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Abstract

Poverty is a multi-dimensional socio-economic problem in most sub-Saharan African countries. The
purpose of this study is to analyse the relationship between household size and poverty in low-income
communities. The Northern Free State region in South Africa was selected as the study region. A
sample of approximately 2 900 households was randomly selected within 12 poor communities in the
region. A poverty line was calculated and 74% of all households were found to live below the poverty
line. The Pearson’s chi-square test indicated a positive relationship between household size and poverty
in eleven of the twelve low-income communities. Households below the poverty line presented larger
households than those households above the poverty line. This finding is in contradiction with some
findings in other African countries due to the fact that South Africa has higher levels of modernisation
with less access to land for subsistence farming. Effective provision of basic needs, community facilities
and access to assets such as land could assist poor households with better quality of life. Poor
households also need to be granted access to economic opportunities, while also receiving adult
education regarding financial management and reproductive health.
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Résumé

La pauvreté est un probléme socio-économique multidimensionnel dans la plupart des pays de I'Afrique
Sub-Saharienne. Le but de cette étude est d’analyser des rapports entre la taille du ménage et la
pauvreté dans des communautés a faible revenu. Le nord de la province de Free State en Afrique du
Sud a été choisi pour cette étude. Un échantillon environ de 2900 ménages a été aléatoirement
sélectionné dans 12 communautés pauvres de la région. Apres avoir calculé un seuil de pauvreté
monétaire, on a constaté que 74% de tous les ménages vivent en dessous du seuil de pauvreté. Le test
de Khi-deux de Pearson a indiqué un rapport positif entre la taille du ménage et la pauvreté sur onze
parmi les |2 communautés pauvres. La pauvreté est accentuée particulierement parmi les ménages de
large taille par rapport aux ménages de petite taille. Ces résultats obtenus contredisent quelques
résultats dans d’autres pays Africains par le fait qu’en Afrique du Sud la modernisation est trés avancés
avec moins d’acces a la terre pour l'agriculture de subsistance. Une efficace fourniture des besoins de
base, les aménagements communautaires et l'acces a des actifs tels que la terre pourraient aider les
ménages pauvres de mener une meilleure vie. Les ménages pauvres ont également besoins d'acceés aux
opportunités économiques, a part de I’éducation en matiere de la gestion financiere et la santé
reproductive.

Mots clés : pauvreté, la taille du ménage, communautés avec un faible revenu, Free State nord, Afrique
du sud.
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Introduction

Research has shown that the size of households have
been declining over the last century in both
developed and developing countries (OECD, 201 I).
The number of households, although smaller
households, have shown faster growth rates if
compared to the overall global population growth
(Bradbury et al, 2014). However, developing
countries with low levels of economic activity, limited
modernisation  activities, and a dominating
subsistence-farming sector, still present large
household sizes. Research on household size and its
relationship with poverty, over the last few decades,
has led to interesting research results and findings.
The literature on the impact of household size on the
levels of poverty is still divided but leaning towards a
positive correlation between size of the household
and poverty, but with a negative impact of household
size on levels of poverty (Schiller, 1995; Orbeta,
2005; Virola & Martinez, 2007).

The initial hypothesis of this study is that large
households have an increased chance of being poor if
compared to smaller households as found by the
United Nations Population Fund (1999). If conclusive
evidence could be collected in the study region as
selected, this initial hypothesis could be confirmed or
rejected. The findings of this research could assist in
improved policy development and amendment in the
study region. The household is the smallest economic
unit, and reduction of poverty at grassroots level
could lead to overall poverty reduction in
communities.

The research methodology followed in this study
was quantitative in nature. Household surveys were
conducted in 12 poor communities in the Northern
Free State region, South Africa. A large sample of
approximately 2 900 households was included to
ensure a comprehensive and representative survey
sample.

