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Abstract 
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The eThekwini municipality in South Africa is responsible for the provision of dry sanitation to 
its poor and mainly rural settlements through an UDDT-programme which have encountered 
problems surrounding its social acceptance since its rollout in 2002. Rural areas close to the 
urban border are at the same time experiencing rapid urbanization, becoming peri-urban in 
character such as the area of Mzinyathi (area for case study). Within these areas there are 
multiple governing systems consisting of both the eThekwini municipality and Traditional 
Authorities, complicating the governance of service provision. This paper focus on how human 
agencies (practice) and conditions of local governance systems, shape and affect the sanitation 
service of the UDDT-programme under present conditions of rapid urbanization in the 
Mzinyathi area. The theoretical notion of “governmentality” is used to analyze current 
technologies and rationalities of relevant actors in the UDDT-programme. The research was 
carried out during a field study in Durban, South Africa through a case study relying on mix 
methods. The data collected consists of interviews, observations, and documents/maps. 
Findings imply that as the municipality tries to govern over sanitation in Mzinyathi promoting 
the UDDTs, they fail to cooperate with the Traditional Authorities that has mandate to regulate 
in Mzinyathi. Households dissatisfied with the UDDTs are flanked by both spatial policies trying 
to limit development in rural areas and informal urbanization processes. Instead, they use 
informal and illegal technologies supporting their rationalities of what is appropriate sanitation 
in accordance with the “development“ they perceive taking place with urbanization, leaving the 
UDDT behind.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



2 
 
 

Acknowledgement 

First, I would like to take the opportunity to thank my internship: Stockholm Environment 
Institute and my supervisors Kim Andersson and Madeleine Fogde for all the support and 
help that enabled me to conduct the following field study. I will forever be grateful for the 
trust and faith you have had in my work.   

I would also like to give my sincerest gratitude to my supervisor Ph.D. Marianne Kjellén 
from Stockholm International Water Institute, and to Catherine Sutherland from the 
University of KwaZulu-Natal who made this fieldwork possible to conduct and that without 
hesitation welcomed me to take part of your research.  

A special thank goes also to Dudu Khumalo, Sibongile Buthelezi, Vicky Sim and Chris 
Buckley for their very much appreciated patience, help, and advice - without you the actual 
practical fieldwork would not have been possible. 

Lastly, but most importantly, I want to thank all my informants in Durban from the 
households in Mzinyathi, public officials from eThekwini Municipality, collaborating 
institutions, student colleagues from the University of Amsterdam and staff/students from 
the Pollution Research Group and Department of Development Studies at the University of 
KwaZulu-Natal for sharing their time, views and thoughts with me.  

My love and appreciation also goes to all my friends and loved ones that supported and 
showed me what South Africa is for them and their dreams of what it can become – the 
struggles and challenges that persist but also the opportunities that surge every day in a 
society that aspire to become a better place for future generations. Durban, South Africa 
will always from now on be a part of my heart, a place I soon hope returning to.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



3 
 
 

Contents 
1. Introduction ......................................................................................................................................... 8 

1.1 Disposition ..................................................................................................................................... 9 

1.2 Aim and Research questions ......................................................................................................... 9 

1.3 Limitations ................................................................................................................................... 10 

2. Situating the research:  Global to local challenges of sanitation provision in Durban ..................... 11 

2.1 The city of Durban - A South African history of inequality .......................................................... 11 

2.1.2 The selected case study area: Mzinyathi.............................................................................. 14 

2.2 Governing Global service provision to Local “toilet” provision in Durban .................................. 16 

2.3 Changing Sanitation and Water policies and practices in South Africa ...................................... 17 

2.3.1 The eThekwini/Durban Debate of water and sanitation...................................................... 18 

2.3.2 UDDTs a dignifying sanitation alternative for the poor?...................................................... 19 

3. Theoretical tools of analysis .............................................................................................................. 24 

3.1 Governmentality: Acts of governing and modes of thought ....................................................... 24 

4. Method and research design ............................................................................................................. 27 

4.1 Methods used .............................................................................................................................. 27 

4.2 Data collection: The field study ................................................................................................... 27 

4.2.1 Interviews & Sample selection ............................................................................................. 28 

4.2.2 Observations......................................................................................................................... 30 

4.2.3 Documents and Maps........................................................................................................... 30 

4.3 Limitations in the field: Ethical and methodological considerations .......................................... 30 

4. 4 Operationalization: Data coding and analysis ............................................................................ 31 

5. Findings & Discussion ........................................................................................................................ 33 

5.1 Human Agency: Different technologies on the ground .............................................................. 33 

5.1.1 Households ........................................................................................................................... 33 

5.1.2 EWS and Collaborative Partners ........................................................................................... 38 

5.1.3 Traditional Authorities ......................................................................................................... 40 

5.2 Political governance: The gap and clash of and within two systems .......................................... 41 

5.2.1 EWS & Collaborative Partners .............................................................................................. 41 

5.2.2 Traditional Authorities ......................................................................................................... 43 

5.2.3 Households ........................................................................................................................... 46 

5.3 Rapid Urbanization in Mzinyathi: The changing sanitation landscape ....................................... 48 

5.3.1 Households ........................................................................................................................... 50 



4 
 
 

5.3.2 EWS & Collaborative Partners .............................................................................................. 53 

5.3.3 Traditional Authorities ......................................................................................................... 54 

6. Concluding analysis ........................................................................................................................... 57 

7. References ......................................................................................................................................... 62 

Appendix................................................................................................................................................ 68 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



5 
 
 

List of Figures 

Figure 1: Metropolitan area of Durban, South Africa ................................................................................ 12 

Figure 2: eThekwini Municipality Spatial Development Concepts according to SDF ................................. 13 

Figure 3: Location of Mzinyathi in the Metropolitan area of Durban ........................................................ 15 

Figure 4: National overview on access to Improved Sanitation Facilities in South Africa ......................... 17 

Figure 5: UDDT instructions leaflet ............................................................................................................ 21 

Figure 6: UDDT installed in eThekwini Municipality (black dots), Map from 2011-01-15 ......................... 22 

Figure 7: Analytical Toolbox ....................................................................................................................... 33 

Figure 8: Still use UDDT .............................................................................................................................. 34 

Figure 9: Received UDDT (years back) ....................................................................................................... 34 

Figure 10: Summarized data regarding sanitation and UDDTs from interviews with the 30 households 

(Note: 1 of 30 of the households did not have an UDDT) .......................................................................... 34 

Figure 11: An UDDT alongside a Pit latrine ................................................................................................ 35 

Figure 12: Summarized data regarding water services from interviews with the 30 households ............ 35 

Figure 13: Satisfied with water services ..................................................................................................... 36 

Figure 14: Satisfied with UDDT .................................................................................................................. 36 

Figure 15: Experiences problems with UDDT ............................................................................................. 36 

Figure 16: Left: Back of UDDT (household nr 13) & Right: Demonstration UDDT (EWS local office, 

Mzinyathi) ................................................................................................................................................... 37 

Figure 17: Ingonyama Trust Land in KwaZulu-Natal Province, 2015 ......................................................... 44 

Figure 18: Two systems of governance in Mzinyathi ................................................................................. 45 

Figure 19: Who is in charge of this area- Mzinyathi? ................................................................................. 46 

Figure 20: Aerial photo over Mzinyathi from 2004-03-16 ......................................................................... 48 

Figure 21: Aerial photo over Mzinyathi from 2010-01-22 ......................................................................... 49 

Figure 22: Aerial photo over Mzinyathi from 2012-06-17 ......................................................................... 49 

Figure 23: Aerial photo over Mzinyathi from 2015-03-13 ......................................................................... 50 

Figure 24: Household No. 24 with its UDDT ............................................................................................... 51 

Figure 25: Land allocation process – Households ...................................................................................... 51 

Figure 26: House and flush toilet with shower in Mzinyathi ..................................................................... 52 

Figure 27: Housing development taking place in Mzinyathi ...................................................................... 53 

Figure 28: The Triangle of results ............................................................................................................... 57 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



6 
 
 

List of Abbreviations 

ANC African National Congress 

DWAF Department of Water Affairs and Forestry 

EAWAG  Swiss Federal Institute of Aquatic Science and Technology 

ECOSAN Ecological Sanitation 
 
EWS eThekwini Water and Sanitation Unit 

FBS Free Basic Sanitation Implementation Strategy 
 
ITB Ingonyama Trust Board 
 
ITL Ingonyama Trust Land 

MDG Millennium Development Goals 

PRG Pollution Research Group 

PTO Permission To Occupy 

SDF Spatial Development Framework 
 
TA Traditional Authority 

UDDT Urine Diversion Dehydration Toilets 

UDL Urban Development Line 

UKZN University of KwaZulu-Natal 

WHO/UNICEF World Health Organization/Unites Nations Children’s Fund 

WSA Water Service Authorities 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



7 
 
 

Actors Map and Dictionary: UDDT-Programme in Mzinyathi 

MZINYATHI

HOUSEHOLDS
Families/persons which have 

an UDDT

ETHEKWINI WATER & 

SANITATION UNIT 

(EWS)
The responsible unit for water 

and sanitation service 

provision within the eThekwini 

municipality -> UDDT-

programme

POLLUTION 

RESEARCH GROUP, 

UKZN

Collaborative 

research partner to 

EWS

KHANYISA 

PROJECTS

Collaborative project 

managment partner 

to EWS

TRADITIONAL 

AUTHORITIES IN 

MZINYATHI (TA)
The TA in Mzinyathi 

consist of the local 

Chief and his officials

INGONYAMA TRUST BOARD 

(ITB)

The board in charge of 

adminastrating  all land 

belonging to the TA at a national 

level

 

 

 

 

 

 



8 
 
 

1. Introduction 

“Water is life, Sanitation is dignity” (DWA 2003) is the name of a leading water and sanitation policy 
in South Africa but providing sanitation services is both a question of livelihood and dignity. A basic 
service historically ignored and denied to the countries poor. Implementing sustainable sanitation 
solutions is still a challenge in South Africa, especially in peri-urban and rural areas due to limited 
resources, technical limitations and environmental challenges. The legacy of apartheid and also 
governance challenges of successfully implementing policies into practice further hamper the 
process.  

To tackle these issues in South Africa, eThekwini municipality that administers the city of Durban, the 
country’s third largest city, have implemented different systems of sanitations technologies as a 
solution for rural and peri-urban settlements that previously did not have access to either basic 
water or sanitation1. The eThekwini municipality rolled out a large-scale sanitation program with 
Urine Diversion Dehydration Toilets2 (UDDTs) in 2002 in peri-urban and rural settlements after a 
municipal agglomeration in 2001. The UDDTs were preferred as it was considered a cost-effective 
solution appropriate to implement on large-scale by the municipality. One of the main drivers behind 
the UDDT-programme was that it was a water-free sanitation system since eThekwini is located in a 
region that faces future threats of high water scarcity (Scott and Philip 2011). The UDDTs, together 
with 200 liters (now 300) water tanks were provided free to poor households in peri-urban and rural 
areas that had no access to basic sanitation and water services (SuSanA 2011). It is an alternative 
sanitation solution, acknowledged by the international community as a pro-poor and environmental 
progressive best case. Locally, it has to the contrary been criticized for spatially differentiating the 
provision of sanitation services resulting in being socially unjust and discriminatory towards 
disadvantaged groups (Sutherland 2014; Hellberg 2015 and Bond 2012).  

According to municipal surveys from 2011, many UDDTs were still in use but majorities of the users 
were dissatisfied with this service, both in its technical structure and required maintenance. 
Perceptions of UDDTs as sanitation facility also ranks low as it collides with the general aspiration of 
having a water flush toilet as they are considered a sign of “urban citizenship” (Roma et alt. 2013). 
Together with increasing urbanization through informal densification of peri-urban and rural areas, 
the UDDT-programme’s low level to adapt to these developments is affecting its viability as a 
functional sanitation system. The majority of the UDDTs are also located in areas under Traditional 
Authority (TA) with local Chiefs ruling over the rural areas. Consequently, communities have to relate 
to both the municipality and traditional chiefs as authorities. In addition, the municipality is only 
allowed to work as a service provider but not regulator in areas under TA is also creating institutional 
gaps and generating difficulties to control and provide basic sanitation services in areas with UDDTs. 

Solving challenges of sanitation provision in Durban through technical solutions has proven to be 
more difficult than expected. Previous studies on dry sanitation, relaying on this sort of toilet have in 
the global south had problems of functionality in the long-run. Since a part of identified challenges 
been the disconnection between formal and informal institutions such as contradictions between 
policy and norms at different governance levels between users, local and national authorities (Ekane 
et al. 2013; Morales, Harris and Öberg 2014). This study will therefore focus on how the UDDT-
programme more than a decade after its implementation is affected and challenged by how it is 

                                                           
1
 Basic sanitation in this paper reefer to a sanitation technology which ensure a hygienic disposal of excreta and 

urine and a clean living environment both at home and in the neighborhood of the users including safety and 
privacy in the use of these services (WHO 2015). 
2
 An Urine-Diverting Dry Toilet (UDDT) is a simple on-site toilet that operates without water that diverts the 

urine away from the faeces. The separately collected urine and the dried faeces can potentially be reused as for 
example a fertilizer (SSWM 2015). 
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governed as well as the practices and rationalities that prevail among the involved actors. For this 
reason, used in this study, is the theoretical concept of governmentality which explores 
means/practices of governing and shaping the conduct of a group as an “attempt to shape human 
conduct by calculated means” (Murray Li 2007b: 275). The theoretical concept is used with the 
purpose to understand how the UDDT-system under rapid urbanization is shaped and affected by 
governing technologies and rationalities that underpin the practices within the programme in the 
selected are of study: Mzinyathi in Durban. Mzinyathi is an area located close to the urban “border” 
of the municipality that is currently experiencing intense residential densification and was one of the 
first pilot-areas for the UDDT-programme.  

Sanitation is currently one of the most important planning agendas to solve in development 
countries as it has been a neglected basic service, provided inadequately to the poor rural and urban 
population. Implementing a sanitation system which does not function in the long-run is also not 
only a very expensive lost economic investment but can foremost have severe negative impacts on 
the livelihood of people (McConville 2008). So in academic research on African urbanism and 
development, there is also a need to go beyond solely paying theoretical attention to the problems. 
It is as important to also include actual “practice” of processes and drivers of urbanization and 
poverty through intersecting urban theory with urban planning practice when studying basic service 
provision (Myer 2011). Therefore, the problematic issues surrounding implementation and long-term 
functionality (sustainability) of the UDDT as a sanitation system need to be explored and further 
raised in Durban.  

1.1 Disposition 
Introduced in chapter 1 are the study’s aim and research questions as well as research limitations. 
Chapter 2 consists of background information providing context to the research and a literature 
study that assists to situate the research of sanitation governance to urban and regional planning in 
the global south. Chapters 3 consist of the paper’s theory section were the theoretical notion of 
governmentality is presented which is used as a theoretical tool in the discussion and analysis. 
Chapter 4 gives a description and reflections on the methods and research design of the study. In 
chapter 5, the findings from the data collection are discussed and in chapter 6 concentrated down to 
a concluding analysis with the purpose to structure the results, reconnecting it to the aim of the 
thesis. Chapter 7 consists of reference list and appendix (household interview schedule). 

