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Transforming South Africa’s Divided
Cities: Can Devolution Help?

IVAN TUROK∗,∗∗,†

∗Human Sciences Research Council, Cape Town, South Africa; ∗∗Faculty of the Built Environment, University

of Cape Town, Cape Town, South Africa; †Department of Urban Studies, University of Glasgow, Glasgow, UK

ABSTRACT Little progress has been made since 1994 to alter the fragmented structure of South
African cities and to create more liveable, functional and sustainable places. Indeed the
segmented form of urban development seems to have become further entrenched with recent
patterns of settlement growth on the periphery. The paper presents new evidence for the
inefficient and inequitable spatial layout of cities and examines some of the main reasons for the
lack of substantial change. These include inertia, economic forces and weak spatial management.
In the light of this, it proceeds to assess the prospects for current attempts to devolve additional
responsibilities to city governments for planning and managing the built environment. It argues
that there is potential for more integrated city-level decision-making to bring about a shift in
approach, provided municipal leadership and technical capabilities are also reinforced, and
national government works in partnership to provide appropriate support.

South Africa’s towns and cities are highly fragmented, imposing high costs on

households and the economy. Since 1994 . . . little progress has been made in rever-

sing apartheid geography. (NPC 2012, 266)

Apartheid patterns of spatial segregation persist, with poor people located in town-

ships and peripheral areas, far from social and economic opportunities . . . South

Africa has yet to find an appropriate model for effectively harnessing the potential

of its cities to drive economic growth and redress the spatial patterns that continue to

marginalise poor people. (Treasury 2011a, 213)

Introduction

An important objective of the South African (SA) government since the advent of democ-

racy in 1994 has been to integrate the country’s fractured cities. The dispersed spatial form

of urban areas is widely understood to be inequitable, inefficient and unsustainable. Since

1994 a raft of policy frameworks and legislation relevant to local government, housing,
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land-use planning, transport and the environment have repeated the objective to restructure

and connect the fragmented urban landscape in order to create more liveable, functional

and productive cities and towns. For example, the 1994 Housing White Paper committed

the government to establishing ‘viable, socially and economically integrated communities,

situated in areas allowing convenient access to economic opportunities as well as health,

educational and social amenities’ (Department of Housing 1994). Indeed the goal of pro-

viding housing in well-located areas was incorporated into the 1997 Housing Act, making

it a legislative mandate.1

Within the last few years, however, a variety of government reports and speeches by

political leaders have acknowledged that little progress has been made to transform

human settlements along these lines. The exclusionary spatial patterns inherited from

the past continue to be reproduced, sometimes through the government’s own investment

decisions (Naude 2010; Sexwale 2010; NPC 2011, 2012; SACN 2011a; Treasury 2011a).

For example, the ‘Reconstruction and Development Programme’ (RDP) housing pro-

gramme has tended to create unsupportive environments on the urban periphery that

inhibit upward mobility (Harrison, Huchzermeyer, and Mayekiso 2003; Christopher

2005; Harrison, Todes, and Watson 2008; Van Donk et al. 2008; Freund 2010; OECD

2008, 2011). The heightened official concerns about spatial inequalities apparent in the

initial quotations also coincide with an atmosphere of greater candour on the part of the

Zuma Government about the country’s triple structural problems of unemployment,

poverty and inequality. For example, the President has called for a paradigm shift in

housing policy to bring it in line with its original objectives:

human settlements is not just about building houses. We have to change apartheid

spatial patterns and ensure that low income households in rural or urban areas have

easy access to economic centres . . . social amenities and key services. (Zuma 2010)

A whole chapter of the National Development Plan published in August 2012 was devoted

to spatial considerations, following an introductory statement that ‘The apartheid spatial

divide continues to dominate the landscape’ (NPC 2012, 1). The recent elevation of

spatial matters in the national policy discourse reflects a more general failure across

society to address the sensitivities surrounding the persistent misalignment of economic

and demographic trends in different localities and regions. Problems associated with this

spatial disconnect include growing concentrations of unemployment and poverty in mar-

ginal locations, severe constraints on transport infrastructure, energy capacity and water

supply in some areas, and community anger over the slow pace and poor quality of delivery

of basic services (Landau, Polzer, and Kabwe-Segatti 2010; SACN 2011a; NPC 2012).

The starkest illustration of the problem is the rapid growth since 1994 in the number of

urban informal settlements to around 2700 countrywide, accommodating about 1.2 million

households, despite the large-scale RDP housing programme (SACN 2011a). Many of

these communities are vulnerable to flooding and fire damage, disease caused by a lack

of sanitation and pollution, and high levels of crime reflecting the pressure on scarce

resources. Government policy has been ambivalent and sometimes hostile to such areas

because of their unauthorized status and association with social problems (Huchzermeyer

2011). Overall, it is increasingly apparent that the ‘urbanization of poverty’ is not being

adequately managed and is creating pent up problems (Harber 2011; Treasury 2011a;

NPC 2012). Looking ahead, the proportion of the population living in cities is expected
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to increase from 62% at present to 71% by 2030, amounting to an extra eight million

people (UN Habitat 2010). It is vital to the country’s prospects that the process of

urban growth and physical development is organized more effectively.

Gradual recognition of the fact that separate sectoral policies and programmes cannot

address these multi-faceted and interconnected urban dynamics has prompted some new

ideas and initiatives. The underlying approach of government to space and location

remains broadly neutral, with no national urban policy expressed as such. Rural development

is the stated priority of the dominant political party (African National Congress 2009), reflect-

ing pressure to rectify historic injustices in the former homelands, respect for long-standing

cultural traditions, and the ANC’s largest electoral support base. An asymmetric or ‘differen-

tiated’ perspective on spatial development is emerging instead, in which the distinctive pro-

blems and institutional capabilities of the cities are acknowledged, but without an explicit,

overarching national strategy to tackle them. Instead, a process has begun to devolve

additional responsibilities to city governments for planning and managing housing and trans-

port functions in order to start the process of integrating the built environment more effec-

tively, and thereby create more prosperous, inclusive and sustainable cities (Treasury 2011a).

There is a large international literature on the theme of policy devolution or decentraliza-

tion which provides a broader perspective on the SA situation (Smoke 2003; Brenner 2004;

Cochrane 2007; Rodrı́guez-Pose and Sandall 2008; Lobao, Martin, and Rodrı́guez-Pose

2009; Mossberger, Clarke, and John 2012). There are essentially three reasons why govern-

ments around the world have been transferring additional responsibilities and regulatory

powers to local (city) governments over the last two or three decades. First, power is

shifted away from a central authority and its hierarchical (top-down) mode of operation

in order to facilitate stronger horizontal relationships and improved policy coordination

across different sectoral functions of government. For the same reason, devolved

decision-making can also improve policy alignment with the activities of external organiz-

ations in civil society. Second, decentralization brings policy-making closer to local commu-

nities and gives citizens more influence over the process. Diffusing power downwards may

improve the relevance and responsiveness of public services to conditions on the ground.