Literature review
Poverty is a complex, multi-dimensional, and
universal socio-economic problem (United Nations,
2009). Many Sub-Saharan countries, including South
Africa, are tormented with extensive and deeply
rooted poverty. South Africa is regarded as an
“upper-middle-income” country by the World Bank
(World Bank, 2014), but up to 50% of South African
households are living in poverty, or at the least are
vulnerable to be exposed to poverty (Poswa, 2008).
The reasons for this phenomena in South Africa
are numerous and diverse. One of the main reasons
for the high levels of poverty in South Africa is the
now defunct apartheid system, which ended in 1994.
One of the features of this system of racial
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segregation was the procedure of active
dispossession, whereby assets, such as livestock and
land, were confiscated from black people leading to
deep levels of poverty which is still evident today
(May & Norton, 1997). Asset accumulation assists
with wealth creation. Opportunities to build up such
assets, through education, infrastructure and
markets, were denied to people during the period
from 1948 to 1994 (May & Norton, 1997). Other
reasons for the high levels of poverty in South Africa
are lack of access to opportunities, high levels of
unemployment, lack of basic services and basic
needs, and limited access to land (SPIl, 2007).

At household level, there is a relationship
between the household size and level of poverty
(Woolard & Klasen, 2005). Poverty could be
alleviated and gross domestic product (GDP) per
capita could be increased if proper macro-economic
policies are applied. The United Nations Population
Fund (1999) claimed, with evidence, that when
families have fewer children, it contributes to
accelerated development and reduction of poverty at
the household and the macro-economic level.
However, population growth and household size per
se, are not necessarily negative for development.
Virola and Martinez (2007) argued that population
growth might be good for certain countries,
especially developing countries at a particular phase
of development. Developed countries such as
Germany, are now encouraging its population to have
more children, which is in contrast with previous
policies of low population growth. Such policy needs
to be accompanied by relatively high levels of
economic growth. However, Orbeta (2005) argues
that the debate on the role of population growth and
household size in poverty is unresolved.

Rakodi (1995) states that many predictors for
poverty in households exist including size of
household, income, dependency ratio and
subsistence activities. She also states that smaller
households relates to higher per capita income.
Households can attempt many strategies to reduce
poverty such as increase income, diversify activities
for income and production, improved level of
resources and relationships, and access to land.
Woman generally are worse off than men and policy
needs to be in place to address this issue.

According to Perlman (1976), there are various
factors that are associated at the household or
individual level such as level of education, household
size and structure, dependency ratio, health, race,
gender, age and labour force status/income. These
household demographic factors determine to a large
extent poverty status. According to Mullahy and
Wolfe (2000), inadequate access to basic needs which
includes housing may cause such households to be
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unable to function as an effective unit, making them
vulnerable, leading to poverty.

The main purpose of this study is to investigate
the most basic unit of the South African economy,
namely the household, regarding the relationship
between household size and poverty. The authors of
this paper accept that household size is definitely not
the only determinant of poverty, but only one of
many factors such as income and lack of basic needs.
A household is described as a group of people (could
also be a single person) whose food provision, shelter
and other essentials for living are done in common
(Bongaarts, 2001). Definitions of households differ
significantly among countries (Bongaarts, 2001). For
the purpose of this article, a household consists of the
number of persons usually residing in the household
and sharing household expenses (Kamuzora, 2001).
In a survey of poor households as reported by the
South  African-Participatory Poverty Assessment
(PPA), poor people themselves describe poverty
factors as isolation from the community, a lack of
security, low wages, a lack of employment
opportunities, poor nutrition, poor access to water,
having too many children, poor education
opportunities and the misuse of resources (May et al.,
1998). Considering this definition, one can conclude
that the number of household members is an
important demographic feature of any country or
region, and is recognised as one of the causes of
poverty.

According to Widyanti et al, (2009), the key
determinants which increase the likelihood of a state
of poverty at the household level, as far as household
size and composition is concerned, include: the
movement of family members in and out of
households resulting in increases or decreases in the
dependency ratio, the mortality rate, the number of
children, the number of grandchildren, the gender of
members and household structure such as single
parent and elderly-headed households, and whether
the household is a member of a marginalised group,
inter alia a disadvantaged ethnic group or the
disabled. Anyanwu (2013) claims that the productivity
of female parents may be affected by newly-born
infants; either by hindering her work prospects, or
needing more resources such as nourishment. In
many sub-Saharan African countries where there are
low savings and absence of well-developed social
security systems, parents tends to increase fertility
rates, especially among the poor as insurance against
old age (Anyanwu, 2013). Parents may decide to have
more children to increase the probability of getting
support from them when they will reach old age,
increased social grants and subsidy from government.
High infant mortality rates amongst the poor tend to
provoke excess replacement births, as survival rates
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are low and there is the belief that children are gifts
from God, leading to high birth rates (Anyanwu,
2013).

