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Preface

This budget brief is one of six that explore 

the extent to which the 2020 national and 

provincial budgets address the needs of children 

under 18 years in South Africa. Further, the 

briefs analyse the impact of the coronavirus 

(COVID-19) pandemic on allocations for children 

by comparing the baseline budget introduced in 

February 2020 with the special adjusted budget 

presented to Parliament in June 2020. Each brief 

considers the evidence and draws conclusions 

about how the government’s emergency 

public finance response affects services and 

programmes that benefit children. 
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Key messages 
and recommendations
South Africa has added at least R26 billion, in addition to the planned R187 billion social 
assistance budget, to help vulnerable families and households cope with the effects of the 
COVID-19 pandemic. The provincial social development departments have added close to R1 billion 
more to their spending plans in FY2020, while collectively they will have R300 million more to spend 
on social welfare over the next three years. 

The bulk of additional spending at the provincial level is invested in health interventions. 
The provincial social development departments have spent between R10 million and R300 million 
more on COVID-19-related spending in FY2020, which includes personal protective equipment (PPE), 
emergency food relief to households, provision of shelter for the homeless, support to old age homes 
and early childhood development centres, and funding for gender-based violence programmes. 

Whereas the special adjusted budget introduced in June 2020 responded to the immediate 
demands of the COVID-19 pandemic, the adjusted budget in October 2020 will provide 
clarity in terms of government’s fiscal response beyond the immediate exigencies of the 
pandemic. Further details on government plans to extend the top-ups to the social grants, the extent 
of expenditure reductions across government departments and details of new social and economic 
spending to boost the economy will be unveiled. 

Recent academic research shows that the social grants are well-targeted, especially during the 
national lockdown, and have served an increasing number of vulnerable households. The child 
support grant (CSG) is shown to contribute 63 per cent to the per capita income of the poorest 30 per 
cent of households and while the relative contribution of the old age pension (OAP) is less progressive 
than the CSG, both grants are critical to the government’s social relief efforts. 

The same research notes that while social grants are undoubtedly well-targeted, household 
and child hunger levels have risen rapidly during the national lockdown, threatening to undo 
the gains made between 2002 and 2017. The loss of labour market incomes for families at the lower 
end of the income distribution has put into sharp perspective how grant-receiving households need 
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multiple incomes to survive and sustain family 
life. The national government is encouraged to:

1. Extend the period of the top-ups of the social 
grants at least until the end of the year, given 
the long-term social and economic effects of 
the pandemic; 

2. Reconsider whether the caregiver grant should 
be continued and replace it with a per child 
allocation, at least until the end of the year; 
and

3. Extend the special COVID-19 grant and 
improve the overall efficiency of the grant 
application and payout process. 

The loss of labour market income in non-
grant-receiving households during the 
national lockdown needs to be addressed 
as a matter of urgency, because if these 
households do not recover, they will become 
eligible for receiving social grants, and the 
fiscus will have to dig even deeper to provide 
immediate social and economic relief. 

The government has approved the country’s 
new Medium-Term Strategic Framework 
(MTSF), a notable feature of which is 
that responsibility for social protection 
is spread among multiple departments. 
While the extent of the role of the national and 
provincial departments of social development 

in social protection seems to have been scaled 
back, it does allow for a more focused social 
development and protection agenda, which could 
improve the overall productivity and outputs of 
this vital sector. 

