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1. Introduction  

This research report presents the findings of a socio-economic survey conducted in July 2018 in 

Loeriesfontein, a town in the Hantam Local Municipality in the Northern Cape province (Figure 1).  

 

Figure 1: Hantam Local Municipality in provincial context  

Source: Hantam Municipality (2019:18)  

The survey was conducted by a team from the research programme on the Sociology of Land, 

Environment and Sustainable Development of the Department of Science and Technology (DST)and 

the National Research Foundation (NRF) South African Research Chair Initiative (SARChI) affiliated with 

the Department of Sociology and Social Anthropology of Stellenbosch University, with support from 

the local municipality and other role-players.  

This was the third household survey in the Karoo undertaken by the SARChI Chair since its inception 

in 2016. The first survey was conducted in 2016 in Vanwyksvlei in the Kareeberg Local Municipality 

and the second in Sutherland in the Hoogland Local Municipality. The purpose of these surveys is to 
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collect data on the socio-economic conditions in selected towns in the Northern Cape Karoo in order 

to promote understanding of conditions and support interventions by government, non-governmental 

organisations (NGOs) and/or local community groups that address these conditions.  

The recruitment and training of unemployed matriculants as fieldworkers from the towns in which the 

surveys are conducted is an important feature of these surveys. These matriculants receive SAQA-

accredited training and those who complete the initial training successfully are appointed as 

fieldworkers. If their performance during the fieldwork is satisfactory, they receive an official 

certificate from Stellenbosch University. 

The survey in Loeriesfontein was endorsed by various role-players, including the Hantam Municipality. 

The survey was conducted over a period of two weeks, from 22 July to 2 August 2019. During the first 

week, the fieldworkers were trained, discussions were held with local role-players, and the final 

planning was done. Fieldwork was done in the second week. The data collection phase was concluded 

with a feedback opportunity, during which certificates were presented to the local fieldworkers. The 

methodology of the study and the questionnaire were approved by the Research Ethics Committee of 

Stellenbosch University (project number 10918). 

The survey team  

The overarching responsibility for the survey rested with the SARChI Chair, Prof Cherryl Walker, at 

Stellenbosch University. Dr Ilse Eigelaar-Meets, an experienced researcher in community 

development, was responsible for the survey, data capturing and contributions to this report.1 The 10 

local fieldworkers2 were supplemented with a few postgraduate students from the Department during 

the second week of the survey. They also conducted interviews and provided research assistance. 

The SARChI Chair 

The DST-NRF SARChI research programme on the Sociology of Land, Environment and Sustainable 

Development, also known as the ‘Cosmopolitan Karoo’ research programme was established in 

January 2016 at Stellenbosch University. It is located in the Department of Sociology and Social 

Anthropology. The Chair undertakes research on social and environmental issues in the Karoo with 

the aim of developing deeper understanding of possible meanings of sustainable development in this 

part of South Africa, with its particular history, social challenges and arid environment. More 

                                                            
1  This report is based on a similar report on Sutherland, published in 2018, and follows the same format to allow for 

comparisons. 
2  See the acknowledgements earlier in this report for the names of the fieldworkers. 
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information on the Chair is available on the research programme’s website: 

www.cosmopolitankaroo.co.za. 

Composition of the report  

The report consists of three sections. The first section presents an overview of the report’s main 

findings. This is followed by a description of the research methodology which laid the foundation of 

the study. The third and last section of the report offers a detailed presentation of the survey findings, 

followed by a brief conclusion.  

  

http://www.cosmopolitankaroo.co.za/
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2. Main findings 

Loeriesfontein, like many other towns in the Karoo, experiences problems of poverty, unemployment 

and social inequality. 

Age profile and migration  

The residents of Loeriesfontein are predominantly brown (97%), with the rest of the population 

predominantly white. Great social inequalities exist between these two population groups. As is the 

case with South Africa as a whole, Loeriesfontein has a young population, with 26% of its residents 

aged 14 years or younger, but has a higher percentage (13% compared to 8.5% nationally) of older 

people (60 years plus) due to a lower percentage of residents in the age group 20–59 years. It appears 

to be especially young adults (younger than 30) who leave the town. This group probably leaves the 

town in search of jobs or for better opportunities elsewhere. When compared with the data from 

Census 2011, there are noticeable differences: a lower representation in the 15–19 year age category 

(11.2% in 2011 to 6.3% in 2019) and a higher proportion of people aged 25–29 years. The latter can 

partly be attributed to the larger number among people aged 15–19 years in 2011 and people who 

returned with the construction of the wind farms in the hope of finding jobs. It was noticed in 

Sutherland, for instance, that younger people leave towns at a lower rate, probably because of 

awareness of the lack of employment opportunities elsewhere caused by low economic growth 

nationally. Another possible factor may be the limited financial means of young people to leave the 

area. Births remain relatively low compared to ten years ago – a trend already noticeable from Census 

2011. 

Current residents are predominantly Loeriesfontein natives (77%). Regarding migration to 

Loeriesfontein, most migration to the town took place over the past nine years, mainly from towns in 

the Western Cape. Migration of households from Loeriesfontein cannot be determined reliably, as no 

data on households that left the town since 2011 are available. The survey also indicates migration 

taking place within Loeriesfontein, mainly among younger people moving to other houses and/or 

starting their own households, partly facilitated by the provision of housing by government (RDP 

houses).  

In general, households are not large (the median household size is three). The largest 10% of 

households have six or more members. The majority of households live in RDP houses. Backyard 

structures/informal housing is virtually absent.  
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Poverty cycle  

The following aspects that contribute to maintaining poverty levels are strongly present in 

Loeriesfontein: 

• The low educational status caused by a high dropout rate at schools, especially from the age 

of 16, is disconcerting. Only 24% of brown residents aged 20 years or older completed matric 

and/or a post-school qualification. It is heartening to see that all children are in school or in a 

pre-school class from the age of six. In contrast to a 100% school attendance rate for the 6–

15-year-olds, people start dropping out from the age of 16 (approximately 17% to 25%). A 

greater percentage of boys drop out than girls – the reasons for this warrant further 

investigation. Children fall behind and this is also one of the reasons why learners drop out.  

• It appears that teenage pregnancies (younger than 20 years with first pregnancy) have 

stabilised around 33%, as this figure is the same as that of women aged 20–29 and 30–39 

years after an increase compared to women aged 40 years or older (23%). No correlation was 

found between highest grade completed and teenage pregnancy, which could partly be 

explained by the fact that the vast majority of women aged 20–29 years who had teen 

pregnancies were 18 or 19 years old during their first pregnancy. Again, it appears that the 

situation in Loeriesfontein is better than in Sutherland. This finding may be verified through 

comparison with the data from the local clinic. 

Income and economic activity  

• The people of working age (according to the official definition people aged 15–64 years with 

a job or looking for work) consist of two groups: economically active (workforce) people, 

including working people and those looking for work or who will accept work (78%), and non-

economically active people, including housewives, pensioners, learners, ill/disabled people, 

etc. (22%). 

• The unemployment rate in Loeriesfontein is 39% (expressed as a percentage of the population 

of working age). Taking into account that many people aged 60 years or older receive an older 

person’s grant from government and if the unemployment rate is calculated only for non-

school-going people aged 15–59 years, the unemployment rate (UR) is 51%. There are no 

gender differences in terms of the UR; however, there are strong differences in terms of age, 

with young people hit the hardest: 60% of 20–29-year-olds, 43% of 30–49-year-olds and 46% 

of 50–59-year-olds. It also appears that those who completed matric are faring better than 

those without matric (UR = 56% with no matric/post-school and 38% with matric/post-school). 
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• Workers fall mainly in low-wage and unskilled occupations (general workers, house workers 

and farm works are the most common occupations). Most of the workers are underemployed 

and do not have full-time or permanent contracts. The Community Work Programme (CWP) 

makes a significant contribution, employing 12% of all working people. Four per cent of the 

working people work on the wind farms compared to 23% of unemployed people who worked 

there in the past. 

• Monthly income from employment/work is low: just below one-third earn ≤ R1 000 per 

month, approximately half earn ≤ R2 500 and only 7% earn R13 500 or more. 

• Most jobs are in the private sector and the government/parastatal sector, followed by private 

individuals. 

• Loeriesfontein consists of a small middle class that includes mainly brown government officials 

and white entrepreneurs or retired people. 

• Household income is generally low and is illustrated by, among other things, the high 

percentage of households (64%) having at least one recipient of a social (SASSA) grant. In 46% 

of the households, this is the main source of income, while salaries/wages are the main source 

of income in 47% of the households. The monthly median of household income is R3 000. 

• The poverty levels are particularly high and are illustrated by the following:  

o The per capita (per head) income of 59% of the households is equal to or lower than 

the upper-bound poverty line (R1 227 per person per month) (the 2015 figure for 

South Africa was 49% and 54% for the Northern Cape [Statistics South Africa 2017]). 

o Thirty-eight per cent of the per capita income is equal to or lower than the lower-

bound poverty line (R810 per person per month).  

o The per capita income of almost one-quarter of households is on or lower than the 

official food poverty line (R561 per person per month). 

• The great dependence on government grants implies that the municipal income from local tax 

payers is small and limited and that the municipality itself depends largely on government 

grants. 

• The child support grant is the most common SASSA grant and the money mainly falls in the 

hands of the women acting as the primary caregivers of children. The older person’s grant is 

the second most common grant and most people aged 60 years or older receive this grant. 

The figure of the child support grant among children aged 0–4 years is relatively low (65%) 

and this is problematic, as the grant has the best effect when received as soon as possible 

after birth.  



 

7 
 

• Approximately one-third of the households have loans, of which loans from friends, a bank 

and for buying food on credit are the most common. 

• The prevalence of hunger was reported by approximately one out of every five households 

and they ask help from especially family/friends/neighbours or buy on credit. 

• The income position of approximately one out of every four households has deteriorated over 

the past two years. The main reasons given were members who lost their jobs and increasing 

living costs, especially food prices. There was also reference to the effect of drought and the 

expiration of contracts at the wind farms and Transnet.  

• Slightly more than half have hope that their income will improve over the next two years. 

Their hope is mainly based on job creation (references to a new wind farm/solar farm) and 

receiving a SASSA grant (mainly older person’s grants). 

Assets/devices  

• The greatest percentage of respondents (85%) indicated that the house in which they live and 

the plots on which their house was built are owned by someone in the household. These 

houses are mainly RDP houses and households therefore owe no money on their houses. 

• Most households have electric stoves, cell phones, television sets and fridges.  

Service delivery 

• There is general satisfaction with service delivery by government and the municipality. The 

levels of satisfaction are lowest with health/clinic services, the police and social services. 

• With one exception, all households have access to electricity (prepaid electricity), which is also 

the main source of energy, and running drinking water from a tap in their house or on their 

plot. 

• All households have toilet facilities – most have flush toilets and 28% have pit toilets. 

Common complaints  

• Alcohol and drug abuse, crime, violence and the dirt roads were consistently mentioned by 

the majority of respondents as aspects they like least in the town. 

Positive aspects of Loeriesfontein 

• Social cohesion among residents, safety, tranquillity, the flowers in spring and good service 

delivery by the municipality were indicated as positive aspects.  
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3. Methodology  

3.1  Data collection  

Data for the socio-economic study were collected during a survey in July 2019. Interviews were 

conducted with representatives of 201 households living in the six residential areas in Loeriesfontein, 

namely Bo-Dorp, Rooiblok, Die Dam, Ou Skema, Nuwe Skema and Die Land. 

A structured questionnaire was used to collect data on the characteristics of households as well as on 

the individuals forming part of the households (see Appendix 2 for the questionnaire). Households 

were selected by means of a representative sampling method to ensure that the findings are 

representative of the residents and households of Loeriesfontein.  

3.2 The sample  

The composition of a sample refers to the process of selecting the households that will form part of 

the survey. Drawing or compiling a sample is a scientific method that allows researchers to make 

generalisations to a larger population or community by means of a relatively smaller number of 

observations. The use of a random procedure ensures that everyone in the community has the same 

probability of being selected.  

For the purpose of this study, a proportionally stratified systematic sampling method was used to 

select the residential units.  

