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control today may owe their positions to earlier Communist Party affiliation 
underlines a sense that ordinary people are as powerless as ever. 

Those who rule appear more concerned with getting western approval and 
financial aid by means of symbolic gestures towards a market economy, such 
as price reforms (i.e. increases) and privatization, than with the real economic 
consequences of the break-down of the old order. Among these is a growing 
concentration of power in the hands of those whose profits depend on the 
frustration of anything approaching truly free markets. For the population at 
large, the economic and social security of the communist period has been 
replaced by an unpredictable instability. Meanwhile, the mafia continue to 
give their own literal meaning to market forces. 

8 

South Africa after Apartheid 

The National Party stands by its policy of separate residential areas, 
schools and institutions for different race groups. 

F. W. de Klerk, as Minister of National Education (1986) 

The aim is a totally new and just constitutional dispensation in which 
every inhabitant will enjoy equal rights, treatment and opportunity in 
every sphere of endeavour. 

F. W. de Klerk, as State President (1990) 

It was not our intention to deprive people of their rights and to cause 
misery. 

F. W. de Klerk, as State President (1993) 

In the middle of the 1980s South Africa's governing National Party still 
adhered to the policy of apartheid, or racial separation. But by the beginning 
of the 1990s those same rulers were proclaiming a new society characterized 
by equal rights and opportunities for all, accompanied by the occasional 
expressions of regret for the evils of the old order. The days of apartheid 
were clearly numbered, and the release of African National Congress leader 
Nelson Mandela in 1990 marked the beginning of a process of negotiation 
over a new non-racial constitution. The prospect of fundamental societal 
transformation has precipitated vigorous debates on the institutional arrange
ments required to promote redistribution, and reparation in the sense of 
making amends for historic injustice. 

Chapter 7 was concerned with social justice under regimes which have 
largely given way to something else, with only brief reference to current 
issues. This chapter reverses the emphasis, giving slight attention to the 
obvious injustices of apartheid and concentrating on problems which have 
to pe resolved if the new South Africa can make plausible claims to social 
justice. In the process, we will recognize that both the meaning and attain
ment of social justice in this particular situation are far from straightforward, 
and that the end of apartheid is only the beginning of a struggle to transcend 
the past. 
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We begin with some background on the apartheid system, explaining what 
it involved and something of its impact with respect to dispossession and 
racial inequality. Then, the bulk of the chapter addresses two specific issues. 
The first is the land question, taken as a context within which to explore the 
bases of entitlement to land and the reforms required to rectify past injustice. 
The second issue is that of redistribution more generally, examining the 
opportunities and constraints involved in the pursuit of racial equalizatio_n. 
The chapter is concluded with a brief review of the prospects for social 
justice after apartheid. More conventional geographical problems relating 
to urban and regional change are mentioned only in passing, having been 
addressed elsewhere (Smith, 19926, 1992c, 1994b). 

To keep the length of this chapter within bounds requires that material 
on apartheid and how the system operated be kept to a minimwn consistent 
with adequately contextualizing the problem of social justice. Further general 
background can be found in Smith (19906), and in numerous other volun:ies 
with varying perspectives on South Africa in transition - some of which 
are cited below. It must also be emphasized that the intention is neither to 
prescribe a just social order for South Africa after apartheid (although there 
will be some obvious pointers), nor to predict what is likely to happen (which 
could easily be overtaken by events). The aim is to use this particular case of a 
society in transition to examine some issues of broader significance to social 

justice.1 

The apartheid legacy 

The word 'apartheid' refers to separation in Afrikaans, the language of the 
descendants of the Dutch people who began to settle the southern tip of 
the African continent in the middle of the seventeenth century. The state 
policy and institutional system known as apartheid was introduced by the 
predominantly Afrikaner Nationalist Party, after coming to power in 1948. 

t The research on which this chapter is based has been undertaken with the assistance 
of numerous South African colleagues. Particular gratitude is owed to Denis Fair, and 
to Keith Beavon and Ron Davies and their staff at the Universities of the Witwatersrand 
and Cape Town respectively. Roseanne Diab and Gerry Garrard helped to arrange visits 
to the University of Natal, and I have learned much from Dhiru Soni, Brij Maharaj and 
their colleagues at the University of Durban-Westville. All the_ other co~tribul?rs to 
an edited collection (Smith, 1992b) have helped my understanding of parucular issues. 
Financial assistance has been provided by the Central Research Fund and the Hayter 
Fund (University of London) and the Human Sciences Research Council (South Africa), 
Thanks also to the Venn family, via Linda Grant, for the opportunities to retreat to 

Salt Rock. 
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Previously the minority population of European descent had exercised 
control over those they described as 'natives' by means of a pragmatic 
form of domination and oppression typical of colonial regimes. However, 
the Nationalists sought to impose a more systematic ordering of the dispar:ate 
groups of peoples who had come to occupy South Africa, strictly enforced 
by law, so as more effectively to ensure their own survival and prosperity 
against the 'winds of change' which British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan 
soon saw blowing through the continent. Central to the grand design was the 
distinctively spatial strategy of racial separation. 

It is not necessary to explain the origins of apartheid in detail here. It is 
sufficient to point out that the architects of the system, Prime Minister H. F. 
Verwoerd and his immediate successors, saw separation as the answer to the 
conflicting material interests and cultures arising from a diverse population, 
which included substantial numbers from the Indian subcontinent as well 
as people of European descent, various indigenous African tribes, and 
the products of miscegenation traditionally referred to as coloureds. Full 
membership of South African society was to be confined to Europeans or 
'Whites',2 with provision made for the Africans (or 'Bantu', later 'Blacks') by 
the creation of so-called Homelands (or 'Bantustans') which would eventually 
become independent nation-states. The areas so designated were the tribal 
reserves, from which many Africans were drawn into the cities as migrant 
workers, a system which was used to restrict their permanent residence in 
the 'White' cities as well as facilitating their exploitation as cheap labour. The 
Homelands thus served the dual purpose of consolidating peripheral labour 
reservoirs and enabling African political rights to be externalized, in a literal 
geographical sense. 

The legislation setting up the reserves which eventually became Home
lands pre-dated the apartheid era. The Land Acts of 1913 and 1936 set 
aside 13 per cent of the total surface area of South Africa, for what is 
today about three-quarters of the total population. This disparity is all the 
more glaring when it is recognized that the areas subsequently allocated for 
the Homelands, as future Black nation-states, tended to be rather poor from 
an agricultural point of view, lacked mineral resources, and excluded major 
transport routes and towns regarded as 'White'. The fact that roughly half 

2 <=:'pita( letters are used to denote race groups as defined under the Population 
Registtauon Act, and also to refer to such apartheid institutions or myths as Homelands 
And White South Africa. The term 'black' with lower-case 'b' refers to all people who 
would not have bee~ classified as ~bite (i.e. Blacks or Africans, Coloureds and Indians), 
It must be ':co~mzed that, ~esp1te the repeal of the Act, racial categories remain 
relevant to hfe tn South Afnca as long as there are any race-based institutions or 
distributive criteria, established for such purposes as affirmative action or protection 
of 'minority' rights. 
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the Black population actually lived elsewhere, in what was supposed to be 
White South Africa, underlined the geographical inconsistency as well as the 
injustice of the land set aside for them. 

Two other kinds of racial separation were involved in classical apartheid. 
One was the maintenance of separate facilities such as schools, hospitals, 
public transportation, parks, restaurants and other personal service outlets. 
This became known as 'petty apartheid', upheld by the Reservation of 
Separate Amenities Act of 1953. The other was the proclamation and 
implementation of separate residential areas for different race groups in 
every town and city, under the terms of the Group Areas Act of 1950, 
which sought to make existing patterns of incomplete segregation much 
more rigid. 

Apartheid at all levels required people to be classified unambiguously with 
respect to race. The Population Registration Act of 1950 recognized the four 
groups of Whites, Blacks (originally Natives: people of negroid appearance), 
Coloureds and Indians (sometimes referred to as Asians). Assignment to one 
or other of these groups came to have enormous significance with respect to 
people's life chances, for such matters as the kind of work an individual could 
do, the level of remuneration, and the quality of social services provided 
varied according to race group, by custom and often by law. 

For the Whites, the life-style was to be essentially western European, with 
the best of the farmland and residential areas. The Blacks (Africans) would 
have their own states, but would be permitted to live temporarily in the White 
state insofar as their labour ministered to the needs of the Whites, occupying 
hostels for single migrant workers and purpose-built townships for families. 
The Coloureds and Indians were in a peculiar position, having no designated 
lands within which to exercise full political rights, merely their own urban 
Group Areas with some limited local autonomy. However, in 1984 these two 
groups were found a place in a new constitution, which set up a 'tri-cameral' 
parliament with separate houses for the Coloured and Indian people along 
with one for the Whites (but none for the Black majority). 

