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Abgtract

This paper describes the design of a set of codes to collect data on the kin relationships of
the residents of households, the process of data collection using these codes, and
examples of analyses of the data collected. A number of questions of grest interest to
demographers, other socid scientists, and public-hedth programs require information on
the relationships between household members. Such questions include those about the co-
residence of parents with their own children, the co-residence of the ederly with adult
children or other kin, and the relative importance of marriage and consanguinity in
determining living arrangements. Collecting and coding data on relationships between
household members in a census requires a system that is concise, comparable across
socid settings, comprehensible to census workers and respondents, codable, and
comprehensive. In the Agincourt Health and Population census, we employed a system
based on anthropologica work on kinship that breaks down every kinship relationship
into its component eements. This paper has three sections, corresponding to the three
phases of design, data collection, and analysis. It 1) describes the system and provides a
rationade for usng akinship-based system for collecting data on reationships; 2)
describes the process of implementing the design in data collection and coding,
describing both advantages and disadvantages to the system and examining the
accommodeations required in practice and 3) provides examples of anayses we have
carried out on these data, again describing both benefits and limitations. In conclusion,
we make suggestions for the gpplication and extension of this method for collecting

useful data on the relationships between household membersin censuses of African
populations



I ntroduction

Aswith every other agpect of socid lifein South Africa, the composition, formation,
evolution and dissolution of households has been fundamentally affected by apartheid.
Numerous scholars have engaged with the thorny issue of defining households and then
the even trickier task of representing them accurately through various forms of data
collection. Asaresult of the labor migration policy of the apartheid state which forced
men to leave the rurdl areas and move to cities to work as mine laborers, certain terms
have been used to describe the black household — stretched, fluid, dispersed, and divided
(Murray 1981; Spiegd et d. 1996). All these terms underscore the difficulty in
understanding what actudly defines a household and even more chdlenging, membership
in a household.

It isno surprise, therefore, that data collection on households has proven to be a
formidable chalenge. Asde from determining size and dependency ratio, we need data
on relationships between household membersin order to explore questions related to
kinship, co-residence patterns, intergenerationa links and children’s mobility. The South
African Nationa census as well as most household surveys usudly collect such
information through alist of predetermined relationships: household head, spouse,
mother, father, daughter, son, etc. In this paper, we describe a different system that was
developed for an annud census update that forms part of a demographic surveillance
system in the Agincourt sub-didtrict of the Northern Province in South Africa.

Part |: Rationale and Description of the Agincourt syssem of data collection

The Utility of the Household Concept

Whatever its limitations, the residentia household has outstanding advantages as abasis
for population censuses and surveys. Some of these advantages are practical or technica,
while others reflect the culturd assumptions of demographers and of many of the
populations they study.

On the practical dde, resdentid households represent a set of physica locationsthat are



bounded and distinct. Conceptudly, at least, every individua in a population may be
attached to one and only one physical location. The households are thus mutualy
exclusive and, between them, include everyone in the population. This characterigtic
alows acensus or survey based on residential households to establish the indispensable
base population that is“at risk” for events such as birth, deeth, and marriage and forms
the denominator for caculating vitd rates. In carrying out a survey or census, the fact
that the resdentia household is associated with a physica location and, generdly, with a
physicd structure, conveys enormous logistical advantages, snce buildings are immobile
and enduring and thus much easier to map, lit, and identify, than are individua people.
The Agincourt DSS, like amost dl population censuses, starts from an enumeration and
mapping of structures and assures complete coverage by visiting every known structure.
The dructuresin the survey area are identified by number and those numbers are marked
on the structures. New households are identified, in the first instance, by identifying new

dtructures.

In addition to these practica advantages, the residentia household has an intuitive gpped
because it corresponds to a very basic set of assumptions about the isomorphism of place
and identity. European cultures are not done in treating “home’ as a meaningful concept
and in assuming that physicd location is directly expressive of, and formative of,

persond identity. These assumptions add to the practica advantages of using households
as units the further advantage of employing a unit that is meaningful and recognizable to
both researchers and the populations being enumerated. (Census blocks, quadrants, etc.
are, by contrast, physica locations that do not have this quaity and are correspondingly
difficult to deploy in thefield.)

In al populations, there are exceptions to the rule that dl individuas can be attributed to
one and only oneresidentid household at a particular point intime. Peoplein
ingtitutions, children at boarding schoals, travelers, homeless people, transients, and
people in trangition (the newly-married couple on honeymoon, for instance) pose familiar
problems for census-takersin nationd populations. In some censuses, for instance

censuses of pagtoraists, these can present formidable problems, but in industrid



societies, it is generdly quite easy to treat these as exceptions to be handled with careful
definition and measurement or with ad hoc methods such as specid enumerations of

homeless people.

Problems with the Household Concept

There are, however, more fundamenta problems with using the resdential household as
our unit of enumeration and anadlysis. Students of migration, not to mention migrants
themselves, have long recognized that “home’ has at least two senses: the place where
one lives and the place from whence one comes. We may speek of the place of origin of
migrants as their “home’ country while smultaneoudy acknowledging thet they have

new “homes’ in their place of destination. Migration in the sense of relocation raises
issues of definition and measurement — we have to decide, for instance, how long
migrants can be away from “home’ before that stops being the location to which they are
attributed — but does not undermine the basic utility of the residentia household as a unit
for population enumeration. More recently, discussons of “transnationalism” have
questioned the possibility of unequivoca attribution of people to places (Adams &
Kasakoff n.d.; Glick Schiller, et d. 1992; Glick Schiller, et d. 1995; Hannerz 19xx).

While these discussions may undermine the culturd identification of location and identity
on which much of the utility of the residential household as an andlytic category depends,
they do not deny itsredlity as astructure organizing daily life and forming the essentid
context for demographic events. If, however, people may not be meaningfully attributed
to one and only one location, the implications for demography are profound. At this
point, we will not address those implications directly, but will consider two aspects of
demographicaly rdevant socid relaionships that are not captured by treating the
resdential household as a unit but require the further specification of relationships
between individuds. For andytic dlarity, we may digtinguish the relationships within
resdential households and those between individuas who are in different households or
in different locations

Within households, students of population processes have been interested in the dynamics
within resdentid groups. The nature of authority and power and decision-making,



whether between husband and wife, between mother-in-law and in-marrying wife,
between generations, between co-wives or the children of co-wives, have implications for
behavior that affects fertility, marriage, migration, hedth, and mortaity through

differential accessto resources or differentia trestment. To understand these intra-
household dynamics we need to know about the relationships between members of
resdentid units, which we may take as indicative of lines of alegiance and support, of

access to resources, and of life chancesin generd.