A sample size of 200 was decided on and eventually 201 interviews were completed successfully. In 

the interpretation of findings as provided in the report, it is important to take the following into 

consideration: All samples are subject to a margin of error, determined by the sample size, response 

rate and sampling method used. The margin of error in this survey is approximately 6.6. This means 

that if 50% of the sample falls in a certain category (for example 50% of adults completed Grade 10), 

one can be 95% certain that if many samples of this size are used, they will deliver results of no lower 

than 43% and no higher than 57% (confidence interval) having completed Grade 10. This margin of 

error is, however, dependent on the results of each variable (question/item) in the study. The more 

uniform the population, the smaller the margin of error. For instance, the study estimates the mean 

age at 32.5 years and it can be accepted with 95% certainty that samples of this size will not produce 

values lower than 31 years or higher than 34 years.  

The sample was proportionally stratified in terms of the six residential areas in Loeriesfontein. Based 

on numbers derived from maps and observations by the coordinators of the fieldwork team, 
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residential units in each residential area were selected in a random systematic way. Table 1 shows 

that the proportional representation of residential units in the sample largely agrees with the total 

number of units. There are virtually no backyard structures in which households live and only two 

cases were included in the sample. Two refusals occurred and were replaced with randomly selected 

houses. There were a few occupied houses in the Bo-Dorp of which the residents were not available 

during the fieldwork period. These houses were also replaced with randomly selected houses. 

According to information supplied by other residents, the houses belong to commercial farmers who 

mostly live on farms in the district. 

Table 1: Realisation of the sample – households per residential area  

Residential area N  % of total Sample realised  Sample % 

Bo-Dorp 210 10.4 21 9.2 

Rooiblok 460 22.9 46 21.4 

Die Dam 150 7.5 15 8.1 

Ou Skema 420 20.8 42 17.7 

Nuwe Skema 180 8.9 18 10.8 

Die Land 590 29.4 59 32.8 

Total 2 010 100 201 100.0 

3.3 Quality control 

Together with the correct methodology and sampling method, it is important that a data quality 

control plan is drafted and followed accurately to ensure the validity and reliability of the data. These 

two aspects were managed by means of the following: 

1. The questionnaire  

2. The expertise of the fieldworkers  

3. Quality control of the fieldwork. 

To ensure that the questionnaire was relevant in the context of Loeriesfontein, it was scrupulously 

discussed and tested with role-players. The questionnaire was also tested before the fieldwork 

commenced during the fieldworkers’ week-long training session.  

The fieldworkers were unemployed youths registered on the municipality’s database. Prospective 

fieldworkers had to have passed matric, complete five days of training, and successfully complete an 

assessment to qualify as fieldworkers. The training entailed a formal accredited course for 

fieldworkers of Stellenbosch University and successful candidates received a formal certificate as 
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fieldworker from the Department of Sociology and Social Anthropology from Stellenbosch University 

upon completion of the fieldwork.  

The use of people from the community as fieldworkers had both advantages and disadvantages. 

Familiarity with the community context simplified the logistics of the survey and mostly facilitated 

access to households. Familiarity with fieldworkers could also be a disadvantage, as residents might 

be less inclined to disclose personal information to acquaintances than to strangers. To prevent the 

violation of the respondents’ privacy in disclosing sensitive information, each fieldworker was 

contractually committed to the confidential handling of information.  

The quality of data recorded in the questionnaires was controlled daily by the fieldwork management 

team and in cases of uncertainty or omissions, fieldworkers had to return to the relevant household 

and complete the questions omitted or make corrections in the case of errors. The fieldwork 

management team accompanied the fieldworkers daily and continually provided support.  

3.4 Characteristics of respondents 

Fieldworkers selected respondents by asking who in the house would best be able to answer questions 

about the household. The outcome was that the respondents were mainly women (68%). The mean 

age of the respondents was 48 years (median 47 years), the youngest 25% were 36 years old or 

younger and the oldest 25% were 59 years or older. The majority of the respondents were brown 

(94%, N = 189) with 6% (N = 11) white and one black – a reflection of the population composition in 

Loeriesfontein. Given the small group of respondents deriving from the white and black population 

groups, it did not make statistical sense to make comparisons in terms of population group. Nearly all 

the respondents (99%) indicated that Afrikaans was their primary home language, with two 

households indicating English and one Sotho. 

3.5 Time dimension  

Another aspect lending a certain character to data collected through a survey and the conclusions 

drawn is the time dimension connected to a survey. A survey supplies information on a specific group 

as relevant to the specific period of the survey. In order to understand how a community changes, 

data collected in a similar way are required. In the case of Loeriesfontein, such data are unfortunately 

not available, hence this report can at best describe the situation as it was at the time of the survey. 
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Where required, the report refers to Census 2011. In this report, the expected sample error present 

in the survey3 should be born in mind.  

  

                                                            
3  Theoretically, a census has a sample error of zero because it represents a ‘population census’ and is not based on 

a sample, but it is well known that censuses can also be incomplete.  
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4. Findings 

The findings are presented in seven sections: The first section discusses the demographic 

characteristics of the residents. The second is a section discussing migration patterns, followed by the 

third section, which is an extensive presentation of the educational level of the residents. This is 

followed by a discussion of the economic profile of households and individuals in Loeriesfontein. The 

last three sections focus on the experiences and perceptions of the respondents regarding the town 

in general, access to and satisfaction with services delivered in the town, and the Square Kilometre 

Array. Tables and figures are used to present the findings with the aim of supplementing the 

discussion.4 To ensure the flow of the report and limit its length, only relevant tables and figures are 

presented in the text; other tables are included in an appendix (Appendix 1) for further reference.  

4.1 Demographic characteristics of the residents of Loeriesfontein 

The aim of this section is to present the demographic characteristics of the residents and households5 

in Loeriesfontein. Where applicable, reference is made to Census 2011 data, but merely to give 

context and to supplement the survey data, as needed. Interviews were conducted with 201 

households and data were collected on 695 members of households living in Loeriesfontein. The 

households were dispersed as follows: 29% in Die Land, 23% in Rooiblok, 21% in Ou Skema, 10% in Bo-

Dorp, 9% in Nuwe Skema, and 8% in Die Dam.  

Population group 

In terms of population group, the majority (97%) of the respondents associated themselves and the 

members of their households with the category ‘brown’ and only approximately 3% indicated 

themselves as white (Table 2) and one person as black African. In terms of residential area, it was 

noteworthy that only 6% of the households of which respondents classified themselves as brown lived 

in the area known as Bo-Dorp (the former white area), compared to all but one white household living 

in this area.  

                                                            
4  Although individual data were based on a total of 985 individuals and 253 households, in some cases information 

is missing, leading to a variation in the totals indicated in tables. 
5  A household was defined in the survey as everyone living together in the house on a regular basis and who are 

partly dependent on the household or make contributions to the household. Dependent children at school 
elsewhere and students who come home over weekends and holidays; people who work elsewhere and help to 
sustain the household, such as a member working elsewhere but who regards the particular household as his/her 
permanent household (e.g. fencers, shearers, seasonal workers on fruit farms and in warehouses). 
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Table 2: Population group and residential area in Loeriesfontein 

 Population group Total 
 Brown/coloured Black White  

Area Bo-Dorp N 42 0 22 64 

Row % 65.6% 0.0% 34.4% 100.0% 

% of total 6.0% 0.0% 3.2% 9.2% 

Rooiblok N 148 1 0 149 

Row % 99.3% 0.7% 0.0% 100.0% 

% of total 21.3% 0.1% 0.0% 21.4% 

Die Dam N 56 0 0 56 

Row % 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

% of total 8.1% 0.0% 0.0% 8.1% 

Ou Skema N 122 0 1 123 

Row % 99.2% 0.0% 0.8% 100.0% 

% of total 17.6% 0.0% 0.1% 17.7% 

Nuwe Skema N 75 0 0 75 

Row % 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

% of total 10.8% 0.0% 0.0% 10.8% 

Die Land N 228 0 0 228 

Row % 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

% of total 32.8% 0.0% 0.0% 32.8% 

Total N 671 1 23 695 

Row % 96.5% 0.1% 3.3% 100.0% 

% of total 96.5% 0.1% 3.3% 100.0% 

Table 3 shows that although women in general constitute a slightly higher percentage (52%) of the 

total population, 61% of the women are among the white residents, probably due to the higher life 

expectation of women. 

Table 3: Gender and population group  

 Population group Total 
 Brown/coloured  Black White  

Gender Male N 327 1 9 337 

Column % 48.7% 100.0% 39.1% 48.5% 

% of total 47.1% 0.1% 1.3% 48.5% 

Female  N 344 0 14 358 

Column % 51.3% 0.0% 60.9% 51.5% 

% of total 49.5% 0.0% 2.0% 51.5% 

Total  N 671 1 23 695 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of total 96.5% 0.1% 3.3% 100.0% 
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Age and gender  

The mean age of the residents is 33 years and the median is 29 years. The median is the midpoint (50th 

percentile) of the age series (i.e. from the lowest to the highest age). In the case of age, this means 

that approximately 50% of the residents are aged 29 years or younger (Table 4). The young age profile 

is further emphasised by the fact that approximately 32% of the population is aged 18 years or younger 

and 26% are 14 years or younger. This proportional representation of the young population largely 

agrees with the projection made for this age group by Statistics South Africa (2018). Regarding the age 

group 60 years or older, Loeriesfontein shows a high representation (13%) compared to the South 

African population (8.5%). This discrepancy is due to a lower representation of people aged 20–59 

years in Loeriesfontein compared to the national figure (Statistics South Africa, 2018). 

Table 4: Age distribution  

 N % Cumulative % 

 0–4 57 8.2 8.2 

5–9 59 8.5 16.7 

10–14 67 9.7 26.4 

15–19 44 6.3 32.8 

20–24 61 8.8 41.6 

25–29 67 9.7 51.2 

30–34 31 4.5 55.7 

35–39 54 7.8 63.5 

40–44 33 4.8 68.3 

45–49 48 6.9 75.2 

50–54 52 7.5 82.7 

55–59 33 4.8 87.4 

60–64 22 3.2 90.6 

65–69 25 3.6 94.2 

70–74 20 2.9 97.1 

75 or older 20 2.9 100.0 

Total 693 100.0  

 Unknown 2   

Total 695   
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Table 5: Age distribution – descriptive statistics  

 Statistics Std. error 

Age Mean 32.52 0.816 

95% confidence interval for 
mean  

Lower bound 30.92  

Upper bound 34.12  

5% trimmed mean  31.81  

Median 29.00  

Variance  461.059  

Std. deviation 21.472  

Minimum 0  

Maximum 93  

Another handy method for presenting a community’s age distribution is by means of a population 

pyramid. A population pyramid presents the age distribution of individuals in defined age categories 

in terms of gender.  

Figure 2 presents the age distribution of individuals as relevant at the time of the 2011 census and the 

2019 survey, and Table 6 presents the data on which the figure is based. In comparison of the two sets 

of data, it would appear that there are a few significant differences.6 However, there are only two 

statistically significant differences: first, the lower representation in the 15–19 year age category 

(11.2% in 2011 to 6.3%7 in 2019). This age category refers to the age at which children should be in 

high school. The conclusion can be made that in comparison to 2011, there was a decrease in children 

of high school-going age in Loeriesfontein, which might be coupled with a possible decrease in the 

number of high school learners. Second, the high prevalence of people aged 25–29 years is probably 

due to the larger representation among 15–19-year-olds in 2011. Although there was a larger 

percentage of residents in 2019 than in 2011 in the age categories 20–24 and 50–54 years, the 

differences are not statistically significant.  

Typical of smaller towns with fewer employment opportunities, both Census 2011 and the 2019 survey 

confirmed a loss of people in the young adult age category.  

                                                            
6  Census 2011 included all the residents and the 2019 survey used a sample. As indicated previously, samples are 

subject to a sampling error. In addition, the sample did not include residents of the old-age home or tourists, while 
Census 2011 included these groups. 