The apartheid system was sustained by means of the five forms of 
oppression highlighted by Iris Marion Young (see chapter 4). In addition 
to their exploitation, those not classified as White were marginalized in 
various ways (including geographically), rendered effectively powerless in 
economic and political life, subjected to the cultural imperialism associated 
with assertions of racial inferiority, and not infrequently treated with violent 
brutality. 

The creation of racial separation at the national and urban scale required 
massive population movement. A study by the Surplus People Project 
(Platzky and Walker, 1985) arrived at a figure of 3.5 million people moved 
during the 1960s and 1970s when dispossession was at its height. Other 
estimates are even greater, for example a minimum of 4 million if unrecorded 
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Table 8. 1 South African population qffected l?J removal or relocation, c. 1960-80 

Type of removal 

, Eviction of black tenants, squatters and surplus labour 
from White farmland 

Clearance of Black spots, and Homeland consolidation 

Urban relocation and removal from White areas to Home
land townships 

Removal from unauthorized (informal or spontaneous) 
urban settlements 

Group Areas removals arising from racial re-zoning 

Relocation due to development schemes and clearing 
sensitive areas 

Political moves such as banishment and flight 
from oppression 

Others (approx.) 

Total (approx.) 

So11rce: Platzky and Walker (1985); some figures rounded. 

Numbers 

1,129,000 

647,000 

670,000 

112,000 

834,000 

23,000 

50,000 

35,000 

3,500,000 

involuntary moves are included (for further details, see Unterhalter, 1987). 
African removals continued during the 1980s, to the extent of perhaps 
250,000 since the Surplus People Project, before the reform of apartheid 
began to act as a constraint on further dispossession. 

Table 8.1 shows the number of people (mostly Blacks/ Africans) involved 
in various types of removals and relocations. The first category refers to 
changes in the way in which Africans could work on the land in White South 
Africa: under the Land Act of 1913, Africans hiring, leasing or owning land 
outside their scheduled reserves were said to be squatting illegally, and large 
numbers of these, along with labour tenants working part of the year for 
White farmers in return for land and grazing rights, were resettled. The term 
'Black spots' describes parcels of land bought freehold by Africans before 
the 1913 Act; their elimination was an important feature of the territorial 
consolidation of the Homelands, and as the land had often been owned 
and farmed by the same families for generations, forced resettlement was 
a source of great hardship. 

In the urban areas the demolition of old townships, 'shanty towns' and 
other 'unauthorized' settlements, along with the creation of Group Areas, 
resulted in the displacement of an estimated 1,600,000 or so people. Some 
were rehoused in new townships, others relocated in the Homelands, while 
many formed new spontaneous 'shack' settlements. The number of people 
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Table 8.2 Seleded economic and social indicators by race group 

Indicator Black White Coloured Indian W:B 

Average monthly household 
income (R) 1991 779 4679 1607 2476 6.01 

Average monthly earnings in 
manufacturing (R) 1991 1056 3793 1187 1727 3.59 

Monthly old age pensions 
(R) 1992 293 345 318 318 1.18 

Infant deaths per 1000 live 
births 1990 52.8 7.3 28.0 13.5 7.23 

Life expectation at birth (years) 
1987 63 73 63 67 1.16 

Tuberculosis (new cases per 
100,000 population) 1987 216.7 14.8 579.8 53.2 14.64 

Expenditure on school pupils 
per capita (R) 1991-92 1248 4448 2701 3500 3.56 

Pass rate in matriculation 
examinations (per cent) 1991 41 96 83 95 2.34 

Source: Cooper et al. (1993). The figures generally refer to the Republic of South 
Africa, without the 'independent' Homelands of Bophuthatswana, Ciskei, Transkei 
and Venda. R = Rand (R1.0 = approx £0.20 in mid-1993). 

displaced by the creation of Group Areas was the equivalent of roughly 
one-third of the entire Indian population and one-sixth of the Coloureds. 
Something approaching one million people were moved up to the late 1980s, 
by which time enforced segregation was breaking down in parts of some 
cities to the extent of making the Group Areas Act inoperable. (Something 
of the experience of those displaced by the creation of urban apartheid is 
revealed in chapter 9). 

That apartheid generated inequality between the race groups is 
unsurprising, for a primary purpose was to ensure Whites a privileged 
life-style. The highly unequal distribution of income in relation to population 
in 1987 was illustrated in an earlier chapter (figure 5.5). ·More recent data are 
as follows: 39.4 million Africans comprising almost 76 per cent of South 
Africa's population receiving 33 per cent of personal income, 5.1 million 
Whites (almost 13 per cent) with 54 per cent of income, 3.4 million 
Coloureds (8.6 per cent) with 9 per cent of income, 1.0 million Indians 
(2.5 per cent) with 4 per cent of income (1992 populations from Cooper 
et al., 1993, p. 254; 1990 income data from Cooper et al., 1992, p. 257). 
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Table 8.2 lists figures on a range of economic and social indicators by 
race group. The ratio of advantage of Whites over Blacks (W:B) varies from 
over 14 for the tuberculosis rate to only slightly greater than one for life 
expectation an<l for old age pensions (where equality has subsequently been 
achieved). ffonsehold incomes and infant mortality reveal similar disparities 
at about six or seven to one, as do earnings in manufacturing and 
expenditure on school pupils at around 3.5:1. The tuberculosis rate shows 
the Coloureds worse-off than the Blacks; otherwise the Coloureds and Asians 
occupy poshions between the Blacks and Whites, the Asians generally having 
a marked adv11nt.age. 

Such figures only begin to scratch the surface of inequalities in South 
Africa. Aggregate data at the national level hide inequalities within race 
groups, and :ilso from one part of the country to another. For example, 
figures for the nine officially defined development regions show Gross 
Geographical Product (GGP) per capita in 1987 ranging from 1.89 times 
the national average in region H, covering the major economic heartland 
of Pretoria-Witwatersrand-Vereeniging, to only 0.32 times in region G with 
large Homeland areas. The Gini coefficient measuring regional inequality is 
a high 19.5 (see figure 8.1). 

Aggregate numerical data also fail to capture the nature and extent of dire 
poverty affecting large numbers of the African population. Something of the 
challenge posed for the new South Africa is explained as follows by Professor 
Franklin Sonn (quoted in Race Relations News, February 1993): 'Social justice 
is not attainable in a society where some 60% of the population live below 
the breadline, 55% are illiterate, 40% are unemployed, 7-8 million live in 
urban shanties, where 25 people a day die of TB and 300 a day become HIV 
positive. This litany of misery could be much longer.' 

And it is not merely a question of numbers: it is also what people 
experience, including an unquantifiable deprivation of economic and pol
itical empowerment. Pointing out that South Africa has the highest Gini 
coefficient of inequality among countries for which income data are available, 
Bundy (1992, p. 25) reminds us that statistics only present generalizations, 
tendencies and the 'shape' of poverty and inequality: 'They cannot reveal its 
texture: the d\.111 ache of deprivation, the acute tension generated by violence 
and insecurity, the intricacies of survival and all its emotions - despair, hope, 
resentment, apathy, futility, and futy.' 

In 1990 the Separate Amenities Act was repealed, after a decade during 
which many facilities in many parts of the country had effectively become 
open to all people irrespective of their racial classification. The Group Areas 
Act, the Land Acts, and the Population Registration Act followed in 1991. 
The elimination of these four legislative pillars of apartheid was accompanied 
by the ending of various other provisions, from the reservations of certain 
kinds of jobs for Whites to the proscription of sexual relations between 
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members of different race groups. To some people this was virtually the 
end of apartheid, to be completed by the replacement of the tri-cameral 
parliament by a non-racial form of government. But it really represents only 
the start of the search for social justice, some of the complexity of which we 
will now explore. 

The land question 

Of all the processes which have brought about the inequitable distribu
tion of wealth and power that characterises present day South Africa, 
none has been more decisive and more immediately important to most 
black South Africans than the dispossession of land. To an agrarian 
community whose entire economic and social structure is based on 
the distribution of land, dispossession was an act akin to national 
destruction. 

Thus said State President F. W. de Klerk in 1991 (quoted in Moore, 
1992, p. 25), not long after his conversion from upholder to reformer 
of apartheid. The traditional African affiliation with the land had by this 
time been substantially reduced, by the urbanization of more than half the 
population. But the fate of a dispossessed agrarian people was something 
de Klerk could understand, at least in the abstract. His own Afrikaners had 
experienced something of this at the beginning of the century, at the hand 
of the British, and their determination never again to be subjugated in what 
they saw as their land was an important part of a national identity and destiny 
which they tried to resolve by apartheid. 

