Glenda Webster
'It's law, carefully coded and deliberately
planned,
that causes devastation in the lives of millions of
South Africans living in the rural areas,' comments
Sash member
LAURINEPLATSKY.

aurine is co-aulhor with CHEKRYL WALKER of
the book The Surplus People — Forced Removals in
South Africa, recently published by Ravan Press. The
book was compiled for the Surplus Peoples Project
(SPP). Its purpose is to answer the fundamental questions about the causes and effects of forced removals in
SA.
When the book was launched in July 1985, the National Committee Against Removals (NCAR) likened
the 'devastation' of the removals policy to the effect of a
natural catastrophe, concluding basically this:
'The most ghastly thought about the removals policy is
that it's not a hurricane that uprooted millions of
people from their homes and put them into shacks or
tents without an adequate supply of water. It's not a
flood that deprived them of their land and destroyed
their cattle. The desperate conditions to be found in relocation areas are a result of carefully considered legislation intended to divide and control the people in an
attempt to maintain economic and political power in
the hands of the white minority.'
NCAR is in a position to reach conclusions like this. It is
an umbrella organisation that brings together the work
of various anti-removals bodies operating in different regions such as SPP (the Cape), AFRA (Natal), TRAC
(Transvaal) and GRC in the Eastern Cape.
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Referring to this law that devastates, a TRAC
fieldworker explains its purpose:
The particular law is all the Acts and Regulations that
are used to implement the Nationalist Government's removals policy, for example, to name a few . . .
Black Administration Act of 1927
Development Land and Trust Act of 1936
Group Areas Act of 1966
Prohibition of Black Interdicts Act of 1956
The list shows that much of the law that the Government
needs to authorise its removals was originally promulgated by other governments, before the Nationalists
came to power in 1948. But it is the Nationalists who
used the seeds that were there, nurturing them and adding to them to bring their policy of separate development into fruition.
The object of the policy of separate development is to
divide South Africa's black population into separate
'bantustans'. Blacks have political rights in their own
bantustans but not in the remaining 88% of the country
which is available for occupation by the white population. The South African Government thereby attempts
to justify not giving blacks the vote.
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At the same time it makes certain economic gains.
While financing numerous bantustan administrations is
costly, the SA Government also hands over the problem of pensions, unemployment insurance, housing,
schooling and other welfare expenditures to the bantustan governments.
To put it more succinctly, in 1978 Dr Connie Mulder
who was then Minister of Bantu Affairs and Development said. 'There will not be one black man with South
African citizenship.'
Influx control and the Bantu Homelands Citizenship
Act arc two means for achieving that aim.
Influx control stops African people from being able to
come into the white areas if they are not already there.
The Bantu homelands system prevents them all from attaining their full status as SA citizens. The Bantustans
themselves provide a venue to keep any people left over
who are not needed for their labour in white areas.
The removals laws are a third prong of the fork. They
are the mechanism whereby the government can rid the
white areas of as many blacks as possible. These blacks
are people who may already have bought land in white
areas before the 1913 Land Act divided the country giving only 13% for the majority black population. Or, the
blacks to be removed are people who have rights to live
and work in white areas but can be removed simply by
redrawing the boundaries of the townships where they
live. Or, if a bantustan is sufficiently close (approximately 75kms) to the white area where township residents have rights to work and live, then the township residents can be moved and relocated in 'commuter'
townships in the bantustan.