While the new MTSF continues to honour 
the country’s commitment to a strong 
social assistance system, the signals on a 
transformed social welfare system appear 
mixed. Focusing on getting more social service 
professionals into the sector is commendable and 
necessary, but from a first reading of the MTSF, 
there do not appear to be strong enough signals 
for the radical overhaul and better funding of 
social welfare services at the provincial level.
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1. Introduction

Governance and national policy

South Africa has nine subnational (provincial) 
departments of social development, and a 
national Department of Social Development 
that leads policy-making and coordination 
in the sector. The mandate of the social 
development sector has been established 
through several laws and policies, which include:

• The Social Assistance Act (2004), which 
provides the legislative framework for 
providing social assistance (the social grants 
system);

• The 1997 White Paper for Social Welfare, 
which sets out the broad principles for a 
developmental social welfare system in South 
Africa;

• The Children’s Act (2005), which sets out the 
principles relating to the care and protection of 
children; 

• The Older Persons Act (2006), which provides 
a framework for empowering and protecting 
older persons; 

• the Non-profit Organisation’s Act (1997), which 
establishes an administrative and regulatory 
framework for non-profit organisations;

• The Social Services Professions Act (1978), 
amended in 1995,1996 and 1998, which 
provides for the establishment of a South 

African Council for Social Service Professions 
and for establishing control over the various 
social work professions; and

• The Prevention of and Treatment for 
Substance Abuse (2008) (Act No. 70 of 
2008), which provides for a comprehensive 
response for the combating of substance 
abuse and for mechanisms aimed at reduction 
of demand and harm in relation to substance 
abuse through prevention, early intervention, 
treatment and reintegration programmes. 

While social development took ownership 
of Outcome 13 (Inclusive and responsive 
social protection system) in the 2014–2019 
MTSF, the structure has changed in the 
updated 2019–2024 MTSF. The new MTSF 
remains informed by the policy goals in the 
National Development Plan and includes seven 
priority areas, three of which are geared directly 
towards social protection.1 It appears that there 
is no longer a single ‘lead’ department that 
oversees social protection – as was the case 
in the previous MTSF. Instead, the overlapping 
nature of the 2019–2024 MTSF looks towards a 
more integrated, multi-pronged and cooperative 
approach. It is still not clear whether government 
will restructure its functional working groups 
and clusters in line with this, or just fold the new 
MTSF into the existing structure. Currently the 
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Ministers of Health and Basic Education co-chair 
the Social Protection, Community and Human 
Development Cluster.2

Social development in the 2019–2024 
MTSF 

The Department of Social Development 
takes a leading role in the new MTSF Priority 
4, (Consolidating the social wage through 
reliable and quality basic services). Priority 4 
is defined by five outcomes, namely transformed 
developmental social welfare services, social 
protection for children, comprehensive social 
security, community development and integrated 
social protection information systems. 

The new MTSF appears to have scaled down the 
overall contribution of the social development 
sector in the provision of social protection, 
but one can also argue that a more focused 
agenda could improve the overall contribution 
and output yields from this sector. 

The next five-year period is strongly 
defined by the completion of a legislative 
and policy agenda (white papers on social 
welfare and social security), improving 
social assistance on both the intensive and 
extensive margins,3 and winding down the 
social development sector’s involvement 
in the early childhood development sector. 
Notable is the separation of the social protection 
floor work (Department of Planning, Monitoring 
and Evaluation lead) from the country’s 
comprehensive social security work (Department 
of Social Development lead) even though there 
are strong inter-linkages in these work streams. 
The new MTSF also intends to define norms 
and standards for key social welfare functions 
(prevention of substance abuse, violence against 
children, and families and communities). This 
intervention could potentially assist provincial 
social development departments to garner more 
resources for social welfare functions, but on its 
own will not be enough to super-charge better 
financing for social welfare. 
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While the new MTSF continues to honour 
the country’s commitment to a strong 
social assistance system, the signals on a 
transformed social welfare system appear 
mixed. Focusing on getting more social service 
professionals into the sector is commendable 
and necessary, but from a first reading of the 
MTSF there do not appear to be strong enough 
signals for the radical overhaul and better funding 
of social welfare services at the provincial level. 

While the core packages for social welfare will 
help, more creative thinking is needed to get 
significantly more funding for social welfare 
functions at the provincial level. There are also 
further concerns that prevention and early 
intervention appear to be restricted to the 
substance abuse area, whereas developmental 
social welfare services require this orientation to 
become mainstreamed in all social development 
and other government programmes. 

