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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
South Africa is, at the time of writing, celebrating her 25th anniversary of the Constitution (Act 
108 of 1996), which is the supreme law of the land. The year 2021 therefore presents a 
significant landmark in the creation of South Africa’s constitutional democracy. The post-
apartheid South African government has committed itself to the goals of equality and non-
discrimination as well as protection against racism, racial discrimination, xenophobia and 
related intolerance, including its gender-based manifestations.  At this critical junction in our 
national history, there is a need to better understand the progress we, as a society, have made 
in this regard.  With that need in mind, the Foundation for Human Rights (FHR), in partnership 
with the Department of Justice and Constitutional Development (DOJ&CD) funded by the 
European Union through Sector Budget Support, implemented the Socio-Economic Justice 
for All (SEJA) Programme. 

As part of the SEJA, the FHR as the DOJ&CD’s implementing partner, undertook a nation-
wide survey to measure levels of awareness of the South African Constitution amongst the 
national adult population.  The SEJA Survey (or SEJAS) contains data on levels of racism, 
anti-foreigner sentiment, homophobia, racial incidents, interracial relations, and perceptions 
of national identity in South Africa. The Baseline Survey serves as the basis to measure levels 
of prejudice in the country following the approval by Cabinet on the 27th of February 2019, and 
the subsequent implementation of the National Action Plan to Combat Racism, Racial 
Discrimination, Xenophobia and Related Intolerance (NAP) following its official launch on the 
25th of March 2019. The DOJ&CD has commissioned the Human Sciences Research Council 
(HSRC) to determine the degree of discrimination in South Africa using data from the SEJAS.  
A special request was made to prioritise racism, homophobia, xenophobia and perceptions of 
national identity. Where the SEJAS does not provide sufficient detail on a certain topic, 
alternative datasets were sourced. 

FINDINGS 

National Identity 
The data presented in this report showed that national identity is not a central marker for many 
in South Africa.  For a significant proportion of the adult population, other identity markers 
were found to be a far more important than nationality.  When asked to rank their different 
identity markers only a minority (34%) of the general public identified nationality as one of their 
top three markers.  Only a small proportion (9%) of the adult populace said that they their 
national identity was more important than their ethnic identity.  The groups that were the least 
liable to describe their national identity as more central than their ethnic identity were the 
Xhosa and Tswana. Many people felt that their ethnic group was being treated unfairly by the 
government. Two-fifths of the general public thought that their ethnic group was treated 
discriminatorily, with racial minorities most likely to hold this opinion.   

A majority of ordinary South Africans felt attached to people who were similar to them. The 
adult population demonstrated greater levels of attachment to their co-linguals and co-racials 
than to those in the same financial position.  The Black African populace demonstrated 
somewhat greater levels of attachment to their co-linguals and co-racials than other population 
groups.  A mild decline in these kinds of ingroup attachments was observed between 2003 
and 2018, suggesting that these bonds are (albeit slowly) weakening. These findings on group 
attachment demonstrate the continuing influence of the pre-democratic period.  These results 
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show the degree of work that still needs to be done to build a unifying national identity in the 
country.  

Levels of Discrimination 
A minority of ordinary adult South Africans felt that they were discriminated against.  How we 
calculate the size of this minority group, though, depends on how we ask people about the 
discrimination that they suffered.  According to the SEJAS dataset, one in ten (9%) adults had 
experienced discrimination in the twelve months prior to the interview.  SEJAS respondents 
may have attribution uncertainty about certain negative interpersonal experiences, and this 
may lead them to underreport discriminatory encounters.  Using different data sources, it was 
possible to observe that levels of reported discrimination in the last twelve months were much 
higher when the type of intolerance was clearly articulated.  It is clear, therefore, that variations 
in how survey questions on discrimination are worded can produce remarkably different 
results.   

The prominent form of discrimination reported by the general population is, perhaps 
unsurprisingly, racism and racial intolerance.   According to the SEJAS dataset, 5% of the 
adult population reported experiencing racial discrimination in the year prior to the survey 
interview.  About two-fifths (43%) of racial discrimination victims said that they experienced 
intolerance at the workplace while 37% told fieldworkers that it happened in a public place.  
But by not making a particular form of discrimination salient in the wording of the question, the 
SEJAS data may be underestimating racial discrimination in the country. Respondents in the 
South African Social Attitudes Survey (SASAS) series were asked how often they felt 
personally racially discriminated against. In 2018 almost a third (30%) of the adult public said 
that they felt racially discriminated against sometimes and 15% said that they were 
discriminated against often or always.  It is clear from this dataset that racism and racial 
intolerance remain a central problem in South Africa, affecting millions of people.  

From both the SASAS and SEJAS datasets, it was apparent that a person’s language and 
ethnic (or tribal) group were not common bases of discrimination. No one major language 
group emerged from the analysis as particularly liable to make this claim. The group that was 
most prone to report these types of discrimination were speakers of minority non-official 
languages amongst the Black African population.  Non-official languages (such as Shona, 
Shangaan and Chewa) are often spoken by the country’s foreign-born population.  A tenth of 
the non-official language speakers reported being a victim of discrimination based on 
language and more than a twentieth (6%) said that they were victims of ethnic discrimination. 
Using Afrobarometer data, we found that people with disabilities experienced high levels of 
discrimination. Nearly one-sixth (16%) of those with a disability reported feeling discriminated 
on the basis of their disability recently.  

Racism and Racial Intolerance 
Public opinion data available for this report found that interracial distrust remains a distinct 
feature of everyday South African life.  Using SASAS data, levels of interracial contact was 
assessed. A significant proportion (23%) of the adult population reported hostile interracial 
contact (i.e., contact that is unfriendly and unequal).  In addition, we found that a substantial 
proportion (43%) of the adult population reported no interracial friendships. Using self-reported 
contact data, we found that Indian/Asian population was, on average, more likely to have 
interracial friends than other groups. Interracial mistrust was a significant issue in the country 
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and SEJAS data showed low levels of trust in racial others amongst the adult public.  More 
than a quarter (26%) of the adult public said that they did not trust racial others at all.  A 
majority of the adult public feel threatened by other race groups.  Disaggregated attitudinal 
data confirmed that a clear majority saw racial others as a threat to their economic, political 
and cultural position in society. 
 
As aforementioned, it is clear that a sizeable segment of the population feel that they are 
victims of racism.   Such reports were particularly high in certain provinces (e.g., Western 
Cape, KwaZulu-Natal and Limpopo).  The most common form of prejudice identified was 
labour market racism and 15% of the adult population made this claim in 2018.  Reports of 
labour market racism were especially high amongst the Coloured community. Many people 
also feel that their co-racials suffer due to racism and racial intolerance. SASAS data revealed 
that levels of perceived collective racial discrimination in South Africa were high. In 2018 a 
significant proportion (34%) of the public felt that their race group was discriminated against 
sometimes while a sixth thought it happened often (11%) or always (5%). 
 

Anti-Blackness  
The NAP expressed concern about that the systematic enforcement of colonialism in South 
Africa led to an ingraining of Black inferiority in the psyche of the Black African majority. 
Utilising SASAS data, a Pro-Blackness (0-10) Index was constructed to measure how 
positively the average South African felt about black people in general.  About an eighth (12%) 
of the Black African population scored below 5 on this scale, indicating a substantial black 
minority held quite negative opinions of their own race group. Further analysis showed that 
many Black African adults thought that certain aspects of their race group were shameful. 
More than two-thirds of the Black African population agreed with the statement “t]here are 
some things about my race group today that make me feel ashamed”. These results showcase 
the continuing heritage of racial discrimination in South Africa.  
 
SASAS respondents were asked which, if any, group would they least want to come and live 
in South Africa. More than half of all adults in the country identified a group from a country in 
Africa.  Nigerians were, by a substantial margin, the most common answer given to this 
question.   Using data from the Ipsos Migration Survey, adults in the four provinces surveyed 
(i.e., Western Cape, Limpopo, KwaZulu-Natal and Gauteng) were asked about their personal 
connection to people from elsewhere in Africa.  The general public in these four provinces 
reported little connection with people from other African nations.  These results demonstrate 
a low level of Pan-African sentiment amongst the general population in South Africa.  
 
The SEJASA data showed that a large segment of South African society distrusted African 
foreigners who were living in the country.  Levels of distrust were lowest in those provinces 
where most African foreigners live: (i) Western Cape; (ii) Gauteng; and (iii) KwaZulu-Natal.  
Further data analysis linked distrust in people from other African countries residing in South 
Africa with a general aversion to difference and diversity.  If an individual was distrustful of 
those who are different then he/she had a greater likelihood of exhibiting distrust towards 
African foreigners living in South Africa.   This result suggests that the struggle against different 
types of prejudice (such as racism, sexism and homophobia) are not independent but rather 
interconnected.  
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Sexism 
Women remain a vulnerable group in South African society, and the government has 
committed to fighting gender-based discrimination. The vast majority of Black African women 
feel that the authorities are delivering on this mandate.  But many continue to suffer 
discrimination. About an eighth (12%) of the adult female population, according to 
Afrobarometer data, in South Africa said that they had recently experienced gender-based 
discrimination with 5% indicating that this had occurred several or many times. Gender-based 
discrimination needs to be understood within the broader context of gender-based violence. 
According to the SEJAS dataset, about a fifth (17%) of adult men in South Africa agreed that 
a man is justified in hitting or beating his partner if she annoys him. An even more troubling 
finding emerged from data collected by the Other Foundation. Using a nationally 
representative public opinion survey, this organisation found that 4% of the adult population 
claimed to have physically hurt gender non-conforming women in the past and 7% stated that 
they had not engaged in this form of violence but would be prepared to do so. 

Homophobia 
Even though homophobia remains a significant problem in South Africa, the data from SASAS 
demonstrates that significant progress has been made on this issue.  The proportion of the 
adult public that viewed same-sex relations as wrong has fallen from a high of 83% in 2005 to 
a low of 56% in 2018. The decline in homophobic sentiment was especially pronounced 
amongst the 'Born Free' Generation (i.e., those born after 1989). About a quarter (28%) of the 
South African population said that they would dislike living next to a gay or lesbian neighbour. 
This can be favourably juxtaposed with what can be observed in many other African nations 
using Afrobarometer data. In Zimbabwe, for example, 90% of the general population said that 
they would dislike having a neighbour who was gay or lesbian.  It is apparent that existing 
efforts to reduce homophobia are more successful in South Africa than they are elsewhere in 
the continent. 

Xenophobia 
Anti-immigrant sentiment is a serious issue in South Africa, with a substantial segment 
exhibiting significant hostility towards non-nationals.  The SEJAS dataset shows that almost 
half (44%) of the adult populace agreed with the statement that foreigners should not be 
allowed to live in South Africa because they take jobs and benefits away from South Africans. 
Support for excluding foreigners was relatively high amongst certain groups (e.g., adult 
residents of the Eastern Cape and the Free State). More educated and affluent South Africans 
were somewhat less hostile towards immigrants than their less educated and poorer 
counterparts.  But, on the whole, anti-immigrant attitudes was not the sole province of a single 
group.   Nearly a third (29%) of the adult populace told fieldworkers that they would dislike 
living next to an immigrant or foreign worker.  Using Afrobarometer data, anti-immigrant 
sentiment in South Africa can be placed in a continental perspective.  Of thirty-one countries 
surveyed, South Africa was ranked in the top five nations most intolerant towards foreigners.   

Hate Crime 
South Africa is not a prejudicial society and not every South African is involved in hate crime. 
But existing public opinion surveys do show that a sizeable minority of adults in the country 
claim to be participants in certain types of hate crime.  More than one-in-twenty adults living 
in South Africa, for example, reported that they had taken part in violent action against non-
nationals.  In addition, this report shows that a disturbingly sizeable segment of the general 
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public would be prepared to physically assault gender non-conforming individuals. About a 
twelfth of the adult populace, for instance, said that they had not partaken in violence gender 
non-conforming persons (GNC) but may do so in the future. Victim precipitation is one of the 
principal obstacles to fighting hate crime in South African society.  Existing data suggests that 
many people tend to blame vulnerable groups for the being victims of hate crime.  The majority 
of the adult public, for example, used false anti-immigrant stereotypes to explain xenophobic 
violence in South Africa.   

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Public Awareness and Education 
In order to address a problem, people need to aware that it exists. It is clear from the data 
presented in this report that there is a need for greater public awareness about the 
discrimination faced by certain vulnerable groups.  According to the SEJAS data, for example, 
general awareness of the discrimination that members of the gay and lesbian community face 
in South Africa was quite low.  Lack of awareness appears to be widespread and reaches 
across existing socio-demographic fault lines in the country. In addition, the persecution faced 
by the GNC minority (whether men or women) is not readily acknowledged.   There is a need 
for greater support for those programmes that seek to foster greater understanding of human 
rights and constitutional principles of equality and non-discrimination.  These programmes 
need to be given the resources they require to promote values of racial, cultural and religious 
tolerance for all people regardless of difference.  

Target Communication Strategies 
The NAP prioritises effective targeted communication campaigns to reduce animosity towards 
vulnerable groups. Given limited resources, government communication efforts should target 
media platforms that act as prime channels of information for ordinary South Africans.  Which 
information source should be targeted during communication campaigns depends on the type 
of prejudice that we are trying to address. For example, most people see the broadcast media 
(such as television and radio) as a trustworthy source of information on non-nationals.  Which 
subgroups in South Africa should be targeted in communication campaigns also depends on 
the type of prejudice under discussion.  The report has mapped those particular subgroups 
who are most hostile towards priority groups. The successful implementation of 
communication strategies will require recruiting allies within relevant segments of South 
African society. Community and traditional leaders are, for example, an important channel of 
information in rural parts of the country.  To address prejudice in these spaces, the 
participation of these leaders will be essential.  

Accessing the Courts 
South Africa has strong anti-discrimination laws, but the mechanisms to enforce these laws 
are often lacking. People should be encouraged to report discrimination to the proper 
authorities at a higher rate than they currently do.  A significant degree of self-reported 
personal racial discrimination was located in the labour market.  More must be done to 
encourage people to use the Commission for Conciliation, Mediation and Arbitration to 
address these issues. Appropriate intervention should be implemented that make accessing 
the justice system easier. Such interventions could include shorter procedures, greater legal 
assistance for victims as well as increased advertisement of existing dispute resolution 
mechanisms and. In addition, the Equality Courts, despite being free of charge, are not popular 
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amongst the adult population.  Only a small minority in the SEJAS said that they would look 
to these courts if they felt that their rights were violated.   Awareness campaigns must be 
implemented to increase usage of these special courts.  

Law and Law Enforcement 
Many communities believe that law enforcement agencies are not on their side and actively 
do not trust the police.  From a historical perspective, vulnerable groups (e.g., members of the 
gay and lesbian community, GNC persons as well as non-nationals) have a contentious 
relationship with the South African Police Service (SAPS) and have poor access to justice. 
There is a need for a special commission to investigate ways that law enforcement can 
improve its relationship with these groups.  Law enforcement officers need to undergo dignity 
and diversity training to promote compliance with existing legislative frameworks and improve 
attitudes towards vulnerable groups.  Furthermore, we require better kinds of monitoring by 
police and greater attention given to conflict resolution at the community level. SAPS, and 
particularly the Crime Intelligence Division, needs to work with those civil society organisations 
that are dedicated to protecting vulnerable groups.  

Shared Heritage 
We need to inculcate a sense of national pride through symbols that promote a national 
identity. A cohesive non-racial, non-sexist and inclusive national identity can be promoted 
through art and culture. This involves using national symbols and struggle icons to encourage 
people to adopt a unifying national identity. Existing post-apartheid icons celebrate the 
struggle against colonialism, prejudice and tyranny, a celebration that all persons in South 
Africa, black or White, can embrace and learn from.   National days of celebration and tribute 
remembrance can also be used as special occasions to promote this identity and highlight the 
need to combat intolerance (whether it be racism, homophobia or xenophobia). These 
celebrations should be designed to sensitise people to the diverse nature of our shared history.  
Material support must be provided to writers and artists (especially from previously 
disadvantaged communities) to use art to enhance our collective recognition and 
commemoration of this shared identity. 

Patriarchal Norms 
The report identified an intersection between violence in South Africa and patriarchal norms 
about aggression.  Empirical evidence was found to support the thesis that there is a 
relationship between toxic masculinity and anti-government violence.  This shows that 
combatting femicide and gender-based discrimination will have positive impact on reducing 
public violence in the country. The implementation of Domestic Violence Act (No.116 of 1998) 
needs to be strengthened. More community dialogues to combat violence against women 
should also be considered. Women must be encouraged to enforce their rights via approved 
channels (such as their public representatives, Chapter Nine bodies and the courts) and 
communities must be educated in this regard. A greater focus must be placed on protecting 
GNC women.  In addition, more must be done to promote the multi-sectoral, coordinating 
structure put forward to respond to domestic violence including the allocation of the necessary 
and adequate resources required to implement a national gender-based violence and femicide 
strategy. 
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Pan-Africanism  
Black intellectuals, like Steve Biko, advocate Pan-Africanism as a solution to the institutional 
legacy of psychological colonialism. Public opinion data, unfortunately, reveals a distinct lack 
of commitment to Pan-Africanism in the South African adult population.  There is a need to 
promote greater levels of Pan-Africanism amongst ordinary people in South Africa. This 
ideology, especially as it is laid out in Agenda 2063, rejects tribalism and promotes a unified 
and progressive continental identity that celebrates diversity and human dignity.  The Pan-
Africanist spirit should be part of the South African psyche and educational curricula.  A true 
commitment to this spirit must be anchored in the indigenous philosophy of ubuntu, which 
decrees that "I am because we are".  Whilst respecting different ethnic and racial identities, a 
greater appreciation of our collective identity as Africans must be engendered amongst the 
general public.  This cannot be limited to one race group and must be taught to racial minorities 
as well as the Black African majority. 
 

Research and Monitoring  
Further data collection and analyses of the discriminatory experiences of people are needed 
to fill voids in the South African data landscape. This will require the regular monitoring of 
people’s attitudes and behaviours through specially targeted public opinion surveys (like 
SEJAS).  Tracking prejudicial attitudes and behaviours over time is necessary to evaluate and 
enhance the impact and effectiveness of anti-discrimination interventions and related 
programmes. In addition, special surveys are needed that focus on the following vulnerable 
groups: (i) international migrants; (ii) persons with disabilities; and (iii) members of the gay and 
lesbian community.  Adequately measuring discrimination in a society is quite challenging, 
and there is a need to do further research to better capture the discrimination experiences of 
the vulnerable groups. New research strategies must include methodologies designed to 
correct for possible underreporting of discrimination in the population.  
 

Immigrant Integration  
One of the most positive and impactful interventions that could assist immigrants living in 
South Africa are integration programmes that promote co-existence among diverse 
communities.  Integration is, of course, a long-term process and special accommodations are 
required for immigrants on a transitional basis.  But, in the long-term, this process should 
improve the wellbeing of both migrants and hosts.  Indeed, existing empirical studies suggests 
that these stereotypes are not supported by the evidence and reveals that international 
migration may be good for the national economy. Effective integration policies cover a wide 
variety of different domains of life.  It is best, therefore, to think of an immigrant integration 
policy not as a single intervention but rather an interconnected system of interventions that 
touch on different areas of life. These would include protections from discrimination, access 
to basic services (e.g., housing, education and healthcare) and programmes that help 
foreigners learn local languages and customs.  Successful models can be found in Portugal 
and New Zealand.  
    



8 

Pretoria Office:  134 Pretorius Street, Pretoria, 0002, South Africa.  Private Bag X41, Pretoria, 0001, South Africa.  
Tel: +27 12 302 2000  Fax: +27 12 302 2001 

HSRC Board: Mrs Nasima Badsha (Chairperson), Prof. Lulama Qalinge, Prof. Amanda Lourens, Dr Botlhale Tema, Prof. Adebayo Olukoshi, Prof. Relebohile Moletsane, Prof. Shireen Hassim, Advocate Roshan Dehal, 
Prof. Mark Bussin and Prof. Crain Soudien (HSRC CEO) 

Contents 
1. Research Design ............................................................................................................ 11 
2. Definitions ....................................................................................................................... 13 
3. Setting the Scene ........................................................................................................... 14 
4. National Identity .............................................................................................................. 16 
5. Measuring Experiences of Discrimination ...................................................................... 25 
6. Racial Intolerance and Racism ....................................................................................... 35 
7. Afrophobia and Anti-Blackness ...................................................................................... 48 
8. Sexual Orientation Discrimination .................................................................................. 57 
9. Xenophobic Sentiment ................................................................................................... 65 
10. Hate Crime .................................................................................................................. 74 
11. Problem Solving at the Grassroots ............................................................................. 81 
12. Conclusions and Recommendations .......................................................................... 89 
Appendix A ............................................................................................................................ 99 
Appendix B .......................................................................................................................... 101 
Appendix C .......................................................................................................................... 102 
Appendix D .......................................................................................................................... 103 



9 
 

 

Pretoria Office:  134 Pretorius Street, Pretoria, 0002, South Africa.  Private Bag X41, Pretoria, 0001, South Africa.   
Tel: +27 12 302 2000  Fax: +27 12 302 2001 

 

HSRC Board: Mrs Nasima Badsha (Chairperson), Prof. Lulama Qalinge, Prof. Amanda Lourens, Dr Botlhale Tema, Prof. Adebayo Olukoshi, Prof. Relebohile Moletsane, Prof. Shireen Hassim, Advocate Roshan Dehal, 
Prof. Mark Bussin and Prof. Crain Soudien (HSRC CEO) 

ACRONYMS 
 
ASO Alternative (or different) Sexual Orientation 
AU African Union  
DDPA Durban Declaration and Programme of Action  
DOJ&CD Department of Justice and Constitutional Development 
GL  Gay and Lesbian  
GNC Gender Non-Conforming  
ICERD International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination  
NAP National Action Plan to Combat Racism, Racial Discrimination, Xenophobia and 

Related Intolerance 
OECD-ILO Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development International Labour 

Organization 
LGBTIQ+ Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, Intersex or Questioning 
LWKG  Limpopo, Western Cape, KwaZulu-Natal and Gauteng  
POACs People from Other African Countries 
SAHRC South African Human Rights Commission 
SASAS South African Social Attitudes Survey 
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Related Intolerance 
  



10 
 

 

Pretoria Office:  134 Pretorius Street, Pretoria, 0002, South Africa.  Private Bag X41, Pretoria, 0001, South Africa.   
Tel: +27 12 302 2000  Fax: +27 12 302 2001 

 

HSRC Board: Mrs Nasima Badsha (Chairperson), Prof. Lulama Qalinge, Prof. Amanda Lourens, Dr Botlhale Tema, Prof. Adebayo Olukoshi, Prof. Relebohile Moletsane, Prof. Shireen Hassim, Advocate Roshan Dehal, 
Prof. Mark Bussin and Prof. Crain Soudien (HSRC CEO) 

Main Author: Steven Lawrence Gordon 
 
Tel: 031-242 5612 
Cell: 082499799 
Fax: 031-242 5401 
Switchboard: 031-242 5400 
email: sgordon@hsrc.ac.za 
ORCiD: https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6393-2118  
 
Biographical Note 
Steven Gordon is a Senior Research Specialist at Human Sciences Research Council of 
South Africa. He is also a Research Associate at the Faculty of Humanities at the University 
of Johannesburg. Dr Gordon has a doctorate from the University of KwaZulu-Natal as well as 
a Masters Degree in Global Studies from the University of Freiburg and a Masters Degree in 
Population Studies from the University of KwaZulu-Natal. 
 
Special thanks to Ngqapheli Mchunu, Samela Mtyingizane, Thobeka Zondi and Benjamin J. 
Roberts and Jarè Struwig who are considered part of the research team for this report.  
 
Acknowledgement 
Guidance for this study was provided by the South African Social Attitudes Survey (SASAS) 
a programme within Democracy Governance and Service Delivery research programme, 
Human Sciences Research Council (HSRC).  
 
Disclosure statement 
No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.  



11 
 

 

Pretoria Office:  134 Pretorius Street, Pretoria, 0002, South Africa.  Private Bag X41, Pretoria, 0001, South Africa.   
Tel: +27 12 302 2000  Fax: +27 12 302 2001 

 

HSRC Board: Mrs Nasima Badsha (Chairperson), Prof. Lulama Qalinge, Prof. Amanda Lourens, Dr Botlhale Tema, Prof. Adebayo Olukoshi, Prof. Relebohile Moletsane, Prof. Shireen Hassim, Advocate Roshan Dehal, 
Prof. Mark Bussin and Prof. Crain Soudien (HSRC CEO) 

At the invitation of the United Nations (UN), South Africa hosted the Third World Conference 
against Racism, Racial Discrimination, Xenophobia and Related Intolerance (WCAR) from the 
31st of August to the 8th of September 2001. Held in Durban, representatives from 160 
countries attended the event. These representatives adopted the historic Durban Declaration 
and Programme of Action (DDPA) which urged governments to "establish and implement 
without delay national policies and action plans to combat racism, racial discrimination, 
xenophobia and related intolerance, including their gender-based manifestations.”  The DDPA 
was in line with the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial 
Discrimination (ICERD). The DDPA, following the ICERD, makes the point that addressing 
prejudice successfully requires government to work together with civil society and all sectors 
of society to change public attitudes. In the wake of the WCAR and the DDPA, the Department 
of Justice and Constitutional Development (DOJ&CD) began drafting a National Action Plan 
to Combat Racism, Racial Discrimination, Xenophobia and Related Intolerance (hereafter the 
NAP).   Released on the 25th of March 2019, the NAP outlines steps to meaningfully address 
problems of prejudice in South African society.  
 
At the time of writing, it is twenty years since the third WCAR, and at this critical juncture it is 
important to consider how far South Africa has come in addressing prejudice.  The country 
has liberal legislation that embraces all the core principles of human dignity, including the right 
to equality and non-discrimination.  Indeed, the right to equality and non-discrimination are 
central to our Constitution and to our Bill of Rights.  Despite these legal protections, however, 
the NAP raises concerns about existing levels of racism, xenophobia, homophobia, sexism 
and related intolerance in the country.  In the foreword to the NAP, President Cyril Ramaphosa 
expressed his own concern that prejudices (like racism) were undermining national unity and 
societal peace (DOJ&CD, 2019: 3-4).  His honesty about the dangers of prejudice showcases 
the extent of government commitment to the promotion and protection of human rights in 
South Africa.  Describing the scale of the national effort required, he said it “must have its root 
in every heart and every home, from where our values must radiate into our classrooms, 
workplaces, supermarket queues, restaurants and stadiums”.   
 
As the country struggles to recover from the COVID-19 pandemic, resources are scarce, and 
it is essential that the government adopts anti-discrimination interventions that are cost 
effective.  To aid in the creation of such interventions, the DOJ&CD commissioned the HSRC 
to develop a Baseline Study to determine current levels of racism, xenophobia, discrimination 
based on sexual orientation and interracial relations in the country.  The main objectives of 
this wide-ranging brief (as well as the methodology employed) are outlined in Section 1. These 
objectives will be used to guide an in-depth analysis that will contribute to how we, as a society, 
understand existing levels of prejudice in modern South Africa. Public opinion data will be 
utilised to meet the objectives of this report. Historical data will be employed where possible 
to track changes over time. The report outcomes will be placed in a regional African context 
and relevant data will be referenced to show international comparisons. The report will 
contribute to the objectives of the NAP by outlining efficient and cost-conscious 
recommendations for the promotion of equality and non-discrimination in South Africa. 
 

1. Research Design  
As part of its ongoing effort to better understand levels of racism, xenophobia and related 
intolerance in South Africa, the DOJ&CD commissioned the HSRC to write a report on the 
following topics: (i) racism, (ii) racial discrimination, (iii) xenophobia, (iv) homophobia and (v) 
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national identity.  In addition, at the Project Inception Meeting, a special request was made to 
investigate the issue of anti-blackness as well as hate crime.  The compilers of the NAP 
provided conceptual clarity on how these divisive issues should be defined. NAP definitions 
were used to map the issues under discussion in this report, for a further discussion of the 
most relevant definitions under review, please see Section 2. As a primary starting point, the 
Baseline Socio-Economic Justice for All Survey (SEJAS) was used. First statistical data from 
the baseline survey was extrapolated and analysed to examine the different topics under 
discussion.  Then this data was compared to statistical data from other relevant datasets.  
Where the SEJAS did not contain pertinent information on the required topic, alternative 
sources were used.  
 
All datasets utilised in this study examine the attitudes and behaviours of adult populations in 
South Africa. Here ‘adult’ is defined as an individual aged 18 and older, and (where 
appropriate) datasets were amended to conform to this definition. Employing the most recent 
mid-year population estimates published by Statistics South Africa, benchmark weights were 
calculated and then applied to each dataset used. This allowed all the data utilised for this 
report to be representative at a national and provincial level, providing a comprehensive 
picture of our diverse nation.  All the data presented in this report was weighted unless 
otherwise stated.  The different datasets utilised are: (i) the Socio-Economic Justice for All 
Programme Survey (SEJAS); (ii) the South African Social Attitudes Survey (SASAS); (iii) 
Afrobarometer; and (iv) Ipsos Migration Survey.  Methodological details on each of these 
datasets are provided in Appendix A.  
 