1.2 Aim and Research questions 
The case of Durban was selected as it is not only an international recognized best case in water and 
sanitation policies in a development context but also a contested case due to its specific approach of 
spatially differentiating sanitation services with alternative technologies. The UDDT-programme in 
Durban has also since its rollout in 2002 encountered doubts and problems’ surrounding its service 
and functionality as a sanitation system from several angels. Currently, urbanization together with 
the arrangement of overlapping political governing systems of both a municipality and Traditional 
Authority is creating complications for the general sanitation planning. Meanwhile, the region is 
facing severe water scarcity and the municipality limited financial resources. As a result, the 
municipality’s aspiration of providing a cost-effective and water-free safe sanitation system to peri-
urban and rural settlements by UDDTs is questioned in practice.  

Studying how actors interpret, respond and enforce sanitation policies are essential in the effort to 
enhance the progress of providing basic sanitation to improve the livelihoods of these communities 
in Durban. Therefore the aim of this thesis is to study how the UDDT-programme is affected and 
challenged by how it is governed and enacted as well as the rationalities that underpin the practices 
and processes under the current conditions of rapid urbanization in Mzinyathi. Identifying how 
increasing urbanization affect the UDDT-programme by researching what relations, technologies and 
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rationalities exist between different actors are key in search of bridging the gap between urban 
theory and practice in urban planning. To work towards achieving sustainable service provision to the 
poor in a South African context. The main research question of this thesis is therefore: 

How does the human agency (actual practice) and local conditions of political governance shape 
and affect the sanitation service of the UDDT-system in Mzinyathi, Durban under present 
conditions of rapid urbanization?  

The main research question was answered through the following sub-questions: 

1. What is the use and perception of the UDDTs among the households in Mzinyathi? 
2. What is the political governance context of Mzinyathi and how does it affect the UDDT-

programme under the changing conditions of settlement (rapid urbanization) and what other 
sanitation systems are produced by that?  

3. From a governmentality perspective what are the rationalities and techniques adopted by 
each actor in Mzinyathi and how do they challenge each other and the sanitation service and 
functionality of the UDDT-system?  

1.3 Limitations 
This study had to limit itself to certain areas of the UDDT-programme as the service of a sanitation 
system can evidently be studied from different approaches for instance a technical or economically 
logistical in other disciplines. However, for this study as a master thesis in urban and regional 
planning, a main constraint was the time and financial limitations that restricted the size of the 
sample and research area. For instance, the data collections in relation to the household interviews 
were limited geographically to one area. Mzinyathi was selected as the only area for the case study 
due to these limitations and is one of many peri-urban settlements (previously rural) that is situated 
close the urban border that has been going through a process of intense densification the last 5 
years. This is a growing pattern in the Metropolitan area of Durban, which is affecting the sanitation 
planning and provision. Nevertheless, as household interviews were conducted in only one 
settlement it also means that there are limitations on how far this case study can represent other 
settlements with UDDTs even though areas along the urban border may be similar in character. The 
strength of the case studies is although not its ability to generalize but its ability to get a deep and 
nuanced understanding of a phenomenon, which this thesis provides.  
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2. Situating the research:  

Global to local challenges of sanitation provision in Durban 
The purpose of this chapter is to link the UDDT-programme from eThekwini sanitation and water 
policies and practices to a large urban and regional development discourse through first providing a 
background on South Africa and Durban’s historic, sociopolitical and geographical arrangements. It is 
followed by a description of national water and sanitation policies with the purpose to give 
understanding for eThekwini municipality´s implementation and interpretation of the UDDT-
programme. Leading on to a subchapter that presents previous research regarding urban governance 
and service provision to the poor in the global south rendering understanding for the complexity that 
exist between informal and formal structures within the field of sanitation governance in urban 
development. 

2.1 The city of Durban - A South African history of inequality 
Durban is located in South Africa and classifies as a middle-income country even though around 50% 
of its population still lives below the poverty line. It is a country with one of the highest levels of 
inequality with racial and gender disparities as well as large inequalities between rural and urban 
areas. The official unemployment rate is 29.8% (UNFPA 2014). It is a multicultural country with 
approximately 54 million inhabitants consisting of 80 % black Africans, 8,5 % white, 9% coloureds and 
2,5 % Indian/Asian with a life expectancy of around 59 years for males and 63 years for females 
(Statistics SA 2014).  

South African society through its conflicting history during apartheid is characterized by strong racial 
and socioeconomic divide. Apartheid, the political system of racial segregation implemented in the 
country from 1948 to 1991 enforced a racial hierarchy, classifying the population into four racial 
groups: white, black, coloured and Indian. White South Africans were privileged over all other groups 
while the black population and others were severely marginalized in the society. Through the 
apartheid system, legal racial residential segregation was also enforced. Because of apartheid with its 
racial segregation politics, inequality in South Africa still has a strong spatial form evident in most 
cities despite of continued efforts after transition to democracy in 1994 to address this in the 
country. Since 1994 and democratic elections, the African National Congress (ANC) have been driving 
the policy agenda but poverty and inequalities remain high and severe in the country. However some 
social development indicators in a range of areas has improved since 1994 in access to education, 
health services, water, electricity, housing and social protection for groups that were historically 
disadvantaged (Sutherland et al. 2014; UNFPA 2014 and UNDP 2015). South Africa has today a three-
tier system of government with the national, provincial and local spheres. According to the South 
African Constitution from 1996 all are defined as being distinctive, interdependent and interrelated. 
Broadly, “national government is responsible for the high-level security functions, economic 
regulation and social development while provincial government is responsible for the regional 
economic planning, housing, environmental management, rural livelihoods, human development and 
local government for basic service provision and enabling a good environment for local business” 
(Sutherland et al. 2013a: 7).  

Durban being the largest city in the province of KwaZulu-Natal and the third largest city in the 
country has a population of 3,4 million estimated to raise to 4 million in 2020. Durban contributes to 
about 9% to South Africa’s GDP and due to its location on the southeast coast been heavily 
influenced by engaging in maritime trade. Currently the four mayor economic sectors are 
manufacturing at 23%, financial and business services at 22%, community services at 19% and, 
wholesale and retail at 15%. The city has a high level of poverty with around 40% of the population 
living in conditions associated with poverty and low economic diversity facing several socioeconomic 
challenges. Durban has a predominantly black population pertaining to the Zulu ethnicity (74%), 
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followed by indian (17%), white (7%) and colored communities (2%), (Sutherland et al. 2013a and 
eThekwini SDF 2014). Durban is governed by a politically elected 205-member city council that elects 
the mayor, deputy mayor and speaker. The council serves to facilitate the provision of infrastructure 
and services to the city together with an executive committee and several implementation 
committees. The municipality has 103 wards, each with an elected ward councilor who represents 
his/her ward in the municipal council (eThekwini 2015). 

Figure 1 
Metropolitan area of Durban, South Africa 

 
Source: Durban, KwaZulu-Natal, South Africa (Google Map 2015) 

Apartheid planning has strongly influenced the geography of Durban with its long history of 
segregation and spatial inequality as large areas were zoned according to race. In Durban, whites 
were located close to the city centre while the city’s periphery was zoned for “rural” black Africans. 
During apartheid the homeland system divided the country into a number of separate states. Each of 
which was supposed to develop into a separate nation-state for different ethnic groups. Ten 
homelands were allocated to different black ethnic groups in a territorial separation. The homeland 
of KwaZulu established in 1970 was located bordering to Durban, creating both rural and peri-urban 
settlements on the periphery of the city. Later in the 1980s, Durban Functional Region (DFR) was 
established and in 1995 a Durban Metropolitan Area was demarcated. This resulted in the 
municipality following the old KwaZulu-homeland boundary and thereby creating a metropolitan 
area that was urban but with a poor rural hinterland. In 2000, the municipal landscape changed 
dramatically in post-apartheid South Africa through a re-determination of municipal boundaries due 
to the Municipal Demarcation Act (1998). The country was spatially reorganized into three types of 
municipalities: metropolitan, district and local municipalities. Metropolitan municipalities have 
exclusive municipal executive and legislative authority in their respective areas. There are nationally 
eight metropolitan municipalities among them Durban Metropolitan Area where eThekwini 
Municipality is the name of the local government that administrates and manages the Metro of 
Durban. With the municipal restructuring process the land area increased by 68% as large rural areas 
were incorporated into the Durban’s administrative boundary adding 75,000 rural households with 
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60 000 of them did not having access to basic services (Sutherland et al. 2014). The municipality is 
today characterized by having a dense urban core and a scarcely populated rural periphery. It has a 
diverse topography with steep hills/cliffs to the west and relatively flat coastal plain in the east with a 
humid subtropical climate. About 45% of the Municipality is rural, 30% peri-urban and 25% urban 
(SDF 2014).  

Figure 2 
eThekwini Municipality Spatial Development Concepts 

 
Source: eThekwini SDF 2014: 129 
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Reveled in the map above, are the spatial conceptual defining tools that establish the municipality’s 
vision for the future development of the metropolitan area and used in the outline of the 
differentiation of urban and rural services. The first concept is the Urban Core that is defined as 

“being the urban centre, which generally has servicing capacity and thus opportunity for 
densification and can support thresholds for a range of services, industry and public transport” 

(eThekwini SDF 2014: 232). The second concept is the Urban Development Line (UDL), which is an 
urban development corridor, described in the following way: 

“The UDL is a line demarcating the extent to which urban development will be permitted to be 
established within an urban development corridor or urban node. It is a line that will promote efficient, 
equitable and sustainable settlement form. The line indicates the outer limit of urban development 
within a corridor or node.” 

(eThekwini SDF 2014: 14) 
 

The UDL is a spatial concept that indicates the outer limit to which urban development will be 
restricted too, according to the municipality’s spatial development plans. The UDL also establishes 
that there is a rural periphery/hinterland in the municipality that is different in character therefore 
has other servicing needs and constraints creating different lifestyles. The municipality uses the UDL 
to enforce density targets and manage growth patterns but also to protect agricultural resources to 
ensure food security and the municipality’s resilience to climate change through protecting 
ecological buffer zones. The last and third concept is the Rural Hinterland which in the SDF (2014: 
232) is defined as being of “different character, lifestyle and development intensity and where access 
is poor and servicing costs are high”. The rural hinterland is seen as an important area to protect 
agricultural resources, ensuring food security, addressing social needs and to build “resilience of 
communities” (SDF 2014). 

The rural area occupy approximately 1500 km2 hinterland and defined by features such as hilly and 
rugged terrain, dispersed settlement patterns in traditional dwellings and traditional communal land 
holding. Around 90% of the rural areas are governed under Traditional Authority (TA) that is land 
held under ownership of the Ingonyama Trust Land administrated through the Ingonyama Trust 
Board with the Zulu King: Goodwill Zwelithini kaBhekuzulu being the sole trustee of all the land (ITB 
2014). The rural area in the municipality is characterized by severe poverty and unemployment with 
many households reliant on community networks and organizations. High environmental 
vulnerability is also a problem due to heavy reliance by households on natural resources. The 
situation is worsened by fragmented services deliveries, unresolved land tenure and a history of lack 
of planning. Many of the rural areas, specifically bordering the UDL have the past 5 years 
experienced residential growth and densification (eThekwini SDF 2014).  

2.1.2 The selected case study area: Mzinyathi 

The selected case study area in this paper is Mzinyathi, an area classified as rural but which today is 
more peri-urban in character, administrative it falls under ward 3. Mzinyathi is situated just 
northwest outside of the urban core of Durban and is part of Qadi Traditional Authority in which 
most of its residents are black of Zulu-ethnicity. It is a mountainous rural area with no sewerage 
system and was a pilot area for the municipality’s free water and sanitation programme with UDDTs 
(eThekwini Municipality 2015; UKZN 2013 and Hellberg 2015). Mzinyathi is pointed out with a red 
dot in the following map with the pink area outlining the metropolitan area of Durban.  
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Figure 3 
Location of Mzinyathi in the Metropolitan area of Durban 

 
Source: Mzinytahi, South Africa (Google Maps 2015) 
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2.2 Governing Global service provision to Local “toilet” provision in Durban 
The challenges of basic sanitation provision for the poor have traditionally been in the shadow of 
water services in many cities and countries, not linking the interdependence the one have with the 
other until recent decades. Globally, sanitation is a huge challenge and debated issue, as 2.5 billion 
people still do not have access to basic sanitation facilities. It is currently unlikely that the world will 
reach the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) in 2015 (increase the access to improved 
sanitation facilities3 to 75% of the world population) as the development in sanitation coverage has 
been to slow, especially for the poor in the world (WHO/UNICEF 2014).  

The failure of providing basic sanitation to poor communities and cities in the global south within the 
discourse of urban development and planning relate to the malfunction of governments and modes 
of “governance”. Scholars as Watson (2009: 2267) argues that large part of these challenges are due 
to what is termed as a “clash of rationalities” that occurs in the interface between different 
rationalities in urban and regional planning. “Clash of rationalities” being the divide between a 
“techno-managerial and marketised systems of government administration, service provision and 
planning (in those parts of the world where these apply) and increasingly marginalised urban 
populations surviving largely under conditions of informality“. According to the Watson (2009), a 
large problem is that the global north has shaped planning theory and practice, inherited to the 
global south since colonial times. Resulting in not giving cities in the global south room to establish 
own planning systems that can be inclusive and pro-poor where they actually most are needed.  

Other scholars such as Gandy’s (2006) use the city of Lagos, Nigeria to depict how providing 
adequate services such as water, sanitation and electricity in the city has failed, as it is characterized 
by social, ethnic and religious polarization. Using a historical perspective Gandy (2006) develops how 
colonial and post-colonial structural factors have hindered any effective solution to the infrastructure 
crisis. There is according to Gandy (2006) an inaccurate view of the public realm as concepts such as 
“governance” is used negligent as an expanded role for the whole society failing to acknowledge for 
instance the legitimacy of traditional power structures that prevail in African cities such as Lagos. The 
author states that the conception in “developmentalist” literature of economic liberalization to 
“grassroots globalization” do not succeed to grasp that power is dispersed through different social 
institutions and networks affecting the planning and governing of basic services. The authors Kooy 
and Baker (2008) also brings up how the interrelationship between subjectivities, urban space and 
infrastructure in the global south commonly is compost by dispersed power setting and subjectivities 
created by post-colonial discourses as a result of forced segregation politics. Arguing that resident’s 
are defined as “modern” or “in need of development” linking it to the differentiation of basic services 
and exclusion of the poor from for example “modern” water supply services.  