Socia relationships between resdentia groups, and between residentia group members
and non-residentid others, also have demographic implications. These relationships may
provide access to resources (materia, socid, and culturd) as diverse as money income,
food, opportunities for employment and education, marriage partners, child care, and
political support. They may aso be channelsfor less desirable, but nevertheless
important, impacts such as disease transmission, demands on economic resources,
obligations to provide care, violence, or victimization. The brute fact isthat co-
resdential groups are not identica with demographicaly relevant socid groups. Other
socid groups may be rdevant to the participants, for instance family or friends, or to
andydts, for instance sexua networks or groups implicated in disease transmission, or to
both. In southern Africa, asin much of the rest of the continent and world, migrant
workers have been along-standing and centraly important example of the importance of
connections beyond the resdentiad household (Murray 1981; Murray 1987; Ramphele
19xx; Peters 19xx; Kerven 19xx; Potts & Mutambira 19xx; Townsend 1996; Sharp 19xx;
Sharp & Spiegd 19xx). There are, however, many other sgnificant relaionshipstha go
beyond household boundaries, for instance those between neighbors, between kin,
between members of congregeations, or between members of ethnic groups.

The relationships between people, and the socia groups they may form, are manifold,
fluctuating, variable between socia and cultura contexts, directed a many purposes, and
subject to negatiation. Given this the search for auniversal ingtitution that includes al of
them, or for an ingrument that will alow them to be concisely and completely described,
isinevitably dedtined for failure. Fortunately for us as sudents of population, such an
ingtitution and such an instrument are not necessary for our research purposes.



Concentration on demographic events and population processes, however broadly
defined, limits the scope of our inquiry. For most societies, and especidly for most
societies in sub-Saharan Africa, the combination of resdence and kinship goesalong
way toward capturing the essentia and demographicaly relevant groups and
relationships.

The Concept of Kinship

The universdlity of kinship, and the question of whether “kinship” is an essentid aspect

of human sociability or a cultural congtruct and anaytic impaosition has been the subject
of controversy within anthropology (Schnieder 19xx; Y anagisako & Collier 19xx), but
thereislittle doubt that the distinction between kin and non-kin, and the differentiation of
kin relationships, are Sgnificant features of socid organization and structure. Certainly,
kinship is directly relevant to demographic inquiry, even if demographers do not usualy
employ “kinship” as an andyticd category. Demographic discussons of marita and
non-marita sexud intercourse and fertility, of co-residence between parents and children,
of intergenerationd investments and wedlth flows, of women's status and decison
making power, of inheritance, and of family formation, al turn on questions about the
nature and significance of relaionship that can be encompassed as “kinship” {das Gupta
1997} .

In the Agincourt Programme, our intention in incorporating a question about relationship
to household head was to collect data on the kinship relationships of people who live
together so that we can address such questions as the centrality of marriage as abass for
household organization and the likelihood thet children are living with their parents. A
resdentia household that includes an adult man and an adult woman, for instance, may
be based on marriage or on the relaionship of sblings. A resdentid household that
includes adult women of two generations may include awoman and her adult daughter or
awoman and her son’'swife. Children living with an adult woman may be in the care of
their mother, their father’ s sister, one of their grandmothers, an older sister, or an
unrelated woman. We assume that in each of these cases the difference in rdationship
has an impact on the qudity of peopl€ slives, that it makes a difference to their income,

nutrition leve, degree of supervison, work load, accessto hedth care, and so on.



One difficulty that has confronted anthropol ogists interested in studying kinship has been
thet different cultures and languages have different kinship terminologies. The
sgnificance of these differences for socid structure has been a controversd topic since
the mid-nineteenth century. For the collector of data, however, the problem raised isthe
more limited one of finding avocabulary that alows comparable data to be collected in
different cultural settings. A vocabulary or terminology, that is, that can be understood
and recognized in dl settings but is not framed in the terminology of any one language.
This question may be darified by familiar examples. In English, for indtance, the term
“cousin” refersto al the children of dl the shlings of a person’s mother and father, while
in French the terms “cousin” and “cousing’ distinguish mae and femae within the group
of “cousins.” Neither language, however, distinguishes between the children of the
mother’ s sblings (matrilaterd cousins) and those of the father’ s Sblings (patrilatera
cousins), nor between the children of the father’ s brothers (paradlel cousins) and those of
the father’ s sisters (cross cousing) even though these digtinctions are crucid in
determining gppropriate behavior, mutud rights and responsbilities, and potentid
marriagability in many cultures. Conversdly, English and French both use their term for
“father” to refer to a specific person, while “dasgficatory” kinship systems may usethe
term for that person aso to describe afather’ s brothers and afather’ sfather and his
brothers. The term, in fact, would be trandated as “mae from an older generation on the
father sside” (Fox 1967; Parkin 1997).

In these circumstances, comparative anthropol ogists have devel oped systems of notation
that are not bound by any particular language or set of terms. We have adopted the
system originated in the comparative studies of the Rhodes-Livingstone Inditute
(Gluckman & Colson 1951) that has become the generally adopted standard.  This
system is one that builds any possble kin relaionship from the three basic relationships

of parenthood, shlinghood, and marriage. It sarts, that is, from the relationships of
husband/wife, brother/sister, and parent/child. The eight terms needed to describe these
relationships are each represented by asingle letter: father (F), mother (M), brother (B),
sger (Z), son (S), daughter (D), husband (H), and wife (W). From these, dl other
relationships may be congtructed through combination, so a person’s paterna grandfather
isFF, and “uncles’ may be FB, FZH, MB, or MZH. Perhapsit is unnecessary to say that



human relaionships may be more complex than this scheme dlows, sotha it is

sometimes elaborated. Half and step relationships, for example are generdly

digtinguished by the incluson of the common relative. So a hdf-brother (with only one
common parent) would be FS or MSrather than smply B, and a stepfather would be
represented as MH rather than F (Barnes 1967:123). Further elaboration is also necessary
to distinguish age, which may be a crucid determinant of relaionship in some systems.

A father’s elder brother may, for instance, be in a podtion of authority over his brother’s
children that afather’s younger brother may not share (Barnes 1967:123; Parkin 1997:9-
10).

For our purposes, however, we have restricted the relationship codes to the eight core
initids and their combinations. Since the DSS dso collects data on each individud’ s age
and marita gtatus and links children to their mothers when they are co-resident, it is
relatively sraightforward to combine data from different fieldsin order to determine
relationships with grester precision should that be needed for aspecific analyss. With
only the information that a household includes a person who is designated asthe head's
daughter (D) and another who is described as the head’ s daughter’ s son (DS), for
ingtance, we cannot be sure whether we have a woman with her parent and her child, or a
woman with her parent and one of her Ssters' children, but the DSS provides that
information by linking mothers and children through the mother’ s identification number.

