2018,  the  proportion  of  female-headed 

households in South Africa was 42.6%. These gendered fiscal discrepancies are greater in 

female-headed households due to the feminization of poverty. Women in these households are 

often overrepresented in low-skilled, low-paying jobs, and the wage gap between male and 

female earnings persists in low and semi-skilled occupations. Poverty patterns continue to be 

gendered, and female-headed households are more likely to have low incomes, be dependent on 

social grants, and be less likely to have employed members (Stats SA, 2013, p. iii) cited by 

Nwosu and Ndinda (2018). The COVID-19 pandemic is expected to worsen these gendered 

disparities and disproportionately affect female-headed households, which are more likely to 

exist  as lower-income households and be more vulnerable to extreme poverty (Parry and 

Gordon, 2021).
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Chapter 3: Data and Methods
3.1 Introduction

This chapter provides a comprehensive overview of the methodology employed in conducting 

a study on social housing provision for the low-income group in the City of Cape Town. The 

research design, data sources, data analysis, and ethical issues are firmly outlined. Additionally, 

the perspective and significance of the research are emphasized, and an overview of the survey 

scope is provided. 

3.2 Research design

According to Van Wyk (2012), research design is a thorough plan that connects conceptual 

research concerns with relevant and doable empirical research. It essentially describes the data 

to be used, the techniques for data collection and analysis, and how these elements contribute to 

answering the research objectives. A quantitative research technique was chosen for this study 

to explain phenomena through the collecting of numerical data. This method is unbiased, value-

free, and allows for hypothesis testing (Creswell, 1994, as cited by Sukamolson, 2007).

The study utilised secondary data from Stats SA's General Household Survey 2021. According 

to Johnstone (2014), secondary data is pre-existing data that has already been collected by 

someone else. The advantages of using secondary data include easy access and lower costs in  

terms of time and expenses.

3.3 Data sources

The General Household Survey (GHS) of 2021, conducted by Statistics South Africa between 

February and December 2021, provided the information used in this study. The GHS is a yearly 

survey that is carried out in about 22,000 houses to assess several facets of household living 

conditions in South Africa (Stats SA, 2021). According to the General Household Survey 2021 

report, the COVID-19 pandemic hindered the survey's regular operation, since the survey was 

conducted over the phone in both 2020 and 2021. The fact that some people do not answer the 

phone in their homes, which is unlikely to be a random occurrence and could consequently 

result in biased statistics, is a major drawback of this strategy. Furthermore, response rates 

increased somewhat to 39.4% in 2020 and 40.1% in 2021 but remained low. The questionnaires 
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were also slightly decreased compared to prior years, probably to keep telephonic interviews to 

a reasonable period, resulting in the absence of important household statistics for 2020 and 

2021 (GHS, 2021).

3.4 Description of variables

A variable is an attribute that changes depending on its significance or existence (Pandey and 

Pandey, 2021). There are two types of variables, independent and dependent.

3.4.1 Dependent variables

A dependent variable is one that is determined by another variable; it is dependent on different 

factors. (Pandey & Panday, 2021).

 RDP/ state subsidised dwelling

 Tenure status/ ownership of dwelling

3.4.2 Independent variables

It is a stand-alone variable that is unaffected by the other variables you are attempting to 

assess. For instance, age (Panday and Panday, 2021)

 Age of household head

 Sex of household head

 Population group of household head

 Province 

 Geographical type

 Metro code

 Household size

 Type of main dwelling

 Type of material used for roof.

 Type of material used for wall.

 Main source of water

 Type of toilet facility

 Access to electricity

 Main source of electricity

 Main sources of income
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GHS 2013 variable: RDP or state-subsidised waiting list.

3.5 Ethical considerations

This research did not require ethical considerations because it is based on secondary data, 

which was obtained by someone else.

3.6 Data analysis

Data analysis is a way of collecting and organizing data to extract useful information from it. In 

other words, the primary goal of data analysis is to determine what the data is attempting to tell 

us  (Mezmir,2020). The  statistical  program used  in  this  study  is  IBM SPSS  version  28. 

Univariate and bivariate statistical approaches were used to analyze the data. The Pearson Chi-

square test is employed with a p-value of 0.05; any value greater than 0.05 is considered 

statistically insignificant.

3.6.1 Univariate

There is only one variable in this type of data. The analysis of univariate data is thus the most 

basic type of analysis because it works with only one variable that varies. It is not concerned  

with causes or correlations, and the primary goal of the analysis is to describe the data and 

identify patterns within it (Li, Chen, Li, and Han,2022).

3.6.2 Bivariate

This data set  has two distinct  variables.  This sort  of data analysis deals with causes and 

relationships, and the analysis is performed to determine the relationship between the two 

variables (Bertani, Di Paola, Russo, and Tuzzolino, 2018).

 3.6.3 Logistic regression

Logistic regression is a statistical analytic method that uses prior observations of a data set to  

predict a binary outcome, such as yes or no, as well as modelling the relationship between 

multiple independent variables and a binary outcome (Fitzmaurice and Laird, 2015) .

3.7 Data limitations and study limitations
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Data users were advised not to perform a comparison analysis because several questions had 

changed because of the switch from telephone interviews, or computer-assisted telephone 

interviewing (CATI), to face-to-face interviews, or computer-assisted personal interviewing 

(CAPI).  Estimates  from the  General  Household  Survey (GHS)  2021 are  not  based  on a 

complete sample.

Due to the lack of waiting list data in recent GHS data sets and other housing databases, the 

study’s  objective,  such  as  to  look  at  two  perspectives  in  social  housing  acquisition,  the 

perspectives of those who have received the house and those who are still on the waiting list, 

could not be fulfilled. Only one perspective was discussed: the perspective of those who 

received housing. This is all because of the questionnaires that were reduced in 2021 due to 

COVID 19. Moreover, that led the study to utilize one variable from GHS 2013, the variable 

RDP, or state-subsidized housing waiting list, but not much was done about it since it is old  

data.  Therefore,  in  future  studies  with more responses and more questionnaires,  research 

questions such as the duration of the waiting period for social housing could be discussed more. 

Moreover, as much as there were limitations, the study has some important contributions to its 

findings.  This  study discovered improvements  in  gender  inequalities  in  terms of  housing 

opportunities as well as improvements in terms of service delivery since a lot of households 

have access to electricity, water, and toilets and other services.
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3.8 Conceptual Framework

3.9 Chapter summary

This chapter has outlined the research design utilised in this study, data sources, data analysis, 

and  ethical  issues.  Additionally,  the  perspective  and  significance  of  the  research  are 

emphasized,  and an overview of the survey scope is  provided, and lastly,  the conceptual 

framework of the study.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS
4.1 Introduction

This section examines the varied perceptions of social housing potential beneficiaries about the 

problems (waiting list,  quality of housing, communication, and transparency) encountered 

during the acquisition process. A distinction will be made according to the socio-demographic 

characteristics of applicants,  such as age,  gender,  occupation,  migration status,  household 

headship,  and  tenure.  Moreover,  the  chapter  will  analyse  data  using  univariate  analysis 

(frequency tables)  and cross  tabulation,  which is  a  bivariate  analysis  used to  outline  the 

independent  and  dependent  variables  (chi-square,  p-value,  and  Cramer’s  V).  Moreover, 

binomial regression will also be used to analyse the data in this chapter. The software used to  

analyse data is SPSS, which stands for Statistical Package for Social Science.

This study is quantitative in nature and consists of secondary data collected by Statistics South 

Africa General Household Survey (GHS) conducted in 2013 and 2021. 2013 will be utilized for 

the RDP or state-subsidized waiting list variable, which is not available in the current data 

(GHS 2021)
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Table 1: Percentage distribution of socio-economic and demographic 
characteristics in South Africa 

Characteristics 2021 N (%)

South African Provinces

Western Cape 812(8.4)

Eastern cape 1499(15.6)

Northern Cape 405(4.2)

Free State 540(5.6)

KwaZulu- Natal 1831(19.0)

North West 626(6.5)

Gauteng 1799(18.7)

Mpumalanga 839(8.7)

Limpopo 1278(13.3)

Total 9629(100)

Metro code

City of Cape Town 524(5.4)

Buffalo City 187(1.9)

Nelson Mandela 236(2.5)

Mangaung 111(1.2)

eThekwini 631(6.6)

Ekurhuleni 630(6.5)

City of Johannesburg 523(5.4)

City of Tshwane 380(3.9)

Non metro codes 6407(66.5)

Total 9629(100)

Age group (Head of household)

24 and under 189(2.0)

25-34 1150(11.9)

35-44 2092(21.7)

45-54 2146(22.3)

55 and older 4052(42.1)

Total 9629(100)

  
Sex of household head

Male 5125(53.2)

Female 4504(46.8)

Total 9629(100)
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Population group of household head

African/Black 8312(86.3)

Coloured 639(6.6)

Indian/Asian 151(1.6)

White
Total

527(5.5)

9629(100)

  

Geographical type

Urban formal 5553(57.7)

Traditional 3753(39.0)

Farms 323(3.4)

Total 9629(100)

Household Size Grouping

1-4 persons 6705(69.6)

5-9 persons 2689(27.9)

10+ 235(2.4)

Total 9629(100)

RDP or state subsidised dwelling

Yes 1992(20.7)
7611(79.0)No

Total 9629(100)

Ownership of dwelling
Rented from private individual

 1002(10.4)
                          
114(1.2)Rented from other (Municipality and social housing)

Owned but not yet paid off to the financial institution 400(4.2)

Owned but not yet paid off to private lender 68(0.7)

Owned and fully paid off 7055(73.3)

Occupied rent-free 917(9.5)

Other tenure status
Total

50(.5)

9629(100)

 

Type of main dwelling

House or brick/ concrete block structure 7347(76.3)

Traditional dwelling/hut 649(6.7)

Flat/apartment in a block of flats
Cluster-house in complex

179(1.9)

20(0.2)

Townhouse 61(0.6)

Semi-detached house 126(1.3)

House/flat/room in backyard 236(2.5)

Shack in backyard 221(2.3)

Shack not in backyard e.g., in an informal area 567(5.9)

Room/Flatlet on a property 179(1.9)

Other dwelling type 44(0.5)

Page | 26

UWC https://uwcscholar.uwc.ac.za/



9629(100)Total

Type of material used for the wall

Bricks 5771(59.9)