But why does the DOJ&CD want the HSRC to study attitudes in South Africa? For early social 
psychologists understanding the attitudes of laypeople were especially valuable because this 
understanding could be utilised to predict human behaviour (Brown, 2011). There is a 
substantial and expanding body of scholarship on how attitudes predict behaviour and what 
factors influence this process. Much of this research is based on the Theory of Planned 
Behaviour, which posits that public attitudes are a major determining factor of human 
behaviour (Ajzen & Fishbein, 2005). Although this theory stresses the central effect attitudes 
have on behaviour, it also acknowledges that situational, normative and individual 
characteristics can affect when human beings act on their (also see Fishbein & Ajzen, 2011). 
In other words, attitudes have a fundamental relationship (if not always a direct one) with 
human behaviour, and their study is key to predicting how people behaviour.   
 
Even if the reader does not accept that attitudes have an important effect on both behaviours, 
then there is another reason to consider public opinions worthy of study and measurement.  
In the modern world, the sensitivity of government to the preferences of ordinary citizens is an 
indispensable concern of most current normative and empirical theories of (for a review, see 
Dahl, 1989). The link between public policy and public opinion is thought to be a moral good, 
a critical characteristic of effective democratic governance (Soroka & Wlezien, 2010). If the 
electorate desires a policy which is harmful to the general good, the respectable democrat 
does not ignore what voters think.  Instead, she tries to help citizens see their mistake.  This 
involves winning them over through a contest of ideas.  Disregarding how the general 
populace thinks and feels about an issue can be a recipe for civil discohesion and internal 
strife.  
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The outline of the research report begins by placing the study into its proper context, setting 
the scene for the reader in Section 3. This will include a brief outline of the nation’s history and 
references to the appropriate historical context.  Public attitudes towards national identity will 
then be explored in Section 4. This will be followed by an examination of the scale and 
character of personal discrimination in Section 5.  Distinct sections are then presented on 
racism and racial intolerance (Section 6), sexual orientation (Section 8) and xenophobia 
(Section 9).  In addition, at the request of DOJ&CD, distinct sections outlining hate crime 
(Section 10) and anti-blackness (Section 7) will be presented.  How ordinary people find out 
about problems in their community and how they try and solve those problems will be 
examined in Section 11. The report concludes by presenting recommendations for 
policymakers addressing what needs to be done to reduce discrimination and hate crime in 
the country.  Before the engaging with the body of the report, please read Section 2 which 
outlines different the definitions used in this document.  
 

2. Definitions  
There is currently a debate in South Africa over the usage of the certain words (e.g., 
'xenophobia', ‘homophobia’ and ‘racism’). A word like ‘racist’, ‘xenophobia’ or ‘homophobia’ 
carries with it a moral judgment and this is especially true when applied to a particular person 
or event.  Indeed, labelling an event as, for example, ‘racist’ often implicitly includes a demand 
for action and redress. Arguing about definitions is, in of itself, a political act1. Definitions are, 
as Walton (2001) has persuasively argued, exceptionally potent rhetorical tools that often 
influence public arguments about policy.  In other words, disagreeing about how a word like 
‘racism’ can be defined is an attempt to influence how we respond to prejudice. When seeking 
conceptual clarity on different types of discrimination, NAP was used. For this report, the most 
relevant definitions employed in the NAP are listed below: 
 

Discrimination was defined in the document as "[m]eans any act or omission, including 
a policy, law, rule, practice, condition or situation which directly or indirectly: (a) imposes 
burdens, obligations or disadvantage on; or (b) withholds benefits, opportunities or 
advantages from, any person on one or more of the prohibited grounds" (DOJ&CD,  2019: 7). 
This definition is drawn from the Promotion of Equality and Prevention of Unfair Discrimination 
Act (No.4 of 2000).  

 
Hate crime was described as "offence recognised under any law, the commission of 

which by a person is motivated by that person’s prejudice or intolerance towards the victim of 
the crime in question because of one or more of the following characteristics or perceived 
characteristics of the victim or his or her family member or the victim’s association with or 
support for, a group of persons who share the said characteristics" (DOJ&CD, 2019, 7). The 
document then lists seventeen different characteristics that could motivate hate crime which 
is derived from the Prevention and Combating of Hate Crimes and Hate Speech Bill (B9-2018). 

 
Racial discrimination was classified as “[a]ny distinction, exclusion, restriction or 

preference based on race, colour, descent, or national or ethnic origin which has the purpose 
or effect of nullifying or impairing the recognition, enjoyment or exercise, on an equal footing, 
of human rights and fundamental freedoms in the political, economic, social, cultural or any 

 
1 Of course, all definitions are rhetorical arguments.  Schiappa (1993) contends that efforts to locate so-called ‘real’ definitions 
are dysfunctional to the extent they direct argumentation toward pseudo "is" claims and away from explicit "ought" claims about 
how words are to be used.   
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other field of public life" (DOJ&CD, 2019: 9). This classification was obtained from the 
International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination. 

 
Xenophobia was demarcated as "[m]eans an attitudinal orientation of hostility against 

non-nationals in a given population" (DOJ&CD, 2019, 9).  The definition of this word has 
caused a great deal of contestation in South Africa with government officials, pundits and 
activists debating its meaning.  However, the definition provided by the DOJ&CD is derived 
from the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization2 and is consistent 
with the DDPA ICERD.  

 
Population Group. The DOJ&CD recognises that race is a social construct and does 

not endorse ‘race’ as a biological construct. It is important to remember that the terminology 
used to describe races tends to reflect the politics of the terminologist rather than any precise 
science3.  The four major population groups, derived from Stats SA terminology, and used in 
government official reports, are: (i) Black African; (ii) Coloured; (iii) Indian/Asian; and (iv) 
White. All racial data provided in this report uses self-reported classifications.  

 
‘Afrophobia’ is a comparatively new term and currently refers to specific forms of racism 

directed towards people of African descent. It tends to encompass all forms of anti-blackness 
and generally refers to hostility and discrimination towards people identified as 'Black'. This 
definition of Afrophobia is taken from the United Nation’s International Decade of People of 
African Descent proclaimed by General Assembly Resolution 68/237. 
 

3. Setting the Scene  
The NAP is a pivotal document and understanding its conception will help place this study into 
context.  A draft NAP for public consultation was approved by Cabinet in December 2015 and 
made available for public comment on the 4th of January 2016. Public consultations were held 
in that year and a hundred and fifty-nine inputs were received from a range of different bodies 
(e.g., judiciary, Chapter Nine institutions and labour unions) as well as individuals. In 
collaboration with a variety of different stakeholders, the DOJ&CD carried out structured 
consultations in all nine provinces and numerous awareness sessions throughout the country, 
holding dialogues on the draft NAP.  Diverse and numerous inputs were received, and these 
were all taken into account when the NAP was finalized for Cabinet approval. The document 
was formally launched on the 25th of March 2019.  
 
The NAP acknowledged the existence of racism, racial discrimination, sexism, xenophobia 
and related intolerance in South Africa.  With respect to human rights, the role of government 
as set out in the document is three-fold: (i) promotion of human rights; (ii) protection of human 
rights; and (iii) prevention of human rights violations (DOJ&CD, 2019: 54).  The NAP was 
designed to complement the state’s existing human rights enforcement measures and 
highlighted areas where authorities should increase their efforts.  The document outlines a 
clear indication of the government’s goals in the fight against important forms of prejudice 
(such as racial discrimination). It delineates a set of targets as well as a timeframe over 

 
2 The Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR) in cooperation with the United Nations 
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) discuss this definition in at a workshop entitled “Dimensions of 
racism” (OHCHR-UNESCO, 2005: 112-113).  
3 Consider, for instance, that in South Africa the indigenous African population was classified as ‘Bantu’ in the 1911 Census, but 
this was changed to ‘Native’ in the 1921 Census and back to Bantu in the 1960 Census. The term was 'Black' in the 1980 Census 
and then 'African/Black' in the 1996 Census before becoming 'Black African' in the 2001 Census (Christopher, 2009). 
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timeframe for when these should be achieved. However, the NAP, is not perceived as solely 
a government driven project and the NAP thus recognizes the role of non-state actors in 
protecting and promoting the right to equality and non-discrimination. 
 
The NAP was not designed to replace existing laws and policies that seek to address inequity 
and discrimination in South Africa. When the NAP was drafted, South Africa already had a 
strong and internationally renowned equality and anti-discrimination legal framework.  The 
South African Constitution requires the government not only to respect those rights outlined 
in the Bill of Rights but compels the state to protect those rights as well. Under the current 
Constitution, the primary responsibility is on government to guarantee that every person in the 
country can exercise their rights. To achieve this constitutional promise, a large number of 
laws have been passed to protect dignity and promote human rights and freedoms. The 
Promotion of Equality and Prevention of Unfair Discrimination Act (No. 4 of 2000) was, in 
particular, enacted to promote equality and prevent unfair discrimination in a variety of different 
areas. Under the Act, for example, the Equality Courts were established to adjudicate matters 
related to unfair discrimination and hate speech with the goal of protecting the right to equality 
and non-discrimination. 
 
The NAP is not an ahistorical document and acknowledges the deep scars left by the 
oppression and dispossession of the colonial period4.  The document, in particular, outlines 
the damage done by the destructive policies of the apartheid period (DOJ&CD, 2019: 21-25). 
Not only are the injustices of these periods clearly outlined but the manner in which these 
wrongs continue to affect ordinary people in the country are detailed.  Indeed, the claim that 
the injustices created by these pre-democratic periods continue to manifest in modern South 
Africa cannot be disputed. Take, for example, trends in income and wealth inequality.  A recent 
report from the World Bank (2018) shows how wealth levels (and opportunities for its creation) 
reflect the gross disfigurements of the apartheid period.  Although poverty has declined 
considerably since the 1990s following the expansion of the South African welfare state, 
inequality remains extremely stark and highly structured around race. A recent UN report by 
Hanusch et al. (2018) concludes that, due to continuing interracial economic disparities, the 
societal transition away from pre-democratic exclusion remains incomplete (also see 
International Monetary Fund, 2020). 
 
The NAP is not an isolationist document and does not ignore the position of the country on 
the African continent.  Beginning with the vision of former President Nelson Mandela, the 
South African government has embraced Continental Pan-Africanism and has worked to unify 
all the peoples of the region through international cooperation.  Building on the work of early 
Pan-Africanist statesmen (such as Kwame Nkrumah, George Padmore, and Julius Nyerere), 
the African Union (AU) Commission outlined Agenda 2063 on the 31st of January 2015.  The 
ambitious document calls for the economic integration of the continent and free movement of 
people, goods and services across African borders.  Agenda 2063 also lays out plans for the 
creation of Pan-African identity through an African ‘renaissance’ and cultural identification with 
Africa (AU Commission, 2015). This bold plan was published and spearheaded under the 
chairpersonship of Dr Nkosazana Dlamini-Zuma, the first South African chair of the AU 

 
4 Employing data from the British colonial statistics, the inequalities of colonial order in South Africa can be clearly outlined. For 
an empirical analysis of growing racial inequality in the 18th century, see de Zwart (2011).  
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Commission.  The South African government has been at the forefront of many efforts on the 
continent to push for regional unity, including the African Continental Free Trade Area.   
 
National efforts to combat prejudice and address discrimination have been undermined by the 
economic hardships of the last ten years. The period 2011-2019 was characterised by low 
growth, weak consumer confidence and a sovereign debt crisis. According to the World Bank, 
Gross Domestic Product per capita Purchasing Power Parity has fallen, dropping from 
$12,628 in 2008 to $12,482 in 2018.  According to Statistics South Africa, levels of national 
unemployment have increased significantly in the last ten years as the national economy has 
stagnated.  Difficult economic times have only been exacerbated by the COVID-19 pandemic 
which has caused substantial economic instability and hardship.  Although essential to public 
health and human dignity, national lockdown orders have weakened the national economy. 
The economy contracted by as much as 7% between 2019 and 2020 and unemployment 
levels have grown substantially during that period.  Between 2019 and 2020, 1.4 million 
became unemployed.  The national unemployment rate was 32% in the last quarter of 2020. 
 
The work-life burdens of COVID-19 undeniably affect different groups unevenly and seem to 
have disproportionately affected the predominantly Black African poor and working class.  
These groups faced a greater probability of income loss and economic insecurity following the 
introduction of national lockdown regulations.  Arndt et al. (2020) has argued that the lockdown 
restrictions imposed by the government have exacerbated existing socio-demographic 
disparities in the country.  Those with low incomes are also less able to forego the use of 
public transportation or to choose to work remotely (also see Carlitz & Makhura, 2021). 
Consequently, the lockdown severely undermined the economic wellbeing of the working 
class.  State efforts, primarily via transfer payments, have been quite successful in cushioning 
the economic effects of the pandemic on the poor.  At the time of writing, the COVID-19 
pandemic continues, and the planned vaccine campaign has yet to take full effect. It is not 
clear what the country will look like when we have achieved successfully vaccinated the 
population.  But it seems that the pandemic will have deepened the marginalization of already 
vulnerable groups.  During periods of difficult transition, the fight against prejudice and 
discrimination has become even more essential. 
 

4. National Identity  
South Africa’s democratic nation-building programme has sought to encourage a new non-
racial nationalism that is characterised by an attachment to liberal values. This conception of 
our national identity, laidout in South African policy and law, is acknowledged and identified in 
the NAP (DOJ&CD, 2019: 27).  But, as Chipkin (2007) has famously argued, ours is an 
ongoing nation building project, and ‘South African-ness’ is still in formation decades after the 
transition to democracy (also see Abrahams, 2016). To build a new national identity, the 
democratic government has embraced a firm commitment to reconciliation and social 
cohesion.  A number of different mechanisms have been put in place to constructively address 
the tragic legacy of apartheid that sought to divide South Africans against each other. Indeed, 
the current social cohesion programme is the antithesis of the apartheid policy of exclusion 
and separateness. It adopts a spirit of inclusivity and multiculturalism, celebrating diversity and 
difference. This section will look at public attitudes towards national identity, trying to 
understand how ordinary South Africans see themselves and which identities are important to 
them.  
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There are many stereotypes about people in South Africa and what they are like. What is not 
well understood, however, is how people see themselves and what social identities are most 
relevant to them.  To better understand how ordinary South Africans construct their own 
identity (i.e., their self-identification), let us investigate what their top three self-reported identity 
markers are. In order to measure identity markers and how they have changed amongst the 
adult population, attitudinal data from SASAS was analysed for the period 2008 to 2018. 
Respondents were asked to indicate their three main identity markers. The exact phrasing of 
the question was as follows:  

“We are all part of different groups. Some are more important to us than others when 
we think of ourselves. In general, which in the following list is most important to you in 
describing who you are? And the second most important? And the third most important?” 

Survey participants were then read a list of ten markers including nationality, gender and, of 
course, race.  Responses to this question are displayed for the period 2008-2018 in Table 1. 
 
The top identity marker in 2008 was family, 67% of the adult population selected this option 
as one of their top three. The next most common marker was ‘racial or ethnic’ group and about 
two-fifths (42%) of the populace listed this option as part of their top three identity markers. 
The markers selected least often were political affiliation (8%) and social class (13%). The 
basic pattern observed here remained largely consistent between 2008 and 2018, although 
the frequency with which certain identities were mentioned fluctuated within a narrow band.  
Some interesting trends can, however, be identified. The proportion of the population selecting 
family as one of the primary markers of identity, for instance, seems to have fallen over the 
period.  On the other hand, age group identification became more popular over time, growing 
from 19% in 2012 to 31% in 2018.  These kinds of attitudinal changes could signify new shifts 
in societal consciousness and need to be carefully monitored.  
 
Aforementioned a substantial proportion of the adult population in South Africa selected the 
option ‘race or ethnic group’ when answering the question on primary identity markers. In 
Figure 1 the saliency of this identity marker is investigated for the period 2008-2018. We can 
observe that about a fifth of the population listed this marker as their top choice in 2018.  This 
was the greatest proportion since polling on this question began in 2008.  Indeed, the share 
who picked ‘race or ethnic group’ option as their most salient identity has grown over the period 
2014-2018, growing from 11% at the start of the period to 20% at the end.  This shift was 
evident amongst all population groups. However, certain linguistic groups5 (such as the 
Sesotho and Xhosa as well as White Afrikaners6) experienced a more dramatic shift than 
others.  Levels of racial identification amongst birth cohorts in South Africa show important 
racial identity is for young people. The cohort born after 1989 (the so-called ‘Born Free’  

 
5 Ethnic groups in this section were based on self-identification. Afrobarometer respondents were asked to describe which "is 
your ethnic community, cultural group or tribe?" Based on responses to this question, respondents were allocated into different 
ethnic groups. 
6 The proportion of Sesotho speakers who identified their race/ethnic group as their most salient identity increased from 14% in 
2012 to 30% in 2018. A similar level of attitudinal change was discovered for White Afrikaners, the share selecting race/ethnic 
group as their primary identity marker grew from 8% in 2012 to 23% in 2018.  An even larger shift was observed amongst isiXhosa 
speakers during this period. For this group, the share reporting race/ethnic group as their primary identity expanded from 10% at 
the start to 26% at the end. 
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Table 1: Percentages of the adult population who selected ten different identity markers as part of their top three, 2008-2018 (multiple 
response table) 
  2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
Occupation 

28% 23% 26% 29% 28% 27% 27% 23% 25% 26% 14% 

(0.011) (0.011) (0.012) (0.011) (0.012) (0.013) (0.012) (0.011) (0.012) (0.013) (0.011) 

Race/ethnic background 
42% 37% 40% 49% 39% 38% 34% 40% 44% 47% 45% 

(0.012) (0.013) (0.013) (0.012) (0.014) (0.014) (0.013) (0.013) (0.014) (0.014) (0.015) 

Gender  
35% 28% 33% 34% 33% 37% 35% 36% 41% 35% 46% 

(0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.011) (0.013) (0.014) (0.013) (0.013) (0.014) (0.014) (0.015) 

Age group  
24% 22% 24% 25% 19% 22% 26% 20% 28% 25% 31% 

(0.010) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.012) (0.012) (0.011) (0.013) (0.013) (0.014) 

Religion  
30% 32% 35% 28% 31% 35% 35% 31% 32% 31% 28% 

(0.011) (0.012) (0.012) (0.010) (0.013) (0.014) (0.013) (0.012) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) 

Political affiliation 
8% 9% 8% 11% 13% 7% 10% 8% 11% 10% 6% 

(0.007) (0.008) (0.006) (0.008) (0.010) (0.007) (0.008) (0.007) (0.009) (0.007) (0.007) 

Nationality 
29% 32% 33% 29% 25% 28% 26% 33% 27% 34% 34% 

(0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.011) (0.012) (0.013) (0.012) (0.013) (0.012) (0.013) (0.014) 

Family or marital status  
67% 72% 64% 54% 64% 66% 66% 64% 56% 61% 55% 

(0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.014) (0.014) (0.013) (0.013) (0.014) (0.014) (0.015) 

Social class  
13% 18% 12% 11% 12% 7% 13% 13% 10% 13% 6% 

(0.008) (0.010) (0.008) (0.008) (0.009) (0.008) (0.010) (0.009) (0.008) (0.009) (0.007) 

Region 
21% 25% 23% 20% 23% 21% 21% 26% 22% 17% 15% 

(0.011) (0.011) (0.012) (0.010) (0.012) (0.012) (0.011) (0.012) (0.011) (0.010) (0.011) 

Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2008-2018 
Note: Linearized standard error in parenthesis.  
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Generation) was more likely, when compared to their older counterparts, to list the option ‘race 
or ethnic group’ as a top identity marker. 
 
Figure 1: Rank order of race/ethnic background as a top identity marker for the adult 
population (column percentages), 2008-2018 

 
Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2018 

 
Do people in South Africa put their ethnic identity ahead of their national identity? In order to 
answer this question, data from the Afrobarometer was utilised.  Afrobarometer respondents 
were asked whether they prioritised their national identity over their ethnic group. In other 
words, did they identify more with their national identity when compared to their ethnic identity. 
The percentage who prioritised their ethnic identity over national identity was presented for 
thirty African countries in Figure 2. In twenty-one of the countries surveyed, a minority of the 
adult public said that their ethnic identity was not as important as their national identity. Only 
a fifth (18%) of the adult populace in Nigeria described their national identity as more important 
than their ethnic identity. In South Africa about a third (34%) of the general public told 
fieldworkers that they prioritized their national identity at the same level or above their ethnic 
identity. This was far below nations like Kenya and Tanzania where more than half the 
populace described their national identity in this way. Investigating the matter further, the 
ethnic groups that were the least liable to describe their national identity as more central than 
any ethnic identity in South Africa were the Xhosa and Tswana. About a quarter of the Tswana 
ranked their national identity as more important than their ethnic identity and 24% of the Xhosa 
made the same claim. 
 
In their review of the South African landscape, the drafters of the NAP raised concerns about 
discrimination based on ethnic origin (DOJ&CD, 2019: 28).  One area where discrimination of 
this sort can emerge is from the state.  Indeed, African democracies have a long history of 
ethnic division and the political marginalisation of certain ethnic groups (Robinson, 2014).  The 
South African government has sought to resist such ethnic chauvinism and encourage the 
formation of a unified national identity.  To understand the success of state efforts in this area, 
data from the Afrobarometer Survey was used. Respondents in that survey were asked how 
often their ethnic group was treated unfairly by the government? Figure 3 presents the 
percentage of the adult populace who reported unfair treatment of their ethnic group amongst  
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Figure 2: Percentage of the adult populace who feel more attached to their national identification than their ethnic identification across 
30 African countries (column percentages) 

 
Source: Afrobarometer 2016/18 
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Figure 3: Proportion of the adult population who felt that their ethnic group was treated unfairly by the state across 31 African countries 
(column percentages) 

Source: Afrobarometer 2016/18 
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thirty-one African countries. Perceptions of government mistreatment were found to be 
particularly high in Kenya and Nigeria.  Half the general population in those major African 
democracies felt that the government mistreated their ethnic group. 
 
Of the thirty-one different countries depicted in the figure, South Africa was ranked as the ninth 
in terms of perceived injustice. Two-fifths of the general public thought that their ethnic group 
was being unfairly treated with 17% indicating that this had occurred often or always.  Of the 
different groups in South Africa, members of the Indian/Asian and Coloured minorities were 
the most likely to say that their ethnic group was being mistreated.  More than a third (37%) of 
the Black African majority told fieldworkers that their ethnic group was treated unfairly by the 
government.  Amongst the different Black African ethnic groups, the Tswana were the most 
likely to say that their group have been treated unfairly. Almost two-fifths (38%) of this group 
said that this had occurred sometimes while 15% told fieldworkers that it had occurred often 
or always.  Although South Africa is doing better than other major African democracies on this 
indicator, the observed level of perceived state-driven ethnic discrimination is worrying.  It is 
clear that government must mobilise society against discrimination based on grounds of ethnic 
origin. 
 
The importance of social cohesion is acknowledged in the NAP and the document calls for the 
creation of diverse, multicultural social networks that will enable social organisation and 
collaboration in a given community (DOJ&CD, 2019: 27).  However, most people find these 
building types of networks challenging and prefer what the scholar Putnam (2000) calls ‘social 
bonding’. Here Putnam is referring to the formation of bonds with, and attachments to, 
homogenous others.  Often defined as inward-looking, this kind of capital is typically organised 
along class and ethnic lines with the goal to preserve or strengthen the bonds of birth (also 
see Portes, 1998). This form of social capital is linked to the concept of ‘homophily’, a tendency 
to associate with similar (in terms, for example, of race, class or language) others.  Homophily 
can be thought of the product of several differentiating factors in a society (McPherson et al., 
2001). The factors involved include institutional segregation, demographic availability and 
affective rejection among different groups (also see Smith et al., 2014). 
 
Measuring homophily can be empirically difficult, but ingroup attachment may act as a possible 
proxy.  SASAS respondents were queried on whether they felt attached to those who (i) "speak 
the same language”; (ii) "belong to the same race group”; (iii) "are in the same financial 
position”; and (iv) "live in your neighbourhood".  It was apparent that public attachment to those 
with a similar language was particularly high, with 63% of the adult populace reporting that 
they felt very attached to co-linguals (Figure 4).  A similar (if somewhat smaller) proportion of 
the public reported feeling close to co-racials. Much smaller percentages of the adult public 
felt very attached to their neighbours (50%) and those in the same financial position (36%).  
The Black African populace demonstrated greater levels of attachment to their co-linguals and 
co-racials than other population groups.  Members of the Indian/Asian and White population 
were, perhaps surprisingly, less likely to feel attached to those with a similar economic status 
than other groups. Although the data presented here is not a perfect gauge for homophily, it 
is consistent with the theoretical expectations outlined in the homophily literature (for a 
discussion of this body of scholarship, see Thomas, 2019).  
 
If an individual felt attached to their co-racials, they were more likely to feel attached to groups 
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Figure 4: Public perceptions of who feel attached to different types of people by population group, 2018 

 
Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2018 
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that were similar to him/her in terms of language, class and geography.  This is consistent with 
existing theories of social cohesion and bonding developed by Putnam (2000).  Given this 
important finding, the four items depicted in Figure 4 were combined to generate an index that 
measured a person’s bonds with similar others.  The resultant index was designated 
'Homophilic Social Bonds’ and the measure was ranged onto a 0 to 10 scale with a high score 
representing a high level of ingroup attachments.  The mean on this scale was 7.61 
(SE=0.063) in 2018 with some moderate variation observed between population groups.  
White and Indian/Asian adults exhibited lower mean scores on this index than other groups.  
To examine how homophilic social bonds change over time, mean scores on the index were 
explored for the period 2003-2018 (Table 2)  The stability of the index over the period is 
apparent from the table, although a mild decline was observed between 2003 and 2018.   In 
addition, a moderate racial differential was detected in this decline with ‘Homophilic Social 
Bonds’ mean scores falling more steeply amongst the Indian/Asian and White minorities.  

 
Table 2: Mean 'Homophilic Social Bonds (0-10) index scores by population group, 2003-
2018  
  Black African Coloured Indian/Asian White Total 
2003 8.60 (0.071) 7.73 (0.178) 7.72 (0.163) 7.61 (0.199) 8.38 (0.065) 
2004 8.58 (0.067) 7.83 (0.130) 6.69 (0.179) 7.63 (0.195) 8.35 (0.059) 
2005 7.18 (0.036) 6.96 (0.057) 7.04 (0.076) 6.86 (0.069) 7.12 (0.030) 
2006 6.91 (0.075) 6.47 (0.136) 6.13 (0.168) 5.48 (0.200) 6.68 (0.066) 
2007 8.51 (0.049) 7.52 (0.112) 7.98 (0.161) 7.63 (0.149) 8.30 (0.044) 
2008 8.16 (0.068) 7.72 (0.096) 7.71 (0.125) 6.88 (0.129) 7.96 (0.055) 
2009 7.94 (0.058) 7.92 (0.097) 7.55 (0.105) 6.88 (0.143) 7.81 (0.049) 
2010 8.04 (0.062) 8.16 (0.098) 7.05 (0.261) 6.93 (0.164) 7.90 (0.053) 
2011 8.01 (0.056) 7.72 (0.133) 7.40 (0.206) 7.05 (0.250) 7.86 (0.054) 
2012 8.06 (0.061) 7.57 (0.148) 7.10 (0.200) 6.57 (0.176) 7.78 (0.054) 
2013 8.02 (0.065) 7.60 (0.194) 6.70 (0.227) 5.86 (0.181) 7.72 (0.059) 
2014 7.98 (0.062) 7.75 (0.113) 7.17 (0.189) 6.57 (0.156) 7.79 (0.053) 
2015 8.18 (0.062) 7.20 (0.117) 6.80 (0.232) 6.93 (0.147) 7.92 (0.053) 
2016 7.91 (0.089) 7.75 (0.107) 6.75 (0.350) 7.21 (0.149) 7.80 (0.073) 
2017 7.99 (0.057) 7.72 (0.175) 6.63 (0.430) 6.58 (0.201) 7.79 (0.055) 
2018 7.88 (0.070) 7.15 (0.247) 6.54 (0.182) 6.23 (0.173) 7.62 (0.063) 

Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2003-2018 
Note: Linearized standard error in parenthesis.  

 
The results depicted in this section show that national identity is not a central marker for many 
in South Africa.  For a significant proportion of the adult population, racial or ethnic background 
was found to be a far more important identity marker than nationality.  These findings are 
sobering but they are not unanticipated.  For most of the 20th century the South African state 
supported the formation of defensive, self-interested social bonding amongst her residents 
(Wolpe, 1990).  Successive White minority governments legislated group segregation through 
both direct and indirect methods.  People were encouraged to segregate on the grounds of 
race, class and language (also see Dubow, 2014). Black Africans, in particular, were 
encouraged to identify with their designated homelands7.  Although segregationist legislation 
was repealed in the 1990s, social boundaries in the country remain strong and opportunities 

 
7 The amount of land reserved for the 'homelands' was approximately 13% of modern South Africa. Later government policy tried 
to transform these areas into separate independent nations, one for each of the various Bantu language groups (Clark & Worger, 
2013). The first of these so-called 'Bantustans' (the Transkei) was established in 1963 and the last (KwaNdebele) in 1975.  This 
had a negative effect on the economic development in these areas (Nattrass & Nattrass, 1990).   
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for individuals to form intimate social ties with heterogeneous others are often limited.  
Constrained by economic and social inequalities, it is not surprising that many people continue 
to prioritise their racial/ethnic identity and feel close to their co-racials and co-linguals. 
 