To sum up, removals are necessary to neaten up ihe
whole separate development policy. They remove black
people who are considered to be 'surplus' labour, or who
own land in white areas, or who for one reason or
another can reduce the black population in white areas if
they are removed.
The description of removals as a tidying up process
can be seen more clearly if one considers the different
categories of people who are removed from white areas
and shoved into areas of 'their own'.
In their book, Laurine and Cherryl enumerate population removals according to these categories. The book,
plus information from NCAR press releases and TRAC
fieldworkers provides answers to questions about the extent of the 'desperate conditions' and the millions affected by them.
Information taken from SPP's book, from NCAR and
TRAC press releases and field workers provides
answers to the following questions about the extent of
the 'desperate conditions' and the 'millions' affected by
them:
Who are the millions of people affected by the removals policy?
For their book, SPP estimated that there are some 3,5
million people who were uprooted by the removals policy between 1960 and 1983.
Almost all of them are black, disenfranchised and dispossessed. The figure includes each move for some
people who moved more than once 'as it is the effects of
the policy that need to be shown'.
SPP divided forced removals into the categories
grouped below:
Farms
1129 000
Black spots and consolidation
614 000
Urban relocation
730 000
Informal settlements
112 000
Group Areas
860 400
Infrastructural and strategic
103 500
total
3 548 900
(The figures were compiled from ficldwork and research
done by SPP. They say: 'The figures are estimates
only . . . precise counts are impossible').
Closer inspection of these figures gives better insight
into WHOM the removals policy affects.
* The largest single group of 1.13 million people are
African farm workers, tenants and 'squatters' on
white farms. 'They constitute the most oppressed
group in the country' says the SPP book. Evictions of
these people are an 'ongoing feature of life in the
rural areas.*
* Then there are another 1,44 million people, also 'at
the bottom of the pile' who are squashed into the
bantustans as a direct result of the Nationalist Government's 'separate development' policy. They are
the people who are removed from:
— black spots (that is, freehold land owned by Africans in areas zoned exclusively for white ownership
and occupation);
— areas due for consolidation into so-called
'homelands' or 'bantustans';
— urban African locations in white areas to locations in bantustans. The latter group are usually African townships on the outskirts of white towns. They

are deproclaimed and their inhabitants are moved to
new rural townships within bantustans because the
new locations are within commuting distance (up to
75 kms) of their places of employment in the white
towns.
* Some 860 000 people were removed under the
Group Areas Act. These removals are urban and
they affect mainly coloured and Indian people.
• Informal settlements refer mainly to 'squatter
camps' and other types of shanty towns put up on the
edge of white towns and cities. Their inhabitants are
people who have been forced out of white areas by
influx control, or who escape from bantustans in
search of a livelihood. Some 112 000 people, mainly
African, were relocated into bantustans from informal settlements.
*

Finally, infrastructural and strategic removals are
those in which people are moved for the development of dams, highways and conservation areas. The
book reminds us that 'the majority of people affected
by these developments (being African) have no say
in government, they are not part of the interest group
that benefits from these developments'. These African people are often relocated in bantustans.
All these figures except those for group areas affecting
coloureds and Indians show that between 1960 and 1983
some 2,7 million people were relocated in the alreadycrowded bantustans, mainly in fulfilment of the government's separate development policy. (The figure would
be even higher if it included those forced out of white
areas and into the bantustans because of influx control.)

What are conditions like in relocation areas in the
bantustans?
Conditions vary, states SPP, according to who was
moved and what the purpose of the relocation area is.
For instance, some relocation areas, called officially 'full
scale replacement border townships' are intended to be
urban locations within the borders of bantustans to supply a nearby industrial complex in the white area with
labour. 'Closer settlements' of 600 plots or more a hectare each are officially for squatters from farms and
black spots. There are also some temporary transit
camps known as 'emergency camps' which arc intended
for people who are supposed to be moved again in the future. (Such a camp at Weenen in Natal has been a temporary holding place for its occupants since 1968!) 'But
it's often not easy to distinguish between these different
relocation areas,' comments a TRAC fieldworker. The
bantustans are like extended relocation camps. In the
provision of facilities the Government tends to favour
coloured and Indian people over Africans, urban people
over rural people, industrial workers over agricultrual
workers, and the employed over the unemployed. 'This
corresponds to the divisions that it is trying to reinforce
within the black population at every point,' SPP points
out.
Thus the facilities provided in group area townships
are far superior to those found in most African relocation areas. The relocation areas in the bantustans are the
worst and affect the greatest number of people. These
areas arc commonly called 'resettlement camps' The
SPP book typifies them in the following description:
'A collection of tin or wooden temporary huts (or
THE BLACK SASH — August 1985 25