Cement block/ concrete 2414(25.1)

Corrugated iron/ zinc 734(7.6)

Mud and cement mix 311(3.2)

Mud 263(2.7)

Other wall material 126(1.3)

Total 9629(100)

Type of material used for the roof

Cement block/concrete 241(2.5)

Corrugated iron/ zinc 6406(66.5)

Tile 2088(21.7)

Asbestos 778(8.1)

Other roof material 106(1.1)

Total 9629(100)

 

3722(38.7)
Main source of drinking water

Piped(tap) water in dwelling

Piped(tap) water on site or yard 2813(29.2)
261(2.7)Borehole on site

Rain-water tank on site 297(3.1)

Neighbour’s tap 197(2.0)

Public tap 1378(14.3)

Watercarrier/tanker 185(1.9)

Water vendor 214(2.2)

Borehole outside yard 92(1.0)

Flowing water 274(2.8)

Other sources of drinking water 175(1.8)

Total 9629(100)

 

Access to electricity

Yes 9195(95.5)

No 424(4.4)

Total 9629(100)

Type of toilet facility

Flush toilet connected to a public sewerage system 4875(50.6)

Flush toilet connected to a septic tank 386(4.0)

Toilet with ventilation pipe 2598(27.0)

Toilet without ventilation pipe 1526(15.8)

Other toilet facility 234(2.5)

Total 9629(100)

  
Main source of electricity

In -house conventional meter 746(7.7)

In -house prepaid meter 8003(83.1)
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Connected to other source which the household pays for 286(3.0)

Connected to other source which the household does not 
pay for

123(1.3)

Other source of main electricity supply 37(0.3)

 Not applicable 434(4.5)

Total 9629(100)

 

 Main income sources

Salaries/wages/commission 4219(43.8)

Income from a business 671(7.0)

Remittances 896(9.3)

Pensions 317(3.3)

Grants 3259(33.8)

Other income sources 138(1.4)

Not applicable 108(1.1)

Total 9629(100)

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

GHS 2013

RDP or State subsidised house waiting list

Yes 3403(13.2)

No 22315(86.5)

Total                                                                                9629

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2013

The findings in Table 1 indicate that in 2021, when analysing by province, the Western Cape 

represented 8.4%, the Eastern Cape 15.6%, the Northern Cape with the least percentage of 

4.2%,  the  Free  State  with  5.6%,  KwaZulu-Natal  constituted  19.0,  which  was  the  largest  

percentage, followed by Gauteng with 18.7% of a slight difference, the Northwest with 6.5%, 

Mpumalanga with 8.7%, and Limpopo with 13.3%. Moreover, analysing the metro codes, the 

city of Cape Town constituted 5.4%, while Buffalo City showed 1.9%, Nelson Mandela 2.5%, 

Mangaung  1.2%,  eThekwini  6.6%,  and  Ekurhuleni  represented  6.5%,  while  the  city  of 

Johannesburg represented 5.4, the city of Tshwane represented 3.9%, and the non-metro with 

the largest 66.5%.

Looking  at  the  age  group  of  the  head  of  household  in  2021,  the  age  group  24  and 

underrepresented 2.0%, the age group 24-34 represented 11.9%, 35-44 represented 21.7%, the 

age group 45-54 represented 22.3%, and the  age  group 55 and older  constituted 42.1%. 

Moreover, when looking at the sex of the head of household, males led with 53.2%, followed by 

females with 46.8%. The population group of head of household in 2021 will  be 86.3% 

African/Black people, 6.6% coloured people, 1.6% Indian people, and 5.5% white individuals.
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Moreover, when we look at the geographical type in 2021, households were largely found in 

urban formal, followed by 39.0% of traditional type and lastly, the least were in farms. Looking 

at the size of household, 1-4 persons in a household were 69.6%, while 5-9 persons in a  

household were 27.9%, and 10 and more persons in a household were 2.4%. 

Households that indicated that they had an RDP or state subsidized dwelling were 20.7%, and 

those who answered they do not have an RDP or state subsidised dwelling were 79.0%. 

Likewise, when looking at the ownership of dwelling, 10.4% indicated that they rented the 

dwelling  from  a  private  individual,  1.2%  they  rented  the  dwelling  from  other  such  as 

municipality and social housing, 4.2% they owned the house but not yet paid off to the financial 

institution, 0.7% they owned the house but not fully paid off to private lender, 73.3% they 

owned and fully paid the dwelling, 9.5% occupied the dwelling free, and 0.5% represented 

other tenure statuses. 

Looking at the type of main dwelling, 76.3% had a house or brick/ concrete block structure, 

6.7% lived in traditional dwelling , 1.9% lived in a flat, 0.2% lived in cluster-house in complex, 

0.6% in a townhouse, 1.3% in a semi-detached house, 2.5% in house or room in backyard, 2.3% 

in a shack in backyard, 5.9 % in a shack not in backyard, 1.9% in a room on a property, and  

0.5% represented by other dwelling types. Type of material used for the roof, most dwellings 

were made of Corrugated iron/zinc (66.5%), followed by a tile with 21.7%, asbestos with 8.1%, 

cement block/ concrete with 2.5% and other roof materials (1.1%). Looking at the type of 

material used for the walls, most walls were made of bricks, followed by the ones made of  

cement block/ concrete with 25.1%, 7.6% were made of corrugated iron/zinc, 3.2% made of 

mud and cement mix, 2.7% made of mud, and 1.3% made of other wall material.

Analysing the main sources of drinking water, piped (tap) water in dwelling largely represented 

38.7%, piped (tap) water on site or yard represented 29.2, and public tap constituted 14.3%, and 

all other sources showed very low percentages. On access to electricity, people who indicated 

that they had access to electricity were 95.5%, and those without access to electricity were 4.4, 

and 0.1% of those this question was not applicable to them.  On the type of toilet facility, 50.6% 

had flush toilets connected to a public sewerage, 4.0% had flush toilet connected to a septic  

tank, while 27.0% had toilets with ventilation pipe, 15.8% had toilets without ventilation pipe, 

and 2.5% of other toilet facilities.

On the main source of electricity, 7.7% were using in-house conventional meter, 83.1 used in-

house prepaid meter, 4.5% this question did not apply to them, and other sources which differ in 
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percentage. Looking at the main income sources, 43.8% were earning salaries, 7.0% were 

earning income from a business,  9.3%were earning income from remittances,  3.3% from 

pensions,  33.8% from grants,  1.4% from other  sources,  and 1.1% this  question  was  not  

applicable to them.

Lastly, this variable RDP/state-subsidized house waiting list comes from GHS 2013. I could not 

find it in the 2021 data generated from GHS, and it is very important in this study. Moreover, 

13.2% of individuals indicated that they were on the waiting list, and 86.5% were not on the 

waiting list.

Table 4.3.1 Percentage distribution of Tenure status by Province in 2021

variable Province 2021

Tenure 
status

WC EC NC FS KZN NW GP MP LM Total Number

Rented 15.1 6.9 4.2 4.5 15.4 6.3 37.1 3.8 6.7 100 1116

Owned,  but 
not yet paid 
off

29.3 7.3 3.8 4.5 13.0 5.3 29.7 3.2 3.8 100 468

Owned  and 
fully  paid 
off

6.0 17.1 4.2 5.9 20.5 7.0 13.2 10.3 15.9 100 7055

Occupied 
rent free

7.5 19.4 4.3 5.5 15.0 4.0 31.6 5.9 6.8 100 917

Other tenure 
statuses

16.4 5.5 11.0 0.0 19.2 2.7 38.4 4.1 2.7 100 73

Total 8.4 15.6 4.2 5.6 19.0 6.5 18.7 8.7 13.3 100 9629

Chi -Square p-value sig. = 1179.816 (,001)

Cramer’s V =.175 

 Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

WC= Western  Cape;  EC= Eastern  Cape;  NC= Northern  Cape;  FS= Free-State;  KZN=  
KwaZulu-Natal; NW= North West; GP= Gauteng; MP= Mpumalanga; LM= Limpopo

The findings in Table 4.3.1 show that in 2021, when we look at the association between tenure 

status and province, the Western Cape had 15.1% of people who rented a house, the Eastern 

Cape had 6.9%, the Northern Cape had 4.2%, the Free State had 4.5%, KwaZulu Natal had 

15.4%, the North West had 6.3%, Gauteng province comprised 37.1%, which seems to be the 

largest percentage, Mpumalanga had 3.8%, and Limpopo had 6.7%. Moreover, among those 

who owned but had not yet paid for the house, Gauteng is leading with 29.7%, followed by the 

Western Cape with 29.3%, KwaZulu-Natal with 13.0%, the Eastern Cape with 7.3%, the North 
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West with 5.3%, the Free State with 4.5%, the Northern Cape and Limpopo sharing 3.8%, and 

Mpumalanga with 3.2%. Likewise, those who owned and fully paid off the house were more 

likely to be found in KwaZulu-Natal with 20.5%, followed by the Eastern Cape with 17.1%, 

Limpopo with 15.9%, Gauteng with 13.2%, Mpumalanga with 10.3%, the North West with 

7.0%, the Western Cape with 6.0%, the Free State with 5.9%, and the Northern Cape with 4.2%. 

Those who occupied a house rent-free were mostly found in Gauteng with 31.6%, followed by 

the Eastern Cape with 19.4%, KwaZulu-Natal  with 15.0%, the Western Cape with 7.5%, 

Limpopo with 6.8%, and other provinces, respectively. Other tenure statuses were mostly in 

Gauteng with 38.4%, followed by other provinces, respectively.

The chi-square p- value significance showed the P-value of 0.001 <0.05, which means that 

there is a significance association between tenure status and the South African provinces. The 

Phi and Cramer’s V shows that there is a strong relationship between tenure status and South 

African provinces.