7  The 95% confidence interval in the 2019 survey for the category 15–19 years is 4.8% to 8.4%. 
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Figure 2: Population pyramids – Census 2011 and the 2019 survey  

Table 6: Age and gender, Census 2011 and 2019 survey 

Age category  

Census 2011 2019 survey 

Male 
(Manlik) % 

Female 
(Vroulik) % Total % 

Male 
(Manlik) % 

Female 
(Vroulik) % Total % 

0–4 4.26 3.17 7.43 4.6% 3.6% 8.2% 

5–9 4.15 4.26 8.42 4.2% 4.3% 8.5% 

10–14 6.23 4.04 10.27 5.6% 4.0% 9.7% 

15–19 6.23 5.03 11.26 2.7% 3.6% 6.3% 

20–24 3.83 3.06 6.89 4.9% 3.9% 8.8% 

25–29 2.62 3.06 5.68 5.1% 4.6% 9.7% 

30–34 2.19 2.62 4.81 2.6% 1.9% 4.5% 

35–39 2.62 3.61 6.23 2.9% 4.9% 7.8% 

40–44 3.17 3.61 6.78 2.3% 2.5% 4.8% 

45–49 4.04 3.72 7.76 3.2% 3.8% 6.9% 

50–54 2.51 2.51 5.03 3.5% 4.0% 7.5% 

55–59 1.86 2.95 4.81 2.3% 2.5% 4.8% 

60–64 2.08 2.84 4.92 1.3% 1.9% 3.2% 

65–69 1.64 2.40 4.04 1.3% 2.3% 3.6% 

70–74 1.09 1.20 2.30 1.0% 1.9% 2.9% 

75–79 0.44 1.20 1.64 0.6% 1.3% 1.9% 

80–84 0.22 0.77 0.98 0.3% 0.1% 0.4% 

85–89 0 0.33 0.33 0.1% 0.3% 0.4% 

90+ 0.22 0.22 0.44 0 0.1% 0.1% 

Total 49.40 50.60 100 48.5% 51.5% 100.0% 
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Household size 

Households in Loeriesfontein are in general small, with 54% consisting of three or fewer members and 

75% of four or fewer members. Only 14% of the households consist of six or more members, of which 

the majority of this group have six or seven members. The mean household size in Loeriesfontein is 

3.5 and the median (50th percentile) is 3 (Table 7). There were no statistically significant differences in 

household size among the different residential areas. 

Table 7: Household size  

Household size 
 N % Cumulative % 

 1 28 13.9 13.9 

2 44 21.9 35.8 

3 36 17.9 53.7 

4 43 21.4 75.1 

5 22 10.9 86.1 

6 17 8.5 94.5 

7 8 4.0 98.5 

8 1 0.5 99.0 

9 1 0.5 99.5 

14 1 0.5 100.0 

Total 201 100.0  

Table 8: Household size – descriptive statistics  

 Statistics Std. error 

Household size Mean 3.46 0.133 

95% confidence interval for 
mean  

Lower bound 3.20  

Upper bound 3.72  

5% trimmed mean  3.34  

Median 3.00  

Variance 3.539  

Std. deviation 1.881  

Minimum 1  

Maximum 14  

Range 13  

Interquartile range  3  

Table 9 shows that approximately half of the households consist of two generations, while 19% consist 

of more generations and 30% only one generation. The households with three generations are mainly 

concentrated in the residential area Skema and the RDP area. It appears that in terms of both 
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household size and number of generations, the RDP area has the most extensive households. Die Dorp 

has the largest percentage (61%) of single-generation households and consists mainly of older people.  

The relationship between household size and the number of generations is indicated in Table 9. As 

could be expected, households with more generations are overwhelmingly the larger households. 

Approximately 46% of the households with one generation have only one resident compared to 48% 

of the households with three generations having six or more members.  

Table 9: Number of generations per household  

 Number of generations Total 

 1 2 3 4  

Household size 1 N 28 0 0 0 28 

Column % 45.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 13.9% 

2 N 29 15 0 0 44 

Column % 47.5% 14.9% 0.0% 0.0% 21.9% 

3 N 3 29 4 0 36 

Column % 4.9% 28.7% 10.5% 0.0% 17.9% 

4 N 1 34 8 0 43 

Column % 1.6% 33.7% 21.1% 0.0% 21.4% 

5 N 0 13 9 0 22 

Column % 0.0% 12.9% 23.7% 0.0% 10.9% 

6 or more N 0 10 17 1 28 

Column % 0.0% 9.9% 44.7% 100.0% 13.9% 

Total N 61 101 38 1 201 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

With the respondent as reference, the largest percentage (44%) of households consist of respondents 

with their children (all ages, also adult children), and in 77% of the cases the respondent’s 

husband/wife/partner was also part of the household (Table 10). The second-largest percentage of 

respondents (28%) live in one-generation households, 57% on their own. The third-largest percentage 

(12%) live with their children and grandchildren, of which 56% with a husband/wife/partner. 
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Table 10: Household composition with respondent as reference 

 N % 

 With children 88 43.8 

On own or only with partner 56 27.9 

With children and grandchildren  25 12.4 

With children and parents 9 4.5 

With parents and sister &/brother 5 2.5 

With children and sister &/ brother  4 2.0 

With grandchildren  3 1.5 

With children, parents and sister &/ brother 3 1.5 

With parents 2 1.0 

With sister &/ brother 2 1.0 

Without partner with other family &/ other 2 1.0 

With children, grandchildren and sister &/ brother 1 0.5 

With children, grandchildren, parents and sister &/ brother 1 0.5 

Total 201 100.0 

4.2 Migration 

In order to determine the migration patterns of individuals, a series of questions on all members of 

the household was asked to test both migration to (immigration) and from (emigration) 

Loeriesfontein. Where migration to Loeriesfontein pertains to respondents and their households 

moving to Loeriesfontein, migration from Loeriesfontein was tested by asking the respondents about 

people who had left the household during the previous five years.  

Eighty per cent of current residents are natives of Loeriesfontein. Regarding the age distribution of 

these individuals, the largest percentage (35%) is currently young adults (20–39 years), 27% are 

school-going children (6–19 years) and 14% are people aged 60 years and older (Table 11). 

Regarding the age of migrants to Loeriesfontein, Table 10 shows that 80% of the people moved to the 

town as children, presumably with their parents. Forty-four per cent came to the town as pre-school 

children and 39% as school children, 12% as young adults and 4% as adults. 
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Table 11: Age of people born in Loeriesfontein  

Age cohort Frequency % 

Pre-school children (0–5 years) 66 10.9 

School-going children (6–19 years) 161 26.5 

Young adults (20–39 years) 213 35.0 

Adults (40–59 years) 81 13.3 

Seniors (60 years+) 87 14.3 

Total8 608 100.0 

Table 12: Age when people moved to Loeriesfontein  

Age cohort Frequency % 

Pre-school children (0–5 years) 63 44.1 

School-going children (6–19 years) 56 39.2 

Young adults (20–39 years) 17 11.9 

Adults (40–59 years) 5 3.5 

Seniors (60 years+) 2 1.4 

Total 143 100.0 

Of the people who moved to Loeriesfontein, the majority (75%) moved to the town after 1999. Thirty 

per cent moved to the town between 2000 and 2010, with 45% moving to the town between 2011 

and 2019 (Table 13). Most of the immigrants came from other towns (72%), with 7% coming from a 

farm in the Loeriesfontein area and 16% from farms outside the Loeriesfontein area (Table 14).  

Of the migrants who moved to Loeriesfontein from another town, 64% were from the Western Cape 

and 35% from the Northern Cape (Table 15). This trend applies to both the white and the brown 

population groups. 

                                                            
8  Missing data = 1. 
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Table 13: Year in which people moved to Loeriesfontein  

 Frequency % 

1952–1988 30 18.9 

1989–1999 10 6.3 

2000–2010 47 29.6 

2011–2019 72 45.3 

Total 159 100.0 

Table 14: Feeding areas of migrants to Loeriesfontein and population group  

 

Population group 

Total Brown/coloured  Black White 

Loeriesfontein farms 
Number 11 0 0 11 

Column % 7.5% 0.0% 0.0% 6.9% 

Other farms 
Number 24 0 2 26 

Column % 16.4% 0.0% 16.7% 16.4% 

Other towns  
Number 105 1 9 115 

Column % 71.9% 100.0% 75.0% 72.3% 

Don’t know  
Number 6 0 1 7 

Column % 4.1% 0.0% 8.3% 4.4% 

Total 
Number 146 1 12 159 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Table 15: Feeding provinces of migrants to Loeriesfontein and population group  

 

Population group 

Total Brown/coloured  Black White 

Western Cape 
Number 90 0 8 98 

Column % 64.3% 0.0% 66.7% 64.1% 

Northern Cape  
Number 50 1 3 54 

Column % 35.7% 100.0% 25.0% 35.3% 

Other provinces  
Number 0 0 1 1 

Column % 0.0% 0.0% 8.3% 0.7% 

Total 
Number 140 1 12 153 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

In order to determine the emigration of people from Loeriesfontein, the respondents were asked to 

indicate whether any people left the household since 2017. Only 15 households (7.5%) indicated that 

a person or persons left the household during the previous seven years (Table 16).9  

                                                            
9  Information on two of the emigrants was not available and therefore does not form part of the further analysis in 

this section.  
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Of the people who left their households during this period (2012–2019), the largest percentage (77%, 

N = 10) moved to another house in the town (Table 17). The three people who moved to other towns 

all moved to a town in the Western Cape.  

Table 16: Number of households where people moved out for the period 2012–2017 

 Frequency % 

Yes, person/persons left the household  13 7.5 

No, no-one left the household  186 92.5 

Total 201 100.0 

Table 17: Place to which person moved  

 Frequency % 

Yes, in town  10 76.9 

No, elsewhere  3 23.1 

Total 13 100.0 

In terms of the profile of people who moved from the households of the respondents since 2012, the 

data indicated no statistically significant difference in terms of gender or age. The migrants represent 

the entire age spectrum, with 20–29-year-olds the lowest percentage (Figure 3).  

 

 

 

Figure 3: Age distribution of people who left households (2012–2017) 
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Sixty-two per cent (N = 8) of the people who left households were children of respondents, 23% (N = 

3) were a husband/wife/partner and 15% (N = 2) a brother or sister (Table 18). On the question of why 

the person left the household, looking for own accommodation was given as the main reason (39%). 

Twenty-three per cent (N = 3) moved to a place where they could receive care and two people went 

to live with a friend (Table 19).  

Table 18: Relationship of person who left the household with respondent 

 Frequency % 

Husband/wife/partner  3 23.1 

Child 8 61.5 

Brother/sister 2 15.4 

Total 13 100.0 

Table 19: Reason why person left the household  

 Frequency % 

To find own accommodation  5 38.5 

To find work  1 7.7 

Person got married  1 7.7 

Person moved in with a friend  2 15.4 

Person now receives care at the place where 
he/she lives  

3 23.1 

Other 1 7.7 

Total 13 100.0 

The fact that people move out of households does not necessarily imply financial independency of 

either the new household or the household left behind. On the question of whether people who 

moved out make any contributions to the household and whether the household makes contributions 

to the person’s new household, it appears that financial contributions continue in more than one-third 

of cases (39%, N = 5) with the person who moved still contributing to the household (Table 20).  

Table 20: Financial contributions to households  

 Frequency % 

Person contributes to our household  5 38.5 

No 8 61.5 

Total 13 100.0 



 

24 
 

The data indicated that migration to Loeriesfontein is relatively limited, with 80% of the respondents 

being natives of the town. Of the 23% who moved to Loeriesfontein, the largest percentage (45%) 

moved to the town between 2011 and 2019. On the question about the number of people who left 

the household since 2012, only 8% of the households indicated that people left their households. Of 

the individuals who moved out of households, the majority (78%, N = 10) still live in the town. Only 

three people left Loeriesfontein.  

Data on emigration are incomplete, as households who left the town are of course invisible in a study 

of this nature. Consequently, no conclusions can be made on the gain or loss of residents due to 

migration and an accurate conclusion on the emigration rate could also not be made.  

4.3 Educational status  

In order to determine the educational status of residents, both individuals’ historical and their current 

educational participation and success had to be determined. A number of questions were asked on 

the educational status of all members in the household. In the analyses that follow, emphasis is placed 

on two variables, namely current attendance of educational institutions and the highest educational 

level completed.  

On the question of who currently attends an educational institution, Table 21 indicates that the 

majority (76%) of children do not attend a crèche or pre-school facility from the age of 0–4 years. 