Individuals  within households have distinct
characteristics such as economic capacity, which
eventually define the economic capacity of the
household as a unit. The presence of a link between
economic capacity of a household and its
composition could be a vital point in explaining why
certain households fall into poverty or not. It is
possible that some household compositions, which
produce a great difference between households’
earning capacity and its consumption needs, are the
fundamental factors for poverty. Generally, a larger
household size means larger expenditures for food,
shelter, clothing, health, education and other needs
(Virola & Martinez, 2007). The above aspects depend
on the dependency ratio of a household.

The literature contains an abundance of evidence
indicating that large households in poor communities
are linked to higher levels of poverty (Lanjouw &
Ravallion, 1995; Jalan & Ravallion, 1998; Klasen, 2000;
Woolard & Klasen, 2005; Baiyegunhi & Fraser, 2010;
Sekhampu, 2013). Performing censored conditional
quintile estimations on panel data for post-reform in
rural China, Jalan and Ravalion (1998), investigated
the link between household composition and
geographic determinants of chronic and transient
poverty. One of their findings indicates that smaller
and better-educated households have less chronic
poverty. Particularly they found that an increase in
household size is likely to put an extra burden on the
household and is expected to have a positive
relationship with chronic poverty. White and Masset
(2003) found a positive relationship between poverty
and household size in Vietham but that the
relationship could not be applied as a general rule.
Factors that impact on the relationship are gender
(woman-headed households are poorer), education
(lower level of education of household members
leads to poorer families) and geographical locality
(rural households generally poorer). The findings
were confirmed by Bigsten et al., (2003) in a case
study in Ethiopia. This inverse relationship between
household size and poverty has been confirmed by a
number of other research findings for example in
Cambodia (Kanbur et al,. 2003), in Uganda by Okurut
et al., (2002), in Brazil by Fishlow (1972), in Malaysia
by Anand (1977), in India by Dubey et al., (1999) and
in Pakistan by the World Bank (1990).

Various researchers in this research field have
listed a number of reasons for the continuous
reduction in household sizes in both developed and
developing countries. Some of the reasons include
the overall improvement of people’s economic
situation with increased income levels, reduced
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fertility, increased housing prices (Micheal et al.,
1980; Borsch-Supan, 1986), improved technology
and modernisation (Latour, 2004), more elderly
people in

households  (Klinenberg, 2012) and higher
incidence of family problems such as divorce (Yu &
Lin, 2007). According to Koulovatianos et al., (2010)
on the micro level, households that are economically
better off, seems to cope better as smaller
households. On the macro level, a reduction in
household sizes could lead to an increase in material
needs per capita and a growth in needs.

The impact of household size on the poverty
status of households in South Africa has been also
highlighted in many studies where large households
were found to be associated with an increased
probability of being poor (Baiyegunhi & Fraser, 2010;

Sekhampu, 2013). Three poverty traps that hamper
the poor in moving out of poverty, found by Woolard
and Klasen’s (2005) study on income mobility and
household dynamics, involve a large initial household
size, low levels of education, and poor initial
participation in the labour market. Table | provides
minimum levels of income per household as
determined by Schwabe (2004) for 2001 in South
Africa. The minimum income levels were adjusted to
also indicate 2013 income levels. The table shows
that the income per person in a household decreases
as the household size increases. However, it also
indicates that larger households need more income
than smaller households to stay clear of poverty.
Poverty is calculated by using the $2 per day poverty
line as used by the United Nations (UN).

Table |: Minimum income levels per household in South Africa, 2001 to 2013

Household size 2001 (the amount in brackets is per | 2013 (the amount in brackets is per
(number of people) person) person)
I R 587 (R 587) R1174 (R 1174)

R 733 (R 387)

R 1546 (R 773)

R 1028 (R 343)

R 2056 (R 685)

R 1290 (R 323)

R 2591 (R 648)

R 1541 (R 308)

R 3082 (R 616)

R 1806 (R 301)

R3612 (R 602)

NN | AW

R 2054 (R 293)

R 4108 (R 587)

Source: Schwabe, (2004) as amended by authors.