Pointed out in Nordqvist (2013) regarding sanitation provision, planning and governance in a 
development context from a case-study in Uganda is that informal power relationships are of 
importance as there are large gaps in understanding interactions at a community level. The effects of 
power structures at various levels of sanitation planning and its implementation are according to the 
author not assessed enough even though it is suggested to have possible determinants in the 
distribution challenge of sanitation. Hence, further studies are needed on power relationships in the 
decision-making within the field of sanitation governance. The importance of sanitation in planning 
and development is according to Penner (2010) far from being a “banal or second-order importance 
as toilets are arenas where social distinctions like race, class, sex, and, increasingly, religion are 

                                                           
3
 Access to improved sanitation facilities (in this paper referred to as “basic sanitation”) refers a sanitation 

facility that functions hygienically to separates human excreta from human contact. Acknowledge as improved 
sanitation facilities include flush/pour flush (to piped sewer system, septic tank, pit latrine), ventilated 
improved pit (VIP) latrine, pit latrine with slab, and composting toilet (WHO/UNICEF 2014 and WHO 2015). 
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inscribed, maintained and contested in the built environment”. Consequently, it is an issue receiving 
more attention, as not only a basic need but also a right along with water in national policies in for 
example South Africa. According to Myers (2011) and Sutherland et al. (2014), politics regarding basic 
services and livelihoods have after apartheid in South African cities (Durban often used as an 
example) had a high centrality around issues of social and environmental justice, not just in theory 
but also in policies. Hence, South Africa on the African continent stands out as national politics 
according to the authors often operates under a human rights-based approach with a pro-poor 
agenda. Nevertheless critic have surged the last couple of years arguing that the rights-based 
approach in policies is largely different to what is happening on the “ground” were a neoliberal-
agenda focusing on cost-recovery dominates, showing a gap between policy and practice. Affecting 
the poor disproportionally as local power structures are neglected in the processes of planning as it 
fails in being just and representative of all levels of society causing unequal access to basic services 
(Myers 2011).  

2.3 Changing Sanitation and Water policies and practices in South Africa 

Persisting as one of the most unequal countries in the world, reflective in the country’s sanitation 
and water development, is evident in the coverage of access to improved sanitation (Sutherland et 
al. 2014). From a national standpoint, South Africa is on one hand, according to the WHO/UNICEF 
Joint Monitoring Programme for Water supply and Sanitation (2014) on track towards the MDGs 
sanitation target. The total national coverage to access for improved sanitation has risen from 58% in 
1990 to 65% in 2000 to finally 74% in 2013, showing development. Nonetheless, the divide between 
the urban and rural regions are still large. While the urban population in 2012 had 82% coverage to 
improved sanitation, the same figure for rural areas was at merely at 62%. 

Figure 4 
National overview on access to Improved Sanitation Facilities in South Africa 

Source: WHO/UNICEF 2014: 68 

In the first five years of democracy (post 1994) the water supply programme was driven and 
implemented by the Department of Water Affairs and Forestry (DWAF). However, after 2000 with 
the national municipal demarcation process new local government institutions were established and 
water services functions delegated to a local level. The responsibility for service provision was 
assigned to water services authorities (WSAs), which in most cases are municipalities under the 
Municipal Structures Act (1998). Each WSA has to produce a plan of action to progressively ensure 
efficient, affordable and sustainable provisions of water and sanitation services (Sutherland et al. 
2014). The primary responsibility for providing water and sanitation services lay therefore currently 
with the local government (at municipal level). The national constitution (1996) mandates local 
government also responsible for water and sanitation services limited to a potable water supply 
systems, domestic wastewater, and sewage disposal. National governmental departments are 
responsible for funding the delivery of basic services to local municipalities. Even though the 
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provision of water and sanitation services are the municipalities responsibility, water resource 
management are held at a central level were national government work as a regulator according to 
the National Water Services Regulation Strategy from 2008 (Tissington 2011).  

The leading water and sanitation policies in the country were already established post 1994 with the 
White Paper on Water and Sanitation Policy outlining the institutional framework for adequate water 
and sanitation provision. The main principle of the 1994 White Paper was to ensure the water and 
sanitation services development should be “demand driven”. In 1995 a National Sanitation Task 
Team was established to coordinate sanitation interventions among the national departments in 
order to eradicate the large sanitation backlogs. The DWAF launched also in 1996 the National 
Sanitation Programme that aimed to eradicate the sanitation backlog by 2010 (later pushed up to 
2014) and in 2002 a National Sanitation Programme Unit was created within DWAF. The right to have 
access to adequate sanitation is not clearly stated in the national constitution but there are a number 
of clauses that possibly directly or indirectly imply the right to basic sanitation. There are also several 
additional policy documents such as, for example, the 2001 White Paper on Basic Household 
Sanitation that explicitly acknowledges that government has a constitutional responsibility to ensure 
that all South Africans have access to adequate sanitation. The Water Services Act from 1997 the 
primary legislation relating to water and sanitation in South Africa refers also to a “right to basic 
sanitation” (Tissington 2011).  

Furthermore, the Municipal Systems Act (Act 32) from 2000 outlines the responsibilities of basic 
sanitation to local government through municipalities as it forms part of the right to basic municipal 
services. However, confusion at municipal level regarding access to basic sanitation services as a 
human right is still a challenge according to Tissington (2011). Currently sanitation policies do not 
provide guidance on the interpretation of this declaration. In the Strategic Framework for Water 
Services “Water is Life Sanitation is Dignity” (DWAF 2003), the national umbrella framework for the 
water services sector moved policies from a demand-responsive household assistance sanitation 
programme to an essentially supply-driven municipal provision programme. However, in 2009 the 
Minister of Water Affairs, the department now in charge of water and sanitation related issues, 
approved the Free Basic Sanitation Implementation Strategy (FBS). The FBS acknowledges that there 
is a “right of access to a basic level of sanitation service” as enshrined in the national constitution 
(1996). Thus, municipalities have now an obligation to ensure that poor households are not denied 
access to basic services due to their inability to pay for such services. The FBS adopts the principles 
that national guidelines should be implemented with local choice and that there should be local 
flexibility in implementation of the strategies, which also leaves room for interpretation (Hellberg 
2015 and Tissington 2011).  

2.3.1 The eThekwini/Durban Debate of water and sanitation 

In Durban, traces from Apartheid planning are strongly reflective in accesses to basic services due to 
the historical racial zoning practices and current residential segregation (Sutherland et al. 2014). The 
service provision of water and sanitation is still uneven and mainly the central and suburban regions 
are served with water-borne sewerage system connected to treatment plants. The outer peri-urban 
and rural areas in the municipality including informal settlements are provided with on-site sewage 
disposal. The supply of basic sanitation to poor households is financed by national government 
through the FBS and implemented in Durban with a mixture of community ablution blocks for dense 
settlements and, VIPs and UDDTs for less dense settlements. The UDDT is the municipality’s 
preferred method of sanitation in less dense and low-income settlements (eThekwini SDF 2014).  

eThekwini Water and Sanitation Unit (EWA) is the responsible unit in the municipality for water and 
sanitation provision. The unit has been internationally recognized for its water and sanitation policies 
and used as a best practice case in provision of these services to the poor, awarded by institutions 
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such Stockholm International Water Institute in 2014 (Hellberg 2015). However, the provision of 
sanitation services have according to the EWS been far more challenging than the service provision 
of water, especially in informal settlements, peri-urban and rural areas of the municipality 
(Sutherland et al. 2013). Recent years also contradictory articles and narratives questioning certain 
aspects of the municipality’s water and sanitation policies has surged from scholars like Bond (2012), 
Loftus (2006) and Penner (2010). All scholars’ critics the differentiated sanitation delivery service, 
even referring it to as “Toilet Apartheid” (Bond 2012). The free water policy have according to the 
authors resulted in discriminatory limitations in water where the poor learn to live with water cuts 
and shortage as there is a prioritizing towards cost-recovery. Critics have claimed that the UDDT-
programme supplies a lower level of sanitation service to the poor but not to the rich in disguise of 
environmental arguments. Putting so on the responsibility of a basic service on “vulnerable people”, 
unequally giving them worse alternatives and more work through decentralizing sanitation.  

Sutherland et al. (2014) discusses how the geographical context has shaped the local sanitation 
policies with the social geography of Durban being a reflection of the apartheid planning and 2000 
national re-determination of municipal boundaries. These processes have therefore come to serve as 
spatial determinants of the sanitation provision and the spatial differentiation of service provision. 
According to Sutherland (et al. 2013b and 2014), the 2000 national re-determination of municipal 
boundaries resulted in the addition of several new areas of rural and peri-urban character located 
outside of Durban’s ”basic service edge” causing new drastic challenges for EWS. To cope with this 
new geographical situation related to missing and deficient basic services and a potential 
uncontrolled urban sprawl, an urban edge was defined by the municipality that according to 
Sutherland (et al. 2013) became the base of the UDL. The UDL is jointly with cost recovery functions 
one of the eThekwini municipality most debated policies as it is argued to in fact be a service edge 
indicating ability to provide infrastructure including waterborne sanitation. Planning and 
development in the Metro is currently shaped by the UDL and has according to Sutherland (et al. 
2013 and et al. 2014) come to reflect the spatially differentiated model and been called a “sanitation 
belt” or “class line”. Hence, reflecting previous racial discrimination of apartheid by reinforcing 
inequality between those on the periphery in which the majority are poor and black receiving a 
different set of services to those within the UDL.  
 
Studies of eThekwini Municipality’s differentiation of services and how it is perceived by users have 
been done in relation to water in Hellberg (2015) dissertation “The Biopolitics of Water”. In were 
arrangements of water service delivery are studied through a narrative approach of its users. Water 
is as sanitation, provided through different technologies depending on residential area and economic 
conditions and each system has separate tariff and payments systems. The author argues that the 
differentiated service provision and technologies of water which relays on users economic conditions 
results into various levels of “right to water” and preconditions to living a good and dignifying life.  

2.3.2 UDDTs a dignifying sanitation alternative for the poor? 

The eThekwini municipality struggle today with a sanitation backlog of 24% referring to households 
which have inadequate access to sanitation for example unimproved pit latrines, bucket latrines or 
even no facilities. Among the 76% of the population that in the municipality has access to improved 
sanitation the figures are the following (UKZN 2013): 

o 54% of households have flush toilets connected to sewerage 
o 4% have flush toilets connected to septic tanks4 

                                                           
4
 “A septic tank is a watertight chamber made of brick work, concrete, fibreglass, PVC or plastic, through which 

blackwater from cistern or pour-flush toilets and greywater through a pipe from inside a building or an outside 
toilet flows for primary treatment. Settling and anaerobic processes reduce solids and organics, but the 
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o 10% have urine-diverting dry toilets (85 000 installed)  
o 4% have improved Ventilated Pit Latrines (32 000 installed) 
o 4% have access to community ablution blocks (520 installed) 

Prior to the expansion of the municipality in 2000, eThekwini had provided Ventilated Improved Pit 
latrines (VIP) and 200 liters water tanks to rural areas included in the municipal boundaries. The high 
cost of emptying VIPs and the inaccessibility of many rural settlements due to the topography led 
eThekwini municipality to rethink the manner in which they would provide sanitation and water 
services to these areas, introducing therefore UDDTs. The UDDTs were regarded by the municipality 
as the most cost-effective technology to begin addressing the sanitation backlog in the rural and peri-
urban areas. The major driving forces were the prevention of outbreaks of waterborne diseases 
among the population, lowering of maintenance costs of the sanitation system and the fact that the 
technology was water-free. Incidents like for example the cholera outbreaks from 2000 in KwaZulu-
Natal had ended with 113,966 registered cases and 259 deaths by 2002. The consequences of 
inadequate sanitation to the population’s health had therefore become a prioritized issue and matter 
of urgency. At the same time, warnings from the National Planning Commission about the future 
water scarcity in the region made the municipality to rethink technologies of sanitation (Scott & 
Philip, 2011 and SuSanA, 2011). The implementation of the UDDT-programme began in 2002 and is 
still delivering toilets to date. Approximately around 85 000 UDDTs are installed in the municipality 
estimating serving over 500,000 people. The delivery was conducted in a series of project areas 
covering now all the rural area. With a pace of constructing and delivering around 300 new 
toilets/month, the plan was in 2013 to eliminate the backlog in 5 to 6 years. However, population 
influx into the municipality and internal movement requires new sanitation facilities to be installed 
continually (UKZN 2013).  

The UDDT-programme integrates water and sanitation services as a package and households receives 
water facilities (potable ground water tank system with yard taps of 300 litres) and sanitation (UDDT) 
together with hygiene education as well as operation and maintenance training. The package is 
provided to families free of charge but the responsibility of maintenance of the UDDT is up to each 
household. The waterless sanitation system features a double-vault dry ventilated toilet based on 
separation of urine from faeces. The collected urine diverts into soak pit that penetrates the soil. 
Located above the first vault is a plastic pedestal collecting faeces, anal cleansing material and 
bulking agents that later is switched to the second vault when the first vault is full. The pedestal is 
therefore movable and vaults are used in shifts. Once the second vault is full, the content of the first 
vault is supposed to have undergone pathogen deactivation and be manually emptied by the 
household and buried in a pit onsite. Typically, one vault takes between 6 to 12 months to fill, 
depending on household size and diet type. Sand, ash or dried leaves are used to cover and as a 
desiccant of the faeces. This is important, as disease-causing pathogens require a moist environment 
to persist and be active in their ability to transmit diseases. Thus, by not mixing faeces with urine and 
covering the faeces with desiccant to facilitate drying, most pathogens are inactivated. Further, 
pathogens only endure for a period of time, so storage during desiccation is part of the treatment 
technology of the UDDT. The covering of the faeces reduces also the opportunity for vector contact 
(for example flies) that can transmit disease-causing pathogens to humans (Roma et al. 2013; UKZN 
2013 & Kvarnström et al. 2013). Illustrated in the following figure is an UDDT from EWS training 
material.  

 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
treatment is only moderate. Effluent is infiltrated into the ground or transported via a sewer to a (semi)-
centralised treatment plant. Accumulating faecal sludge needs to be dug out the chamber regularly and 
correctly disposed of” (SSWM 2015). 
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Figure 5  
UDDT instructions leaflet 

 
Source: EWS Leaflet in Sutherland (Presentation), 2015 
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Figure 6 

UDDT installed in eThekwini Municipality (black dots), Map from 2011-01-15 

 Source: Pollution Research Group-UKZN 2011 

Above is a figure that shows were thse UDDTs are located in the municipality by black dots, clearly 
demonstrating that the majority of the UDDTs are locates outside of Durban’s urban core. A pilot 
survey undertaken in 2011 commissioned by the eThekwini Municipality on the current state, use 
and benefits of the UDDTs, was conducted with 3528 households and several focus groups in three 
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peripheral areas (mainly peri-urban). The responses indicated that the toilets had been beneficial to 
the households’ health and contributed to local economic development by providing jobs to 
households members but that people still were unhappy with the toilets (Scott & Philip, 2011).  The 
main problem expressed was the widespread dissatisfaction of households with the UDDTs and 
wishes for traditional flush toilets which were found to be connected to social status and a symbol 
for “urban life and dignity”. Respondents from the surveys also expressed that the UDDTs were 
difficult to maintain in several aspects. It was problematic to get a hold of dry sawdust and the 
construction itself needed a lot of maintenance that households thought was difficult to provide. The 
foremost complaint was though the difficulties of emptying the vaults and households perceiving it 
to be “unhygienic”. Complaints about bad odour and flies were common as well as children having 
difficulties using the drying material.  