Table 1: Outlining the role of the social development sector in the 2019–2024 MTSF

Outcome Interventions Resourcing

Transformed 
developmental 
social welfare 
services 

Expand number of social service professionals R5.1 billion

Review social development legislative framework R12 million 

Enabling environment for children’s services through 
legislation, policy, etc.

R10 million

Core package of social welfare interventions for substance 
abuse, violence against women and children, families and 
communities

R 9 billion

Prevention and response interventions for substance abuse R10.8 million

Social protection  
of children 

Provide quality early childhood development services (0–4 
years)

Approximately R1.6 billion 
over MTEF for early childhood 
development conditional grant

Address exclusions to CSG by increasing access for 
0–1-year-olds

–

Improve social protection coverage and efficiency –

Comprehensive 
social security 

Optimise social security legislative framework As per annual budgets

Payments of social grants As per annual budgets

Improve coverage and efficiency of social insurance –

Community 
development 
interventions 

Develop state and CSO partnership model –

Create vibrant and sustainable communities R10 million

Optimise non-profit organisation legislative framework –

Employment opportunities for vulnerable citizens
R100 million (Department 
of Social Development and 
National Development Agency)

Implement food and nutrition security initiatives for 
vulnerable individuals and households

R333 million

 Integrated social 
protection systems

Integrate all social protection systems for better delivery of 
services

–
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Takeaways
• The country’s new MTSF 2019–2024 has spread the overall responsibility 

for social protection among a greater number of government 
departments, which means a more focused agenda for the social 
development sector. 

• The social development sector will focus on improving coverage and 
efficiency of social protection policies over the medium term, which 
includes addressing exclusions to the CSG for very young children.

• A promising strategic initiative is the intention to develop a package of 
core services for social welfare functions, which could enable provincial 
social development departments to draw in better funding for social 
welfare functions. 

• There are concerns around the ability of the government to successfully 
coordinate social protection among multiple departments and maintain 
the overall coherence of social protection policy and implementation. 
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2. The special adjustment 
budget and social 
development

Relevant budget process 
considerations

Legal authority for the supplementary budget 
tabled in June 2020 is provided through the 
country’s Public Finance Management Act 
(PFMA), Act No. 1 of 1999. Section 30 of the 
PFMA provides for the Minister of Finance to 
introduce an adjustment budget to provide for 
emergency expenditures (section 16), to account 
for significant and unforeseeable social and 
economic events, the shifting of funds within 
and between votes (spending units) in section 
42, and to utilise savings under a vote to defray 
expenditure in the same vote (but different 
programme) in section 43. Similar provisions are 
made for the provincial level of government using 
section 31 of the PFMA.

The special adjustment budget (SBR) is 
an ad hoc budget tabled in Parliament, 
specifically in response to COVID-19. As an 
addition to the budget process, the SBR 

does not provide for changes to overall 
budget priorities or the MTEF. The Minister 
of Finance will still table the Adjusted Estimates 
of National Expenditure (in-year changes for 
FY2020) and the Medium-Term Budget Policy 
Statement in October 2020. The policy that 
informed the 2020 Budget, therefore, remains 
in place and the SBR is purely in response to 
the unforeseen state of disaster as declared 
by government on 15 March 2020. The 2020 
Medium-Term Budget Policy Statement will 
include any changes to policy and government 
programmes that are needed to support the 
economy’s recovery and bolster the social 
protection net over the 2021 MTEF. 

The purpose of the SBR is to provide clarity 
on: (1) the extent and scope of the emergency 
response; (2) how the emergency response 
will be funded; and (3) the extent to which 
the emergency forced reprioritisation of 
the proposed allocations that were made in 
February 2020. 
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The special adjusted budget and 
national Department of Social 
Development

On 21 April 2020, President Cyril Ramaphosa 
announced a special adjustment package 
of R500 billion to support the economy, 
augment the health system and provide 
for the poor and unemployed. A breakdown 
of the support package is shown in Table 2. 
Notable in Table 2 is the R50 billion that has 
been set aside to support vulnerable households 
for six months. In the tabled SBR, only R41 
billion is made available for this purpose and the 
additional support is financed through substantial 
reallocations within the social development 
national vote. 