In a report by the World Bank (1995), it was
found in South Africa that large households with
many dependents are likely to be poor. Poor
households are also generally larger than non-poor
households, with associated higher dependency
ratios. Schiller (1995) agrees with the World Bank
findings, and states that large households with a high
number of dependents are more likely to be poor.

However, Widyanti et al., (2009) argued that the
relationship between poverty and household size can
be positive or negative. Ahlburgh (1998) and Easterlin
(1967) indicated an unclear relationship between
poverty and household size. They argued that a
change in the economic condition of a household
could encourage the household to restructure its
composition. For instance, an improvement in a
household’s economic and financial condition can
induce the household to have more children or
support extended family members, while a decline in
economic status may compel the household to
decrease its size by asking some household members
to move out. In rural Tanzania, Kamuzora and
Gwalema (1998) made two intriguing findings
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regarding the relationship between poverty and
household size. One of their findings indicated that
households with a higher number of members
showed lower poverty levels than those with fewer
members. An examination of this phenomenon
pointed to labour supply, which is important in a
labour intensive African economy. Kamuzora (2001)
also state that modernisation processes have an
impact on the correlation between household size
and poverty. In less developed countries, with low
levels of modernisation, and agriculture as the main
economic sector, larger households relate to less
poverty in contradiction with other results. However,
in more modernised regions, larger households relate
to higher levels of poverty, mostly due to limited
access to subsistence farming.

In a study by SALGA (2010), it was noted that
larger households could have a cost advantage over
smaller households. The concept of economies of
scale in consumption is relevant. Larger households
could attain the same level of welfare on a lower per
capita expenditure if compared to smaller
households. For example, the cost of housing
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illustrates this point. A household with three
members will pay more per capita for housing than a
household with five members would. It could be
stated that a larger household could possibly achieve
a higher standard of living with the same per capita
income. The composition of a household is also a
factor that needs to be taken into account. The age,
gender, and employment status of members of a
household have an impact on the poverty status.

The goal of this research is to enrich the literature
on poverty research by investigating the most basic
economic unit of the South African society, namely
the household, and examines the relationship
between household size and poverty, as one of the
causes of poverty in low-income communities of
northern Free State region of South Africa.

Methodology

The approach followed included a literature review,
which served as the theoretical basis of the research,
and secondly, a quantitative household survey as part
of the empirical component of the research. Findings
and recommendations were deducted from the
literature review and the empirical phases of the
research. A quantitative research approach was used
to collect data by means of a community household

survey in the northern Free State region during
June/july 2013. The study area is also known as the
Fezile Dabi region and forms the northern part of the
Free State province, South Africa. The study area
borders the southern part of the Gauteng province.
Twelve low-income communities were included in
the survey from communities across the northern
Free State region. Selected communities were
chosen from all four local municipalities in the region,
including Mafube, Metsimaholo, Moghaka and
Ngwathe Local Municipalities. The 12 selected
communities are listed in Table 5. A sample of
approximately 2 900 households were included in the
study. Households were selected randomly in each of
the communities. A far as possible a 10% sample size
was selected. Table 2 is a summary of selected socio-
economic data for the study region. The region has
relative low population densities due to it mostly
rural character, with low levels of human
development index (HDI). Dependency ratios are
high and the region is well provided regarding
services such as electricity. The region has low
income with most of the areas indicating more than
50% of the area earning an income of less than
R1000 per month.

Table 2: Selected socio-economic data for study region, 2013

Data indicator Mafube area | Metsimaholo Moghaka area | Ngwathe area
(including area (including | (including areas | (including areas
areas such as | areas such as | such as Moakeng, | such as Edenville,
Qalabotjha) Zamdela, Matlwangtlwang, Tumahole,

Metsimaholo, Rammulutsi, Phiritona,
Refengkgotso) Mokwallo) Kwakwatsi)

Total population (growth rate in | 60 980 (0.5%) 141 437 (0.8%) 176 478 (0.2%) 122 099 (0.1%)

2013 in brackets)

Population densities for low-income | 12.5 66.9 19.7 18.3

areas — number of people per

square km

HDI of low-income areas 0.42 0.54 0.53 0.46

Gini-Coefficient 0.54 0.57 0.56 0.53

Dependency ratio (per 100 of | 61.1 44.3 50.5 60.2

population)

% of households with electricity 84.4% 86.4% 93.3% 92.0%

% of households with income less | 51.3% 38.1% 49.2% 52.3%

than RI000 per month in low-

income areas

Literacy levels of Black population 55.7% 76.6% 72.9% 63.3%

Source: Meyer, (2013).