5. Measuring Experiences of Discrimination  
The goal of this section is to ascertain the level of discrimination experienced by adults in 
South Africa. Despite the efforts of Chapter Nine institutions, such as the South African Human 
Rights Commission (SAHRC), many people in the country are reluctant to report incidents of 
discrimination. However, progress is being made on this important issue. For instance, the 
number of complaints received by SAHRC had increased by 13% between the financial years 
2018/9 and 2020/21. This level of growth possibly reflects the success of the SAHRC in 
reaching out to members of the general public. Indeed, the SAHRC has acknowledged that 
many (if not most) acts of prejudice in the country go unreported.  In a recent report the SAHRC 
(2018) warned that, despite the laws and policies designed and enacted to eradicate racial 
intolerance, racism is a continuing post-apartheid reality.  Poor data capture on hate crime (as 
well as hate speech) has also been documented by civil society groups such as the Hate 
Crimes Working Group (Mitchell & Nel, 2017). Turning away from objective case statistics, 
then, this report utilises public opinion data to identify levels of self-reported discrimination.  
 
SEJAS respondents were asked whether they had been a victim of discrimination in the past 
year. Approximately one in ten (9%) adults told fieldworkers that they had felt this way in the 
twelve months prior to the interview.  Levels of self-reported discrimination are investigated 
across a range of different subgroups in Figure 5. It was clear that recent discrimination 
experiences were not primarily confined to a single group. However, it was possible to discern 
some interesting subgroup differences on this issue.  An important age effect was identified 
with older people being less likely to report that they were recently discriminated against. 
Those born after 1949 were twice as likely to report discrimination than those born after.  Being 
in the labour market (either working or looking for work) increased the chances that an 
individual would report being a victim of discrimination in the past year. In addition, it is 
interesting to note that levels of discrimination were lowest in KwaZulu-Natal (7%) and the 
Eastern Cape (6%). On the whole, however, relatively little variation in mean responses to this 
question can be detected.  
 
Those respondents who reported being discriminated against were then asked where this 
discrimination took place.  Response options ranged from the workplace to a person’s own 
home.  More than half (53%) of the discriminated population said that they had only been a 
victim of bigotry in one place. A quarter (30%) indicated that they had been a victim of 
discrimination in two to three places. Perhaps most shockingly, 12% of the discriminated 
population reported that they had experienced intolerance in four or more places.  The 
remainder (10%) did not answer this question. This suggests a minority (4%) of the country’s 
adult population is discriminated in multiple areas. A third (32%) of all those who had suffered 
discrimination said that they had been discriminated against in a public place by a person 
unknown to them (Figure 6).  This type of abuse was more frequently reported in the Western 
Cape, Limpopo, North West and the Northern Cape than in other provinces. The second most  
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Figure 5: Percentage who reported being a victim of discrimination in the twelve months prior to the interview (column percentages), 
2017  

 
Source: Socio-Economic Justice for All Programme Survey 2017 
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common place where the discrimination occurred was at work (30%), followed by at home 
(25%).   
 
Figure 6: Place where discrimination that occurred in the twelve months prior to the 
interview (row percentages), 2017 

  
Note: Those who did not report being a victim of discrimination in the last year were 
excluded.  
Source: Socio-Economic Justice for All Programme Survey 2017 

 
Those who had identified as discriminated persons were asked to speculate why they thought 
that they were discriminated against. About two-fifths (39%) of the discriminated population 
said that they were a victim of just one form of discrimination.  More than half (54%) of 
discrimination victims said that they been victimised on multiple bases in the year prior to the 
survey interview.  The rest of the discriminated population (10%) did not give an answer to 
this question.  A further investigation revealed that, for instance, those who reported gender 
discrimination were also more likely to report experiencing prejudice due to their age and 
sexual orientation.   This demonstrates the intersectionality of prejudice with certain vulnerable 
people exposed to multiple interlocking types of intolerance.  Individuals who were 
discriminated against along several axes, are much more likely to face prejudice in multiple 
places.  This finding suggests the presence of a highly vulnerable group that requires special 
consideration and greater targeted intervention. 
 
When asked about the type of prejudice that the discriminated population faced, more than 
two-fifths (44%) of the victimised populace (or 4% of the total population) cited their race as 
the main reason (Figure 7).  Interestingly, population group was not a significant determinant 
of whether an individual would report experiencing racial discrimination in the SEJAS.  It would 
appear, perhaps surprisingly, that different population groups reported experiencing racial 
discrimination at similar levels.  About two-fifths (43%) of racial discrimination victims said that 
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they had experienced this intolerance at the workplace while 37% told fieldworkers that it 
happened in public. Roughly a quarter (27%) of this group indicated that it had happened in a 
shop or restaurant.  Amongst the discriminated population, the second most common basis of 
victimisation identified was language (27%) followed by ethnic or tribal group (21%).  
 
Figure 7: Basis of the discrimination that occurred in the twelve months prior to the 
interview (row percentages), 2017 

 
Source: Socio-Economic Justice for All Programme Survey 2017 

 
Let us examine which language groups reported the greatest level of ethnic and linguistic 
discrimination.  Data on which language a respondent spoke most often at home and 
population group was used to sort SEJAS respondents into different language groups. Outputs 
from this analysis are presented in Figure 8.  Interestingly, no one major language group could 
be identified as particularly liable to make this claim. This suggests that reported language 
discrimination is contingent on a specific context and is not primarily directed at a single 
linguistic group (or set thereof). Of the ten Black African language group under discussion, the 
group more liable to report this type of discrimination was the 'other' group.   A tenth of this 
group reported being a victim of discrimination based on language and 6% said that they were 
victims of ethnic discrimination. From context, it would seem that many speakers of non-official 
languages (such as Shona, Shangaan, French and Arabic) in the country feel marginalised.  
Non-official languages are often spoken by foreign-born communities in South Africa.  
 
In 2007 the government of South Africa signed and ratified the Convention on the Rights of 
Persons with Disabilities (CRPD) and its Optional Protocol.  About one percent of the adult 
population in the SEJAS said that they were discriminated against because of disability in the 
twelve months prior to the interview (Figure 7). Given that the 2011 census findings show a 
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national disability prevalence rate of 7,5%, this is a concerning finding. The SEJAS 
unfortunately does not contain data on the type of disability that respondents may have. In the 
2016/19 Afrobarometer dataset, the following question was included: “[i]n the past year, how 
often, if at all, have you personally been discriminated against or harassed based on a 
disability?” Of those who identified as disabled in the Afrobarometer dataset, approximately 
one sixth (16%) said that they experienced discrimination in the last year (Figure 9). About a 
tenth (7%) of the disabled population in South Africa said that this discrimination had occurred 
several or many times. This was better than what was observed in Zimbabwe, Nigeria and 
Sierra Leone.  Although progress has been made, it is clear that more still needs to be done 
for South Africa to fulfil its commitments to the CRPD. 
 
Figure 8: Proportion of the general public that had experienced recent discrimination 
on the basis of language and ethnicity by home language and population group 
(column percentages), 2017 

 
Source: Socio-Economic Justice for All Programme Survey 2017 

 
Reviewing the data above, it would appear that certain forms of discrimination are not as 
widespread as may have been predicted.  But the results depicted above may be an 
underestimation of the true extent of discrimination in South Africa.  In any survey, the 
language applied to the measurement of discrimination can bias the levels reported.  Making 
no particular form of discrimination salient in the question may have resulted in response bias 
(Gomez & Trierweiler, 2001).  Respondents may have attribution uncertainty about negative 
interpersonal experiences and, consequently, they may underreport discriminatory encounters 
where attribution is ambiguous (also see Williams et al., 2008).  It is important for readers to 
be aware of how question terminology might affect response tendencies on the SEJAS scale 
utilised for this study.  This will be apparent when other survey instruments that aimed to 
measure personal prejudice in an African society are investigated.  
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Figure 9: Frequency of self-reported discrimination based on disability in the twelve months prior to the interview (column 
percentages), 2016/18 

 
Note: People who do not self-report as having a disability are excluded from the analysis.   
Source: Afrobarometer 2016/18 
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Figure 10: Frequency of self-reported gender discrimination in the twelve months prior to the interview (column percentages), 
2016/18 

Note: Males excluded.  
Source: Afrobarometer 2016/18 
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If prompted to consider a particular source of prejudice, this may help respondents better 
navigate attribution uncertainty and make them more open to identifying prejudicial 
experiences.  Let us, for instance, consider the question of gender discrimination.  This issue 
did not emerge as an area of concern in Figure 7.  Indeed, the SEJAS dataset suggests that 
only three percent of the adult female population reported experiencing this form of 
discrimination recently.  In their seventh round, Afrobarometer included the following item in 
their questionnaire: “[i]n the past year, how often, if at all, have you personally been 
discriminated Interestingly, South Africa performs better against or harassed based on your 
gender?”  About an eighth (12%) of the adult female population in South Africa said that they 
had experienced this kind of prejudice with 5% indicating that this had occurred several or 
many times (Figure 10).  From a comparative perspective, South Africa did better on this 
indicator then many other large African economies (e.g., Kenya and Nigeria).  The disparity 
between the SEJAS data and the Afrobarometer data suggests that targeted questions need 
to be used to measure discrimination in the South African context.   
 
Figure 11: Percentage who identified as a member of a group that is discriminated 
against in South Africa (column percentages), 2003-2018 

 
Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2003-2018 
 
Another issue that arises from how discrimination is approached in the SEJAS dataset 
concerns the temporal nature of the question.  Respondents are asked to restrict their 
reporting on discrimination to a twelve-month period.  Although this approach certainly has its 
advantages, allowing researchers to capture recent experiences of unfairness and bigotry, it 
may work to underestimate the level of discrimination in the country.  To demonstrate this 
more clearly, let us look at data from SASAS on discrimination.  Since the survey series began 
in 2003, respondents have been asked “[w]ould you describe yourself as being a member of 
a group that is discriminated against in this country?” Nearly a third (32%) of the adult populace 
thought that they were part of such a group in 2003 (Figure 11). The share of the population 
giving this response fluctuated within a narrow band over the period 2003-2018.  This outcome 
suggests that feelings of discrimination are more widespread than what can be observed in 
the SEJAS dataset.  
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Figure 12: Percentage of those who self-identified as a member of a group that is discriminated against in South Africa by socio-
demographic subgroups (column percentages), 2018 

 
Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2018 
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When compared to what was observed in the SEJAS data, much greater levels of subgroup 
variation were apparent when SASAS data on feeling discriminated against was used.  Of 
course, much like what was observed in the SEJAS, it was clear that feelings of discrimination 
were not primarily confined to a single demographic group. However, it was evident that 
certain subgroups reported far greater levels of victimisation than others. Consider, for 
instance, variances in reported discrimination by provincial residence. People residing in the 
Eastern Cape (18%) and Limpopo (19%) reported levels of victimisation far below the national 
average in 2018.  In the Western Cape, in contrast, feelings of discrimination were discovered 
to be remarkably high, nearly half (47%) of provincial residents told fieldworkers that they felt 
part of a discriminated group in 20188.  Interestingly, unlike what was observed when the 
SEJAS data was reviewed, pronounced population group differences can be noted in Figure 
12.  When compared to what was seen in Figure 5, levels of self-reported discrimination9 were 
particularly high amongst Coloured adults.  
 
Those SASAS participants who identified as a member of a discriminated group were asked 
“[o]n what grounds is your group discriminated against?” About two-fifths (41%) of the 
discriminated populace said that they were affected by multiple types of prejudice.  This 
outcome confirms the SEJAS data and shows that prejudice in South Africa is intersectional 
with certain vulnerable individuals endangered by several intertwining kinds of intolerance.  
More than half (69%) of the discriminated population in 2018 said that they were prejudiced 
against on the basis of race10.  Comparing the results, it would appear that the SEJAS dataset 
underestimates the level of perceived racial discrimination in the country. The second most 
common basis of discrimination was ‘unemployment’ (26%) in the 2018 round, which suggests 
the prevalence of an economic discrimination not identified in the SEJAS dataset.   Sexism 
was also more prominent than what was previously observed, with 21% of the discriminated 
populace saying that they were victimised on the basis of their gender. 
 
The SASAS data on group discrimination presented above helps us better understand the 
degree to which the SEJAS dataset may be underestimating the level of discrimination in 
South Africa.  However, by not making a particular form of discrimination salient in the wording 
of the question, this data may be biasing responses.  This can be demonstrated if self-reported 
racial discrimination is considered. Since 2003 SASAS respondents have been asked: “[h]ow 
often do you personally feel racially discriminated against?” About a seventh (14%) of the 
general public in 2003 said that they felt racially discriminated often or always and 28% told 
fieldworkers that they felt discriminated against sometimes (Figure 13).  Only about half (53%) 
of the general populace indicated that they never felt discriminated against because of their 
race.  The share of the population who gave this response fluctuated between 2003 and 2018, 
reaching a high-water mark of 72% in 2007.   Beginning in 2008, a persistent (if somewhat 
uneven) decline in the proportion of the public that claimed to be unaffected by personal racial 

 
8 This outcome is consistent with longer term trends observed in the SASAS dataset.  The overall proportion of Western Cape 
residents who felt discriminated against for the period 2003-2018 was 38%, ten percentage points below the national average for 
that period. In six of the last ten SASAS rounds, Western Cape residents have been more than ten percentage points above the 
national average on this measure. 
9 Provincial residence appears to be one of the main reasons for the high level of discrimination reported by the Coloured 
population.  Coloured South Africans who lived outside the Western Cape reported levels of discrimination (33%) that were similar 
to what was seen in the rest of the country.  Those living in the Western Cape reported much higher levels of discrimination (46%) 
that were much higher than the national average. 
10 More than a fifth (21%) of total adult population said that they were part of racial group that was discriminated against in 2018.  
This represents a significant increase from 2008 when only 13% of the adult populace described themselves in this way.   
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discrimination can be observed. More than half (54%) of the adult public said that they never 
felt racially discriminated against in 2018.  
 
Figure 13: Percentage of adults who reported feeling personally racially discriminated 
against, 2003-2018 

 
Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2003-2018 

 
Reviewing the data presented in this section, a number of key results emerge. First, it is 
evident that a minority of ordinary adult South Africans feel that they are discriminated against.  
How we calculate the size of this minority depends on how we ask people about the 
discrimination that they suffered.  Indeed, a review of alternative datasets suggests that the 
SEJAS may be underestimating the true scale of discrimination in South Africa. Many people 
feel that they are being discriminated against for multiple reasons, revealing the 
intersectionality of prejudice in the country.  The prominent form of discrimination reported is, 
perhaps unsurprisingly, racism and racial intolerance.   No one socio-demographic group 
appears to have the monopoly on feeling discriminated against.  However, there are 
geographic areas (e.g., the Western Cape) where levels of discrimination appear to be 
disconcertingly high.   
 

6. Racial Intolerance and Racism 
The legacy of institutionalised racism during the period of White minority rule, as the NAP has 
clearly outlined, had a damaging effect on relations between different racial communities in 
South Africa. Public opinion research by Bornman (2011) shows that interracial trust in the 
country improved during the democratic transition of the early 1990s.  This work demonstrated 
the success of early post-apartheid social cohesion efforts (also see Du Toit & Kotze, 2011; 
Gibson, 2004; Jarè Struwig et al., 2013).  However, there is a feeling that progress on this 
important issue has stalled, and President Cyril Ramaphosa expressed concern about rising 
levels of racism in the foreword of the NAP (DOJ&CD, 2019: 3-4).  Data presented in Section 
5 demonstrated that many ordinary South Africans feel that they have been victims of racial 
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discrimination. The aim of this section is to better understand public hostilities towards other 
races as well as the degree of interracial distrust in our society.  In addition, levels of perceived 
racial discrimination will be examined more closely, mapping those groups most affected by 
this form of prejudice. 
 
Figure 14: Public perceptions of the threat presented by other race groups in South 
Africa (column percentages), 2018  

Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2018 
 
In order to measure fear of the racial other (i.e., interracial threat) four items on ‘other race 
groups’ were utilised from the SASAS dataset. Respondents were asked if they disagreed or 
agreed with four statements about racial others and their answers to these questions are 
presented in Figure 14.  It is apparent that many in the country perceive other race groups in 
adversarial terms. More than half of all adult citizens were found to view other race groups as 
threats to their economic and political status.  A comparatively high share of adults (54%) even 
saw other race groups as a threat to their traditions and values.  Given how widespread such 
feelings of threat are, it is not surprising to observe that three-fifths of the population thought 
that other race groups would never understand them.  Responses to these questions were 
then combined and averaged onto a single composite index.  This metric ranged from 0-10, 
with the higher value representing the higher level of perceived threat from other race groups. 
This new index was labelled the Interracial Threat Index and mean scores for the period 2010-
2018 are presented by population group in Table 3.  
 
The Interracial Threat Index mean score was 6.15 (SE=0.058) in 2010 and did not fluctuate 
beyond a narrow range during the period under review.  In other words, levels of interracial 
threat seem resistant to macro-level events (such as national elections, media scandal or 
economic recession).  Fears of marginalisation are shared by all race groups in South Africa, 
with a majority in each group expressing concerns about the ostracism of their own group 
(Table 3). Mean scores amongst the Black African majority were quite stable throughout the 
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period and the same was true of Coloured and Indian/Asian populations. Interestingly, mean 
Interracial Threat Index scores decreased somewhat for the White minority over the period, 
falling from 6.59 (SE=0.162) in 2014 to 5.59 (SE=0.141) in 2018.  This suggests that the White 
minority is becoming (albeit slowly) less fearful of racial others.  Of course, interracial threat is 
not the only way to gauge interracial tolerance, with many seeing intergroup trust as a more 
important metric.  Let us, therefore, examine levels of interracial trust to help us better 
understand levels of racism in South Africa.  
 
Table 3: Mean Interracial Threat Index Scores (0-10) by population group, 2010-2018 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Black Africa 6.16 6.08 6.49 6.26 6.22 6.15 6.17 6.53 6.42 
(0.071) (0.062) (0.067) (0.068) (0.066) (0.075) (0.076) (0.074) (0.062) 

Coloured 6.14 6.17 6.49 6.30 6.24 5.87 6.15 6.59 6.10 
(0.121) (0.132) (0.118) (0.133) (0.119) (0.139) (0.125) (0.124) (0.152) 

Indian/Asian  5.80 6.37 6.05 6.14 5.24 6.07 6.00 5.81 5.53 
(0.168) (0.155) (0.252) (0.180) (0.328) (0.166) (0.154) (0.301) (0.222) 

White 6.18 6.13 6.33 5.82 6.28 6.10 5.76 5.74 5.49 
(0.142) (0.159) (0.196) (0.154) (0.112) (0.130) (0.153) (0.242) (0.153) 

Total 6.15 6.10 6.45 6.22 6.20 6.11 6.12 6.44 6.28 
(0.058) (0.052) (0.057) (0.057) (0.055) (0.061) (0.063) (0.066) (0.054) 

Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2010-2018 
Note: Linearized standard error in parenthesis.  

 
Trust is central to an individual’s ability to form social relationships and reject harmful 
stereotypes. Indeed, scholars like Putnam (2000) use it as a fundamental measure of social 
cohesion (also see Fukuyama, 2001).  SEJAS respondents were asked if they trusted persons 
from a different race.  Levels of interracial trust and distrust is depicted in Figure 15 across a 
range of different socio-demographic groups.   There is a stark geographic differential in how 
people answered this question with adult residents of the following provinces reporting 
particularly high levels of distrust: (i) North West; (ii) Limpopo; (iii) Free State; and (iv) 
Mpumalanga.  Approximately a third (31%) of rural dwellers did not trust racial others at all. 
This can be judged against their counterparts in the non-metro (27%) and metro (21%) urban 
areas. What was perhaps most surprising was how levels of interracial trust differed by birth 
cohort.  The 'Born Free Generation' (i.e., the 1990 and above birth cohort) reported higher 
levels of interracial trust than their older counterparts.  Almost a third (29%) of this group 
distrusted other races completely, and this can be compared unfavourably to the 1980-1989 
(26%), 1979-1970 (24%), 1950-1969 (25%) and 1949 and older (22%) cohorts.   
 
Of the four population major groups, levels of distrust were highest amongst the Black African 
majority (28%).  Provincial residence was found to have a significant effect on levels of 
interracial trust.  It was interesting to note, for instance, that Black African adults were 
significantly more likely to distrust other races if they lived in the Western Cape.  Relatively 
low levels of distrust, in contrast, were observed amongst Black African residents of Gauteng. 
The opposite was true of White adults, whites living in the Western Cape had higher levels of 
interracial trust when compared with their peers in Gauteng.  Coloured residents of the  
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Figure 15: Extent to which the adult populace trusts and distrusts people who from a different race group by socio-demographic 
subgroup (column percentages), 2017 

 
Source: Socio-Economic Justice for All Programme Survey 2017 
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Thinking about South Africa in general, to what extent do you trust people from a different race than yours. 

Not trust at all Slightly trust Somewhat trust Completely trust
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Western Cape were substantially more distrusting than those residing outside the province.  
In addition, considerable birth cohort effects on interracial trust were found for the Black 
African population.  Younger Black Africans were far more distrustful when compared to their 
older counterparts. A similar birth cohort differential was not observed amongst the country's 
different racial minorities. 
 
An individual's perceptions of other race groups may be influenced by their level of interracial 
contact.  Since the 1950s, scholars have highlighted the role of intergroup contact as a 
predictor of prejudice. The architect of contact theory, Gordon Allport (1954) established 
contact as important for prejudice reduction but placed conditions on the nature of the 
interaction if intergroup attitudes were to be improving11. For Allport the quality of contact was 
fundamental, and friendship is likely to encompass most of the conditions he identified 
(Hewstone & Swart, 2011). A large body of scholarship shows that positive interracial contact 
reduces racial intolerance (also see Dovidio et al., 2017).  Consequently, the issue is not so 
much the quantity of contact but the quality of that contact.  A composite index of self-reported 
good quality interracial contact was, utilising SASAS data, constructed.  Labelled the ‘Quality 
Interracial Contact Index’, this metric scale from 0 to 10 and the higher value on the index 
represented positive interracial contact.  Mean scores on this measure for the four major 
population groups is presented for the period 2010-2018 in Table 4.  
 
Table 4: Mean Quality Interracial Contact Index (0-10) scores by population group, 
2010-2018 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Black Africa 6.08 5.96 6.05 6.13 6.15 6.06 6.28 6.11 6.00 
(0.056) (0.058) (0.063) (0.062) (0.061) (0.059) (0.060) (0.061) (0.054) 

Coloured 6.84 6.62 6.74 6.60 6.84 7.13 6.94 6.82 7.22 
(0.077) (0.097) (0.107) (0.095) (0.072) (0.087) (0.084) (0.084) (0.094) 

Indian/Asian  6.89 6.49 7.52 7.07 7.60 7.16 7.22 6.98 6.95 
(0.123) (0.136) (0.124) (0.104) (0.100) (0.118) (0.095) (0.106) (0.107) 

White 6.76 6.37 7.18 6.89 6.91 7.41 7.18 6.50 6.87 
(0.101) (0.110) (0.108) (0.104) (0.094) (0.087) (0.096) (0.110) (0.110) 

Total  6.26 6.08 6.33 6.27 6.33 6.33 6.46 6.24 6.23 
(0.061) (0.059) (0.062) (0.072) (0.066) (0.067) (0.073) (0.076) (0.066) 

Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2010-2018 
Note: Linearized standard error in parenthesis.  

 
The Quality Interracial Contact Index mean score was 6.26 (SE=0.061) in 2010 and did not 
vary outside a narrow range for most of the period under consideration.  Scores on the index 
varied by population groups, with the Black African majority reporting lower mean scores than 
other groups.  About a quarter (23%) of the Black African population scored four or below on 
the index, indicating that a substantial proportion of this group have quite negative experiences 
of interracial contact. In 2018 Black African adults living in KwaZulu-Natal (M=5.38; SE=0.130) 
and Limpopo (M=5.70; SE=0.152) exhibited lower mean Quality Interracial Contact Index 
scores than their counterparts in the Free State (M=6.59; SE=0.197) and the Northern Cape 
(M=6.13; SE=0.228).   Of the three racial minority groups, the Coloured group had the highest 
mean scores (M=7.22; SE=0.094) followed by the Indian/Asian (M=6.95; SE=0.107) and 
White (M=6.87; SE=0.110) groups in 2018.  Racial minorities living in KwaZulu-Natal and the 

 
11 Allport’s original formulation outlined four basic conditions for successful intergroup contact: (i) equal status, (ii) cooperation, 
(iii) similar goals, and (iv) official endorsement.  For a more detailed discussion, please see Pettigrew and Tropp (2006). 
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Western Cape tended to have higher index mean scores than minorities living in other 
provinces.  
 
Numerous scholars have indicated that intergroup friendships are the most conducive to 
prejudice reduction (e.g., Davies et al., 2011; Pettigrew, 1998; Swart et al., 2010). Friendship 
contact is, for instance, well-known to improve intergroup empathy and understanding (also 
see 2006).  Intergroup interaction, as outlined in Section 4, have been shown to be significantly 
affected by the structural characteristics of a society, reflecting the barriers to equal contact 
and cooperation. Based on this assumption, it is important to explore friendship (i.e., sometime 
referred to as ‘intimate contact’ amongst social psychologists) levels between race groups in 
South Africa.  A focus on friendship allows us a meaningful insight into the changing nature of 
popular mixing between different race groups.  Levels of interracial friendship amongst the 
four major population groups in South Africa were examined for the period 2010-2018.  
Interracial contact was measured using a specially designed index derived from SASAS 
data12. Responses on the index ranged from 0 to 10 with the higher value indicating the greater 
number of self-reported interracial friendships.    
 
Table 5: Mean Interracial Friendship index (0-10) scores by population group, 2010-2018  
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
Black Africa 1.18 1.86 1.58 1.33 1.23 1.32 1.36 1.31 1.31 

(0.053) (0.065) (0.081) (0.067) (0.057) (0.054) (0.069) (0.062) (0.060) 

Coloured 2.27 2.63 2.33 2.69 2.15 2.68 2.08 2.08 2.62 
(0.104) (0.126) (0.140) (0.244) (0.106) (0.147) (0.124) (0.130) (0.147) 

Indian/Asian  3.05 2.77 3.23 3.07 3.29 3.73 3.56 2.62 3.64 
(0.184) (0.194) (0.265) (0.251) (0.312) (0.342) (0.265) (0.375) (0.259) 

White 1.63 1.86 2.60 2.60 2.11 2.40 2.72 2.80 2.57 
(0.117) (0.150) (0.186) (0.170) (0.134) (0.120) (0.156) (0.219) (0.163) 

Total 1.39 1.96 1.86 1.63 1.46 1.63 1.62 1.56 1.62 
(0.044) (0.055) (0.066) (0.062) (0.049) (0.049) (0.059) (0.057) (0.055) 

Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2010-2018 
Note: Linearized standard error in parenthesis.  
 

As can be observed from Table 5, levels of interracial friendship were low, and the general 
populace exhibited a mean index score of only 1.39 (SE=0.044) in 2010.  Almost half (47%) 
of the adult population reported no interracial friendships in that survey round. Some minor 
improvement was observed in the preceding period although overall mean scores were still 
quite low in 2018 (M=1.62; SE=0.055). Modest Interracial Friendship Index score variations 
were noted by population group, with members of the Black African majority reporting, on 
average, lower index scores than racial minority members. Of the four groups under 
discussion, the Indian/Asian population had the highest mean index score. Interestingly, 
interracial friendship levels amongst the White minority increased over the period, indicating 
a positive shift towards greater racial cohesion for this group.   
 
The everyday reality of racism and racial intolerance has been aknowledged by the NAP 
(DOJ&CD, 2019: 21). But the drafters of the NAP also recognised that, despite its importance, 
self-reported racial discrimination is an understudied research topic in South Africa (DOJ&CD, 

 
12 Four questions on whether respondents had friends from the four major race groups were used to construct this index. 
Responses to these questions were on a five-point scale (1, none to 5, very many). Estimated mean responses to these four 
questions were used to create a single index of interracial contact that measures the size of individuals’ interracial friendship 
networks.   
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2019: 57).  One of the few research efforts that examines this issue, the South African Stress 
and Health study, was able to showcase the acute and chronic experiences of racial 
discrimination faced by people of colour in the post-apartheid period (Williams et al., 2008).  
However, this research was conducted in 2004 and there is a danger that its findings have 
become dated. In the remainder of this section, perceived racial discrimination will be 
investigated for the period 2003-2018. Let us start with public perceptions of racial bias in the 
country’s public and private sectors.   
 