Third, decentralization may help to strengthen city economies by giving urban authorities

greater discretion to address their distinctive needs and opportunities through the provision

of tailored infrastructure, skills and partnerships with private investors.

Of course the process of decentralization is far from straightforward and there are three

main concerns about it (Crook 2003; Smoke 2003; Brenner 2004; Rodrı́guez-Pose and Gill

2005; Cochrane 2007). First, it may weaken the capacity of national government to foster

consistent standards of social welfare and public infrastructure across localities and

regions, thereby undermining universal rights and national cohesion. Second, it may

push down the responsibility for managing public functions and promoting socioeconomic

development, but without providing the necessary resources or institutional capacity to

carry them out properly. Third, the power transferred to local authorities may be captured

by local elites or other vested interests, which may be indifferent to the economic and

social needs of poor communities, especially where accountability mechanisms are

weak. The ultimate outcome of decentralization in any particular context is far from

certain. It is likely to depend on how well the process is designed and implemented, the

levels of political will and maturity at both national and local levels, and the institutional

capacity of local government to absorb the new responsibilities (Smoke 2003; Rodrı́guez-

Pose and Gill 2005; Lobao, Martin, and Rodrı́guez-Pose 2009).
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The purpose of this paper is to assess the likelihood that current devolution initiatives in

SA will help to bring about more integrated and inclusive cities. In order to do this, the

paper explores the main reasons for the lack of substantial change in urban spatial patterns

since 1994. It suggests that this is a systemic problem with several interrelated causes. The

paper proceeds to discuss the transfer of additional functions to city governments and

assesses their chances of triggering progressive urban restructuring. It argues that inte-

grated city-level planning and management will probably be helpful, but this is not a

panacea and municipal leadership and technical capabilities also need to be improved,

hand-in-hand with the provision of appropriate support from national government.

Differences Within and Between Cities

The divided character of SA cities and their low average residential densities are well-

known (see, e.g. Bertaud and Malpezzi 2003; OECD 2008, 2011; UN Habitat 2010;

Turok 2011). However, the extent of spatial inequality, reflected in extraordinary vari-

ations in neighbourhood density, is less well understood. The situation in the five

largest cities is shown below. Suffice to say at this stage that the enormous imbalances

pose major challenges for urban management and social integration, especially as different

neighbourhoods tend to be separated by physical barriers and buffer zones. Uneven density

is a source of inefficiency because it obstructs the workings of the labour and housing

markets, and complicates the provision of mass transit systems. It is also a source of injus-

tice because it makes it difficult to distribute public services such as schools, libraries and

recreational amenities fairly across the city.

Middle- and high-income households generally live in low density suburbs that are costly

to service with public transport and bulk infrastructure, and heavily geared to car-based com-

muting. Major highway construction over the years has reinforced the separation of work,

leisure and home-life. Elsewhere, the poor majority of households are largely confined to

townships and informal settlements that are overcrowded and exposed to the spread of

shack fires and communicable diseases. Local schools, clinics and other community facili-

ties are burdened by the intense demands upon them. Land constraints within these areas

impede the installation of storm-water systems, sewers, electricity and other bulk infrastruc-

ture, as well as municipal facilities, public spaces and formal economic activity. Because of

the pressure on well-located land more generally within the city, many shack areas are

poorly sited in relation to flood hazards, waste ground and unstable dolomitic land. They

are also isolated from livelihood opportunities and amenities, which compounds people’s

disadvantage. A national survey found that workers in the lowest income bracket have to

spend on average 35% of their earnings on commuting (Department of Transport 2004).

This is exceptional by international standards (OECD 2011).

There has been limited research to date on urban population dynamics and migration

patterns into and within cities (Landau, Polzer, and Kabwe-Segatti 2010). In particular,

little is known about how people negotiate the fragmented structure of cities in order to

access different kinds of opportunities. A recent study suggests that shack areas serve

different functions, and may, therefore, require different policy responses. Some seem

to perform the role of temporary reception areas or gateways for young migrants offering

cheap entry points to gain a toehold in the urban labour market — a low cost, accessible

location from which to search for work (Cross 2010). A sensitive approach by policy-

makers would recognize these places as ‘escalator areas’ that enable migrants to
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acquire relevant skills and contacts, to increase their earnings, and in due course to move

on to better housing elsewhere. Other informal settlements are more stable places for older

women with children seeking to access urban clinics, schools and social services.

The detailed spatial configuration of individual cities differs markedly and is also under-

researched. The degree of fragmentation depends on their unique physical topographies,

major transport routes, economic structures and population growth rates. Historical pol-

icies are particularly important, including how strictly apartheid principles of segregation

and separation were applied, and what other planning ideas were in vogue, such as the

demarcation of land-uses associated with ‘modernist’ notions. Some have one or more

populous townships located well beyond the city boundary that were imposed through

forced removals or ‘displaced urbanization’, but which remain functionally dependent

on the core city despite their isolation. Most have unauthorized settlements that have

grown rapidly through recent in-migration or relocation from other townships, such as

Diepsloot north of Johannesburg (Harber 2011).

It is important to understand how each area functions in thinking strategically about how

the city might be reshaped. This is partly about the physical layout of the city and its

housing system, the daily movement flows between residential areas and employment

centres, and the migration patterns between different neighbourhoods. A useful way to

start the process is through three-dimensional density maps showing the overall distri-

bution of the population. Three examples are provided in this paper, covering five cities

(Figures 1–3). They are also striking representations of the socio-spatial inequalities of

each city. The height of each column on the map represents the population density of

Figure 1. Cape Town.
Source: SACN (2011a).
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that particular zone of the city. The area of the base (or footprint) of each column is the

geographical extent of that zone. Consequently, the volume of each column reflects the

total number of people living in the zone. The colour coding reflects different density

levels — green is very low while red is very high.2

What follows is a preliminary assessment of the spatial form of each city. Further analy-

sis is clearly required of how the demographics of each zone are changing, the dynamics of

Figure 2. eThekwini.
Source: SACN (2011a).
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commuting and migration between zones, and the shifting distribution of economic oppor-

tunities across the city.

Cape Town

Cape Town (Figure 1) has a very skewed form, with the bulk of the population concentrated

in the south-east, where there are few formal jobs (Sinclair-Smith and Turok 2012). The

inner city and northern and southern suburbs are relatively sparsely populated, but house

most of the jobs in discrete centres. The city has extremely dense informal settlements scat-

tered around the periphery (the red spikes), reflecting the pressure on land. None are well-

located in relation to economic opportunities. Atlantis is a displaced settlement well beyond

the urban edge and suffers from isolation. Mitchells Plain is the largest formal township,

originally built for ‘coloureds’ in the 1970s and 1980s, now replete with backyard shacks

because of the housing shortage. Khayelitsha was declared a township for ‘Africans’ in

the 1980s, and has grown rapidly from scratch despite its peripheral situation.