Primary data were collected by means of a
questionnaire, which was developed based on a
comprehensive literature review. The questionnaire
comprised  various  sections, which include
demographics, income and expenditure. Trained
fieldworkers, who were familiar with the area,
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administered the questionnaire to the head of the
household in the chosen areas. Prior to the
administration of the questionnaire, the specific ward
councillors and local community leaders were
approached with a request to conduct the study in
the area. After permission was granted, potential
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participants were approached. In addition to verbally
explaining the purpose of the study, they were
referred to a cover letter explaining the purpose of
the study. Once informed consent was obtained from
the participants, the procedure to complete the
questionnaire was outlined. Participants were assured
of confidentiality and anonymity. They were also
informed that participation was voluntary and they
could withdraw at any stage from the study without
any repercussions.

The survey data were captured and analysed using
the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS),
version 22 software package. Descriptive statistics
were used to report on the data. Pearson’s chi-
square test was applied in order to determine the
existence of significant differences between the two
groups, those households below the poverty line and
households above the poverty line, in the study area.

Table 3: Poverty line for the study area, 2013

Results

The results of the household survey are reported in
this section of the article. A poverty line was
calculated for the region including all the communities
involved in the survey. The absolute poverty
measurement method was used. A poverty line of $2
per day, as used by the United Nations (UN), is
utilised. The exchange rate, at the time when the
research survey was completed, of RI1.00 per $I
was used to calculate a daily as well as monthly
minimum income per person in the region. At this
exchange rate a monthly minimum income of R660
($60) per person per day has been determined. Table
3 provides the poverty line information for the total
study region, which consists of the 12 low-income
communities. As could be expected, more than 74%
of the approximately 2 900 households included in
the survey, live below the poverty line.

Poverty line Frequency (n) Percentage (%)
Households below the poverty line 2170 74.3
Households above the poverty line 751 25.7

Total 2921 100.0

Table 4 is a summary of the total income
distribution in the study area. The average income
per household per month is determined at Rl 458
($133), indicating a poor region. The monthly
household poverty line for the area was calculated at

R2 508 ($228). As many as 18% of all households
that formed part of the survey indicated that they had
no regular and constant income, while only 12%

indicated relatively high levels of income of more
than R4 000 ($364) per month.

Table 4: Total income distribution in study area, 2013

Income category Frequency (n) Percentage Accumulated percentage
RO-R 249 528 18.1 18.1

R 250 - R 749 295 0.1 28.2

R 750 —R 1499 432 4.8 43.0

R 1500 — R 2249 819 28.0 71.0

R 2250 - R 2749 285 9.8 80.8

R2750 - R 3999 204 7.0 87.8

R 4000 plus 358 12.3 100.0

Total 2921 100.0

Table 5 indicates household sizes and average
household income for the total area and per
community. For the total area, the average household
size for the 12 communities is 3.8, which is similar to
the South African total average household size. The
average household monthly income is a relatively low
R384 ($35) per person in the household. The poverty
line of R660 ($60) per person is nearly twice that of
the average income per person in the study region.

Phiritona (area 9) has the largest average
households at 4.6 persons, followed by Rafengkgotso
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(area 6) with an average of 4.2 persons.
Matlwangtlwang (area 3) has the smallest average
households at 3.4, followed by Zamdela (area 7) with
an average household size of 3.5. In terms of average
income per person per household, Matlwangtlwang
(area 3) had the highest income per person of R507,
followed by Metsimaholo (area 5) with an average of
R497 per person and Zamdela (area 7) with an
average per person income of R485. The area with
the lowest per person income was Rammulutsi (area
4) with an average income per person of R253,
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followed by Mokwallo (area 12) with R262 and

Phiritona (area 9) at R299 average per month.