Table 6: Public perceptions that race influences the chance of acquiring five different 
types of opportunities by population group (cell percentages), 2017  

  

A
ccess to 

public/ 
governm

ent 
services 

G
overnm

ent 
jobs 

G
overnm

ent 
tenders 

Private sector 
jobs 

Educational 
opportunities 
at university 

Black African 29% 32% 31% 30% 22% 
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 

Coloured 37% 43% 42% 39% 33% 
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.010) 

Indian/Asian 35% 42% 42% 36% 33% 
(0.018) (0.019) (0.019) (0.018) (0.018) 

White 32% 41% 42% 37% 31% 
(0.011) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.011) 

Total 30% 34% 33% 32% 25% 
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) 

Source: Socio-Economic Justice for All Programme Survey 2017 
Note: Linearized standard error in parenthesis.  

 
SEJAS participants were requested to indicate whether someone's racial status influences 
their chances of securing a range of opportunities in different sectors of South African society.  
About a third of the adult public believed an individual's racial identity influenced their chances 
of getting services (30%), jobs (34%) and tenders (33%) from government.  A similar 
proportion thought that racial status would influence employment opportunities in the private 
sector.  From a comparative perspective, opportunities at a tertiary institution were seen as 
less affected by race.  Racial minorities were somewhat more liable to think that race 
influenced opportunities for jobs and tenders from government than the Black African majority.   
Adults in the Indian/Asian and White communities were, in particular, more likely to believe 
that race influenced opportunities in government.  On the whole, however, population group 
appeared to play less of a role in whether an individual perceived institutional discrimination 
against different racial groups than may have been predicted (Table 6).  Moving away from 
perceived racial bias in the public and private sector, the frequency of perceived collective 
discrimination will now be considered. 
 
An individual may experience emotional distress because of the prejudice they see their fellow 
group members suffering. According to intergroup emotions theory, perceived discrimination 
against fellow ingroup members can trigger a robust negative response (Mackie et al., 2000).  
This theorem is based on social identity theory which suggests that people not only act on the 
basis of their own individual plight, but also the suffering of groups to which they belong (also 
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see Smith & Mackie, 2015).  Once the feelings of shared grievances are triggered, research 
shows that it can evoke corresponding behavioural responses (Obaidi et al., 2018).  Research 
has shown, for example, that highlighting the ways in which people are similar to the victims 
of unjust treatment can increase anger and hostile intergroup behaviour (for a review of this 
work, see Mackie & Smith, 2017).  Consequently, levels of perceived collective discrimination 
in South Africa are important and should be examined.   
 
Figure 16: Perceived frequency of collective racial discrimination of the adult 
population (column percentages), 2010-2018 

 
Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2010-2018 

 
Since 2010, SASAS respondents have been asked, “[h]ow often do you feel that members of 
your race group are racially discriminated against?” Less than half (45%) of the adult populace 
claimed that members of their group are never victims of racial prejudice.  In 2018 a significant 
proportion (34%) of the public felt that their group was discriminated against sometimes while 
a sixth thought it happened often (11%) or always (5%). Responses to this question have 
fluctuated somewhat between 2003 and 2018 but have remained quite stable overall (Figure 
16).   Again, what is unanticipated about reported levels of collective racial discrimination is 
how they are distributed across the country’s four major population groups.  
 
No more than slight intergroup differences were noted between the four major population 
groups in South Africa.  About two-fifths (42%) of the Black African population reported no 
collective discrimination in 2018 and this was analogous to what was observed for the White 
(44%) and Indian/Asian (43%) populations in that survey round. A relatively low percentage 
(30%) of the Coloured population reported no collective discrimination13.  An age cohort 
differential on this variable was not detected, with only minor differences observed between 

 
13 This is part of a long-term trend for the Coloured community in South Africa.  Between 2010 and 2017, the percentage who 
reported no collective discrimination fell from 46% at the start of the period to 20% at the end.   The figure produced for the 2018 
round of SASAS represents an improvement on interracial attitudes for the Coloured population in South Africa. 
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cohorts on this metric. In other words, young people are just as likely as their older peers to 
view their race group as suffering collective discrimination.  Now let us shift our focus from the 
collective to the individual and look at the experiences of personal racial discrimination 
amongst the adult population in South Africa.  
 
Since 2003 SASAS participants were asked to indicate how often they personally felt racially 
discriminated against (i.e., perceived personal discrimination).  Response options on this item 
ranged from ‘always’ to ‘not at all’.  In Section 5 levels of self-reported racial discrimination 
were presented for the period 2003-2018 in Figure 13. As was evident in that section, levels 
of perceived discrimination seem to have risen in recent years and in 2018 more than two-
fifths of adults reported experiencing some kind of racial bigotry.  Let us explore this issue 
further by considering disparities in perceived personal discrimination by a wide range of 
socio-demographic subgroup.  Noteworthy geographic variations can be observed in Figure 
17, with the particularly high levels of discrimination reported in the Western Cape, KwaZulu- 
Natal and the North West.  In those three provinces, about three-fifths of the adult populace 
reported feeling personally victimised by racial discrimination.  The full-time employed were 
found to be more likely to report racial intolerance (especially frequent discrimination) than 
other labour market groups.  Interestingly, given what has been observed elsewhere, a 
significant age differential was noted in Figure 17.  The ‘Born Free’ Generation (i.e., those 
born after 1989) was, of all the birth cohorts in the figure, the least likely to report experiencing 
personal discrimination.  
 
What is perhaps unexpected about reported levels of racial discrimination in Figure 17, is the 
observed differences by population group. Only moderate disparities in racial victimisation 
were noted in the figure.  For instance, about half (55%) of the Black African population 
reported not feeling personally discriminated against in 2018. This is similar to what was 
observed for the Indian/Asian (53%) minority but below the White (47%) and Coloured (41%) 
populations.  Out of all nine provincial residences, Black African adults are more likely to report 
personal discrimination if they resided in the Western Cape, the Eastern Cape and KwaZulu-
Natal.  Members of the Indian/Asian minority were far more likely to report racial prejudice if 
they lived in KwaZulu-Natal. In addition, whites were far more liable to feel discriminated 
against if they were residents of Gauteng and Free State. White Western Cape residents, by 
comparison, were much less likely to tell fieldworkers that they were victims of racial 
discrimination.   
 
The reader must, at this stage, carefully consider the validity with which White adults can claim 
victim of racial discrimination status.  Many of the White claims of racial discrimination 
observed in the SASAS dataset, for example, may simply be a negative reaction to legally 
sanctioned positive discrimination policies that aim to promote racial progress and redress 
inequalities. Indeed, existing public opinion research finds that the vast majority of the White 
adults reject progressive programmes like affirmative action (Roberts, 2014).  Despite their  
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Figure 17: Perceived frequency of perceived personal racial discrimination by socio-demographic subgroup (column percentages), 
2018 

 
Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2018 
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Percentage who had experienced personal racial discrimination. 

Always Often Rarely
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relative economic privilege, many White South Africans feel threatened by racial others and 
seem to perceive racial progress as a threat to their status (also see A. Nyamnjoh et al., 2020).   
Unfortunately, the datasets used for this analysis do not contain enough detail to adequately 
differentiate between legitimate and illegitimate types of racial discrimination. More systematic 
data on what kinds of racial prejudice people are facing is needed as well as more information 
on the severity of that discrimination.   
 
After answering the frequency of perceived racial discrimination question, SASAS 
respondents were required to indicate: “[w]here has this racial discrimination happened to you 
most recently?”  Public responses are portrayed in Table 7 for the period 2003-2018 and show 
that a sizeable minority of the general public had experienced racial discrimination in the 
labour market.  In 2003 a fifth (19%) of the adult population said that they had experienced 
racism either at work or while applying for work.  However, the proportion of the adult populace 
reporting labour market discrimination has fluctuated considerably over the period. In SASAS 
2018 about an eighth (15%) of the general public made this claim.  The next most common is 
commercial spaces (e.g., shops and restaurants) with 8% of the adult public encountering 
racism in such a setting.  Self-reporting of this experience has fluctuated but has not changed 
significantly over the period. Comparing this result to what was observed in Section 5, it is 
clear that how prejudice is measured is especially important, as differences in wording can 
produce remarkably different results.  
 
Table 7: Location of most recent self-reported racial discrimination amongst adult 
population (cell percentage), 2003-2018 

  

W
ork/A

pplying 
for w

ork 

Educational 
institutions  

C
om

m
ercial 

spaces 

O
n the street 

G
overnm

ent 
departm

ent  

O
ther 

Everyw
here 

2003 19 1 8 4 2 4 3 
(1.82) (0.36) (1.05) (0.66) (0.65) (0.72) (0.67) 

2004 13 2 5 4 2 3 n/a (1.05) (0.49) (0.61) (0.59) (0.39) (0.45) 

2005 12 1 4 4 3 4 3 
(1.05) (0.42) (0.77) (0.84) (0.46) (0.60) (0.60) 

2006 14 2 7 6 2 3 3 
(1.08) (0.70) (0.83) (0.84) (0.42) (0.41) (0.41) 

2007 10 2 4 5 3 2 2 
(0.78) (0.37) (0.44) (0.64) (0.47) (0.35) (0.37) 

2008 9 1 5 3 2 4 3 
(0.75) (0.24) (0.58) (0.37) (0.40) (0.47) (0.41) 

2009 9 2 4 5 3 3 3 
(0.83) (0.34) (0.54) (0.60) (0.47) (0.39) (0.48) 

2010 13 2 8 6 3 3 2 
(0.96) (0.35) (0.69) (0.63) (0.35) (0.41) (0.29) 

2011 12 2 7 6 3 4 3 
(0.79) (0.36) (0.59) (0.54) (0.42) (0.44) (0.35) 

2012 15 2 7 4 4 4 4 
(0.98) (0.35) (0.63) (0.53) (0.43) (0.61) (0.61) 

2013 11 2 6 4 2 4 3 



46 
 

 

Pretoria Office:  134 Pretorius Street, Pretoria, 0002, South Africa.  Private Bag X41, Pretoria, 0001, South Africa.   
Tel: +27 12 302 2000  Fax: +27 12 302 2001 

 

HSRC Board: Mrs Nasima Badsha (Chairperson), Prof. Lulama Qalinge, Prof. Amanda Lourens, Dr Botlhale Tema, Prof. Adebayo Olukoshi, Prof. Relebohile Moletsane, Prof. Shireen Hassim, Advocate Roshan Dehal, Prof. Mark Bussin 
and Prof. Crain Soudien (HSRC CEO) 

(0.86) (0.38) (0.71) (0.62) (0.36) (0.69) (0.49) 

2014 14 2 6 5 2 3 3 
(0.88) (0.39) (0.62) (0.65) (0.31) (0.55) (0.56) 

2015 11 2 8 4 2 3 3 
(0.80) (0.41) (0.91) (0.54) (0.35) (0.47) (0.45) 

2016 10 1 6 4 3 2 3 
(0.76) (0.31) (0.61) (0.48) (0.37) (0.51) (0.51) 

2017 12 2 10 3 3 3 4 
(0.90) (0.31) (0.97) (0.54) (0.37) (0.46) (0.75) 

2018 15 3 11 4 3 5 5 
(1.13) (0.57) (0.95) (0.56) (0.43) (0.71) (0.61) 

Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2003-2018 
Note: Linearized standard error in parenthesis.  
 
When compared with those who experience racism more infrequently, individuals who are 
frequent sufferers of racial discrimination were found to be more likely to experience that form 
of bias at work.  In addition, when judged against infrequent sufferers of racism, people who 
suffer frequently are less prone to report facing racism in commercial spaces (e.g., restaurants 
or theatres).  They are also less likely to tell fieldworkers that they had experienced racism on 
the street.  It would seem that labour market racism is a central problem for those acutely 
affected by racial intolerance.  Given this finding, it is important to consider which socio-
demographic groups are most likely to face racism in the labour market.  Figure 18 presents 
the proportion of the general populace who reported experiences of racism at the workplace 
or when applying for work. 
 
Those in current employment, perhaps unsurprisingly, were more liable to claim that they were 
victims of labour market racism.  It was also apparent that individuals in post-secondary 
education were much more likely to report experiencing racial discrimination at work than their 
less educated peers.  In addition, birth cohorts in the 1989-1970 range also reported higher 
than average levels of racial intolerance in the labour market.  Members of the Coloured 
community were more prone to report racism at work than other population groups.  Almost a 
quarter (24%) of all Coloured adults said that they faced racial discrimination at work or when 
applying for work. This can be favourably compared to 14% of the Black African majority, 13% 
of the Indian/Asian minority and 14% of the White population.  Substantial geographic 
variations in labour market racism were observed. A quarter of adult residents in the Western 
Cape claimed to have encountered racism in the labour market.  Self-reported levels of labour 
market racism were also relatively high in Mpumalanga (20%) and KwaZulu-Natal (19%).   
 
Historically, as the NAP has acknowledged, there has been an intersection between racial and 
gender discrimination (DOJ&CD, 2019: 28). This intersection was based on patriarchal 
practices that promoted a conception of masculinity constructed deliberately around the 
diminution of femininity. During the apartheid and colonial periods, the rights of Black African 
women were often violated, and this group was subjected to what has been called triple 
oppression (i.e. on the basis of gender, class and race). Gender equality is a constitutional 
imperative in South Africa and the Constitution mandate on gender equality is, relative to other 
nations, quite progressive.  Data from Afrobarometer shows that the vast majority of Black 
African women feel that the government is delivering on this mandate (Figure 19). Four-fifths 
agree that girls and boys have equal opportunities to get an education.  Three-quarter agreed  
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Figure 18: Self-report experiences of workplace racial discrimination in South Africa by socio-demographic subgroups (column 
percentage), 2018 

 
Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2018 
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that women and men in South Africa have equal opportunities to earn an income as well as to 
get a job that pays a wage or own land. 
 
Figure 19: Public agreement and disagreement on public perceptions on societal 
gender equality amongst Black African Females in South Africa  

 
Source: Source: Afrobarometer 2016/18 
Note: Includes only Black African females.  

 
No doubt there has been significant improvements in race relations since 1994.  But the 
disaggregated statistical data presented in this section points to an uncomfortable reality, a 
considerable proportion of South Africans continue to feel threatened by other race groups.  
Levels of perceived interracial threat were found to be durable and widespread across all race 
groups. Interracial mistrust was also a significant issue with many South Africans reporting 
low levels of trust in racial others.  Certain groups (e.g., young people, rural residents and 
Black Africans) were found to be particularly liable to distrust. Perceived levels of personal 
racial discrimination were reported by a sizeable minority of the adult population, with 15% of 
the public reporting that they were frequent victims of racism. Levels of perceived 
discrimination were particularly high in certain provinces (e.g., Western Cape, KwaZulu-Natal, 
Limpopo and the North West). The most common form of racial prejudice identified was labour 
market racism and such forms of racism were especially high amongst the Coloured 
community. These results speak to the urgent need for greater access to justice for victims of 
racial discrimination in South Africa. 
 

7. Afrophobia and Anti-Blackness  
Some scholars in South Africa have suggested that one of the central problems we face, as a 
nation, is internalised anti-blackness or ‘Afrophobia’.  This idea was popularised by the 
scholar, politician and activist Andile Mngxitama. Concerned about what he saw as the colonial 
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legacy of anti-blackness, Mngxitama (2008) argued that a significant share of the country’s 
poor and working class population had internalised black inferiority. The persistence of wealth 
disparities between race groups only served to further sustain this anti-black worldview. His 
critique was remarkably popular, especially with many of the party officials he has so 
vehemently criticised14.  A good example of this can be observed in a media statement made 
in response to a recent wave of anti-immigrant violence in April 2015 by then Police Minister 
Nathi Nhleko:  

“What you don’t see is you don’t see Australians being chased on the streets, Britons 
being chased on the streets and similar demands being placed on them that they should 
be leave the country and so on […] What you effectively see is largely Africans against 
one another in a sense now. That’s why I’m saying it represents a certain type of political 
problem that has got to be dealt with by ourselves as South Africans. In a sense, what 
we are witnessing are actually Afrophobic kind of activities and attacks, resembling all 
elements of self-hate among Africans.”15 

 
Notwithstanding all he has done to popularise the term ‘Afrophobia’ in government circles, 
Mngxitama is perhaps not the most cogent or critical scholar on this subject.  Reviewing the 
different works which utilised the ‘Afrophobia’, it could be argued that Matsinhe (2011) is 
perhaps the most detailed, lucid and insightful.  He has argued that anti-blackness is the 
product of colonial and apartheid policies of subjugation, oppression and alienation.  The 
psychological implications of these policies perpetuated the attachment of an ‘otherness’ to 
Black Africans.  This process can lead to racial self-negation, according to scholars like Steve 
Biko, among black people (More, 2008).  A tendency, in other words, to seen one’s own race 
as too primitive and backward for the modern world (also see Ochonu, 2021).  In this section, 
let us look at attitudes towards black people and then we will shift our focus onto the issuer of 
Pan-Africanism.  
 
It is perhaps best to begin any discussion of Afrophobia by looking at public evaluations of 
black people as a whole. Beginning in 2010, SASAS respondents were asked to evaluate 
'Black people in general' on two 11-point (0–10) end-defined response scales. The first 
required respondents to rate this as either negative or positive and the second as either hostile 
or friendly. A composite indicator (labelled the 'Pro-Blackness Index’16) was created using 
these two items.   The mean score on this index at the start of the period was 6.50 (SE=0.059) 
and scores tended to fluctuate within a very narrow band over the period 2010-2018 (Table 
8).  Members of the Black African majority were found to score, on average, higher on the Pro-
Blackness Index than their Coloured, Indian/Asian and White counterparts.  The level of 
variation between groups is, however, not quite as large as may have been imagined. Over 
the period under review there has been a moderate decline in pro-black attitudes amongst the 
majority group.  Black African mean scores on the index fell from 7.40 (SE=0.072) in 2015 to 
6.47 (SE=0.092) in 2018.   
 

 
14 This was achieved primarily through his op-ed column. See, for example, Mngxitama, A. (14/04/2015) 'The state is perpetuating 
Afrophobia' Mail & Guardian. Available at: https://mg.co.za/article/2015-05-14-the-state-is-perpetuating-afrophobia/ 
15 Presence, C. (14/04/2015) 'Afrophobia behind KZN attacks: minister' IOL. Available at: https://www.iol.co.za/news/afrophobia-
behind-kzn-attacks-minister-1844956  
16 To construct the index, the small number of respondents who answered ‘don’t know’ to any of these questions was coded as 
missing. Cronbach’s alpha was used to assess the reliability (or internal consistency) of this index and these psychometric 
performance tests demonstrated the reliability of the composite measure. 
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Table 8: Mean Pro-Blackness index (0-10) scores by population group, 2010-2018 

  2010 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 

2015 

2016 

2017 

2018 

Black Africa 6.72 7.26 7.03 6.70 7.13 7.40 7.11 6.94 6.47 
(0.071) (0.066) (0.080) (0.099) (0.081) (0.072) (0.088) (0.079) (0.092) 

Coloured 6.07 6.43 6.68 6.28 6.65 6.76 6.62 5.95 6.14 
(0.115) (0.134) (0.140) (0.143) (0.100) (0.128) (0.119) (0.145) (0.224) 

Indian/Asian  5.68 5.89 6.15 5.62 6.25 6.40 6.64 5.86 5.80 
(0.206) (0.169) (0.283) (0.173) (0.291) (0.173) (0.201) (0.218) (0.306) 

White 5.59 5.79 5.87 6.10 6.59 6.61 6.44 6.40 5.59 
(0.132) (0.135) (0.186) (0.159) (0.162) (0.125) (0.122) (0.188) (0.141) 

Total 6.50 6.97 6.79 6.56 6.99 7.23 6.98 6.76 6.34 
(0.059) (0.055) (0.067) (0.079) (0.065) (0.060) (0.070) (0.067) (0.077) 

Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2010-2018 
Note: Linearized standard error in parenthesis. 

 
Figure 20: Proportion of the adult Black African population who agreed or disagreed 
that there were aspects of their race that made them ashamed (column percentages), 
2010-2018 

 
Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2010-2018 
Note: Minority respondents are excluded from the analysis.  

To better understand the relatively low level of pro-blackness observed amongst the Black 
African majority in Table 8, let us look more closely at how members of the Black African public 
see themselves. Survey participants in SASAS have been asked if they agreed or disagreed 
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that make me feel ashamed”.  More than three-fifths (61%) of the Black African population in 
2010 agreed with this statement (Figure 20).  The proportion agreeing with the statement grew 
somewhat over the period 2010-2018. At the end of the period 68% of the Black African 
majority said that there were some things about the Black race group that were shameful.  
These results are consistent with concerns expressed in the NAP regarding the ingrained 
nature of black inferiority due to its history of colonialism and institutionalised racism in the 
South African psyche (DOJ&CD, 2019: 26). Indeed, the NAP has outlined plans for mental 
decolonisation through specially designed campaigns that target educational institutions and 
the media (DOJ&CD, 2019: 59). 
 
Let us now turn our attention towards public attitudes towards people from specific African 
countries.  SASAS respondents have been asked the following question since 2008: ‘[w]hich, 
if any, group would you least want to come and live in South Africa?’ Table 9 portrays public 
responses to this question during the period 2008-2018. The data shows that South Africans 
generally exhibit a particular aversion to certain types of immigrants from Africa. When 
answering this question, the public was more likely to select groups from other African 
countries than they were to choose groups from Europe or Asia. The results showed that less 
than a fifth of all adults identified a group from a country outside Africa (e.g., Europe or North 
America) in SASAS  2018.  In each survey round Nigerians were, by a substantial margin, the 
most identified group.  Significant levels of enmity were also directed towards Zimbabweans 
and, on average, 10% of the adult population identified this group as the ‘least wanted’.  Over 
the period, the proportion mentioning ‘Asians’ seemed to grow moderately as does the share 
who identified ‘Nigerians’.  But, on the whole, relatively little change in which groups are 
identified as ‘undesirable’ was detected during the 2008-2018 period. 
 
Some noteworthy geographic variations can be noted in how people answered the ‘least group 
wanted’ question discussed above.  Interestingly, adult residents of Limpopo were much more 
likely to identify Zimbabweans when compared with residents in other provinces. In addition, 
residents of Gauteng were much more liable to answer ‘Nigerians’ to the question than people 
in other provinces.  More affluent adults were significantly more prone to identify 'Nigerians' 
as the least wanted group then their less affluent peers. If the results presented in Table 9 
were to be interpreted from the perspective of the ‘Afrophobia’ framework, it could be argued 
that the label ‘Nigerian’ in South Africa has come to represent a host of colonial stereotypes 
about backward and corrupt ‘African-ness’ (for a further discussion of this issue, see Gordon, 
2015).  If anti-immigrant sentiment in the country is ‘racialised’ to a certain extent, then this 
would be consistent with similar racialised hierarchies of immigration preference in other 
countries17.   
 
 

 
17 Inglehart and Norris (2016) provides a framework for understanding how race is often in contemporary politics on migration in 
the United States and Europe. The concept of a race–migration nexus put forward by Erel et al. (2016) helps us understand how 
migration and contemporary racialization are often co-constructed in many modern democracies. 
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Table 9: Public responses to the question: “Which, if any, group would you least want to come and live in South Africa?” (column 
percentages), 2008-2018 

  2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Nigeria 
21 16 20 20 24 20 20 26 21 26 25 

(1.03) (0.98) (1.03) (0.95) (1.24) (1.11) (1.12) (1.21) (1.19) (1.26) (1.32) 

Zimbabwe 
13 10 10 11 9 11 9 10 11 8 11 

(0.82) (0.70) (0.72) (0.76) (0.76) (0.92) (0.75) (0.83) (0.82) (0.77) (1.00) 

Somalia 
2 2 3 6 3 6 5 5 4 4 5 

(0.37) (0.30) (0.35) (0.62) (0.44) (0.62) (0.55) (0.52) (0.44) (0.60) (0.69) 

Mozambique 
4 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 2 3 

(0.47) (0.40) (0.68) (0.40) (0.50) (0.61) (0.43) (0.41) (0.47) (0.33) (0.41) 

Other African Countries  
11 14 14 16 16 14 12 10 18 12 16 

(0.73) (0.89) (0.89) (0.89) (1.00) (1.01) (0.92) (0.75) (1.18) (0.83) (1.04) 

Global North Countries 
5 8 9 7 8 5 6 5 4 6 6 

(0.53) (0.76) (0.71) (0.63) (0.73) (0.59) (0.72) (0.58) (0.46) (0.64) (0.80) 

Asian Countries 
3 3 3 6 8 7 8 7 11 8 7 

(0.43) (0.38) (0.44) (0.57) (0.73) (0.76) (0.71) (0.74) (0.95) (0.81) (0.74) 

Other 
7 12 10 8 6 9 10 5 8 7 6 

(0.60) (0.88) (0.78) (0.67) (0.69) (0.84) (0.86) (0.56) (0.82) (0.71) (0.61) 

No Answer 
35 32 28 23 24 25 28 30 20 26 21 

(1.19) (1.23) (1.15) (1.01) (1.14) (1.23) (1.23) (1.29) (1.10) (1.25) (1.24) 
Note: Linearized standard error in parenthesis. 
Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2008-2018 
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Even though some people did not want certain African groups to come and live in South Africa, 
this does not tell us how the general population felt about people from other African countries 
(POACs). Let us look at how close people felt towards POACs using data from the Ipsos 
Migration Survey. A representative sample from four LWGK provinces were queried about 
their level of connection to this group.   About a quarter (27%) of the LKWG population said 
that they felt a strong connection to people from the rest of Africa.  A similar proportion (29%) 
of the populace stated that they felt a weak connection and the remainder (44%) said they felt 
no connection at all.  It was interesting to note that a larger percentage of the White (32%) and 
Coloured (35%) population in the LKWG cluster claimed a strong connection with POACs than 
the Black African majority (26%).  People living in Gauteng and Western Cape reported a 
higher level of connection to POACs than adult residents of Limpopo and KwaZulu-Natal.  
Turning our attention from the general to the specific, let us now explore the public level of 
personal connection to two specific groups (i.e., Zimbabweans and Somalians) from Africa.  
 
Figure 21: Feeling connected to different groups of people by three major population 
groups (column percentages), 2019 

 
Source: Ipsos Migration South Africa 2019 

 
Zimbabwe is one of South Africa’s most important regional neighbours. Following an almost 
complete collapse of economic and political life in the country in the 2000s, thousands of 
Zimbabweans have since fled their country (Howard-Hassmann, 2010). According to data 
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from Stats SA, South Africa is currently home to about half a million people who were born in 
Zimbabwe. Only a minority (17%) of the LKWG populace reported a strong connection with 
people from Zimbabwe and 34% claimed to have a weak connection with this important 
regional neighbour.  In the late 1980s Somalia began to fragment, disintegrating into an 
assortment of rival fiefdoms dominated by clan chiefs (de Waal, 2020).  Despite repeated 
attempts by the international community, the country continues to be characterised by societal 
fragmentation, violence and food insecurity.  One of the largest refugee groups in South Africa 
is from Somalia. In the same fashion as Zimbabweans, very few members of the LKWG 
populace felt a connection to people from Somalia. No more than a twelfth (14%) of the mass 
public in the LKWG cluster had a strong connection to this group.   
 
We may have expected members of the Black African majority to report greater levels of 
connection to Zimbabwe than other population groups (Figure 21).  Both are part of the same 
racial group and share a common history of colonial oppression. However, White, Coloured 
and Black African adults had, on average, very similar attitudes towards people from 
Zimbabwe. The same was true if public views of Somalians were investigated. It would appear 
that an individual's racial identity was not a good predictor of how they felt about people from 
these two countries.  A variable that did act as a robust predictor of connection towards people 
from Zimbabwe and Somalia was pro-immigration sentiment.  If an individual had a positive 
view of immigration, then they were much more liable to feel connected to these two groups. 
A similar finding was noted in recent public opinion research by Gordon (2021) on general 
support for drawing international boundaries based on ‘African-ness’. If an individual held anti-
immigrant views, then they were much less likely to support a Pan-Africanist position on 
national borders. 
 
Levels of connection with POACs were low amongst the populace, but how does the general 
public feel about POACs living in the country?  Public intolerance of individuals from other 
African nations (i.e., POACs) can be judged by looking at how trusted this group was by the 
adult population. SEJAS respondents were asked if they trusted persons from other African 
countries who lived in South Africa.  Almost two-fifths (38%) said that they did not trust this 
group at all while 9% told fieldworkers that they trusted this group completely.  The remainder 
either trusted POACs in South Africa slightly (31%) or somewhat (22%).  Levels of trust and 
distrust were depicted in Figure 22 across a range of different socio-demographic groups.   
Better educated individuals were found to be more trusting than their less educated peers. 
Approximately two-fifths (43%) of those with no secondary education did not trust POACs at 
all. This can be compared, unfavourably, to 29% of those with a post-secondary education.  
 
Significant geographic variation in trust levels were observed. Distrust was greatest in the 
border provinces of Mpumalanga, Limpopo and North West.  About half the adult residents of 
these provinces told fieldworkers that they did not trust POACs at all. Levels of distrust were, 
in contrast, lowest in those provinces where most foreigners reside: (i) Western Cape; (ii) 
Gauteng; and (iii) KwaZulu-Natal. A third of the adult populace in these provinces said that 
they did not trust African foreigners at all. Trust was also relatively high in the urban 
metropolitan areas, adults in those areas were significantly more trusting than people in 
smaller towns or rural areas. A significant labour market effect was observed in Figure 22 with 
the employed more liable to hold a favourable view of POACs than other labour market groups.  
If an individual worked in high skilled sector (e.g., banker, doctor or lawyer) then they were  
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Figure 22: Extent to which the adult populace trusts and distrusts people from other African countries living here by socio-demographic 
subgroup (column percentages), 2017 

 
Source: Socio-Economic Justice for All Programme Survey 2017 
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also much more trusting of POACs than those working in an unskilled job or in the informal 
sector.   
 