One consequence of the city’s imbalanced structure is intense commuting flows along

the congested NW–SE axis. Communities on the margins are disadvantaged by the sheer

distance and poor quality of public transport connections to the main employment centres.

Progress in improving the reliability and affordability of transport links across the city has

been slow. There have also been few concerted attempts to shorten average travel dis-

tances, either by boosting economic development and jobs in the south-east, or by

Figure 3. Gauteng.
Source: SACN (2011a).
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developing higher-density, low and middle-income housing in and around the inner city

and suburbs (OECD 2008; Pieterse 2010). Most of the RDP housing is being built

around Delft on the eastern fringe of the city. Better-located population growth would

increase social diversity and vibrancy at the heart of the city. It would also expand consu-

mer demand for central city services and amenities, thereby strengthening its agglomera-

tion advantages to the economic benefit of the city as a whole.

eThekwini

eThekwini (Figure 2) has a more fragmented form than Cape Town in some respects.

There are three large residential zones of fairly high population density: (i) the inner

western suburbs, (ii) the northern townships including KwaMashu, Inanda and Lusaka

and (iii) the south-western group of townships around Umlazi. Each zone includes

localities with acute densities. The rest of the metro consists of a mixture of low

density suburban sprawl, traditional rural areas, and a group of separate outlying settle-

ments of medium density. eThekwini’s dispersed character partly reflects apartheid pol-

icies of separate development — Umlazi and KwaMashu were formerly part of the

KwaZulu Bantustan — but also the regional topography of undulating hills and valleys

which complicate coherent urban development.

The fractured form means high levels of movement across the city. Much of the recent

private investment and employment growth has occurred in and around the northern

suburbs, which are poorly situated in relation to the main townships and public transport

network. The city centre has not performed well, either economically or in accommodat-

ing higher-density residential development. The main transport corridors have also failed

to support more intense, mixed-income housing. Several individual projects in eThekwini

have more transformative potential, including the creation of a new economic centre called

Bridge City. It aims to integrate the communities of Phoenix, Inanda, Ntuzuma and

KwaMashu, and link these townships into the wider urban fabric through a major

public transport junction. It has already unlocked major industrial and commercial

development opportunities at the heart of a very poor district of the city.

Gauteng

The three metros of Johannesburg, Tshwane and Ekurhuleni are adjacent to each other

and, therefore, shown together in Figure 3. The settlement pattern is exceptionally splin-

tered, with most townships located a considerable distance away from the main city

centres of Johannesburg and Pretoria. The sheer scale and density of Soweto’s population

is also apparent, followed by Tembisa and the Tokoza-Vosloorus townships. The main

areas of employment growth are in and around Sandton, Rosebank, Midrand and Centur-

ion, but they are all insignificant in residential terms. Johannesburg’s dense city centre and

well-located major township (Alexandra) are unusual in SA, and something to build upon.

Tshwane has a squashed ‘S’ shaped built-up area with the major displaced townships of

Soshanguwe and Mamelodi located far away from central Pretoria. Ekurhuleni (east of

Johannesburg) emerges as a rather artificial administrative entity lacking a dominant

centre. The striking isolation of the Orange Farm informal settlement in the south-west

is also very apparent. There is generally little sign of higher population densities along
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the main transport corridors. Most of the RDP housing built in Gauteng over the last two

decades has been in peripheral locations (OECD 2011).

The physical structure of the region implies extensive travel patterns and serious con-

gestion on the key transport corridors. There is a compelling case for improvements in

public transport between the largest low-income settlements and the areas of economic

growth. Improved connectivity should enhance the region’s agglomeration potential and

increase labour market efficiency. This is part of the rationale for the bus rapid transit

(BRT) scheme being introduced in Johannesburg. The municipality also aims to

promote residential development, infilling and densification along the BRT routes.

There is scope too for densification along other transport corridors and in Pretoria’s

inner city. Ekurhuleni needs to develop a more integrated urban form through projects

that connect the separate settlements, perhaps along the old transport routes between the

East Rand towns and townships. The Gautrain linking Johannesburg, Pretoria and OR

Tambo airport is beginning to spur higher density development around some of its stations,

although it avoids all existing townships except Alexandra.

Taken together, these maps illustrate vividly the distorted landscape of the major cities.

Although systematic data on trends are unavailable, secondary evidence suggests that the

pattern is being reproduced by current investment flows and settlement growth. There are

few examples of strategic investments in transport, housing and economic development

helping to knit the urban fabric together to create a more compact and coherent form.

The striking differences between cities also indicate why a devolved, city-level approach

to urban transformation is important.

Reasons for the Lack of Transformation

The full explanation for the continuing polarization of urban development is complex and

the relative importance of different causes differs between cities. At the risk of oversim-

plification, there are three broad reasons for the lack of positive change since 1994: histori-

cal inertia, economic forces and shortcomings in spatial management.

Inertia

Altering the physical trajectory of a city is a slow process, unless the growth rate is very

substantial and there is a clear shift in the way it is managed. Inertia is partly a reflection of

inherent characteristics of the built environment, including the durability of fixed capital

investment and the high cost of property transactions. It takes decades for infrastructure

and buildings to become obsolete and to warrant the expense of redevelopment. The pro-

cesses involved in assembling fragmented land parcels and organizing property develop-

ment through market mechanisms are also long and drawn out. This is especially evident

in societies with strong private property rights and legal mechanisms for landowners and

other vested interests to contest development proposals going through the statutory

systems of planning and environmental regulation.

One of the distinctive outcomes of SA’s negotiated political transition was the commit-

ment in the Constitution to safeguard private property rights by limiting the ability of the

state to restrict how landowners can use or develop their land. This has proved particularly

controversial because current landownership patterns reflect the history of dispossession
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and segregation. Land was confiscated from black people, while the value of white-owned

land was enhanced over time by the state confirming use and development rights.

This constitutional protection has at least two important urban consequences which tend

to reinforce the status quo (Berrisford 2011). First, it is difficult for public bodies to

develop land for low-income housing in well-located areas because neighbouring

owners object that this limits their use and enjoyment of their land through reduced

amenity, lower property values, increased crime, polluted water courses, etc. Bremner

(2000) describes the enormous frustrations and failures experienced when Gauteng tried

this through its Rapid Land Development Programme in the late 1990s. Berrisford et al.

(2008) describe similar obstacles in Ethembalethu. Building RDP housing on peripheral

sites has generated far less resistance. Second, municipalities are inhibited from trying

to use restrictions on private development in well-off areas to steer investment towards

areas of need (by curtailing unused development rights) because property owners can

demand compensation, according to the constitution (Berrisford 2011).