Table 5: Household size and average household income for study area (ranking according to average

household size), 2013

Area Municipal area Rural or urban | Average Average Average
nature of | household income per | income per
community size household person in

household

Total area (average) Fezile Dabi district | Generally rural 3.8 R 1458 R 384

municipal area

Matlwangtlwang (area 3) | Moghaka Local | Rural 3.4 R1725 R 507

adjacent to Steynsrus Municipality

Zamdela (area 7) adjacent | Metsimaholo Local | Urban 35 R 1696 R 485

to Sasolburg Municipality

Moakeng (area 2) adjacent | Moghaka Local | Semi-rural and | 3.6 RI1170 R 325

to Kroonstad Municipality near urban

Edenville (area 8) Ngwathe Local | Rural 3.7 R 1382 R 374

Municipality

Metsimaholo (area  5) | Metsimaholo Local | Rural 3.8 R 1888 R 497

adjacent to Oranjeville Municipality

Kwakwatsi (area 10) | Ngwathe Local | Rural 39 R 1355 R 347

adjacent to Koppies Municipality

Tumahole (area | 1) adjacent | Ngwathe Local | Semi-rural and | 3.9 R 1496 R 384

to Parys Municipality near urban

Qalabotjha (area |) adjacent | Mafube Local | Rural 4.1 R 1297 R316

to Villiers Municipality

Rammulutsi (area 4) | Moghaka Local | Rural 4.1 R 1038 R 253

adjacent to Viljoenskroon Municipality

Mokwallo (area 12) adjacent | Ngwathe Local | Rural 4.1 R 1076 R 262

to Vredefort Municipality

Rafengkgotso  (area  6) | Metsimaholo Local | Rural 4.2 R 1360 R 324

adjacent to Deneysville Municipality

Phiritona (area 9) adjacent | Ngwathe Local | Rural 4.6 R 1374 R 299

to Heilbron Municipality

Table 6 provides for an assessment of household
size and its relationship with the poverty line for the
total study region. The study area has been divided in
two groups, namely households below the poverty
line and households above the poverty line. The
majority of households are in the three and four
persons per household categories, with only limited
numbers of households having only one, six and
seven persons in the household. With regards to
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households below the poverty line, the majority of
households, namely 84.0% consist of three to seven
persons per household. While for households above
the poverty line, households with one to four persons
contribute 67.9 % of all households. The statistical
analysis indicates a significant statistical difference
between the two groups with a chi-square of 519.92
and Pearson’s value of 0.000.
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Table 6: Household size and poverty line for total study area, 2013

Number of people in | Households below poverty | Households above poverty | Totals (percentage in
household (household | line (percentage in | line (percentage in | brackets)
size) brackets) brackets)

One (l) person 138 (6.4) 188 (25.0) 326 (11.2)
Two (2) persons 208 (9.6) 213 (28.4) 421 (14.4)
Three (3) persons 460 (21.2) 153 (20.4) 613 (21.0)
Four (4) persons 478 (22.0) 145 (19.3) 623 (21.3)
Five (5) persons 364 (16.8) 37 (4.9) 401 (13.7)
Six (6) persons 247 (11.4) I5(2.0) 262 (9.0)
Seven (7) persons 275 (12.7) 0 (0.0) 275 (9.4)
Total 2170 (100.0) 751 (100.0) 2921 (100.0)

Table 7 is an indication of the distribution of
households between those households below the
poverty line and the households above the poverty
line in relation to household sizes. From the table it is
evident that the majority of households below the

poverty line are larger
hand, the majority of ho

households. On the other
useholds above the poverty

line are smaller households. Figure | is a visual

presentation of the same

data.