It is hard to exaggerate the importance of the land question in South 
Africa, past, present and future.3 All people need land, if not as an immediate 
source of material sustenance then at least as a place to live; it might even 
be considered a human right (see chapter 2). The land question impinges 
on the nature of the agrarian economy which provides food for South 
Africa's population, and also on the distribution of residence in both rural 
and urban areas. Land has been, and continues to be, an important soutce 
of power which some people can wield over others, from the traditional 
chiefly prerogative of allocating land, through the privatization of ownership 
introduced by the colonizers, to the racialized control of the apartheid era. 
And now, the question of land reform is high on the agenda as an issue of 
social justice to be resolved in the new South Africa. 

The complexity of the land issue arises in part from the varying and 

3 Working with Tony Buckle helped to clarify aspects of the land question. 
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conflicting ways in which people make claims to land. In traditional African 
society land was valued as a source ~f communal well-being, allocated 
according to the imperatives of group survival and reproduction. All families 
were entitled to a share of their tribal land on which to grow crops or 
graze cattle, and this would be treated as theirs by usage. Membership was 
therefore crucial to the distribution of this collective asset: 'the relationship 
between man and land was not purely economic. The members of the 
society depended on land not only for subsistence but also for recognition 
as members of the social group' (Bundy, 1979, p. 21). Links with the past, 
manifest for example in the burial of the dead, were part of the close 
association between people and territory. Thus, 'Farming is more than just 
a productive activity, it is an act of culture, the centre of social existence and 
the place where personal identity is forged' (Sachs, 1990, p. 14). 

As in other parts of the world subject to colonization, these traditional 
attitudes to land were an impediment to the process sometimes dignified 
as 'modernization'. The Europeans brought their own values, including the 
concept of private ownership by legal title necessary for the commodification 
of land and its exchange under market relations. In place of land as a 
communal asset to which people had a special personal responsibility as 
well as entitlement, ownership of land became one of the property rights 
associated with individual autonomy and liberty. Land thus came to be 
valued through the pecuniary calculus of the market. However, some of the 
people who colonized South Africa forged their own bonds with territory, a 
matter of particular significance to the descendants of those whose original 
acquisition had been the successful outcome of what they saw as an heroic 
struggle with the native population in which divine intervention played no 
small part. Such struggles were important to the forging of Afrikaner national 
identity, and its association with what they claimed as their land. 

The conflict between African and European attitudes to land was resolved, 
usually in favour of the latter, by a combination of military and economic 
power. Racial identity was a crucial ingredient in a process which facilitated 
the dispossession and displacement of the African population when in the 
way of settler interests. Sachs (1990, pp. 3-4) summarizes the sequence of 
events as follows: 

The racialisation of land ownership began with the first wars of con
quest and continued with appropriation through· treaties and direct 
occupation. The dispossessed African population tried to retrieve their 
land through purchase; they were forbidden by law, as 'natives', from 
doing so. They then sought to retain access to the land as lease-holders; 
they were prevented by law, because they were black, from doing so. 
They entered into agreements as share-croppers; these agreements 
were invalidated on the grounds of race by law. They worked the 
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land as labour tenants; this was made illegal in terms of so-called 
native policy. Those who had managed to cling to legal title were 
forced to vacate their land because they were said to occupy black 
spots in white land. 

The Land Acts of 1913 and 1936 were important instruments in this 
process, forcing many Africans into the reserves well before the removals of 
the apartheid era enumerated above in table 8.1. Individual Africans were free 
to own land in what became the Homelands, but for a long time the retention 
of communal tenure was encouraged. This was not so much a concession to 
African values as a way of preserving the traditional redistributive economy, 
in which all were entitled to sustenance by virtue of membership, even if 
working away much of the time, which was crucial to the reproduction 
of the migrant labour force on which the mines and other sectors of 
the 'White' economy had come to depend (Smith, 1990b, pp. 3~). An 
additional dimension to the already complicated question of who has what 
kind of rights to which land is the displacement of urban population to create 
racial residential segregation under the terms of the Group Areas Act. 

So, what should be done? How should the new South Africa resolve 
competing claims to land in a socially just manner? On the answer to this 
question depends not only the way in which land will change hands in the 
future, from some agreed starting position, but also the extent to which this 
will reflect reparation or the correction of past injustice. In addition, any 
proposals for land reform must have regard to the efficiency of the agrarian 
economy, for the cause of social justice would hardly be served by holdings 
of inappropriate size run by incompetent farmers, whatever their race. 

What guidance might be found in theories of social justice, brought to 
bear on the distinctive circumstances of apartheid South Africa? The most 
obvious starting point is the entitlement theory of Robert Nozick (see 
chapter 3). This libertarian position should appeal to the ideology of free 
enterprise, market mechanisms and a reduced if not minimal role for the 
state, which finds favour in business and government circles in South Africa. 
It will be recalled that, under this theory, people are entitled to their holdings, 
and to do as they wish with them, providing that their original acquisition was 
by just means. 

At first sight, this perspective would appear to invalidate the claims of large 
numbers of (White) landowners. While there are disputes among historians 
as to whether the early settlers actually got to some parts of southern 
Africa before the African tribes moving south, the land was, for the most 
part, subject to permanent or sedentary occupation by others when the 
Europeans arrived. Then, according to Sachs (1990, p. 10), 'The land was 
taken by force and deception. The structure of white domination which 
subsequently registered title deeds and created a market in land was itsdf 

' ., 
' 'j 
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illegitimate.' If we accept this, the illegitimacy of the original titles makes 
the subsequent transfer of land similarly illegitimate, even if accomplished by 
the legitimate means of market transfer, inheritance or gift. The prescription 
which follows from Nozick's principle of rectification is that of restitution: 
the land should be returned to those indigenous people who originally 
occupied it in circumstances that could be justified by their material needs, 
when plentiful supply meant that there was enough for everyone. 

But there is an alternative interpretation. It could be argued that the 
acquisition of land by Europeans was actually legitimate, for the most part, 
by the standards, customs and laws of the times. African tribes fought 
with each other for land, and Europeans adopting the same practice were 
merely conforming to the prevailing rule of 'might is right'. However, such 
a rdativist argument cannot easily withstand the response that brute force 
should not determine social justice in any society, any time anywhere. Rather 
more persuasive is the point that, whatever the circumstances of initial 
(dis)possession, those who subsequently acquired the land legally bear no 
responsibility for the original sin. As Moore (1992, p. 26) puts it: 'Many 
whites would argue that they personally never intended any wrong doings 
against blacks, but were unknowingly trapped into structures created by the 
Land Acts and other apartheid measures. Any new . form of dispossession 
would unjustly deprive their present owners of what they have legally bought 
or inherited, and developed with their own sweat.' Indeed, they may have 
made more productive use of the land, for the benefit of society as a 
whole, than those from whom their ancestors took it would have done -
an argument which would commend itself to utilitarians, if its truth could be 
demonstrated. 

We are now faced with two conflicting propositions. One advocates 
'turning the clock back', to the point in time of the initial injustice, and 
trying to restore the pre-existing state of affairs irrespective of what might 
have subsequently happened. The other says, in effect, 'let bygones be 
bygones', no matter what injustices were perpetrated in the past. Or as 
Sachs (1990, p. 1) put it, 'Either the original unjust dispossession of the 
land is condoned and recognised as a legal fact, or there is a new form of 
dispossession which, it is said, would unjustly deprive the present owners of 
what they have legally bought or inherited and developed with their money 
and their sweat.' Both positions have their problems. To restore the original 
distribution of land may be impossible, not least because of the practical 
difficulties of identifying those whose entitlement was actually foundecl on 
just acquisition, and who their descendants are, especially when communal 
tenure was involved. And to forget (and possibly forgive) may be impossible 
for those still suffering from past injustice, and should perhaps not even be 
suggested, far less expected. 

Problems raised by reparation in circumstances of historic injustice have 
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been explored by Waldron (1992). He argues against simply turning the clock 
back, on the grounds that circumstances change and that this has a bearing 
on property rights. For example, the exclusive access of groups of people 
to their own sources of water may be right in times of plenty, but wrong 
when the rains fail and all but one water hole dries up. Similarly, returning 
all land in South Africa to descendants of those who originally occupied 
it in circumstances of plenty, before European expropriation, could have 
disastrous consequences for those currently living on it in an era of scarcity. 
Historic injustice may to some extent be superseded, by events; what really 
matters is to distribute resources fairly to existing inhabitants. Waldron (1992, 
p. 27) concludes: 

It is a fact that many of the descendants of those who were defrauded 
and expropriated live demoralized in lives of relative poverty - relative, 
that is, to the descendants of those who defrauded them. If the relief 
of poverty and the more equal distribution of resources is the aim of a 
prospective theory of justice, it is likely that the effect of rectification 
of past wrongs will carry us some distance in this direction. All the 
same, it is worth stressing that it is the impulse to justice now that 
should lead the way in this process, not the reparation of something 
whose wrongness is understood primarily in relation to conditions that 
no longer obtain. 