Another source of continuity is that land-use planning is still governed by a raft of pre-

democratic laws that were designed for social control rather than integration: ‘The same

laws that were used to implement apartheid’s grand plan of segregation and inequality

remain the tools used by planners across the country to determine whether or not . . .

land development projects should proceed’ (Berrisford 2011, 248). Planning legislation

has grown organically over decades, and never been simplified or streamlined. This

makes it very open to legal challenge and ill-suited to the purpose of reshaping urban struc-

tures. It has taken many years to update spatial planning frameworks and zoning schemes

to endorse densification and mixed-use development. At heart, planning remains a reactive

system that responds to development proposals on a site-by-site basis. It is poor at consid-

ering the cumulative effects of such decisions (e.g. in reproducing historic patterns) and

generally ineffective at strategically redirecting development trajectories (Harrison,

Todes, and Watson 2008). ‘Spatial planning has tended to follow patterns set up by

private sector investment . . . (rather than pursuing) the long-term public interest’ (NPC

2012, 275).

Much of the RDP housing built since 1994 has been on land originally bought and/or

zoned by the apartheid government for township development, or located adjacent to or

beyond existing townships (Harrison, Huchzermeyer, and Mayekiso 2003; Khan and

Thring 2003; Todes 2003; Van Donk et al. 2008). This has occurred partly because the

land was available or could be developed more quickly than starting from scratch. The

RDP housing model is also structured in a similar way to the one-off capital subsidy

used previously to provide serviced sites in planned townships (Harrison, Huchzermeyer,

and Mayekiso 2003; Khan and Thring 2003). Building individual houses requires exten-

sive amounts of land, which tends to mean lower cost peripheral sites, but inhospitable

living environments. The RDP subsidy has not afforded the flexibility to establish more

liveable, higher quality settlements in inner city locations (NPC 2012).

There is considerable inertia and conservatism among private property developers and

investors in terms of their location preferences and established building practices. They

remain wedded to greenfield sites and struggle with the creative challenges required of

higher density and mixed-income projects (Swilling 2010). There has been no concerted

national attempt to trigger a shift in the dominant paradigm of development whereby urban

designers, architects, engineers, financiers and developers revise their methods to suit inte-

grated, mixed-use schemes on brownfield sites. Similarly, there have been no incentives,
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educational campaigns or other measures adopted to encourage households to favour more

socially integrated and compact neighbourhoods. One of the obstacles to densification is

household aspirations for car ownership and off-road parking.

Within the transport sector, there has been no significant challenge to the dominance of

private motorists and the car industry (Van Ryneveld 2010; SACN 2011a). Road building

has continued unabated and public transport has suffered from consistent under-

investment, at least until recently (see below). The form of bus subsidies is also unchanged

from the apartheid era, and is counterproductive in sustaining peripheral housing develop-

ment by compensating poor commuters for their long and costly journeys to work

(Behrens and Wilkinson 2003). It would be much more cost-effective in the long-term

to invest the subsidies in well-located housing. Finally, there has been little progress in

reorganizing fragmented public transport systems, or aligning transport and land-use

policies to raise residential densities in well-located areas (Van Ryneveld 2010).

In summary, cities remain locked into their established spatial trajectories for a variety

of political, institutional, technological and cultural reasons. Municipalities lack many of

the regulatory powers and responsibilities over land, housing and transport required to

break out. Polarized patterns persist in the absence of overarching strategies to change

direction.

Economic Forces

Spatial change is unlikely in the absence of economic and social change. The absence of

urban transformation partly reflects weak employment growth, wide income disparities

and skewed private investor preferences, all of which originate in the polarized structure

of the SA economy. There has been limited economic dynamism over the last two decades:

‘our growth has been largely pedestrian. The structure of our economy has not changed

significantly in a hundred years’ (Presidency 2009, 6). Growth has proved fragile,

having been driven by consumption and personal debt rather than investment in production

(Treasury 2011b). Consequently, unemployment, poverty and inequality are exceptional

by international standards (NPC 2012). Furthermore, SA cities are the most unequal in

the world (UN Habitat 2010).

Income inequality is translated into spatial segregation through the ‘sorting’ process of

the housing market. This has replaced the political/administrative processes of racial sep-

aration under apartheid. People now tend to live in places according to their ability to pay

(i.e. their effective demand) for the quality of the location and its amenities, resulting in a

highly segmented housing market. Put simply, poor households cannot afford to buy or

rent property in well-located areas, except perhaps through some informal arrangement.

The situation is somewhat different in some inner city areas, particularly in Johannesburg,

where there has been substantial reoccupation of older property and derelict buildings.

Otherwise most poor people are forced to the outer areas of the city as a result of their

weak labour market status restricting their position in the land market. According to

this logic, even if the state was to subsidize low-income housing in more accessible

locations, the effects might not be sustained because occupiers would be bought out by

households able to pay more for the property (‘downward raiding’). Further empirical

research into these processes is urgently needed.

Inequality and unemployment are also reflected in the behaviour of property developers

and financial institutions, who naturally prefer to supply households with steady jobs and
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higher incomes because this is more secure and profitable. As a result, areas of the city

with higher average incomes (and, therefore, higher levels of demand) are favoured for

investment, whereas low-income areas struggle to attract resources. This has implications

for the quantity and quality of the housing stock in poorer communities. There is a persist-

ent shortage of housing supply for the one in five households who earn too much to access

an RDP housing subsidy, but too little to afford the cheapest new house (CAHF 2012).

Neither the private sector nor the government have shown the creativity required to

provide ‘affordable’ housing for this market gap, including rental or shared ownership.

The places that would benefit most are in and around older inner city neighbourhoods

and transport corridors where people would have access to jobs.

The segmentation of the city by income is also reflected in the location decisions of

many industrial and commercial property developers. New business parks and commercial

developments tend to locate in and around high income suburbs, reflecting risk consider-

ations and herd instinct behaviour (Turok 2001; City of Johannesburg 2009; SACN 2011a;

Sinclair-Smith and Turok 2012). Another explanation offered by developers for this

pattern is the need of employers who occupy their property for proximity to their pro-

fessional, technical and managerial workers, who are the strongest position to dictate

the firm’s location decisions. Meanwhile, many inner city areas have been written off

by investors, reinforcing a spiral of decline and decay. Some blame the uncertain operating

environment for business, especially concerns about crime and grime.