Adult members of the White and Indian/Asian populations were, on average, more trusting of 
African non-nationals living in South Africa than other groups. It was clear that a large 
proportion (40%) of the Black African majority did not trust African foreigners at all. Further 
investigation revealed that this kind of trust was not confined to one linguistic group but was 
quite widespread. However, certain groups (e.g., Sepedi, Sesotho and the Setswana) did 
exhibit higher levels of distrust than others.  Moving beyond these descriptive findings, let us 
ask how far distrust of POACs living in South Africa is connected with distrust of people who 
are different from ourselves.  Social psychology research has tended to show that people who 
are unfavourably disposed to one particular outgroup tend to be less favourable to others18.  
Multivariate analysis was used to validate the thesis that distrust of people different from 
oneself was correlated with individual assessments of whether POACs residing in the country 
could be trusted.  An outline of this analysis, and its results, are presented in Appendix B.  
 
The results of the analysis, depicted in Appendix B, show that distrusting outgroups is strongly 
correlated with public evaluations of African foreigners. The more an individual distrusted 
people who were different from him/her, the more distrusting they were of POACs residing in 
South Africa. This corresponds with previous research which demonstrated that anti-
immigrant sentiment amongst Black Africans was linked to how racial minorities in the country 
were viewed (Gordon, 2018b) as well as work that connects anti-immigrant prejudice with a 
sense of interracial competition and alienation (Gordon, 2017a).  It is important to understand 
that the fight against Afrophobic sentiment is part of a larger struggle for intercultural and 
interracial tolerance.  Individuals who demonise African foreigners are also more likely to 
display bigotry towards other minority groups.  In other words, there is a relationship between 
intolerance to foreigners and other types of prejudice.   
 
Significant concern is raised in the NAP regarding the extent to which black inferiority has 
historically been engrained in the psyche of ordinary South Africans (DOJ&CD, 2019: 26-27). 
As can be observed in this section, levels of pro-blackness amongst many South Africans are 
not very low but could be higher.  But, at a more fundamental level, there is a distinct lack of 
commitment to Pan-Africanism amongst the adult populace.  Little connection was felt towards 
POACs and many ordinary South Africans distrusted POACs who were living in the country.  
This seems to provide some evidence for Afrophobia amongst the adult populace. The report 
was able to link this animosity towards a more general aversion to difference and diversity.  
Public trust in people who are different from oneself was positively correlated with trust in 
POACs residing in South Africa.   This result suggests that the struggle against different types 
of prejudice (such as racism, xenophobia, racial intolerance and homophobia) are not 
independent but rather interconnected. Achieving a victory against one of these prejudices, 
the study findings suggest, will have a beneficial influence on all of them. 
 

 
18 Social identity theory suggests that people have a tendency to maintain (or enhance) their own constructed ingroup identity by 
comparing other groups adversely to their own (Brown, 2011).  Existing research by Duckitt et. al. (2002) found that this effect 
was both robust and quite pervasive, holding across very different outgroups and even for totally fictitious outgroups (also see 
Gordon, 2018a). 
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8. Sexual Orientation Discrimination  
The subject of sexual orientation has provoked debate within the African continent and 
inspired heated and fierce disagreement amongst political and religious leaders. Although only 
a minority campaign for gay rights and social acceptance of homosexuality in the region, this 
group has had some notable successes. The African Commission on Human and People's 
Rights adopted the resolution condemning violence against sexual minorities (i.e., the 
LGBTIQ+ community) in 2014.  In addition, in the last decade, there have been favourable 
court decisions in Kenya, Uganda, Botswana, and Zambia in support of LGBTIQ+ issues.  
However, it is important to remember that there are still substantial levels of sexual orientation 
discrimination in Africa. Many countries on the continent have laws prohibiting homosexuality 
and a large number have taken action to criminalise same-sex relations (Mendos, 2019). 
Some of these laws allow for or mandate jail time and even the death penalty for those found 
guilty of non-normative sexual behaviour.   
 
Members of the LGBTIQ+ community, as the NAP acknowledges, continue to face significant 
obstacles to their economic and social inclusion in South African society (DOJ&CD, 2019: 30).  
However, on the issue of LGBTIQ+ rights, the country is performing better than many of her 
continental peers.  During the early post-apartheid period, LGBTIQ+ activism led to the repeal 
of sodomy laws in 1998 as well as other discriminatory legislation. After a decade of 
campaigning, the state recognised homosexual unions under the Civil Union Act (No. 17 of 
2006). Perhaps this success stems, in part, from the active role that the LGBTIQ+ community 
took in the fight against apartheid and White settler colonialism. The Lesbian and Gays against 
Oppression and the Gay and Lesbian Organization of the Witwatersrand were particularly 
active in this regard.  However, it is important for the reader to remember that positive changes 
in law were made despite voices of opposition from those who rejected non-heterosexist 
practices.  Many ordinary South Africans opposed the legal inclusion of LGBTIQ+ persons, 
arguing that non-heterosexual practices are morally wrong.  Nevertheless, as this section will 
show, significant progress has made over the past two decades on the social acceptance of 
gay and lesbian (GL) persons in South African society.   
 
Measuring discrimination based on sexual orientation in South Africa is a difficult task.  One 
of the primary reasons for this is the difficulty of enumerating the LGBTIQ+ community and 
their households. For public opinion surveys to capture this community, they need to include 
questions on sexual orientation and gender identity (as well as assigned sex at birth) to 
successfully identify LGBTIQ+ respondents. The SEJAS, for instance, did not include such 
questions and, consequently, that data cannot be used to examine the social and economic 
wellbeing of LGBTIQ+ persons. Special modules, designed in collaboration with the Other 
Foundation, were fielded on sexual orientation in the 2015 and 2016 rounds of SASAS. The 
percentage of the adult public who self-identified as homosexual in these survey rounds was 
0.8% while 0.6% described themselves as bisexual and 0.4% told fieldworkers that they had 
another non-heterosexual orientation.  This may be an underestimate due to social desirability, 
as respondents may feel reluctant to disclose their sexual orientation to a fieldworker19.   Given 
the current data scarcity, this report will look at public attitudes towards GL persons in an 
attempt to adequately understand discrimination based on sexual orientation in South Africa.  
 

 
19 One of the reasons that to suspect that existing surveys are undercounting the LGBTIQ+ population is the self-reported contact 
data from the SASAS series.  In that survey round, one in four people (27%) in South Africa reported having a friend or family 
member who is part of the GL community (for a further discussion, see the Other Foundation, 2016). 
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Figure 23: Public perceptions about the morality of homosexuality (column 
percentages), 2003-2018  

 
Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2003-2018 
 
To demonstrate both the scale of the problem as well as the substantial degree of progress 
made, let us consider attitudes towards same-sex relations during the period 2003-2018.  
Since the survey series began, SASAS respondents have been asked the following question: 
‘[d[o you think that it is wrong or not wrong for adults of the same-sex to have sexual relations?’ 
More than three-quarters (76%) of the South African public believed that non-normative sexual 
relations (i.e., sex between two women or two men) was ‘always wrong’ in 2003 (Figure 23). 
Less than a tenth (6%) of the adult public said it was not wrong at all in that survey round.  The 
general public has become far more permissible over the next two decades, with the 
proportion thinking non-normative sexual behaviour is never acceptable falling from a high of 
83% in 2005 to a low of 56% in 2018.  This decline suggests that public attitudes have become 
less hostile towards sexual minorities over the last decade.  However, the reader should 
remember that levels of enmity towards non-normative sexual relations remained high 
throughout the period. Indeed, only a fifth of the adult populace thought that same-sex 
relations were completely acceptable in 2018.  
 
It has been argued that homosexuality is against African cultural traditions of, and public 
opposition towards, non-normative sexual relations is a product of continental community 
values (Bertolt, 2019).  Indeed, former Zimbabwean President Robert Mugabe once called 
homosexuality a "white disease" (also see Msibi, 2011).  It is apparent from available 
evidence, however, that most people in South Africa do not support this thesis.  Respondents 
in the SEJAS were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with the following statement: 
“[b]eing gay or lesbian is against the values of my community”.  A substantial majority (74%) 
of the general population disagreed with the statement, with only a minority (37%) agreeing 
that same-sex relations was against their community values.  It would seem that most 
opposition to same-sex relations in South Africa does not stem from community ethics.  
Looking at how attitudes towards this statement differ by population group, little variation in 
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levels of agreement was found. About a quarter of the Indian/Asian (28%), Black African 
(27%), White (24%) and Coloured (24%) populations supported the statement in 2017.    
 
Figure 24: Public levels of agreement and disagreement with the statement: “Being gay 
or lesbian is against the values of my community” by home language and population 
group (column percentages), 2017 

 
Source: Socio-Economic Justice for All Programme Survey 2017 

 
To gain a better understanding of how culture influences public views towards same-sex 
relations, attitudes are disaggregated by home language and race group (Figure 24).  Amongst 
the ten Black African language groups under discussion, levels of agreement with the 
statement about culture are highest for adult members of the Siswati community (34%).  This 
is followed closely by speakers of the following languages, Tshivenda (32%), isiNdebele (32%) 
and isiZulu (30%).  Within the Coloured community, Afrikaans and English speakers were 
found to have similar attitudes on this issue.  White South Africans were more divided on this 
issue than may have been imagined. White English speakers were found to be significantly 
more likely to agree with the statement (28%) than their Afrikaans speaking counterparts 
(18%) were.  Although the level of animosity towards the GL community depicted here is 
concerning, it is also important to note how positive these results are.  They demonstrate that 
all the country’s major subnational cultures are open to accepting the GL community.  This 
conclusion is consistent with other public opinion studies (e.g., Morison et al., 2019) on anti-
GL attitudes.  
 
 
It is not necessary, of course, for individuals to support non-normative sexual behaviour for 
them to exercise tolerance towards the LGBTIQ+ persons.  Public opinion data seems to 
suggest that most of the general population supported the basic freedoms of sexual minorities. 
To demonstrate this, let us consider public toleration of the GL community.  Since 2013, 
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SASAS respondents have been asked the following question “[d]o you agree or disagree that 
gay men and lesbians should be free to live their own life as they wish?”  Almost half (46%) of 
the general populace disagreed with the statement in 2013 while 33% agreed (Figure 25).  
The remainder either gave a neutral response (8%) or did not know how to answer (3%).  The 
proportion of the public disagreeing with the statement had fallen to 31% by 2018 and in that 
survey round 48% of the adult population agreed that sexual minority should be free to live 
their own lives.  Part of the reason for this shift in attitudes is generational, with younger people 
more liable to support sexual minority freedom.  The cohort born after 1989 (i.e., the ‘Born 
Free’ Generation) was more tolerant of sexual minorities than their forebears.  In addition, this 
group seems to have grown more tolerant over time.  
 
Figure 25: Public agreement and disagreement with the statement: “Gay men and 
lesbians should be free to live their own life as they wish” (column percentages), 
2003-2018 

 
Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2013-2018 
 
Let us now turn our attention to public awareness of discrimination on the basis of sexual 
orientation in South Africa. SEJAS respondents were asked if they agreed or disagreed with 
the following statement: “[p]eople in South Africa are free to choose and express their sexual 
orientation without fear or judgement”. Approximately two-thirds (68%) of the adult populace 
agreed that people in the country are free to communicate their sexual orientation to others 
without fear (Figure 26).  It seems that most ordinary South Africans are unaware of the 
discrimination faced by the GL community.  Comparing the nine provinces, residents of 
KwaZulu-Natal (38%) were more liable to disagree with the statement than the average South 
African.  Residents of the Western Cape were, in relative terms, less likely to see the country 
as unwelcoming to people of alternative sexual orientations.  However, levels of agreement 
and disagreement did not differ substantially by province of residence. In addition, significant 
variation on this variable by age, gender, population or educational attainment status was not 
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observed.  Lack of awareness appears to be widespread and seems to reach across existing 
socio-demographic fault lines. 
 
Figure 26: Public levels of agreement and disagreement with the Statement: “People in 
South Africa are free to choose and express their sexual orientation without fear or 
judgement” by provincial residence (column percentages), 2017 

 
Source: Socio-Economic Justice for All Programme Survey 2017 
 

Table 10: Public perceptions that sexual orientation influences the chance of acquiring 
five different types of opportunities by education group, 2017 
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a quarter of the adult public thought that sexual orientation influenced their chances of getting 
services (23%), jobs (25%) and tenders (25%).  A similar proportion thought that sexual 
identity would influence employment opportunities in the private sector.  From a comparative 
perspective, opportunities at a tertiary institution were seen as less affected by sexual 
orientation.  Formal schooling appeared to play a role in whether an individual perceived 
institutional discrimination against sexual minorities (Table 10).  The more educated an 
individual, the more liable they were to perceive this type of discrimination.  However, the size 
of this educational attainment effect was not considerable in all cases.  It was strongest when 
people were queried about jobs and tenders but quite weak if the question was about 
opportunities at university.  
 
The remainder of this section will focus on intolerance towards sexual minorities and try and 
identify those who are the most intolerant towards this group.  SEJAS respondents were asked 
if they trusted persons with an alternative (or different) sexual orientation (ASO).  As discussed 
previously in this report, trust is an essential factor in social cohesion, and trust between 
different groups is an important metric of societal tolerance. Trust and distrust levels of ASO 
persons is depicted across a range of different socio-demographic groups in Figure 27.   There 
is a stark geographic differential in how people answered this question, with adults residing in 
outside metropolitan areas being, on average, more distrusting towards sexual minorities.  
Around a fifth (19%) of metropolitan dwellers did not trust ASO individuals at all and this can 
be compared, unfavourably, to their counterparts in the non-metro urban (29%) and rural 
(32%) areas.  This ‘big city’ effect helps explain why levels of distrust were so high, relatively 
speaking, in the North West, Limpopo and Mpumalanga.  Another interesting result that 
emerged from the analysis concerned the impact of educational attainment on attitudes 
towards ASO persons.   It would appear that the less educated the individual, the more likely 
she/he would be to distrust individuals with an ASO.   
 
Even though trust is important for gauging social tolerance, it would be worthwhile considering 
alternative measures of tolerance towards sexual minorities.  The Afrobarometer dataset 
provides an alternate metric which can be used to measure acceptance of the GL community 
in the country.  In addition, using this data South Africa can be compared to thirty-three other 
African nations.   Figure 28 presents the percentage of the adult populace who would dislike 
having a homosexual as a neighbour20. About a quarter (19% strongly dislike, 9% somewhat 
dislike) of the South African population said that they would be averse to living next to a GL 
person.  Although this proportion is discouragingly high, it must be juxtaposed with what can 
be observed in other African nations.  More than nine-tenths of fourteen countries surveyed in  

 
20 The Afrobarometer survey measured tolerance of different groups using a modified version of a World Values Survey (WVS) 
measure of the same. Survey respondents were asked: “Please tell me whether you would like having the people from this group 
as neighbours, dislike it, or not care”. Respondents were then read a list of five different outgroups. Unlike the “least-liked” 
approach used in WVS, this modified question employs a Likert scale (ranging from 1’strongly dislike’ to 5’strongly like’). The 
Likert scale allows researchers a greater level of nuance in their analysis of the level of intergroup relations than would be provided 
by a binary variable. 
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Figure 27: Extent to which the adult populace trusts and distrusts people of different sexual orientation by socio-demographic 
subgroup  

 
Source: Socio-Economic Justice for All Programme Survey 2017 
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Figure 28: Proportion of the adult populace who would dislike a gay and lesbian neighbour in thirty-four African countries (column 
percentages), 2016/8  

Source: Afrobarometer 2016/18 
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the Afrobarometer told fieldworkers that they would dislike having a GL neighbour.  In 
Zimbabwe, for example, 90% of the general population said that they would either strongly 
dislike or somewhat dislike having a neighbour who was identified as GL21.  It is clear that 
existing efforts to reduce homophobia and promote progressive attitudes towards the GL 
community are more successful in South Africa than in other parts of the continent.  
 
Homophobia, and related intolerance, remains a significant problem in South Africa that 
requires appropriate (and well-resourced) interventions. However, it is clear from the data 
presented here that there has been substantial improvement in public attitudes towards the 
country's GL population over the past two decades. This is especially true if the South African 
public is compared with her counterparts on the rest of the continent. A decline in anti-GL 
sentiment was particularly evident amongst the youth, a hopeful sign of progress.  However, 
certain groups (e.g., poorly educated and non-metropolitan residents) remain particularly 
intolerant of the GL community and were found to be distrusting of ASO persons. In addition, 
general awareness of the discrimination that ASO people face was quite low, and there is a 
need for greater public consciousness on this issue.  Section results speak to the need for 
further interventions targeted at those groups which exhibited the highest level of prejudice 
towards the GL community.   
 
This section focused on discrimination against sexual orientation, but we must not equate 
prejudice against sexual minorities solely with intolerance towards the GL community. Sexual 
orientation and gender identity are different constructs.  The latter concerns an individual’s 
own inner sense of whether they are female or male and does not relate to the gender they 
are sexually attracted to22.  One of the few criticisms that can be directed at the NAP is that it 
does not do enough to acknowledge the prejudice facing gender non-conforming (GNC) 
people in South Africa. A recent report by Nyeck and Shepherd (2019) found empirical 
evidence of labour market discrimination against GNC individuals. The authors discovered 
that this group faced obstacles to employment and were denied the same wages as their 
gender conforming counterparts.  GNC adults were also more likely to feel unsafe in their 
neighbourhoods and faced considerable social stigma.  There is a need for policymakers to 
better recognise the challenges faced by GNC persons and be more proactive in addressing 
discrimination against this group. 
 

9. Xenophobic Sentiment 
Xenophobia is not a new problem in modern South Africa, and civil society organisations (such 
as Human Rights Watch) have been campaigning against this form of discrimination since the 
1990s.  Measuring discrimination based on nationality is, however, a difficult task in South 
Africa.  One of the primary reasons for this is the difficulty of surveying the foreign-born 
population -this is a small and highly diverse population that is quite wary of official attention. 
The SEJAS, for example, did not include questions on whether a respondent was a ‘foreigner’ 
and, unfortunately, that dataset cannot be employed to explore the frequency with which 
foreigners face prejudice and unfair treatment.  Consequently, public animosity towards the 
foreign-born community will be examined instead.  This examination will include the 

 
21 These results are consistent with other public opinion research (Ireland, 2013) on sexual minorities in Africa. 
22 Using the 2015 and 2016 rounds of SASAS data, Nyeck and Shepherd (2019) calculated the number of GNC individuals in 
South Africa. About an eighth (14%) of people 16 years and older were found to describe their gender identity as not strongly or 
mostly conforming to their biological "sex". Approximately 7% of the population said that they conformed to neither a masculine 
or feminine (in terms of dress and expression) identity. 
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stereotypes levelled against non-nationals.  The NAP has acknowledged these stereotypes 
as harmful to post-apartheid social cohesion (DOJ&CD, 2019: 27-28). In addition, levels of 
intolerance will be explored closely, identifying those groups most likely to want to exclude 
foreigners from the country. 
 
It is important, at this stage, to acknowledge that there have been numerous state-led efforts 
to investigate incidents of incidents of xenophobic violence in South Africa.  The most relevant 
for this study are the investigations by the Parliamentary Ad Hoc Joint Committee on Probing 
Violence against Foreign Nationals (PJCPVFN) and the Special Reference Group on 
Migration and Community Integration in KwaZulu-Natal.  The recommendations put forward 
by these investigations were thought provoking and have been highlighted in the NAP 
(DOJ&CD, 2019: 41). However, these investigations were limited in that they focused on 
exclusively a specific set of events within an explicit timeframe.  Indeed, there is some 
controversy whether the events under inquiry were motivated by xenophobic sentiment at all.   
These investigations did not include a broad-based analysis of anti-immigrant attitudes and 
were, consequently, unable to speak to existing levels of public prejudice against non-
nationals in South Africa.  
 
Let us first consider levels of anti-immigrant animosity in South Africa using data from the 
SEJAS.  Participants in this survey were requested to indicate whether they agreed or 
disagreed with the following statement: "[f]oreigners should not be allowed to live in South 
Africa because they take jobs and benefits away from South Africans". A sizeable segment 
(44%) of the adult populace agreed with the statement, demonstrating that many people in 
South Africa are hostile to foreigners.  These results are unsurprising, the PJCPVFN Report 
into the April 2015 attacks acknowledged the prevalence of xenophobic attitudes in many parts 
of the country. These results are consistent with past public opinion research that has tended 
to show significant levels of animosity towards non-nationals. Indeed, since the mid-1990s 
scholars from the South African Migration Programme found a substantial proportion of the 
country harbours negative views of international migrants (e.g., Crush et al., 2013; Crush & 
Pendleton, 2007; Mattes et al., 1999).  These scholars have often noted a lack of attitudinal 
change on this issue and have argued that observed levels of animosity seem quite durable 
(also see Gordon, 2015).  
 
To gain a better understanding of which groups hold anti-immigrant views, public support for 
the exclusion of foreigners was disaggregated by socio-demographic subgroup in Figure 29. 
Levels of overall support for excluding non-nationals, when compared to other subgroups, was 
relatively high amongst White (48%) and Coloured (54%) minorities.  A somewhat lower 
proportion of the Black African (44%) and Indian/Asian (37%) population groups agreed that 
foreigners should not be allowed in the country. From a geographic perspective, residents in 
Mpumalanga were much less likely to agree with the statement than their counterparts in the 
Eastern Cape or the Free State.  In addition, an educational attainment effect was noted.  More 
educated individuals were somewhat less likely to hold anti-immigrant views than their less 
educated peers.  But on the whole, substantial levels of variation between different subgroups 
on this question cannot be observed. 
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Figure 29: Public levels of agreement and disagreement with the statement: “Foreigners should not be allowed to live in South Africa 
because they take jobs and benefits away from South Africans?” by socio-demographic subgroup (column percentages), 2017 

 
Source: Socio-Economic Justice for All Programme Survey 2017 
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Do you agree or disagree that foreigners should not be allowed to live in South Africa because they take jobs and 
benefts away from South Africans?

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree



68 
 

 

Pretoria Office:  134 Pretorius Street, Pretoria, 0002, South Africa.  Private Bag X41, Pretoria, 0001, South Africa.   
Tel: +27 12 302 2000  Fax: +27 12 302 2001 

 

HSRC Board: Mrs Nasima Badsha (Chairperson), Prof. Lulama Qalinge, Prof. Amanda Lourens, Dr Botlhale Tema, Prof. Adebayo Olukoshi, Prof. Relebohile Moletsane, Prof. Shireen Hassim, Advocate Roshan Dehal, Prof. Mark Bussin 
and Prof. Crain Soudien (HSRC CEO) 

The SEJAS question, discussed above, asked survey participants to consider the economic 
impact of international immigration on South Africa. It is clear from existing public opinion data 
that a significant proportion of the country thought that international migration has a distinctly 
negative effect on South African society. This can clearly be seen if data from the Ipsos 
Migration Survey is examined.  This survey was fielded in those provinces (i.e., Limpopo, 
Western Cape, KwaZulu-Natal and Gauteng or the LWKG group) where most international 
migrants live.  Survey respondents were presented with a series of statements about how 
immigration affects ordinary people in South Africa and then asked whether they agreed or 
disagreed (Figure 30).  Two-thirds of the adult LWKG public linked international immigration 
with a range host of problems (such as drug abuse, prostitution, diseases and moral 
degeneration).  In addition, many believed that cross-border migrants cause crime, undermine 
the economy, reduce wages and create unemployment.  A surprisingly large proportion 
thought that the government gave cross-border migrants priority when it comes to public social 
welfare programmes.   
 
It is clear from Figure 30 that a significant segment of ordinary South Africans reject 
immigration because they feel that international immigrants are damaging the country23.  This 
fear is not confirmed by empirical evidence. During the study period 1996-2011, a recent World 
Bank report by Hovhannisyan et al. (2018) found that inflows of non-nationals had a positive 
effect on the employment of the native-born.  Indeed, international immigration seems to have 
large multiplier effects in local labour markets.  The results of this study suggested that on 
aggregate the addition of one immigrant worker to the labour market generates approximately 
two jobs for locals. Findings from an Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development International Labour Organization (OECD-ILO) study (2018) confirmed the 
conclusions of the World Bank report. Furthermore, the OECD-ILO found that international 
migration raised the country's income per capita by up to 5%. The report also clearly 
demonstrated that international migration was not a major drain on the South African welfare 
state.    
 
A significant proportion of the LWWG population, as can be observed from Figure 30, view 
non-nationals as a major source of crime.  Indeed, the Special Reference Group on Migration 
and Community Integration in KwaZulu-Natal Report, chaired by Judge Navi Pillay, 
acknowledges widespread negative stereotypes about non-nationals as a violent criminalistic 
community.  This concern is consistent with existing public opinion surveys that show that a 
substantial proportion of general public prevalence of these stereotypes (Gordon, 2017a).  
There is no evidence that international migration was a major driver of crime in the country.  
Indeed, a recent study by Kollamparambil (2019) found no correlation between crime rates 
and the patterns of international migrant residency24. Addressing congregants at the 
Lighthouse  

 
23 The data presented is derived from the LWKG cluster but public opinion research (e.g., Crush et al., 2013; Gordon, 2017c; 
Gordon, 2017b; Potgieter & Moosa, 2017) suggests that this trend is observed in those provinces that are not covered in the 
Ipsos Migration Survey. 
24 It is difficult to answer the following question, ‘is international migration a major driver of criminal activity in South Africa?’ Data 
published by the state authorities does not include sufficient information about perpetrators’ identities to establish whether there 
is a direct correlation between international immigration and crime rates. Using advanced statistical techniques, Kollamparambil 
(2019) mapped data from more than a thousand police stations onto geographic data from the 2011 census and 2016 community 
survey. The study assessed the correlation between international migration and crime across 231 municipalities. No sufficient 
evidence of a significant relationship between international migration and crime was found.   
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Figure 30: Public agreement and disagreement with different statements about the negative economic, social and political 
consequences of immigration (column percentages), 2019 

  
Source: Ipsos Migration South Africa 2019 
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Chapel International in Pretoria, Home Affairs Minister Malusi Gigaba told the congregation 
that: 

 “[j]ust as we do not talk about black crime and White crime, Zulu crime or Tswana crime, 
let us not talk about immigrant crime”25.  

Former President Jacob Zuma himself as made a number of public statements in which he 
has said it is wrong to claim that “all non-nationals as drug dealers or human traffickers”.  
Indeed, the former president is correct, to stereotype an entire community based on the 
actions of a few, is the definition of prejudice.   
 
As discussed above, the general public holds many unfounded stereotypes about non-
nationals.  One of the principal areas where people are misinformed is the relatively simple 
issue of how many international migrants reside in South Africa.   There is a spurious claim 
that is frequently heard that there are tens of millions of undocumented immigrants living in 
the country has been the subject of media speculation since the 1990s (Segatti, 2011).  Claims 
of this type are given added legitimacy when they are repeated by well-respected politicians 
and statesmen.  Media statements by these figures can act as a form of elite cueing, prompting 
individuals to re-evaluate their own opinions about the size of the foreign-born population.  
Although these spurious allegations are frequently made without evidence, they are eagerly 
believed by the general populace.  
 
Recent research discovered that a majority of the national population think that there are tens 
of millions of foreigners living in South Africa. Gordon et al. (2020) examined attitudinal data 
from a nationally representative sample on public responses to the following question: “[o]f 
every 100 people living in South Africa, how many do you think were born outside the 
country?”. The general populace gave widely divergent answers to this question. About a fifth 
(18%) of adults thought that between 0% and 10% of the national population was foreign-born, 
while 23% believed it was between 11%-30% and a quarter said that it was in the 31%-50% 
range.  Nearly a quarter of the adult public, perhaps somewhat surprisingly, told fieldworkers 
that more than half the population was born outside the country.   These lay estimations are 
clearly outlandish but what do experts have to say about the size of the international migrant 
population in South Africa?   
 
Demographic experts are somewhat divided on what the precise size of the international 
migrant population is.  One of the challenges involved in counting non-nationals is that a 
significant share of this group are circular migrants – moving back and forth across national 
borders (Segatti, 2016). Another difficulty encountered, although it is impossible to quantify, is 
the reluctance of some to cooperate with those officials responsible for counting the 
international migrant population. Despite the challenges involved, most experts would agree 
that the public tends to overestimate the number of foreigners in the country by a considerable 
margin. Demographers at the United Nations (UN) Population Division estimated that the stock 
of overall international migrants in South Africa was about four million in 2019 (Table 11).  
Although this represents a significant level of growth over the last ten years, this estimation 
would place the total number at around 7% of the nation’s entire population. These numbers 

 
25 Hlatshaneni, S. (27/02/2017) "Crime isn’t Nigerian – Gigaba". The Citizen. Available at: http://citizen.co.za/news/news-

national/1440619/crime-no-labels-gigaba/  
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have been disputed by South African demographers who argue that the size of the 
international migrant population may, in fact, be much smaller26.  
 