Almost everyone in this group is cared for at home by their parents (including guardians and foster 

parents) (91%) or another adult (3%) (Table 22). Attendance of a crèche/educare centre is in general 

low (only 18% of children aged 4 years).  

Table 21: Attendance of educational institution and age (children 0–4 years) 

 Age Total 
 0 1 2 3 4  

0–4 years: 
Attendance 

Pre-school/Grade 0 N 0 0 1 0 4 5 

Column % 0.0% 0.0% 8.3% 0.0% 23.5% 8.8% 

Crèche/educare centre N 0 0 2 0 3 5 

Column % 0.0% 0.0% 16.7% 0.0% 17.6% 8.8% 

Childminder N 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Column % 0.0% 0.0% 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8% 

None N 13 8 8 7 10 46 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 66.7% 100.0% 58.8% 80.7% 

Total  N 13 8 12 7 17 57 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Table 22: If not at educational institution, where is the child during the day (0–4 years) 

 N % 

 At home with parent, foster parent, guardian  42 91.3 

At home with another adult  2 4.3 

At someone else’s house  2 4.3 

Total 46 100.0 

It was heartening to see that all children aged 6 and 7 years are at school or in a pre-school class. 

Regarding children aged 5 years, the majority already attend school/pre-school (71%). Most children 

who do not attend an educational institution probably only turned 5 in the year of the survey 

(Table 23).  

Table 23: Attendance of educational institution and age (5–6 years) 

 Age Total 

 5 6 7 

All 5 yr+: Does X attend an 
educational institution? 

Yes, pre-school  N 4 1 1 6 

Column % 57.1% 14.3% 5.9% 19.4% 

Yes, school  N 1 6 16 23 

Column % 14.3% 85.7% 94.1% 74.2% 

No N 2 0 0 2 

Column % 28.6% 0.0% 0.0% 6.5% 

Total N 7 7 17 31 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Table 24 shows the school attendance rate of people aged 6 years or older. It appears that nearly 

everyone attended school until the age of 15 during the survey, with a strong decline among those 

aged 16–18 years. No 19-year-olds attended any educational institution.  
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Table 24: Attendance of educational institution and age (age at December 2018) 

 Attendance of educational institution  Total 
 Yes No  

Age 6 N 7 0 7 

Row % 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

7 N 19 0 19 

Row % 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

8 N 9 0 9 

Row % 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

9 N 15 0 15 

Row % 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

10 N 11 0 11 

Row % 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

11 N 15 0 15 

Row % 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

12 N 12 0 12 

Row % 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

13 N 17 1 18 

Row % 94.4% 5.6% 100.0% 

14 N 11 0 11 

Row % 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

15 N 10 0 10 

Row % 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

16 N 10 2 12 

Row % 83.3% 16.7% 100.0% 

17 N 6 2 8 

Row % 75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

18 N 1 4 5 

Row % 20.0% 80.0% 100.0% 

19 N 0 9 9 

Row % 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total N 143 18 161 

Row % 88.8% 11.2% 100.0% 

In contrast to a 100% attendance figure for the 6–15-year-olds, people start dropping out from the 

age of 16 (approximately 17% to 25%). However, further analysis revealed that half of the people aged 

18 years had already completed matric. Due to the low number of children per year group in the 

survey, the data are however unstable and the interpretation should be done with the necessary 

caution (e.g. one case represents 20% in the group that was 18 years old in December 2018). School 

records would have to be consulted to obtain a more accurate figure. However, the survey data show 

that the dropout rate is lower than for the other two towns were surveys were done.  
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With further analysis of the school attendance figure for the age cohort in terms of gender, Table 25 

shows a higher percentage of boys (67%, N = 6) of school-going age not attending school compared to 

the girls (13% do not attend school).  

Table 25: Attendance of educational institution and gender (15–18 years December 2018) 

 Attendance of educational institution  Total 
 Yes No  

Gender Male N 3 6 9 

Row % 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

Female N 13 2 15 

Row % 86.7% 13.3% 100.0% 

Total N 16 8 24 

Row % 66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 

Regarding the highest educational level for the group of non-school-going 15–18-year-olds (N = 8), 

Table 26 shows that half completed matric and the rest Grade 7 or lower. Again, the low numbers is a 

limitation. 

Table 26: Highest educational status of non-school-going 15–18-year-olds 

  

Gender Total 

Male Female  

Highest grade completed  No formal training, cannot 
read or write  

N 1 0 1 

Column % 16.7% 0.0% 12.5% 

Grade 5 N 1 0 1 

Column % 16.7% 0.0% 12.5% 

Grade 7 N 2 0 2 

Column % 33.3% 0.0% 25.0% 

Grade 12 N 2 2 4 

Column % 33.3% 100.0% 50.0% 

Total N 6 2 8 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

When the educational performance of all people aged 15–18 years (school-going and non-school-

going) is placed against their age group, it can be expected under ‘normal circumstances’ that the 

highest grade completed by learners will correlate with their age. The correlation between expected 

educational performance (as determined by the age of learners) and real performance of people 
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according to their age in December 2018 is presented in Table 27 (both school-going and non-school-

going)10 and it is shown that of the:  

• 15-year-olds (turns/is 16 this year), 76% completed Grade 9 or higher; 

• 16-year-olds (turns/is 17 this year), 43% completed Grade 10 or higher; and  

• 17-year-olds (turns/is 18 this year), 75% completed Grade 12.  

There are therefore backlogs and as shown, due to these backlogs children do not complete matric. 

Table 27: Educational performance of all people 14–18 years (December 2018)  

 14 15 16 17 

Highest grade 
completed  

No formal training, 
cannot read or write  

N 0  0  

Column % 0.0% 3% 0.0%  

Grade 5 N 0 0 1 0 

Column % 0.0% 0.0% 12.5% 0.0% 

Grade 6 N 3 0 0 0 

Column % 30.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Grade 7 N 1 1 0 1 

Column % 10.0% 9.1% 0.0% 25.0% 

Grade 8 N 3 2 2 0 

Column % 30.0% 18.2% 25.0% 0.0% 

Grade 9 N 2 3 1 0 

Column % 20.0% 27.3% 12.5% 0.0% 

Grade 10 N 1 5 2 0 

Column % 10.0% 45.5% 25.0% 0.0% 

Grade 11 N 0 0 1 0 

Column % 0.0% 0.0% 12.5% 0.0% 

Grade 12 N 0 0 1 3 

Column % 0.0% 0.0% 12.5% 75.0% 

Total N 10 11 8 4 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

On the question of whether school attendance of children between the ages of 6 and 18 had been 

interrupted for three months or longer, only 1% (N = 9) of the respondents answered ‘yes’ and the 

main reason was disability. 

Table 28 shows the highest educational level for people aged 20 years or older. The higher percentage 

that completed matric among younger people (20–39 years) compared to older people is significant. 

                                                            
10  Again, due to the low number of children per year group in the survey, the data are unstable and interpretation 

should be done with caution. 
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More than one-third (37%) of people aged 20–29 years completed matric and/or a tertiary 

qualification compared to 18% of people aged 50–59 years. There was no statistically significant 

difference between 20–29-year-olds and 30–39-year-olds. With the low percentage of people 

completing matric, it can be expected that there would still be an improvement; however, it remains 

low. Compared to national figures, it appears that the educational level in Loeriesfontein is the same 

as nationally (Statistics South Africa, 2016). 

Table 28: Highest educational level for individuals aged 20 years or older per age group  

 Age Total 
 20–29 30–39 40–49 50–59 60+  

Highest 
educational 
level  

None, can read and 
write  

N 0 0 2 6 8 16 

Column % 0.0% 0.0% 2.6% 7.7% 9.9% 3.7% 

None, cannot read or 
write  

N 0 0 0 10 21 31 

Column % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.8% 25.9% 7.2% 

Primary school N 15 8 29 17 30 99 

Column % 12.8% 10.0% 37.7% 21.8% 37.0% 22.9% 

Grade 8–9 N 30 20 15 22 10 97 

Column % 25.6% 25.0% 19.5% 28.2% 12.3% 22.4% 

Grade 10–11 N 29 25 11 8 3 76 

Column % 24.8% 31.3% 14.3% 10.3% 3.7% 17.6% 

Matric/N4 N 37 21 15 6 3 82 

Column % 31.6% 26.3% 19.5% 7.7% 3.7% 18.9% 

Diploma below 
matric  

N 0 0 1 1 1 3 

Column % 0.0% 0.0% 1.3% 1.3% 1.2% 0.7% 

Matric with post-
school  

N 6 6 4 8 5 29 

Column % 5.1% 7.5% 5.2% 10.3% 6.2% 6.7% 

Total N 117 80 77 78 81 433 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

4.4 Teenage pregnancy and educational status 

Teenage pregnancy is defined as women who are pregnant before the age of 20 years. Of all women 

aged 20 years or older, 27% were teenagers during their first pregnancy. According to the survey data, 

there was no statistically significant increase in teenage pregnancies over the past 20 years (Table 29):  

• 32% of women aged 20–29 years 

• 34% of women aged 30–39 years 

• 23% of women aged 40 or older.   
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Of all women in Loeriesfontein who had ever been pregnant, during their first pregnancy they were:  

• teenagers (12–19 years): 31%;  

• 20 years or younger: 37%; and 

• 30 years or younger: 91%. 

Table 29: Teenager (<20 years) during first pregnancy and age  

 Age Total 
 20–29 30–39 40+  

Teenager during first 
pregnancy  

Yes (<20) N 18 16 32 66 

Column % 31.6% 34.0% 22.9% 27.0% 

No (including never pregnant) N 39 31 108 178 

Column % 68.4% 66.0% 77.1% 73.0% 

Total N 57 47 140 244 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

No statistically significant relationship could be found between age in three categories and teenage 

pregnancy. 

Table 30: Teenager (<20 years) during first pregnancy and age 

 

Age 

Total 18–21 22–59 60+ 

Age during first pregnancy  13 N 0 1 0 1 

Column % 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% 1.6% 

14 N 0 0 1 1 

Column % 0.0% 0.0% 7.7% 1.6% 

15 N 0 2 4 6 

Column % 0.0% 4.4% 30.8% 9.5% 

16 N 1 1 2 4 

Column % 20.0% 2.2% 15.4% 6.3% 

17 N 0 5 3 8 

Column % 0.0% 11.1% 23.1% 12.7% 

18 N 3 19 0 22 

Column % 60.0% 42.2% 0.0% 34.9% 

19 N 1 17 3 21 

Column % 20.0% 37.8% 23.1% 33.3% 

Total N 5 45 13 63 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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There was not statistically significant relationship between teenage pregnancy and the highest 

educational level attained among women younger than 40 years. The vast majority of women aged 

18–29 years who had teenage pregnancies were 18 or 19 year old during their first pregnancy. 

4.5 Disability 

Disability was reported for only 3% (N = 22) of the residents. Physical disability is the most common 

disability (64%), followed by visual disability (18%), intellectual disability (14%) and psychiatric 

disability (4.5%) (Table 31). No disabilities among children younger than 18 years were reported. In 

terms of care, the respondents indicated that 36% of the disabled people require care (Table 32). 

There were no statistically significant differences between women and men in terms of disability. 

Table 31: Prevalence of disability  

 
Age 

Total 18–21 22–59 60+ 

Disabilities Visual N 1 1 2 4 

Column % 50.0% 8.3% 25.0% 18.2% 

Physical N 0 9 5 14 

Column % 0.0% 75.0% 62.5% 63.6% 

Intellectual N 1 1 1 3 

Column % 50.0% 8.3% 12.5% 13.6% 

Psychiatric  N 0 1 0 1 

Column % 0.0% 8.3% 0.0% 4.5% 

Total N 2 12 8 22 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Table 32: Care required for disabled people and age  

 
Age 

Total 18–21 22–59 60+ 

Disabled people: require care  Yes N 1 4 3 8 

Column % 50.0% 33.3% 37.5% 36.4% 

No N 1 8 5 14 

Column % 50.0% 66.7% 62.5% 63.6% 

Total N 2 12 8 22 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

  



 

32 
 

4.6 Economic profile  

In order to obtain a basic profile of the economic conditions of individuals and households, the survey 

focused on four aspects, namely employment status of individuals, type of employment, source of 

income and levels of individual and household income. 