An additional extended survey was executed in 2011 regarding the use of the toilets of 17 499 
households from 65 rural and peri-urban areas in the municipality. The use was reported to be 
relativity high, at a level of 80% of the sample but also reported again was high levels of 
dissatisfaction with the toilet facilities, around 70%. This was mostly associated with bad odour and 
malfunctioning of the pedestal. Results indicated that the use of UDDTs was lower when a pit latrine 
was present in the dwelling perimeter and if the toilet was far away from the house. Other post-
implementation challenges was: lack of privacy from doors not closing properly, poor material and 
construction of the toilets, difficulties in maintenance of the UDDTs and the urine pipe not being 
connected correctly creating bad odour. Satisfaction with the UDDTs was particular lower for people 
who lived in peri-urban areas, closer to sewerage system as they aspired to get flush toilets. While in 
the rural communities, the acceptance was somewhat higher of the UDDTs. The biggest challenge in 
terms of acceptance was though the emptying of the vaults (Roma et al. 2013).  

The EWS have investigated methods of improving the design of the UDDT and established open 
communication channels such as a municipal call center to achieve better alignment between 
officials, councilors and users. The UDDT-programme had initially no focus on reusing faeces and 
urine but EWA is together with the University of KwaZulu-Natal (UKZN) and EAWAG (Swiss Federal 
Institute of Aquatic Science and Technology) testing and developing different nutrient recovery 
strategies. Researched is the possibility and economic potential of collecting urine, processing it into 
a fertilizer and the use of vermiculture to process excreta from the UDDTs for animal feed. Studies 
and risk assessment conducted on the reuse of faecal and urine material from UDDTs has though 
recorded a high pathogen load which is persisting as a challenge. (Scott & Philip and 2011 UKZN & 
EWS 2013).  
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3. Theoretical tools of analysis 
By using theoretical conceptualization on empirical questions the study seeks to understand how 
governing dynamics at and between actors affect the use, service and provision in the UDDT-
programme. Conflicting ways of governing, and the rationalities behind them have been pointed out 
as one of the main conditions which impede and challenge service provision of sanitation in the 
global south (Ekane et al. 2013). Foucault’s notion of governmentality has a broad scope in social 
science. It has previously been used and assessed critically in different ways to analyze basic service 
provision, infrastructure and environment in a “development context” as in: Gandy 2006, Murray Li 
2007a, Hellberg 2015, Kooy & Bakker 2008 and Babu 2009. It is therefore incorporated in the analysis 
with the purpose to put the aim of the thesis into a larger perspective in the research field of 
sanitation planning and governance in the sector of urban development in the global south.  

3.1 Governmentality: Acts of governing and modes of thought 
The theoretical notion of governmentality was first used by Michel Foucault in his studies on 
government/governmental rationalities in the 1970s. “The term governmentality consists of two part 
(governer and mentalité), which underlines a semantic link between acts of governing and modes of 
though underpinning them” (Häkli 2009: 629). The concept of governmentality does not have a 
straightforward meaning but can be seen as a “larger umbrella that addresses how technologies of 
rule render subjects, societies and populations governable” (Hellberg 2015: 47). Mainly used in social 
science, it explores modes of governing the conduct of others and fostering of individual practice of 
self-government referred to as the “conduct of conduct” (Huxley 2009). 

In large strokes Foucault intertwines in the concept of governmentality the practices of governments 
and their effects on the people who are governed by the way people also govern themselves (Häkli 
2009). The term ”government” is used by Foucault (2000) in a broad meaning and originally refers to 
how “government” was discussed before the nineteenth century. When it was not only restricted to 
state politics but also used in different contexts such as in the conduct of individuals and groups of 
for example children, the sick or communities. The art of government referring to “the conduct of 
conduct” starting point is that governance as a widespread phenomenon is not limited to the sphere 
of the state. Instead it takes place when individuals and groups seek to shape their own conduct or 
the conduct of others ranging from e.g. individual self-control, the management of family up to the 
government of a population (Häkli 2009 and Walters 2012). In (Murray Li 2007b: 275) it is simply put 
as the “attempt to shape human conduct by calculated means”. According to the author, it is 
different from “discipline” as it does not seek to reform groups and individuals through supervision in 
confined quarters (e.g. prisons). Instead it use distinctive means by educating desires and configuring 
habits, aspirations and beliefs as it impossible to coerce and regulate individual in detail especially 
when power operates at a distance.  

It is important to mention that this is the broadest notion of Foucault’s term governmentality. It has 
been interpreted as having various meanings depending on context and used to distinguishing 
particular mentalities, arts and regimes of government and administration that have emerged since 
the “early modern” Europe (Dean 1999). Even though governmentality is not restricted to a historical 
period or power regime it has often been used by Foucault and other following scholars when 
referring to Western Liberal democracies. Because neoliberal societies are characterized by 
dispersed power structures, focusing on the freedom of choice based on the predominance of 
market mechanisms. In a neoliberal society, individuals are active in determining life choices while 
the state appears as a provider of social welfare services and other diverse possibilities so each 
individual can seek to fulfill its own full potential. Neoliberal governmentality nourishes therefore the 
population by influencing the technologies and rationalities of individuals’ self-regulation. Social 
control is so on achieved by means of subtle strategies of normalization in which self-regulating 
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individuals are produced by the “self-government”. An example is a person’s care for its own health 
and the action that person takes to care for his/her own health. It may seem to be an autonomous 
individual choice but the personal health of an individual is also the concern of the state who governs 
public health as they benefit for example economically by people not getting sick. The state tries 
therefore to manage the public health through different programmes and institutions like schools, 
creating also the shared knowledge of how to eat, exercise or sexual conduct. The concept of 
governmentality offers therefore an insight into the nature of social power and notion that power 
does not operate by simply physically forcing people to obey the will of the governor but actually 
balancing between techniques. These techniques assure the coercion and processes through which 
individuals modify or construct themselves (subjectivities) that governmental rationality impose on 
individuals. Mentality is key in the creation of this link as through internalization of rationalities 
individuals come to govern themselves in ways that can serve politically convenient ends (Häkli 
2009). 

Governmentality studies are used in a broad spectrum of fields within humanities, social sciences and 
geography but there is no single way of using this conceptual toolbox as different ways of 
appropriating has been done in diverse research fields. According to Huxley (2009), governmentality 
is still developing in social sciences and:  

“Studying ‘governmentality’, however, involves not only examination of practices and programmes 
aiming to shape, guide and govern the behavior of others and the self, or the calculations, 
measurements and technologies involved in knowing and directing the qualities of a population; but 
also pays attention to the aims and aspirations, the mentalities and rationalities intertwined in attempts 
to steer forms of conduct. These mentalities or rationalities of government are framed within ‘regimes 
of truth’ that inform the ‘thought’ secreted in projects of rule.”  

                       (Huxley 2009:187) 

Important to consider is also that the analytics of governmentality has been challenged as there are 
contested limits on how “effective” these governmental power are to change rationalities of a 
population through governmental interventions and programmes (technologies). Murray Li (2007) 
and Swyngedouw (2005) question the capacity of governments to rearrange rationalities in practice. 
Questioning how realistic it is to coerce the willpower of a population in societies that consists of 
multiple forces that configures the relationships engaging in governments. Murray Li (2007ab) takes 
a critical position to the actual possibilities to steer the “conduct of conduct” as the author argues 
that there are limits in to which technologies of rules impacts and change the rationality of a 
population. According to Swyngedeouw (2005), a new form of ruling in what the author calls 
“governance-beyond-the-state” has surged in the today’s modern era. Because currently civil society 
and market forces also sets the “rules of the game” under neoliberal agendas based on presumably 
horizontal, networking and interactive relations between actors. These new institutional 
arrangements have therefore started to challenge the traditional state-centered forms of policy-
making and how these arrangements articulate in the “conduct of conduct”. To have a critical point 
of view in an analysis were governmentality is used is fruitful as power structures can needed to be 
questioned and contested in a society were multiple structures prevail. In order to study how 
technologies renders down to shape conducts and discuss to which extend this is even possible. 
Because even if the will to govern is expansive it is not fixed in its outcome, so to examine the effects 
of governmental interventions at a range of different spatial scales can assist to examine the gap 
between plan and realization (Murray Li 2007b).   

The governmentality concept was chosen for this study because it offers an insight in the mentality 
of rule in which rationalities underpin technologies (practices and programmes) of government. It 
was considered a fitting approach as this study seeks to understand the formation and 
interconnection between rationalities and technologies of the different actors within the UDDT-
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programme in Durban. Using both “rationalities” and “technologies of rule” which lay within the 
theoretical umbrella concept of governmentality will with an also critical approach to 
governmentality be applied in the discussion and analysis. Derived from Häkli (2009) rationalities and 
technologies are interpreted and defined as following in this thesis:  

o Rationalities: is the knowledge production in relation to the rationalities of rule (how truths 
constitute the social world as being governable and administrable). Here attention will be 
focused on the rationalities that underlie the rule (and create mentalities) of the ways in 
which problems and actors are defined, knowledge and information recognized and enacted, 
and codes of conduct created and circulated.  

o Technologies: is the focus on the practices and programmes of government which is the 
operationalization of governmental rationalities in material processes and acts. This also 
includes on how techniques of the “self” interact with structures of domination. Government 
is seen as an ensemble of institutions and procedures that facilitate the exercise of this 
complex form of power through activities and techniques.  

In Durban the EWS are governing over sanitation as service providers and have through the UDDT-
programme implemented what is considered an alternative sanitation technology in a South African 
context. Previous surveys show difficulties in households embracing the UDDT even though large 
efforts have been made on introducing and educating them on the technology. Indicating that there 
is a gap of knowledge yet to be solved on why sanitation in the UDDT-programme is being so difficult 
to manage. By using the concept of governmentality, this gap of knowledge on why governing 
sanitation has resulted to be so intricate will be understood by not only studying the physical 
measures taken by different actors but also the rationalities that underlie these actions. In search of 
finding explanations of not only how actors interrelate with each other in this sanitation service but 
also how their thoughts and practices on the UDDT are shaped and argued for. The governmentality 
approach offers this insight as it includes the interconnectedness between different actors in a 
governing system/structure but also provides tools for understanding the construction of knowledge 
and norms which steer the conduct in sanitation.  
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4. Method and research design  
This study is a case study using a mixed method approach leaning towards the qualitative side but 
incorporating some quantitative data. Both first and second-hand data have been collected with the 
aim to also consider previous research and knowledge on the UDDT-program. The firsthand data is 
mainly composed of interviews with actors involved in the UDDT-programme but also observations. 
One aim in the research design was to collect data from different type of actors involved in the 
UDDT-programme in Mzinyathi to get a broad perspective and understanding for what technologies 
and rationalities exist and are being exercised at all levels. When working with large portions of 
qualitative data it is important to have ethical and methodological considerations. Therefore also 
described in this chapter is how a critical reflexivity approach has been used in the whole research 
process. 

4.1 Methods used 
A case study was selected to study UDDT-program in Durban as it is a suitable approach to 
investigate “real-life situations” through a mainly qualitative in-deep perspective as it offers a 
nuanced and holistic view and understanding of reality and its complex processes. The strength of 
social science is that it produces concrete, context-dependent knowledge of case studies and is 
therefore fitting for the production of this kind of research knowledge. Though case studies often are 
judged as a method that is difficult to use to “proof thing” due to absence from “hard” science it is 
highly useful in the search to learn and understand subjects and events. There are of course always 
difficulties generalizing on the basis from a single case study as well risks of subjective interpretations 
of the findings as many case studies rely on ethnographic methods. Nevertheless, the actual strength 
of case studies is the actual depth of the research in search of understanding a phenomenon, not 
generalizing findings. Case studies and findings on small-scale cases can help to critically linking local 
issues to larger meso- and macro challenges by analytically scaling up specific findings without falling 
in the hole of generalizing due to the approach’s reflective nature (Flyvbjerg 2006 and Hardwick 
2009).   

A mixed-method approach towards a qualitative side grounded in data triangulation assisted to 
substantiate the validity of findings by using overlapping sets of both qualitative and quantitative 
data. By combining different methods, the study seeks to understand and illustrate challenges and 
opportunities embedded in the implementation of the UDDT-system. A mixed method approach is 
applied as the condition and context in which the case study was executed is socially complex and 
multifaceted (GrØnmo 2006). Data triangulation refers to the mixture and use of more than one 
method of gathering data. Through combining qualitative and quantitative data the purpose has 
been to create a holistic picture of the research problem by incorporating data that complement 
each other. The reason for which triangulation was used is not only to increase the validity of the 
methods but also to enrich the analysis (Nightingale, 2009). In this study’s mixed method approach, 
the point of interface is in the discussion and analysis. In which a quantitative data strand from 
mainly secondary data and data from closed-ended interview questions is added into a mainly 
qualitative research design, which is the guiding approach of this study.  

4.2 Data collection: The field study 
Empirical data was collected during two months of fieldwork conducted between 25th of February to 
24th of April, 2015 in Durban, South Africa. A mixed set of data was gathered through mainly 
qualitative first-hand data such as semi-structured interviews and observations but also qualitative 
and quantitative secondary data from maps, policy document and previous reports/surveys on the 
UDDT-programme.  
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4.2.1 Interviews & Sample selection 

Interviews were used as it is an appropriate method to obtain information on a wide range of 
different qualitative dimensions of a specific research problem (Willis 2006). Different types of 
interviews were conducted, both semi-structured and unstructured. The interviews were mainly built 
up around pre-defined themes with both closed-end and open-ended questions in order to collect 
some quantitative data but mainly qualitative data. The interviews were open to follow-up questions. 
This contributed flexibility in the interviews and freedom for the informants to speak openly about 
their opinions and feelings about the programme. It also gave me an opportunity to re-direct the 
questions in case of new revelations. The purpose with the interviews was to understand the 
informant and “open” up the conversation on the implementation and thoughts of the service of the 
UDDT-system under the changing conditions of settlement. The advantage of interviews as a method 
is its people-oriented approach allowing informants to with their own words express and describe 
their experiences (Valentine 2005). The aim of interviews are therefore not only to be 
“representative” but understand how people experience and comprehend their own lives whether 
they are semi-structured or unstructured in this thesis.  