The townships have generally not attracted much private sector investment, even indus-

trial firms that would benefit from proximity to a manual workforce. On average, residents

have low disposable incomes and modest qualifications. Perceptions of insecurity

reinforce doubts about these places as locations for commercial development. The poten-

tial contributions of informal enterprises and township economic development have not

received much government attention (NPC 2012). A Neighbourhood Development Part-

nership Grant was introduced in 2006 to support community infrastructure and services

in the townships, in partnership with the private sector. However, take-up has been

slow, with substantial under-spending (Treasury 2011a). Unless private perceptions are

challenged, there is a danger of townships being trapped in a kind of low level equilibrium

with little dynamism.

It can be argued that the negative township reputation is exaggerated and their under-

lying economic potential is significant. It might be possible to counteract the adverse

image and fear of the unknown through state leadership and concerted investment.

Steady population growth means rising consumer spending power (the ‘black Rand’), a

growing labour supply and capacity to pay municipal taxes. Although residents cannot

afford as much as in affluent areas, in aggregate they can pay enough to sustain better

public and private services. Better housing and more liveable environments would help

to retain the skills and purchasing power of upwardly mobile households. Supporting

the informal economy could also spur dynamic indigenous enterprises and small business

growth.

To sum up, deep-seated inequalities and constraints on upward mobility inhibit the

spatial transformation of SA cities. Poor households cannot afford to live in better-

located areas, and private investment patterns tend to follow affluence. Institutions are

locked into exclusionary practices by their engrained social attitudes and unwillingness

to develop new approaches.
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Shortcomings in Spatial Management

A major national policy review acknowledged that RDP housing was worsening urban

sprawl by extending ‘existing housing areas, often on the urban periphery, thereby achiev-

ing limited integration’ (Department of Housing 2004). The promise to provide everyone

with a free, fully serviced house has meant delivering large volumes within a finite budget,

therefore economizing on the land costs and building on the outskirts. The narrow focus on

a physical structure means no broader process to bolster livelihoods and create viable com-

munities. Monotonous RDP settlements lack vitality and tie people to fixed assets they are

not permitted to sell or rent out even if their circumstances change. This inhibits upward

mobility and risks creating poverty traps (Wilkinson 1998; Behrens and Wilkinson 2003;

SACN 2011a; NPC 2012). The problems are multiplied by the occupants now having to

pay electricity and water charges. This can push households without jobs and incomes

into debt and result in disconnections. In short, the top-down model of housing delivery

to communities has produced inflexible and often unaffordable accommodation, rather

than vibrant places where people can access the opportunities and amenities to advance.

Second, transport policy has failed to fulfil its potential to promote integration. Local

rail and bus infrastructure is worn-out and has failed to accommodate rising demand for

travel from outlying settlements (Wilkinson 2008). Transport responses to urban sprawl

have been piecemeal and some have been counterproductive in enabling further commer-

cial and residential development on the periphery (Behrens and Wilkinson 2003). The

major new transport initiatives since 2007 — Gautrain, BRT schemes and freeway

improvements — do not complement each other and have not been designed to support

residential densification and urban restructuring (with the exception of BRT) (Van Ryne-

veld 2010). They also tend to serve contradictory purposes and population groups, having

originated in different institutions. The conflict over transport policy between province and

municipality has been most apparent in Gauteng. Over 90% of government funding for

transport is allocated to the provinces and to separate national entities such as the Passen-

ger Rail Agency of South Africa (PRASA) and the South African National Roads Agency

Limited, despite travel patterns being predominantly local.

A third weakness has been a failure to develop stable city leadership capable of pursuing

a long-term transformative vision and taking on vested interests. Overlapping responsibil-

ities between government spheres and interference from above have confused lines of

accountability. National suspicion of municipal competence has brought in train more

stringent procedures to regulate their affairs, thereby limiting local discretion on many

matters. A growing culture of auditing, scrutiny and compliance has encouraged back-

ward-looking, risk-averse behaviour and inhibited the creativity required to confront com-

plicated spatial problems. The provinces have prime responsibilities for housing, transport

and environmental regulation, but municipalities have to bear the costs of poor location

decisions in extended infrastructure (Treasury 2011a). Government bodies that own

well-located vacant land have not made it available for housing. Political factionalism

and nepotism have compounded friction between government spheres and destabilized

many municipalities, within the cities and elsewhere (COGTA 2009, 2010). Turnover

of senior politicians has undermined continuity and institutional memory. Instability

weakens appetites for structural change and fundamental engagement with property inter-

ests in favour of short-term initiatives. It has hampered the development of trusting

relationships with external stakeholders and a shared agenda for spatial restructuring.
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Political volatility has also diverted municipal efforts from engaging communities in

settlement upgrading and channelling their energies in constructive directions (SACN

2011a).

Fourth, city governments have suffered from constrained administrative capacity and

shortages of skilled professionals (COGTA 2009, 2010; SAPRU 2009). The metros

were formed in 2000 from complex amalgamations of separate local administrations

and incorporated territories with no essential services. Their new mandate stretched

their capabilities to the limit, while organizational restructuring and affirmative action

resulted in the loss of expertise in engineering, finance, planning and management. Politi-

cal changes have often been followed by the replacement of senior officials and raised con-

cerns about nepotism and excessive interference in technical decisions. Resulting

operational problems have distracted attention from the structural challenges (COGTA

2009, 2010; SAPRU 2009). Almost all the cities experience severe shortages of the

skills required for positive planning to make things happen on the ground, and to work

with communities to revitalize townships and informal settlements. Conventional ways

of providing public services (top-down and in silos) have proved inadequate for urban

regeneration and transformation (SACN 2011a).

Municipal financial constraints are a fifth problem, given the competing spending

demands: (i) to maintain and upgrade services to existing household ratepayers, (ii) to

provide and sustain infrastructure to business ratepayers and inward investors and

(iii) to extend services to the townships and informal settlements, where there are major

backlogs but rate payments are lower. The first two categories are expected to be self-

financing by charging for services and levying property rates (Treasury 2011b). The

government accepts the need for special support for free basic services for poor house-

holds, through a national ‘equitable share’ allocation based on population adjusted for

poverty. However, this is set at a modest level and, until the 2011 census results are

available, the baseline is the 2001 census with no allowance for population

growth. This penalizes urban areas and reinforces the misconception that urbanization

worsens poverty.

Understandable pressures to extend services to address backlogs can crowd out support

for economic growth and threaten municipal viability (Treasury 2011a). The increase in

national grants can also reduce municipal efforts to collect revenues from local ratepayers

(SACN 2011b). The Treasury has pursued a difficult balancing act between supporting and

controlling municipal spending. With a few exceptions (such as transport), the financial

environment has been increasingly tight, especially with the recession restricting munici-

pal revenues since 2008 and the debts incurred with the World Cup in 2010 (SACN

2011b). Basically, there have been few discretionary resources available to launch bold

experiments in urban restructuring. Despite experiencing financial constraints, municipal

capital budgets have been consistently under-spent by between 20% and 30% over the last

six years (Treasury 2011b). The cities attribute this to greater procedural complexity in

planning, contracting and executing capital projects, making it more cumbersome for

them to invest.