tents) crowded together on small plots (too small even
for subsistence farming) and tucked away in some remote and impoverished corner of a bantustan. These
areas are distinguished by their extreme poverty, their
dense population (mainly women, children and old
people) and their tin toilets. The tin toilet has become a
symbol of forced removals. To see them in the bantustans is to know that people have been or are about to be
removed there.*
There are several hundreds of these settlements scattered across South Africa, for example, Glenmore (Ciskei), Limehill (Natal), Elukhanyweni (Ciskei),
Mzimhlope (Kwazulu), Waaihoek (Natal). Ledig
(Transvaal), Hartebeestfontein (Rustenburg), Onverwaacht (Free State).
In the 1960's before Cosmos Desmond's book The
Discarded People publicised the conditions in relocation
sites, people were usually moved into tents on tiny plots
without toilets and running water. This led to a high
mortality rate, especially of children. After the international outcry sparked by the book, conditions improved
a little. One-roomed tin huts, often referred to as *fletcraff after their manufacturer, replaced tents. More attention was paid to the provision of basic facilities such
as laps (say one every 100 metres) and latrines (bucket
toilets emptied say once a week).
'The more isolated the area, the less likely it is to be visited by journalists and opposition politicians, the more
likely the government is to skimp on the extremely basic
facilities that it claims to supply*, concludes SPP. For
example, at Kammaskraal established in the Peddie district of the Ciskei in 1980, the first arrivals got no more
than tents and latrines. Their only water supply came
from a few water trucks. At Mbazwana on the
Makhathini flats refugees from the St Lucia missile
range built in 1978, got tents and nothing else. People

had to travel long distances to collect domestic water
from bilharzia infected streams. Over half the malnutrition cases dealt with by the hospital come from the relocation area.
'Best off states SPP 'are townships situated just inside
bantustan boundaries, as part of the urban relocation
programme.' They are likely to have rows of matchbox
houses for rental, running water, perhaps even electricity. The closer to a major metropolitan area the greater
the range of facilities. For example, Ezakheni in
Kwazulu serving Ladysmith in Natal has a post office, a
few telephones, two full-time clinics, one resident doctor, a community hall and several schools, apart from
shops and a garage provided by private owners. Not
everyone has a house. Seven years after they were first
moved there, large numbers of people were still living
(Before) we had fields for the future of our
children. Now we don't.
(interview at Elukhanyweni, Ciskei)

under 'temporary conditions' in a site-and-service section where each plot has its own tap and flush toilet.
The abilitv to survive in these relocation areas varies
as much as facilities do — the further away from the established areas one goes, the more desperate the struggle for survival. But this is the case for all Africans and
not only for those in relocation areas.
So are Africans in relocation areas significantly worse
off than other Africans?
SPP interviewed 1 671 people from households in 19
relocation areas around the country between 1980 and
1982. They isolated a typical inhabitant from their survey — an old woman of 80 who lived at Sada in the Cis-

Beesiekraal — a relocation area with its tin toilets, the symbol of forced removals
26 THEBLACKSASH —August1985

photo: Gill de Vlieg

Black farm workers constitute the most oppressed group in the country
kei- The account below, ihcy said, is neither unusual nor
extreme', (In fact, some 15% of households surveyed in
the eastern Cape had no income at all and how they survive is *not always clear to the research worker*).
*We are trying by all ways and means to make ends
meet* only for survival. We live on bad conditions and
see ourselves destroyed bit by bit/ This woman's only
regular source of income is an old age pension (±R50
per month in 1982). Occasionally a migrant-worker son
sends her a little extra money. She struggles to feed herself twice a day on mealie meal, tea, a little sugar, some
bread and a little fat.
What makes this account typical?