Table 4.3.2 Percentage distribution of Tenure status by metro code

Variable Metro code 2021

Tenure 
status

City  of 
Cape 
Town

Buffalo

City 

Nelson 
Mandela

Mangaung eThekwini Ekurhuleni City 
of 
JHB

City  of 
Tshwane

Non-
metro 
codes

Total Number 

Rented 9.6 1.4 2.0 1.6 9.4 13.4 15.1 5.7 41.8 100 1116

Owned,  
but  not  
yet  paid 
off 

24.6 1.7 5.1 1.3 8.8 10.7 8.1 7.7 32.1 100 468

Owned 
and fully  
paid off

3.7 2.2 2.5 1.1 6.0 4.3 3.6 2.6 74.0 100 7055

Occupie
d  rent  
free

2.8 0.8 1.2 1.0 6.2 13.4 7.1 8.1 59.4 100 917

Other 
tenure 
statuses

16.4 0.0 5.5 0.0 4.1 2.7 1.4 32.9 37.0 100 73

Total 5.4 1.9 2.5 1.2 6.6 6.5 5.4 3.9 66.5 100 9629

Chi- square p-value sig. =1453.732 (,001)

Cramer’s V = .194

 Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021
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The findings in Table 4.3.2 indicate that in 2021, the City of Cape Town had 9.6% of people  

who rented a house, Buffalo City had 1.4%, Nelson Mandela had 2.0%, Mangaung had 1.6%, 

eThekwini had about 9.4%, Ekurhuleni had 13.4%, City of Johannesburg had 15.1%, the City 

of Tshwane had 5.7%, and non-metro areas had 41.8% which was the largest percentage. 

Moreover, 24.6% people in the City of Cape Town indicated that they owned, but not yet paid 

off the house, in Buffalo City they were 1.7%, Nelson Mandela was 5.1%, Mangaung were 

1.3%, in eThekwini were 8.8%, Ekurhuleni was 10.7%, in the City of Johannesburg were 8.1%, 

the City of Tshwane were 7.7% and the largest proportional of 32.1 was found in the non-metro 

area.  Likewise,  looking at  those  who owned and fully  paid  the  house,  again  the  largest 

proportion was found in the non- metro areas with 74.0%, followed by eThekwini with 6.0% 

and other metro areas respectively. Moreover, those who occupied a house rent free were 

mostly found in the non-metro areas, followed by Ekurhuleni with 13.4%, City of Tshwane 

with 8.1%, and the City of Johannesburg with 7.1%, and other metro areas respectively. 

The chi-square p-value significance showed the P-value of 0.001< 0.05, which means that the 

association  between  tenure  status  and  metro  codes  is  statistically  significant.  Moreover,  

Cramer’s V indicates a strong relationship between tenure status and metro areas.

Table 4.3.3 Percentage distribution of Tenure status by Population group of 
household head

Variable Population group of household head 2021

Tenure status African/Black Coloured Indian/ 
Asian

White Total Number

Rented 78.9 9.9 2.0 9.3 100 1116

Owned, but not yet paid off 45.1 18.2 7.5 29.3 100 468

Owned and fully paid off 89.7 5.3 1.2 3.8 100 7055

Occupied rent free 91.1 6.7 1.1 1.2 100 917

Other tenure statuses 80.8 12.3 0.0 6.8 100 73

Total 86.3 6.6 1.6 5.5 100 9629

Chi-square p-value sig. = 939.524 (.001)

Cramer’s V = .180 

 Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

Table 4.3.3 shows tenure status and Population group of household head. 78.9% of people who 

rented a house were African/ black, 9.9% were coloured people, 2.0% were Indian, and 9.3% 

were White. Those who owned, but not fully paid the house, 45.1% were Black, 18.2% were 
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Coloured, 7.5% were Indian, and 29.3% were White. Also looking at those who owned and 

fully paid the house, 89.7% were Black, 5.3% were Coloured, 1.2% were Indian, and 3.8% 

were White. Likewise, those who occupied the house rent free, 91.1% were Black, 6.7% were 

Coloured, 1.1% were Indian, and 1.2% were White. Looking at other tenure statuses, African 

household  heads  seemed  to  lead  with  80.8%  followed  by  Coloured,  White  and  Indian 

respectively. 

The chi-square p-value further shows that the is a significance between tenure status and 

population group of household head as 0.001<0.05. Moreover, Cramer’s V shows a strong 

relationship between tenure status and population group.

Table 4.3.4 Percentage distribution of Tenure status by Sex of household head

Variable Sex of household head 2021

Tenure status Male Female Total Number

Rented 69.4 30.6 100 1116

Owned, but not yet paid off 76.7 23.3 100 468

Owned and fully paid off 48.3 51.7 100 7055

Occupied rent free 59.4 40.6 100 917

Other tenure statuses 54.8 45.2 100 73

Total 53.2 46.8 100 9629

Chi-square p-value sig.  = .178 (,001)

Cramer’s V= .178

 Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

Table 4.3.4 shows tenure status and sex of household head. 69.4% of gender who rented were 

males, and 30.6% were females. Moreover, 76.7% of people who owned, but not yet paid the 

house were males, and 23.3% were females. Consequently, 48.3% of gender who indicated that 

they owned and fully paid the house were males, and 51.7% were females. 59.4% of males 

occupied the house rent free, and 40.6% of women. Looking at other tenure statuses males took 

a larger proportion of 54.8%, and females were 45.2%. 

The  chi-square  p-value  significance  shows  that  0.001  <0.05,  meaning  the  is  a  positive 

relationship between sex of household head and tenure status.  Cramer’s V shows a strong 

relationship between tenure status and gender. 
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Table 4.3.5 Percentage distribution of tenure status by age group of household 
head

Variable Age group of household head

Tenure status 24 and under 25-34  35-44 45-54 55 and older Total Number 

Rented 4.7 27.0 36.0 18.5 13.9 100 1116

Owned, but not yet paid off 0.6 6.4 33.5 34.6 24.8 100 468

Owned and fully paid off 1.5 8.7 17.9 22.1 49.8 100 7055

Occupied rent free 3.2 21.3 28.0 21.6 26.0 100 917

Other tenure statuses 2.7 9.6 21.9 28.8 37.0 100 73

Total 2.0 11.9 21.7 22.3 42.1 100 9629

Chi-square p -value sig. = 303.527 (,001)

Cramer’s V= .166

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

Table 4.3.5 shows tenure status and age group of household head in 2021.  Age group 24 and 

under who rented a house were 4.7%, age group 25-35 were 27.0%, 35-44 were 36.0%, 45-54 

were 18.5%, and 55 and older were 13.9%, this means that age group 35-44 were mostly renting 

a house. Consequently, age group 24 and under showed 0.6% of people who owned, but not yet 

paid off the house, 25-34 were 6.4%, 35-44 were 33.5%, age group 45-54 were 34.6%, age 

group55 and older were 24.8%. Looking at those who owned and fully paid the house, the 

highest proportion is amongst those who are 55 and older with 49.8%, followed by age group 

45-54 with 22.1%, and 35-44 with 17.9%, and age group25-34 with 8.7%, and lastly the least 

age group 24 and under with 1.5%. The age group that occupied rent free house with highest  

proportion is the age group 35-44 with 28.0%, followed by 55 and older with 26.0%, 35-44 with 

21.9% and the age group 24 and under with 3.2%. Other tenures were mostly occupied by the 

age group 55 and older with 37.0% followed by other age groups respectively. 

Chi -square p-value significance shows that 0.001 < 0.05, therefore, there is a significant 

relationship between tenure status and age. On the other hand, Cramer’s V shows a strong 

relationship between tenure status and age. 

Page | 34

UWC https://uwcscholar.uwc.ac.za/



Table 4.3.6 Percentage distribution of Tenure status by Geographical type

Variable Geographical type 2021

Tenure status Urban formal Traditional Farms Total Number 

Rented 88.0 8.2 3.9 100 1116

Owned, but not yet paid off 96.6 2.8 0.6 100 468

Owned and fully paid off 49.4 48.4 2.2 100 7055

Occupied rent free 63.1 24.1 12.8 100 917

Other tenure statuses 76.7 19.2 4.1 100 73

Total 57.7 39.0 3.4 100 9629

Chi-square p-value sig. = 1323.179 (,001)

Cramer’s V= .262

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

Table 4.3.6 shows tenure status and geographical type.  Out of 100%, 88.0% of people living in 

urban formal area were renting, 8.2% if traditional areas were renting as well, and 3.9% living 

in farms were also renting. Those who owned, but not yet paid off were mostly found in urban 

formal areas with 96.6%, followed by traditional areas with 2.8%, and the least were found in 

farms with 0.6%. Those who owned and fully paid the house were mostly found in urban formal 

areas with 49.4%, followed by traditional areas with 48.4% and farms with2.2 %. Moreover, 

63.1% of people living in urban formal areas occupied a rent-free house, followed by 24.1% 

living in traditional areas, and 12.8% living in farms. Likewise, 76.7% of other tenure statuses 

are occupied by urban formal individuals, and 19.2% from traditional areas, and 4.1% were 

from farms. 

The chi-square p- value significance shows that 0.001 < 0.05, therefore, there is a significant 

relationship between tenure status and geographical type. Likewise, Cramer’s V shows that 

there is a very strong relationship between tenure status and geographical type.
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Table 4.3.7 Percentage distribution of Tenure status by RDP or state subsidised 
dwelling

Variable RDP or state subsidised dwelling 2021

Tenure status Yes No Total Number 

Rented 12.9 87.1 100 1116

Owned, but not yet paid off 4.3 95.7 100 468

Owned and fully paid off 21.8 78.2 100 7055

Occupied rent free 29.4 70.6 100 917

Other tenure statuses 28.8 71.2 100 73

Total 20.7 79.3 100 9629

Chi -square p-value sig.  = 169.005 (,001)

Cramer’s V= .132

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

Table 4.3.7 shows tenure status and RDP/ State subsidised dwelling. 12.9% of people who 

indicated that they owned an RDP or state subsidised dwelling were renting, and 87.1% who 

replied they did not own, and RDP were renting. Moreover, 4.3% of people who owned, but not 

fully paid the house had an RDP, and 95.7% of those not owning an RDP owned, and not fully 

paid the houses they had. 21.8% of people who owned and fully paid a house had RDP, and 

78.2% did not have an RDP house. 29.4% with RDP were occupying a rent-free house, and 

70.6% without RDP also occupied a rent-free house. People who indicated they had no RDP in 

terms of owning other tenure statuses they were leading with 71.1%, followed by those with 

RDP at 28.8%.

The  chi-square  p-value  significance  shows  0.001<0.05,  therefore,  there  is  a  statistical 

association between tenure status and RDP or state subsidised dwelling. Also, Cramer’s V 

shows that there is a moderate or medium relationship between tenure and RDP. 