There are connections between these reasons for the failure to disrupt historic patterns

of development. Inertia partly reflects the lack of government focus and coordination at the

city level, and government weakness is partly a function of powerful economic forces.

Economic inequality has been compounded by under-resourced city governments

lacking the political will and strategic capabilities to intervene in the built environment.
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Cities have been caught in something of a vicious cycle which it has been difficult to break

out of.

Devolving Built Environment Functions to the Metros

Within the last few years, there have been several policy initiatives that create the possi-

bility for city governments to manage urban growth more effectively in the future. The

built environment fits squarely within the domain of appropriate municipal competences.

Devolving additional responsibilities to them could make it easier to start reshaping the

urban landscape through strategic interventions in transport, housing and land:

As housing and transport play such a vital role in land use patterns, the consolidation

of these functions at the local level will provide both the leverage to change spatial

patterns as well as improve accountability at the level of delivery. (Treasury 2011a,

229)

In the housing field, a commitment has been made to speed up the accreditation of metro

municipalities to plan and manage public housing programmes without needing provincial

approval. Bypassing the provinces should give them greater control over the location of

new projects, and help to align and embed housing within broader spatial planning and

urban design processes. These will take considerations of settlement viability, sustain-

ability and the availability of land and infrastructure into account. The metros could

also be given flexibility to support more varied forms of housing in order to cater to

different household needs and variable local circumstances.

A new Urban Settlements Development Grant (USDG) has also been created which

funds municipalities directly to acquire, service and release land for low-income

housing. The relevant department hopes this will produce a major shift in focus from

providing complete houses in peripheral areas, towards upgrading informal settlements

in better locations. One of the factors that is supposed to influence which sites

receive support is their access to economic opportunities. The USDG encourages

metros to get involved in shack areas and put aside their reservations. Many will need

new skills to work hand-in-hand with communities and NGOs to agree priorities and

implement incremental programmes to improve the infrastructure and living conditions

in these areas.

There has also been a commitment to devolve the planning, regulation and management

of public transport services to the metros through the 2009 National Land Transport Act.

This will give municipal control over the level, quality and geographical extent of bus and

taxi services and passenger fares. The metros should be able to negotiate more efficient

arrangements with bus operators, and influence taxi services by controlling their licensing.

They will be given a say too in the operation of commuter rail services currently run by

PRASA. A public transport authority under metro control will be set up in each city to

negotiate the progressive transfer of responsibilities from existing transport agencies.

Devolution should help to coordinate and integrate different modes of public transport,

and to resolve conflicts between the sectors, provided there is sufficient political will.

There is also the enticing prospect of connecting transport decisions to housing investment

and land-use decisions, and thereby promoting more coherent spatial patterns through

densification and mixed-use development along public transport routes.
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In spatial planning, there have been long-running disputes between municipalities and

provinces over who determines the use and development of land. A Constitutional Court

judgement in 2010 established that municipalities have principal responsibility for land-

use planning and management. This clarification should help to reduce the duplication

and confusion between the two spheres. Revisions are in the process of being made to

the land-use planning legislation to reinforce this judgement and to strengthen the role

of municipal spatial planning (NPC 2012). This further enhances the prospects of aligning

land-use planning with housing and transport in pursuit of more integrated and sustainable

urban development.

A new City Support Programme involving several government departments and led by

the Treasury has been initiated to help the metros develop the capacity to manage the built

environment in ways that promote economic development, social inclusion and environ-

mental resilience. Although the Programme has not been fully specified as yet, it will

incorporate elements of evidence gathering, peer review, coaching and learning from

international good practice. It will begin with a comprehensive needs analysis of the tech-

nical competences of individual metros, together with a baseline review of their property

market dynamics and research into the obstacles to change. In due course, it could lead to a

change in the system of fiscal transfers to municipalities to reward performance and encou-

rage self-financing (Treasury 2011a).

Many uncertainties surround the financial implications of devolution, which could make

or break its success. The metros are understandably concerned that an unreasonable burden

for upgrading and maintaining public transport and housing will fall onto local ratepayers.

Their fiscal capacity is already severely strained (SACN 2011b). Although Treasury docu-

ments suggest that substantial government support will continue, it seems that the local

burden is also expected to increase substantially: ‘Most funding for infrastructure invest-

ment must ultimately come from within city administrations’ (Treasury 2011a, 228); and

‘Cities need to take greater responsibility for operational costs of integrated public trans-

port networks’ (Treasury 2011b, 39). Metro officials harbour doubts about these claims on

the basis of the investment backlogs they face, popular resistance to higher local taxes, and

the fact that in many other countries central government incurs a larger share of the cost of

local services. The positive scenario is that with a recovery in the economy from its current

malaise, additional funds will be forthcoming from the Treasury, especially if municipa-

lities can make a compelling case to justify specific new projects and programmes.

Conclusion and Assessment

Mounting urban pressures and frustrations reflect the lack of substantive changes in the

essential form and spatial layout of SA cities post-apartheid. Formulating laudable

national policies, passing progressive laws, and creating city-wide municipalities have

not done much by themselves to spur more compact and coherent settlement patterns.

A new agenda is emerging focused on devolving additional responsibilities over the

built environment to city authorities. A core objective is to integrate different sectoral

policies and planning functions more effectively in order to start reconfiguring the form

of cities so that they become more functional and liveable.

In principle there are various reasons why devolution could help, which are consistent

with the international arguments for decentralization. Closer alignment of infrastructure

planning, revenue collection and the regulation of development should streamline
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procedures and lead to more considered decisions that take into account the full costs and

consequences of alternative spatial trajectories. It may be more manageable to incorporate

and balance complex economic, social and environmental considerations in the light of

concrete local realities rather than national abstractions. Coordination of different sectoral

functions should be simpler and more practical in a municipality than in a large provincial

or national institution. Decentralization makes collaboration with civil society and the

private sector more meaningful, which should improve the prospects of shifting

entrenched attitudes and investment patterns. Finally, greater proximity and engagement

with local communities and firms should make policies more relevant and responsive to

local needs and circumstances.

There are several benefits that one might anticipate in the short-term. Municipalities

could stop building separate RDP houses in marginal locations. They could shift

funding towards settlement upgrading for the many instead of new housing for the few.

Direct involvement in informal settlements would mean working hand-in-hand with com-

munities and channelling their energies into constructive activities. Local control over

public transport systems should permit improvements in reliability, passenger safety

and through-ticketing between trains, buses and taxis. Being in control of the policy

levers of transport and housing — as well as basic infrastructure — should strengthen

the hand of municipalities in their negotiations with investors. It should become more feas-

ible to prevent piecemeal development on the periphery and to start thinking about engin-

eering a shift towards mixed-use, mixed-income property schemes designed around

transport hubs, corridors and other strategic locations.