The selection of informants for interviews was done mainly based on their roles, involvement and 
relevance in the UDDT-programme. The informants were from different levels in the UDDT-
programme. From household to municipal functionaries who interact directly with the communities 
up to high-level officials. Due to changing circumstances in the field and availability of informants 
both semi-structured interviews based on an interview schedule with predefined themes, and 
unstructured interviews (of a more “conversational” type) were executed. All interviews took 
between 30 minutes to 2 hours and were conducted at the informants “home-arena” meaning their 
houses or offices. Notes were taken and if recorded the interview was transcribed. If interviews were 
recorded was depended on whether they were semi-structured and planned or unstructured and 
circumstantial as well as consideration for individual privacy. For example, the interview with local 
EWS managers in Mzinyathi was not planned and was given without notice due to sudden availability 
in a sporadic visit to their offices. However, none of the household interviews were recorded as it 
was not deemed appropriate by my “research team” as informants could feel uncomfortable sharing 
private information on their sanitation habits and opinions about local authorities. In all interviews 
awareness about power relationships was taken due to the notion that unequal power relationships 
between me as a researcher and the informants exist to various degrees. This can affect the 
interviews by for example informants giving me answers they believe I as researcher want. Therefore 
it is important to be aware that my presence can influence the informant’s answers. Interviews were 
conducted with the following informants:  

Households with UDDTs in Mzinyathi  

o 30 semi-structured interviews with households owning UDDTs were conducted during a 
week in Mzinyathi based on an established interview schedule5 consisting of both closed and 
open-ended questions. The purpose was to collect information on households’ livelihoods 
and relation to political governing systems and sanitation. In the selection of households, 
efforts were made to get a diverse sample by including household from different 
neighborhoods and who have had the toilets for different amount of time in Mzinyathi. The 
sampling of households was sporadically on the criteria that they had an UDDT toilet and on 
availability in each neighborhood in Mzinyahti. The neighborhoods were chosen by my 
research assistant who were aware of that I wanted a diverse sample as possible for this 
study, so a different neighborhood was selected each day. The aim was to avoid/minimize 
some of the sampling bias that usually occurs in smaller studies by getting more variation in 

                                                           
5
 Interview schedule is attached in appendix 
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the set of sample of households. The households that were selected for interviews were also 
of course depended on the consent of the households’ members but all households 
approached for interviews said yes to be part of the study. Of the 30 households interviewed, 
all but one had the UDDT-water and sanitation package. The one household in the sample 
that did not have an UDDT was still included in the study as it also added valuable 
information on different alternative water and sanitation services in Mzinyathi.  

The interviews were executed under certain conditions together with a research team due to 
safety and practical issues but also since I as a foreign researcher needed assistance with 
translation in Zulu. In addition, I was also in need of gatekeepers or in this case calling it 
“gate-openers” so I could get the confidence and permission of the households to conduct 
the interviews. The research team consisted of a Dutch student college from the University 
of Amsterdam, two local persons from the neighborhood of Mzinyathi (one of them a 
researcher at UKZN and the other was a local resident), as well as one Zulu-speaking local 
student from UKZN that assisted with translations. We divided us into two groups and I 
conducted 11 of the interviews together with one or two of the local research assistance and 
my student college conducted 19. As we used the same interview schedule all interview data 
conducted by my research team is used but to various degrees in the study. From the 11 
interviews conducted by me, I am using all data but from the 19 interviews conducted by my 
student colleague only data from the closed-end questions are included in the study. The 
households interviews were not recorded as mentioned above out of respect for the 
informants as it could create an uncomfortable and rigid environment.  
 

eThekwini Municipality, EWS Collaborative Partners and Traditional Authorities 

o eThekwini Municipality: A total of 10 informants from eThekwini Water and Sanitation Unit 
were interviewed consisting of a mixture of staff from different hierarchal levels within the 
unit. Some of the interviews were transcribed depending on the circumstances of the 
environment. The interviews were semi-structured and some of them unstructured of a 
more conversational typ. Informants were both from the top-management of EWS but also 
so-called “street-level” officials meaning staff from EWS that work in Mzinyathi with the 
actual education and installations and of the toilets. Of these 10 informants, three of them 
are high-level officials and two are intermediary/“street-level” officials in Mzinyathi. Last, 
was one unstructured group interview with five sanitation facilitators from EWS working in 
Mzinyathi. The sanitation facilitators are locally hired staff from Mzinyathi that educate and 
train the households on the UDDTs.  

o Other collaborative actors to EWS: eThekwini Water & Sanitation Unit works together with 
several partners within their UDDT-programme and interviews were conducted with two of 
their collaborative organizations. The purpose was to collect information about the process 
and development of the UDDT-programme. The interviews were semi-structured with pre-
defined questions. Among them was staff from the consultancy company Khanyisa Projects 
from which I interviewed two different managers. The second institution was the Pollution 
Research Group (PRG) at the School of Engineering at the University of KwaZulu-Natal from 
which I carried out one interview with one informant.  

o Traditional Authorities: I conducted interviews with three persons from the TAs in two 
separate occasions. The first interview was with two officials from the Ingonyama Trust 
Board: one is Head of Real Estate and the other is a Land Management Officer. The second 
interview was with an Induna which is an official/right-hand man to the Inkosi (Zulu-name for 
a traditional chief) in Mzinyathi from the Qadi Traditional Council. 
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4.2.2 Observations 

Observations as a research method in this study consisted of descriptions and reflections written 
down in field notes and also photographs of observed actions of the actors and conditions of their 
local environment. I used observation as a complement to interviews in the field study to get an 
overview of how the UDDT-programme is progressing. The observations were mainly done together 
with the actual fieldwork in Mzinyathi when visiting the households. Permission was asked to 
photograph each UDDT and all the informants’ accepted. The observations were important for the 
study as they helped me as a researcher to understand and observe the actual state of the toilets. A 
field study visit to one of EWS and UKZN research sites facilities called Newland-Mashu was also 
included in the study as an observation. Newland-Mashu is located in the Newlands East area of 
Durban and used to conduct research experiments and test the applicability of UDDT-models in the 
field. Observation were used to understand how different actors react and talk about their lived 
experiences in the UDDT-programme but also to observe and take notes of what they actually do, 
and not only say that they do. 

4.2.3 Documents and Maps 

Collected in the fieldwork were relevant documents and maps consisting of a mixture of firsthand 
data such as regulations and policy documents and secondary data in form of maps, previous surveys 
and research on the UDDT-system in Durban. Policy documents was included in the study to collect 
data about laws, regulations and guidelines or other documents on national and municipal level 
regarding: sanitation as a basic right, distribution of state responsibility over sanitation provision and 
the UDDT-programme. The secondary data was important in this study as it provided context and 
was compared to this study primary data with for example interviews with the households. When 
using secondary data it is though important to be aware of its source and interpretation. Therefore in 
this study mainly public official documents and academic research was used. Either to contribute to 
the contextual information in order to achieve an understanding for processes of change by 
overlapping geographical, historical and socio-economic information but also on use and perception 
of the UDDTs (Clark 2005). Maps were also included in the study to contextualise the research with 
geographical information about eThekwini spatial conceptualization and how these geographical 
conditions relate to the service provision. Specific maps over Mzinyathi were also extracted from 
Google Earth/Maps to get an overview and visual evidence of how the central parts of the area have 
intensely become more residentially dense over the last couple of years.  

4.3 Limitations in the field: Ethical and methodological considerations 
During the field work, I tried to be constantly aware of the fact that my presence and role as an 
outsider investigator can affect the informants answers as power and local social structures can lead 
to an unequal relationship between me as researcher and the ones researched. It was also essential 
to have in mind that sanitation habits can be a sensitive matter to discuss. This is why it was 
important to complement the study with document collections and observations. Throughout the 
field study, I was however thorough in introducing myself and explaining the purpose of my study in 
all related activities as a way to be transparent and respectful to my informants. One of the mayor 
limitations in this study was not only the time and resource limits but that I was relying on research 
assistants as gatekeeper/openers but also for translation as many of the informants in Mzinyathi 
preferred to speak in Zulu instead of English. Relying on translators can to different degrees affect 
the validity of the information. However, efforts to mitigate this were done by follow-up questions 
and complementing the data collection with incorporating observations, documents and maps. The 
reliability of this study is difficult to measure since the qualitative methods used do not guarantee 
repeatability and the data could always be coloured unconsciously by my subjective thoughts in spite 
of efforts of objectivity. Certain reoccurring patterns have although been found by combining 
qualitative data together with quantitative data. It deserves therefore to be said that even if the 



31 
 
 

questions and answers would not be exactly the same if the study was carried out twice, perceptions 
and problems identified in this area might still be found similar in a qualitative study in this particular 
context.  

It is important to go through a reflexive process of the data collection and analysis by also critically 
evaluate one’s own research methods through critical reflexivity. The term critical reflexivity refers to 
the practice of having a critical introspection during the actual practical fieldwork and the power 
relationships that it entails. I as a researcher need to be aware of the implications of my presence on 
the informants and their environment especially when using qualitative methods and working with 
issues of poverty were unequal structures related to for example gender, ethnicity and religion are 
common (Walsh 2009 and Mayoux 2006). Even though these issues cannot completely be eliminated 
from a research process, their impact on the research findings and analysis can be mitigated if 
awareness of these structures are is intertwined in the research methods. This adds on a layer of 
reflections contributing to the discussion of findings. Importantly also incorporating essential ethical 
dimensions of research by respecting and being responsible with the knowledge and experiences 
informants and the environment studied shares with you. 

4. 4 Operationalization: Data coding and analysis  
Through a qualitative content analysis, the material was coded and categorized using the theoretical 
notion of governmentality. The categorizing and coding of the data together with a critical reflexivity 
approach was executed with the effort to diminish risks of subjectivity. The data collected was coded 
into different categories in order to structure up the qualitative and quantitative data so that 
answers could be compared and analyzed accordingly. As the success of a content analysis depends 
greatly on the coding process, the aim was to organize large quantities of information into much 
fewer content categories through establishing basic categories related to the research questions 
(Hsied and Shannon 2005). The categories are therefore established themes from this paper’s 
research questions and theory (governmentality) in which their relations are identified and discussed 
in the analysis. The first established theme is “human agency” which is referring to the practice and 
perceptions of the UDDTs meaning the thoughts and actions taken by actors when they express their 
individual power/technologies in the context of the UDDT-use. What is referred to when using and 
discussing “political governance” are the political systems involved in the UDDT-programme together 
with the means and relations of power and rule in which the systems governs. “Rapid urbanization” 
in this toolbox refers to the fast non-state controlled transition process taking place in form of an 
increasing population densification, concentrating and forming the settlement to have an urban 
character in Mzinyathi, Durban. Figure 7 o the next page illustrates the analytical toolbox. 
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Figure 7 
 Analytical Toolbox 
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5. Findings & Discussion 
Presented in the following chapter are the results from the data collection in the categories of 
human agency, political governance and urbanization according to the analytical toolbox. Data 
regarding each category have been collected from each actor and are compared and discussed as 
how they separately and jointly shape and affect the UDDT-programme using the theoretical notion 
of governmentality of rationalities and technologies.   

5.1 Human Agency: Different technologies on the ground 
As described in the background chapter each UDDT is delivered in a water and sanitation package to 
domestic household were municipal waterborne sanitation is not available, beyond the UDL in 
Durban. The UDDT is the minimum level of basic sanitation service approved by the municipality for 
households where water supply is limited to the 300 liters tanks (eThekwini 2013). The information 
on exactly how many UDDTs there are in Mzinyathi has not been able to be collected for this study as 
the municipality did not mark or numerate the toilets. Their methods of counting UDDTs in each area 
have instead been through aerial photos. Currently nobody knows exactly how many UDDTs are in 
use in the municipality but an estimated number is around 65 000 (Gounden, EWS 2015 and Alcock, 
Khanyisa Projects 2015). 

5.1.1 Households 

As mentioned earlier in this study, two larger surveys was executed on the use and perception of the 
UDDTs by the municipality together with the UKZN in 2011, one of 3528 households and a second 
larger study of 17 449 households. In addition to these surveys, two more survey reports from 2014 
were collected in the fieldwork on usage, attitudes and social acceptance of the UDDT-programme. 
According to these surveys from both peri-urban and rural areas of 224 households (Khanyisa 
Projects Report 2014) and 1567 households (Etter 2015 by UKZN), signs of large dissatisfaction is still 
present (60% according to the Khanyisa Project report). Results from the surveys shows that people 
in rural areas use UDDTs more than in peri-urban areas because of what is assumed as lack of other 
alternatives. Another finding was that almost no households had revisits from EWS staff, which is 
supposed to be part of the educational package. According to Lawrence Ngubane, Managing member 
at Khanyisa Projects (2015) they even got the impression from households that “people have 
forgotten how to use them”. The aspiration to have a flush toilet is still present and complaints about 
the UDDT having bad odour, poor condition of the door and the faecal vault not being emptied was 
common (Etter 2015). Findings in both survey reports tell that the UDDTs were found to be poorly 
maintained and have dysfunctional back covers. An interesting discovery was also that some but very 
few households actually paid to get their toilets empty but that a majority of the households would 
empty the vaults if they got paid (Khanyisa Projects Report 2014). According to the Khanyisa Projects 
Report (2014) while usage in urban areas was at 85%, it was somewhat lower in rural areas at 75%, 
somewhat surprising as households in rural areas stated to be more satisfied with the UDDTs. From 
the 30 households interviews conducted for this study in Mzinyathi about use and practices on the 
ground similar results to these surveys from 2014 were found. A similar finding with the Khanyisa 
Projects Report (Ngubane 2015) was also that the toilets were often located in a tricky position on 
the plot, for example on elevated slopes making the actual emptying of the vaults difficult. 

From the 30 household interviews, the UDDTs were according to informants mainly used in 
combination with other sanitation facilities. Around 2/3 of the households stated using the UDDT 
alone or in combination with other sanitation facilities such as pit-latrines or flush toilets connected 
to septic tanks. In this kind of “mixed” use, the UDDT was often a “secondhand” alternative used less 
or when the other sanitation facilities were not working. Almost half of the households were found 
to in addition to the municipal water tank also have running water taps (inside or outside and 



34 
 
 

0-5
years

5-10
years

>10
years

Don't
know

Households 4 4 17 4

0

5

10

15

20

Received UDDT (Years back) 

Yes No

Households 19 9

0

5

10

15

20

Still use UDDT 

sometimes both) which was illegally connected to the water network and so on connected to the 
septic tanks. 

Figure 8     Figure 9 

Source: Both from Mzinyathi Households interviews 2015 

Figure 10 
Summarized data regarding sanitation and UDDTs from interviews with the 30 households  

(Note: 1 of the 30 households did not have an UDDT) 

 
Source: Mzinyathi Households interviews 2015 

The majority of the household had the toilets for more than 10 years, which was the point in time 
when most UDDTs were constructed. The UDDTs were often broken and badly maintained and in 
need of repairs. Common findings were missing front doors, crocket urine-pipe, back doors to vaults 
broken and bad odour. Many households seemed also to partly have forgotten how to use the UDDT 
correctly or in some cases was not living there when the UDDT was introduced to the house. Because 
of the old age of the UDDT many informants told that they were not living in Mzinyathi when the 
toilet were constructed and education was given on the technology. In other cases, it was due to new 
family members moving in- and out of the house to other areas or they were simply new house 
owners. When households where asked about how they use the UDDT there was a clear divide in 
responses between those who said been educated on the sanitation technology as they had better 
knowledge on the UDDT then informants stating never been part of any municipal educational 
introduction. For example, some households stated using water or some kind of chemical solution to 
take away the smell in the toilet creating moisture in the vaults, contradictory to the whole point of 
the UDDT technology. Other households had changed the structure of the toilets by for example 
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cementing the pedestal or closing up the backdoors to the vaults so that they could not be open. A 
few households said had asked EWS for help with repairs but never receiving any feedback. As 
around half of the households owned an UDDT in combination with other sanitation facilities there 
was a clear divide between those with higher incomes and “fancier” houses and households of lower 
income with “simpler” houses. Households with higher income often had a UDDT that they had 
“inherited” from previous owners together with a privately installed flush toilet (septic tanks) while 
households with lower incomes had an UDDT but also an old private pit latrine left that they still use. 
In some few households, a combination of all three different sanitation technologies where found to 
be present on the property. Households who did not use the UDDT at all anymore stated preferring 
and gone over to using only a pit latrine or flush toilet. 