While offered as a general proposition, this suggests an approach to social 
justice in post-apartheid South Africa which is sensitive to both past and 
present. Let us consider some current proposals in this light. 

De Klerk's Nationalist government made its position clear in its Whiti 
Paper on I.And Reform, published in 1991 (as quoted in Marcus, 1991, pp. 50-1): 

Provision is made for the continued use of land as a multi-purpose 
commodity and production asset, but without the racial restrictions. 
Private ownership is broadened and also extended to land in respect 
of which it was previously not available. 

The new policy has the definite objective of ensuring the existing 
security and existing patterns of community order will be maintained. 
The primary objective is to offer equal opportunities for the acquisition, 
use and enjoyment of land to all people within the social and economic 
realities of the country. 

Private ownership of land, including agricultural land, is the corner
stone of the Government's land policy. This is in keeping with the 
Government's opposition to any form of redistribution of agricultural 
land, whether by confiscation, nationalisation or expropriation ... a 
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programme for the restoration of land to individuals and r·nmm1.mities 
who were forced to give up their land on account of p:!st policies or 
other historical reasons would not be feasible. 

It has subsequently been reiterated that a system of privat<' freehold own
ership within the context of a market-orientated economy .h, r:cntral to the 
government's land policy. Any restitution of land from whir.h people were 
removed by apartheid legislation would be restricted to l:ind still in state 
hands and not developed or allocated for a specific purpooe (Cooper et 
al., 1993, p. 383). Thus the distribution of land established 11nder :ipartheid 
would be legitimated, for the most part; private ownership relations would 
be extended to replace other (e.g. communal) forms of tenure, ::ind people of 
all race groups would be free to buy land provided they had the money to pay 
for it. The strategy was clearly designed to ensure security of White owner
ship, and to pre-empt redistribution under a future non-raci::il government. 

It is hardly surprising that contrary views are held by the African National 
Congress (ANC), and by others who see a de-racialized market merely 
perpetuating injustices in the existing distribution of the we::ilth needed to 
purchase land, as well as in the distribution of land itself. In particular, 
it is pointed out that the security of ownership and freedom of market 
exchange, to which the government now attaches such importance, was 
denied Africans in the past by confiscating their title deeds :md preventing 
them from purchasing land in 'White' South Africa. Some form of restitution, 
redistribution and perhaps reparation is required. 

A discussion document issued by the African National Congress (1992a, 
p. 7) asserts: 'We need a new system of law which is based on land rights 
which go beyond current legal title. This should be based on v:ilues held by 
the majority of South Africans, including birthright, inheritance rights, and 
rights based on occupation and productive use of land.' The: concerns of 
the ANC include security for those whose access to land is still through 
communal tenure and for labour tenants who fear expulsion by White 
owners, as well as reparation for people unfairly removed from their land 
and the acquisition of land for redistribution to those who need it to make 
a living. The ANC also challenges prevailing (White, capitalist) :ittitudes to 
land, by arguing that reform should rest on the underlying assumption among 
Africans that land has communal welfare functions as well as economic 
subsistence value (Cooper et al., 1993, p. 384). 

Four groups have claims on land reserved for White ownership under 
apartheid (Sachs, 1990, p. 18). These are: (1) Black farmers of long-standing 
occupation who have never given up the insistence that they have rights to 
the land in question; (2) White owners who have the kind of rights recognized 
in both Afrikaner and African culture, by virtue of birthright, inheritance, 
occupation, investment and work; (3) owners from the wider economy who 
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have bought land and invested in its productive potential; (4) those people 
from the wider economy whose ancestors were driven off the land by various 
forms or coercion - possibly the largest group. It is this diversity of claims 
which has somehow to be resolved if justice is to be done, and which the 
White Paper singularly failed to address. 

A strategy more in keeping with the considerations suggested by Waldron 
(above) can be detected in proposals from non-government sources. This 
would begin with an estimated 1.25 million hectares of land in state hands, 
and which they have proposed to transfer to Homelands. This could be 
allocated to victims of removals, for example from so-called 'Black spots', 
without depriving anyone of their title. Indeed, removals may be of such 
recent origin that particular pieces of land could simply be restored to the 
people concerned. Sachs (1990, p. 32) stresses the symbolic significance of 
such a measure: 'Facilitating the return of victims of forced removals in 
the countryside and creating conditions where they can live and farm in 
dignity . would both acknowledge past injustice and indicate the beginning 
of democratic solutions.' 

However, the land in question comprises only about 1 per cent of the 
surface area of South Africa (including the Homelands). And although 
owned by the state, it is leased or otherwise occupied by people (mainly 
Africans) whose rights also have to be considered. Then there ar~ perhaps 
millions of people with documentary proof of land ownership or other rights 
whose interests were expropriated. This leads to two further requirements 
for serious land reform: a means of resolving conflicting claims to the same 
land, and a means of acquiring more land for redistribution and possibly 

reparation. 
A land claims court has been proposed by the ANC and others (e.g. 

Claassens, 1991), to deal with cases of conflict. This could decide who 
has which land, or what level of compensation if transfer of ownership is 
judged not to be the best solution. Such an institution would, of course, 
have to guard against the possibility, intrinsic to land reform in general, of 
favouring those with the resources to plead the most convincing case. This 
implies equal access to the necessary legal services. 

Obtaining more land for redistribution gets to the heart of the practical 
problem of land reform in South Africa. It is here that the aspirations 
of social justice confront hard political reality. Blacks need more land, 
and have sustainable rights to it, but it can come only from Whites who 
have the advantage of legal title and, still, disproportionate power. There 
is vigorous and understandable opposition to the expropriation of land 
without full compensation, even though it could be argued that the means 
whereby many Whites or their ancestors acquired land and exploited African 
(Coloured or Indian) labour to farm it undermines their moral entitlement 
to market values. Yet the cost of full compensation would place strains on 
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a state budget with many competing demands: for example, Moore (1992, 
p. 27) points out that to purchase one-tenth of White farms at market value 
would require R7 bn, which could build 200,000 new houses or 3000 primary 
schools. Nationalization of land is still advocated in some quarters, but this 
seems increasingly contrary to the new realism penetrating radical thinking 
(to which we return in the next section). 

Land redistribution will be a crucial test of the dedication of some future 
government to social justice. One possible strategy has been put forward by 
Claassens (1991, p. 13), under the banner of 'regulated land ownership'. She 
suggests that acceptance of common societal values for the (re)distribution 
of land as a national asset, such as housing the population, maintaining 
and improving food production, and a sense of belonging to their land on 
the part of all South Africans, could generate particular ownership criteria. 
These include: ownership of land limited to areas occupied and in productive 
use; the amount owned by one person limited relative to regional productive 
capacity; prohibition of speculative land holding; ownership subject to proper 
care of the soil and acceptable treatment of people living on the land; and 
home ownership limited to one residence. Ownership rights within such 
constraints would be secure, while the state would be entitled to acquire 
land held in defiance of these criteria. This could then be redistributed. 

Other proposals consistent with such a strategy. would include state 
acquisition of farms heavily in debt or otherwise dependent on subsidy, 
and of land held by mining and agribusiness corporations well beyond 
their conceivable needs. A tax on land values has also been proposed, 
to subsidize land acquisition by blacks (Moore, 1992). Given the history 
of South African land policy, this is 'a particularly appropriate mechanism 
to assist in responding to the past' (Davis, 1992, p. 117). It would combine 
a solution to a practical problem with an element of collective reparation. 

It is important, again, to stress that any comprehensive strategy of land 
reform must have regard to efficiency as well as to distributive justice. This 
requires an objective, technical appraisal of the efficiency of White farming 
on extensive holdings, the advantages of which are easily exaggerated by 
vested interests, compared with more intensive farming on the part of 
Africans for long denied the opportunity to exercise their full potential 
as food producers. The redistribution of some of the best White farmland, 
as well as more marginal areas, could well enhance efficiency, within what 
Weiner and Levin (1991, p. 112) refer to as 'socially appropriate land use'. 