Of course devolution is only the first step in what is bound to be a complicated process of

developing effective urban growth strategies that will in the course of time start to reshape

cities. Devolution is not a panacea and without other concomitant changes, there are risks

involved in transferring responsibilities downwards. Some municipalities may be over-

whelmed by the issues and unable to develop the necessary vision, political will-power

and technical capabilities. Progress is bound to be uneven between cities, giving rise to

criticisms of inconsistency and unfairness from civil society and the private sector.

Metros may make mistakes that could otherwise have been avoided — failing to spend

their budgets on time or making inappropriate judgement calls. They may succumb more

easily than provincial or national departments to pressure from vested interests. They may

operate in silos themselves and disregard the need to work with local communities and

private investors. Their policies and practices may be excessively inward-looking and

neglect the strategic position of the city within the wider region and nation.

For devolution to yield positive results, it is likely to require a series of other enhance-

ments, including improvements in municipal leadership and institutional capabilities.

Most metros require a long-term vision of their cities and a strategy for managing their

population and economic growth that is both ambitious and realistic. Political leaders

and top officials need to get behind the strategy and drive the policy and procedural

changes required to implement it. Increased local accountability associated with devolu-

tion could help to strengthen the political will needed to intervene more fundamentally

in the built environment. A longer-term perspective will require greater continuity

among senior politicians and officials to sustain support for it and to resist the temptations

of short-term expedience and popular politics. Most metros will also need to strengthen

their professional skill-sets, and deepen their empirical evidence and understanding of

built environment dynamics. They will need to assemble the teams of highly skilled
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planners, engineers, architects, designers, economists, surveyors, environmentalists,

project managers and other officials who can work together creatively to rethink spatial

arrangements and start shifting investment patterns in the desired directions. Most will

also require enhanced skills and competences to create durable partnerships and negotiate

better outcomes with landowners, investors and developers. Their purpose will be to bring

forward imaginative demonstration projects that can help connect the urban fabric,

improve accessibility, and create viable and valued places where people want to live

and work.

Political support and active cooperation from national government will also be vital.

Central departments may be tempted to relinquish their responsibilities, but this would

undermine the potential of devolution. National government has unique strategic, financial

and regulatory powers required to take on strong property and transport interests, and to

pursue spatial restructuring and integration in partnership with city authorities. A few

examples will have to suffice. National influence over government utility companies is

important to ensure their investment plans are aligned with the infrastructure required

for more sustainable settlements. Unlocking the unused land holdings of state entities

could accelerate infill development and densification. Additional legislation is needed to

strengthen the powers of metros to acquire and swap land parcels, and to capitalize on

the rise in land values resulting from public investment in order to generate resources

for reinvestment. Further work is also required on land-use planning legislation to

strengthen the positive role of spatial planning in designing new urban futures. Above

all, national government needs to work hand-in-hand with the cities to encourage bold

experimentation, to jointly learn the appropriate lessons from that experience, and to

find innovative ways of funding the high levels of investment that will be required to

accelerate the process of urban transformation.
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Notes

1. Another example is the 1997 national Urban Development Framework, which advocated urban integration by

developing subsidised housing on vacant and underused land, former buffer zones and inner city areas offering

easier access to jobs and amenities (Department of Housing 1997). The 1995 Reconstruction and Development

Programme also talked about ‘breaking down apartheid geography through land reform, more compact cities,

decent public transport and the development of industries and services’ (Presidency 1995). The 1996 White

Paper on National Transport Policy recognised the need to change the inherited spatial patterns of develop-

ment and proposed a range of ‘key policy actions’ intended ‘to provide for urban restructuring (densification)

and efficient land-use/transport interaction’, including steering job creating activities into public transport

corridors and nodes (Department of Transport 1996).

2. The population data were drawn from the 2001 Census and the spatial units used are ‘sub-places’. Although

the 2001 Census is now out-of date for some purposes, this is less of a problem for the basic form or configur-

ation of cities, which does not change greatly from year to year. Sub-places are built up from Census enumer-

ation areas. Many of them include open spaces and non-residential land-uses, so the average population

density of each sub-place is affected by the amount of non-residential land included within it.

Transforming South Africa’s divided cities 185

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

H
SR

C
] 

at
 0

3:
50

 0
8 

Ju
ly

 2
01

3 



References

African National Congress. 2009. “Election Manifesto: Working Together We Can Do More.” Johannesburg:

African National Congress. Accessed December 23, 2009. www.anc.org.za/elections/2009/manifesto/

Behrens, R., and P. Wilkinson. 2003. “Housing and Urban Passenger Transport Policy and Planning in South

African Cities: A Problematic Relationship?” In Confronting Fragmentation: Housing and Urban Develop-

ment in a Democratising Society, edited by P. Harrison, M. Huchzermeyer and M. Mayekiso, 154–174.

Cape Town: Cape Town University Press.

Berrisford, S. 2011. “Unravelling Apartheid Spatial Planning Legislation in South Africa: A Case Study.” Urban

Forum 22 (3): 247–263.

Berrisford, S., D. DeGroot, M. Kihato, N. Marrengane, Z. Mhlanga, and R. van den Brink. 2008. In Search of

Land and Housing in the New South Africa: The Case of Ethembalethu. Washington, DC: World Bank

Working Paper 130.

Bertaud, A., and S. Malpezzi. 2003. “The Spatial Distribution of Population in 48 World Cities: Implications for

Economies in Transition.” Accessed July 22, 2010. www.alain-bertaud.com

Bremner, L. 2000. “Post-Apartheid Urban Geography: A Case Study of Greater Johannesburg’s Rapid Land

Development Programme.” Development Southern Africa 17 (1): 87–104.

Brenner, N. 2004. New State Spaces. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

CAHF (Centre for Affordable Housing Finance in Africa). 2012. Housing Finance in Africa: 2012 Yearbook.

Johannesburg: CAHF.

Christopher, A. J. 2005. “The Slow Pace of Desegregation in South African Cities, 1996–2001.” Urban Studies

42 (12): 2305–2320.

City of Johannesburg. 2009. Growth Management Strategy: Growth Trends and Development Indicators.

Johannesburg: City of Johannesburg.

Cochrane, A. 2007. Understanding Urban Policy: A Critical Approach. Oxford: Blackwell.

COGTA (Department of Cooperative Government and Traditional Affairs). 2009. State of Local Government in

South Africa. Pretoria: COGTA.

COGTA. 2010. Delivery Agreement for Outcome 9: A Responsive, Accountable, Effective and Efficient Local

Government System. Pretoria: COGTA.

Crook, R. 2003. “Decentralisation and Poverty Reduction in Africa: The Politics of Local–Central Relations.”