Thissmple st of relationships has the virtue of grest flexibility. As can be seen from
Table 1, the great mgority of relationships between household members can be described
with asngle letter. 1n 2000, 72% of the population were either household heads or
rdlaedasH, W, S, D, Z, B, For M. But at the same time, the system can be elaborated
to capture much more complex relationships. In the Agincourt population, these other

rel ationships are generadly uncommon, but an investigation of fosterage in other
populations might well find frequencies that were important and noteble. Smilarly,

varied sysems of divorce, remarriage, and child custody would result in sgnificant
proportions of step- and haf- relationships that would be of great sgnificancein
conddering children’ s relative well-being.



The relationship codes we use, by employing alimited number of basic rdationshipsto
describe a potentialy complex pattern of connections, have the virtue of comparability
and flexibility without imposing any particular definition of gppropriate relaionships.

We discuss the complexities of identifying the household head in the next section. The
complexities of defining and identifying marriage are the same for this system asthey are
for any data collection system that includes union status. While this system sheds
condderable light on the internad composition of resdentiad households, it hasthe
additional advantage of providing aframework for the investigation of links between
households through the extension of kinship questions. In this paper, we discuss the
question of how people are related to other members of the household. But the same
approach may be taken to extend research. We may ask an adult, for instance, about his
or her gblings, or for achild, about hisor her parents sblings, and very quickly map out
aset of socid relationships spanning and connecting residentid units.

Part |1: Implementation of the Household Rdlation variable

Process and outcome

The HHRdation fidd was first implemented in 1996. The design and implementation of
the field and its codes benefited greetly from the assstance of Jonathan Stadler, an
anthropologist who was conducting fieldwork in the area and combined familiarity with
kinship theory with local knowledge. Implementation involved adding onefield to the
individud table for data storage, making a place on the census update form for data
collection, and training field workers to establish accurate data on relationships. Initidly,
in many stuations the fieldworkers were unable to code complex relationships and map
them onto the household head, but training and support from the anthropologist
eventualy resulted in high success rates. The coverage of relationship information
obtained in the 1996 population was 97,5% of individuas, and 96% of households had
HHRel ation codes for every member. Coverage has improved further and, in 2000,
99,5% of individuals and 98,5% of households had complete information.

The technique of identifying the household head, and working systematicaly through
each member of the household to establish their relationship to the head, requires alot of



practice. Linguigtic precision and condstency are integrd to data qudity. Much time was
gpent making sure that al fieldworkers were using the same Shangaan terms for each of
the 9 badic relationships. Furthermore, they need to be attuned to identifying biologca
relaionships. For example, it is quite common to refer to someone as a brother (buti) or
sder (se5€) if you have grown up with the person. To digtinguish cousin from sibling,
the fieldworker needs to ask whether “you were fed from the same breast.” In the same
way, it is not uncommon to refer to a grandmother (kokwana) as mother (maki) if you
have been raised by her. In this case, the fieldworker would have to ask whether sheis
the person who gave birth to you. In addition, fieldworkers are trained in decomposing
the respondent’ s answer into its component parts accurately. For example, if a person
saysthat “x ismy makoti,” the fieldworker has to be able to 1) probe whether this person
redly is adaughter-in-law in the sense of being a son’s wife and 2) be able to reconstruct
the relationship in English using the codes provided.

Identification of the household head

The person identified as the household head by the fieldworker isthe one recognized as
head by the older women in the household. The pattern tends to be strongly gendered,
with aman usualy head if he isin the household. Thisis not autometic, however, and
there are Stuations where a man moves in to stay with awoman and she retains the
household headship. With co-resdent siblings, the gender rule usudly overrides other
congderations, with an elder Sster deferring headship to the eldest brother, even if heis
younger than her. However, the identity of the head needs to be carefully probed in the
fidd, snce headship is derived from a composite of resource contribution and decison
making, and an elder sster who brings in money could be a household head. The eldest
woman was deemed to be the best person to discriminate between hersalf and an eldest

0N in cases where there is no obvious dder mae.

When amale household head dies, it cannot be assumed that the wife will become the
household head. In many cases the son will become head, even if heis not working. The
replacement of a household head who has died or moved out must be established with
care. Generdly, aman who is away will retain household headship unless the senior

household members have decided that he is not coming back. If awoman isthe main



provider for the household, then whether she claims to be the head of the household may
depend on her judgement of her relationship with the man concerned. If the woman trusts
the man she can dlow him to be the household heed, but if he is not trustworthy it is
possible that she will daim the headship hersdf, particularly if the manisaway alot of
thetime.

Studies report that female household headship isincreasing in Southern Africa (Datta
1995) and this finding is backed up by the Agincourt data. The proportion of de jure
femde-headed households increased from 29% in 1992 to 33% in 2000 and de facto from
39,6% in 1992 to 41,6% in 2000. The difference in the proportion of de jure and de facto
femde-headed households is attributable to the long- standing migrant labour system,
which has resulted in the long term absence of adult men, many of whom are il
consdered the head of the rura home. The change may imply that either more femae-
headed households are coming into existence, or women with absent husbands are
darting to claim headship. Either way, it would be erroneous to assume economic or

socid vulnerability smply on the basis of femade headship (Ono-Osaki 1991, Peters
19xx). Thereis a spectrum of femae-headed household types ranging from those that are
isolated to those that are well connected to larger socid networks (Garey and Townsend
1996).

Problems with identification of the household head

Defining household head continues to be a much-debated topic. The use of decison+
making or employment as the sandard criteriais problematic because people have very
different ideas about what constitutes headship. Therefore, it has become preferred
practice to let respondents decide instead of imposing a definition. In choosing this
method, however, we run the risk of not knowing anything about the factorsinvolved in
choosing a head. In the Agincourt census, we do not know why someone is chosen as
head, s0 that we are forced to make assumptions about the meaning of trends in headship.

Fieldworkers encounter Stuations where it is difficult to dlocate a household head.
Usudly careful probing will resolve the dilemma, but there are Stuations where the



family itsdlf isunable to dlocate ahead. Thisis especidly the case when ahead dies or

moves out, but key documents and entitlements such as land ownership remain in the
name of the deceased. A family who isaway alot of the time can own a house, and they
may arrange house-gitters, usualy relatives, to stay and look after the house. Often the
house-sitters are young and of both sexes, and it is not clear who should be considered
household head. If both parents have died and some of the children are working and il
remain in the household they may find it hard to alocate headship amongst themsdves
because they dl bring something home for the family. A Smilar problem can ariseina
dtuation where two separate but related househol ds share the same dwelling, for instance
when a house collapses due to flooding and the inhabitants seek medium-term refuge
with relatives.

When a household head dies or out- migrates the relationship of every member to the new
household head should be re-established. As mentioned above, there should be no
assumption about which person will be the next head. A regular field error isto neglect to
reestablish relationship of membersto the new head. The death of one head can result in
al the remaining HHRe ations being incorrectly established to the surviving household
head. This has been a stuation where the HHRel ation field has produced mideading
information.