Further consideration of organizational aspects of agrarian reform is 
beyond the scope of this discussion. It is sufficient to recognize that the 
social relations of production which govern the distribution of benefits and 
burdens of working the land are at least as important as the considerations 
of technical efficiency which tend to dominate mainstream development 
thinking. As Brand et al. (1992, pp. 353-4) remind us, 'the most fundamental 
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aspect of agrarian reform is ethical and not legal, material, or organizational'. 
This involves 'supplementing equal opportunity with the right to an equal 
start ... fair access to resources, inputs, and product markets, and to the 
political market. This in turn requires entitlement (the legal ability to act) 
and empowerment (the wealth, income, and skills required to make action 
effective).' Putting substance on these aspirations is the essence of the 
positive action required for social justice in the South African countryside. 

Some implications of urban land reform may be mentioned briefly. An 
exclusively agrarian focus is a repetitive feature of debates on the land 
question in South Africa, despite the claim by Moore .(1992, p. 26) that, 
'Most of those dispossessed by Group Areas legislation still cherish the 
prospect of regaining their ancestral land.' Perhaps the problem is, literally, 
too close to home for the (usually White) policy pundits in government and 
the academy, some of whom may own dwellings from which black people 
were evicted. Perhaps the repeal of the Group Areas Act, resolutely resisted 
by many Whites, is considered sufficient reform. But this is merely the urban 
equivalent of the White Paper position on rural land: de-racialize ownership 
and leave who has what to the market, without any regard . for past injustice. 

Group Areas removals affecting people classified as Asian and Coloured, 
and displacement of Africans under other legislation, had two major conse
quences. One was loss of homes, businesses and communities, and aspects of 
the lives that went with them. The other was the financial cost of moving and 
finding alternative accommodation, often in less convenient locations and 
congenial places than those from which people were evicted. Property of 
the dispossessed was often acquired at less than market value, as Hart (1988) 
shows in the case of Cape Town's Coloureds, for example. There is no doubt 
that large numbers of blacks suffered uncompensated financial cost, as well 
as deeper losses of the kind to be explored in chapter 9. 

Group Areas evictions are fairly recent events and should be the subject 
of bureaucratic record, which would facilitate the establishment of claims to 
specific pieces of property. However, restitution of people's former homes 
and communities is often physically impossible. Group Areas evictions were 
frequently followed by the bulldozer, with the land subsequently redeveloped. 
Even if largely left empty, as in Cape Town's District Six (see chapter 9), to 
reclaim an empty lot is not a particularly attractive proposition except for 
the resale value. Dwellings that survived and were subsequently purchased 
by Whites may have been improved by their new owners, raising a similar 
problem to that of investment in farmland taken by Whites from Africans. 
It might be argued, similarly, that the White owners are not entitled to their 
ill-gotten gains. 

These are the kind of issues that also arise in post-socialist societies, •in 
the context of the restitution or re-privatization of property expropriated by 
the state (chapter 7), and it should be recognized that returning residential 
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property to its original owners in South Africa involves a similar time frame 
and no greater practical problems than in Poland, for ex~ple: . . 

There are, however, severe. political constraints on residential restttut1on. 
It is almost inconceivable that any future government would adopt a policy 
of expropriating White homes and returning them to blacks, even ~th full 
compensation. Furthermore, residential property diff~rs ~om agricultural 
land in that those dispossessed by Group Areas legislation found other 
places to live, inferior though they may have been, whereas many of those 
deprived of farmland lost not only their place ~ut als? the capaci_ty to farm 
(the nearest urban equivalent is businesses which faded to survive Group 
Areas removals). 

A different kind of resolution for Group Areas injustice is therefore 
suggested. Rather than attempt restitution of a:tual pr~perty, there should 
be a tax levied on White residential and commercial premtses, the proceeds of 
which would be used to compensate those who can substantiate a claim to 
losses arising from deprivation of property values and the cost of relocation. 
While the scale involved would require careful consideration, the general 
principle of compensation of the one group who clearly lost by the other 
who clearly gained would be appropriate reparation. 

As in the agrarian context, any resolution of the urban land issue must 
relate redistribution or compensation to broader issues of land use and 
planning. There is an enormous shortage . of low-cost, hous:ng in South 
Africa, reflected in the emergence of vast mformal or shack settlements, 
estimated to accommodate over 7 million people or one in four of the 
African population and one in two in the major cities (Cooper et al., 
1993, p. 215). Low-income (usually African) residential areas, formal or 
informal tend to be on the fringe of the cities, adding high commuting 
costs and limited access to central services to the various other penalties 
of race under apartheid. Attention is now being given to the identifi
cation of closer land, and its development for affordable housing, in a 
process referred to as 'inward urbanizatio~•. as opposed to ~e disper
sal of the apartheid city. As well as providing more convenient places 
for people to live, this strategy makes more efficient use of the urban 

infrastructure. 
But land suitable for development is not necessarily in the right hands. 

The City of Johannesburg has disclosed plans to provide housing for 1 
million people within 10 km of the central business district, but vacant 
land is owned by the mining houses (South African Institute of Race 
Relations, Fast Facts 6, June 1993, p. 3). This is but one example of a case 
for expropriation jf the land cannot be acquired on reasonable terms. Such 
measures will be necessary, powerful opposition notwithstanding, if land use 
in the post-apartheid city is to reflect the interests of those most in need of 
somewhere to live. 
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We now turn from the land question to other aspects of redistribution, which 
raise somewhat different issues. No one would argue that land should be 
distributed equally among all South Africans: the issue is that of access to 
particular kinds of land for particular purposes. But if we consider other 
aspects of the resources at people's disposal - their wealth and incomes, 
the services received, and their levels of living or well-being - equalization 
becomes a more appropriate principle of social justice. 

Given the morally arbitrary character of race, and the common under
standing that race should be irrelevant to people's life chances, then in a 
just society there should be no racial inequalities in living standards. It 
follows from the scale of actual disparities by race group in South Africa 
that narrowing the gap between peoples in general and whites and blacks 
in particular must be an obligatory objective of post-apartheid society, to the 
extent that the only question is that of the pace at which equalization can be 
achieved. But there are practical impediments, as well as the reluctance of 
those currently advantaged to give anything up, which make redistribution 
a matter of some complexity and delicacy. This is the subject of extensive 
contemporary debate (e.g. Howe and le Roux, 1992; Moll, 1990; Moll, 
Nattrass and Loots, 1991; Schrire, 1992); all that can be done here is to 
highlight some of the main issues, revising an earlier publication (Smith, 
1992c; see also Smith, 19946) .. 

A useful pointer to the pace of equalization required in post-apartheid 
society is provided by what has actually been taking place. Data used to 
illustrate the measurement of inequality earlier in this book (figure 5.5) 
suggested only a slight reduction of income inequality among the four race 
groups between 1936 and 1987 (see also Smith, 19906, p. 7). Other figures for 
recent years show the share of personal incomes going to Africans at 29 per 
cent in 1985, 33 in 1990 and 37 in 1995 (estimated, assuming the optimistic 
annual growth rate of 2.5 per cent); the White share in these same years is 59, 
54 and 49 per cent (Cooper et al., 1992, pp. 256-7, citing research by Charles 
Simkins). Changes of these magnitudes, if projected into the future, would 
take 40 to 50 years for race-group shares of income to approximate shares 
of national population. 

Another indication is provided by figures for earnings in manufacturing 
_ over the 1970s and 1980s (table 8.3). The ratios of advantage of Whites over 
the other race groups indicate steady convergence. However, projecting the 
average rates of change over this period into the future, it would take about 
20 years for African and White earning to reach parity and the same for 
Indians and Whites; for Coloureds and Whites it would be about SO years, 
because of the relatively slow rate of improvement in Coloured earnings. 

Three alternative but not mutually exclusive strategies may be adopted 
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Table 8.3 Avemge annual earnings in manufacturing (RAnd) by race group, 1972-89 

Year White Black Coloured Indian W:B W:C W:l 

1972 4,308 782 1,080 1,632 5.51 3.99 3.63 

1975 6,132 1,272 1,620 1,812 4.82 3.79 3.88 

1980 11,472 3,156 3,156 3,588 4.27 3.63 3.20 

1985 22,188 5,628 6,372 7,980 3.94 3.48 2.78 

1989 38,334 11,105 11,682 15,682 3.45 3.28 2.44 

Sourn: Cooper ct al. (1992, p. 259). 

to accelerate equalization of living standards. The first is re-allocation of 
public expenditure, in a manner designed to enhance the capabilities of 
the poor to increase their earnings and general well-being for themselves, 
within the existing economic structure. The second is the redistribution of 
wealth, income and other assets, through the taxation system for example, 
so as directly to relieve economic hardship and increase the consumption 
possibilities of the poor. The third is structural change, for example in 
ownership or control of the means of production and in the distribution of 
economic power, so as to alter or eliminate the basic mechanisms generating 
inequality. We begin with the first of these strategies, which, as the least 
'radical', is the one most extensively explored in the national debate on 

redistribution. 
Once the end of apartheid has established formal equality of opportunities 

in all spheres of life, the next step is to ensure everyone the same capacity to 
take advantage of them. As Eckert (1991, p. 45) explains: 

The goal of equal opportunity raises a derivative concern in South 
Africa. Enormous differentials in capabilities exist today, as the result 
of apartheid, its precursor of social discrimination, widespread poverty 
and other social limitations. Simply ensuring an equal chance in the 
future is not enough when the capabilities of so many have been 
artificially lowered by past practice. 