•

•

Firstly, while in all African areas migrancy is a way
of life, most people have to leave the relocation
areas if they are to find work. The Government does
not undertake to provide work. When migrants were
excluded from population counts in the relocation
areas SPP found that 50% of the remaining people
were children. Old people make up another large
proportion.
Conversely, in group area townships surveyed by
SPP the presence of migrants was non-existent or
negligible. Over 70% of the workforce in closer settlements were migrants.
Secondly. unemployment, which is a major problem
everywhere, is more pronounced in relocation
We don't have money. We never did really
but here we feel it more because we don't
plant anything and we therefore have t o buy
things we never used to buy.
[interview at Mahodi, Lebowa)
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areas. The survey came up with figures of 19% for
men and 28% for women in relocation areas compared with a figures of 13% and 23% respectively
amongst non-migrant populations
And the position gets worse . . . 'Relocation upsets established and relatively stable employment
patterns. People who have been moved out of an
area where they have been based for a long time
often lose their jobs. As influx control tightens and
the competition for jobs increases, people forced to
live in the bantustans are finding it more and more
difficult to get contracts as migrant workers.'
• Thirdly, SPP found that pensions rank as the most
important cash income after formal wage employment. 'Their vital role in supplementing, and sometimes substituting for wage earnings is most marked
in the rural closer settlements. It is not unusual to
find whole families living on the pensions of elderly
grandparents — and considering themselves fortunate to have this source of income.
• On the question of diet, surveys led SPP to the conclusion that the staple diet is noticeably deficient in
protein foods and greens. The old woman at Sada
ate a fairly typical diet.
In contrast, SPP found that people still living in
black spots (prior to removal) eat more protein and
vegetables. Daily meat consumption was higher, at
one black spot surveyed, than for any of the African
areas in the SPP sample and even than at a township
outside a white area that has a relatively higher standard of living. "Consumption of milk, eggs, and
greens in these black spots compares favourably
with that in the relocation townships as well.'
According to NCAR another 2,4 million people are
threatened with removal in the different categories
listed earlier. They are as follows:
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Farms
1 000 000
Biack spots and consolidation
1 044 000
•Urban relocations
(157 000)
Informal settlements
265 000
Group areas
37 365
Infrastructural
42 000
total
2 388 365
* This category is reported to have been suspended but
reprieved townships have not yet been gazetted, although listed by the Department of Cooperation and
Development, so these figures appear in brackets and
are not part of the totals.
So despite the February announcement of the Minister of Cooperation and Development, forced removals
have not stopped. (See Sash May 1985). Only two
categories of removal, viz, black spots and urban relocations were 'suspended'. In the May issue, Ethel Walt
explained how Minister of Cooperation and Development and Education, Gerrit Viljoen is trying to get
around this to continue with the removals of Mathopestad and Kwa Ngema. According to NCAR contradictory
messages have also been received by residents of black
spots in Kwelera, Mooiplaas, Mgwali Eastern Cape and
Prospect Farm in Natal.
As for urban relocation, on May 8,1985 Minister Viljoen issued a list of 52 townships, affecting more than
638 000 residents, who were now no longer threatened
with removal. The reprieve of these townships has not
solved the residents' problems for there are not enough
houses or enough space in the area to accommodate the
people currently legally living there. This situation has
arisen because development of new houses and renovations was stopped or forbidden when these areas were
under threat of removal. Now that removals have been
suspended overcrowding from both natural increase and
urbanisation means that people will be forced to move to
the new locations in bantustans if they want their own
houses.
Similarly, no houses were built in the East Rand
townships and people were persuaded to move into the
houses provided at Ekangala near Bronkhorstspruit. On
February 9 Minister Viljoen announced that Ekangala
would be incorporated into Kwa Ndebele which is
scheduled to take 'independence' in 1986.
Of the categories that have not been reprieved
farmworkers are the biggest group — one million more
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of them arc threatened with removal according to estimates made by C E W Simkins, Dept of Economics,
UCT.
NCAR comments 'These are the people at the bottom
of the relocation pile. They have no rights to compensation although they may have been on the farms for generations. On eviction, they frequently have to move
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What are the prospects for relocated and
threatened people?
'Even if removals were stopped tomorrow,' comments
Laurine "restructuring those 3,5 milllion people would
require enormous financial and social resources',
But, a phoenix arises from the ashes, for a TRAC
fieldworker comments: T h e turbulence into which the
government has thrust so many communities unleashes
new responses and new social forces, so that in the very
process of the struggle against removal, conditions
change irrevocably. Renewed resistance deepens community involvement in such activities as fixing the roads,
building schools and clinics for themselves,
The threat of removal has often turned conservative
rural communities into implacable opponents of government policy. The struggle against removal is a fundamentally politicising process of resistance. It mobilises
communities, confronts them with the harsh realities of
apartheid and elicits the emergence of new leaders.
Even if the struggle against removals is won. in itself this
experience of struggle leads communities to look at
other problems and other issues which need to be taken
up, and other forms of community action and development.*
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TRAC fieidworkers address a Sash meeting. From left, Marj Brown, Ethel Walt, a Mr Maseko of Driefontein* Joanne
Yawitch, Aninka Claassens, Moses Ngema.
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