Problems with delimiting the household

Egtablishing who is and who is not part of the household is of key importance to the
whole census update interview and of the HHRdation varidble in particular. The
Agincourt census defines the household as al people who eat out of the same pot. The
census makes a distinction between household and dwelling. Whereas the former refers
to the socia grouping, the latter pertains to the physical structure. Therefore, it is possible
to have more than one household living in one dwelling. For this reason, each hasits own
ID system. Language trandation issues complicated matters further. Thereis no
equivaent of the word “household” in Shangaan so the word “muti” is used to talk about
immediate family members who eat together. The word for extended-family is* ndyangu”
which might be used to talk about the dwelling. The fiddworker has to be very careful in



choosing the correct terms to get across the sense of the question.

Thereisarange of operationd definitions that the fieldworker is required to know and
use when making these decisions. These include the definition of household, household
heed, in- and out-migration, resdent status of household members, and the boundaries of
the socid grouping (household) vis avisthe dwdling Structure. If fidldworkers lack
clarity in any of these areas the variable HHRéation can lose vdidity. The most
challenging aspect of ddimiting the household is establishing the strength of links to

other households of migrants that have moved in or out.

Advantages in the coding system

A clear advantage is that with training and practice the structure of household relations
can be captured with relative ease. The coding can capture many permutations without
losing information about the nature of the rdationship. For example, theterm “undé€’ is
used in ageneric way to Sgnify close relationships with older men. By coding the
relationship as MB (mother’ s brother) and so on, we gain amuch more precise definition
of ardationship, and are able to digtinguish patrilateral and matrilateral uncles. The
fieldworkers have found themselves relieved of the necessity of making potentialy
difficult decisons as aresult of ambiguous terms.

The known HHRéaion code is printed for each individua on the annual census update
form. This has two purposes. firdly, it enables the fidldworker to refer to each household
member by their relaionship to the household head when establishing who is il a
household member; and secondly, to edit the exigting information if the previous
fidldworker made amistake or if the recorded household head had died or out-migrated.
In addition, it helps knowing the household head when asking for directionsto revist that
household in the village.

Problems with coding

Digtant relatives who are household members can be hard to code. Long reationship
strings such as “wifée' s brother’ s daughter’ s husband’ s son” are difficult to match back to
the household head. There are codes for ‘Unrelated’ and for ‘ Related indirectly’, which



are‘catch-dl’ categories for complex relationships, but the line between related and
unrelated is blurred when areationship is distant, or when there is more than one
marriage involved in the chain of links, and when distant kin are conddered rlatives.
When we code the relationships of children, we do not use separate codes for step or
fostered child though we can make an educated guess using the mother’ s presence
information. In light of growing numbers of AIDS orphans and the fluidity of children’s
residence, it might be useful to include these categories. However, it should be cautioned
thet the definition of fosterage is difficult to Standardize. Findly, no maiter how
comprehengve thissystem s, it islikely that certain relationships that do not have aclear
English trandation are missed. For example, it is possible to have residents who are not
directly related through kinship as we code it but nonetheless have a strong relationship
with the household head. Given that theided isto minimize the numbers of relaionships
coded as “unrelated” or “related indirectly,” it would be worthwhile to explore thisissue
and possibly develop severd appropriate categories for comparative work. On the other
hand, in the Agincourt population, less than haf of one percent of the population is either
unrelated to the household head or related in some unknown way.

Pat I11: Usng the System at the Andyss Stage
Analytic Advantages

The Agincourt census offers numerous advantages not afforded by conventional censuses
in conducting different types of anayses on households, household dynamics and the
relationship between household composition and different aspects of well-being. The
levd of detall in the household relationship code enables usto examine the role of socid
relationships in many dimensions. We can explore patterns of sbling, conjugd, fraternd,
sorora, and inter-generationa relationships, to name just afew. In addition, the use of the
mogt basic kinghip links minimizes the risk of [abdling ardationship something thet it is
not. Having “building blocks’ to create relationships forces the andy<t to think about
what goesinto terms that are often taken for granted

For example, the fact that “ mother’ s brother” is specified instead of the more generic
“uncle’ means that we can have greater confidence in atributing certain effectsto
particular kin reationships. Maume, the Shengaan word for uncle, is often used to refer



to someone of the parental generation who is not necessarily the mother’s brother or any
kind of “uncle’ drictly defined. Therefore, the code for “uncle” would encompass
potentialy avast array of rdationships each with its own socid sgnificance. The more
precise “mother’s brother” or “father’s brother” increase the validity of these data make it
possible to digtinguish maternd from paterna connections when looking at such
processes as patterns of child care. Combined with age, gender, marital, migrant and
employment status, the kinship measures provide a powerful meansto ask an array of

questions on socid organization and demographic outcomes.

The longitudina nature of the census enables us to track changes over time both at an
aggregate leve and by household. Given the well-established idea that households go
through changes over time in both size and composition (Goody 1962; Guyer 1981,
Netting et a.1984), it is necessary to have household ID numbersthat alow usto trace
the life-history of ahousehold. Whereas nationa censuses can only provide aggregete
trends, the Agincourt system makes it possible to follow changes in particular households

over time.

Analytic disadvantages

In the data modd a household ID number is dlocated to each household. The identity of
the household head is linked to the household ID number. If the household head changes
then new HHRé ation values are established for each individua and anew household ID
number is given to the household. An andlyst may not find this gppropriate for
determining when a household gets a new identity. In the andyses reported in tables 2
and 3, this system was over-ridden and new household IDs were only alocated if dl
household members moved out of adwedling structure and new members moved in. If
there was any continuity between successve households in a dwelling structure we kept
the same household ID.

In terms of the relationship codes, the one obvious limitationisthe fact thet all
relationships within the household are recorded in relation to the household head. Asa
result, al resulting typologies will be contingent on the identification of the head. In
addition, it isimpossible, in certain instances, to reconstruct relationships between other



members. For example, if we wanted to know the patterns of co-resident a8dult siblings,
we would underestimate the figure because we would have to congiruct possible sibling
relationships outside of those pertaining to the household head. Two people, for instance,
might be coded as SS (they are both sons of on of the household head' s sons) but we
could not tell if they were brothers or cousins. This limitation is generaly aminor one,
but it does hamper efforts to provide a comprehensive picture of intra-household
relationships.

The next two sections describe research projects that the authors have undertaken using
the household relationships data from the Agincourt Survey. These extracts fromwork in
progress (Collinson et d., n.d.) and accepted for publication (Townsend, et d., n.d.)
illugtrate some of the capacities of thisdata. We include them for thisilludtrative vaue,
rather than as a comprehensive account of the anaytic advantages and drawbacks of the

data system we are describing.