Figure 11 
An UDDT alongside a Pit latrine 

 
Photo: Denise Silveti Bustillos 

Figure 12  
Summarized data regarding water services from interviews with the 30 households  

 
Source: Mzinyathi Households interviews 2015 
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Source: Mzinyathi Households interviews 2015 

As seen from the figure on “satisfaction with water services” the majority of informants stated to 
some degree be satisfied with water service in Mzinyathi. When asked why, the most common 
answers were that the water was of good quality and free though many households had problems 
with sporadic water cuts. It is however important to consider that some households had illegally 
connected water taps. Hence, they were not using the municipality’s water service (300 liters tanks) 
that is supposed to be the “only” appropriate water technology in the area according to municipality 
water and sanitation policies when having a UDDT. These households are therefore servicing 
themselves with a higher level of water service than intended and provided by the municipality. Even 
though a majority of the households state that to be satisfied with water services around 2/3 of the 
informants stated to be dissatisfied with the UDDT even though they are part of a joint package. 
According to the informants common problems with the UDDTs compared to the “long-drop” 
(households name for the pit latrines) was that they got full to quick and were in need of repair. 
Households also thought that the UDDTs were uncomfortable and difficult to use, clean and empty 
and that it sometimes was constructed on an unfitting location on their plots.  

Figure 14    Figure 15 

Source: Both from Mzinyathi Households interviews 2015 
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Figure 16 
Left: Back of UDDT (household 13) & Right: Demonstration UDDT (EWS local office, Mzinyathi)  

 
Photos: Denise Silveti Bustillos 

Frequently said by households to be the most difficult part of maintaining the toilets was the 
emptying of the vaults, perceived as being unhygienic. Most of the informants had never heard of 
the UDDTs before receiving one from the municipality and as one of the informant said “we didn’t 
ask for it but the government came down here and gave us them” (Households nr 13). Among the 
households that were somewhat satisfied with the UDDTs, they liked that the toilet provided them 
with privacy. It was better than having nothing but still stated wanting a flush toilet when asked 
about what kind of services they additionally needed in the area. The households’ attitudes towards 
the UDDT seem to be reliant on their experiences and perception of other sanitation technologies 
and awareness that the UDDT is a sanitation technology adapted to poorer communities. Brought up 
by many households was also that the toilets were more than a decade old, stating that it was now 
time for “development”. As said by one informant “We need something better for today, a never 
technology [toilet] and another standard of tank – water that is running” (Household no. 13). 
Another informant answered when asked about what services they need in the area: “To transform 
the UDDT into a flush toilet” (Household nr 3). A further comment from one of the wealthier 
informants, who newly moved into Mzinyathi from an urban area with sewerage system, was that 
with the previous system “my business was only to flush” (Household no 12). This informant was not 
impressed with the UDDT, stating that when comparing it with a flush-toilet it requires more 
maintenance but at the same time delivers a “lower-level” of sanitation service. A grand majority of 
the households complained about the actual design of the toilet being too shallow calling it “short-
drop” (distance between pedestal and vault). According to households, this caused the faeces to be 
visible and the bad odour, perceiving it to be unhygienic. Issues of maintenance and emptying also 
caused dissatisfaction with the UDDT as it forces the user to come in close contact with their own 
faeces which by many households said to be un-dignifying. These two factors seemed contributing to 
household thinking that the UDDT was more unhygienic than other sanitation facilities as it obligates 
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the user to have closer contact with the excreta. These were also the reasons for many households 
choosing the pit latrine to the UDDT as they preferred the longer physical distance to the excreta and 
that there is no emptying as they close the pit down when it is full. The pit latrines found on site were 
of very poor conditions and bad odour. Only one informant of the 11 interviews actually brought up 
the practical benefit from saving water. Reasoning about the UDDT being an environmentally 
appropriate solution was nothing that otherwise came up in the household interviews, which is one 
of the municipality’s main arguments to back up the UDDT-programme. 

5.1.2 EWS and Collaborative Partners 

During the time of the fieldwork for this study in Mzinyathi, toilets from the UDDT-programme’s last 
phase from 2011 were still being installed. Currently 2000 toilets have been constructed to around 
3000 households in Mzinyathi and households receiving the toilets are people who been part of the 
baseline from this last UDDT-phase. Situated in Mzinyathi during the time of the fieldwork was a 
temporary local EWS field office were a management group with locally hired facilitators where 
working with the continued rollout of the programme. The interviewed local management team 
consisting of Mr Pilloy, (Clerk of works) and Syrial (local official) stated in the interview that one of 
the main reoccurring problem is that the toilets are considered to be too shallow/short-drop. So 
even if households in the beginning tend to be content with the toilets, the actual design of the toilet 
cause dislike among households in the long-run. It gets full to quickly compare to the pit latrine that 
many households are accustomed to, or flush toilets were people can just flush the excreta away. 
According to the local managers, the system is in reality “good” but what is problematic is that 
people are not used to a system of foreign technology and households use them inappropriately. 
When asked about how many UDDT they believe are still in use in Mzinyathi, the local managers 
estimates around 85-90%. They would however not recommend the system for the future because 
people still want flush toilets and “development”. Five local facilitators at EWS field office (2015) told 
in their interview that their work started in 2011 by doing door-to-door visits to assess the need 
through finding households that did not have any type sanitation facility or had an inadequate 
sanitation facility. Households receiving an UDDT would according to the facilitators then get 
educating in the technology. The facilitators stated to do revisits for inspection of the toilets but not 
repairs to households from the phase 2011-2015, so they do not know how the older toilets are 
“keeping up”. They share the same opinion with the local managers that people are not happy with 
having to emptying the toilets and think the UDDT is “too shallow”.  The facilitators also tell that 
there is some kind of shared aspiration in Mzinyathi of all wanting a flush toilet. 

On a higher management level within EWS, measures are taken throughout the UDDT-programme to 
deal with the challenges that are discovered as a result of surveys and studies on the programme. In 
interviews with Teddy Gounden, Project Manager at EWS, he states that the unit always has tried to 
be adaptive in its approach even though they operate supply-driven in their service provision. He 
explains that research projects driven by EWS in collaboration with partners as UKZN and Khanyisa 
Projects are important in this approach as they help the unit to pick up problems early and 
simultaneously as the programme is rolled out so that changes can be done while its implemented. 
An example of changes that EWS have done was to the back part of the UDDT that before was made 
of concrete and now is of plate. The pedestal was also changed through the process and now even a 
child-adapter is available. According to Gounden (2015) this adaptive approach is also applied in their 
water services. EWS raised for example the free basic water limit from 200 to 300 liters after 
receiving feedback that the initial water volumes was not enough to cover the households’ basic 
needs. Even though EWS in its implementation of the free water and sanitation programme do not 
let household choose which kind of technology they receive they try to be flexible in certain areas 
within the technology that they chose to provide. According to Gounden (2015), the rationale behind 
choosing the UDDT-system was that it was water-free, cost-effective and suitable for the topography 
of the region as the conversion of Durban into a Metro incorporated poor large rural areas where 
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people had no water or sanitation. The VIPs, the technology that used to be provided to rural areas 
in Durban would have been too expensive to implement in such a large scale. The municipality was 
according to Gounden (2015) given money from the government but could not supply options, as 
that would have been too expensive. So inspiration for a suitable technology was in the end found 
abroad, partly in Sweden. 

“when we introduced the UDDT we had looked at the Swedes and EcoSan [ecological sanitation] and we 
then built different types of options of on-site sanitation and then we presented that to the councilors 
because we most look at this from perspective. As much as we talk about a demand-driven approach we 
were operating as supply-driven as we were being subsided and the government was giving us money 
and we have to provide toilets. With choices and so, you cannot therefore provide options in those 
circumstances...because one will say they want pit-toilet another will want another type of toilet and so 
on and we have to consider the costs. The costs of these things as you only are getting a set grant. So we 
basically had to chose one option and go with that and demonstrate and presents it to the councilors 
but they were already before hand against VIP- because they know the problems, the smell and 
everything many of them know themselves because they are from these areas…(…).. so we presented 
the UDDT to them and they looked at them and so on because we were in fact introduced to the it by 
the Swedes. I actually went up there on one of these training programs for about a month on ecological 
sanitation training…()…..so when I came back from the beginning I thought that we should not go with 
the reuse part it because it was too complicated. We worked with the health department who were 
against the reuse part because there cultural and health problems related with reusing human excreta. 
The Swedes were of course selling the reuse part but they have different circumstances and not using it 
in an everyday life like only on holiday and it was a different environment than taking it to scale and get 
people to starting using it and with safety issues and so on. So, my recommendation was not to go to 
scale with the reuse but to first get people used with the technology and we did not know how safe the 
product was. So we then said we will start off the process as a pilot and told it to the councilors and we 
started of in Mzinyathi.” 

(Gounden 2015) 

To qualification criteria for free basic water and sanitation is based on the value of the house and 
UDDTs were given to families whose house had a lower value than 250 000 rands which is 
approximately the size of 50 m2 house. Each UDDT has an estimated cost of 15 000 rand. There exists 
different types of design models for UDDTs but a two-vault UDDT was chosen according to Gounden 
(2015) as in that way people would not have immediate contact with the excreta but get time to get 
familiarize with the technology before having to empty one of the vaults. The current dissatisfaction 
with the UDDTs is still present and has not gone unnoticed by the EWS. According to Gounden (2015) 
people still want and prefer the municipality’s VIPs because the EWS empties them compared to the 
UDDTs. Therefore the EWS have started a waste removal project to be implemented in the middle of 
2015, were they will empty all UDDTs in the municipality. Even though the initial idée was to not 
apply the reuse part of dry sanitation, it was thought of as a potential opportunity in the future. 
Reuse will now be part of the waste removal project as an intent to also make the programme 
possibly economically profitable. Former head of EWS: Neil Macleod launched the waste removal 
project as the biggest challenge with the UDDTs according to EWS has been tackling with emptying of 
the vaults according to their studies. High dissatisfaction level with the self-removal of the faeces and 
households not handling the waste in a secure way has been problematic. Studies also show that the 
faecal degradation has been less effective than predicted. Tests from UDDTs still show a high 
pathogenic load that can lead to health risk for persons who are emptying the vaults but also a 
potential risk for the local environment. So once again, EWS do show signs of being adaptive in its 
technological practices within the programme after receiving feedback from its users. The project is 
though on the other hand a big challenge as it will take an estimated 2-3 years to empty all UDDTs in 
the municipality with the demand being high and widespread (Gounden; Buckley and Khanyisa 
Projects 2015). The waste removal project is financed by eThekwini Municipality with the help of Bill 
& Melinda Gates foundation but have several partners involved with different roles: EWS (technical 
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input), Khanyisa Projects (Project Management), Pollution Research Group from UKZN (Research 
Support) and Partners in Development (Technical Input). EWS have also projects related to the reuse 
of urine in the Valorisation of Urine Nutrients in Africa (VUNA)-project financed by Bill & Melinda 
Gates Foundation together with UKZN and EAWAG. Large investments have been done on research 
of nutrient recovery in this project but whether it is economically feasible is still not certain even 
though socioeconomic studies on the process and logistics have been done. The VUNA-project is now 
in its final phase and the municipality has to decide what to do with the research results of potential 
urine reuse but a problem is still that the reuse process is expensive. There are also some problems 
with how to eliminate/reduce pharmaceutical residues that are found in the urine if it is going to be 
reused in agriculture (Lungiswa Zuma, senior engineer at EWS 2015). According to Buckley head of 
the PRG at UKZN (2015) whether or not the faeces is pathogen free does not have a straightforward 
answer and it also depends on what kind of reuse you are aiming at. The whole reuse part has as 
Gounden (2015) predicted, turned out to be challenging, not only in actual handling of the faeces and 
urine but also in the transportation costs as the rural areas are still scarcely widespread (Zuma 2015). 
To find a market for agricultural products based on human urine and faeces is also still something 
relative new in such a large scale (Buckley 2015). At the same time, it is a valuable component as it is 
connected with the maintenance and emptying of the toilet but also view on sanitation from waste 
to potential resource in society.  

Even thought the municipality with its collaborative partners is looking at different ways to resolve 
the practical challenges with the toilets on the ground when asked about why they believe this to be 
such an issue, the rationale between them and household cross but does no concord, as EWS 
perceive the UDDT as an environmental progressive sanitation technology. Stated by Buckley (2015) 
on why there are such problems with acceptance of UDDTs, different reasons are brought up such as 
the moist climate and the design of toilet. However, when referring to problems of maintenance 
Buckley (2015) state that one has to consider that “we are talking about indigent people” a group 
which is and can be more “difficult to educate”. Even though large efforts has been made by the 
municipality to introduce and educate households on the UDDT as a new technology at the time of 
its introduction, households do not perceive the UDDT as a modern and developed sanitation 
alternative. The social acceptance that is so essential but difficult to achieve according to all 
informants working for the municipality remains a question mark on how to successfully get people 
to “embrace” the UDDT whether it has to do with poverty or the sanitation technology itself. 
According to staff from Khanyisa Projects (2015) and EWS local management team in Mzinyathi the 
reoccurring problem is still the aspirations that people have for a flush toilet. According to the high-
level management at EWS, infrastructure for flush toilets will not happen any time soon because of 
financial constrains but also due to water scarcity. The municipality does not have the capacity to 
provide such a service to these areas. The only alternative solution that was brought up is that 
people who can afford to install their own pour-flush toilet6 (as this toilet use less water) in an 
appropriate technical way could possible use water-born sanitation in these areas. Although for the 
moment it is too difficult to control the situation and it would not be possible for the municipality to 
currently provide assistance for this service (Gounden and Davis-Senior Manager, EWS  2015).  

5.1.3 Traditional Authorities  

The TAs involvement in the UDDT-programme has been very limited as it is managed by the EWS. 
Their main participation is that the municipality had to ask for consent to enter in areas that are 
under TA like Mzinyathi to rollout the UDDT-programme. However, in the actual implementation of 

                                                           
6
 “A pour flush toilet is like a regular cistern flush toilet except that the water is poured in by the user, instead 

of coming from the cistern above.” The pour flush toilet has a water seal that prevents odours and flies from 
coming back up the pipe. Water is poured into the bowl to flush the toilet of excreta and approximately 2 to 3 L 
is usually sufficient (SSWM 2015). 
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the programme the TA does not have a specific role or assignment. In an interview with Induna 
Madlala7 (2015) in Mzinyathi the UDDTs is not according to him seen as appropriate form of toilet. It 
was instead perceived as being unsafe from a hygienic and health perspective but also because the 
area is becoming more residentially dense. Induna Madlala tells also that the society is changing in 
Mzinyathi as “people are building fancy houses and own septic tanks“. According to Induna Madlala, 
the TA in Mzinyathi has gone to the municipality and asked them to put in a water-born system so 
that residents who can afford, would pay the fees to try to control the illegal connections. The 
response from the municipality has been that because Mzinyathi is on Ingonyama Trust Land (ITL), 
they cannot do this as it creates complications. Induna Madlala states that he in the end believes the 
sanitation provision to be a cost-issue on why Mzinyathi is not connected to a sewerage system. At 
the same time he says to understand that it would be a difficult task. Induna Madlala continues 
telling that Mzinyathi need some kind of “development” even though households for the moment do 
not pay for water and sanitation services. Changing this directly would also be a sensitive issue but 
according to him the municipality should do “something”.  