Page | 36

UWC https://uwcscholar.uwc.ac.za/



Table 4.3.8 Percentage distribution of tenure status by type of main dwelling

Variable Main dwelling type, 2021

Tenure status Dwelling 
or house

Traditiona
l dwelling

Flat Cluster 
house  in 
complex

Town 
house

Semi-
detached 
house

Informal 
dwelling

Other 
dwelling 
type

Total Number

Rented 39.8 0.4 11.4 0.6 1.8 2.4 15.5 28.0 100 1116

Owned, but not yet  
fully paid off  

90.0 0.2 0.9 1.3 3.4 2.1 1.5 0.6 100 468

Owned  and  fully  
paid off

83.1 8.2 0.4 0.1 0.3 1.1 6.0 0.8 100 7055

Occupied rent free 61.3 7.4 2.1 0.2 0.1 1.1 19.3 8.5 100 917

Other  tenure 
statuses

74.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 1.4 1.4 13.7 8.2 100 73

Total 76.3 6.7 1.9 0.2 0.6 1.3 8.2 4.8 100 9629

Chi-square p-value sig. = 3005.277 (.000)

Cramer’s v= .279

 Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

Table 4.3.8 shows the percentage distribution of tenure status and type of main dwelling. The 

findings in the above table shows that in 2021, 39.8% of people who were distributed in a  

dwelling or house rented the dwelling, 0.4% distributed in a traditional dwelling rented as well , 

and 11.4%  distributed in a flat rented , 0.6% in a cluster house in complex rented as well, 1.8% 

in a town house rented , 2.4% in a semi-detached house rented , 15.5% in an informal dwelling 

rented, and 28.0% in other dwelling types rented. Moreover, 90.0% largely distributed in a  

house owned, but not fully paid off the house, 0.2% in traditional dwelling owned but not yet  

paid the dwelling, 0.9% in distributed in a flat owned but not fully paid the flat, 1.3% in cluster 

house in complex owned but not yet fully paid off the dwelling, 3.4%  in a town house owned 

but not yet fully paid off the town house, 2.1% in semi-detached dwelling owned but not yet 

fully paid off the house, 1.5% in informal dwelling owned but not yet fully paid off, and 0.6% in 

other dwelling types. 83.1% largely distributed in a dwelling or house owned and fully paid off 

the dwelling, 8.2% in traditional dwelling owned and fully paid off the dwelling, 0.4% in a flat 
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owned and fully paid off the dwelling, 0.1% in cluster house in complex owned and fully paid 

off the dwelling, 0.3% in a town house owned and fully paid off the dwelling, 1.1% in semi-

detached house owned and fully paid off the house, and 6.0% in informal dwelling owned and 

fully paid off the house, 0.8% of other dwelling types owned and fully paid off the dwellings 

they occupied. The findings further shows that 61.3% distributed in dwelling or house occupied 

the dwelling rent free, 7.4% in traditional dwelling occupied the dwelling rent-free, 2.1% in a 

flat occupied the dwelling rent-free, 0.2% in a cluster house in complex occupied the dwelling 

rent-free, 0.1% in a town house occupied rent-free, 1.1% in a semi-detached dwelling occupied 

rent-free, 19.3% in informal dwelling occupied the dwelling rent-free, and 8.5% distributed in 

other dwellings occupied the dwelling rent-free as well. And 74.0% in a house occupied other 

tenure statuses.

The chi-square p-value significance shows that 0.000<0.05 meaning that there is association 

between tenure status and type of main dwelling. On the other hand, Cramer’s V shows a very 

strong relationship between tenure status and type of main dwelling.

Table 4.3.9 Percentage distribution of Tenure status by household size grouping

Variable Household Size grouping, 2021

Tenure status 1-4 persons 5-9 persons 10+ persons Total Number 

Rented 89.7 10.0 0.3 100 1116

Owned, but not yet paid off 73.9 25.4 0.6 100 468

Owned and fully paid off 64.6 32.3 3.1 100 7055

Occupied rent free 81.9 17.0 1.1 100 917

Other tenure statuses 63.0 34.2 2.7 100 73

Total  69.6 27.9 2.4 100 9629

Chi-square p-value sig.  = 374.390 (,001)

Cramer’s V= .139

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

Table 4.3.9 shows tenure status and household size grouping. The findings show that in 2021 

89.7% people who rented were 1-4 persons in a household, 10.0% who rented were 5-9 persons 

in a house, 0.3% were 10 and more. People who were 1 to 4 persons in a house who owned, but 

not yet paid off the house were 73.9%, 5 to 9 persons in a house were 25.4%, and persons who 

were 10 and more were 0.3%. 1 to 4 persons in a house, who owned and fully paid the house 

were 64.6%, and 5 to 9 persons in a house were 32.3% and 10 and more persons in a house were 

3.1%. 81.9% persons who occupied a rent-free house were 1 to 4 persons, 17.0% were 5 to 9 
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persons, and 1.1% were 10 and more. And 63.0% of people who were 1 to 4 in a house were 

distributed to other tenure statuses, 34.2% were 5 to 9 persons and 2.4% of 10 and more 

persons. 

Moreover,  the chi-square p-value significance shows that 0.001<0.05 therefore, there is a 

significant relationship between tenure status and household size. However, Cramer’s V shows 

a moderate relationship between tenure status and household size.

Table 4.3.10. Percentage distribution of Tenure status by type of material used for 

roof,2021

Variable Roof material

Tenure status Cement 
block

Corrugated 
iron

Wood Asbestos Other  roof 

material

Total Number 

Rented 5.3 64.9 0.2 7.7 22.0 100 1116

Owned, but not yet paid off 2.4 16.5 0.0 7.7 73.5 100 468

Owned and fully paid off 2.0 68.6 0.0 8.0 21.3 100 7055

Occupied rent free 2.5 80.2 0.0 8.6 8.7 100 917

Other tenure statuses 5.5 42.5 0.0 15.1 37.0 100 73

Total 2.5 66.5 0.1 8.1 22.8 100 9629

Chi-square p-value sig. = 886.002 (,001)

Cramer’s v= .152

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

The findings on Table 4.3.10 shows that in 2021, 5.3% of households who rented used cement 

block for roof, 64.9% used corrugated iron, 0.2% used wood, 7.7% used asbestos and 22.0% 

used other roof material. Moreover, 2.4% of households who owned but not yet fully paid the 

house used cement block, 16.5% used corrugated iron, 7.7% used asbestos, and 73.5% used 

other roof material. Moreover, out of 7055 of households who owned and fully paid the house 

2.0% used cement block, 68.6% used corrugated iron, 8.0% used asbestos, and 21.3% used 

other roof material. Out of 917 households who occupied a rent-free house, 2.5% used cement 

block for roof, 80.2% used corrugated iron, 8.6% used asbestos, and 8.7% used other material.

The chi-square p-value shows that 0.001<0.5, therefore there is association between tenure 

status and material used for roof. Moreover, Cramer’s v shows that there is a strong relationship 

between tenure status and roof material.
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Table 4.3.11. Percentage distribution of Tenure status by type of material used for 

wall

Variable Type of material used for wall,2021

Tenure status Bricks Cement 
block

Corrugated 
iron/zinc

Wood Asbestos Other wall 
material

Total Number

Rented 65.0 17.7 14.9 1.4 0.2 0.8 100 1116

Owned,  but 
not  yet  paid 
off 

86.8 11.1 1.5 0.2 0.2 0.2 100 468

Owned  and 
fully paid off

58.9 27.2 5.7 0.5 0.1 7.6 100 7055

Occupied  rent 
free

47.4 26.3 16.6 1.4 0.8 7.5 100 917

Other  tenure 
statuses

71.2 2.7 11.0 0.0 0.0 15.1 100 73

Total 59.9 25.1 7.6 0.7 0.2 6.5 100 9629

Chi-square p-value sig. = 556.313 (,001)

Cramer’s v= .120

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

The findings in Table 4.3.11 shows that in 2021, out of 1116 number of households who rented 

a house, 65.0% used bricks, 17.7% used cement block, 14.9% used corrugated iron, 1.4% used 

wood, 0.2% used asbestos and 0.8% used other wall material. Out of 468 number of households 

who owned but not yet fully paid a house, 86.8% used bricks on their walls, 11.1% used cement 

block, 1.5 utilised corrugated iron, 0.2% used wood, 0.2% used asbestos, and 0.2% used other 

wall material. Out of 7055 households who owned and fully paid a house, 58.9% used bricks, 

27.2% used cement block, 5.7% used corrugated iron, 0.5% used wood, 0.1% used asbestos, 

7.6% used other roof material. Out of 917 households who occupied a house rent free, 47.4% 

used bricks material, 26.3% used cement block, 11.0% used corrugated iron, 15.1% used other 

wall materials. 

The chi-square p-value significance shows that 0.001<0.05, therefore, there is a statistically 

significant relationship between tenure status and wall material. Moreover, Cramer’s indicate 

that there is a moderate relationship between tenure status and wall material.
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Table 4.3.12.  Percentage distribution of Tenure status by main source of water

Variable Main source of drinking water,2021

Tenure status Tap  water  in 
dwelling & Yard

Public tap/ communal tap Other  sources  of 
drinking 

Total Number 

Rented 88.3 5.3 6.5 100 1116

Owned, but  not  yet 
paid off 

96.4 1.1 2.6 100 468

Owned  and  fully 
paid off

63.0 16.4 20.6 100 7055

Occupied rent free 66.1 15.6 18.3 100 917

Other  tenure 
statuses

68.5 15.1 16.4 100 73

Total 67.9 14.3 17.8 100 9629

Chi-square p-value sig. =466.478 (,001)

Cramer’s V= .156

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

Table 4.3.12 shows the percentage distribution of tenure status and main source of drinking 

water. The findings show that in 2021, 88.3% of people who rented had tap water in dwelling 

and yard, 5.3% of people who rented used public tap, 6.5% of renting people had or utilised 

other sources of drinking water. Moreover, 96.4% of people who owned, but not yet paid off the 

house had tap water in dwelling and yard, 1.1% used public tap, 2.6% used other sources of 

drinking water. Those who owned and fully paid off the house 63.0% used tap water in dwelling 

and yard, 16.4% used public tap, 20.6% used other sources of drinking water. Out of those who 

occupied a rent-free dwelling, 66.1% had tap water in dwelling and yard, 15.6% used public 

tap, and 18.3% used other sources of drinking water. Other tenure statuses, 68.5% used tap 

water in dwelling, 15.1% used public tap, and 16.4% used other sources of drinking water. 