Table 11: Estimated international migration stock for South Africa and her neighbours, 
1990-2019 

  

Count 
(000) 

% of total 
population 

  1990 2000 2019 1990 2000 2019 
South Africa 1 164 1 002 4 224 3.2% 2.2% 7.3% 
United Republic of Tanzania 574 928 509 2.3% 2.7% 0.9% 
Angola 34 46 670 0.3% 0.3% 2.1% 
Malawi 1 128 233 248 12.0% 2.1% 1.3% 
Mozambique 122 196 335 0.9% 1.1% 1.1% 
Zambia 279 321 170 3.4% 3.0% 1.0% 
Zimbabwe 627 410 411 6.0% 3.3% 2.8% 
Swaziland  72 23 32 8.4% 2.1% 2.8% 
Namibia 121 134 107 8.5% 7.1% 4.3% 
Lesotho 8 6 7 0.5% 0.3% 0.3% 
Botswana 28 57 111 2.0% 3.3% 4.8% 

Source: United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Population Division 
 

Figure 31: Most trusted sources of information on non-nationals living in South Africa 
(row percentages, multiple responses), 2018 

 
Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2018 

 

 
26 The 2011 Population Census recorded about two million non-nationals. The large-scale Community Survey 2016 provided an 

even more conservative estimate, reporting that there were 1.6 million foreigners living in the country. 
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Given how misinformed the adult populace is about the foreign-born population in South 
Africa, it is prudent to ask where the general public gets their information on non-nationals? In 
SASAS 2018, survey participants were asked to indicate which sources they trusted to provide 
the best information on this subject.  Participants were then read a list of different sources that 
ranged from the mainstream media platforms (e.g., radio or newspapers) to more modern 
sources of information (e.g., social media). Responses to this question are displayed in Figure 
31.  Remarkably, more than a quarter (28%) of the populace identified interpersonal networks 
(i.e., friends and family) as an important source of information.  But, as can be observed, the 
most popular sources of information were television and radio.  Analysing this information 
usage data, Gordon (2020b) found that persons with anti-immigrant views were less likely to 
identify interpersonal networks and personal experience as trusted information sources. This 
group was, instead, more reliant on mass media channels (such as radio, television and 
newspapers) to learn about non-nationals residing in South Africa.  
 
Figure 32: Extent to which adult populace welcomes non-nationals in South Africa 
(column percentages), 2003-2018 

 
Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2003-2018 
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how welcoming people are of this group.  Since the start of SASAS, respondents have been 
asked: “Please indicate which of the following statements applies to you? I generally welcome 
to South Africa… (i) All immigrants; (ii) Some immigrants; and (iii) No immigrants”. Results for 
the period 2003-2018 are presented in Figure 32 and the data shows that a distinct minority   
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Figure 33: Proportion of the adult populace who would dislike having an immigrant or foreign worker neighbour in thirty-four African 
countries (column percentages), 2016/18 

  
Source: Afrobarometer 2016/18
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in the country view the migrant community in very negative terms.  In 2018, 25% of the adult 
population said that they would welcome all immigrants, around half (47%) would welcome 
some immigrants and the remainder (26%) would welcome none. The proportion of the adult 
public that would be prepared to welcome foreigners has tended to fluctuate within a narrow 
band over the period.  But, from 2010 onwards, there has been a noteworthy increase in the 
share of the population who responded ‘welcome some’ when asked this question. These 
results suggest that the majority of ordinary South Africans are not hostile towards non-
nationals.  
 
Even though gauging welcoming attitudes is important, it would be worthwhile considering 
tolerance towards foreigners more directly.  To measure acceptance of international migrants 
in the country, the Afrobarometer dataset is utilised.   Using this dataset, attitudes in South 
Africa can be compared with those in thirty-three other African nations.  Figure 33 presents 
the percentage of the adult populace who would dislike having a non-national as a neighbour. 
Nearly a third (20% strongly dislike, 9% somewhat dislike) of the adult populace told 
fieldworkers that they would be averse to having an immigrant neighbour. Even though this 
figure constitutes a minority of the adult populace, it must be judged against what can be seen 
in other African nations. Of the thirty-four countries surveyed, South Africa was ranked in the 
top five for most intolerant towards foreigners. Levels of intolerance were lower in other major 
African economies such as Nigeria (15%), Ghana (15%) and Botswana (18%).  At this stage 
it is important for the reader to reflect on the fact that the nation with the lowest level of reported 
intolerance is Côte d'Ivoire.  More than a decade ago, the country was engulfed by a civil war 
in which xenophobic rhetoric played a major role27.  It would seem that many ordinary Ivorians 
took lessons from this and have developed strong taboos against anti-foreigner prejudice.  
 
South Africa is not a xenophobic country, and every South African citizen is not a xenophobe.  
However, xenophobia should be a serious concern for the country and a distinct minority of 
the adult populace exhibit significant hostility towards non-nationals.  Indeed, when placed in 
a continental perspective, anti-immigrant sentiment in South Africa was found to be 
uncomfortably high.  Anti-immigrant attitudes were not the sole province of a single group and 
could be found across the socio-economic fault lines of South African society.  Moreover, 
many people are dangerously uninformed about non-nationals and stereotype this group as 
criminals and 'job stealers'.  It would appear that the broadcast media, the main source of 
trusted information on non-nationals, has failed to adequately redress these dangerous and 
unfounded stereotypes.  

 
10. Hate Crime  

South Africa has suffered successive waves of hate crime in the last few decades. Often these 
activities are isolated ad hoc affairs but, at other times, they are organised and seem to enjoy 
a degree of community support.  The fight against hate crime in South Africa is hampered by 
a lack of adequate legislation. The Prevention and Combating of Hate Crimes and Hate 
Speech Bill has been proposed but, at the time of writing, has stalled in parliament.  Because 
of this legislative block, there is no official data on hate crime in the country.  But civil society 
organisations have chronicled hundreds of violent hate crime incidents in the last two decades.  
Hate Crimes Working Group (HCWG) identified and investigated, for instance, 945 cases of 

 
27 Civil war in Côte d'Ivoire can be blamed on nativist politicians like Laurent Gbagbo and Henri Konan Bédié. Their brand of 
extreme politics was hostile to both international migrants and democratic principles. The xenophobic tactics they employed led 
to civil war in 2002-2004 and then again in 2010-2011 (Whitaker, 2015). 
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hate crime.  All these incidents occurred between 2013 and 2017, and this data provides a 
window to better understand hate crime in the country.  In this section public participation in 
this form of violence will be evaluated using unique public opinion data. 
 
To measure individual engagement in hate crime, self-reported public opinion data. People 
may, of course, be disinclined to disclose their participation in violence during face-to-face 
interviews. Still, the reader should be aware of possible underreporting of anti-minority 
behaviour when reviewing the results of the survey. When studying an individual’s participation 
in intergroup violence, it is important to distinguish between types of non-participants, and the 
response codes on this question took into account behavioural intention amongst non-
participants.  This is important, as it is widely accepted, in social psychology that behavioural 
intentions guide and affect future behaviour (Webb & Sheeran, 2006). In addition, behavioural 
intention amongst non-participants should also be considered illuminating because it 
showcases the degree to which this type of violence is seen as acceptable and desirable.  
 
If we use the HCWG data as a benchmark of existing levels of hate crime in South Africa, then 
one of the groups most affected by hate crime are the LGBTIQ+ community.  About a fifth 
(17%) of all cases investigated by the HCWG identified sexual orientation as a crime motivator.  
Two-fifths (36%) of all victims in the selected cases by the organisation were members of a 
sexual minority.  The GNC population is one of the most vulnerable groups in the LGBTIQ+ 
community.  As observed in Section 8, discrimination against GNC persons was identified as 
a major issue of concern by the Other Foundation (2016). Using public opinion data derived 
from the publications of the Other Foundation, participation, public attitudes towards harmful 
action against GNC persons can be examined.  A representative sample of the adult 
population in 2016 was asked whether they had engaged in violence against members of the 
GNC community.  Results are presented in Table 12, showing that most people reject this 
type of harmful activity.  
 
Table 12: Count ('000) of the adult population who reported past participation in harmful 
actions against gender non-conforming people, 2016 

  

I keep w
ell aw

ay from
 

people I think are gay or 
lesbian. 

I have shouted at or teased 
people w

ho dressed and 
acted like som

eone of the 
opposite sex.  

I have beaten up m
en w

ho 
act like w

om
en. 

I have physically hurt 
w

om
en w

ho dressed and 
acted like m

en in public.  

Have done it in the past year 3912 1466 470 569 
(10.42) (3.91) (1.25) (1.52) 

Have done it in the more distant past 2636 1271 876 749 
(7.02) (3.39) (2.33) (1.99) 

Have not done it but might do it 5902 3654 2776 2676 
(15.73) (9.74) (7.40) (7.13) 

Have not done it and would never do it 24003 30564 32938 33065 
(63.95) (81.50) (87.75) (88.09) 

(Can’t choose) 1081 545 475 476 
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(2.88) (1.45) (1.26) (1.27) 
Source: Produced using data from the Other Foundation (2016). 
Note: Percentage of total adult population of the country in parenthesis.  

 
A small segment of the general public stated that they had engaged in violence against GNC 
persons in the past. About a twentieth (4%) of the adult populace claimed to have beaten up 
men who act like women. In other words, 1.3 million persons confessed that they participated 
in this form of aggression.  A similar proportion of the population said that they had physically 
hurt women who dressed and acted like men in public.  Further statistical testing showed that 
there was strong correlation between self-reported past participation in these two forms of 
violence.  Verbal abuse and social exclusion were, by comparison, much more common. A 
troubling finding to emerge from this dataset was that a substantial percentage of the 
population said that they would participate in aggression against GNC persons amongst non-
participants.  About a twelfth of non-participants said that they had not partaken in violence 
GNC persons but may do so in the future.  To put it another way, about three million adults 
claimed that they might commit acts of violence against GNC people.  
 
According to the Other Foundation data, anti-GNC violence were self-reported across all racial 
categories. White and Black African adults both reported the same rate of participation in 
physically harm against GNC women in the recent past. A significantly higher propensity for 
violence against GNC women, however, is evident amongst Indian/Asian adults. 
Unsurprisingly, men were twice likely than women to report using violence against GNC 
people. Young people are also much more likely to engage in this kind of violence. People in 
the 16-19 age cohort are up to three times more liable than other age categories to report on 
the use of violence, especially towards GNC women.  Less well-off men who live in traditional 
authority rural areas were identified as a group who would be more willing to engage in this 
kind of violence. These results showcase the dangers of toxic masculinity in South African 
society.  
 
Most compelling explanations of violence against GNC persons point to gender inequality and 
the prevalence of strong patriarchal norms and values, including ones that excuse or legitimate 
the use of violence. Violence directed towards sexual minorities is best understood within the 
broader context of gender-based violence. The pervasive nature of violence against women 
in South Africa has been widely documented in the NAP (DOJ&CD, 2019: 28-30). South 
Africa’s rate of male perpetrated intimate partner violence (IPV) is a particularly devasting form 
of gender-based violence.   According to the SEJAS dataset, about a fifth (17%) of adult men 
in South Africa agreed that a man is justified in hitting or beating his partner if she annoys him. 
Recent research by Zembe and Adjiwanou (2019) provides unique insight who is most 
affected by IPV in South Africa. The study identified women who were young, poor, Black 
African and Coloured as being most at risk of suffering IPV. This work showed clearly that 
race, class and age provide effective structures of oppression, which act in concert to create 
exposure to multiple types of violence and brutality. This highlights the need for policymakers 
to utilise the theory of intersectionality when studying this issue.   
 
The HCWG identified non-nationals as one of the most vulnerable group to hate crime. The 
bulk (58%) of the identified victims in the cases investigated were foreign-born. The prejudicial 
motives behind 45% of all cases selected by the HCWG was identified as xenophobia. This 
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outcome is not surprising, the non-proprietary platform Xenowatch28, developed by the 
University of Witwatersrand, recorded 529 xenophobic incidents between 1994 and 2018.  
Accounts of this kind of hate crime are frequently filled with incredibly brutal stories of violence 
that include assault, vandalism, arson and frequently homicide.  Xenowatch showcases the 
extent of the problem but does not provide a profile of those who participated in xenophobic 
incidents. In addition, while highly useful, the platform probably undercounts the true extent of 
anti-immigrant activity in the country.  
 
Survey participants in SASAS were required to report whether they had “taken part in violent 
action to prevent immigrants from living or working in your neighbourhood?”29  Public 
participation in violence motivated by a desire to exclude non-nationals is portrayed for the 
period 2015-2018 in Table 13. Only a minority of the South African adult population reported 
that they had participated in this form of anti-immigrant aggression.  The share of the general 
public who admitted engaging in violence fluctuated within a very narrow band over the period 
2015-2018. This result seems to demonstrate the durability in how honest respondents were 
when answering this question.  One of the most troubling findings to have emerged from this 
study concerned possible participation in anti-immigrant aggression amongst non-participants.  
Worryingly, more than one-in-ten adults living in South Africa reported that they had not taken 
part in violent action against non-nationals but would be prepared to do so.  This finding is 
quite disturbing given that there may be underreporting of the propensity for violent action in 
this dataset (for further discussion of this issue, see Gordon, 2020c).   
 
Table 13: Count ('000) of the adult population who reported past participation in anti-
immigrant violence, 2015-2018 

 2015 2016 2017 2018 
Have done it in the past year 871 1,224 337 804 

(2.46) (3.35) (0.89) (2.07) 

Have done it in the more distant past 1,250 2,032 1,528 2,909 
(3.53) (5.56) (4.06) (7.49) 

Have not done it but might do it 4,737 3,734 4,467 4,260 
(13.37) (10.23) (11.86) (10.97) 

Have not done it and would never do it 29,332 29,023 31,046 30,005 
(79.96) (79.45) (82.45) (77.38) 

(Can’t choose) 240 515 278 815 
(0.68) (1.41) (0.74) (2.10) 

Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2015-2018 
Note: Percentage of total adult population of the country in parenthesis.  

 
This section has, so far, not touched on the relationship between anti-immigrant sentiment 
and self-reported participation in xenophobic violence in South Africa.  Multivariate regression 
analysis was used to establish that welcoming attitudes (described in the Section 9) predicted 
past participation in violent behaviour. The outcomes of this multivariate analysis were detailed 
in Appendix C.  Using this method, welcoming attitudes were discovered to have a modest 
effect on participation in the distant past and a robust effect on recent participation. An 

 
28 Xenowatch uses retrospective data from media reports, original research and crowd sourcing to gather statistics on anti-
immigrant hate crime. Due to victim underreporting and inadequate tracking by law enforcement these figures may be 
underestimations of the problem. 
29 Before SASAS respondents were asked any questions about foreigners, they were told by fieldworkers that they would be 
asked about “people from other countries coming to live in South Africa”. This priming statement helped to avoid confusion over 
the word “immigrants” which could be ascribed to any group (or groups) that the respondent thought of as unfamiliar or strange.   



78 
 

 

Pretoria Office:  134 Pretorius Street, Pretoria, 0002, South Africa.  Private Bag X41, Pretoria, 0001, South Africa.   
Tel: +27 12 302 2000  Fax: +27 12 302 2001 

 

HSRC Board: Mrs Nasima Badsha (Chairperson), Prof. Lulama Qalinge, Prof. Amanda Lourens, Dr Botlhale Tema, Prof. Adebayo Olukoshi, Prof. Relebohile Moletsane, Prof. Shireen Hassim, Advocate Roshan Dehal, Prof. Mark Bussin 
and Prof. Crain Soudien (HSRC CEO) 

unwelcoming attitude towards foreigners was also a determinant of behavioural intention. The 
more welcoming an individual, the less liable that individual was to describe anti-immigrant 
hate crime as action that he/she might take in the future. The findings outlined above are 
consistent with prior work by Gordon (2020a) that explored participation in anti-immigrant hate 
crime.   This suggests that xenophobic perceptions could have a mobilising effect, spurring 
individuals towards acts of violent xenophobia under certain circumstances (also see Gordon, 
2020c).  
 
Having established the extent of public participation in anti-immigrant hate crime, let us now 
turn to public attitudes towards this kind of violence. SASAS respondents were asked the 
following question: “[t]here are many opinions about why people take violent action against 
foreigners living in South Africa. Please tell me the MAIN REASON why you think this 
happens.” This question was open-ended which allowed survey participants to answer in their 
own words. The use of this format permitted freedom of response for survey participants rather 
than limiting their choice to a fixed set of responses30.  After an extensive review, the open-
ended responses given were coded onto a set of fourteen categories (Figure 34). These 
categories corresponded to themes identified in typologies adopted for classifying similar 
types of data.  The most popular answer identified in the textual responses given was 
outgroup-based attributions. Amongst those who opted for outgroup blaming, a minority (12%) 
listed multiple types of negative activities.  The most common of these outgroup-based 
schemas was lawbreaking with roughly two-fifths of this group (or 23% of the total) ascribing 
the violence to the criminal behaviour of foreigners31.  A relatively large proportion of the 
general public also identified the adverse economic behaviour of international migrants as a 
reason for the attacks.   
 
Reviewing the responses highlighted in Figure 34, it would appear that people are utilising 
negative stereotypes about non-nationals to explain anti-immigrant violence.  As discussed in 
Section 9, these stereotypes are pervasive in South African society and are not based on fact.   
On the whole, it would appear that about half (53%) of the adult population blamed the violence 
on the activities of non-nationals.   This suggests that a significant proportion of the adult 
populace are engaging in “victim precipitation” (i.e., victims allegedly bring their abuse upon 
themselves)32.  Victim-blaming is dangerous as it demeans those affected by hate crime and 
may also lead victims to fear secondary victimization (i.e., invert or overt discrimination against 
survivors of hate crimes). As a reaction to this fear, victims may be less likely to report hate 
crime incidences to the police or seek help.  Finally, victim-blaming can contribute to an 
attitudinal climate where hate crime is seen as acceptable.  Consequently, it is possible to 
identify “victim precipitation” as a serious obstacle to state authorities' ability to prevent 
violence and prosecute perpetrators. 
 
 

 
30 This reduced bias in answering and allowed respondents to give salient information about the issue. It could be argued that 
the phrasing of the question should have included the word 'responsibility'. However, responsibility is quite an ambiguous concept, 
collapses discrete meanings under a single term and is often confused with other phenomena (such as causality or intentionality). 
In addition, the use of the word may imply culpability and discourage the respondent from identifying a system-based attribution. 
31 A surprisingly large share of the general public blamed the attacks on the alleged involvement of non-nationals in the sale of 
illegal narcotics. About a fifth of the adults who opted for outgroup blaming (or 13% of the total) specifically mentioned drug 
trafficking. 
32 For a further discussion of “victim precipitation”, see Niemi and Young (2016) who examine how ideology effects on 
responsibility attribution for victims of harm. 
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Figure 34: Main reasons given to explain anti-immigrant violence in South Africa 
(multiple response) 

Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2017-2018 
 
Perpetrator-based attributions were the next most popular answer group in Figure 34, roughly 
a quarter of the general public identified this causal schema as the primary justification for the 
attacks33.  The most common type of perpetrator-based answers concerned lay beliefs34 about 
foreigners and their behaviours. The second most frequently cited perpetrator-based attribute 
was emotions and 11% of the population utilised this type of schema. Interestingly, many 
people blamed the violence on jealousy, with respondents arguing that perpetrators were 
jealous of foreigners.  It is worth noting that the lay theories put forward by ordinary citizens 
about anti-immigrant hate crime did not correspond very well to the more established system-

 
33 The infrequency of perpetrator-based attributions is, on one level, somewhat unanticipated.  In research on causal explanations 
of deviant behaviour, individual dispositions tend to be predominant in causal importance (Hewstone, 1989).  Indeed, some 
scholars describing this inclination as an innate cognitive bias (also see Haider-Markel et al., 2018). 
34 The most widely cited of these interpretative schemas was the lay belief that immigrants stole jobs from the native-born. For a 
more detailed discussion on this issue, see Gordon (2020).  
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based theories popular in academia35. Only 13% of the adult population attributed the violence 
to the kind of structural factors (e.g., poverty or unemployment) that are so favoured by 
academics who study xenophobia.  Few attributed the violence to the current political 
leadership or official constituted bodies like law enforcement.   
 
Violent xenophobia is not the only form in which xenophobia may manifest itself. Other forms 
of peaceful anti-immigrant discrimination are also evident in South African society. To expand 
our knowledge of public participation in anti-immigrant activity, respondents in the 2017 round 
of SASAS were queried on whether they had taken part in types of anti-immigrant activity that 
were non-violent. Options included boycotts against foreign-owned shops as well as 
demonstrations against foreigners. Because these activities are peaceful and lawful, there is 
an expectation that these questions will be less affected by social desirability bias.  Only a 
minority of the South African adult populace claimed to have participated in these forms of 
aggression against non-nationals (Table 14). Anti-immigrant demonstrations were the activity 
that had the highest level of past participation. A small share (2%) of the total adult population 
reported engaging in this activity recently and 6% said that they had participated in the distant 
past. 
 
Table 14: Count (000) of adult population who reported past participation in peaceful 
anti-immigrant activities by urban status, 2017 
 Verbal Boycott Demonstration 

 Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural 
Have done it in the past year 500 126 398 83 510 113 

(1.94) (1.07) (1.54) (0.70) (1.97) (0.95) 

Have done it in the past five years 725 457 537 273 718 409 
(2.80) (3.85) (2.08) (2.31) (2.78) (3.46) 

Have done it in the more distant past 653 175 912 277 651 228 
(2.53) (1.48) (3.53) (2.34) (2.52) (1.93) 

Have not done it but might do it 4,478 1,580 3,840 1,315 3,808 1,599 
(17.30) (13.33) (14.86) (11.11) (14.74) (13.51) 

Have not done it and would never do 
it 

19,187 9,496 19,843 9,834 19,900 9,449 
(74.23) (80.11) (76.80) (83.09) (77.02) (79.84) 

(Can’t choose) 305 19 308 528 251 37 
(1.18) (0.16) (1.19) (0.45) (0.97) (0.31) 

Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2017 
Note: Percentage of total adult population in parenthesis.  

 
Public participation in peaceful anti-immigrant activities can undermine the social norms and 
values that inhibit aggressive behaviour towards immigrants in a community. Public research 
by Gordon (2019a) found that past participation in peaceful anti-immigrant actions is strongly 
associated with individual involvement in xenophobic violence. This outcome shows that 
xenophobic hate crime cannot be understood independently of other types of anti-immigrant 
activities in the country.  According to a recent report by Edwards and Freeman (2021), law 
enforcement often ignores these types of activities.  Given that past participation in peaceful 

 
35 The causes of anti-immigrant hate crime identified in the scholarship on xenophobic violence are quite diverse, numerous and 
often complex in South Africa.   Much of it is not only concerned with the violence itself but seeks to explain the presence of 
widespread anti-immigrant sentiments at all levels of South African society. Responsibility for the violence is primarily targeted at 
systemic societal factors (i.e., system-blame causal attributions).  The primary source of disagreement within this remarkably 
voluminous literature is whether social, political or economic systems are primarily to blame. Given the space available here it 
would not be possible to provide a summary of this work in its entirety.  However, comprehensive summaries of this extensive 
academic literature are provided by Gordon (2020a), Claassen (2016) as well as Kerr et al. (2019). 
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anti-immigrant activity is a major determinant of this type of violence, policymakers should 
consider non-violent anti-immigrant activity as the early warning signs of forthcoming anti-
immigrant hate crime.  By ignoring these kinds of activity, the authorities are undermining 
ongoing government efforts to combat xenophobic violence in South Africa.  
 
Failures by the South African Police Services (SAPS) to deliver equal and non-discriminatory 
policing services to hate crime victims needs to be acknowledged. Training is consistently 
identified in the literature as a key weakness in the capacity of SAPS to help victims, and 
effectively detect, prevent and respond to reports of hate crimes.   In addition, many ordinary 
police officers carry their own biases (unconscious or not) about vulnerable communities (e.g., 
non-nationals or sexual minorities).  Finally, there are also administrative factors that could 
result in hate crimes going unaddressed including inadequately stored data, poor data 
consolidation methods as well as officer incompetence (for a discussion of these problems, 
see De Kock et al., 2015).  A recent report by Monareng and Howell (2018) on the present 
system and methods of data collection of SAPS identified numerous backlogs, inefficiencies 
and challenges. The authors also identified significant issues with the sharing of data with 
other stakeholders, stymieing a coordinated approach to prejudice reduction.  
 
A series of factors (e.g., fear of secondary victimization) limit the number of crimes that 
vulnerable groups report to the police. Indeed, past studies have accused SAPS of ignoring 
charges of hate crime against non-nationals and of further victimising foreign complainants 
(e.g., Human Rights Watch, 2020).  Of course, at the time of writing, South Africa has no hate 
crime legislation.  As a result, it is not clear what constitutes a hate crime. In the past senior 
police officials (as well as their government counterparts) have actively resisted identifying 
prejudice as a motivating factor in crime (Gordon, 2019b).  Another reason that some may be 
disinclined to report crime concerns the profiling of certain marginalized groups by SAPS as 
criminals. In a recent report, for example, Edwards and Freeman (2021) identified the police 
profiling of foreigners based on perceptions of high rates of criminality. The authors argued 
that such profiling as a significant contributor to over-policing and the breakdown in 
relationship between SAPS and non-nationals. 
 
As the NAP has pointed out, hate crime is a significant problem in South Africa and needs to 
be proactively engaged with (DOJ&CD, 2019: 39).  The disaggregated data presented in this 
section points to the sobering fact that a sizeable minority of adults in South Africa claim to be 
participants in hate crime against certain vulnerable groups.  Efforts to combat hate crime are 
undermined by “victim precipitation”, narratives that blame the victim for inciting violence. As 
observed in this section, for instance, many people felt that the negative behaviour of 
foreigners pushes people towards acts of aggression against them. This result demonstrates 
how destructive prejudicial stereotypes can be, helping to perpetuate false narratives about 
the causes of hate crime in our society. These results speak to the urgent need to address 
prejudicial attitudes in South Africa, pushing back against false claims that scapegoat 
minorities as the main cause of many of the country's economic and social problems. 
 

11. Problem Solving at the Grassroots  
Prejudice presents a serious challenge in South Africa, and we need better access to justice 
for victims of discrimination. The data presented in this report so far has showcased the need 
for programmes to combat prejudice and the challenge lies in changing societal attitudes.  
However, public opinion cannot be altered by government fiat.  In order to change the attitudes 
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of a community, it is necessary to understand the residents in that community.  This section 
will examine where people get their information from and who they go to when they want to 
solve problems.  Moreover, this section will also try and understand how ordinary people feel 
about the institutions that are designated, in policy and law, to resolve their problems. Only by 
understanding how the average South African responds to challenges in their communities, 
and where they access information, can effective interventions be designed to end human 
rights violations.  
 
The NAP has identified public awareness campaigns as a principal means of reducing 
intergroup intolerance in South Africa (DOJ&CD, 2019: 57). But how can the state reach 
people with good and effective messaging? In other words, what are the channels of 
information that must be targeted to reach diverse communities?  We must remember, of 
course, that when people wanted to find out what is happening in their own local contexts, 
they often turn to their local community organisations.  This can be understood if responses 
to the following question from the SEJAS dataset is considered: "[w]here do you generally 
hear about what is happening in your community?"  Here respondents could only select one 
answer so as to identify the most important source of information (Figure 35).  One of the most 
common responses was radio (15%) and television (16%).  In addition, friends and family was 
also identified as an important source of information with 12% of the populace selecting these 
types of social networks when answering the information question.  However, the most 
common response concerned highly localised institutions (e.g., community meetings and 
community leaders) with 37% of the general public identifying these sources as their primary 
news channels.    
 