The government has added R26 billion net 
to the social assistance pay-outs to support 
the response to the pandemic in 2020. This is 
different from the R50 billion that was promised 
in the initial fiscal relief package. If one assumes 
that the additional support will cease in FY2020 
(at the end of October), then spending on social 
assistance will go back to levels projected in 

the 2020 February Budget. However, the length 
of the pandemic and the attendant social and 
economic costs may require the government to 
extend support to vulnerable families, which may 
lead to an upward spending path for social grant 
payments in FY2021 and FY2022. 

The temporary changes to the nominal value 
of the social grants bode well for the affected 
individuals and households. These changes 
are way above the inflationary increases that 
preceded the changes in grant values in June 
2020. A long-standing complaint with the grant 
system is that it has pegged annual changes to 
the consumer inflation rate, whereas research4 
has shown that food inflation often outstrips 
consumer price inflation and that inflation-
linked increases underestimated the pressure 
on poor households’ spending power. While 
these changes are temporary, they provide 
some indication about the extent and direction 
of increases needed to make the social grant 
system sustainable and meaningful. 

Figure 1: Provisions for social assistance (social grant 
payments) in baseline and adjusted budget 2020 (R 
billion)
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R billion

Source: Estimates of National Expenditure 2020 and Supplementary 
Budget Review 2020

Table 2: COVID-19 fiscal response package

R million

Credit guarantee scheme 200,000

Job creation and support for small 
and medium enterprises and informal 
business

100,000

Measures for income support (further tax 
deferrals, skills development levy holiday 
and employment tax incentive extension)

70,000

Support to vulnerable households for six 
months

50,000

Wage protection (unemployment 
insurance fund)

40,000

Health and other frontline services 20,000

Support to municipalities 20,000

Total 500,000

Source: National Treasury
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Figure 2: Temporary relative changes in nominal value 
to social grants against food inflation and consumer 
price inflation in the adjusted budget, 2020
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13.4
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13.4 13.4

% change in June Food inflation CPI

Source: National Treasury Supplementary Budget Review 2020, p. 15
Note 1: Consumer price and food inflation values are for May 2020. 
Grant changes were introduced in May 2020.
Note 2: CSG top-up changed to caregiver grant after the first 
payment in June 2020 (R500 per caregiver, irrespective of the 
number of qualifying children). 

The special adjusted budget and 
provincial social development 
departments

Spending on provincial social welfare 
services is projected to grow by 2.8 per cent 
on average in FY2020, while the inflation-
adjusted growth of proposed allocations 
over the medium term is projected to grow 
by a modest 1.3 per cent on average (Figure 
3). This means that provincial social development 
departments have roughly less than a billion rands 
more to spend in FY2020 and under R300 million 
more on average over the next three years. 
Apart from Free State, all other provinces project 
positive growth on their social development 
spending in FY2020, with Mpumalanga (+6.9 
per cent) and the Northern Cape (+4.8 per cent) 
being the leading spenders. Over the new MTEF, 
Mpumalanga seems to sustain the positive 
increases (3.3 per cent average growth), while 
Free State plans to spend less in real terms over 
the same period (-0.1 per cent on average). 

Figure 3: Inflation-adjusted spending and allocation trends in provincial social development departments, 
FY2015–2021 (FY2019=100)
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In the overall context of COVID-19 spending, 
the share devoted to social development-
specific spending is relatively small and 
ranges from R300 million in KwaZulu-Natal 
to R20 million in Northern Cape.5 Social 
development departments have chosen to 
spend additional COVID-19 resources on the 
procurement of PPE, food and nutrition parcels 
for vulnerable individuals and families, and the 
provision of temporary shelter for those left 
homeless by the pandemic. KwaZulu-Natal 
has recognised the impact of the pandemic on 
women and has proposed spending additional 
monies on gender-based violence programmes, 
while Western Cape is providing additional 
support to old age homes and early childhood 
development centres. 