The chi-square p-value significance shows that 0.001<0.05 meaning there is a statistically 

significant association between tenure and main source of drinking water. Cramer’s V further 

shows a strong relationship between these two variables. 

Table 4.3.13. Percentage distribution of Tenure status by Type of toilet facility
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Variable Type of toilet facility, 2021

Tenure status Flush toilet Chemical 
toilet

Pit-latrine 
toilet

Other  toilet 
facilities

Total 

Number 

Rented 86.2 0.2 12.3 1.3 100 1116

Owned, but not yet paid off 97.2 0.4 2.4 0.0 100 468

Owned and fully paid off 46.6 0.6 51.0 1.8 100 7055

Occupied rent free 55.8 1.2 39.1 3.8 100 917

Other tenure statuses 61.6 0.0 23.3 15.1 100 73

Total 54.6 0.6 42.8 2.0 100 9629

Chi-square p-value sig. = 1087.331 (,001)

Cramer’s V = .194

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

The findings in Table 4.3.13 shows that, in 2021 out of 1116 households who rented a house 

86.2% had flush toilet, 0.2% had chemical toilet, 12.3% had pit latrine toilet, and 1.3% had 

other toilet facilities. Consequently, out of 468 households who owned but not yet paid off a 

house, 97.2% had flush toilets, 0.4% had chemical toilets, 2.4% had pit latrine toilet. Out of 

7055 households who owned and fully paid off the house 46.6% had flush toilet, 0.6% had 

chemical toilet, 51.0% had pit latrine toilet, and 1.8% had other toilet facilities. Out of 917 

households who occupied rent free, 55.8% had flus h toilets, 1.2% had chemical toilets, 39.1% 

had pit latrine toilet, and 3.8% had other toilet facilities.

The chi-square p-value significance shows that 0.001<0.05, therefore, there is a statistically 

significant association between tenure status and type of toilet facility. Moreover, Cramer’s v 

show that there is a strong relationship between tenure status and type of toilet facility.

Table 4.3.14. Percentage distribution of Tenure status by access to 
electricity

Variable Access to electricity, 2021

Tenure status Yes No Total Number 

Rented 96.3 3.7 100 1116

Owned, but not yet paid off 99.8 0.2 100 468

Owned and fully paid off 96.2 3.8 100 7055

Occupied rent free 88.1 11.9 100 917

Other tenure statuses 82.2 17.8 100 73
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Total 95.5 4.5 100 9629

Chi-square p-value sig. = 175.453 (,001)

Cramer’s V = .135

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

Table 4.3.14 shows percentage distribution of tenure status by access to electricity. The findings 

indicate that in 2021, 96.3% of households who rented had access to electricity, and 3.7% who 

rented had no access to electricity. Moreover, 99.8% of households who owned but not yet fully 

paid off the house had access to electricity, and 0.2% who owned but not fully paid off the house 

had no access to electricity. Likewise, 96.2% who owned and fully paid off the house had 

electricity, and 3.8% who owned and fully paid off the house had no access to electricity.  

Consequently, 88.1% of households who occupied a house rent-free had access to electricity, 

and 11.9% had no access to electricity. Other tenure statuses were mostly occupied by people 

with access to electricity. 

The chi-square p-value significance shows that 0.001<0.05, meaning that there is association 

between tenure status and access to electricity. Also, Cramer’s V shows that there is a moderate 

relationship between tenure status and access to electricity. 

Table  4.3.15.  Percentage  distribution  of  Tenure  status  by  main  source  of 

electricity

Variable Main source of electricity, 2021

Tenure status In-house 
conventional 
meter

In-house 
prepaid meter

Not applicable Total number

Rented 11.9 61.4 26.7 100 1116

Owned, but not yet paid off 26.3 73.3 0.4 100 468

Owned and fully paid off 5.8 89.0 5.2 100 7055

Occupied rent free 8.1 70.0 21.9 100 917

Other tenure statuses 8.2 71.2 20.5 100 73

Total 7.7 83.1 9.1 100 9629

Chi-square p-value sig. = 1097.678 (,001)

Cramer’s V= .239

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

Table 4.3.15 shows tenure status and main source of electricity. The findings indicate that  

11.9% of households who rented a house used in-house conventional meter, while 61.4% used 

in-house prepaid meter  and 26.7% this  was not  applicable  to  them. Moreover,  26.3% of 

households who owned, but not yet fully paid the house used in-house conventional meter, and 
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73.3% used in-house prepaid meter. Moreover, 5.8% of households who owned and fully paid 

off the house used in-house conventional meter, and 89.0% used in-house prepaid meter. 8.1% 

of households who occupied a rent-free house used in-house conventional meter, and 70.0% 

used in-house prepaid meter. Other tenure statuses were mostly using in-house prepaid meter. 

The chi-square p-value significance shows that 0.001<0.05, therefore, this shows a statistical 

relationship between tenure status and main source of electricity. Moreover, Cramer’s v shows 

that there is a strong relationship between tenure status and main source of electricity. 

 Table 4.3.16. Percentage distribution of Tenure status by main source of income

Variable Main income source ,2021

Tenure status Salaries/ 
wages

Income from a 
business

Remittances Pensions Grants Other  income 
sources 

Total Number 

Rented 69.6 10.8 7.8 2.3 7.6 1.9 100 1116

Owned,  but  not  yet 
paid off 

77.1 13.7 1.7 2.1 4.9 0.4 100 468

Owned and fully paid 
off

36.3 6.0 10.0 3.9 41.0 2.8 100 7055

Occupied rent free 52.2 6.7 10.4 0.5 25.7 4.5 100 917

Other tenure statuses 52.1 4.1 5.5 5.5 26.0 6.8 100 73

Total 43.8 7.0 9.3 3.3 33.8 2.8 100 9629

Chi-square p-value sig. = 1025.191 (,001)

Cramer’s V= .163

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

The findings in Table 4.3.16 indicate that in 2021, out of 1116 households who rented, 69.6% 

their main income were salaries, 10.8% had incomes from a business, 7.8% main income were 

remittances, 2.3% were pensioners, 7.6% were grant recipients, and 1.9% had other income 

sources. Out of 468 households who owned but not yet paid off their houses, 77.1% their main 

income were salaries, 13.7% had an income from a business, 1.7% had remittances, 2.1% were 

pensioners, 4.9% were grant recipients, 0.4% had other income sources. Moreover, coming to 

those who owned and had fully paid the house 36.3% were getting salaries, 6.0% had income 

from a business, 10.0% had remittances, 3.9% were pensioners, 41.0% were grant holders, and 

2.8% had other income sources. Out of 917 households who occupied a rent-free dwelling, 

52.2% were earning salaries, 6.7% had an income from a business, 10.4% had remittances, 

0.5% were pensioners, 25.7% were grant recipients, and 4.5% had other income sources. 
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The chi-square p-value significance indicate that 0.001<0.05 therefore, there is a significant 

relationship between tenure status and income sources. Moreover, Cramer’s shows a strong 

relationship between these two variables.

Table 4.3.17. Percentage distribution of RDP or state subsidised dwelling by 
Age group in 2021

Variables Age group,2021

RDP or  State 
subsidised 
dwelling

24  and 
under

25-34 35-44 45-54 55 and 
older

Total Number 

Yes 1.8 12.3 23.4 24.9 37.5 100 1992

No 2.0 11.8 21.3 21.6 43.3 100 7637

Total 2.0 11.9 21.7 22.3 42.1 100 9629

Chi-square p-value sig. = 24.287 (,001)

Cramer’s V= .050

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

The findings in Table 4.3.17 indicate that in 2021, the age group of 24 and under only 1.8% had 

and RDP or  state  subsidised dwelling,  the  age  group of  25-34 12.3% had RDP or  state 

subsidised dwelling, the age group of 35-44 23.4% had RDP or state subsidised dwelling, the 

age group of 45-54 24.9% had an RDP or state subsidised dwelling, and the age group of 55 and 

older 37.5% had an RDP or state subsidised dwelling. Likewise, in the age group of 24 and 

under 2.0% reported they do not own an RDP or state subsidised dwelling, in the age group of 

25-34 11.8% had no RDP or state subsidised dwelling, in the age group of 35-44 21.3% had no 

RDP or state subsidised, in the age group of 45-54 21.6 had no RDP or state subsidised 

dwelling, and in the age group of 55 and older 43.3%  had no RDP or state subsidised dwelling. 

The chi-square p-value significance shows that 0.001<0.05 meaning that there is a significant 

relationship between RDP and age group. However, Cramer’s v indicates that there is a weak 

relationship between age group and RDP.
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Table 4.3.18. Percentage distribution of RDP or state subsidised dwelling by 
Population group 2021 
  

Variable Population group,2021

RDP  or  state 
subsidised 
dwelling

African/Black Coloured Indian/Asian White Total Number 

Yes 93.5 5.9 0.5 0.1 100 1992

No 84.4 6.8 1.9 6.9 100 7637

Total 86.3 6.6 1.6 5.5 100 9629

Chi- square p- value sig. = 169.434 (,001)

Cramer’s V= .133

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

The findings in table 4.3.18 indicate that in 2021, when looking at the population group of 

household head, 93.5% of Africans had an RDP or state subsidised dwelling, 5.9% of coloured 

people had an RDP, only 0.5% of Indian people had an RDP, and 0.1% of white people with 

RDP. 84.4% of Africans had no RDP, 6.8% of coloured people had no RDP, 1.9% of Indian 

people had no RDP, and 6.9% of white people. 

The chi square p-values significance shows that 0.001<0.07 therefore, there is a statistically 

significant relationship between RDP and population group. Cramer’s v shows that there is a 

moderate relationship between RDP and population group.

Table 4.3.19. Percentage distribution of RDP or state subsidised dwelling by 
Sex of household head 2021

Variable Sex of household head

RDP  or  state 
subsidised dwelling

Male Female Total Number

Yes 45.7 54.3 100 1992

No 55.2 44.8 100 7637

Total 53.2 46.8 100 9629

Chi-square p-value sig. = 56.621 (0,001)

Cramer’s V= 0.077
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Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

The findings in Table 4.3.19 shows that in 2021, 45.7% of males had an RDP, and 54.3% of 

females had an RDP. Moreover, 55.2%% of males had no RDP and 44.8% of females had no 

RDP. 