In these examples, we take different gpproaches to the problem of categorizing
households. Oneimportant differenceisin our criteriafor the categories we will use.
Collinson et d., who are concerned with the trangition from one type of household to
another, employ a set of mutualy exclusive categories. For many purposss, it is
andyticaly desrable to have such atypology. It is, however, impossible to establish
such a system without making arbitrary decisions about which criteriato use. We may
decide that having afemae head and including members of three generations and
including adult sblings are dl characterigtics of households that we wish to investigate.
Since these criteria do not coincide we must face the choice between establishing nine
categories (and the number of categories of households increases as the square of the
number of characteristics we want to investigate!) or deciding in advance which
characteristics should take precedence. For example, female-headed households can be
three-generationd and they can (and increasingly do) include adult shlings. Households
that include adult siblings may or may not be three-generationd. The point isthat sbling
relaionships are often one of severd features of a household, and siblings may live
together quite frequently even though there are, aswe seein Table 4, only afew
“gbling-only” households. The large percentage of households categorized as



“complex-rdated” and “ complex-unreaed” in Table 4 illudrates the difficulty of
Separating out one category from another. Our second andytic example employs
overlgpping categoriesin order to investigate the impact of resdentia arrangements on
children’ s education.

We would like to emphasize that the form of the typology of households employed
depends on the andytic question being addressed. One of the great advantages of the
system of relationship codes we describe here is that it alows enormous flexibility in
categorizing households at levels of detail and aggregation dictated by the andys’s
questions rather than the limitations of the data.

A) Household Typology

This paper (Collinson et d.) explores household dynamicsin the period 1996-2000, and
shows that the mean household Sze is decreasing, while the number of householdsin the
Agincourt sub-didrict isincreasing. At the same time, households are tending to contain

more generations and become more complex.

The relaionship coding system described above dlows afiner relationship typology than
conventional coding used in household surveys and censuses. Table 1 gives a breskdown
of relationship to household head by 36 kinship categories, with the catch al categories
‘rlated’ (for more complex, but related, relationships) and ‘unrelated’ (for household
members not related to the household head). Data are given for 1996-2000. There appear
to be no dramatic changes in residentia arrangements at the aggregeate leve in these five
years, but the proportion of heads and proportion grandchildren may be increasing. The
former ismainly due to an increased number of households over the period, accompanied
by areduction in average household size (seetable 2.). Table 1 provides a‘*don’'t know’
category, where household head relationship data were not coded. The decrease in the
proportion of unknown relationships reflects an improvement in data quaity over time.
This points to operationa chalenges which large household surveys and censuses may
experience when introducing this coding system.



Table 1. Kinship categories of relationship to household head by year, Agincourt, 1996-2000

number of
cases in 2000

Relationship to HH head 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Head 14.5% 14.7% 14.5% 15.0% 15.3% 11354
Spouse 9.5% 9.5% 9.4% 9.3% 9.2% 6841
Child 45.3% 45.9% 45.4% 45.2% 44.7% 33174
Parent 1.4% 1.4% 1.3% 1.3% 1.2% 873
Grandchild 14.2% 14.8% 14.8% 15.0% 15.0% 11100
Grandparent 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 24
Greatgrandchild 0.5% 0.5% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 453
Great-great grandchild 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2
Sibling 2.8% 2.8% 2.7% 2.8% 2.8% 2067
Parent-in-law 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 29
Brother/Sister-in-law 0.6% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 408
Stepchild 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 195
Stepgrandchild 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 50|
Nephew/Niece| 3.3% 3.3% 3.3% 3.6% 3.6% 2663
Uncle/Aunt 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33
Cousin 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 81
Daughter/Son-in-law 2.2% 2.3% 2.2% 2.3% 2.2% 1641
Grandniece/nephew 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 284
Grand-daugher/son-in-law 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 45
Half-brother/sister 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 40
co-wifg 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 25
co-wife's kidg 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 39
co-wife's grandkids 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7
great-grandniece/nephew 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 13
cousin's child 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 18
child's stepchild 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4
spouse of niece/nephew 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 41
half-sib's kids 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20
half-sib's spouse| 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5
cousin's wife 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2
Father's wife 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 29
Mother's husband 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4
sibling's stepchild 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7|
sister-in-law's grandchild 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 37
father's stepchild 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15
son's brother/sister-in-law 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10
Related 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 148
Unrelated 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 122
Don't know 1.5% 1.4% 1.0% 0.6% 0.4% 333
100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0% 74236




Table 2 showsthetrend in totd fertility rate, mean household size and the number of
households over the five-year period. Totd fertility rate and mean household sze are
both declining, while the number of households present on a reference date each year is
increasing. Other work in Agincourt shows that the totdl fertility rate has declined from
around 6 in the 1970'sto 2.8 in 2000 (Garenne et a. 2000).

Table 2. Tota fertility rate, mean household size and number of households, Agincourt,

1996-2000
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Total Fertility Rate 3.17 3.12 3.12 3.03 2.76
Mean household size 6.75 6.69 6.60 6.53 6.45
Number of households on 30 June 10109 10290 10516 10720 10860

Table 3 shows the number of generationsin households, and indicates that the average
number of generationsin householdsisincreasng. The proportion of one and two
generation households is decreasing, while three and four generation households are

incressing.

Table 3. Number of generationsin a household, Agincourt, 1996-2000

Number of generations 1996 1997| 1998 1999 2000
1 12.30%|  12.50%| 12.40%| 11.90% = 11.70%
2 40.30% 39.70% 39.30% 39.30% 39.20%
3 39.50% 39.80% 40.20% 40.40% 40.50%
4 7.70% 7.80% 7.90% 8.20% 8.40%]
5 0.10% 0.20% 0.20% 0.20% 0.10%]

Table 4 gives the digtribution of household types and shows how it changes over the
observation period. These categories are mutualy exclusive and represent some of the
maost common forms of resdentia arrangements. Changes in the distribution of
household type are dow to unfold, but the following are possble trends moving in one
direction. The proportion of nuclear families is decreasing. The proportion of ‘complex,
rdated’ households, ‘3-generationd linear’ households and ‘Single parent’ households

areincreasng.



Table 4. Household types, Agincourt, 1996-2000

Distribution of household types
199 1997 1998 1999 2000
single person 7.2%  7.6% 8.0% 7.6% 7.4%
couple 2.7% 2.7% 2.7% 2.8% 2.7%
nuclear 25.5%| 25.1% 24.9% 24.2% 23.6%
single parent 8.2% 8.5% 8.6% 8.8% 8.8%
3 generation linear 18.5% 19.2% 19.8% 19.7% 19.8%
3 generation skip 1.3% 1.3% 1.4% 1.4% 1.5%
Multi generation linear 27%  2.7% 2.5% 2.7% 2.8%
Siblings only 0.6% 0.7% 0.6% 0.7% 0.7%
nuclear with stepkids 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.4%
3 generation with ste 0.0%| 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
Complex, related 27.9%| 27.8% 28.0% 28.9% 29.7%
Complex, plus unrelat 1.2%[ 1.0% 0.9% 0.8% 0.9%
Don't know 4.0%| 3.2% 2.3% 2.0% 1.5%
100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%

Trangtions occur between household types in the norma household reproduction and life

cycle process. Households are dso formed and households dissolve. Table 5 givesthe

edimated annud trangition probabilities of households: remaining in the same category,

trangtioning to another household type, forming or dissolving. Probabilities are
cdculaed usng household-type trangtion matrices, that present frequencies of
household trangitions from one year to the next, and pooling the data over the five year

period.