Micro-level community structures were most frequently identified as primary sources of 
information by those living in rural areas, with 30% of rural dwellers identifying community 
meetings and 20% selecting community leaders. Community structures were also popular 
amongst the urban Black African populations. Almost a quarter (24%) of urban Black African 
residents selected community meetings when answering the information seeking question. 
This can be compared unfavourably to their Coloured (10%), Indian/Asian (7%) and White 
(3%) urban counterparts. Television was selected more often by racial minorities than the 
Black African majority. Only about an eighth (14%) of the Black African population thought of 
television as a prime information source. This can be compared to 21% of Coloured and 
Indian/Asian adults and, in a much larger contrast, 30% of the White adult minority. When 
weighed against radio, television was a relatively unpopular information source in rural areas, 
with only 10% of rural residents selecting television as a prime source.  A similar, if significantly 
starker, differential was observed for newspapers. Although relatively common amongst 
metropolitan dwellers, this information channel was very unpopular amongst rural residents.   
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Figure 35: Public responses to the question “Where do you generally hear about what 
is happening in your community, meaning the area where you live?” by urban status 
(row percentages), 2017 

 
Source: Socio-Economic Justice for All Programme Survey 2017 

 
But what about problem-solving? Who do ordinary people go to when they feel that they are 
being mistreated? The SEJAS dataset is utilised to answer this question. All SEJAS 
respondents were asked if they believed that their rights had been violated, or that they had 
been unfairly discriminated against, where they would first go to for help. Almost one in ten 
(8%) of adults stated that they would not go anywhere.   The most common option selected 
was the police (45%) and this was followed by ward councillors/committees (13%) and 
family/friends (12%).  One of the most unpopular options appear to be the courts, with only a 
small minority (3%) of the adult public identifying any type of court in response to this question.  
A person’s answer to the help seeking question differed significantly if the individual had 
experienced discrimination in the twelve months prior to the SEJAS interview (Figure 36).  The 
recently discriminated against were less liable to select the police and local government than 
their non-victimised counterparts.  This group was also far more likely to opt for doing nothing 
following a hypothetical rights violation.  
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Figure 36: Public responses to the question “If you believed that your rights had been 
violated, or that you had been unfairly discriminated against, where would you first go 
for help?” by discrimination victim status (row percentages), 2017 

 
Source: Socio-Economic Justice for All Programme Survey 2017 
 
Institutional trust may be one of the main reasons that people are disinclined to report human 
rights violations to the police. Figure 37 represents the share of the general population who 
either trusted or strongly trusted the police in the country. The South African Police Services 
(SAPS) could be termed the “coalface” of the criminal justice system as police officers are 
often the most immediate contact between citizens and that system. It is, therefore, disturbing 
to observe that the general public reported low levels of trust in the police. According to data 
from the SASAS series, about two-fifths (41%) of the adult population trusted SAPS in 2003 
(Figure 37). Following a high in 2004, the general trend has been downward with only 31% of 
the population trusting the police in 2018.  Clearly there is a need to improve public confidence 
in SAPS.  Some of the reasons for low confidence in the SAPS are perceptions of police 
ineffectiveness and public suspicion of collusion between criminals and SAPS officers. Recent 
public opinion work by Bradford at al. (2014) has shown how such attitudes undermine police 
legitimacy in the country.  It would appear that public trust in the police have only been further 
strained during the COVID-19 lockdown period.  
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Figure 37: Proportion of the adult public who either strongly trusted or trusted the 
South African Police Services (column percentages), 2003-2018 

 
Source: South African Social Attitudes Survey 2003-2018 
 
Distrust in SAPS is symbolic of much larger problem, a general lack of public trust in public 
institutions. According to the SEJAS dataset, only about a quarter (28%) of the adult populace 
said that they could completely trust the courts and an even lower proportion (23%) said that 
they could entirely trust the public service (in general). Looking at prior public opinion research 
by Struwig et al. (2016), a general decline in public trust in state institutions can be observed.  
It would appear that the current national administration has failed to inspire public confidence 
and trust. Instead, we see the emergence of a deeply critical stance and sombre political mood 
among the adult population.  The consequences of this decline are grave. Historically, 
whenever we have seen an erosion in the people’s faith in democracy and government then 
we have seen a rise in political instability and a breakdown in democratic norms (Inglehart & 
Norris, 2016). We have seen this most recently in many of the world’s most established 
democracies (e.g., the United States, Britain, Brazil and India) where an angry and resentful 
popularism has taken root.   
 
It is apparent from Figure 36 that ward councillors were a relatively popular option for those 
seeking to address a hypothetical rights violation.  Ward councillors were a particularly popular 
choice outside metropolitan areas (i.e., smaller towns and rural locales). Interestingly, ward 
councillors were found to be an especially popular in rural KwaZulu-Natal. In addition, Black 
African adults, particularly those living outside the Western Cape36, selected ward councillors 
significantly more often than other population groups.  Furthermore, it was noteworthy that 
only a twentieth of the adult populace opted for traditional authority leaders (e.g., a nduna) 
when answering this question. However, the proportion making this choice was much higher 

 
36 According to SEJAS data, the Black African populace was much more liable than other population groups to identify ward 
councillors as the primary source of help in their community if there was a problem.  When asked: "[i]f you have a problem in the 
area in which you live, who do you talk to FIRST to sort it out?" About a quarter of Black African adults identified ward councillors 
and this can be compared to unfavourably to their Coloured (14%), Indian/Asian (15%) and White (9%) counterparts.   
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in the Eastern Cape (17%) and Limpopo (13%). Community leaders were also a more 
common choice for adult residents in these two provinces when compared to what was 
observed in the rest of the country.  These outcomes suggest that local leaders of various 
sorts are an important source of authority in certain regions and need to play an active role in 
fighting discrimination. 
 
Figure 38: Public responses to solving societal grievances through existing 
institutional mechanisms, 2017 

 
Source: Socio-Economic Justice for All Programme Survey 2017 
 
One of the reasons that so few people selected courts, Chapter 9 organisations and 
parliamentarians in Figure 36 is due to the perceived inaccessibility of these options.  SEJAS 
respondents were asked if they thought it was easy or difficult to solve grievances through five 
different institutional challenges. Answers to these questions are depicted in Figure 38. It was 
seen as, comparatively, quite easy to contact a local ward councillor. Around two-fifths or the 
adult public (42%) viewed this action as not difficult.  The perceived accessibility of ward 
councillors may be the reason that this was such a popular option in Figure 36.  In comparison, 
contacting a member of parliament (i.e., an MP) was seen as much more difficult, 88% of the 
adult population considered contacting a MP to be difficult.  A similar proportion assumed that 
lodging a complaint with a Chapter 9 organisation (e.g., the Public Protector or Human Rights 
Commission) was not straightforward. Most of the general public that the court system was 
quite recalcitrant.  More than three quarters (77%) of the adult population saw challenging a 
right violation in courts as difficult and about four-fifths (82%) thought that the Constitutional 
Court was inaccessible.  
 
Community and public gatherings are an important component of political participation in 
South Africa. Formal and informal community meetings as well as ward committees are the 
primary locales where politics plays out in many parts of the country. Public opinion research 
has shown that ward committee meetings are an especially important arena of politics for poor 
communities (Gordon et al., 2019).  In order to adequately combat discrimination, therefore, it 
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is necessary to target these types of gatherings.  Local centres of power can play a major role 
in driving discriminatory behaviour in marginalised communities. Indeed, a recent addition to 
the scholarship on hate crime that is worth discussing is the ‘violence entrepreneurship’ 
model37. Exploiting popular discontent, the model hypothesises that local political leaders use 
anti-minority attacks to further their material self-interest.  This exploitation is possible because 
of the weakness of formal state structures (especially formal conflict resolution mechanisms) 
in poor communities.  
 
The use of public violence during protest actions has been a central aspect of modern South 
African history. Violent protests were a major driver of political change in the 1980s and the 
early 1990s. Despite the end of apartheid, many communities continue to use violent protests 
to achieve political aims. Data from the Armed Conflict Location & Event Data Project 
(ACL&DP) shows that mass demonstrations have become more common over the last few 
years, with communities increasingly employing this tactic to draw attention to their 
grievances. The ACL&DP distinguishes between non-violent and violent demonstrations. The 
ACL&DP recorded 1,743 demonstrations in 2020, 677 of these were violent -this is up from 
102 demonstrations in 2012. Of all the violent demonstrations recorded by the ACL&DP in 
2020, 196 were in Gauteng, 181 were in KwaZulu-Natal and 133 were in the Western Cape. 
It would appear that a significant share of the populace views violent protest action as an 
acceptable form of political activity.  
 
SEJAS respondents were asked if they agreed or disagreed that it was "acceptable to burn 
government property to force the state to provide services". A substantial minority proportion 
(18%) of the adult population agreed with the statement, indicating their support for violence 
as a solution to community problems. This outcome is consistent with research from Bohler- 
Muller (2017) which found, using a largescale public opinion survey, that 21% of the adult 
population viewed violent protests as effective and 12% had a positive view of these kinds of 
demonstration. These results imply that a notable subset of the adult population hold a positive 
view of violent mass demonstrations and an even larger quotient see them as politically 
effective.  Using SEJAS data, levels of support for protest violence are displayed across a 
range of different subgroups in Figure 39.  Support for violent protests was found to particularly 
robust in Gauteng (22%) and KwaZulu-Natal (21%) but was relatively weak in the North West 
(15%) and the Eastern Cape (12%). Adults living in metropolitan areas were somewhat more 
likely, when compared to other geotype groups, to view public violence as an acceptable form 
of protest.  
 

 
37 Much of this work is driven by scholars at the University of Witwatersrand and is primarily concerned with the poor, corrupt and 
contested nature of local governance in the country. For a description and discussion of this model, please see Misago (2017).   
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Figure 39: Public agreement and disagreement with the statement: “It is acceptable to burn government property to force the state to 
provide services” (column percentages), 2018 

 
Source: Socio-Economic Justice for All Programme Survey 2017 
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Multivariate analysis was used to identify the determinants of public support for anti-
government violence.  Using multivariate regression analysis, the link between political 
discontentment and public acceptance of this kind of violence was explored. According to the 
results of this analysis, outlined in Appendix D, disillusionment with the existing system of 
conflict resolution was correlated with attitudes towards violent protests.  The more a person 
mistrusted the system, the more willing they were to condone violence.  In addition, the role 
played by regressive masculine norms about aggression was investigated. Historically, there 
has been an intersection between violence in South Africa and patriarchal norms about 
aggression.  The results of the analysis, described in Appendix D, show that support for 
domestic violence and violent protests are strongly correlated. The greater the acceptance of 
domestic brutality in a community, the greater the acceptance of violent protest actions. This 
supports the thesis that there is a relationship between toxic masculinity and anti-government 
violence.  In other words, public acceptance of public violence is driven by a toxic masculinity. 
 
The data presented in this section reminds us that problem solving in South Africa is often 
quite localised, with ordinary people relying on homegrown community structures to solve 
problems. In addition, many utilised communal structures (such as the community meetings) 
to get information on what is happening in their locality.  Unfortunately, a substantial minority 
view public violence as an acceptable means to solve problems.  Those national institutions 
that are designated as the protectors of local communities are frequently distrusted by ordinary 
members of those communities and viewed as ineffective. Consequently, it would appear that 
trusted community leadership and local conflict resolution mechanisms are important 
resources for creating and maintaining sustainable social cohesion in South Africa. Promoting 
this kind of cohesion in the country will, therefore, require interventions capable of utilising, 
and reinforcing, existing local governance structures in diverse communities. 
 

12. Conclusions and Recommendations  
The data presented in this report showcases the need for well-resourced anti-discrimination 
interventions. There is a need to reduce those stigmas (e.g., racism, homophobia, racial 
intolerance, anti-blackness and xenophobia) that supports violence, harassment, and 
discrimination against vulnerable groups. This section will outline policy interventions that can 
help protect vulnerable groups and reduce levels of prejudice and discrimination in local 
communities.  But, of course, anti-discrimination interventions will be more successive if they 
enjoy the support of the general public.  Policymakers should be cautious about implementing 
unpopular strategies. Large and tenacious differences between the actions of policymakers 
and the wish of ordinary citizens is not only normatively quite disturbing in a democracy but 
potentially hazardous.  Lack of public support for an intervention can send encouraging signals 
to adversaries, weaken policy choices, and undermine leadership.  Indeed, it can lead to a 
reactionary backlash that could undermine the stated goals of the intervention.  Public opinion 
research provides us with an opportunity to understand how to build popular backing for 
interventions that target hate crime38.  
 

 
38 In a recent study, Gordon (2021) demonstrated that broader societal fragmentation undermines public support for progressive 
solutions to intergroup conflict.  The paper implied the utility of campaigns that improve government responsiveness, contest 
hierarchy-enhancing ideologies and promote social bridging.  Although not directly focused on challenging prejudicial attitudes, 
such operations should make overt anti-discrimination campaigns more palatable to the general public. 
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There is a growing concern that our nation is becoming a more isolated, reactionary, and 
insulated place. As new generations begin to grow up, many begin to worry that they will be 
living in a world that is more narrow-minded, fearful and distrusting than it was ten years ago.  
At the moment resources are scarce due to the COVID-19 pandemic and it is natural during 
such uncertain times to be afraid of outsiders and minorities.   There is a need, despite the 
conditions of our time, to push back against bigotry. We must not abandon our collective 
commitment to fight corrosive racism, anti-blackness, homophobia, racial discrimination, 
xenophobia and other types of intolerance.  Every child must know and understand that all 
who live in South Africa have the right to equality and human dignity. Altering public attitudes 
is not a simple or straightforward process. However, countless examples throughout history 
have shown that it is possible to change the hearts and minds of a population. With this 
opportunistic approach in mind, this section will discuss different proposed recommendations 
to help reduce intergroup intolerance and hate crime:   
 

National Identity and Heritage  
South Africa’s heritage of racial discrimination continues to define race relations and 
integration in our society today. As can be observed in Section 6, many people in the country 
continue to view other race groups with fear and suspicion. Disaggregated attitudinal data 
confirmed that a considerable proportion of South Africans continue to feel threatened by other 
race groups. For this reason, social cohesion must be at the centre of social transformation. 
Core to this process is the promotion of a sense of common belonging and a celebration of 
diversity among all who live in South Africa. It was apparent from the evidence presented in 
Section 4 that only a minority proportion of the adult populace said that they rate their national 
identity as more important than their ethnic identity. The failure to develop a unite cohesive 
national identity has added tremendously toward intolerance and discrimination in the country. 
The promotion of a sense of common belonging must include the reaffirmation of the 
diminished heritage of African peoples.  Section 7 showcased evidence of significant levels of 
internalised anti-blackness amongst the Black African majority.  
 
We need to inculcate a sense of national pride through symbols that promote a national 
identity. This involves using national symbols and struggle icons as to encourage a unifying 
national identity. The heritage tourism landscape in South Africa during the apartheid era 
consisted exclusively of memorials celebrating the White colonial and apartheid past. The 
general public remains divided on the continued existence of these memorials, with some 
calling for the end of the memorialisation of the old regime (for a discussion of this issue, see 
Swartz 2020).  The advent of a non-racial democracy in South Africa after the first democratic 
elections in April 1994 ushered in a process that led to the radical transformation of the 
heritage landscape. This process involved the establishment of a plethora of heritage projects 
aimed at identifying and celebrating liberation struggle heritage. These new projects celebrate 
the struggle against colonialism and tyranny, a celebration that all persons in South Africa, 
black or White, can embrace and learn from.   These new projects should be popularised, and 
people encouraged visits to national heritage sites.   
 
A cohesive non-racial, non-sexist and inclusive national identity can be promoted through art 
and culture. The promotion of this identity must be achieved through the mobilisation of 
community conversations and dialogues.  These engagements should be designed to 
sensitise people around the divisive nature of our shared history.  But this effort must engender 
a greater appreciation of cultural diversity, a celebration of multiculturalism and multiracialism. 
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Material support must be provided to writers and artists (especially from previously 
disadvantaged communities) to use art to enhance our collective recognition and 
commemoration of this shared identity. In addition, national days of celebration and tribute 
remembrance can be used as special occasions to promote this identity and highlight the need 
to combat intolerance (whether it be racism, homophobia or xenophobia). 
 

Communication Campaigns  
Communication campaigns can be effective tools to reduce animosity towards vulnerable 
groups. Given limited resources, government communication efforts should target platforms 
that act as prime channels of information for ordinary South Africans.  The most popular 
sources of information were outlined in Section 11 and that data can be used to select which 
platforms should be targeted for anti-discrimination interventions. For many rural people in the 
country, for example, community meetings are a central source of what is happening in their 
local area.  To promote greater levels of tolerance in these areas, therefore, there needs to 
be active engagement with the general public through such community meetings.  Education 
institutions, especially at the primary level, are another important platform. Ensuring the 
development and infusion of anti-discrimination lessons in these spaces could have a very 
positive effect. 
 
Utilize the wide-reaching influence of the media to provide positive images about and 
messaging of vulnerable groups.  In addition, the persecution faced by certain groups (such 
as the GNC minority) is not readily acknowledged or widely understood.  Media campaigns 
can be employed to create public awareness of the difficulties faced by these groups. Given 
the cost of media campaigns, state efforts should focus on those media platforms that act as 
prime sources of information for ordinary South Africans.  Radio was found to be quite popular 
in rural spaces and specially designed anti-discrimination programmes on this medium could 
be very effective for this audience. Consider, for instance, the media-based public education 
campaign that was run by Radio LaBenevolencija in Rwanda, Burundi, and the Democratic 
Republic of Congo.  In response to the interethnic civil conflicts of the region, the campaign 
succeeded in promoting peace and reconciliation as well as fostering greater intergroup 
cooperation (Staub, 2014).  
 
Which information source should be targeted during communication campaigns depends on 
the type of prejudice that we are trying to address?  As was shown in Section 9, for example, 
most people obtain their information on non-nationals from the broadcast media. 
Consequently, if an individual or organisation wanted to conduct a campaign that educated 
people about xenophobia, it seems prudent to focus on radio and television broadcast 
programmes (such as those hosted by eTV and SABC News).  Furthermore, given that the 
broadcast media was the prime source of information on foreigners amongst the general 
public, there is a need to guard against the perpetuation of xenophobic views on radio and 
television.  At the moment, as outlined in the NAP, appropriate stakeholders are working with 
journalists and producers in these mediums to prevent hate speech (DOJ&CD, 2019: 52-53). 
The findings of this report show the need for providing special diversity training to help address 
issues of unconscious or conscious bias for those in the media.  Training programmes should 
be designed in partnership with government departments, Chapter Nine institutions as well as 
civil society.  
 



92 
 

 

Pretoria Office:  134 Pretorius Street, Pretoria, 0002, South Africa.  Private Bag X41, Pretoria, 0001, South Africa.   
Tel: +27 12 302 2000  Fax: +27 12 302 2001 

 

HSRC Board: Mrs Nasima Badsha (Chairperson), Prof. Lulama Qalinge, Prof. Amanda Lourens, Dr Botlhale Tema, Prof. Adebayo Olukoshi, Prof. Relebohile Moletsane, Prof. Shireen Hassim, Advocate Roshan Dehal, Prof. Mark Bussin 
and Prof. Crain Soudien (HSRC CEO) 

In addition, which groups in South Africa should be targeted in communication campaigns also 
depends on the type of prejudice under discussion. The data in this study has shown that a 
significant number of people can be classified as liberals, tolerant of people who are different 
from themselves.  The goal should be to expand this number by targeting those who are open 
to persuasion. This report mapped the demographic and socio-economic characteristics of 
those who held negative views of vulnerable groups. This type of mapping can allow 
policymakers to design specific interventions that speak directly to these groups.  For example, 
as demonstrated in Section 8, people belonging to Tshivenda, isiNdebele and isiZulu 
language groups were found to be particularly hostile towards the GL community. In another 
example, discussed in Section 7, adult residents of Mpumalanga, Limpopo and North West 
were especially liable to distrust POACs who live in South Africa.  With the appropriate 
targeted messaging, it would be possible to move these groups towards more tolerant and 
liberal positions on these issues. 
 
Communication campaigns need to educate the general public about the causes of 
discrimination in its various forms.  As a society, we must not engage in victim precipitation, 
blaming vulnerable groups for their own persecution.  This is particularly an issue for victims 
of xenophobic violence. Many in South Africa, as discussed in Section 10, blame international 
migrants themselves for this type of violence.  This kind of victim-blaming contributes to a 
climate in which xenophobic hate crime is seen as acceptable.  There needs to be, therefore, 
a robust communication programme that educates different communities about the causes of 
hate crime.  Here communication strategists need to work with local civil society to help dispel 
the myths that vulnerable groups are a threat to moral or economic health of society. The 
report has shown how prevalent certain types of prejudice in South Africa. To achieve anti-
discrimination goals at a reasonable cost, communication strategists need to look at 
successful examples of anti-discrimination campaigns in other African contexts35.   
 
The successful implementation of communication strategies will require recruiting allies within 
relevant segments of South African society.  Section 11 showed that community and traditional 
leaders were important channels of information in many parts of the country.  These kinds of 
leaders could play a powerful role in any anti-discrimination communication campaign.   Local 
government leaders, particularly at the ward level, must also be part of the solution. In many 
communities, ward councillors often take the lead in addressing grievances and resolving 
conflicts.  Councillors can push back against intergroup intolerance and help identify bad 
actors who are promoting discrimination against vulnerable groups. In addition, religious 
institutions and traditional leaders of various kinds might exert a particularly persuasive 
influence on dispelling prejudicial sentiments in their congregations.  Encouraging religious 
leaders, for instance, to take a stand on this important issue could have a substantial effect 
on attitudes and behaviour. It will be important, for instance, to engage with the Zionist 
Christian movement which, as recent research has shown, is more prone to adopting anti-
immigrant views than other religious groups in South Africa.  
 
It is important for the reader to understand that the fight against one form of prejudice is part 
of a larger struggle for intercultural and interracial tolerance.  As outlined in Section 9, 
individuals who distrust African foreigners are also more likely to distrust any group which is 
different.  In other words, there is a relationship between xenophobia and other types of 
prejudice.  Making policymakers (as well as civil society and business leaders) aware of this 
relationship may help reframe the way different forms of prejudice are addressed. Leaders 
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should see the fight against homophobia and xenophobia, for example, as part of a greater 
campaign for social cohesion in South Africa.  This kind of reframing connects the different 
parts of our collective social cohesion programme together, brings in more allies from different 
sectors and helps build popular support for anti-discrimination campaigns amongst the general 
population.  This type of framing can already be seen in the NAP which has correctly identified 
combatting different types of prejudice as part of a single interrelated struggle (DOJ&CD, 
2019: 13).   
 

Justice System  
Relatively high levels of perceived personal discrimination (especially in terms of race) were, 
for example, observed in this report.  In comparison, however, our current legal system 
receives fairly few complaints of intolerance.  South Africa has strong anti-discrimination laws, 
but the mechanisms to enforce these laws are viewed by many as lacking. This gap between 
policy and implementation can create the perception that state institutions are incompetent 
and ineffective in combatting discrimination. People should be encouraged to report 
discrimination to the proper authorities at a higher rate than they currently do.  One of the 
reasons for this is the perceived inaccessibility of the current system. As outlined in Section 
11, many people describe accessing existing institutional mechanism (e.g., Chapter 9 
organisations) as very difficult. It is clear, therefore, that ordinary South Africans require 
interventions to improve individual access to the existing conflict resolution system.   
 
The twentieth iteration of the Commission for Employment Equity’s annual report on the status 
of workplace transformation shows that progress on this issue has been slow. Perhaps it is 
unsurprising then that, as can be observed from Section 6, a significant degree of self-reported 
personal racial discrimination was located in the labour market. Greater attention must, 
therefore, be paid to ensuring access to redress through the Commission for Conciliation, 
Mediation and Arbitration (CCMA). At the time of writing, the CCMA has implemented a new 
strategic vision known as the Imvuselelo (i.e., the Revival) 2020/21–2024/25 Strategy. 
Inspired by the spirit of ubuntu, the aim of the strategy to encourage people to utilise the CCMA 
through new features such as the launch of CCMAConnect. More must be done to encourage 
these efforts and assist the CCMA with outreach. In addition, there is a need for greater 
monitoring of the implementation of employment equity policies to ensure greater progress in 
this regard. 
 
Appropriate intervention should be implemented that make accessing the justice system 
easier. Such interventions could include shorter procedures, increased promotion of existing 
dispute resolution mechanisms and greater assistance for victims. This may even include 
specially designed legal aid so that vulnerable groups can better access justice via the legal 
system. Work with South African Judicial Education Institute to ensure appropriate training of 
judicial officers. The Equality Courts need to be popularised amongst the general public, 
making people more aware that these bodies can adjudicate issues related to unfair 
discrimination and hate speech.  As can be observed in Section 11, the Equality Courts despite 
being free of charge, are not popular amongst the adult populace.  Only a small minority said 
that they would look to these courts if they felt that their rights were violated. The media could 
be used to highlight and celebrate the Equality Courts and encourage their greater usage.  
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Law Enforcement 
During the apartheid period, the police were one of the government's principal tools of 
oppression. One notable outcome of this history of authoritarian policing was a deep-seated 
lack of public confidence in the legitimacy of the police. As observed in Section 11, many 
believe that law enforcement agencies are not on their side and actively do not trust the police.  
SAPS needs to improve its relationship with ordinary communities and repair its image as a 
fair and unbiased branch of law enforcement.  As discussed elsewhere in this report, civil 
society has been highly critical of SAPS treatment of certain vulnerable groups (e.g., 
foreigners).  Many vulnerable groups have a contentious relationship with SAPS and have 
poor access to justice. There is a need for a special commission to investigate ways that SAPS 
can improve its relationship with these groups.   
 
In addition to the above, SAPS officers need to undergo dignity and diversity training to 
promote compliance with existing legislative frameworks and improve attitudes towards 
vulnerable groups (e.g., members of the LGBTIQ+ community and non-nationals).  The aim 
of this training should be to change attitudes within the SAPS towards groups who have been 
traditionally identified as vulnerable to discrimination. The focus of the training should not be 
primarily on procedural issues relating to the policing of these communities, but on improving 
treatment, understanding and empathy during interactions.  This training can address 
unconscious or conscious bias that may contribute to both the poor relationship between 
SAPS and vulnerable groups.  Furthermore, SAPS officers need to improve data collection 
regarding hate crime. This will require capacity building aimed at detective services and those 
units within SAPS (e.g., the Crime Intelligence Division) who are tasked with intelligence 
gathering. This intervention should include training on bias indicators and should help 
detectives determine whether prejudice (e.g., homophobia) motivated the criminal act under 
investigation.  
 
Law enforcement needs to do more systematic tracking of peaceful anti-minority activities in 
those communities that host an international vulnerable population (e.g., non-nationals). As 
outlined in Section 10, public engagement in non-violent anti-immigrant activities is associated 
with participation in anti-immigrant violence. If adequate resources are mobilized to prevent 
peaceful anti-immigrant activities, authorities can mitigate future outbreaks of anti-immigrant 
violence.  Tracking these types of activities will require better kinds of monitoring by police and 
greater attention given to conflict resolution at the community level. SAPS, and particularly the 
Crime Intelligence Division, needs to work with activist organisations (such as, Xenowatch, 
the Safety and Violence Initiative, the Lawyers for Human Rights and the Consortium for 
Refugees and Migrants in South Africa) that are currently working on anti-immigrant activities 
to achieve this goal.  This work can feed into the Rapid Response Mechanism outlined in the 
NAP (DOJ&CD, 2019: 55) as well as the National Joint Operational and Intelligence Structure.  
 

Public Violence  
The use of violent during protest actions cannot be condoned in a democratic environment. 
However, it would appear from the results portrayed in Section 11, that a distinct minority of 
the adult population view violent protest action as acceptable. It is apparent that violent 
protests organised around one issue (e.g., service delivery) has a tendency to develop into 
anti-minority violence. In addition, there are other downsides to attitudes of this kind. If more 
people see approved of violent protest action as effective and saw it as effective approve of 
it, then we would expect to see greater public participation in violent protest activities. A 
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considerable increase in the number and intensity of violent protests would place a substantial 
strain on law enforcement agencies who are already struggling to cope with existing levels of 
protest activity.  Moreover, an adult population who favoured violent protest tactics would be 
unlikely to cooperate with the authorities in containing such tactics and arresting the 
perpetrators. Consequently, the need for policymakers to discourage public approval of violent 
protest action is clear. 
 
As observed in Section 11, a significant segment of the general population has lost faith in the 
abilities of existing institutions to solve grievances. This points to a general despondency about 
democracy and, more seriously, a decline in institutional trust. The substantial loss of public 
confidence in key institutions (such as the police) was identified as a contributor to popular 
acceptance of protest violence. It is incumbent on the political leadership and, by extension, 
relevant government departments to restore public confidence in those existing institutional 
mechanisms designated with the mandate to solve societal grievances.  Enhancing levels of 
efficiency, accountability and greater information sharing within relevant institutions would 
assist in strengthening trust of those mechanisms. The findings presented in this report are 
occurring in an environment of democratic circumspection and appeals for good governance 
and improved accountability for key political and governmental stakeholders. 
 
The report identified an intersection between violence in South Africa and patriarchal norms 
about aggression.  Support was found for the thesis that there is a relationship between toxic 
masculinity and anti-government violence.  This shows that combatting femicide and gender-
based discrimination will have positive impact on reducing public violence in the country. The 
implementation of Domestic Violence Act (No.116 of 1998) needs to be strengthened. 
Community dialogues to combat violence against women and children should be encouraged. 
Women must be encouraged to enforce their rights via approved channels (such as their public 
representatives, Chapter Nine bodies and the courts) and communities must be educated in 
this regard. In addition, more must be done to promote the multi-sectoral, coordinating 
structure put forward to respond to this type of violence including the allocation of the 
necessary and adequate resources required to implement a national gender-based violence 
and femicide strategy. 
 