Therefore,  the  chi-square  p-value  significance shows that  0.001<0.05 meaning there  is  a 

statistically relationship between RDP and sex of household head. And Cramer’s v shows a 

weak relationship between RDP and sex of household head.

Table 4.3.20. Percentage distribution of RDP or state subsidised dwelling by 
Geographical type 2021

Variable Geographical type

RDP  or  state 
subsidised 
dwelling

Urban formal Traditional Farms Total Number

Yes 74.8 24.1 1.0 100 1992

No 53.2 42.8 4.0 100 7637

Total 57.7 39.0 3.4 100 9629

Chi -square p-value sig. = 311.614 (,001)

Cramer’s V= .180

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

The findings in Table 4.3.20 show that in 2021, 74.8% of people with RDP were from urban 

formal areas, 24.1% were from traditional areas, and 1.0% were from farms. Moreover, 53.2% 

from urban formal had no RDP and 42.8% from traditional had no RDP and 4.0% from farms 

had no RDP.

The chi-square p-value significant shows that 0.001<0.05 therefore, there is a statistically 

significant association between geographical type and RDP. Consequently, Cramer’s v shows 

that there is a strong association between geographical type and RDP.
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Table 4.3.21. Percentage distribution of RDP or state subsidised dwelling by 
Metro code 2021

Variable Metro code

RDP  or 
state 
subsidised 
dwelling

City 
of 
Cape 
Town

Buffalo 
city

Nelson 
Mandela

Mangaung eThekwini Ekurhuleni City 
of 
JHB

City  of 
Tshwane

Non-
metro

Total Number 

Yes 5.9 2.2 4.1 1.0 7.1 7.5 3.8 4.4 64.1  100 1992

No 5.3 1.9 2.0 1.2 6.4 6.3 5.9 3.8 67.2  100 7637

Total 5.4 1.9 2.5 1.2 6.6 6.5 5.4 3.9 66.5  100 9629

Chi-square p- value sig. = 51.810 (0,001)

Cramer’s V=0.073

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

The findings in Table 4.3.21 indicate that in 2021, out of 1992 people with an RDP or state 

subsidised dwelling 5.9% is from the city of cape, 2.2% from Buffalo City, 4.1% from Nelson 

Mandela, 1.0% from Mangaung, 7.1% from eThekwini, 7.5% from Ekurhuleni, 3.8% from the 

City of Johannesburg, 4.4% from City of Tshwane, and 64.1% from non-metro areas. Looking 

at those with no RDP or state subsidised dwelling, out of 7637, 5.3% was from the City of Cape 

Town, 1.9% from Buffalo City, 2.0% from Nelson Mandela, 1.2% from Mangaung,6.4% from 

eThekwini, 6.3% from Ekurhuleni, 5.9% from the City of Johannesburg, 3.8% from the City of 

Tshwane, and 67.2 from non-metro areas. 

The chi-square p-value significance indicate that 0.001<0.05 therefore, there is a statistically 

significant relationship between RDP and metro code. Moreover, Cramer’s V indicate that the 

relationship between RDP and metro is weak.
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Table 4.3.22. Percentage distribution of RDP or state subsidised dwelling by 
Province

Variable Province ,2021

RDP or state 
subsidised 
dwelling

WC EC NC FS KZN NW GP MP LM TOTAL Number

Yes 8.5 13.6 4.9 9.4 20.1 6.1 19.6 7.9 9.8 100 1992

No 8.4 16.1 4.0 4.6 18.7 6.6 18.4 8.9 14.2 100 7637

Total 8.4 15.6 4.2 5.6 19.0 6.5 18.7 8.7 13.3 100 9629

Chi-square p- value sig. =0 ,001

Cramer’s V= 0.103

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

WC= Western  Cape;  EC= Eastern  Cape,  NC= Northern  Cape;  FS= Free-State;  KZN=  

KwaZulu-Natal; NW= Northwest; GP= Gauteng; MP= Mpumalanga; LM= Limpopo

The findings in Table 4.3.22 shows in 2021, out 1992 people who said yes, they have an RDP or 

state subsidised dwelling, 8.5% was from the Western Cape, 13.6% were from Eastern Cape, 

4.9% were from Northern Cape, 9.4% were from Free state, 20.1% were from KwaZulu Natal, 

6.1% were from Northwest, 19.6% were from Gauteng, 7.9% were from Mpumalanga, and 

9.8% were from Limpopo. Moreover, out of 7637 people who answered that they do not have 

an RDP or state subsidised dwelling, 8.4% were from the Western Cape, 16.1% were from 

Eastern Cape, 4.0% were from Northern Cape, 4.6% were from Free State, 18.7% were from 

KwaZulu Natal, 6.6% were from Northwest, 18.4% were from Gauteng, 8.9% were from 

Mpumalanga, and 14.2% were from Limpopo. 

The chi-square p-value significance indicates that 0.001<0.05, therefore, there is a statistically 

significant reduction between RDP and Provinces. Likewise, Cramer’s V shows that there is a 

moderate relationship between RDP and provinces.
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Table 4.3.23. Percentage distribution of RDP or state subsidised dwelling by 
household size grouping, 2021

Variable Household size,2021

RDP  or  state 
subsidised dwelling

1-4 persons 5-9 persons 10+ Total Number 

Yes 66.3 31.1 2.7 100 1992

No 70.5 27.1 2.4 100 7637

Total 69.6 27.9 2.4 100 9629

Chi-square p-value sig. = 102.027 (0.001)

Cramer’s V= 0.037

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

The findings in Table 4.3.23 indicate that in 2021, 66.3% of people with an RDP had 1-4 

persons in the household, 31.1% had 5-9 persons in the household, and 2.7% had 10 and more 

people in the household. Moreover, those with no RDP, 70.5% had 1-4 persons, 27.1% had 5-9 

persons and 2.4% had 10 and more people. This means that most house had 1-4 persons living 

together.

The chi-square p-valued significance indicate that 0.001<0.05 therefore, there is a statistically 

significant relationship between RDP and household size. Cramer’s V shows that there is a very 

weak relationship between RDP and household size.

Table 4.3.24. Percentage distribution of RDP or state subsidised dwelling by 
main source of drinking water, 2021

Variable Main source of drinking water, 2021

RDP  or  state 
subsidised 
dwelling

Piped (tap) water 
in  dwelling 
&Yard

Public  / 
communal tap

Other  sources  of 
drinking water

Total Number 

Yes 81.8 9.1 9.1 100 1992

No 64.2 15.7 20.1 100 7637

Total 67.9 14.3 17.8 100 9629

Chi-square p-value sig. = 227. 547 (0,001)

Cramer’s V=0 .154

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021
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The findings in Table 4.3.24 shows that in 2021, out of people who had an RDP house, 81.8% 

had piped(tap) water in dwelling and yard, 9.1% were using communal tap, and 9.1% were 

using other sources of drinking water. From those who do not have an RDP house, 67.9% had 

piped water in dwelling and yard, 15.7% were using a communal tap, and 20.1% were using 

other sources of drinking water.

The chi-square p-value significance shows that 0.001<0.05, therefore, the relationship between 

RDP and main source of drinking water is statistically significant. Cramer’s v shows that this 

relationship is strong. 

Table 4.3.25. Percentage distribution of RDP or state subsidised dwelling by 
type of toilet facility, 2021

Variable Type of toilet facility, 2021

RDP  or  state 
subsidised 
dwelling

flush toilet Chemical 
toilet

Pit  latrine 
toilet

Other  toilet 
facility

Total Number 

Yes 70.9 0.3 28.0 0.9 100 1992

No 50.4 0.6 46.7 2.3 100 7637

Total 54.6 0.6 42.8 2.0 100 9629

Chi-square p-value sig. = 269.811 (0,001)

Cramer’s v = 0.167

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

The findings in Table 4.3.25 shows that in 2021, out of people with an RDP, 70.9% had flush 

toilet, 0.3% had chemical toilet, 28.0% had pit latrine toilet, and 0.9% were using other toilet  

facilities. Out of those with no RDP, 50.4% were using flush toilet facility, 0.6% were using 

chemical toilet, 46.7% were using pit latrine toilet, and 2.3% were using other toilet facilities. 

The chi-square p-value significance shows that 0.001<0.05, therefore, there is a statistically 

significant relationship between RDP and type of toilet facility. Cramer’s v shows that the 

relationship between these variables is strong. 
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Table 4.3.26. Percentage distribution of RDP or state subsidised dwelling by roof 

material used, 2021

Variable Roof material used, 2021.

RDP or state 
subsidised 
dwelling

Cement 
block/ 
concrete

Corrugated 
iron/ zinc

Wood Asbestos Other  roof 
material

Total Number 

Yes 2.5 71.0 0.1 11.0 15.5 100 1992

No 2.5 65.4 0.1 7.3 24.8 100 7637

Total 2.5 66.5 0.1 8.1 22.8 100 9629

Chi-square p-value sig. = 94.656 (0,001)

Cramer’s v = 0.099

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

The findings in Table 4.3.26 shows that in 2021 out of people with an RDP or state subsidised 

dwelling,  2.5% had a  roof  made of  cement  block or  concrete,  71.0% had roof  made of 

corrugated iron, 0.1% made of wood, 11.0% made of asbestos, and 15.5% made of other roof  

materials. For those with no RDP or state subsidised dwelling, 2.5% had a roof made of cement 

block, 65.4% made of corrugated iron, 0.1% made of wood, 7.3% made of asbestos, and 24.8% 

made of other roof materials.

The chi-square p-value significance shows that 0.001<0.05 therefore there is a significant 

relationship between RDP and roof material. Cramer’s v shows that this relationship is weak.

Table 4.3.27. Percentage distribution of RDP or state subsidised dwelling by 
wall material used, 2021

Variable Wall material used, 2021.