In the interview with Duncan Pakkis, Head of Real Estate and Mr Msani, Land Management Officer at 
the Ingonyama Trust Board (ITB), the entity that administrates the ITL, the main issue of tackling with 
general water and sanitation provision in areas such as Mzinyathi is that the service provision is 
becoming more difficult to control. Since areas under TA are changing in character and becoming 
more “dense” and urbanized. According to the officials, service provision of this type of 
infrastructure is difficult to control with large amount of in-and outward migration and the ITB is not 
involved directly with service provision. Even if municipalities are allowed to install water and 
sanitation services first on ITL and then be provided with the right/consent from the TA, an un-
organized development as the one occurring is getting to a point where it is impossible to provide 
adequate services to those areas.s 

5.2 Political governance: The gap and clash of and within two systems 
In Mzinyathi there are two local authorities: the elected local municipal ward councilor and the 
Inkosi. The municipal ward councilor is a democratically elected politician who is in charge of issues 
of development in the area such as for example infrastructure and social services. While the Inkosi 
together with “his” Indunas administrates the land allocations but also have traditional duties in 
Mzinyathi, for example as mediator in private disputes. Both the municipal authorities and TAs in 
Mzinyathi are part of larger governance structures as the ward councilor represents the ward in the 
municipal city council and the Inkosi is part of the larger Qadi Traditional Authority Council. The order 
in which the actors are presented in this subchapter is reverse. Instead findings from data collected 
on EWS and collaborative partner is first, followed by the TAs and then households. By changing the 
order, information on how the two different system work gives context to when presenting findings 
from the household interviews.  

5.2.1 EWS & Collaborative Partners 

The water and sanitation service in Mzinyathi is provided and managed by eThekwini Municipality 
but the municipality is not allowed to regulate in the area as the land is under TA. Social- and 
infrastructure services are provided by national, provisional or local government on ITL. However, 
the actual land allocation is a competence that established in national legislation is to be managed by 
the TAs. According to Gounden (2015) the EWS must therefore not only go through the municipal 
ward councilor but because of this ask for consent of the TA to get access to Mzinyathi to implement 
development projects. For example In Mzinyathi the EWA local mangers (2015) stated working 
together with both Indunas and the ward councilor in the execution of the UDDT-programme to 
access the households. Gounden and Davis (2015) both give accounts of large developments in form 

                                                           
7
 The Inkosi in Mzinyathi have several Indunas but Madlala is his “right-hand” man. 
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of urbanization taking place in rural and peri-urban areas such as Mzinyathi. What concerns them is 
what the whole impact of this process will be as this is a growing concern for the whole municipality. 
Because even though the land may be within municipal boundaries, these areas are under the 
control of the TA. The municipality does not know to approach the TA regarding getting included in 
the regulation competence on ITL (Gounden & Davis 2015). Gounden brings up a court case in the 
interview from around 1 ½-year ago were the municipality’s city treasurer went up to constitutional 
court regarding trying to regulate how to mark the plots in areas under TAs. However, the 
municipality lost the case as the court decided that as the land belongs to the state according to 
national legislation the municipality is not allowed to regulate there. EWS are now trying to look into 
how to possibly regulate water and sanitation services in areas under TA. With the purpose to be 
able to charge fees for services such as water as it is currently taken illegally by households that 
actually can afford to pay fees. The free water and sanitation services provided by EWS in Mzinyathi 
are only free because they are suppose to accommodate to basic water and sanitation needs of 
households. However now that people are changing on their own to a higher level of sanitation 
services through installing flush toilets connecting to water illegally and overriding the 300 liters 
water volume, “they have to start paying full price” according to Gounden (2015).  

How to start regulating the water and sanitation services in Mzinyathi is however still a predicament 
as EWS would need to inspect every property and house for septic tanks and illegal water 
connections to install meters. As to know who to charge or not, depending also on the value/size of 
the house. EWS are also concerned with the septic tanks in Mzinyathi because they are constructed 
without permits or requirements of standards. Considering that Mzinyathi is undergoing residential 
densification and that septic tanks are dependent on the land sites, if built on a small plot incorrectly 
this could impact on neighbors and even possibly the quality of water. EWS are therefore hoping that 
some kind of “legal avenue” will open so that they can work on regulating and charging for services 
with the TAs. The problem according to Gounden (2015) is that everything is sitting on a political 
level. 

“at a political level they are not in my view so keen on upsetting or doing anything because that is their 
support base they have a strong rural support base. Also if all these wealthy people is coming in that is 
growing their support base. So from a political side I don’t see them doing anything with that and we are 
also coming in to elections now and municipal elections are next week” 

                                 (Gounden 2015)  

Gounden states that thought the relationship between the municipality and Inkosi is good as well as 
with the local ward councilor as “you can’t have one without the other”, they do not meet on regular 
basis but only when implementing new projects. The EWS have at the time being not approached the 
Inkosi in Mzinyathi about wanting to regulate and charge for services. As densification is taking place, 
it is a “touchy” issue since the Amakhosi (Name for the Traditional Councils) actually earns money on 
land allocation transactions fees they charge new residents but do not pay taxes on. The municipality 
is currently concerned that no constructions permits are needed in land under TA which may also 
lead to safety and environmental problems as constructions can be done on inappropriate sites and 
of bad quality. There are no plans to start up a process to regulate in these areas as the last court 
ruling ended in a lost for the municipality even though this is a pendent challenge which EWS 
recognize is affecting the water and sanitation provision (Gounden 2015 and McLeod Presentation). 

Even though the municipality has to provide sanitation services through programmes according to 
national policies, in this case UDDTs, they are not allowed to control/rule over it fully through 
regulating or charging for sanitation services in Mzinyathi. EWS contact with TA seems according to 
Gounden’s (2015) statement also partly be dependent on national politics. Aspirations for 
cooperation appear to be there from the municipality side but with the apartheid-history in South 
Africa, creating demands on TA seem to be a sensitive issue both in a managerial administrative way 
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but also politically. The municipality cannot entirely control over its own sanitation technologies, as 
they do not have the mandate to do so in Mzinyathi and therefore probably even fewer possibilities 
to shape rationalities regarding sanitation. From interviews with EWS staff the clashes between the 
municipality’s formal system and the TAs in their eyes “informal” system will be one of the mayor 
challenges in the path to find a solution that will permit to charge fees, rates or taxes in 
neighborhoods that historically been excluded from the formal system. 

5.2.2 Traditional Authorities 

As described earlier the sole trustee of ITL is the Zulu King who administrates the land through the 
ITB. According to the interview with the ITB-officials (2015) the creation of the ITL was due to the 
political dispensation of the country after 1994. Before 1994, during apartheid with the Homeland 
system there had been no specific Zulu-land/nation which had the full status as a homeland and was 
therefore between two systems. The issue was for that reason brought up in the transition to 
democracy in the Convention for a Democratic South Africa (CODESA). CODESA was part of a series 
of negotiations forums that took place between 1990-1993 between the governing national party, 
African National Congress (ANC) and other political organizations. In the evening of the elections in 
1994, the Ingonyama Trust Land was established and the last act signed by the ex-president De Klerk. 
The ITB officials (2015) continues telling that it was a highly critical issue in transition to democracy 
as the Inkatha Freedom Party was not willing to vote in the elections for the new government of 
democracy if the power of the Zulu King was not established and protected. The challenge 
afterwards was that there were no office for the Trust apart from the Department of Land Affairs and 
it was impossible for the King as a sole trustee to manage the land on his own. Therefore, in 1997 the 
ITB was formed to administer the Trust Land. The Ingonyama Trust Act from 1994 protects today the 
Zulu King and Amakhosi of KwaZulu-Natal and the board runs the day to the day administration of 
the land to assist the King. The purpose of the trust is “holding the land for the benefit of the people 
residing on the land”. The board consists of nine board members with the king, four members are 
elected by province and four members are elected nationally every forth year. The board is 
supported by a secretariat which consist of around 50-60 employees that work with the 
administration. With land being a national competence the ITB officials (2015) states that the board 
only reports to the national level, to the Department of Land Affairs. Around 4 million people live on 
ITL and the territory stretches over the whole province of KwaZulu-Natal. The objective of the 
board’s work is to establish “optimal land management for the material benefit and social wellbeing 
of the communities living on Ingonyama Trust Land”. The land consist today of 2,8 million hectare 
land with an estimated value of over R1 billion but is still expanding as legal disputes over land from 
1994 is continually being resolved. Considered a public entity the board is audited. Their seat is 
located in the provincial capital of KwaZulu-Natal, Pietermaritzburg (ITB 2014: 8).  

The ITB administers the land jointly with the Amakhosi and from the boards standing point; ITL is 
under indigenous legal system and can therefore not be sold as it only belongs to the King. However 
improvement on the land like for example buildings are allowed to be sold. The ITB has established 
frameworks for property management, land tenure administration and valuation services. They 
handle and process tenure rights applications as well as development rights agreements on ITL. The 
board also provides advice and training to the Amakhosi on the constitution and legislation, conflict 
resolution and management as well as on land management like real estate and tenure related 
matters (ITB 2014). Nevertheless, even though the ITB holds the land and all documents related to 
land transactions, the Inkosi does the day-to-day administration of the land. The Amakhosi are 
therefore the main responsible of what the board refers to as “indigenous land allocation” (a 
traditional way of doing the land allocation) and social issues which is their primary right. The 
municipality is according to the board officials (2015) purely responsible for services and 
development issues on traditional land. 
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Figure 17 
Ingonyama Trust Land in KwaZulu-Natal Province, 2015 

 
Source: ITB 2014: 9 

In the map above over the province KwaZulu-Natal, the ITL is marked green and show that it is a 
dominant territory in the province and also in the municipality of eThekwini located along the 
coastline. On Ingonyama Trust Land there are approximately 221 Amakhosis (traditional councils) 
with the Qadi being one of them. The interviewed officials from the ITB state that it is of much 
importance for the board that the Amakhosi work in tendency with municipal councilors. For the 
Inkosi to do this he have several Indunas to assist him, which the informants call “traditional men”. 
Outlined in the figure that follows on the next page is a simplified schedule over the TA-structure and 
state government structure that are active in governing over Mzinyathi.  
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Figure 18 
Two systems of governance in Mzinyathi 
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Source: Interview with ITB and EWS officials (2015) 

According to the interviewed officials from the board, it is a common problem that the Amakhosi do 
not follow the outlined policies of the board. This is difficult to follow up on a local level as the board 
has limited resources and as the TA structure as seen above, consists of several layers (ITB 2015).  

Induna Madlala (2015) verifies in the interview that the lnkosi and Indunas are the administrators of 
the land allocations in Mzinyathi and also charge the administrative fee from each new resident in 
this process. This is one of their main incomes together with the financial assistance they receive 
from the state entity COGTA (Cooperation and Governance and Traditional Affairs). According to 
Induna Madlala (2015), the relationship between the TA and the COGTA is good as the entity assists 
them with money, construction of building, furniture and so on but that it unfortunately does not 
cover all their needs. In Mzinyathi the TA cooperates with the ward council and has according to him 
a fair relationship even though it is not always as good as it is perceived. Since there are some 
sensitive power tensions regarding authority between the two even though their mandates are 
different. The Inkosi is compared to the ward councilor not affiliated with any political party. 
According to Induna Madlala this is important as all political parties are represented in Mzinyathi and 
the Inkosi need to be able to stand beyond politics to be able “to talk to everybody” in the 
community. While the municipal ward councilor is an elected leader, representative for a party, and 
dependent on votes. The main problem with the ward councilor according to Induna Madlala is that 
the ward councilor frequently goes directly to the people when it comes to development projects for 
example housing to win votes and do not always involve the Inkosi or Induna, undermining the TA. 
He continues telling that as the ward councilor is only there for five years and dependent on votes 
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for his mandate and that “he always want to do things fast” but by working like this the TA is 
excluded from the development processes. The Inkosi mandate is on the other hand “for life” making 
the Inkosi according to Induna Madlala to have larger commitment to “his people” and therefore 
people also have more respect for the Inkosi than the ward councilor. Induna Madlala tells that the 
Amakhosi are “peacemakers” in the community and are there to establish order. Meanwhile, the 
rationale behind the Inkosi’s authority is not based on an equal relationship. This as the Inkosi is born 
an Inkosi as a chief, Induna Madlala states “we are not equal to the Inkosi because we are all his 
servants” when referring to his role in the community. Hence, the Inkosi demands respect from all 
his “subjects” and if they are disrespectful, measures are taken such as a small fine (Induna Madlala 
2015). The Inkosi is therefore in the community not only there to serve “his people” but mainly there 
to get “served”, compared to the ward councilor who is dependent on his voters in the community.  

The TA has similar to the state structure several layers of rule, from the king down to the Indunas but 
is a system which operates under more informal processes even to their mandate is in a formal way 
recognized by the South African state. Their role is mainly to administer the land and interfere in 
social and cultural matters in communities and their right to power is strongly validated and 
recognized in the Zulu-culture. The leaders in each layer have inherited their position (exception 
Indunas) and on the ground in the communities they work in a traditional and “informal” way. 
Findings from the field work suggests that these informal ways of working without paying taxes and 
only relying on verbal agreements does not seem to be contested as it is backed up on taken for 
granted understandings in the community. What seem to be problematic instead is what kind of 
responsibilities should come with that power in the future as the character of the rural and peri-
urban areas are changing with urbanization. At the same time, an observation from the field was that 
also within the TA there is a gap between the king, the ITB and the Amakhosi. The competence of 
land allocation is handled in different ways within the TA-structure, becoming more informal closer 
to the ground level. While the ITB works under formal structures with established policies in the 
provincial seat of Pietermaritzburg the Amakhosi on the ground in Mzinyathi work under informal 
conditions. Neither reporting in detail or at all to the ITB or municipality the transactions of land 
allocations. At the same time, the relationship with the municipality seems to be sensitive largely 
because of the national history (apartheid) with the municipality and TA not meeting on formal 
grounds or having any larger formal channel of collaboration. The ward councilor does not seem to 
have been able to fulfill this task in Mzinyathi. While the TA gets its power from a foundation of 
hereditary right, elected politicians seemed to have accepted this source of legitimacy and the rule 
they have over rural land as it previously was separated from the urban core. This is though now 
being contested as in and outwards migration are changing the demography of these areas and 
residential densification are putting strains on services that even the TA do not know how to control. 
These are new challenges both for the TA and municipality.  

5.2.3 Households 

In the interviews conducted with households, 27 of the 30 stated that the authority or person that 
rules in the area was the Inkosi. Only 3 households stated that the Inkosi together with the ward 
councilor was in charge of Mzinyathi. 