Employment status  

In order to analyse the economic involvement of the residents of Loeriesfontein, the group of 

residents aged 15–64 years was used for the purpose of comparison with official statistics (mainly 

from Statistics South Africa) and international conventions. This group is officially known as the 

working-age population.  

According to the survey, 38% of individuals aged 15–64 years work for an income, while 62% do not 

work for an income. It is, of course, important to keep in mind that these statistics are also influenced 

by non-economic factors, and therefore the respondents were asked to indicate why people aged 15–

64 years do not do paid work (Table 33). It was shown that of the 62% who indicated that they do not 

do paid work, 55% are unemployed. Included in this group are those who cannot find any or suitable 

work, those who have found work but only start later and those waiting on a contract or season to 

resume. This group largely corresponds with the extended definition of unemployment used by 

Statistics South Africa, although it was not asked whether the person is actively looking for work.11  

                                                            
11  “Unemployed persons according to the official definition are those (aged 15–64 years) who: a) Were not employed 

in the reference week; and b) Actively looked for work or tried to start a business in the four weeks preceding the 
survey interview; and c) Were available for work, i.e. would have been able to start work or a business in the 
reference week; or d) Had not actively looked for work in the past four weeks, but had a job or business to start at 
a definite date in the future and were available. Unemployed persons according to the expanded definition are 
those (aged 15–64 years) who: a) Fall under official unemployment (searched and available); and b) Were available 
to work but are/or: • Discouraged work-seekers • Have other reasons for not searching.”  
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Table 33: Reason for individuals not doing paid work and labour participation (15–64 years) 

 

Economically active? 
(15–64 years) 

Total 
Economically 

active  

Non-
economically 

active  

Reason why 
person is not 
currently doing 
paid work  

Cannot find work  N 122 0 122 

Column % 72.2% 0.0% 46.2% 

Cannot find suitable work  N 16 0 16 

Column % 9.5% 0.0% 6.1% 

Found work, but only starting later  N 21 0 21 

Column % 12.4% 0.0% 8.0% 

Pensioner N 0 20 20 

Column % 0.0% 21.1% 7.6% 

Physical disability/illness  N 0 7 7 

Column % 0.0% 7.4% 2.7% 

Homemaker and chooses not to work  N 0 12 12 

Column % 0.0% 12.6% 4.5% 

Learner/student N 0 40 40 

Column % 0.0% 42.1% 15.2% 

Seasonal worker, waiting for the season  N 2 0 2 

Column % 1.2% 0.0% 0.8% 

Contract worker, resting until next 
contract  

N 8 0 8 

Column % 4.7% 0.0% 3.0% 

Has another income and does not need 
to work  

N 0 12 12 

Column % 0.0% 12.6% 4.5% 

Thinks he/she is too old to work N 0 4 4 

Column % 0.0% 4.2% 1.5% 

Total N 169 95 264 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Officially, the labour force consists of those people doing paid work and those who are unemployed – 

also known as the ‘economically active’ population. The labour force participation rate refers to this 

group and is calculated as the proportion who are working or unemployed from the working-age 

population. The ‘non-economically active’ population refers to people aged 15–64 years who are not 

unemployed or working. Typically this includes learners, homemakers, pensioners and people who 

cannot work due to illness or disability (Table 33). Table 34 shows that the economically active people 

constitute 78% and the non-economically active people 22% of the labour force. The labour force 

participation rate is therefore 0.78. 
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Table 34: Labour participation (people 15–64 years) 

 N % 

 Economically active  336 78.0 

Not economically active  95 22.0 

Total 431 100.0 

 Unknown  14  

Table 33 presents the reasons for unemployment and non-economic activity. The main reasons for 

unemployment are as follows: 

• There are no job opportunities (72%). 

• The person found work, but only starts later (12%).  

• There is no suitable work (10%).  

The non-economically active population of Loeriesfontein consists of the following:  

• Learners (42%) 

• Pensioners (mainly self-defined and particularly people aged 60 years or older) (21%)  

• People with another income who do not have to work (the majority can probably be defined 

as pensioners) (13%) 

• Homemakers not looking for paid work (13%)  

• People who are physically disabled or too ill to work (7%) 

• People who indicated that they are too old to work (with the exception of one person aged 

60 years or older) (4%).  

In order to calculate the official unemployment rate in Loeriesfontein, the economically active group 

who do not have paid work is expressed as a percentage of everyone aged 15–64 years. According to 

the calculations, the unemployment rate is 39%. 

However, the official definition of the labour force and the unemployment rate disguises the harsh 

reality/experience of people. For example, at the age of 15–18 years, most children are still at school, 

children below the age of 16 may officially not be employed ‘formally’ and especially in communities 

with high unemployment, people aged 60 years or older usually regard themselves as pensioners – 

the age at which they qualify for an older person’s grant from government. For many this is the first 

time they are assured of a monthly income. There are also people, mainly women, who define 

themselves as homemakers and do unpaid reproductive labour. 

Should the official definition of the labour force be adapted to reflect these realities and defined as 

people aged 15–59 years who are not at school, the extent of unemployment becomes clear. Among 
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this group, 87% are economically active and 13% are non-economically active. The unemployment 

rate is approximately 51% among the group of economically active people (Table 35).  

Table 35: Participation in labour force and unemployment (people 15–59 years, not at school, but 

excluding students) 

 
Economically 

active  

Non-
economically 

active  Total 

Has a job/does 
something to earn 
money  

Yes N 162 0 162 

% within Economically active  49.5% 0.0% 43.0% 

% of total 43.0% 0.0% 43.0% 

No N 165 50 215 

% within Economically active 50.5% 100.0% 57.0% 

% of total 43.8% 13.3% 57.0% 

Total N 327 50 377 

% within Economically active 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of total 86.7% 13.3% 100.0% 

The main reasons for non-economic activity among this group include being students (26%), 

homemakers (24%), people with another income who do not have to work (20%), pensioners (14%) 

and physically disabled/ill people (14%) (Table 36).  
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Table 36: Reasons for individuals not doing paid work and labour participation (people 15–59 years, not 

at school, but excluding students) 

 
Economically 

active  

Non-
economically 

active  Total 

Reasons for not 
doing paid work  

Cannot find work  N 119 0 119 

Column % 72.1% 0.0% 55.3% 

Cannot find suitable work  N 16 0 16 

Column % 9.7% 0.0% 7.4% 

Found work, but only 
starting later  

N 21 0 21 

Column % 12.7% 0.0% 9.8% 

Pensioner N 0 7 7 

Column % 0.0% 14.0% 3.3% 

Physical disability/illness  N 0 7 7 

Column % 0.0% 14.0% 3.3% 

Homemaker  N 0 12 12 

Column % 0.0% 24.0% 5.6% 

Student N 0 13 13 

Column % 0.0% 26.0% 6.0% 

Seasonal worker, waiting 
for the season  

N 2 0 2 

Column % 1.2% 0.0% 0.9% 

Contract worker, resting 
until next contract  

N 7 0 7 

Column % 4.2% 0.0% 3.3% 

Has another income and 
does not need to work  

N 0 10 10 

Column % 0.0% 20.0% 4.7% 

Thinks he/she is too old to 
work 

N 0 1 1 

Column % 0.0% 2.0% 0.5% 

Total N 165 50 215 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

There were not statistically significant differences between the unemployment rates for women and 

men – from both groups, approximately 50% are unemployed (Table 37). There were, however, 

statistically significant differences between the different age groups and employment status: a 

significantly larger percentage of younger people are unemployed, for example 60% of people aged 

20–29 years compared to 43% of people aged 30–49 years are unemployed.  
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Table 37: Employment status of economically active individuals (15–59 years, non-school-going) with 

gender and age  

Gender 

Age 

Total 15–19 20–29 30–49 50–59 

Male Employment 
status 
(economically 
active people) 

Unemployed N 5 36 31 16 88 

Column % 100.0% 60.0% 41.9% 47.1% 50.9% 

Working N 0 24 43 18 85 

Column % 0.0% 40.0% 58.1% 52.9% 49.1% 

Total N 5 60 74 34 173 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Female Employment 
status 
(economically 
active people) 

Unemployed N 1 31 33 14 79 

Column % 50.0% 60.8% 44.0% 45.2% 49.7% 

Working N 1 20 42 17 80 

Column % 50.0% 39.2% 56.0% 54.8% 50.3% 

Total N 2 51 75 31 159 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total Employment 
status 
(economically 
active people) 

Unemployed N 6 67 64 30 167 

Column % 85.7% 60.4% 43.0% 46.2% 50.3% 

Working N 1 44 85 35 165 

Column % 14.3% 39.6% 57.0% 53.8% 49.7% 

Total N 7 111 149 65 332 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Chi-square = 11.670; DF = 3; p = 0.009; uncertainty coefficient = 0.047; p = 0.010 

The educational level also plays a statistically significant role, with 38% of those with matric and/or a 

post-school qualification compared to approximately 55%–57% of those with a lower educational level 

being unemployed. The differences are the strongest among older (50–59 years) people, mainly white 

people with a higher education who have work (Table 38). 

The majority of people who were unemployed during the survey did not work on a farm directly before 

becoming unemployed (92%). Only 2% indicated that they lost their job on a commercial farm due to 

the drought.  
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Table 38: Employment status of economically active individuals (15–59 years, non-school-going) with 

educational level and age  

Age 

Highest educational level  

Total 
Primary school/ 

None 
Uncompleted 

high school  
Matric &/ 

post-school 

15–19 Employment 
status 
(economically 
active people) 

Unemploye
d 

N 3 3 0 6 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 85.7% 

Working N 0 0 1 1 

Column % 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 14.3% 

Total N 3 3 1 7 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

20–29 Employment 
status 
(economically 
active people) 

Unemploye
d 

N 10 35 22 67 

Column % 71.4% 64.8% 52.4% 60.9% 

Working N 4 19 20 43 

Column % 28.6% 35.2% 47.6% 39.1% 

Total N 14 54 42 110 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

30–49 Employment 
status 
(economically 
active people) 

Unemploye
d 

N 16 31 15 62 

Column % 48.5% 47.0% 34.1% 43.4% 

Working N 17 35 29 81 

Column % 51.5% 53.0% 65.9% 56.6% 

Total N 33 66 44 143 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

50–59 Employment 
status 
(economically 
active people) 

Unemploye
d 

N 13 14 1 28 

Column % 48.1% 63.6% 7.7% 45.2% 

Working N 14 8 12 34 

Column % 51.9% 36.4% 92.3% 54.8% 

Total N 27 22 13 62 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total Employment 
status 
(economically 
active people) 

Unemploye
d 

N 42 83 38 163 

Column % 54.5% 57.2% 38.0% 50.6% 

Working N 35 62 62 159 

Column % 45.5% 42.8% 62.0% 49.4% 

Total N 77 145 100 322 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Chi-square = 9.390; DF = 2; p = 0.009; Lambda = 0.151; p = 0.015 
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Type of employment  

In order to contextualise the employment, the survey also looked at types of employment. Just more 

than half (53%) of those who work/do something for an income have a full-time permanent job, 26% 

have a part-time permanent job, 14% do temporary work (odd jobs or seasonal work) and 7% own 

their own business (Table 39).  

Table 39: Main job of person doing something to earn an income  

 N % 

 Full-time permanent job (5 days a week) 91 53.2 

Part-time permanent job (per hour at different people) 45 26.3 

Temporary (seasonal worker/odd jobs) 23 13.5 

Own business  12 7.0 

Total 171 100.0 

Among the employed in Loeriesfontein, the type of employment with the highest prevalence is 

‘general work’ (31%) – referring to ‘any type’ of work, usually unskilled or low-skilled work, in some 

cases only once a week (Table 40). This group also includes 36% of workers employed by the CWP. 