Table 5. Etimates of the annua trangtion probabilities. pooled across 1996-2000.

Next year

Current single couple nuclear single 3gen 3 gen Multi Siblings nuclear 3 gen Complex | Complex | Dissolve

person parent skip gen stepkids | stepkids related | unrelated
single person 0.761 0.021 0.048 0.024 0.009 0.007 0.005 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.021 0.001 0.097
couple 0.044 0.779 0.079 0.002 0.002 0.008 0.007, 0.000 0.003 0.001 0.027 0.003 0.047
nuclear 0.009 0.003 0.877 0.012 0.035 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.003 0.000 0.034 0.002 0.025
single parent 0.016 0.001 0.018 0.826 0.055 0.000 0.001 0.003 0.000 0.000 0.038 0.002 0.039
3 generation linear 0.003 0.001 0.018 0.012 0.876 0.006 0.015 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.052 0.002 0.015
3 generation skip 0.026 0.015 0.000 0.003 0.048 0.814 0.026 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.041 0.000 0.027
Multi generation line 0.031 0.008 0.011 0.007 0.061 0.006 0.812 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.052 0.002 0.011
Siblings only 0.057 0.007 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.004 0.000 0.744 0.000 0.000 0.142 0.007 0.036
nuclear with stepkids 0.014 0.014 0.097 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.806 0.042 0.014 0.000 0.014
3 generation with ste 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.030 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.909 0.061 0.000 0.000
Complex, related 0.005 0.001 0.019 0.009 0.031 0.002 0.004 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.909 0.002 0.015
Complex, plus unrelat 0.019 0.005 0.034 0.015 0.051 0.002 0.005 0.000 0.000] 0.000 0.109 0.724 0.036
formation 0.263 0.064 0.289 0.159 0.074 0.012 0.009 0.014 0.005 0.002 0.108 0.002




Many households are trangitioning into ‘complex related” households: notably, ‘three
generationa’ households (with and without step-children), three-generationa skip
households, shlings only (e.g. by ashbling having ababy), and multi-generationd linear.
Household types most likely to be formed are nuclear, single person and single parent
households. Those most likdly to dissolve are single person and couple (without
children). The households most likely to change over ayear are ‘shlingsonly’ and
‘complex, unrdated’” households (they have the lowest probabilities on the diagond of
the trangition matrix). When ‘sblings only’ households change, their most likely
trangtionisto ‘sngle person’ or a‘complex, rated’ household. Other highly probable
changes are from couple into a nuclear household, ‘ nuclear, with step-kids' into nucleer,

and ‘sngle parent’ into ‘three-generationd linear’.

If we make the assumptions that the trangition probabilities will be stable for dl future
periods and that changes in household type depend only on these trangition probabilities

and not on anything else (e.g. previous history), then it is possible to compute the

expected period for which a given type of household will continue to exist, and the
number of years that such a household is expected to spend in various states (until it

disolves). This fundamental matrix isgiven in table 6.

Table 6. A fundamenta matrix of the expected number of years spent in each household
type until dissolution

single couple nuclear single 3gen 3 gen Multi Siblings nuclear 3 gen Complex [ Complex | Expected years
person parent skip gen stepkids | stepkids related | unrelated |to dissolution
single person 5.139 0.729 5.236 2.011 5.731 0.534] 0.895 0.202 0.107 0.125 8.849 0.188 29.746
couple 1.924 5.017 7.353 1.973 6.929 0.686) 1.141 0.155 0.177 0.185 11.094 0.258 36.892
nuclear 1.478 0.563] 13.371 2.614f 9.499 0.584 1.236 0.176 0.198 0.171 13.706 0.275 43.870
single parent 1.500 0.470] 5.768 7.779 9.439 0.570] 1.215 0.236 0.105 0.119 12.997 0.275 40.472
3 generation linear 1.490 0.570] 6.730 2.793 16.765 0.852] 1.883 0.197 0.113 0.164 15.985 0.306 47.849
3 generation skip 1.885 0.898 5.553 2.251 9.567 6.006) 1.979 0.179 0.102 0.124 13.655 0.240 42.440
Multi generation line 2.034 0.761] 6.454 2.602 10.757 0.857] 6.723 0.200 0.114 0.137 15.289 0.298 46.226
Siblings only 2.116 0.651] 5.602 2.137 7.664 0.656 1.146 4.104 0.101 0.113 15.887 0.337 40.513
nuclear with stepkids 1.670 0.853] 9.527 2.368 9.037 0.597| 1.219 0.182 5.295 2.504 14.356 0.258 47.868
3 generation with ste 1.493 0.566) 6.791 2.727| 12.389 0.774] 1.627 0.236 0.116 11.142 20.687 0.310 58.855
Complex, related 1.494 0.564] 6.822 2.694] 10.201 0.735] 1.499 0.255 0.117 0.131 23.037 0.311 47.859
Complex, plus unrelat 1.571 0.582 6.537 2.550 9.574 0.666) 1.372 0.193 0.110 0.124 15.609 3.875 42.764
Formation: 130.8 32.0) 143.8 79.0 36.8 6.0 4.5 7.0 2.3 1.0 54.0 1.0
Long-run 1242 442 4050 1615 4451 339 633 128 81 88 6671 132 19872
percentaqe 6.2% 2.2% 20.4% 8.1% 22.4% 1.7% 3.2% 0.6% 0.4% 0.4%) 33.6% 0.7%|
Actual 2000 7.4% 2.7% 23.6% 8.8% 19.8% 1.5% 2.8% 0.7% 0.4% 0.1%|  29.7% 0.9%
Difference -0.012 -0.005] -0.032 -0.007] 0.026 0.002] 0.004 -0.001 0.000 0.003 0.039 -0.002




Given the number of new formations of households we can aso compute the long-run
digtribution of household types that the system is evolving towards. By comparing this
long-run equilibrium with the digtribution of household typesin Table 4 it is possbleto
see how the digtribution is changing. While we do not expect the assumptions to hold, the
andysis nevertheless demonsatrates which household types are under pressure. The results
show that in 2000 there are more complex households and more 3-generationd
households emerging in time, whereas fewer nuclear households and fewer ‘sngle

person’ households.