RDP  or 
state 
subsidised 
dwelling

Bricks Cement 
block/ 
concrete

Corrugated 
iron/zinc

Wood Asbestos Other wall 
material 

Total Number 

Yes 64.5 33.6 0.7 0.0 0.3 1.0 100 1992

No 58.7 22.8 9.4 0.9 0.2 7.9 100 7637

Total 59.9 25.1 7.6 0.7 0.2 6.5 100 9629

Chi-square p-value sig. = 375.973 (0,001)

Cramer’s v = 0.198

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

The findings in Table 4.3.27 show that in 2021, looking at wall material and those with an RDP, 

64.5% had an RDP made of bricks material, 33.6% wall made of cement block, 0.7% walls 
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made of corrugated iron, 0.3% walls made of asbestos, and 1.0% walls made of other material. 

Those with no RDP 58.7% had walls made of bricks, 22.8% had walls made of cement block, 

9.4% walls made of corrugated iron, 0.9% walls made of wood, 0.2% walls made of asbestos, 

and 7.9% walls made of other wall materials. 

The chi-square p-value significance shows that 0.001<0.05, therefore there is a statistically 

significant relationship between RDP and wall material. Cramer’s V shows that the relationship 

between these variables is strong.

Table 4.3.28. Percentage distribution of RDP or state subsidised dwelling by 
Main source of electricity, 2021

Variable Main source of electricity, 2021.

RDP  or  state 
subsidised 
dwelling

In-house 
conventional 
meter

In-house  prepaid 
meter

Other sources Total Number 

Yes 3.4 93.5 3.1 100 1992

No 8.9 80.4 10.7 100 7637

Total 7.7 83.1 9.1 100 9629

Chi-square p-value sig. = 195.122 (0,001)

Cramer’s v = 0.142

 Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

The findings from Table 4.3.28 shows that in 2021, 3.4% of people with RDP had in-house 

conventional  meter,  93.5%  had  in-house  prepaid  meter,  and  3.1%  had  other  sources  of 

electricity. Moreover, looking at those who had no RDP 8.9% had in-house conventional meter, 

80.4% had in house prepaid meter, and 10.7% had other sources of electricity. Therefore, this 

means that most households use in-house prepaid meter as a main source of electricity.

Moreover, the chi-square p-value significant indicate that 0.001<0.05 therefore, there is a 

statistically significant relationship between RDP and main source of electricity. And Cramer’s 

v show that there is a moderate relationship between RDP and main source of electricity. 
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Table 4.3.29. Percentage distribution of RDP or state subsidised dwelling by 
Access to electricity, 2021

Variable Access to electricity, 2021.

RDP  or  state 
subsidised dwelling

Yes No Total Number 

Yes 97.7 2.3 100 1992

No 94.9 5.1 100 7637

Total 95.5 4.5 100 9629

Chi-square p-value sig. = 29.494 (0,001)

Cramer’s v = 0.055

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

The findings in Table 4.3.29 shows that in 2021, 97.7% households with an RDP had access to 

electricity, and 2.3% of them had no access to electricity. Moreover, 94.9% of households with 

no RDP had access to electricity, and 5.1% had no access to electricity. 

The chi-square p-value significance indicates that 0.001<0.05 therefore, there is a statistically 

significant relationship between RDP and access to electricity. Moreover, Cramer’s v shows 

that there is a weak relationship between RDP and access to electricity.

Table 4.3.30. Percentage distribution of RDP or state subsidised dwelling by 
Main income source, 2021

Variable Main income source, 2021.

RDP  or 
state 
subsidised 
dwelling

Salaries/wages Income 
from  a 
business

Remittances Pensions Grants Other 
income 
sources 

Total Number 

Yes 43.7 6.1 8.8 0.7 38.2 2.5 100 1992

No 43.8 7.2 9.4 4.0 32.7 2.9 100 7637

Total 43.8 7.0 9.3 3.3 33.8 2.8 100 9629

Chi-square p-value sig. = 69.608 (0,001)

Cramer’s v =0.085
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Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

The findings in Table 4.3.30 indicate that in 2021 when we look at the relationship between 

RDP and main income source, out of those with an RDP or state subsidised dwelling 43.7% 

were earning salaries,  6.1% were getting an income from a business,  8.8% were getting 

remittances, 0.7% were getting pension money, 38.2% were getting grants, and 2.5% were 

getting other incomes. Moreover, from those with no RDP house, 43.8% were getting salaries, 

7.2% were getting an income from a business, 9.4% were getting remittances, 4.0% were 

getting pension money, 32.7% were getting grants and 2.9% were getting other incomes.

The chi-square p-value significance shows that 0.001<0.05, meaning that there is a statistically 

significant relationship between RDP and main income source. Consequently, Cramer’s V 

shows that the relationship between RDP and income source is weak.

Table 4.3.31. Percentage distribution of RDP or state subsidised dwelling by 
Type of main dwelling, 2021

Variable Type of main dwelling, 2021.

RDP or state 
subsidised 
dwelling

Dwelling 
house/block

Traditional 
dwelling

Flat Cluster 
house  in 
complex

Townh
ouse 

Semi-
detached 
house

Informal 
dwelling

Other 
dwelling 
type

Total Number 

Yes 96.0 0.9 1.0 0.0 0.1 0.7 0.4 1.0 100 1992

No 71.2 8.3 2.1 0.3 0.8 1.5 10.2 5.8 100 7637

Total 76.3 6.7 1.9 0.2 0.6 1.3 8.2 4.8 100 9629

Chi-square p-value sig. = 554.398 (0,001)

Cramer’s v = 0.240

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

The findings in Table 4.3.31 show that in 2021, out of people with an RDP house, 96.0% had a 

dwelling house or block, 0.9% had a traditional dwelling, 1.0% had a flat, 0.1% occupied a 

town house, 0.7% occupied a semi-detached house, 0.4% occupied an informal dwelling, and 

1.0% occupied other types of dwellings. Coming to those with no RDP house, 71.2% had a 

dwelling house, 8.3% had a traditional dwelling, 2.1% had a flat, 0.3% had a cluster house in a 

complex, 0.8% had a townhouse, 1.5% had a semi-detached house, 10.2% had an informal 

dwelling, and 5.8% had other types of dwelling.
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The chi-square p-value significance show that 0.001<0.05, therefore, there is a statistically 

significant relationship between RDP and type of main dwelling. Likewise, Cramer’s V shows 

that the relationship between RDP and type of main dwelling is strong. 

Table 4.3.32. Percentage distribution of RDP or state subsidised dwelling by 
Tenure status, 2021

Variable Tenure status

RDP or state 
subsidised 
dwelling

Rented Owned  but 
not yet paid 
off 

Owned  and 
fully  paid 
off

Occupied 
rent free

Other tenure 
status

Total Number 

Yes 7.2 1.0 77.2 13.6 1.1 100 1992

No 12.7 5.9 72.3 8.5 0.7 100 7637

Total 11.6 4.9 73.3 9.5 0.8 100 9629

Chi-square p-value sig. = 169.005 (0,001)

Cramer’s v = 0.132

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021

The findings in Table 4.3.32 show that in 2021, out of people who Owned an RDP or state 

subsidised dwelling, 7.2% rented, 1.0% owned but not yet paid off the house, 77.2% owned and 

fully  paid off  the house,  13.6% occupied rent  free,  and 1.1% had other  tenure statuses.  

Moreover, out of those with no RDP or state-subsidized dwelling, 12.7% rented, 5.9% owned 

but not yet paid off the house, 72.3 owned and fully paid off the house, 8.5% occupied rent-free, 

and 0.7% had other tenure statuses.

The chi-square p-value significance shows that 0.001<0.05 meaning there is a statistically 

significant relationship between RDP and tenure status, however, Cramer’s V show that the 

relationship between these two variables is moderate. 
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TABLE 4.4. Logistic regression output on RDP or state subsidised dwelling in 
South Africa

GHS 2021
Variables B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B)
Province 0.024 0.013 3.642 0.056 1.025

Sex  of  
household 
head

-0.366 0.057 41.358 0,001 0.693

Main 
dwelling type

0.530 0.030 313.045 0,001 1.699

Source  of  
income

-0.040 0.016 6.239 0.012 0.960

Access  to  
electricity

0.407 0.209 3.802 0.051 1.502

Main  source 
of electricity

-0.644 0.102 40.168 0,001 0.525

Material  
used for wall

0.125 0.034 13.467 0,001 1.133

Material  
used for roof

0.346 0.025 194.844 0,001 1.414

Type of toilet  
facility

0.226 .048 22.422 0,001 1.253

Main  source 
of water

0.179 .052 11.837 0,001 1.195

Tenure status -0.454 .044 108.287 0,001 0.635

Metro code 0.036 0.014 6.943 0.008 1.037

Age group 0.234 0.026 78.740 0,001 1.263

Household 
size grouping

-0.158 0.053 8.765 0.003 0.854

Geographical  
type

149.666 0,001

Geographical  
type (1)

1.050 0.098 114.669 0,001 2.859

Geographical  
type (2)

1.904 0.247 59.327 0,001 6.715

Constant 0.041 0.309 0.017 0.896 1.041

Source: Author’s calculations from Stats SA GHS 2021
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Table 4.4 represents a logistic regression of RDP and state-subsidized dwellings in South 

Africa. The province shows a positive coefficient of 0.024 with a p-value of 0.056; this positive 

coefficient indicates that there is an increase in RDP and state-subsidized dwellings in all the  

provinces. Moreover, when it comes to the sex of the household head, there is a negative 

coefficient of -0.0366 with a p-value of 0.001, meaning there are not a lot of female households 

owning RDP housing. The main dwelling type represents a positive coefficient of 0.530 with a 

p-value of 0.001. Likewise, coming to the source of income, this table shows a negative 

coefficient of -0.040 with a p-value of 0.012. Access to electricity shows a positive coefficient 

of 0.407 and a p-value of 0.051, implying that more people have access to electricity. Coming to 

the main source of electricity, this data shows a negative coefficient of -0.644 with a p-value of 

0.001. Material used for walls shows a positive coefficient of 0.125 with a p-value of 0.001, and 

material used for roofs shows a positive coefficient of 0.346 with a p-value of 0.001. Moreover, 

the type of toilet facility shows a positive coefficient with a p-value of 0.001. The main source 

of water shows a positive coefficient of 0.179 with a p-value of 0.001. Tenure status shows a 

negative coefficient of -054 with a p-value of 0.001. The metro code displays a positive 

coefficient of 0.36 with a p-value of 0.008. The age group shows a positive coefficient of 0.234 

with a  p-value of  0.001.  Household size  grouping shows a  positive coefficient  of  0.003. 