Table 3: Spending framework of provincial social development departments’ response to COVID-19

Province Area of priorities
Total proposed 

spending

Eastern Cape
Food provisions for households; PPE and sanitisers for employees; tools of 
trade for employees

R104 million

Free State PPE; provisions for homeless people; appointment of temporary social workers R25 million

Gauteng
PPE; upscaling of food distribution programmes; provision of shelters for the 
homeless

R258 million

KwaZulu-Natal
Care for the homeless; provision of food parcels; addressing gender-based 
violence

R300 million

Limpopo Social work services; provincial care centres R10.4 million

Mpumalanga Social welfare support
Not directly 

provided

Northern Cape
Nutrition support for children subsidised by Department of Social 
Development or early childhood development centres for complying with 
COVID-19 measures

R20 million

North West
Food parcels and cooked meals; blankets; sanitary dignity packs; emergency 
needs of vulnerable individuals and households

R40 million

Western Cape
Emergency food relief; PPE; operational support to old age homes and early 
childhood development centres

R38 million

Source: Provincial Special Adjusted Estimates July 2020

The share devoted to social 
development-specific spending 
ranges from

R300 million in 
KwaZulu-Natal to  
R20 million in  
Northern Cape
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Takeaways
• The special adjusted budget introduced in June 2020 responded to the 

immediate demands of the COVID-19 pandemic, whereas the planned 
adjusted budget in October 2020 will provide clarity in terms of 
government’s fiscal response beyond the immediate exigencies of the 
pandemic. 

• COVID-19-specific additions to the social grant system add roughly R26 
billion more in FY2020 and there is likely to be further pressure to 
extend grant top-ups beyond October 2020.

• The temporary changes to the nominal value of the social grants are 
positive and outstrip both consumer and food inflation, thus providing 
meaningful relief to millions of households. 

• Overall, additional COVID-19 spending in provincial social development 
departments is modest and these departments will have roughly R300 
million more over the next three years.

• It would appear that the small additional COVID-19 allocations are spent 
on procuring PPE, providing emergency food relief and providing shelter 
for those left homeless by the pandemic. 
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3. Social development and 
the immediate impact of 
COVID-19

Income disruptions during COVID-196

The national lockdown has negatively 
affected the employment prospects of lower 
income households, while households in the 
upper reaches of the income distribution 
appear to have similar employment levels 
pre- and post-lockdown. Households in the 
poorest 20 per cent of the income distribution 
experienced a drop of 20 per cent in employment 
between February and April. These are most 
likely grant-receiving households and the only 
way to counter such large income shocks 
would be to have social grants large enough to 
cover the expected shortfall in income. At the 
other extreme end of the income distribution 
it is clear that higher income households were 
able to retain their levels of employment. 
However, Figure 4 does not really allow one 
to draw conclusions about the status of these 
households’ employment and whether this has 
also resulted in a loss of income. 

Figure 4: Labour market status of respondents prior 
to and immediately after the national lockdown by 
household income group
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The percentage of grant-receiving 
households that have lost their main source 
of income is relatively stable at around 40 per 
cent, whereas non-grant households have 
a much larger variance in terms of this key 
variable (Figure 5). More than half of non-grant 
households in the poorest income group have lost 
their main source of income, whereas more than 

a quarter of the richest non-grant households 
have lost their main source of income. Wills et 
al. (2020) argue that the large hit on non-grant 
household income may have implications for the 
overall social grant system if those households 
are unable to recover their lost income in the 
immediate aftermath of the pandemic. 