As mentioned earlier, the Agincourt census dlows immense flexibility in collapsing and
forming different typologies of household formation. Table 4 provides one way of
congtructing a household typology but it is not the only way. Different typologies can be
developed to different questions. Clearly the frequencies givenin Table 1 can serveasa
guide to collgpsing extremely rare incidences of certain relationships (e.g. great-great-
grandchild), but the decision to favor one particular configuration over another should be
conceptually grounded. For example, we know from the literature (Stadler 1994) that
sbling relationships have become very important in this area. Therefore, it makes sense
to look at the prevalence of co-resdence siblings as has been donein Table 4. How best
to use the relaionship codes to come up with atypology thet reflects the redlity of the
socid Stuation isimmensely chalenging but we remain conceptudly open to thinking
about appropriate ways to develop household types.

B) Children’s Residence Patterns and Educationd Attainment

In this research (Townsend et d. forthcoming) we 1) describe the residentia
arrangements of the Agincourt population and 2) analyze the impact of their resdentia
arrangements on children’ s educationd atainment. In order to do this, we created a
typology, shown in Table 7, somewhat different from that described in Table 4. The main
difference is that the categoriesin Table 7 are neither mutudly exclusive nor exhaudtive.
Asaresult, the totals do not sum to either 9,305 households or 100%. Instead, we find
that 35.9% of households have as one of its attributes a three-generationd (in some form)
set-up. We define nuclear as households that have only parents and their children. This



Table 7. Characteristics of resdential households, Agincourt study area, South Africa, 1997

Type of household Mean household size Number of households
(per cent of households)

Nuclear 6.2 2412 (25.9%)
Headed by awoman 5.7 2385 (25.6%)
Three-generational 838 3344 (35.9%)
Polygynous 118 616 (6.6%)

Including one or more adult men 71 8067 (86.7%)
Including one or more migrants 76 4946 (53.1%)
Headed by arefugee 7.6 2346 (25.2%)
All households* 6.4 9305 (100%)

*Note that categories do not add up to 9,305 or 100% because they are not mutually exclusive.
Townsend, N, S. Madhavan, M.Garenne, S. Tollman and K. Kahn. 2001. Children’s Residence Patterns
and Educational Attainment in Rural South Africa. Submitted to Population Studies.

typology aso includes characterigtics not based on the relationship codes such asthe
presence of refugees, migrants and men. We suggest that adding on this layer of identities
contributes to further refining household typologies given that the meaning of
relationshipsis mediated by factors such as migrancy and gender. The census classfies
people as temporary resdents (migrants) if they have been physicaly present in the
household for less than 6 morths of the preceding year and permanent if more than 6
months. This datais especidly ussful in linking household membersto othersliving
esawhere. Of note in this typology isthe large number of households with a least one
adult male Thisis particular important when we attempt to understand the effects of
femae headship on children’ s wdl-being. Without controlling for the presence of men,
we risk getting amideading picture of household and children’ s vulnerability.

Table 8 shows the distribution of children in the Agincourt population living in various
resdentia arrangements. Included in the descriptors are co-residence of both parents and
migrant Satus of parents. Of note hereis the presence of adult men in children’slives
even if it isnot necessarily ther fathers, many of whom are migrants. The decison to
retain overlgpping categoriesis centra to our andysis because it speaks to the larger
question of accurately reflecting the complexity of household composition in Satistical
modéels. In other words, we assume that households come with an array of features such
as femade headship, multi-generationa or sorora links and that dl are important in
drawing any conclusions about the relationship of any particular feature on indicators of



Table 8. Percentage of children resident in various types of household situations by age and sex,
Agincourt 1997

01 25 6-10 11-15 16-18
Type of household Male Femde Mde Femde Mde Femde Made Femde Mae Femde

Nuclear 225 236 259 240 288 30.0 286 28,6 242 208
Headed by awoman 195 20.8 203 205 213 2.1 224 236 24.6 251

Three-generational 58.2 55.6 481 488 443 435 438 439 46.7 53.0

Polygynous 157 16.3 153 153 132 139 111 104 111 115
Including one or 923 91.9 20.8 90.9 90.7 90.9 88.6 894 90.2 87.8
more adult men

Including one or 62.6 62.3 60.7 619 61.3 617 60.7 59.8 59.4 60.1

more migrants
Headed by arefugee 365 354 352 359 313 329 272 26.4 284 26.1

Both of child's 56.3 57.8 56.5 57.7 58.6 594 55.3 549 52.6 48.7
parents present

Child’s mother 4.6 38 5.7 5.6 76 7.7 106 10.8 114 143
migrant

Child’sfather 52.6 53.6 56.1 57.6 57.8 611 615 60.5 58.2 58.8
migrant

Number of children 1226 1279 3408 3442 4583 4526 4108 4031 2217 2103
Townsend, N, S. Madhavan, M.Garenne, S. Tollman and K. Kahn. 2001. Children’ s Residence Patterns
and Educational Attainment in Rural South Africa. Submitted to Population Studies.

wdl-being. Satidticaly speaking, instead of having a categorica variable with severd
mutualy exclusive household types, we creste dummy varigbles for certain festures and
test the rdative effect of one holding other factors congtant, controlling for multi-
callinearity. Conventiona models of household composition generdly focus on only

one feature, such as fema e headship or the number of young children in the household,
and do not take into account other important characteristics that might mediate these
features. The models presented in this anadysis reflect an attempt to move beyond smple
typologies of household composition.

The gatisticad modds (not presented here) include dl household features described above
as independent variables, thus assessing the relative influence of each festure while
controlling for the effects of the others. We found that children whose parents are
members of the same household as them have higher levels of schooling than others, as
do children whose fathers are migrant workers. Children who live in households headed
by Mozambican refugees have lower levels of schooling than those who live in non
refugee households. Living in ahousehold heeded by awoman is not associated with



lower leves of education, and for some age and sex groups appears to be an advantage.
In addition, there are dso some important sex and age- specific effects atributable to
particular configurations of power distribution within the household.

Discussion: beyond the resdentia household
The examples we have given show some of the flexibility of this sysem of collecting and

recording data on the relationships between household members, but they are only afirgt
indication of the kinds of research questions that may be addressed. There is no shortage
of important research questions related to household composition and dynamics. For
example, we can look at other dimensions of children’ s well-being such as nutritiond
datus or illnessusng asmilar srategy as was taken with educationd attainment. We can
a0 gart to look at the connections between residentia arrangements and adult hedlth,
employment, and household economic satus.

While we have attempted to develop household typologies, our andys's, thus far, has
been limited to aggregate level comparisons over time or household level analysis & one
point in time. We have yet to fully exploit the prospective nature of the database and to
develop our analysis of household dynamism. We have provided some preliminary
results on the probakilities of households remaining or “surviving” in one Sate (eg.
nuclear) and moving into another (e.g. three-generational) but we need to take thiswork
much further.