The sense of the term capabilities, as used here, is the same as adopted by 
Amartya Sen (see chapter 5), namely the capacity to function in ways that 
promote people's .well-being. 

Levels of service provision have a bearing on capabilities, and equal 
treatment is the least that might be expected. Indeed, there is a case for 
positive discrimination in favour of those whose greater need is manifest 
in lower living standards. Furthermore, in the production of sources of 
need-satisfaction or well-being (see chapter 5), the condition of diminishing 
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returns means that more can be generated from the same resources at lower 
levels of attainment than at higher levels. Thus more educational or health 
benefits will be generated by spending a given sum on the ignorant and the 
sick than on the clever or the well. This is also consistent with the Rawlsian 
principle of maximizing benefits to the worst-off. 

To improve social services for the Black population is an obvious priority. 
There is not only a moral case for racial equality of education, health care 
and so on, but also an expected productivity effect whereby Blacks will 
earn more from enhanced capabilities. But the task of actually achieving 
this is formidable. Van der Berg (1991, pp. 76-7; 1992, pp. 130-2) has 
shown that to equalize up to prevailing White levels of expenditure on 
primary and secondary education, health and social pensions would require 
an inconceivable three-fold increase in total spending. To equalize within the 
present budget constraint would require expenditure on Whites to be cut to 
about one-third of current levels, with that on Coloureds and Indians also 
reduced. To equalize educational expenditure alone at White levels in 1987 
would have required expenditure to be trebled (Hofmeyr and McLennan, 
1992, p. 184). Another calculation suggests that racial equalization of social 
spending, including housing, at White levels would increase this budget item 
from 9.5 per cent of GDP (a figure not out of line for a country with South 
Africa's GDP per capita) to 30.8 per cent (Moll, 1991, p. 125; van dcr Berg, 
1992, p. 135). At the root of the problem highlighted by such figures is 
that, under apartheid, White standards were raised to levels unsustainable for 
the entire population in a normal country at South Africa's overall level of 
economic development. 

Resources required for moves towards equalization can be found in three 
ways. The first is economic growth, always the most comfortable method 

. because it can proceed by means of Pareto improvements whereby the poor 
gain but the rich do not lose. However, the past decade has seen South 
Africa's annual growth in GDP average less than 1.0 per cent, compared 
with population growth of about 2.5 per cent, and a reduction in GNP 
per capita from R3981 in 1980 to R3060 in 1993 (in constant prices; from 
Financial Times, 11 June 1993). The second possibility is transferring resources 
from Whites (and other groups) to make up the shortfall in expenditure on 
Africans, the necessary scale of which would greatly reduce White living 
standards. However compelling the moral justification for such redistribution 
may be, White vested interests tend to focus attention on a third ·strategy, 
that of re-allocation within the existing state budget. 

Abandoning the formal apparatus of apartheid should facilitate some 
re-allocation of public expenditure. Van der Berg (1991, p. 80) estimates that 
the elimination of cumbersome institutions (for example, fourteen separate 
departments of education, covering South Africa's four official race groups 
and the ten Bantustans) could save about 1 per cent of GDP. Rather more 
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could be found by reducing defence expenditure: if this item had not risen 
above its 1972 level of 2.2 per cent of GDP the subsequent saving could 
have built 1.9 million fully serviced houses, which is well over the estimated 
national shortage (van der Berg, 1991, p. 81). Moll (1991, pp. 122-5) suggests 
that a reduction in defence expenditure by 2 per cent of GDP, the abolition 
of apartheid institutions and the elimination of the industrial decentralization 
programme (designed to keep Africans in peripheral areas), along with a 
'modest' increase in taxes and government borrowing on a 'prudent' scale, 
could yield the equivalent of 6.4 per cent of GDP. This compares with 21.3 
per cent needed to equalize social spending at White levels. He concludes 
that racial equalization at current White levels is impossible at the present 
time, given South Africa's level of economic development, and that it will 
have to be achieved at substantially lower levels of expenditure per capita. 

Re-allocation of priorities within particular services provides some further 
redistributive opportunities. In education, widely r~garded as the key to bla~k 
advancement in the labour market, the ratio of state spending on White 
children to African children was reduced from 18:1 to 3:1 between 1969 
and 1991/2 (Cooper et al., 1993, p. 588), which indicates what could be 
done even under apartheid. The obvious priority now is African primary 
education, to break the back of massive under-achievement as well as 
to provide for large numbers of children not even in school. But past 
inequalities are reflected in fixed capital disparities and pupil/teacher ratios: 
it will take re-allocation of premises and personnel as well as current 
expenditure to implement effective redistribution. The location of existing 
services is also an impediment to redistribution in health care, where the 
obvious priority is to shift resources to basic primary care, especially in the 
informal settlements and rural areas, and away from high-cost intervention 
which favours well-to-do (mainly White) city dwellers. 

More state expenditure is required in skills training and employment 
generation, in an economy where less than one-tenth of new labour market 
entrants now find work in the formal sector. Participation in the informal 
sector is difficult to measure, but an estimate for 1991 by the Development 
Bank for Southern Africa put the figure at 4 million or almost 30 per cent of 
the economically active population (Cooper et al., 1992, p. 173). Re-allocation 
of funds currently benefiting big business, to stimulate further the absorption 
capacity of informal activity, is an obvious strategy. The encouragement 
of small-scale 'appropriate technology' approaches to the production of 
'affordable' housing could create jobs as well as much-needed shelter in 

the cities. 
The severe constraints imposed on re-allocation of public expenditure 

leads to the possibility of more direct redistribution. Increasing personal 
taxation is constrained by the fact that South Africans are already relatively 
highly taxed by international standards. However, the burden is mainly on 
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middle-income earners, and increasing taxes on high personal incomes, and 
also on businesses via capital gains and capital transfer taxes, are realistic 
possibilities (Davis, 1992), in addition to the reparation taxes on property 
proposed in the previous section. A general wealth tax should not be 
ruled out. 

These kinds of redistributional proposals face strategic difficulties, as well 
as opposition from those likely to lose. Most Whites could sustain some 
losses without great discomfort; real incomes have already fallen in recent 
years, with increasing taxes and salaries in some sectors which have not kept 
up with inflation. But there are knock-on effects to consider. For example, 
tax increases on business may induce capital flight and the loss of valuable 
personnel, while tax increases on affluent individuals could put the livelihood 
of many of the hundreds of thousands of (Black) domestic servants at risk. 

A recognition that measures which are supposed to promote positive 
redistribution can have perverse outcomes encourages caution, especially 
when coupled with White self-interest. The 'realism' prevailing in estab
lishment circles needs to be leavened by more imaginative thinking. For 
example, distributing free shares to all gold-mining workers could be an 
effective way of allowing the market to redistribute the value of company 
assets from current shareholders to workers (though greater justice would be 
manifest if former workers' families could be similarly compensated for the 
exploitation of their labour). Redistribution of the existing housing stock may 
be inconceivable, but property taxes could encourage small (White) families 
in large homes to vacate them, making it easier for larger (Black) households 
to find accommodation suited to their needs. Black township housing could 
be given away to existing tenants, who may have already effectively paid 
for it in rent, though this would be accompanied by maintenance costs. 
Even a conservative voice has suggested that privatization of some state 
corporations could be accomplished by giving shares to all South Africans on 
an equal basis (Reekie, 1990, pp. 13-14), along the lines of some privatization 
strategies in East Europe (chapter 7). 