Public Administration and Development 23 (1): 77–88.

Cross, C. 2010. “Shack Settlements as Entry to the Labour Market: Towards Testing Upgrading Paradigms.”

Paper to Urban Landmark conference, Johannesburg, November 1–2.

Department of Housing. 1994. Housing White Paper. Pretoria: Department of Housing.

Department of Housing. 1997. Urban Development Framework. Pretoria: Department of Housing.

Department of Housing. 2004. Breaking New Ground. Pretoria: Department of Housing.

Department of Transport. 1996. White Paper on National Transport Policy. Pretoria: Department of Transport.

Department of Transport. 2004. The First South African National Household Travel Survey 2003: Key Results.

Pretoria: Department of Transport.

Freund, B. 2010. “Is There Such a Thing as a Post-Apartheid City?” Urban Forum 21 (3): 283–298.

Harber, A. 2011. Diepsloot. Johannesburg: Jonathan Ball.

Harrison, P., M. Huchzermeyer, and M. Mayekiso, eds. 2003. Confronting Fragmentation: Housing and Urban

Development in a Democratising Society. Cape Town: Cape Town University Press.

Harrison, P., A. Todes, and V. Watson. 2008. Planning and Transformation: Learning from the Post-Apartheid

Experience. Abingdon: Routledge.

Huchzermeyer, M. 2011. Cities with ‘Slums’. Cape Town: University of Cape Town Press.

Khan, F., and P. Thring, eds. 2003. Housing Policy and Practice in Post-Apartheid South Africa. Sandown:

Heinemann.

Landau, L., T. Polzer, and A. W. Kabwe-Segatti. 2010. “The Mobile Nation: How Migration Continues to Shape

South Africa.” In New South African Review 1, edited by J. Daniel, P. Naidoo, D. Pillay and R. Southall,

218–235. Johannesburg: Wits University Press.

Lobao, L., R. Martin, and A. Rodrı́guez-Pose. 2009. “Rescaling the State: New Modes of Institutional-Territorial

Organisation.” Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy and Society 2 (1): 3–12.

Mossberger, K., S. Clarke, and P. John. 2012. Oxford Handbook of Urban Politics. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Naude, W. 2010. “Suburbanisation and Residential Desegregation in South Africa’s Cities.” In Urbanisation

and Development: Multidisciplinary Perspectives, edited by J. Beall, B. Guha-Khasnobis and R. Kanbur,

124–139. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

186 I. Turok

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

H
SR

C
] 

at
 0

3:
50

 0
8 

Ju
ly

 2
01

3 

www.anc.org.za/elections/2009/manifesto/
www.alain-bertaud.com


NPC (National Planning Commission). 2011. Diagnostics Overview. Pretoria: NPC.

NPC. 2012. National Development Plan. Pretoria: NPC.

OECD. 2008. OECD Territorial Reviews: Cape Town, South Africa 2011. Paris: OECD.

OECD. 2011. OECD Territorial Reviews: The Gauteng City-Region, South Africa 2011. Paris: OECD.

Pieterse, E., ed. 2010. Counter-Currents: Experiments in Sustainability in the Cape Town Region. Cape Town:

Jacana Media.

Presidency. 1995. Reconstruction and Development Programme. Pretoria: Presidency.

Presidency. 2009. National Strategic Planning: Green Paper. Pretoria: Presidency.

Rodrı́guez-Pose, A., and N. Gill. 2005. “On the ‘Economic Dividend’ of Devolution.” Regional Studies 39 (4):

405–420.

Rodrı́guez-Pose, A., and R. Sandall. 2008. “From Identity to the Economy: Analysing the Evolution of the

Decentralisation Discourse.” Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy 26 (1): 54–72.

SACN (South African Cities Network). 2011a. 2011 State of SA Cities Report. Johannesburg: SACN.

SACN. 2011b. State of City Finances Report 2011. Johannesburg: SACN.

SAPRU (South African Parliament Research Unit). 2009. A Report on the Current Service Delivery Protests in

SA. Cape Town: SAPRU.

Sexwale, T. 2010. Human Settlements Budget Vote Address to the National Assembly, Cape Town, April 21.

Accessed September 21, 2010. www.dhs.gov.za

Sinclair-Smith, K., and I. Turok. 2012. “The Changing Spatial Economy of Cape Town.” Development Southern

Africa 29 (3): 391–417.

Smoke, P. 2003. “Decentralisation in Africa: Goals, Dimensions, Myths and Challenges.” Public Administration

and Development 23 (1): 7–16.

Swilling, M. 2010. “Dealing with Sustainability.” In Counter-Currents: Experiments in Sustainability in the Cape

Town Region, edited by E. Pieterse, 229–239. Cape Town: Jacana Media.

Todes, A. 2003. “Housing, Integrated Urban Development and the Compact City Debate.” In Confronting Frag-

mentation: Housing and Urban Development in a Democratising Society, edited by P. Harrison, M.

Huchzermeyer and M. Mayekiso, 109–121. Cape Town: Cape Town University Press.

Treasury. 2011a. Local Government Budgets and Expenditure Review 2006/7–2012/13. Pretoria: National

Treasury.

Treasury. 2011b. Medium Term Budget Policy Statement. Pretoria: National Treasury.

Turok, I. 2001. “Persistent Polarisation Post-Apartheid? Progress Towards Urban Integration in Cape Town.”

Urban Studies 38 (13): 2349–2377.

Turok, I. 2011. “Deconstructing Density: Strategic Dilemmas Confronting the Post-Apartheid City.” Cities 28

(5): 470–477.

UN Habitat. 2010. The State of African Cities 2010. New York: UN Habitat.

Van Donk, M., M. Swilling, E. Pieterse, and S. Parnell, eds. 2008. Consolidating Developmental Local Govern-

ment: Lessons from the South African Experience. Cape Town: UCT Press.

Van Ryneveld, P. 2010. Assessment of Public Transport in SA Cities. New York: Institute for Transportation and

Development Policy.

Wilkinson, P. 1998. “Housing Policy in South Africa.” Habitat International 22 (3): 215–229.

Wilkinson, P. 2008. “Reframing Urban Passenger Transport as a Strategic Priority for Developmental Local

Government.” In Consolidating Developmental Local Government, edited by M. Van Donk, M. Swilling,

E. Pieterse and S. Parnell, 203–221. Cape Town: UCT Press.

Zuma, J. 2010. “Address to the special President’s Coordinating Council on Human Settlements.” Pretoria, May

18. Accessed February 18, 2013. http://www.thepresidency.gov.za/pebble.asp?relid=294

Transforming South Africa’s divided cities 187

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

H
SR

C
] 

at
 0

3:
50

 0
8 

Ju
ly

 2
01

3 

www.dhs.gov.za
http://www.thepresidency.gov.za/pebble.asp?relid=294