A natural question to ask is given the 
loss in income for many households, how 
have the existing social grants been able 
to supplement the income of the affected 
households? Figure 6 shows that household 
income was boosted by an average 63 per cent 
for the poorest 30 per cent of households who 
receive the CSG. For the poorest 40 per cent 
of households, that number is close to 60 per 
cent. On the opposite spectrum of the income 
distribution, social grants have contributed almost 
nothing to the overall household income situation. 
For the richest 20 per cent of households, the 
CSG contributes roughly 1 per cent of increases 
to household incomes. Kohler and Bhorat (2020) 
note that although the OAP also contributes 
positively to household income at the lower levels 
of the income distribution, it is less progressive 
than the CSG because of its overall size (four 
times the monetary value of the CSG), thus 
pushing households that receive the OAP higher 
in the income distribution. 

Figure 6: Relative increase in per capita household income credited to CSG or OAP receipt, by per capita income 
deciles
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Figure 5: Households that lost main source of income 
since 27 March 2020 by per capita household income 
quintiles and type of household (grant and non-grant)
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Child hunger during COVID-19: The 
first few months

Given the loss of income for many 
households, how has this situation affected 
child hunger in the country? Van der Berg et al. 
(2020) note that the government has made huge 
strides in reducing child and household hunger 
levels between 2002 and 2017, but that the 
recent events may reverse such hard-won gains. 
The authors note that 22 per cent of respondents 
reported being hungry in the last seven days, 
while the corresponding figure for children is 
15 per cent. Van der Berg et al. (2020) suggest 
that this might be evidence of adults ‘shielding’ 

children from hunger. They note, however, that if 
respondents indicated perpetual hunger (the top 
part of Figure 7), adults were less able to shield 
children from hunger. 

While the shockingly high percentage of 
households that ran out of money is expected 
for grant-receiving households (53 per cent), 
an equally high percentage of non-grant-
receiving households also ran out of money 
to buy food in April (35 per cent) (Figure 8). 
Furthermore, 18 per cent of children in grant-
receiving households were reported to have gone 
hungry in the last seven days as opposed to only 
6 per cent of children in non-grant households. 

Figure 7: Child hunger and hunger of any household 
member
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Source: Van der Berg et al., 2020, p 89 | Note: The authors note that the 
interviews took place in May and June and grant recipients would 
have received their end of April and May grant payments already.

Figure 8: Food poverty indicators by household grant 
receipt
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Despite receiving both the CSG and OAP,  
53 per cent of respondents in such 
households reported having run out of 
money to buy food in April 2020 (Figure 9). 
Interestingly, in households where only the OAP 
is received, this experience was only reported 
for 43 per cent of respondent households. The 
lowest levels of this experience were reported for 
non-grant-receiving households, but even there, 
35 per cent of respondent households ran out of 
money to buy food in April. This reinforces the 
point that income shocks affect most households 
across the income distribution, but that grant-
receiving households feel the pinch of lost 
income even more. 

The highest percentage of respondent 
households that contain children who went 
hungry in the last seven days are households 
that receive the CSG but not the OAP (Figure 
10). This is the clearest demonstration that even 
in the context of top-ups for the CSG, the grant 
values are not large enough to eradicate food 
poverty. Households that do not receive any 
grants reported the lowest levels of child hunger 
(6 per cent), while households that receive the 
OAP follow closely at 9 per cent. This is in line 
with evidence that older people – especially older 
females – are excellent at managing household 
resources, and the OAP is also four times the 
monetary size of the CSG. 

Figure 9: Respondents reporting running out of money 
to buy food in April 2020
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Figure 10: Respondents reporting a child having gone 
hungry in the last seven days
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Takeaways
• The poorest households experienced the largest drops in employment 

between February 2020 (pre-lockdown) and the start of the national 
lockdown in late March/April. Many of these households are grant-
receiving households, which suggests that income shocks are relevant 
for all households that participated in the labour market prior to the 
lockdown.

• Forty per cent of grant-receiving households have lost their main source 
of income, while non-grant-receiving households experienced larger 
disruptions in terms of losing their main source of income. 