The most radical approach to redistribution is fundamental structural 
change. Up to the time of Nelson Mandela's release in 1991, the widespread 
belief of the liberation movement was that some form of socialism would 
ensure rapid redistribution in a post-apartheid society. But the collapse of 
what passed for socialism in East Europe and the USSR has led to a 
growing recognition that South Africa is likely to remain capitalist, at least 
for the foreseeable future and possibly for ever. However, this is not to 
say that such measures as public ownership are now completely off the 
agenda. Nationalization was a central feature of the Freedom Charter around 
which progressive forces found common purpose, and the possibility of state 
appropriation of the giant Anglo-American Corporation, the mining houses 
and the banks continues to be raised. But this increasingly seems a rhetorical 
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reminder of what could be, if big business is judged insensitive to the needs 
of a new society, rather than an indication of serious intent. 

It is also questionable what nationalization would actually achieve, wi~ 
respect to the redistribution of wealth. Moll (1990, pp. 78-9) has esti
mated that wholesale nationalization well beyond the 'commanding heights' 
mentioned in the Freedom Charter would enable the state to redistrib
ute about R900 a year to the poorest 40 per cent of the population 
(compared with annual incomes of about R1400 for Black rural dwell
ers and R9200 for mining workers). Such a transfer from shareholders 
to the poor is far from trivial, and woul~ . be easy to justify . fro":1 a 
moral point of view. But the process of dtsmvestment that nationaliza
tion would provoke, and the consequent negative impact on economic 
growth, could make this kind of redistribution merely a one-~ff. bo~us 
to the poor. The harsh truth is that, with the pace of redistr1button 
dependent on stimulating the economy, international capital has the ~o~er 
to constrain a new South African government's freedom to change ex1sttng 
patterns of property ownership. Thus sustainable . redistribution via la~g~
scale public take-over of private business no longer seems to be a realistic 

possibility. 
However, there is the possibility of structural adjustments to the economy 

short of revolutionary transformation. The slow rate of employment gen
eration which is a root cause of poverty, can be attributed in part to 
private' investor preference in recent years for prope~ty spec~tion at ~e 
expense of the manufacturing sector. The re-allocation of mvestment in 

directions more consistent with basic human needs is a favoured strategy 
in progressive circles; the ANC stresses 'growth through redistribution', 
to stimulate development more responsive to the interests of the mass 
of the people. Some see the power already e'Xerci~ed ~~ ordinary peo
ple to influence business behaviour, for example 10 d1s1nvestme?t and 
boycott campaigns, as transferable to other arenas of struggle with the 
commanding heights of the economy (Bond, 1991). A new government 
could help to establish an environment in which gr:ate~ social responsib_ility 
by business becomes part of the broader democratization of South African 

society. 

Social justice after apartheid 

What, then, of the prospects for social justice in post-apartheid society? 
As things currently stand, some of the indications are not enc?ur
aging. The constraints on redistribution are severe, and there ts a 
danger, even in the more radical strategies, that transfers ~f resourc~s 
from the relatively rich may not flow right down the soc10-econom1c 
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scale. For example, giving away shares to gold miners, or transferring 
assets of other corporations to their work-force, advantages those who 
are already relatively well paid by the standards of South African Blacks. 
The outcome could be merely to consolidate a labour aristocracy, leaving 
out the millions who currently have no prospect of any formal-sector 
employment. 

This kind of redistribution could also be highly selective from a geographi
cal point of view. It would benefit mainly the residents of formal urban areas 
in the major metropolitan regions centred on the Witwatersrand (including 
Johannesburg), Cape Town and Durban, without reaching far into either the 
peripheral shack settlements or the rural areas where the poorest people 
live. The outcome could be to exacerbate spatial polarization, adding to the 
marginalization of a growing majority of an African population increasingly 
divided by uneven access to the new opportunities opened up in a formally 
de-racialized society. 

Even the most optimistic scenarios underline the limits to the redistribu
tive capacity of any post-apartheid government, within a realistic set of 
economic and political constraints. If a socialist society is no longer on the 
agenda, then the major private economic interests which hitherto supported 
and profited from apartheid will still effectively control much of the new 
South Africa. Racial, and spatial, differences in life chances will remain 
marked for many years to come, and the franchise may not make much 
difference to the lives of substantial numbers of the poor African majority. 
If anything more than the universal franchise is expected, it is likely to fall 
well short of truly non-racial citizenship with equality of opportunity really 
open to all. 

At present, the most likely scenario is that South Africa will steadily 
come more closely to resemble a normal capitalist society, its inherited 
racial inequalities interpenetrated and blurred by class cleavages. The 
United States may provide a pointer, and a warning. Aronson (1991, 
pp. 18-19) argues that a democratic non-racial government should avoid 
what he calls 'the American solution', where blacks achieve political 
rights without corresponding changes in social or economic power: 

Black rule in cities like Detroit allows a modicum of black power and 
pride, the building up of a black bureaucracy and political class, and 
creating the conditions for the rise of a small number of blacks in 
businesses affected by government contracts. But the real levers of 
power, corporate levers, national-political levers, remain firmly where 
they always were, outside the purview of any conceivable black (or 
indeed working-class) power. The majority of blacks, deprived of their 
traditional leadership - those one-time pillars of ghetto cohesion, inspi
ration and discipline - by new possibilities of social, economic, and 
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residential mobility, only sink deeper, and displace their despondency 
onto drugs, internalized violence, and crime. 

I am talking about the built-in limits to 'equal opportunity' in a society 
systematically buiit on class privilege that has historically evolved 
intertwined with racial oppression ... it has been possible to talk 
about 'equal rights' and 'equal opportunity' in the abstract but not to 
talk about concrete right to adequate housing, health care, schooling or 
employment .. . 

The American lesson is a painful but simple one: because we have 
failed to make these universal rights available to everybody regardless 
of class, race or national origin, the heritage of racial domination 
continues to perpetuate itself ... Without vigorous political action 
on the national leve~ without social transformations · stretching far 
beyond 'affirmative action' and 'equal opportunity', South Africa's 
black majority will follow in the pattern of America's black minority, 
reproducing itself 'spontaneously' in a hereditary poverty. 

The figures illustrating the perpetuation of racial inequality in the United 
States, presented in chapter 6, indicate how much remains to be done, 
a quarter of a century after legislation established formal equality. As in 
the United States, the crucial issue in post-apartheid society is that of 
universal entitlements of citizenship, or what it means to be a new South 
African. 

However, the scenario for change in South Africa prevailing in estab
lishment circles (government and business) eschews radical social trans
formation, for redistribution accomplished under market forces by means 
of accelerated export-led economic growth. More Black workers would 
be drawn into an expanding labour force, their enhanced living standards 
being achieved (implicitly) without eroding those of the Whites. Research 
suggesting that higher economic growth increases the redistribution of 
income from Whites to Blacks (by Charles Simkins; see Cooper et al., 
1992, pp. 256-7), helps to fuel the South African version of the familiar 
development strategy of 'redistribution through growth'. 

A problem with this scenario is that, even if it can be achieved, faster 
economic growth by no means guarantees accelerated redistribution, through 
increased social welfare expenditures as well as personal incomes. Reflecting 
the resurgence of economic conservatism elsewhere, the policy discourse 
in establishment circles in South Africa links public spending with inflation 
and stresses the 'new right' panaceas of market mechanisms, privatization 
and deregulation rather than state responsibility for service provision. The 
economic power at the disposal of large private vested interests enables them 
greatly to influence the debate, by funding and publishing research supportive 
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of market-led reform and opposed to measures involving a more proactive 
state. 

In the face of formidable private-sector propaganda, added to the con
tinued minority government's control of national broadcasting media, the 
voice of the former liberation movement has been muted. The ANC now 
embrace a 'mixed economy', in which national development planning will 
avoid 'commandist or bureaucratic methods' (African National Congress, 
1992h, p. 11). But, while recognizing that market relations arc an essential 
component of a mixed economy, the ANC 'does not believe that market 
forces alone will result in anything but the perpetuation of existing disparities 
in income and wealth' (African National Congress, 1992b, p. 11). 

If post-apartheid South Africa is to make sustainable claims to social 
justice, then redistribution has to take place on a much larger scale, and at a 
much faster pace, and with much greater state intervention, than is currently 
envisaged in White political circles and in sections of the academy. Rapid 
equalization of living standards, by (former) race group, is the most obvious 
criterion by which a post-apartheid South Africa can be judged. 

The only proviso to the principle of justice as equalization in the South 
African case is that equalization must not . be at the cost of the general 
misery which would accompany continued reductions in per capita national 
product. This qualification opens up the possibility that the continuation and 
indeed protection of some White privilege may be justified to maintain the 
commitment of skills and enterprise necessary to sustain economic growth. 
For example, Schrire (1992, p. 7) asserts: 'it is a historical tragedy that the 
beneficiaries of apartheid are the only economic actors in South Africa with 
the economic resources and expertise necessary to get the country moving 
again. It is, alas, in the interests of the least advantaged in society that the 
most advantaged continue to prosper.' This implies a Rawlsian argument 
for continuing (racial) inequalities to be judged by their benefits to the least 
well-off. However, this can easily degenerate into an uncritical defence of the 
status qno, without serious consideration of the incentives actually required 
by the rich for the poor to gain as much as possible. It is also important 
to recognize that there is no racial monopoly on what is required 'to get the 
country moving': the informal sector is replete with African entrepreneurs. 