Pan-Africanism  
Significant concern is raised in the NAP regarding the manner in which black inferiority was 
engrained into the psyche of ordinary South Africans by the colonial and apartheid systems 
(DOJ&CD, 2019: 26-27). In addition, significant concern has been raised about Afrophobia in 
the country.  These concerns, as can be observed in Section 7,  are legitimate and there is 
evidence to support efforts to address them.  As a counter to these issues, there is a need to 
promote greater levels of Pan-Africanism amongst ordinary people. Since the colonial 
independence struggles of the early 20th century, the Pan-Africanist movement has sought to 
restore the dignity of Africa by pushing for a united integrated continent. The symbolic 
boundaries used by Pan-Africanists reduce the difference between ‘insiders’ and ‘outsiders’ 
(for a further discussion, see Ayittey, 2010).  Pan-Africanists, as outlined in the African Union’s 
progressive Agenda 2063 document, draw wide boundaries that de-emphasised group 
differences. Ordinary South Africans should be actively encouraged to internalise the goals 
and principals of Pan-Africanism. The promotion of awareness and educational programmes 
that celebrates Africa and reject White supremacy can be used to promote the Pan-Africanist 
spirit.   
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A true commitment to Pan-Africanism must be anchored in the indigenous philosophy of 
ubuntu, which decrees that "I am because we are".  The Pan-Africanist spirit should be part of 
the South African psyche and popularise Pan-Africanist principals.  One important tool here is 
education and Pan-Africanism should be mainstreamed in our educational curricula.  
Measures to educate people about Pan-Africanism need to be conscious of the significant 
inequity between rural and urban schools in South Africa. This can be achieved by adequate 
resourcing village and township early childhood education through the provision of efficient, 
innovative and inclusive training programmes. But, of course, the promotion of ubuntu values 
should not be limited to the young and be applied to all communities in the country. Pan-
Africanist initiatives, in particular, cannot be limited to one race group and must be taught to 
racial minorities as well as the Black African majority. This will help them understand that 
community harmony is not delineated by nationality but by a shared continental heritage.  
Imbuing people with Pan-Africanism will not only improve public tolerance of other Africans 
but should create greater acceptance of people from other regions as well. 
 
The report has layout a number of recommendations on how to inculcate a more inclusive 
national identity in South Africa.  A Pan-African sentiment should be incorporated into these 
efforts. Pan-Africanism, especially as it is laid out in Agenda 2063, rejects tribalism and 
promotes a unified and progressive continental identity that celebrates diversity and human 
dignity (AU Commission, 2015).  Indeed, the NAP has acknowledged building a unified 
progressive national identification with Africa as critical for our country (DOJ&CD, 2019: 60).  
The data presented in Section 16, however, showed that for many South Africans racial and 
ethnic origins were one of their primary identities, more important than nationality or the family. 
Whilst respecting different ethnic and racial identifications, a greater appreciation of our 
collective identity as Africans must be engendered amongst the general public.  Using public 
opinion data, those groups (e.g., the Xhosa, Tswana and White Afrikaners) which were most 
likely to exhibit this tendency report were identified. These groups should be the target of 
campaigns to inculcate a sense of national pride through the promotion of a diverse 
progressive Pan-Africanist image of the nation.   
 
Unless the profound racial inequalities in South Africa are addressed, a Pan-Africanist spirit 
cannot effectively develop amongst the general population. The authorities should focus on 
accelerate racial transformation that corrects these inequalities. In fact, the NAP recognizes 
the importance of fighting interracial economic inequality as a solution to racism and racial 
intolerance in the country (DOJ&CD, 2019: 22-25).  This can be achieved through 
mechanisms that successfully address racial inequalities of ownership in the country. 
Improvements, therefore, need to be made existing programmes that aim improve black 
ownership of financial institutions. This should include new regulation interventions that 
encourage diversified ownership. Land ownership is also paramount and we, as a nation, need 
to further our national dialogues on land redistribution. Current programmes that provide 
support for land reform beneficiaries should be strengthened to guarantee the success of black 
landowners.  In addition, contemporary government efforts to create pro-black job creation 
must be improved.  Strengthening existing skills development programmes is required, and 
the accessibility of these programmes needs to be better communicated.  
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Adjustments to Socio-Economic Justice for All Programme Survey 
There is a need to regularly monitor ordinary people’s attitudes and behaviours through 
specially targeted public opinion surveys like the SEJAS.  Tracking, for example, prejudicial 
attitudes and behaviours over time is necessary to evaluate and enhance the impact and 
effectiveness of anti-discrimination interventions and related programmes. However, certain 
issues were identified with the existing SEJAS and there is a need to update the survey 
instrument to better capture the following vulnerable groups, international migrants, persons 
with disabilities and members of the LGBTIQ+ community.  This will require specially designed 
response options that will allow fieldworkers to capture these important groups. If the 
prospective service provider is concerned about low response from these designated 
populations, then a special effort must be made to capture an appropriate number of 
respondents from these groups.  The service provider will need to work with relevant civil 
society organisations to help these efforts.   New data sources like this could help 
policymakers design new and more effective anti-discrimination interventions.   
 
In addition to the above, more robust measures of discrimination are needed in SEJAS that 
can help us identify different types of human rights violations.  At present, as we discussed in 
Section 5, it is very difficult to determine the scale of personal discrimination in South Africa.  
Some of the existing measures used in SEJAS may be underestimating the true extent of the 
problem.  Moreover, as outlined in Section 6, we just do not know enough about the kinds of 
discrimination people are facing as well as the severity of that discrimination. A robust (and 
cost effective) public opinion survey instrument can be designed to provide a comprehensive 
measurement of discrimination in the country. The successful South African Stress and Health 
study can be used as template for this hypothetical study.  Generating this kind of data will 
allow greater insight into how much discrimination there is in the country, allow better 
monitoring of anti-discrimination programmes and help policymakers better target aggrieved 
groups for intervention.   
 

Immigrant Integration  
One of the most positive and impactful interventions that could assist immigrants living in 
South Africa are integration programmes that promote co-existence among diverse 
communities.  Here 'integration' can be understood as the process by which immigrants 
become full participants in the social, civic and economic life of a host society39. The need for 
integration programmes has been outlined in the NAP, which acknowledged such 
programmes as a key part of combatting xenophobia (DOJ&CD, 2019: 61). By encouraging 
this kind of participation, hosts will be deriving the greatest possible benefit (economically and 
socially) from its migrant population. A number of high-income countries (e.g., Germany, 
Sweden, Portugal, New Zealand, Norway and Canada) have demonstrated that investments 
in immigrant integration programmes can pay dividends in financial and social terms 
(Neureiter, 2019).  Consequently, integration programmes should be thought of as a kind of 
long-term investment that has multiple benefits for host societies.   
 
Many nations have, for several decades now, successfully implemented immigrant integration 
programmes, viewing them as a mechanism to realise national development goals, boosting 
the economy and strengthening the labour market.  In addition, numerous governments have 

 
39 Embodying the values of human development, progressive integration policies focus on enlarging individual freedoms with the 
aim to increase access to economic and social opportunities. This process should improve the wellbeing of both migrants and 
the hosts. For a discussion of how integration can be defined, see Favell (2001).  
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used such programmes to ease the social conflict that immigration can sometimes cause.  
Integration programmes help foreigners engage in positive and cooperative relationships at 
the community level40. Research has shown that these programmes can help reduce hosts’ 
hostility towards foreigners and lessen conflict between these groups (e.g., Green et al., 2020; 
Hooghe & de Vroome, 2015; Schlueter et al., 2013). South Africa has the opportunity to learn 
from the best practices of those immigrant integration programmes that most effectively 
facilitate the economic power of international migration for the benefit of the host society. 
Accordingly, policymakers should not see integration programmes as concessions to 
foreigners but as mechanisms for building more cohesive, prosperous and non-violent 
communities.  Integration is, of course, a long-term process and special accommodations are 
required for immigrants on a transitional basis.  But, in the long-term, this process should 
improve the wellbeing of both migrants and hosts.  
 
Progressive integration policies are informed by core principles that guide their design and 
implementation.  These principles are centred on a human development framework that 
envisions migrants as active economic and social participants in society. This can be 
contrasted with a securitisation approach which views foreigners as either potential 
troublemakers or liabilities.  In keeping with the human development approach, effective 
integration policies cover a wide variety of different domains of life. Examples of well-respected 
policies of this kind include Portugal's Strategic Plan for Migrations (Republica Portuguesa 
2015) and New Zealand's Migrant Settlement and Integration Strategy (Ministry of Business, 
Innovation and Employment 2018).  In these documents, immigrant integration policy is 
presented not as a single intervention but as an interconnected system of interventions that 
touch on different areas of life. These would include protections from discrimination, access 
to basic services (e.g., civic registration, housing, education and healthcare) and programmes 
that help foreigners learn local languages and customs.   
 
  

 
40 Positive contact has been shown to reduce anti-foreigner sentiment in South Africa and lessen unfounded stereotypes against 
this group (Gordon & Maharaj, 2015).  
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Appendix A 
 

Socio-Economic Justice for All Survey  
The Socio-Economic Justice for All Survey (SEJAS) is a cross-sectional public opinion survey 
of the national population. The survey was funded by the European Union and administered 
by the Foundation for Human Rights, in partnership with the DOJ&CD.  The SEJAS 
questionnaire was produced in English and then translated into all the other official languages. 
In order to guarantee the quality of this translation process, a double-blind translation 
methodology was employed.  The questionnaire was completed after thorough pilot testing in 
both Johannesburg and Cape Town. The service provider, Citizen Surveys, was contracted to 
conduct the survey. The sample for the SEJAS Baseline Survey was designed to be 
representative of all adults (including both citizens and non-citizens) in South Africa.  The 
target population for the SEJAS Baseline Survey was all adults living in private households in 
the country’s nine provinces41.   
 
Enumeration Areas (EAs) were used as the primary sampling unit (PSU). The following explicit 
stratification variables were exploited to select EAs, province, geographic area 
(metro/urban/rural) and dominant race group. Households were the secondary sampling unit 
(SSU), and adults were the final sampling units (USUs).  This is a standard methodological 
approach to designing a nationally representative sample of a large geographic areas. A 
sample of 4,167 EAs were drawn with 6 interviews to be conducted per EA. All adult household 
members were listed, and one adult was then randomly selected through the Kish Grid method 
(for more information on this method, see Kish, 1994). After the data collection, validation, and 
editing processes, the sample size for this survey series was 24,897. 
 

South African Social Attitudes Survey  
The Human Sciences Research Council (HSRC) launched the South African Social Attitudes 
Survey (SASAS) series in 2003.  Designed as a time series, the goal was to provide a long-
term account of the speed and direction of change in underlying public values and behaviours. 
The survey has been fielded annually and data from the 2003-2018 period was used for this 
study.  In order for the questionnaire to be accessible to all living in South Africa, it was 
translated into six languages (i.e., isiZulu, isiXhosa, Tshivenda, Xitsonga, Setswana and 
Afrikaans).  This procedure affords the SASAS series the ability to efficiently collect 
information on attitudes and behaviours across the post-apartheid nation’s varied multi-
cultural communities.  A complex sample design was employed to draw the sample which 
encompassed stratification and multi-stage sampling procedures.  
 
The sampling frame employed here was founded on the relevant National Census and a set 
of small area layers (SALs) were selected as the PSUs42.  In each SASAS round 500 PSUs 
were drawn. Estimates of the population numbers for a number of categories of the census 
variables were acquired per SAL.  Much like the SEJAS, special institutions (e.g., military 
camps, hospitals, schools and university hostels, old age homes), industrial areas, 
recreational areas and vacant SALs were omitted before drawing the sample.  Following 

 
41 The institutional and transient population in South Africa were excluded from this survey design. People who are homeless or 
resided in institutions (e.g., hospitals, prisons, military barracks, etc.) during the fieldwork period were ineligible for inclusion. 
42 Previously the smallest PSU was the EA, however this raised concerns about confidentiality levels and therefore data was 
mostly released at a small area level. For the later SASAS rounds, SAL was used, and this was achieved, in some cases, by 
merging existing EAs. 
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standard practice, three explicit stratification variables were employed (there were province, 
geographic type and majority population group).  Households were the SSUs, and adults were 
the USUs.  In each round of SASAS, seven SSU in were selected in each SAL and in each 
household a single USU was interviewed.  The household member was selected randomly, 
using the Kish Grid method. The average SASAS round has a sample size of three thousand 
people.   
 

Ipsos Migration Survey  
Ipsos conducted a survey of the adult population in four of South Africa’s nine provinces (i.e., 
Limpopo, KwaZulu-Natal, Western Cape and Gauteng).  Let us call this group, the LKWG 
population. Why were the LKWG selected for this study? The four provinces are some of the 
most populace in the country and together comprised about two-thirds of the national 
population.  From an economic and ethno-linguistic point of view, these are quite diverse 
provinces and contain a good mix of the country's different class, racial and linguistic 
subgroups.  Consequently, from an economic, demographic and social perspective, the 
LKWG represents a good cross-section of the South African population. The survey was 
collected at the household level with fieldworkers conducting interviews face-to-face at the 
respondent's home.  The questionnaire was translated into multiple languages and (where 
appropriate) the interview was conducted in the home language of the respondent.  
 
Similar to the SASAS series, SALs were used as the PSUs in the Ipsos Migration Survey and 
households were the SSU. Ipsos provided a geographical frame for the structuring of the 
selection of the PSUs. This permitted a vertical analysis of returned data by geographical area 
and provincial representation was achieved. Six interviews were conducted at each PSU in 
the SSUs. Only one person per SSU was selected (at random) for the interview.  In each PSU, 
fieldworkers conducted interviews with 3 males and 3 females.   Fieldwork began in October 
2019 and concluded in November 2019.  After cleaning, the Ipsos sample contained 2,004 
respondents.  
 

Afrobarometer 
Afrobarometer is a cross-national public opinion survey that covers more than thirty different 
African countries and (with the exception of Central Africa) has strong representation in most 
regions of the continent.  Interviews were face-to-face and a random, clustered, stratified and 
proportionate area probability samples were used. So as to assure quality data, all survey 
questionnaires were translated into appropriate local languages. This involved a double-blind 
translation methodology. The Afrobarometer team use the latest census statistics in each 
country to build weights that allow the presentation of a nationally representative picture.  The 
data was weighted based on the following individual selection probabilities: region, gender, 
urban-rural distribution, and size of household.  The character of each research design varied 
somewhat based on the precise circumstances of the surveyed country. However, a 
coordinated strategy with academic partners allowed comprehensive cross-national 
comparisons to be made.  For more information on this dataset and the detailed specifics of 
the methodological procedures followed, please see https://afrobarometer.org/surveys-and-
methods/sampling-principles.  Data from the latest Afrobarometer Round 7 (2016/2018) which 
has a sample of 45,823 in 34 countries was used for this report.  
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Appendix B  
In this appendix, the following research question was assessed: ‘does public distrust of 
POACs who lived in South Africa correlate with public trust of outgroups in general?’  A 
multivariate regression approach was employed to answer this important research question 
and SEJAS data was utilised.  Ordered logistic regression was selected as this is a reliable 
method used to model ordinal categorical outcome variables.   To avoid omitted variable bias, 
a number of different variables were employed as background controls.  Standard methods 
are used to create independent dummy variables that captured race, age, gender, geographic 
status and socio-economic position.  Although many of these are standard, a special 
subjective poverty index (labelled the Basic Needs Index) was constructed to better capture 
the material conditions of the individual43.  
 
Table 15: Pairwise correlations on Trust Different Others Index items 
    1 2 3 4 
1 People from a different race than yours        
2 People with a different language than yours 0.707    
3 People with a different religion than yours 0.594 0.654   
4 People with a different political affiliation than yours 0.580 0.611 0.616  
5 People with a different sexual orientation than yours 0.568 0.612 0.623 0.644 

Notes: 1. All coefficients depicted in the table were statistically significant at the 
p<0.001; 2. Bonferroni adjustment was used to calculate significance levels to 
counteract the problem of multiple comparisons and control for the familywise error 
rate. 

 
To measure trust towards people different from oneself, data from the SEJAS items on 
outgroup trust was utilised. Survey participants were asked if they trusted five types of people 
who were different from themselves. These included people from a different: (i) race; (ii) 
language; (iii) religion; (iv) political affiliation; and (v) sexual orientation.  Responses were 
completed on a 1-4 scale (1, not trust at all to 4, completely trust).  A pairwise correlation 
matrix was computed to examine the connections between these items (Table 15).  Robust 
intercorrelations between the items in the table were found, and it would seem that if an 
individual distrust one outgroup, he/she also tended to distrust other outgroups. Based on this 
analysis, it was decided to create, from these five items, a composite Trust Different Others 
Index.  The indicator ranged from 0 to 10 with the higher value indicating the greater level of 
trust.    

 
Table 16: Ordered logistic regression model on trusts and distrusts people from other 
African countries living in South Africa  
  Model I Model II 
Age 0.002 (0.001) * -0.003 (0.001) ** 
Gender (ref. male) -0.074 (0.029) * 0.012 (0.031)  
Population Group (ref. Black African)    

Coloured 0.064 (0.054)  -0.073 (0.055)  
Indian/Asian 0.185 (0.079) * -0.194 (0.081) * 
White 0.318 (0.047) *** 0.200 (0.051) *** 

Geotype (ref. Urban metro)     

 
43 Respondents were asked if how often did they or anyone in their household had gone without in the past 12 months: (i) enough 
food to eat; (ii) enough clean water for home use; (iii) medicines or medical treatment when needed; (iv) enough fuel to cook your 
food; and (v) electricity in your home (except for load shedding). Participants were required to answer each question on a 1 to 4 
scale (1, not at all to 5, always).  These items were combined into a single (0 to 10) composite index which measured subjective 
poverty. A higher score on this index represents a high level of material deprivation. 
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Urban non-metro -0.156 (0.044) *** 0.007 (0.044)  
Rural -0.218 (0.047) *** -0.118 (0.052) * 

Years of Formal Schooling 0.015 (0.004) ** 0.000 (0.005)  
Basic Needs Index -0.032 (0.007) *** -0.015 (0.007) * 
Employment (ref. Employed)     

Unemployed -0.103 (0.035) ** -0.009 (0.039)  
Labour Market Inactive -0.080 (0.038) * 0.009 (0.042)  

Trust Different Others    0.716 (0.010) *** 
/cut1 -0.544 (0.096)   1.832 (0.106)   
/cut2 0.778 (0.097)  3.914 (0.111)  
/cut3 2.295 (0.100)   6.265 (0.123)   

Wald chi2 731 (20)  5606 (21)  
Prob > chi2 0.000   0.000   
Pseudo R2 0.014     0.258     

*** p<0.001, **p<0.01,* p<0.05 
Notes: 1. The regressions also control for province of residence; and 2. Linearized 
standard error in parenthesis. 
 

Two multivariate models were created for the analysis and a positive coefficient in this model 
indicates trust in POACs living in South Africa (Table 16).  The first is a base model containing 
the socio-economic, demographic and contact controls while the second model introduces the 
Trust Different Others Index.  Socio-economic factors had a statistically significant impact on 
outputs in the first model.   Being poor reduced the log odds of trusting people from elsewhere 
in Africa.  However, the size of this effect was not as robust as we may have imagined.   The 
outcomes of the second model confirm initial expectations, showing that the Trust Different 
Others Index had a robust (and positive) relationship with the dependent variable.  A one unit 
change in the index improved the log odds of trusting African foreigners by 0.716 (SE=0.010).  
The intergroup trust index had, by comparison, a much more robust effect on attitudes than 
the Basic Needs Index (r=-0.0015; SE=0.007; p=0.034). 
 

Appendix C 
Using a multivariate regression approach, the following question was explored: ‘do welcoming 
attitudes towards foreigners affected participation in anti-immigrant hate crime?’  For this 
analysis, SASAS data was used. The dependent variable (i.e., participation in anti-immigrant 
hate crime) was coded as follows: (i) ‘recent participant’; (ii) ‘past participant’; (iii) ‘non- 
participant with intention’; and (iv) ‘non-participant no intention’.   A number of standard 
background variables were created for the multivariate analysis, including variables that 
captured age, gender, population group, educational attainment and provincial residence. In 
addition to these, economic status was obtained using household asset accumulation. In order 
to provide an accurate representation of asset accumulation among adult South Africans, an 
asset index was developed based on the Living Standards Measurement (LSM) index 
designed by the South African Advertising Research Foundation to measure social class44.   
 
Given the nature of the categorical dependent anti-immigrant violence variable, a multinomial 
regression approach was used to identify determinants of the dependent variable.  The base 
outcome of the multivariate model is ‘non-participation no intention’. The likelihood ratio chi-
square of each model indicates that each fitted substantially better than an empty model.   The 

 
44 Respondents are asked more than thirty questions about their asset ownership access and to services to segment the market. 
The Living Standards Measure divides the population into 10 groups (1 = lowest to 10 = highest). 
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results of these multinomial (polytomous) logistic regressions are displayed in Table 17.  This 
table shows the log odds of the probability of choosing one outcome category versus the 
baseline category.  As can be seen, welcoming attitudes have a statistically significant (and 
negative) correlation with the dependent variable in all three pairings.  The more unwelcoming 
an individual was towards foreigners, the more liable that individual was to participate in anti-
immigrant hate crime.  Welcoming attitudes have the most robust effect in the first (i.e., recent 
participant) and third (i.e., non-participant with intention) pairings.  
 
Table 17: Multinomial logistic regression on participation in anti-immigrant violence 

  Recent Participant Distant Participant 
Non-participant  
with Intention  

Age -0.015 (0.006) * -0.005 (0.006)   -0.007 (0.003) * 
Gender (ref. male) -0.206 (0.199)  -0.225 (0.145)  -0.019 (0.097)  
Population Group (ref. Black African)       

Coloured 0.038 (0.275)  -0.838 (0.308) ** -0.254 (0.173)  
Indian/Asian -0.013 (0.387)  -0.552 (0.295)  -0.490 (0.214) * 
White 0.383 (0.360)  0.046 (0.278)  -0.128 (0.198)  

Geotype (ref. urban formal)        
Informal Urban 0.216 (0.386)  0.286 (0.293)  0.332 (0.208)  
Rural -0.388 (0.310)  0.084 (0.196)  -0.274 (0.135) * 

Years of Formal Schooling -0.048 (0.038)  0.002 (0.023)  0.009 (0.017)  
Living Standards Measure  -0.172 (0.091)  -0.065 (0.067)  -0.126 (0.042) ** 
Employment (ref. Paid Work) 0.484 (0.244) * 0.047 (0.192)  0.026 (0.129)  
Welcoming Stance (ref. Welcome None)       

Welcome All -0.669 (0.276) * -0.779 (0.202) *** -1.554 (0.152) *** 
Welcome Some -0.642 (0.242) ** -0.208 (0.177)  -0.695 (0.104) *** 

(Don't Know) -1.395 (0.750)   -0.529 (0.588)   -1.288 (0.357) *** 
*** p<0.001, **p<0.01, * p<0.05 

Notes: 1. The regressions also control for province of residence and survey wave 2. 
Linearized standard error in parenthesis; and 3. The number of observations 
=11,018, the Wald chi2(72) = 338, Prob > chi2 =   0.0000, Pseudo R2 = 0.050, Log 
pseudolikelihood = -888949802. 

 
Reviewing each of the independent variables in the table, it must be acknowledged that 
population group was not a robust predictor of the dependent variable in Table 17.  Although 
there were some population group effects, it was clear that socio-economic factors were more 
important predictors. Socio-economic status was a significant determinant of past participation 
in anti-immigrant violence.  A one unit change in the index reduced the log odds of being a 
non-participant with intention (r=-0.126; SE=0.042; p=0.003) when compared to the base 
outcome. This outcome provides empirical support for the thesis that economic disadvantage 
is positively correlated with the intention to engage in violence. This result seems consistent 
with the frustration-aggression theory which holds that prejudicial action is caused by 
individuals’ inability to satisfy their basic needs and stresses individuals’ experiences of 
deprivation (for a further discussion of this theorem, see Breuer & Elson, 2017). 
 

Appendix D 
In this appendix, the key determinants of public agreement with the statement '[i]t is acceptable 
to burn government property to force the state to provide services' are examined.  A 
multivariate regression approach was employed to assess the relative strength of a range of 
different determinants and SEJAS data was employed for the analysis. As this was the most 
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reliable method to model ordinal categorical outcome variables, an ordered logistic regression 
was utilised.  Following the example outline in Error! Reference source not found., a number 
of different variables were employed as background controls. This included basic 
demographic, geographic and socio-economic variables. Two composite indexes were 
produced that measured faith in the existing system, the 'Ease of Enforcement Index'45 and 
the ‘Public Trust Index'46.  Finally, agreement with the following statement: ‘[a] man is justified 
in hitting or beating his partner if she annoys him’ was used as a proxy for support for 
chauvinistic gendered norms about aggression.  Responses were measured on 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 4 (strongly agree) agreement scale.   
 
Table 18: Ordered logistic regression model on disagree and agree with the statement: 
“It is acceptable to burn government property to force the state to provide services”  
  Model I Model II Model III 
Age -0.007 (0.001) *** -0.007 (0.001) *** -0.007 (0.001) *** 
Gender (ref. male) -0.060 (0.030) * -0.044 (0.030)  -0.008 (0.031)  
Population Group (ref. Black African)       

Coloured 0.048 (0.055)  -0.001 (0.056)  -0.032 (0.056)  
Indian/Asian -0.497 (0.086) *** -0.554 (0.086) *** -0.412 (0.086) *** 
White 0.174 (0.056) ** 0.029 (0.056)  -0.024 (0.057)  

Geotype (ref. Metro)         
Urban non-metro -0.040 (0.047)  -0.082 (0.047)  -0.031 (0.047)  
Rural -0.127 (0.052) * -0.123 (0.052) * -0.134 (0.052) * 

Years of Formal Schooling -0.032 (0.004) *** -0.038 (0.004) *** -0.022 (0.004) *** 
Employment (ref. Employed)        

Unemployed 0.139 (0.036) *** 0.148 (0.035) *** 0.110 (0.036) ** 
Labour Market Inactive 0.013 (0.042)  0.007 (0.042)  0.031 (0.042)  

Public Institutional Trust  -0.071 (0.006) *** -0.044 (0.006) *** 
Ease of Enforcement   -0.166 (0.008) *** -0.084 (0.008) *** 
Patriarchal Norms           1.304 (0.027) *** 

/cut1 -0.536 (0.094)   -2.184 (0.120)   0.781 (0.134)   
/cut2 1.030 (0.095)  -0.571 (0.118)  2.797 (0.141)  
/cut3 2.462 (0.100)  0.879 (0.121)  4.452 (0.149)  

Wald chi2 372   881   3244   
 

45 This metric was constructed by exploiting answers to five questions about the ease of 
seeking justice from different institutions.  Survey participants in SEJAS were instructed to 
please tell me how easy or difficult you think it is to do each of the following: (i) contact your 
local councillor if you want to express your point of view; (ii) contact a Member of Parliament 
if you want to express your point of view; (iii) challenge a violation of your rights in court; (iv) 
approach the Constitutional Court directly to assert your rights; and (v) lodge a complaint with 
a Chapter 9 organisation such as the Public Protector or Human Rights Commission?"” 
Response options were 1(very difficult) to 4(very easy). Answers to these questions were 
merged and then the index was altered to fit a 0 to 10 scale. The greater value on this scale, 
the easier an individual thinks it is to seek justice from existing institutions.  
46 This trust index was produced using responses to six questions about trust in different public 
institutions.  SEJAS respondents were asked “[r]egardless of whether you have used them or 
not, how much do you trust the following services/institutions: (i) the public service (in general); 
(ii) the police; (iii) the courts; (iv) public/government hospitals/clinics; (v) public/government 
schools; and (vi) social security agency (for grants, pensions, etc.)?” Response options were 
1(do not trust at all) to 4(completely trust). Participant answers to the six questions were 
combined and then the index was converted into a single 0 to 10 index. The higher value on 
this index, the higher the level of trust an individual has in these public institutions.  
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Prob > chi2 0.000   0.000   0.000   
Pseudo R2 0.007     0.023     0.139     
 0.001, **p<0.01,* p<0.05 

Notes: 1. The regressions also control for province of residence; and 2. Linearized 
standard error in parenthesis. 

 
Three multivariate models were produced for the analysis and a positive coefficient in this 
model indicates support for violent protest action, results depicted in Error! Reference source n
ot found..  The first is a base model containing the socio-economic, demographic and contact 
controls while the second model introduces the two political variables.  The patriarchal norms 
variable is introduced in the final model. Age had a statistically significant (and negative) effect 
on model outputs in all three models. A one year addition to an individual's age decreased the 
log odds of supporting violence. Educational attainment also had a robust effect on attitudes, 
gaining a year of formal education decreased the chances of agreeing with the statement 
about protest action. Being unemployed had a statistically significant (and positive) correlation 
with the dependent. In other words, being unemployed increased the likelihood of supporting 
violent protest action.  
 
The outcomes of the second model corroborate prior assumptions, showing that the Ease of 
Enforcement index had a negative relationship with the dependent variable. However, the size 
of this effect was not as robust as we may have imagined. A one-unit change in the index 
reduced the log odds of agreeing with the statement about the use of violence by 0.167 
(SE=0.008) in Model II. Political distrust was also found to have a negative correlation with the 
dependent variable in Model II. The Political Trust Index had, interestingly, a less more robust 
effect on attitudes (r=-0.072; SE=0.006; p=0.000) than the Ease of Enforcement Index.  In the 
final model, we can note that the Patriarchal Violence Norms variable had a particularly 
substantial impact on how people thought about violent protest action. A one unit change in 
this variable improved the log odds of supporting the use of violence by 1.304 (0.027) in Model 
III. In other words, the more likely that an individual was to support a patriarchal interpretation 
of intimate partner violence, the more liable to support violent protest action. 
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