• Grant-receiving households are banking on the possibility that social 
grants can make up for their income losses, while if non-grant receiving 
households are unable to recover, they may end up qualifying for social 
grants, thus increasing the pressure on the fiscus. 

• Social grants appear to be targeted effectively and the CSG adds roughly 
63 per cent to the per capita income of the poorest 30 per cent of 
households. The contribution of the OAP is also positive, although less 
well-targeted due to the fact that receipt of the grant pushes household 
income into higher brackets. 

• However, in spite of the positive contributions of the social grants, 
household hunger and child hunger cannot be eliminated through the 
grant system alone. At least 22 per cent of any household member was 
reported going hungry, while 15 per cent of children suffered a similar 
fate.

• The initial research suggests that children’s ‘lower’ levels of hunger may 
be due to adults shielding them, but as household hunger levels increase, 
adults are less able to shield children.

• If the social and economic fallout from COVID-19 is not managed well, 
this may well lead to a reversal of the tremendous gains the government 
made in reducing child and household hunger levels between 2002 and 
2017. 
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Endnotes
1 The MTSF 2019–2024 defines seven priority 

areas for the next five years. These are 
(1) a capable, ethical and developmental 
state, (2) economic transformation and job 
creation, (3) education, skills and health, 
(4) consolidating the social wage through 
reliable and quality basic services, (5) spatial 
integration, human settlements and local 
government, (6) social cohesion and safer 
communities and (7) a better Africa and 
world. 

2 The Social Protection, Community and Human 
Development Cluster is co-chaired by the 
Health and Basic Education ministers and 
comprises almost twenty other government 
departments. 

3 Intensive and extensive margins are public 
finance concepts. Building on ‘intensive 
margins’ means improving the adequacy of 
the existing social grant system (increasing 
the value of the grants, for example), while 
building on the ‘extensive margins’ means 
extending the social grants to more qualifying 
individuals.

4 The Pietermaritzburg Economic Justice and 
Dignity project has been tracking the price of 
a representative basket of food in KwaZulu-
Natal and has consistently warned about the 
inadequate annual adjustments to the social 
grants.

5 The provincial equitable shares (PES) that 
provinces receive on an annual basis were 
subject to reprioritisation. R20 billion was 
proposed to be reprioritised within the PES 
and 75 per cent of R20 billion (or R15 billion) 

was intended to provide additional spending 
power for provincial health departments. 

6 This section draws exclusively from the 
National Income Dynamics Survey (NIDS) 
Coronavirus Rapid Mobile Survey (or NIDS 
CRAM), which follows a sub-set of individuals 
from Wave 5 (2017). The shorter version of 
the NIDS survey examines the social and 
economic impact of the pandemic and is a 
collaborative effort between the Universities 
of Cape Town, Stellenbosch and the 
Witwatersrand, <www.nids.uct.ac.za/about/
nids-cram/nids-cram>, accessed August 2020.

7 Kohler, T. and Bhorat, H., COVID-19, social 
protection, and the labour market in South 
Africa: Are social grants being targeted at the 
most vulnerable? Paper 6, Wave 1 National 
Income Dynamics Study (NIDS)-Coronavirus 
Rapid Mobile Survey (CRAM), 2020.

8 Wills, G., Patel, L., van der Berg, S., and 
Mpeta, B. Household resource flows and food 
poverty during South Africa’s lockdown: Short-
term policy implications for three channels of 
social protection. Paper 12, Wave 1 National 
Income Dynamics Study (NIDS)-Coronavirus 
Rapid Mobile Survey (CRAM), 2020.

9 Van der Berg, S., Zuze, L., and Bridgman, G. 
The impact of the Coronavirus and lockdown 
on children’s welfare in South Africa: Evidence 
from NIDS-CRAM Wave 1, Paper 11, Wave 
1 National Income Dynamics Study (NIDS)-
Coronavirus Rapid Mobile Survey (CRAM), 
2020.
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