Nevertheless, John Rawls's liberal egalitarianism provides a powerful 
framework within which to couch debates on redistribution in South Africa. 
For example, Hofmyr and McLennan (1992, following Simkins, 1986) con
sider its application to education. Rawls's principle of equal access to social 
primary _go~ds entails !mrartiality in pu~lic spending on education. They 
Invoke his difference pnnc1ple as follows: extra compensatory monies should 
be invested in the education of historically deprived groups and affirmative 
action programmes should be allowed. The education system, like every other 
system, would therefore be so designed as to maximize the prospects of the 



250 Part II - Case Studiu 

least well-off members of society' (Hofmyr and McLennan, 1992, p. 181). 
They get to the heart of the matter in suggesting: 'South Africa will need 
to develop Rawls's mutual respect for a shared moral discourse' (p. 188). 

The culture of racism which has for so long sustained the domination 
and oppression of people deemed 'non-white' by the ruling 'pigm~ntocr~cy' 
remains a formidable barrier to the development of a truly non-racial society 
based on recognized mutual interdependence. If South Africa is really to 
confront fundamental issues of social justice, the prevailing pragmatism 
and realism must be complemented by a more thoroughgoing concern 
for morality. It is rare to find explicit consideration of social justice in 
the voluminous literature on reform and redistribution, which tends to be 
dominated by conventional development economics. It is very much the 
exception to argue for a highly proactive policy of affirmative action, and 
that, given the magnitude of differences standing in the way of an egalitarian 
society, a policy 'designed to offset past injustices is a necessary and just 

expectation' (Eckert, 1991, p. 47). . . 
Leaving the detail aside, social justice after apartheid reqwres the com

bination of two basic elements. One is the pursuit of equality based on 
the moral irrelevance of race, consistent with the principle of impartiality; 
the other is reparation reflecting past racial injustice, consistent with the 
recognition of morally relevant difference. An appropriate conclusion is 
provided by Waldron (1992, p. 6): 'Quite apart from any attempt genuinely 
to compensate victims or offset their losses, reparation may symbolize a 
society's undertaking not to forget or deny that a particular injustice took 
place, and to respect and help sustain a dignified sense of identity-in-memory 
for the people affected.' If those who gained from apartheid can come to 
understand that they owe something to others, and that to pay back is a 
moral obligation, there will be hope for social justice in a really new South 
Africa. 

Epilogue 

The last day in this South African city, and time for some final encounters 
with familiar scenes. First the refurbished sea front, with its stridently 
postmodern street furniture. Signs in Zulu as well as English and Afrikaans 
tell holiday-makers, 'We are getting there', as they trip over unfinished 
pavings, but the built environment is, literally, exclusively European. There 
are places assigned to the African souvenir sellers, with their gestures towards 
traditional dress and stocks of baskets, beads, pots and other symbols of 
native craft: exotic others positioned for the tourist gaze. 

There are also places which the Africans have made their own, in the 
sense of dominant occupation. There are the water slides, and a section 
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of beach reserved for Whites until 1990 and now full of more exuberant 
people shouting, leaping in the water, defying attempts of the life guard 
to keep them in the swimming zone and out of the way of the bronzed 
and blond-haired surf-board riders. A White family sits steadfastly in their 
row of deck chairs, · kids playing in the sand with the African maid. Crowds 
of township school-children recently released on some outing converge on 
the beach. The sight and sound of Africa, and the story of a worker just 
'retrenched' (South African for sacked) wanting money to take back to his 
family. Couples walk by, dressed in their week-end best: smart suits, crisp 
shirts, dresses or saris, and a few elderly White men still wearing safari suits 
- a little self-conscious in their recognition that the promenade is not what 
it used to be. But all is not lost: a few blocks away elderly ladies grace the 
bowling green, pumps and starched dresses, whiter than white. 

Overlooking the scene is the Holiday Inn. A tall, white concrete slab set 
between smaller structures from a more elegant age, rather like a gigantic 
urinal as a disparaging friend once pointed out. I recall the last dinner there, 
before Margaret left for home: looking out from the restaurant through heavy 
tinted glass onto the other world of crammed 'combi' mini-bus taxis, radios 
full blast, filling up with smart fellows and girls in finery, shouting, drinking, 
preparing to leave the bright lights for twenty kilometres of hazardous drive 
to the townships or shack-lands on the city fringe. And the beggar always 
at the door. Half those in the restaurant were black, though none seemed 
tempted by the chef's special concession to African cuisine served in a 
miniature iron cauldron. 

A last walk out along the break-water, for a panoramic view of the city. 
One of the universities is just visible on the ridge: reserved for Whites under 
apartheid, now admitting increasing numbers of Indian students, and with 
the first African lecturer in geography now appointed. The other university, 
originally built for Indians, is further inland where their Group Areas arc: 
now 'democratizing' after years of domination by conservative Afrikaners, 
admitting lots of Africans, and electing a White student as Union president. 
It has been peaceful on the campus this visit: not even a whiff of the familiar 
tear gas. 

Back to the block of holiday flats, to finish packing. The one nearby, 
which . was home for a few months years ago, now has a sign indicating 
that the management has the right not to admit whoever it wishes: a discreet 
signal of what used simply to be understood: Whites only. Two street-wise 
lads try to chat up neatly-dressed teenage Asian sisters abandoned briefly 
by their parents; the girls handle the encounter with not quite dismissive 
courtesy, across a class divide now separating people of the same former 
racial classification. 

My lift to the airport arrives. We drive through the city centre, along the 
freeway, past the docks and the Hindu temples of a once thriving Indian 
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quarter (before it was broken up). On the hill-side opposi1 1• 1 ii,, :iii port loom 
the gigantic barracks built for migrant workers on the cd;;,· 11f n township. 
What will become of such structures? Family housinp:? L,n of the awful 
legacy of bricks and mortar and of people made a cr.rn,, ,,, -di1y. A crowd 
gathers to watch the latest traffic accident cleared lJV -11 ,, !I h :.r 8peeding 
combi. I get out of the car, say goodbye, and m:1ke fo, :he terminal's 
security check. Black men with guns, in place. My lifL d, i,·1·r. off, back to 
the city to which she chose to return after study :ilw,,,,I. 10 help build 
the new South Africa. I leave with mixed feelings. 1 H<> lu\\gcr have to 
struggle with the ethics of breaking an academic boycr .1 11. '-" , 1,., research in 
South Africa, but I still wonder about my responsibility, l'•j' 11101':ility, what 
I should be doing, where, and for whom, 

9 

Territory, Community and Home 

One place might be like another, but one community is never like 
another. A community is not just a place where you live. It is not just 
another locality . . . It is much more than that. It is alive. A community 
is our home. 

Richard Rive, 'B11ckingham Paltza', Di.mid Six (1986) 

Place is necessary for human existence. This goes beyond other basic needs, 
such as for food and clothing, and indeed beyond the physical occupation 
of space and of a structure thereon. Our place, and sense of geographical 
space or territory, merges imperceptibly with a broader sense of identity, of 
who we are, of position in the general scheme of things. Satisfaction with all 
this is central to well-being. But place can also have repressive connotations. 
The maxim of 'a place for everything, and everything in its place' implies 
compulsion as well as accommodation; to know one's place can suggest 
having been put in it, as well as a sense of security. The ghetto is a case in 
point. Losing one's place can be much more traumatic than simply changing 
location. But a new place may be liberating, perhaps providing the space 
required for a new way of living, and even possibly forgiving past injustices 
which may have deprived people of their original place. 

For the most part, people come to life in an unchosen community, family 
or home, and stay there unless they decide to move on. But some have a 
more disturbing experience. There are obvious grounds on which people may 
reasonably be evicted from their homes or have their communities broken 
up, in the interests of what is hdd to be a wider social purpose. Few people 
would dispute that houses in the path of road improvements necessitated by 
public safety may legitimately be acquired by compulsion, with appropriate 
compensation. 

The days when the Duke of Devonshire could erase an entire village 
because it spoilt the view from his new Chatsworth mansion have passed, 
but neighbourhoods are still sometimes required to make way for urban 
redevelopment and similar projects. However, the justice of such moves is 
often far from self-evident. While they may be the outcome of a process 




