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1
 The IPSE project was undertaken as part of the UK Department for International Development 

Southern Africa’s Strengthening Analytical Capacity for Evidence-Based Decision-Making (SACED) 

Programme. The project involved collaborations between the Centre for the Analysis of South African 

Social Policy (CASASP) at the University of Oxford, the Human Sciences Research Council (which 

conducted SASAS) and researchers at the University of Fort Hare. 



29

                                                
2
 In order to test the reliability of this set of 36 items identified as ‘essentials’, the appropriate method 

to use is Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha test (Cronbach, 1951). For the 36 items that were defined as 

essential by 50% or more of the population, the scale reliability coefficient (alpha) was calculated to be 

0.9201. This score measures the correlation of the set of 36 items with all other hypothetical 36 item 

sets of ‘essentials’. The square root of the coefficient (alpha) is the estimated correlation of the set of 

Stage 1 (Qualitative enquiry) - 48 focus groups (definitional) 

Q: what constitutes an acceptable standard of living in South Africa? 

Stage 2 (Survey) - Pilot SPN module (definitional) in SASAS 2005 

Q:  which of these items are essential/ desirable but not essential/neither? 

Stage 3  (Survey) - SPN modules(definitional and measurement) in SASAS 2006 

Q: Which of these items are essential/ desirable but not essential/ neither? 

Q: Do you have the item, and if not is this because you don’t want it or cannot afford it?  

Stage 5 (Survey) - SPN modules (measurement) in  

LCS 2008/09 and LCS 2014/15 

Stage 4 (Analysis) - Socially Perceived Necessities 

Items defined as essential by 50% or more of the population 
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36 questions with a set of errorless true scores: this was calculated to be 0.9592. This means that 

although the 36 ‘essentials’ that have been identified are not comprehensive they are capturing the 

underlying issue of poverty well (conceptualised in this way) and are a highly reliable set of items 

(Nunnally, 1981). Another way to test the robustness of the 2006 findings is to compare them with the 

results from the 2005 SASAS module. There are 49 common items between 2005 and 2006 in the 

SASAS definition modules. The percentage of the population defining each of the 49 common items as 

essential in 2005 and 2006 correlates 0.96 (Spearman’s rho), which again suggests that the 2006 results 

are highly reliable. 
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 This project was referred to as the Decent Living Level project and was funded by Friedrich Ebert 

Stiftung, and was presented at a workshop entitled ‘Towards a decent living level – income levels and 

socially perceived necessities’ at the Human Sciences Research Council in Pretoria on 17
th

 March 

2015. 
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 Notably housing costs do not appear to be taken into account other than the costs of electricity, water 

and household hygiene items.  
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 Budlender et al. (2015, p6) clarify that in South Africa, consumption of home-grown goods only 

makes up a small part of national consumption and so its inclusion or exclusion makes little difference 

to the measure.  
6
 Budlender et al. state that the lower bound poverty line is not ‘conceptually coherent or valuable’ and 

recommend that it should not be used (Budlender et al., 2015 pp.2 and 31). 
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 Notably, a decision was made to only include households in the 2

nd
 – 7

th
 consumption deciles (whose 

food expenditure is around the food poverty line of R335 per capita per month) as the reference group 

for the non-food component of the upper bound poverty line, as the inclusion of all households (whose 

food expenditure is around the food poverty line of R335 per capita per month) as the reference group 

caused the average non-food expenditure amount to look ‘implausibly high’ (STATSSA, 2015 p10). 

Budlender et al. (2015) opted for an alternative approach to removing outliers and obtained a much 

higher upper bound poverty line with the same dataset. 
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 The IES is a sister survey to the LCS and is run in between two LCS surveys with many questions in 

common. However, it does not contain any questions on possession of the SPNs and its income data is 

less detailed than the LCS. 
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 An internationally used code referred to as the Classification of Individual Consumption according to 

Purpose (COICOP) (see https://unstats.un.org/unsd/cr/registry/regcst.asp?Cl=5). 
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 Adults aged 18 and over in receipt of earnings from paid employment.  
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