Domestic workers (nearly all women) is the second-largest category (8%), followed by farm workers 

(mainly men) (7%). This is followed by teachers (6%) and, with 5% representation each, tradesmen 

(male) in the construction industry, drivers, carers and/or community workers, and cashiers and/or 

shop assistants. The other occupational categories have a representation of 4% or lower (see 

Table 40).  
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Table 40: Main occupation and gender  

  

Gender Total 

Male Female  

Occupation Domestic worker  N 1 13 14 

Column % 1.1% 16.0% 8.2% 

Farm worker  N 11 0 11 

Column % 12.4% 0.0% 6.5% 

General worker N 24 28 52 

Column % 27.0% 34.6% 30.6% 

Fencer N 3 0 3 

Column % 3.4% 0.0% 1.8% 

Teacher N 2 8 10 

Column % 2.2% 9.9% 5.9% 

Police officer  N 4 2 6 

Column % 4.5% 2.5% 3.5% 

Construction worker N 8 1 9 

Column % 9.0% 1.2% 5.3% 

Tradesmen N 4 0 4 

Column % 4.5% 0.0% 2.4% 

Driver N 9 0 9 

Column % 10.1% 0.0% 5.3% 

Administrative worker  N 2 4 6 

Column % 2.2% 4.9% 3.5% 

Commercial farmer  N 5 0 5 

Column % 5.6% 0.0% 2.9% 

Small-scale farmer  N 2 0 2 

Column % 2.2% 0.0% 1.2% 

Grade R practitioner  N 0 1 1 

Column % 0.0% 1.2% 0.6% 

Other N 0 1 1 

Column % 0.0% 1.2% 0.6% 

Carer/Community worker  N 2 6 8 

Column % 2.2% 7.4% 4.7% 

Cashier/Shop assistant  N 2 6 8 

Column % 2.2% 7.4% 4.7% 

Security officer  N 2 1 3 

Column % 2.2% 1.2% 1.8% 

Own business  N 1 3 4 

Column % 1.1% 3.7% 2.4% 

Infrastructure worker Transnet  N 3 0 3 

Column % 3.4% 0.0% 1.8% 
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Table 40: Main occupation and gender (continued) 

 Gender Total 

 Parish clerk  N 0 2 2 

Column % 0.0% 2.5% 1.2% 

Cook/Cooks for others  N 0 3 3 

Column % 0.0% 3.7% 1.8% 

Social worker  N 0 2 2 

Column % 0.0% 2.5% 1.2% 

Hairdresser  N 2 0 2 

Column % 2.2% 0.0% 1.2% 

Handyman  N 1 0 1 

Column % 1.1% 0.0% 0.6% 

Production manager  N 1 0 1 

Column % 1.1% 0.0% 0.6% 

Total N 89 81 170 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

*1 person’s information is missing  

If type of employment in terms of gender is examined, the data show that both men and women 

mainly have occupations where they describe themselves as general workers (27% of working men 

and 35% of working women). Besides general work, women mainly work as domestic workers (16%), 

teachers (10%), and carers and cashiers/shop assistants (7% each). Besides general work, men mainly 

work as tradesmen (14%, mainly in the construction industry), farm workers (12%), drivers (10%), and 

commercial farmers (6%) (Table 40).  

In terms of employment sector, most people work in the private sector (49%), followed by government 

and semi-government (state departments, municipality and Transnet), with 35% and 10% in the 

informal sector and the rest (6%) working for NGOs and community-based organisations (CBO) (Table 

41). Approximately 12% of all workers work in the CWP. Few of the working people do not work in 

Loeriesfontein, with 91% indicating Loeriesfontein as their place of work. 
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Table 41: Job sector and gender  

 

Gender Total 

Male Female  

Sector Private sector: Mine N 4 0 4 

Column % 4.5% 0.0% 2.4% 

Private sector: Wind farm N 5 2 7 

Column % 5.6% 2.5% 4.1% 

Private sector: Construction industry  N 6 0 6 

Column % 6.7% 0.0% 3.5% 

Private sector: Farm/Agriculture  N 28 0 28 

Column % 31.5% 0.0% 16.5% 

Private sector: Works for private person  N 2 12 14 

Column % 2.2% 14.8% 8.2% 

Self-employed (formal sector) N 7 5 12 

Column % 7.9% 6.2% 7.1% 

Self-employed (informal sector) N 4 1 5 

Column % 4.5% 1.2% 2.9% 

State (teaching, police, etc.) N 9 19 28 

Column % 10.1% 23.5% 16.5% 

State: CWP N 3 18 21 

Column % 3.4% 22.2% 12.4% 

Municipality (not CWP) N 3 3 6 

Column % 3.4% 3.7% 3.5% 

Works in informal sector for somebody else  N 7 5 12 

Column % 7.9% 6.2% 7.1% 

Works in church/NGO/CBO N 1 9 10 

Column % 1.1% 11.1% 5.9% 

Private shop  N 1 6 7 

Column % 1.1% 7.4% 4.1% 

Private security  N 2 0 2 

Column % 2.2% 0.0% 1.2% 

Transnet N 4 0 4 

Column % 4.5% 0.0% 2.4% 

Private transport N 2 0 2 

Column % 2.2% 0.0% 1.2% 

Private other  N 1 1 2 

 Column % 1.1% 1.2% 1.2% 

Total N 89 81 170 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

*1 person’s information is missing  

The following was established in relation to the CWP:  

• 12% of all employed people work in this programme. 

• 11% of unemployed and 6% of employed people previously worked in the programme.  
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• 9% of unemployed people are on the database of the CWP (respondents did not know 

whether 15% of members of their households are on the database or not). 

• The majority of CWP workers are women (86%). 

The impact of the wind farms during construction is clear from the following: Of the people who were 

unemployed during the survey, 23% had previously worked at the wind farms. Four per cent of all 

employed people worked on the wind farms during the survey (see Table 41 for a comparison with 

other employers). 

From all households in Loeriesfontein, 39% do not have a member working for an income. This figure 

can, however, relate to the composition of households. Therefore, households including members 

aged 15–59 years were analysed. This age group was decided upon because people aged 60 years or 

older can receive an older person’s grant from government and 15 years is used internationally and 

by Statistics South Africa as the lowest age for employment. Slightly below one-third (31%) of 

households with people aged 15–59 years do not have a member working for an income, while 48% 

have one worker and 22% more than one worker (Table 42).  

Table 42: Households with people aged 15–59 years compared to number of working people in 

household  

 

Number of people aged 15–59 years in household  Total 

1 2 3 4 5 7  

Number of workers  None N 24 17 10 2 1 1 55 

Column % 60.0% 26.2% 21.7% 10.5% 20.0% 50.0% 31.1% 

1 worker N 15 38 20 10 1 0 84 

Column % 37.5% 58.5% 43.5% 52.6% 20.0% 0.0% 47.5% 

2 and more 
workers  

N 1 10 16 7 3 1 38 

Column % 2.5% 15.4% 34.8% 36.8% 60.0% 50.0% 21.5% 

Total N 40 65 46 19 5 2 177 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Source of income  

Three per cent of the households have no source of income, while 60% have one source, 32% two 

sources and 5% three sources (Table 43). The two main sources of income for households, as reported 

by the respondents, are government grants (64%) and salaries (54%), followed by income from own 

businesses and pension from employers (4%) (Table 44). 



 

44 
 

Table 43: Number of sources of income per household  

 N % % Cumulative % 

 0.00 6 3.0 3.0 3.0 

1.00 121 60.2 60.2 63.2 

2.00 64 31.8 31.8 95.0 

3.00 10 5.0 5.0 100.0 

Total 201 100.0 100.0  

Table 44: Sources of income in households  

 Response % of cases  
 N %  

Sources of income in 
householda 

Salaries/wages/commission  112 39.3% 55.7% 

Government grant  129 45.3% 64.2% 

Income from own business  9 3.2% 4.5% 

Money sent by people living 
elsewhere  

8 2.8% 4.0% 

Pension paid by employer  8 2.8% 4.0% 

Rent 6 2.1% 3.0% 

Maintenance for children  7 2.5% 3.5% 

No source of income  6 2.1% 3.0% 

Total 285 100.0% 141.8% 

a. Households that have a source were counted. 

Table 45 shows the survey of social grants from government per age group. It appears that 37% of the 

residents receive a social grant. Given the income levels and high unemployment, it is to be expected 

that most children qualify for the child support grant and people older than 59 years will receive an 

older person’s grant. The figure of the older person’s grant (old-age pension [OAP]) (60 years or older) 

is high, with only 19% not receiving it. In contrast, it is noticeable that the figure of the child support 

grant (CSG) among the youngest children (0–4 years) is lower (65%) than for older children (75%). 

When the grant was instituted, it was actually emphasised that it should reach the youngest children 

as soon as possible, as insufficient nutrition can contribute to serious deficiencies later in children’s 

lives. It appears that not having a birth certificate is not the most important reason why the youngest 

children (0–4 years) do not receive a child support grant, as most children in that age group (98%) do 

have a birth certificate.12 Seven per cent of people aged 22–59 years receive a disability grant (DG), 

while the care dependency grant is not received by any children and the foster care grant (FCG) by 

two children in the sample. 

                                                            
12  Only 2% of the residents do not have a birth certificate or identity document.  
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Table 45: Government grant survey per age group  

 Age Total 

 0–3 4–6 7–13 14–17 18–21 22–59 60+  

Receives SASSA 
grant 

No N 14 8 23 10 32 334 16 437 

Column % 35.0% 24.2% 23.5% 25.0% 94.1% 93.3% 18.6% 63.4% 

OAP N 0 0 0 0 0 0 70 70 

Column % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 81.4% 10.2% 

DG N 0 0 0 0 1 24 0 25 

Column % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 6.7% 0.0% 3.6% 

CSG N 26 25 74 29 1 0 0 155 

Column % 65.0% 75.8% 75.5% 72.5% 2.9% 0.0% 0.0% 22.5% 

FCG N 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 

Column % 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 2.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 

Total N 40 33 98 40 34 358 86 689 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Levels of individual and household income  

It is generally accepted that the collection of data on income in socio-economic surveys such as this 

one is mostly problematic and not necessarily accurate, among other reasons because members of 

households do not necessarily have fixed sources of income, their income fluctuates on a monthly 

basis, and respondents do not necessarily know the exact amounts of the income of other members 

of their households or do not want to supply exact amounts. Therefore, income information should 

be viewed as indicators rather than factually accurate. In this study, the respondents were asked to 

indicate the income of members of the household per source of income received in the month 

preceding the survey. Two approaches were used: Respondents could either indicate the amount or 

choose an income category from a table on a chart, of which the code was subsequently recorded on 

the dataset. The use of income categories is advantageous, as it leads to a higher response rate, but it 

makes calculations more problematic since exact figures are not used. It is general practice to use the 

midpoint of the relevant income category in cases where exact figures are absent. This approach was 

also applied in this study, where the majority of the respondents chose income categories. In the case 

of social grants, the amount of the relevant grant in October 2019 was used as indicator.  

Total individual income in the study was not calculated, as the amounts for government grants for 

children were indicated against the children (beneficiaries) and not against the recipients. In terms of 

policy, the primary caregiver (adult) receives the child support grant and it is known that these grants 

mainly fall in the hands of women, as they are still in charge of primary care for children. Therefore, 
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only total household income and a per capita income13 were calculated. Consequently, the discussion 

of income focuses on individual income from work and per capita and total household income. 

Income from work  

Table 46 shows that individual income from work is predominantly low and there is great inequality, 

with 29% earning approximately R750 or less per month and almost half (48%) earning R2 500 or less. 

Only 21% have an income higher than R5 40014 and 7% earn R13 500 or more. 

Table 46: Total monthly income from work (categories) 

 N % Cumulative % 

 1–200 10 9.5 9.5 

201–500 1 1.0 10.5 

501–1 000 20 19.0 29.5 

1 001–1 500 2 1.9 31.4 

1 501–2 500 17 16.2 47.6 

2 501–3 500 14 13.3 61.0 

3 501–4 500 13 12.4 73.3 

4 501–6 000 6 5.7 79.0 

6 001–8 000 5 4.8 83.8 

8 001–11 000 2 1.9 85.7 

11 001–16 000 8 7.6 93.3 

16 001+ 7 6.7 100.0 

Total 105 100.0  

Household income  

For 28% of the households, income could not be calculated due to missing information, mainly due to 

respondents not knowing specific amounts or refusing to supply the information. Due to the great 

inequality in income, it is recommended that the median income (50th percentile) and the 5% trimmed 

mean15 income, rather than the mean, are used as measure of central trend (the most typical income) 

(Table 47). The 5% trimmed mean monthly income for households is approximately R4 000 and the 

median income is R3 000. The poorest 10% of the households have an income of approximately R750 

per month or less, the poorest 22% have an income of R1 750 or less and approximately 50% have 

R3 000 or less. The wealthiest 10% of households have a monthly income of approximately R13 500 

or more.  