Table 7: Percentage distribution of households per size of household for study area, 2013

Number of people in | Percentage of households | Percentage of households | Total percentages
household (household | below poverty line above poverty line
size)
One (l) person 423 57.7 100
Two (2) persons 49.4 50.6 100
Three (3) persons 75.0 24.9 100
Four (4) persons 76.7 23.3 100
Five (5) persons 90.8 9.2 100
Six (6) persons 94.3 5.7 100
Seven (7) persons 100.0 0.0 100
Total number of | 2170 751 2921 (100.0)
households
Figure |: Percentage distribution of households sizes in study area, 2013
O % of households below the poverty line % of households above the poverty line
120
100
100 94,3
90,8
80 75 76,7
57,7
o0 49,4 50,6
42,3
40
24,9 23,3
20 9,2
5,7
0
0
One person two person three person Four person Five person Six person Seven person
household household household household household household household
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Table 8 is a summary of the data for all 12 of the
communities included in the survey. The percentages
of households living below the poverty line are
presented. Poverty levels range from 58% at
Metsimaholo (area 5) to 91.9% for Mokwallo (area
[2). Household size and povertylevels were
correlated. The two groups, those households below
the poverty line and those households above the
poverty line, were compared to determine if the
levels of poverty differs if compared to household
size. The comparison indicates significant statistical
differences for all communities, except for
Matlwangtlwang (area 3). The reason for this

occurrence could possibly explained by the fact
that the community is located the furthest south of all
the communities and has better access to pockets of
land, allowing some farming activities and labour for
family members.  All the other communities
presented significant differences between households
below and above the poverty line regarding
household size. P-values and chi-square values are
indicated in Table 8. The data presented indicates
that larger households (more than 4 persons) are
generally poorer than smaller households in the study
region are.

Table 8: Summary of statistics per area in total study area, 2013

Community Total Number | Households Description of key statistics for | P-value
of households below poverty | larger households of 4 to 7| &  chi-
line (%) people per household. square
Qalabotjha (area |) 166 81.3 Below the poverty line = 69.6% 0.000 &
Above the poverty line = 22.6% 34.56
Moakeng (area 2) 363 79.3 Below the poverty line = 59.7% 0.000 &
Above the poverty line = 10.7% 93.62
Matlwangtlwang (area 3) 50 68.0 Below the poverty line = 29.4% 0.504 &
Above the poverty line = 37.5% 5.31
Rammulutsi (area 4) 93 88.2 Below the poverty line = 63.4% 0.000 &
Above the poverty line = 9.1% 31.115
Metsimaholo (area 5) 48 583 Below the poverty line = 85.7% 0.001 &
Above the poverty line = 30.0% 21.825
Rafengkgotso (area 6) 154 77.3 Below the poverty line = 69.7% 0.006 &
Above the poverty line = 45.7% 17.95
Zamdela (area 7) 1000 65.0 Below the poverty line = 60.0% 0.000 &
Above the poverty line = 27.1% 194916
Edenville (area 8) 192 75.5 Below the poverty line = 60.7% 0.000 &
Above the poverty line = 25.5% 38.041
Phiritona (area 9) 103 86.4 Below the poverty line = 77.5% 0.000 &
Above the poverty line = 21.4% 25.461
Kwakwatsi (area 10) 145 77.9 Below the poverty line = 61.9% 0.001 &
Above the poverty line = 34.4% 22.579
Tumahole (area | ) 393 79.1 Below the poverty line = 61.7% 0.000 &
Above the poverty line = 30.5% 37.153
Mokwallo (area 12) 112 91.9 Below the poverty line = 62.1% 0.000 &
Above the poverty line = 0.0% 49.745

Discussion and findings

The 12 communities included in the study are typical
low-income townships in the South African context.
Poverty is rife in these areas with close to 75% of all
households living below the poverty line. These
townships are characterised by limited access to
economic and work opportunities, lack of basic
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services, lack of community facilities and isolation
from the rest of the urban fabric.

The isolated locality of these communities is
mostly as a result of the apartheid past, as the main
reason for lack of economic opportunities and a lack
of income (Madell, 2008). The low-income levels are
proven by the low average income of only Rl 458
per household per month in the study region. The
average monthly household income in South Africa in
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2013 was RI5 232 (Trading Economics, 2015) and a
national poverty line of Rl 683 per household per
month (StatsSA, 2014). Low levels of literacy (see
Table 2) in the study region also contribute to the
lack of income. In most low-income areas of the
study region, more than 50% of all households
included in the survey had less than Rl 000
household income per month (see Table 2).