We began this paper with abrief discusson of the strengths and weaknesses of the
residentia household as a category of analysis. Quite clearly, peopl€ simportant socid
relationships are frequently concentrated on the people they live with. Equdly, they are
not restricted to these people. We assert that one of the great strengths of the system we
have described isthat it provides data a the household level that not only alows usto
address alarge number of important questions, but provides a foundation or stepping
gone to investigations of relationships that extend beyond the househol d.

The relationship codes dlow this extension because, in intensive investigetion, we can
“reverse the question” and ask about the wheregbouts of other relatives. Whilethe



survey question tells us, for example, that some of the people in the household are the
head’ s sons or brothers, we can easily ask about the head' s other sons or brothers. The
same &t of codes can be used to map equivaent rationships both within and beyond the
household. We may thus investigate networks that cross-cut households without
abandoning the household as a socid redlity and andytic category. In anintensive
ethnographic examination that started from a single household, we traced the connections
between a group of neighboring households, and aso their connections to remote
individuals and residences (Madhavan and Townsend 2001). In the process we were able
to compare the picture of socid life derived from the census and from participant
observation. The fildwork brought home three important intersections between
resdence and movement in the lives of the Agincourt population: 1) many people

identify with, and have recognized clams to membership in, more than one household; 2)
many people move regularly and frequently between different households, both adjacent
and digtant; 3) the movements of any individua are coordinated with, and have an effect
upon, the movements of others. These findingsillustrate our generd conclusion that the
socid households in which the members of the population live overlap one another and

are spatidly digpersed. Neither spatid proximity in the form of co-residence, nor kinship
connection, automaticaly implies any very close socid connection.

Our conclusion, and the very nature of our origina question, underscores the limits of
using household census data given its ingbility to link members of one household to
another. However, the census provides a va uable lens to compare co-residence patterns
with patterns of mobility and connection that emerge from the ethnography. The sense of
order in household arrangements that we get through a census contrasts with the far more
“fluid” or “dispersed” patterns that we find through ethnographic research, but the
resdential arrangements and units are not irrdlevant. What is particularly sgnificant for
our discussion of method is that the census provides not only a sampling frame for
intensive investigation, but aso, through the relationship codes, a framework for
extending links across residentiad boundaries. We can locate a particular household in the
Agincourt census for the year 2000 and determine who is living with whom and what

their kinship links are. In further research, we can treat this household as a starting point



and use the same codes to trace and identify a much larger network of kin and non-kin
that extends over space and time. The relationship codes dlow usto situate the
resdentid unit within the socid network.

We plan to extend this method and to use the household level dataiin the Agincourt
census as part of another research triangulation project (Townsend et a. 2001). To
understand the relationship between socid connections and children’s well-being
(educetion, nutrition, hedlth, etc.) in the Agincourt area, we will be undertaking intensve
fieldwork in which we will be observing 12 contact households and their networks over a
period of three months. Throughout this process, we will be comparing the intra-
household relationships and inter-household connections that come through in the
fiddwork with the census records of each of the households. In particular, we are
interested in seeing how kinship links as defined by the census trandate into actua

support links. Instead of using census data on intra-household links as proxies of support,

we will compare these assumed links to the observed levels of interaction.

Discusson: beyond Agincourt

Censuses arerardly used in qualitative work except to provide a sampling frame or some
background information. The inclusion of the household relaionship codein the
Agincourt census substantidly expands research triangulation potentia both conceptudly
and methodologicaly.

As South Africa has recently undertaken its second post-gpartheid nationd cenaus, it is,
indeed, timely to think about the feasibility of replicating the Agincourt modd & the
nationd level. Specificaly, we need to ask oursalves what kinds of questions are redistic
to ask on anationa census. There are severd issuesto think about. One, can we think
about intra-household relationshipsin the same way in al parts of this country? Two,
would it be possible to train thousands of enumerators to collect data on intra household
relationships using the Agincourt modd? Three, are there modifications that can be made
to the Agincourt modd that would make it feasible to use on anationd scae?



The 2001 Nationa Census defines household head as the main decison-maker in the
household. In the case of equa decison-makers, the older personis chosen. These
criteriaare problematic a best and mideading a worst. As has been noted by many
scholars (Posdl 19xx), it is difficult even to define what a decison-maker is, let done
identify who this person is. Furthermore, by privileging the older person, we risk
underestimating the contribution of women to the maintenance of the household. In
addition, we can question the comparability of thisinformation across provinces given
the wide variety of meanings attached to decision-maker. Would it be moreredligtic to
use the Agincourt definition of household head as the person who is identified by the

senior most woman in the household?

The National Census uses 13 categories to describe relationship to household head.
Notably missng from thislist are terms for “uncle’ and “aunt”, which are subsumed
under the category of “other relative.” Notably present, however, are categories for
adopted and step children. The Agincourt system uses a smal number of fundamenta
kinship links as building blocks to describe a very large number of possible relationships.
It can, as we have described, easly identify aunts and uncles, nephews and nieces, and
distinguish between matrilateral and patrilaterd kin. Asfor the sub- categories of
children, the meanings of “adoption” and “step-child” are imprecisein practice and
culturaly variable. Thisraises a problem when making cross- province comparisons.
One advantage of the Agincourt system isthe fact that it allows for cross-culturd
comparisons eadly.

The basic concept of using fundamenta links in combination to describe arange of
relationships can be extended beyond the links we have used. For ingtance, thisyear’s
South African census treats live-in domestic workers and their families as separate
households from the employer’s. More often than not, however, domestic workersin
such stuations are financiadly, practicaly and even emationaly dependent on employers.
Would it not, therefore, make sense to include them as members of one household and
code them as domestic workers of the household head? We have not included this
possibility in the Agincourt census either. In the Agincourt areg, there are not that many
familieswith resdentid domestics, but since those households frequently recruit from



kin, some domestics are coded in the census as co-resident relatives rather than
employees. While the nationa census obscures the relationship between household heads
and domestics by separating households, the Agincourt system as we have used it may
conced this relationship under the cover of kinship. In ether case, it makes senseto
think about developing new categoriesin order to capture important intra-household
relationships. Such a code could be included relatively smply in corjunction with the

kin codes and would give atruer picture of the complexities of contemporary households.

In conclusion, we have described a system for describing intra-household connections
that combines afew basic termsto describe alarge array of relationships. Thissysem s
conceptudly smple, rdaivey unambiguous, flexible, comparable across very different
cultural systems, and andyticaly ussful. We have found it to be relatively easy to
implement in the field and have obtained complete coverage. We dso claim that this
system provides abasis for investigation of socidly and demographicaly important
relationships across the boundaries of residential households.
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