                                                            
13  Per capita income is the total household income divided by the number of people in the household. 
14  Keep in mind that most figures refer to the midpoint of the income categories. 
15  5% of the highest and lowest (extreme) values were not brought into account.  
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Table 47: Total monthly income per household 

 Statistics Std. error 

Total household income per 
month (all sources) 

Mean 5182.62 674.671 

95% confidence interval for 
mean  

Lower bound 3849.08  

Upper bound 6516.16  

5% trimmed mean  3976.51  

Median 3000.00  

Variation  66001306.973  

Std. deviation 8124.119  

Minimum 0  

Maximum 70500  

Range 70500  

Interquartile range 2860  

 

 

Figure 4: Total household income per month  

Per capita household income  

In order to calculate the size of the households, household income is also expressed as a per capita 

figure. Table 48 shows that the monthly per capita household income for the poorest 10% of 

households is R210 or less, the poorest 40% have a per capita income of R405 or less and 

Total household income per month (all sources) 
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approximately 50% have a per capita income of just below R1 000 or less. The wealthiest 10% of 

households have a monthly per capita income of R4 000 or more.16 

Table 48: Per capita household income (descriptive statistics) 

 Statistics Std. error 

Per capita household 
income 

Mean 2007.9021 313.82668 

95% confidence interval for mean  Lower bound 1387.6001  

Upper bound 2628.2041  

5% trimmed mean 1366.1613  

Median 998.5714  

Variation  14280641.876  

Std. deviation 3778.97365  

Minimum 0.00  

Maximum 35250.00  

Range 35250.00  

Interquartile range 1217.50  

 Percentiles: 
5 

 
173.833 

 

 10 210.000  

 25 562.500  

 50 998.571  

 75 1780.000  

 90 4000.000  

 95 8775.000  

In order to contextualise income figures and express the extent of poverty, income figures are 

compared with the national poverty lines, which are calculated by means of the so-called cost of basic 

needs approach, linking welfare and the use of goods and services (Statistics South Africa 2019:4). The 

lines include both food and non-food components of household consumption spending. The food 

poverty line is set at R561 (at April 2019 prices) per person per month.17 It refers to the money an 

individual needs to afford the minimum required daily energy intake. This line is also referred to as 

the extreme poverty line. The lower-bound poverty line is set at R810 (at April 2019 prices) per person 

per month. This refers to the food poverty line plus the average amount derived from non-food items 

for households whose total expenses are equal to the food poverty line. The upper-bound poverty line 

is set at R1 227 (at April 2019 prices) per person per month. This also refers to the food poverty line 

plus the average amount (upper bound) derived from the non-food items for households whose total 

expenses are equal to the food poverty line.  

                                                            
16  As previously indicated, income could not be calculated for 28% of the households due to missing information.  
17  
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Table 49 and Figure 5 present the monthly per capita income in Loeriesfontein in terms of the poverty 

lines. Approximately one-quarter of the households have a per capita income at or lower than the 

food poverty line, approximately 38% of the households’ per capita income is equal to or lower than 

the bottom-bound poverty line and approximately 59% of the households’ per capita income is equal 

to or lower than the upper-bound poverty line. Only 41% of the households have a per capita income 

above the upper-bound poverty line. 

Table 49: Monthly per capita income and poverty  

  N % Cumulative % 

 At or below food poverty line (≤R561) 36 24.8 24.8 

Above food but at or below lower-bound 
poverty line (>R561 & ≤ R810) 

19 13.1 37.9 

Above lower-bound poverty line, at or below 
upper-bound poverty line (>R810 & ≤R1 227) 

30 20.7 58.6 

Above poverty lines (>R1 227) 60 41.4 100.0 

Total 145 100.0  

 Missing 56 27.8  

Total 201   

 

 

Figure 5: Monthly per capita income and poverty lines  

Per capita household income  
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Loans 

The prevalence of loans by members of households is relatively low, as 64% of the respondents 

reported having no loans in their households, compared to 21% who have one type of loan, 9% who 

have two types of loans and 6% who have more than two types of loans. Table 50 shows that 

approximately one-third (33%) of the households took a loan from family or friends, followed by loans 

from a bank (30%), buying on credit at food stores (29%) and loans from micro lenders (23%). 

Table 50: Loans among household members  

 Response % cases 
 N %  

Loans of members of 
householda 

Bank 22 18.0% 30.1% 

Employer  4 3.3% 5.5% 

Micro lender  17 13.9% 23.3% 

Family/Friends  24 19.7% 32.9% 

Clothes stores  12 9.8% 16.4% 

Furniture store  20 16.4% 27.4% 

Buy on credit at food store  21 17.2% 28.8% 

Loan: Other  2 1.6% 2.7% 

Total 122 100.0% 167.1% 

a. Households having this type of loan. 

Nutritional status 

On the question of whether it happened often in the 12 months preceding the survey that someone 

in the household had to go hungry because there was not enough food, the largest percentage (80%) 

answered no, 7% indicated it happened seldom, 11% that it happened sometimes and 2% that it 

happened regularly or always. Even in households with a per capita income higher than the poverty 

lines, 8% reported hunger. In these cases, it could be that these households’ income had improved in 

the month before the survey, but that the households had not had enough food earlier in the year. 

In the case where a household does not have food to eat, most respondents indicated that they will 

be able to get help from family (46%), followed by friends (30%), while 11% would have to buy on 

credit or borrow money from someone (Table 51).  
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Table 51: Source of help should household not have food  

 
Response 

% cases N % 

Help if 
residents 
do not have 
fooda 

Help from family  160 46.2% 87.9% 

Help from neighbours/friends/other community members  102 29.5% 56.0% 

Help from church or other faith organisation  39 11.3% 21.4% 

Help from NGO/CBO (not church) 2 0.6% 1.1% 

Buy on credit/borrow money  40 11.6% 22.0% 

There is no-one  3 0.9% 1.6% 

Total 346 100.0% 190.1% 

a. Households making use of this type of help. 

Financial position compared to the previous year and prospects over two years  

On the question of how households’ financial position compared to the previous two years, the 

majority (60%) reported that it had not changed, 25% that it had deteriorated and 15% felt it had 

improved. The main reason why households’ position had improved was because members found 

employment. “I currently have a job, so I earn an income, however little.” As can be expected, the 

major reason why households’ position deteriorated was due to unemployment and, specifically, the 

increase in food prices. They also referred to the effect of the drought and the expiration of contracts 

at the wind farms and Transnet.  

Slightly more than half (55%) of the respondents felt that their households’ financial position would 

improve over the next two years. The majority of the group placed their hope in job creation/getting 

a job. Some referred to the prospects of a new wind and/or solar farm. A few also referred to receiving 

a social grant (foster care and older person’s grant). Approximately 39% felt their position would 

remain the same, while only 6% felt that it would deteriorate. This group referred specifically to rising 

prices and the lack of job opportunities.  

Household assets  

In terms of assets (mainly household appliances) in a working condition in the house, the following 

are in 80% or more of the respondents’ households: an electrical stove (94%), a television (87%), a cell 

phone (89%), and a fridge (86%). Other assets that are also relatively common in households are a 

radio (63%), a DSTV dish (46%), and a car (28%) (Table 52). 
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Table 52: Assets in working condition in house  

 N % cases 

Items in working condition in 
householda 

 Electrical stove  186 93.5% 

 Radio/hi-fi 126 63.3% 

 Television  174 87.4% 

 DSTV dish 92 46.2% 

 Fridge 171 85.9% 

 Sewing machine  20 10.1% 

 Solar heater  6 3.0% 

 Bicycle  45 22.6% 

 Car 56 28.1% 

 Motorbike 2 1.0% 

 Donkey/horse cart 1 0.5% 

 Cell phone 178 89.4% 

 Computer/tablet 47 23.6% 

 Electrical geyser  38 19.1% 

Total 1142 573.9% 

4.7 Housing 

Another indicator of a household’s the socio-economic level is access to and ownership of assets. The 

greatest percentage of respondents (85%) indicated that the house in which they live and the plot on 

which their house is built are owned by someone in the household (Table 53). Approximately 9% of 

the households rent the house in which they live from a non-relative and 3% rent the house from the 

municipality. 

Table 53: Home ownership  

 N % 

 Plot and house owned by someone in household – paid off in full  169 84.9 

Rent – person not member of household owns house 17 8.5 

Renting from government/municipality  6 3.0 

Plot and house owned by someone in household – paid off in part  2 1.0 

Only house owned by someone in household – paid off in part  1 0.5 

Only house owned by someone in household – paid off in full  1 0.5 

Lives for free – a job/company benefit  1 0.5 

Lives for free – house belongs to someone outside the household 1 0.5 

Other 1 0.5 

Total 199 100.0 

 Unknown  2 1.0 

Total 201  
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The largest percentage (68%) of households live in a brick house supplied by government (RDP house) 

and 29% in a privately erected brick house. Only one household in the survey live in a backyard 

structure (Table 54).  

Table 54: Type of house in which household lives  

 N % 

 Brick house (formally erected; RDP/government) 136 67.7 

Brick house (formally erected; private) 58 28.9 

Partly brick (formally erected house) 5 2.5 

Informal house/shack/wendy house in backyard  1 0.5 

Outbuilding/‘servants’ quarter’ 1 0.5 

Total 201 100.0 

4.8 Access to municipal commonage 

On the question of whether members of the household have regular access to the municipal 

commonage in Loeriesfontein (including Bo- and Onderstevlei), the majority of the respondents (89%) 

indicated that they do not have access. Nine per cent have access and use it, 2% did not know and 

only one household that has access did not use it. Of the households that have access, almost half 

(47%) have a member that belongs to the Farmers’ Association, 35% have an agreement with the 

municipality and 12% (two members) are members of the CPA. Eighteen per cent indicated that they 

are claimants in the land claim on the particular land. 

Seventeen people (in 17 households) were included in the survey on farming on this land. For 

statistical analysis, this number is low and the analysis unstable, as one case represents approximately 

6%. In the context of this limitation, the following is reported: All these small-scale farmers are men 

and roughly half (47%, N = 8) are aged 60 years or older (Table 55). It was also reported as their only 

income (R1 780 per month). It is clear that this farming activity was not reported as an income-

generating activity by most of the respondents. The respondents indicated that seven of the group 

have a job or do something to earn money. On the question of what the main job of these people is, 

two (12%) indicated that they are small-scale farmers and one that he is a commercial farmer, two are 

general workers, and one each a police officer, a driver and an infrastructure worker at Transnet. 

Although they all use the land as pasture for cattle, no income was reported from these farming 

activities. The only income information was salaries of two people and everyone aged 60 years or 

older receiving an older person’s grant from government. 
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Table 55: Age of people farming on commonage 

 N % % Cumulative % 

 30–39 3 17.6 17.6 17.6 

40–49 4 23.5 23.5 41.2 

50–59 2 11.8 11.8 52.9 

60+ 8 47.1 47.1 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

On the question to respondents of whether there is someone in their household who is not currently 

farming, but who would be interested in it, only 12 people out of 201 households replied in the 

affirmative. All were men, aged 59 years or younger, with half aged 20–30 years. Almost two-thirds 

have Grade 10 or below as highest qualification and only 25% (N = 3) currently have a job or do 

something to earn money. 

4.9 Energy consumption and access to and evaluation of services  

Electricity and energy consumption   

Almost all (99%) households have access to electricity, of which 96% have prepaid electricity. 

Electricity is also the most important source of energy for heating water (96%), lighting (95%), cooking 

(93%), and heating the house (53%). Wood bought elsewhere is the second most common source for 

heating the house (12%). Although electricity is the most common source for heating water, only 19% 

have an electrical geyser and 3% a solar heater. Gas and coal are also two important second sources 

of energy for cooking and heating water and the house, as are candles for lighting.  