Globally, household sizes have been declining over
the long run (Koulovatianos et al., 2010). In the study
region, larger than average households have been
recorded of 3.8 people per household. The average
household size in South Africa has decreased from
3.8 in 200| to 3.4 people per house hold in 201 |
(StatsSA, 2014). Household sizes however differs
globally according to the OECD (2014). Europian
countries such as Denmark, Finland, Germany and
Norway have household sizes of 2.1 on average,
while some developing countries such as Mexico and
Turkey have larger household sizes of 4.0 and more.

The Phiritona community (area 9) has the highest
average household size of 4.6, while Matlwengtlwang
(area 3) has the smallest household size of 3.4.
Communities located closer to large towns such as
Zamdela, located adjacent to Sasolburg, Moakeng,
located close to Kroonstad, and Tumahole, located in
the vicinity of Parys, all have relatively smaller
household sizes of 3.5, 3.6 and 3.9 respectively, if
compared to the communities that are located close
to small towns. A positive relationship exists in the
study region between “ruralness” and large
household sizes. This finding is supported by similar
findings by Kamuzora and Gwalema (1998). This
phenomenon could be explained that rural
communities have easier access to land. Household
members could be described as labour units, working
on patches of subsistence farming land (Kamuzora,
2001).

The results of the survey in the study area point to
a relationship between household size and poverty;
the larger the household, the higher the level of
poverty. This finding is confirmed by similar findings
by Lanjouw and Ravallion (1995) and Sekhampu,
(2013). This positive correlation was proven
statistically with the results indicated in Tables 5, 6
and 7. This relationship could be explained due to the
spatially isolated localities of the communities, the
very high levels of unemployment, and lack of access
to land, services and opportunities. Most households
in these low-income communities are also immobile,
with a lack of public transport. All 12 communities,
except Matlwengtlweng (area 3) presented a strong
relationship between household size and poverty. It is
not clear why area 3 did not show a correlation
between large households and high levels of poverty,
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but it could be the fact that general levels of poverty
in this community are lower than the regional
average, as well as the fact that household sizes are
also the smallest in the study area. The area is also
the southern most community in the study region
and the community has access to land.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are listed within the
context of household size and poverty, with a focus
on dynamic policy development. Population policy
development needs to focus on the principle that
economic growth should generally be higher than
population growth for successful economic
development (Todaro, 201 |). Ahlburgh (1998) states
that people cannot be prescribed regarding
household size. Policy initiatives need to focus on
education regarding reproductive health, with child
spacing, rather than a prescriptive policy, which limits
household size (UNECA, 1999). This study has
presented evidence from the study region specifically,
that larger households relate to higher levels of
poverty as presented in Table 7 and 8. Large poor
households generally have relatively high numbers of
dependents.

Implementation policies to reduce the size of poor
households can include a variety of initiatives. Such
initiatives can include increased public provision of
basic needs such as housing, basic services, and
access to social security programmes (Mullahy &
Wolfe, 2000; Bongaarts, 2001). Other aspects that
could be addressed include education on improved
financial and income management, and effective
provision of community facilities, as well as access to
assets such as land and economic opportunities.

Lastly, the following three policy support factors
should be given attention. First, women and youth-
headed households should receive special attention
and support (Anyanwu, 2013). Secondly, local poor
communities know their areas better than anybody
else, and intensive and quality public participation
should precede policy formulation. Lastly, all efforts
should be made to improve community capacity.

Conclusion

The aim of the study was to investigate the
relationship between household size and poverty.
Global research is indicating significant evidence of a
positive relationship between household size and
poverty. It was found that areas with limited
modernisation, larger households present lower
levels of poverty due to possible access to land and
subsistence farming (Kamuzora, 2001). On the other
hand, in regions such as the study region, with
advanced levels of urbanisation and modernisation,
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larger households generally have higher levels of
poverty.

This study confirms the latter phenomenon in the
northern Free State. The study region consists of
mostly rural but also a few more urbanised
communities. The results confirm that larger
households relate to higher levels of poverty, with
rural communities also having larger households.
South Africa has relatively high levels of
modernisation and limited access to land with
resulting limited subsistence farming in contrast with
most other African countries.

The limitation of the study is that household
compositions were not taken into account, but a
future study will address this issue. The research
provides some solutions for improved policy
development. The results of the study contribute to
the debate of household size and poverty on a local
level.
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