Geographical  type  1  shows a  positive  coefficient  of  1.050 with  a  p-value  of  0.001,  and 

geographical type 2 shows a positive coefficient of 1.904 with a p-value of 0.001. The table  

further shows a positive coefficient constant.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
5.1 Introduction

This study examines the extent of public intervention in the social housing sector that aims to 

address housing provision for the disadvantaged communities living in some of the informal 

settlements of Cape Town (South Africa). Moreover, the study makes a distinction according to 

the socio-demographic characteristics of applicants, such as age, gender, household headship, 

and tenure. This chapter focuses on discussing the findings obtained in Chapter 4, giving 

insights as to how the research questions were addressed and how the hypotheses were tested 

throughout the research. Moreover, this chapter will outline the limitations encountered in the 

research, which might be due to the overall research design, specific methodological choices, or 

unanticipated obstacles that merged during the research process; policy recommendations that 

will provide solutions that will help solve the problems of the study; and the conclusion of the 

entire research. For this research, the study used the data from the Statistics South Africa 

General Household Survey (GHS) 2021, and the data was analysed using SPSS version 28.

The research findings

The data findings from the General Household Survey (GHS,2021) shows that the city of Cape 

Town compared to other metro areas had a small percentage of people with an RDP or state 

subsidised dwelling, this really shows the struggle people living in the city of Cape Town are  

experiencing which is the shortage of proper housing. The data analysis further, illustrates that 

household heads aged 55 and older represented an enormous percentage of 42.1% compared to 

other age groups, followed by 22.3% for the age group 45–54. This implies that older people 

have more access to social housing opportunities than young people. Contrary to my hypothesis 

that gender does not have an impact on housing opportunities, the study revealed that there are 

more male-headed households than female-headed households, with males having 53.2% and 

females having 46.8%; however, the percentage difference is not much. These results then 
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imply that there have been some improvements in terms of gender inequalities in South Africa, 

in as much as males remain dominant.

The study found that black-headed households contribute the highest percentage of 86.3% as 

compared to other population groups, followed by the coloured population with 6.6%, which is 

also a very low percentage. Furthermore, 57.7% of households live in urban formal areas and a 

few 3.4% on farms. These results agree with the 2019 Statistics South Africa report cited by 

Sobantu and Noyoo (2022), which revealed that 81.9% of households in South Africa live in 

formal dwellings. This then mean that there is an improvement in the housing sector. 

In 2021, most households consisted of 1-4 people in a house (69.6%), and those that consisted 

of 10 and more people had a very low percentage of 2.4%. Consequently, 20.7% of households 

reported having an RDP or state-subsidized dwelling, and 79.0% claimed not to own an RDP 

house. Moreover, the findings indicate that 73.3% of households owned and fully paid off their 

housing, and 76.3% lived in a house or brick dwelling, with 43.8% getting salaries and 33.8% 

getting grants. 

Moreover, the findings show that in 2013, most households were not on the waiting list, and 

only 13.2% were on the waiting list. These results then prove the claims of Tissington, Munshi, 

Mirugi-Mukundi, and Durojaye (2013) that the list does not function on a first-come, first-

served basis, and this proves the questioning of its existence. This is proved by the mere fact 

that out of so many people in need of a house, only 13.2% appeared on the waiting list.

Furthermore, the study found that in the Western Cape, most people who own but have not yet 

fully paid off their houses are 29.3% out of all nine South African provinces. Moreover, it was 

found that only 6.0% of households owned and fully paid for their houses. Moreover, when we 

are looking at the metro code in the City of Cape, most people own but have not yet fully paid 

for their houses, with a percentage of 24.6%. The chi-square results show that between tenure  

status and provinces there is a significant association, and this association is strong as per the 

Cramer’s V results. Furthermore, between tenure status and metro codes, the relationship is 

statistically significant, with Cramer’s V showing a strong relationship. The study found that 

when looking at tenure status and population group, black or African households dominate, 

followed by coloured households. The findings show that black households occupied rent-free 

housing for 91.1% of the population. Moreover, 78.9% of the black population rents a house, 

followed by coloured households with 9.9% of the population studied. Again, almost half of the 

black population group owns but has not yet fully paid for the house.
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Additionally, when we look at the relationship between tenure status and gender or sex of 

household heads, most household heads who are males as compared to females own but have 

not yet paid the house (76.7%), and most females as compared to males are found to be owners 

who have fully paid their houses. According to Dalu et al. (2020), even though women are 

becoming beneficiaries of formal housing through their status as heads of households, they 

remain in informal settlements due to the government not being able to keep up with the 

growing demand for formal housing. The study found that when looking at tenure status and 

age group, in the age group 35–44, most of them rent their houses, and 45–54 mostly own but 

have not yet fully paid for the house. The age group 55 and older owned and fully paid for their 

homes. Overall, the age group 55 and older seems to dominate when it comes to housing 

ownership compared to other groups. And the chi-square results show that there is a significant 

relationship between tenure status and age group, and this relationship is strong.

Furthermore, the findings suggest that, as compared to other age groups, most households that 

live in RDP or state-subsidized housing are 55 and older. The chi-square results suggest that  

there is a significant connection between RDP and age group; however, it is not a strong 

relationship. The statistics also show that most Africans live in RDPs, or state-subsidized 

housing, followed by the coloured population. The chi-square results reveal that there is a 

moderately significant association between RDP and population group.

In contrast to the findings of the univariate study, the bivariate analysis shows that more females 

than males reside in RDP or state-subsidized houses and hold the position of head of the 

household; however,  the difference is just 8.6%. The chi-square test  revealed a weak but 

significant correlation between RDP and the gender of the household head. The analysis also 

demonstrates that the majority of RDP, or state-subsidized housing, is in urban formal regions. 

The chi-square demonstrates a large and strong association between RDP and geographic type. 

Additionally, there aren't many residents of RDP or state-subsidized housing in Cape Town. 

Consequently, most residents in RDP or state-subsidized housing are found in KwaZulu-Natal.

Most RDP or state-subsidized households have piped water in their homes and yards, followed 

by those who use public or communal taps, and most of them have flush toilets in their homes, 

followed by those who use pit latrine toilets. Furthermore, most of their roofs are corrugated 

iron or zinc, and their house walls are bricks, followed by cement block or concrete. Most  

persons (97.7%) with an RDP had access to electricity, and the main source of income for 

households living in RDP or state-subsidized housing is salaries, indicating that they work, 
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followed by grant beneficiaries, with a slight differential of 5.5%. Most of my ideas have been 

confirmed to be right,  and the results  suggest  that  the policies  and initiatives  previously 

established by the South African government are attempting to bring about change in the 

housing sector for the low-income group. This is visible in projects such as Breaking New 

Ground, yet social housing provision in South Africa remains a challenge. As a result, Dalu et  

al. (2020) proves that there has been an improvement in housing access between men and 

women, but women continue to dominate in informal settlements due to the government's 

failure to meet the increased demand for formal housing.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion and Policy Recommendation

Conclusion
This study shows the challenges faced by the low-income group in terms of social housing 

acquisition in South Africa, specifically Cape Town. A major challenge in South Africa is the 

issue of insufficient housing, particularly for low-income populations. Low-income earners 

have no choice but to accept poor-quality housing in informal settlements and the private rental 

market. The literature reviewed showed that massive rural-urban migration and an uneven 

distribution of economic opportunities are the main causes of Africa's cities' housing demands. 

Moreover, public housing programs are also unable to keep up with the accelerating demand 

from low-income groups. A lot of people earn less, and they cannot afford rent. The shortage of 

housing and the slow, ineffective process of distribution of social housing in South Africa led to 

more people occupying free spaces and adding more informal houses, known as shacks. This is 

supported by Ngwenya and Cirolia’s study, which found that the housing shortages lead to 

backyard dwellings and overcrowding. Moreover, this inevitably leads to more demand for 

services such as electricity, water, and toilets, as well as the demand for more formal housing to 

improve the living conditions of people. 

Furthermore, more men are gaining access to free housing compared to women. Low-income 

earners are faced with the challenge of having to live in congested and overcrowded areas in 

informal settlements. Since they earn less and cannot afford to buy their own formal houses,  

they resort to free, unauthorized spaces that they occupy in Cape Town, and the government 

does not approve of it. Their shacks get demolished and left with no choice but to wait for the 

slow process of waiting to obtain government-free housing or to be relocated to other areas on 

the outskirts of Cape Town, which becomes far from where most people work.

Policy recommendations

Housing policy, according to Clapham (2018), is any decision made by any government or 

government agency to impact the processes or results associated with housing.

The South African government first needs to address the ineffectiveness of the housing data 

base in  South Africa,  as  well  as  create  more job opportunities  and more proper  housing 

opportunities. According to Adabre and Chan (2019), all governments and other authorities 

continue  to  place  a  high  focus  on  sustainable,  affordable  housing.  There  are  numerous 
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affordable housing regulations in place. There is also a disagreement over whether low-income 

households can now afford homes. Strong housing selection criteria are required, as well as 

proper evaluation and monitoring (Adabre and Chan,2019).

Clapham (2018) describes three types of interventions: 

According to Clapham (2018), the first one entails limiting the actions of private actors and 

institutionalizing social behaviours in the housing market. A prominent example is control of 

the private leased sector, which could include controlling rents, limiting the actions of leasing 

agents, and providing renters with assurances regarding tenure.

Direct provision is the second type of intervention. According to Clapham (2018), this could 

imply that a national, state, or regional government or agency is directly developing housing for 

purchase or, more frequently, for rental. To the extent that it can employ private builders or 

work alongside private housing developers, the government may not take on all phases of 

housing development. Social housing is the most prevalent type of direct supply, although the 

state may also offer other housing services, such as shelter and assistance for the homeless  

(Clapham, 2018).

Lastly,  according to  Clapham (2018),  providing finance  or  subsidies  is  the  third  type of 

intervention. The government may offer loans or grants to people or organizations to help them 

accomplish their goals. Payments to people may be provided to change their beliefs, attitudes, 

and behaviours about, for instance, reducing energy use in a home or fixing the home, or to  

enable them to afford housing when they otherwise wouldn't be able to. Grants to businesses 

like private construction companies and developers may be intended to boost the supply of 

housing or alter its makeup, such as by raising energy efficiency standards (Clapham, 2018).
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