Sanitation 

For sanitation facilities, the majority of households (71%) in Loeriesfontein use flush toilets in their 

house, and 28% use pit toilets. Table 56 shows that pit toilets are particularly prevalent in residential 

areas in Ou Skema and Die Dam (79% and 67%, respectively).  
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Table 56: Access to toilet facilities in the various residential areas  

 Area Total 

 Bo-Dorp Rooi-blok Die Dam Ou Skema Nuwe Skema Die Land  

Toilet 
facilities  

Pit toilet on plot N 1 5 10 33 7 1 57 

Column % 4.8% 10.9% 66.7% 78.6% 38.9% 1.7% 28.4% 

Flush toilet in house  N 20 41 5 8 11 57 142 

Column % 95.2% 89.1% 33.3% 19.0% 61.1% 96.6% 70.6% 

Flush toilet outside 
house, but on plot  

N 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 

Column % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.4% 0.0% 1.7% 1.0% 

Total N 21 46 15 42 18 59 201 

Column % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Water 

All the households indicated that they have access to running water, of which most had a tap (or taps) 

in their houses (64%), while one-third (33%) only had a tap outside their house, but on their plot. The 

rest use tanks and/or a borehole. 

Internet  

In 55% of the households in Loeriesfontein there are members who have access to the internet. The 

most common access is by smart phones (43%), while 28% access the internet at the library, 14% at 

school and 11% at work (Table 57). 

Table 57: Source of internet access  

 Response % cases 
 N %  

Source of internet 
accessa 

Smart phone  109 42.6% 98.2% 

At school  35 13.7% 31.5% 

At the library  71 27.7% 64.0% 

At the community centre  2 0.8% 1.8% 

At work  29 11.3% 26.1% 

Wi-fi/other connection at home  10 3.9% 9.0% 

Total 256 100.0% 230.6% 

a. Sources used by members of household. 

Evaluation of municipal service delivery  

The respondents were asked to indicate their satisfaction with municipal service delivery. Table 58 

shows that the majority are satisfied with refuse removal (92%), electricity supply (86%), water supply 
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(88%), and sanitation (77%). The biggest dissatisfaction is with water quality (36%) and sanitation 

(13%). Dissatisfaction with water quality mainly relates to taste. The respondents said it tastes and 

smells bad (“It tastes and smells like Jik [bleach]”, “The water is full of chlorine and smells bad”). 

Complaints about sanitation were mainly related to pit toilets and included that they are unhygienic, 

located outside and smell bad.  

Table 58: Evaluation of municipal service delivery  

Satisfaction with services  Satisfied 
Neither satisfied 
nor unsatisfied  Unsatisfied  

Electricity supply  N 172 16 12 

Row N % 86.0% 8.0% 6.0% 

Water supply  N 177 22 2 

Row N % 88.1% 10.9% 1.0% 

Water quality  N 106 23 72 

Row N % 52.7% 11.4% 35.8% 

Sanitation  N 154 20 26 

Row N % 77.0% 10.0% 13.0% 

Refuse removal   N 182 11 6 

Row N % 91.5% 5.5% 3.0% 

Evaluation of services delivered by government  

Regarding satisfaction with services delivered by government departments, Table 59 shows that 

service users were generally satisfied. The lowest levels of satisfaction were regarding the hospital 

(39%), clinic (54%), access to identity documents (services of the Department of Home Affairs) (56%), 

the police (64%), and social services (68%). The greatest satisfaction was with the library services 

(97%), primary school (94%), social grants (SASSA) (84%), Justice (83%), the municipal offices (82%), 

and the high school (81%). The majority of the complaints about the hospital were that it is mostly 

closed, that there is a shortage of staff and/or medication and that assistance must be called in from 

Calvinia, which takes long to arrive. Complaints about the clinic included that there is not always 

medication, incorrect medication is dispensed, the waiting times are long, and there is a lack of 

professional conduct among nurses (they drink tea while patients are waiting, etc.). There is no 

Department of Home Affairs office in Loeriesfontein and the residents would like to have one. One of 

the main complaints about the police is that they take too long to respond and that people are not 

treated equally.  
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Table 59: Satisfaction with services delivered by government  

  Satisfied 
Neither satisfied 
nor unsatisfied Unsatisfied No access  

Police  N 122 18 50 1 

Row N % 63.9% 9.4% 26.2% 0.5% 

Municipal offices  N 163 21 15 0 

Row N % 81.9% 10.6% 7.5% 0.0% 

Clinic N 99 24 61 0 

Row N % 53.8% 13.0% 33.2% 0.0% 

Hospital N 72 28 73 12 

Row N % 38.9% 15.1% 39.5% 6.5% 

Access to IDs N 94 13 27 35 

Row N % 55.6% 7.7% 16.0% 20.7% 

Library N 137 5 0 0 

Row N % 96.5% 3.5% 0.0% 0.0% 

Primary school N 117 6 2 0 

Row N % 93.6% 4.8% 1.6% 0.0% 

High school N 86 8 12 0 

Row N % 81.1% 7.5% 11.3% 0.0% 

Social services  N 80 25 12 0 

Row N % 68.4% 21.4% 10.3% 0.0% 

Access to SASSA grants N 122 15 8 0 

Row N % 84.1% 10.3% 5.5% 0.0% 

Justice  N 66 7 7 0 

Row N % 82.5% 8.8% 8.8% 0.0% 

4.10 Perceptions of Loeriesfontein 

In order to determine the respondents’ perceptions of Loeriesfontein, the following five questions 

were asked about their association of positive and negative aspects of the town: (i) What would you 

tell someone about what makes Loeriesfontein special? (ii) What three things about Loeriesfontein do 

you like the most? (iii) What three things about Loeriesfontein do you like the least? (iv) In your opinion, 

in what way did Loeriesfontein make progress over the past ten years? and (v) In our opinion, in what 

way did Loeriesfontein deteriorate over the past ten years? 

Four characteristics stood out in their description of what makes Loeriesfontein special: 

• The unique natural environment, especially the wild flowers in spring and the quiver trees  

• The safety and tranquil nature of the town  

• The windmill museum  

• Strong social cohesion in the community  

A few also referred to tourists visiting the town in spring, champion reel dancers and the wind farms. 
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On the question of the three things they like most about Loeriesfontein, five aspects stood out: 

• Strong social cohesion in the community, with specific reference to mutual support and 

friendliness  

• The silence and tranquillity that characterise the town  

• The flowers in spring and the related activities  

• The safety of the town  

• Service delivery by the municipality.  

Six aspects in particular were mentioned in answer to the question on the three aspects of 

Loeriesfontein they liked the least: 

• Alcohol and drug abuse  

• Crime and violence  

• Envy and conflict in the community  

• The problem of unsurfaced roads (dirt roads) 

• Unemployment  

• Lack of facilities, especially few and expensive shops. 

What is interesting about this list is the direct contrast of two of these aspects with two positive 

aspects with which the majority of the respondents associate the town. The friendliness and support 

within the Loeriesfontein community and the safety of the town are in direct contrast to the envy 

within the community and the report of crime and violence.  

Progress, deterioration and development of Loeriesfontein 

A large percentage (42%) of the respondents are of the opinion that the town did not progress during 

the past 10 years. The respondents who did feel that there was progress (58%) mentioned the 

following aspects: 

• The wind farms (which supplied work and training for a while) (39%) 

• Housing (35%)  

• Clothes shop (Pep Stores) (16%)  

• Infrastructure development (especially improved water supply) (11%). 

On the question of the way in which Loeriesfontein deteriorated over the past 10 years, 41% indicated 

that they did not know. It is unclear whether this answer means that they are of the opinion that there 

was no deterioration. Of the 56% respondents who identified aspects of deterioration, the majority 

(39%) mentioned unemployment and related poverty (although something like the construction of 



 

59 
 

the wind farms brings relief, it is short-lived), the deterioration of the level of health services 

(especially at the hospital and among clinic staff), deterioration in municipal management (12%), and 

an increase in alcohol and/or drug use (11%).    

On the question of what can be done to develop Loeriesfontein, 87% of the respondents made 

suggestions that largely relate to needs. The suggestions included: 

• Job creation (with specific references to sustainable job creation and opportunities for youths) 

(61%) 

• Shops (more shops for food and clothes, better, cheaper) (13%)  

• Recreational facilities (especially for youths, many referred to upgrading sports facilities) 

(11%)  

• Improvement of services/infrastructure (mainly surfacing roads, a few references to better 

service delivery, replacement of pit toilets, more or larger houses) (19%)  

• Improvement of medical services (3%)  

• Training opportunities for youths (3%).  

The main aspects that prevent or limit development in Loeriesfontein, according to the respondents, 

include: 

• Limited cooperation in the community, fed by envy and conflict (26%)  

• Lack of job opportunities (26%) 

• Political division (12%)  

• Alcohol abuse and the use of drugs (9%) 

• Lack of funds (6%) 

• Poor service delivery/infrastructure (4%) 

• Lack of skills (2%). 

Awareness of the Square Kilometre Array and renewable energy  

The respondents’ awareness and knowledge of the Square Kilometre Array (SKA) in the vicinity of 

Carnarvon/Williston and renewable energy were tested. The vast majority (87%) indicated that they 

had never heard of the SKA. The majority who had heard of it, knew that it involves studying space 

(most referred to stars and planets).  

The respondents’ awareness of the concept of renewable energy is low, with only 37% indicating that 

they had heard of it. The majority of the group referred to it as power (electricity) generated through 

the use of the sun and wind. 
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5. Conclusion 

Loeriesfontein, like other towns in the Karoo, has high levels of poverty, unemployment and social 

inequality. In these towns, unemployment is not the exception but the rule. Economic opportunities 

are limited and many residents rely on government support. This support is mainly through the 

provision of housing, social grants, subsidised municipal services, school fees, clinic services, and 

employment programmes such as the CWP. Due to the limited tax base as a result of poverty, the local 

municipality largely depends on allocations from government. Poverty levels are exceptionally high, 

with most households having a per capita income lower than the official upper-bound poverty line. 

Households are in general not very large and there is currently no need for housing due to the 

provision of government housing (RDP houses).  

As in other towns in the area, Loeriesfontein has a young population with young adults leaving the 

town in search of jobs or better opportunities elsewhere. The prospect of work provided by the recent 

construction of wind farms in the area probably contributed to the return of some younger adults to 

the town. Probably due to knowledge of limited opportunities elsewhere, the majority has not yet left 

the town again after the job opportunities expired. Migration to Loeriesfontein is limited and internal 

migration is mainly the result of younger people moving to other houses and/or starting their own 

households.  

The unemployment rate in Loeriesfontein is high and people mainly work in low-skilled and low-paid 

jobs, with many being underemployed. Unemployment is highest among younger people. The 

creation of sustainable job opportunities is a challenge. The CWP makes a significant contribution as 

temporary employer. The construction of the wind farms also brought significant relief, but after 

completion only a few people still work there. As can be expected, job creation for residents is a great 

priority, but their educational level limits the type of employment for which they are suited.  

The high dropout rate among high school learners is problematic, especially from the age of 16. It 

appears that it is higher among boys than girls. Teenage pregnancy has stabilised over the past 10 

years and no correlation could be found with poor educational outcomes. 

There is a high percentage of households receiving social grants and in almost half of the households 

these grants represent the main source of income. Despite the substantial reliance of grants, the child 

support grant does not reach a large percentage of children in their first year – a year that is important 

for children’s development. The reasons for this probably relate to obtaining the required 

documentation. 



 

61 
 

There is general satisfaction with service delivery by government and the municipality. Households 

have good access to running water and electricity. Dissatisfaction levels are highest in terms of health 

services (where political division probably plays a role), the police, and social services. With the 

presence of two large wind farms in the vicinity, it is surprising that there is a low awareness of 

renewable energy. 

Despite the development issues that the residents of Loeriesfontein have to face, they have positive 

feelings regarding the town. These include the social cohesion present in the community, the scenic 

environment, the tranquillity and friendliness and good municipal service delivery.  

This socio-economic survey based on a representative sample offers a depiction of the characteristics 

and circumstances of the residents of Loeriesfontein and their households at a given moment (July 

2019). As is the case for all representative samples, there was a margin of error present in the survey, 

but the results can be used with confidence. Although it does not offer an overview of business 

activities or the broader economy, it does offer a survey of employment in the various sectors in 

Loeriesfontein. The results can therefore be used for planning by all role-players involved in the town. 

This report can further be valuable if used in conjunction with other information on the town and local 

knowledge to address challenges in Loeriesfontein. 
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Appendix 1: Questionnaire  
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