Figure 19 

Who is in charge of this area - Mzinyathi? Households 

Inkosi/chief 27 

Municipal ward councilor  0 

Both 3 

TOTAL 30 

Source: Mzinyathi Households interviews 2015 
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When households were asked which authority they go to if they had some kind of general problem, 
informants stated approaching one of the local Indunas or going directly to the Inkosi. Several 
households also said that the Inkosi was much more accessible than the ward councilor. If 
households were having problems of a private matter they also said to turn to the Inkosi as he 
functioned as a sort of mediator or judge. The Inkosi was referred to as “knowing it all” (Household 
nr 5) in the community by households and therefore being the main “go-to” authority when being 
encountered with a problem. Land allocation was also an issue that was purely handled by the Inkosi 
and Indunas. The three informants responding to  consider the ward councilor as also in charge of 
Mzinyathi stated that they would approach him with issues of development such as for example 
roads or other types of public services. In general, the majority of the households were neither 
positive nor negative to the Inkosi as he seemed to be seen as a leader/structure that always been 
part of the community. Only one of the eleven households interviewed was somewhat skeptical but 
accepting of the Inkosi, which was one of the new residents that had moved into Mzinyathi from an 
urban area. The head of the family of this household referred the system of TAs with the Inkosi as 
being a bit “old-fashion” and problematic (Household nr 12). One household also stated approaching 
the ward councilor if issues could not be resolved with the Inkosi (Household nr 24). The ward 
councilor appears not having any larger mandate compared to the Inkosi who is perceived as the 
highest authority in Mzinyathi. Considering that the ward system was put into place after 1994 (post-
apartheid) and that the Qadi TA to which the Inkosi belongs to have been part of the region for 
several generations can partly explain the Inkosi’s still powerful mandate in Mzinyathi. 

Households were also asked if they thought that the government helped them. This resulted in a 
variety of answers as informants both referred to services provided by the municipality and/or the 
national government. Among the 30 households, 20 stated that government helped them with 
services such as water, electricity and roads but also with pensions and schools. Ten households 
stated not receiving any help at all by the government. Complaints over having to pay for services 
such as electricity was also brought up with the argument that water was free, questioning why they 
then needed to pay for electricity. Some households also stated that they been promised free 
housing in Mzinyathi by politicians but that nothing happens and was very dissatisfied with this. The 
UDDTs were according to all informants a service provided by the state (municipality) and several 
households complained about the toilet being in need of repair and wanting the municipality to 
come and repair or change the toilet. The lack of contact with the municipal authorities regarding 
sanitation services was also found to cause dissatisfaction as household stated to never having any 
revisit by EWS beside one household. Household nr 13 had a visit from two persons whom had asked 
some questions about the UDDTs, the informant was on the other hand not sure about the purpose 
and if they were from EWS. Another household (Household nr 3) stated never having any contact 
with the municipality but being part of other studies and getting annoyed with frequently being 
interviewed but never seeing any results or improvement of the water or sanitations services. 
Around half of the 30 households stated that the quality of life had improved since they moved to 
Mzinyathi even though there were a lot of protests about the “government” promising services that 
they are not delivering.  

Results from the interviews show that households in Mzinyathi have to relate to different authorities 
not only to formal state authorities such as the municipality and the national state but also mainly to 
the TA. The TA has in Mzinyathi a larger mandate over the mentalities and informal socio-cultural 
rules of the community. The ward councilor is perceived as being less accessible and of “the people” 
even though he is the only authority which is elected by the people. The Inkosi who is there for life 
seems to have the role as not only an authority but also an “all-wise” patriarch in the community. 
The fact that the Inkosi not only rules in the area but also works as mediator in private matters 
probably contributes to this type of bond. Even though national regulations that protects the power 
of the King and Amakhosi was established to “guard” black/rural historical structures after apartheid 
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they appear to have created overlapping authorities arrangement. In which clear gaps and clashes of 
mandate and responsibilities are beginning to become more obvious with time as demand on 
infrastructure and services rises and the rural context change. While it appears to be a shared 
perception that the infrastructure is to be provided by the state and not TAs. Households also give 
the impression that they expect certain services to be free due to the political promises that are done 
on both a municipal and national level to rural communities. While the TA have the important 
function of administrating land allocations, the relationships between the households and the TA 
seem to be limited to the local level (Inkosi and Induna). Households in the interviews never brought 
up the ITB who actually establish the formal rules of land allocations.  

5.3 Rapid Urbanization in Mzinyathi: The changing sanitation landscape 
Mzinythi, which previously considered rural by the municipality, is today peri-urban in character, as it 
is becoming more densely populated. The area is also changing in socioeconomic character, as 
people with higher incomes are moving in. According to the municipality’s last flyover count the 
number of households have increased from around 6000 in 2002 to approximately 14 000 today 
consisting of large mix between poor and affluent homes through estimating the size of the house. A 
development notices by the municipality already in 2011/12 (Gounden 2015). Through Google Earth, 
the following images have been composed on the central parts of Mzinyathi were the actual 
fieldwork was conducted. What is marked as the central part of Mzinyathi is the seat and office of 
the Qadi Traditional Authority and municipal ward councilor, which are located on the same street. 
Comparing the images from Mzinyathi in 2004 (figure 20) with the image from 2010 (figure 21), not 
much difference can be seen when it comes to the increase of constructions. While the same 
location on the image from 2012 (figure 22), show that the landscape has changed dramatically. The 
last image from March 2015 (figure 23), clearly illustrate how the area have undergone residential 
densification. The images validate the municipality’s and households statements regarding a rapid 
influx of residents and increase of construction in Mzinyathi 

Figure 20 
Aerial photo over Mzinyathi from 2004-03-16 

 
Source: 29⁰39’57.72’’S, 30⁰54’16.94’’E (Google Earth 2015) 
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Figure 21 
Aerial photo over Mzinyathi from 2010-01-22 

 
Source: Ibid. 2015 

 
 
 

Figure 22 
Aerial photo over Mzinyathi from 2012-06-17 

 
Source: Ibid. 2015 
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Figure 23 

Aerial photo over Mzinyathi from 2015-03-13 

 
Source: Ibid. 2015 

5.3.1 Households 

Increasing urbanization is clearly affecting the conditions of settlement in Mzinyathi, which is 
consisting of migration from both rural and urban areas. New residents are both people moving 
closer to the urban areas from poorer rural parts of the municipality in search of better 
opportunities. As well as wealthier families from different parts of the city moving out to Mzinyathi in 
search of a comfortable “rural lifestyle” with fresh air and lower living expenses. The migration from 
rural areas according to household interviews seemed to be mainly family related. Meaning that 
these persons already had relatives living in Mzinyathi which they moved to or they were given a 
piece of plot on their relatives land to live on. 

From the household interviews and observations there was a clear division between residents 
income-level, as households stating recently moving to Mzinyathi were wealthier with houses of 
distinctively of higher standard. While many of the residents that had lived in Mzinyathi for around a 
decade or more clearly had a lower level of living standards from observing their houses and stated 
income-level. This was also clearly reflective in which kind of water and sanitation services the 
households had. Many of the wealthier and “newer” residents had installed a higher level of services 
for example flush toilets through septic tanks compared to “older” households living there for several 
years. The following photo of a house and UDDT is from one of the interviewed households that had 
lived in Mzinyathi for 15 years. 

 

 

 



51 
 
 

Figure 24 
Household No. 24 with its UDDT 

 
                                                                 Photos: Denise Silveti Bustillos 

The process of moving into Mzinyathi goes through the TA as according to the households’ one have 
to get “permission” first by the Inkosi or Induna to buy property in the area. All the households 
interviewed were asked about the process they went through to move into Mzinyathi. Some stated 
have first approached the Inkosi or an Induna while others first approached the family from which 
they bought the house/land. Households stating first approaching the Inkosi/Induna also described 
getting assistance with finding an appropriate site to settle on. In addition to this, an administrative 
fee is paid to the Inkosi by all new residents and a payment for an introductory ceremony. Less than 
a handful of households stated dealing directly with the former “owner” of the house/land. While 
some households who had lived in Mzinyathi for 2-3 decades had either inherit the land from family 
members or been given a piece of land from relatives and not gone through the process with the TA.  

Figure 25 
Land allocation process – Households 

Land through Traditional Authority Households 

Yes 12 

No 4 

Inherited land/family land 8 

Don't know 6 

TOTAL 30 

Source: Household Interviews in Mzinyathi 2015 

When households were asked about the reason for moving to Mzinyathi the most common answers 
was that there were no rents and that basic services were free or had lower fees, for example free 
water. Another determent factor was that Mzinyathi was closer to the city core and had better 
transportation opportunities. Also appealing was the lower cost of buying land or property in 
Mzinyahti compared to urban areas where it was stated being too expensive. Of the eleven 
household interviews conducted by me, no household besides one brought up the problematic fact 
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that when they buy land or property in Mzinyathi they do not really get an official bill/document of 
proof because of the TAs way of handling this process.  

“Here we do not have any payment of rents and have free water, we only pay for electricity but it is also 
difficult in Minyathi to get the correct bill, document of proof for residence. It is problematic with the 
traditional authority, for the Inkosi this is business and it is not like that in Phoenix were I used to live”  

(Household nr 12) 

No households stated either having to go through any type of building or construction control with 
some of the households being well over 50 m2. There were also a clear divide in income as some 
“new” households stating earning between 8000-15 000 rands/month compared to “older” residents 
telling that all members were unemployed or living on state pension, which is around 1400 
rands/month. 

Figure 26 
Household No 12 and flush toilet with shower in Mzinyathi 

  
Photos: Denise Silveti Bustillos 

Households that had lived in Mzinyathi for several years stated not experiencing much improvement 
in life quality beside the free basic water. Comments were also made about the increasing residential 
densification in the area, as this development did not run unnoticed by households. One household 
stated “people who are moving in here are only improving for themselves” (Household nr 4), 
referring to wealthier families/households that could afford to finance and improve their own living 
standards. Other households told being pleased with these developments as they hoped that the 
influx of new wealthier residents would perhaps lead or give the municipality incentives to improve 
the infrastructure and public services in Mzinyathi. From the interviews with the households and 
observations in the field, it became obvious that these new developments of urbanization are 
creating a socioeconomic divide in Mzinyathi. People are building or constructing their houses and 
installing higher level of services on their own, not being satisfied with the services that the 
municipality provides which is supposed to be rural services. Even though many households state 
liking the “fresh country air” and space in Mzinyathi they want urban basic services in this rural 
setting. Partly, they are also getting them free as for the moment no municipal rents or taxes are 
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charged in this area. With urbanization the rationalities regarding adequate sanitation is being 
shaped by both new residents from urban areas that are moving into Mzinyathi as also by “old” 
residents who believes that now it is time for “development”. Those who can, are improving for 
themselves and those who cannot are left behind with beliefs or disappointment that this 
”development” is not provided to them at the same time as they observe it happening around them. 
The technologies of the municipality appear to not be seen as representative of “development” and 
the flush toilet is still as previously known through surveys by all authorities seen as a symbol of 
“urban and dignifying citizenship”. The TA’s role of administrating land allocations was never 
mentioned as connected to the problems of infrastructure in the interviews.  

Figure 27 
Housing development taking place in Mzinyathi 

Photo: Denise Silveti Bustillos 

5.3.2 EWS & Collaborative Partners 

According to EWS as people move out from rural areas and into peri-urban areas, many of the UDDTs 
have been found to be abandon and broken down. At the same time there is an influx of people 
moving into areas like Mzinyathi to escape rents and build “fancy houses” while families already 
living there that who can afford are upgrading their houses. This becomes than a problem when 
people stop using the UDDTs and start to install their own septic tanks (Gounden). For the higher 
management level at EWS people who are illegally connecting to the water network in Mzinyathi are 
seen as “draining the system” according to Gounden and Davis (2015). To put in a sewerage 
infrastructure will not be possible in the near future so alternative solutions such as the UDDT is the 
only way to go according to EWS. At the same time, something has to be done with the illegal 
connections and people have to start paying for the water. What is needed according to EWS is to 
inspect how households have installed the septic tanks with hope to be able to put in meters some 
day.  

At the ground level in Mzinyathi the EWA local managers shares the same picture of people installing 
their own septic tanks and illegally connecting to the water network as urbanization is taking place. 
Compared to the top-management in EWS, the local managers state believing that flush toilets are 
“the future” for areas such as Mzinyathi even though it would be an expensive upgrade but it is what 
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people want. The problem according to them is instead that people do not install the septic tanks in 
a correct way. This could lead to environmental problems if the soil and water is contaminated 
because of ill-installed septic tanks. The whole issue is therefore very complicated as the septic tank 
actually look “healthier” compared to the UDDTs but could also end up causing mayor health 
problems if these environmental problems become reality in Mzinyathi. Another issue brought up by 
the local EWS managers is that the increase in residents is also leading to that everybody who are 
entitled a toilet does not receive one as only houses registered in the baseline from 2011 gets toilets. 
As of now, there is no money left to install more toilets and because of this population increase the 
demand surpass the supply. EWS facilitators tell that a large part of their problems in their daily work 
is that some of the people that are moving in which do not have a toilet are pressuring them because 
they want a toilet “right now” which they cannot provide them with.  

In general, informants from EWS finds it problematic that urbanization is developing in such a fast 
pace under informal conditions that they cannot provide water and sanitation services in adequate 
way. Meanwhile, people who can afford to pay for services are using resources meant for poor 
households from the water network in Mzinyathi. A water network, designed in reality to only 
provide water in restricted amounts as part of the free basic water policy. The rationale and the 
whole principle of using a water-free and cost-effective sanitation technology in the area of 
Mzinyathi is lost as the UDDT-programme does not for different reasons reach or include new 
residents in the area. As households that actually can afford to install and pay for a higher level of 
sanitation service are moving in it is highly questionable if they would give up there septic tanks for 
an UDDT based on environmental reasoning of water scarcity. Even if cost-efficiency was one of the 
main arguments behind the UDDT-system the main “driver” according to the municipality is the 
water scarcity which leads EWS to still stick behind this technology or perhaps the pour-flush toilet. 
The municipality in general does not know how to handle or strategically plan in these areas as the 
rural context they are accustomed to and have conceptualized in their spatial policies is experiencing 
rapid urbanization, changing in a for them uncontrolled way. 

5.3.3 Traditional Authorities 

The TAs are the main administrators of the densification process that is occurring in peri-urban and 
rural areas of the municipality. They control the land allocation process of both residential and 
commercial use on ITL. The administration process has changed during the years and previously only 
PTOs (Permission To Occupy) were used for residential land allocation. According to the ITB officials 
(2015) PTOs was an insecure and limited form of land tenure because it was only valid while the 
person signing it was still alive and could not be inherited. It was therefore changed and today the 
ITB gives out leases instead of PTOs. A lease was considered more beneficial as it can be transferred, 
inherited and seeded for a debt. All leases that are signed with new residents are supposed to be 
registered at the board’s office and last 40 years that later on can be extended. In the interview with 
the ITB officials the process of commercial development on ITL was described as being a formal 
process as they collaborated with municipalities and building permits are needed. This is not the case 
when it comes to private residential development. In land allocation for private residents only the 
lease agreement and the administrative fee is part of the process. The administrative fee is an appeal 
to enter the community and its official name is “Konsa-fee”. According to the ITB officials, there is no 
amount of standard fee as the amount is instead decided by each TA. The concern of the ITB with the 
increase of residents and densification on ITL is that they see it as an unorganized development that 
is getting to a point where it is becoming impossible to provide services. According to Pakkis (ITB 
2015) “we are heading towards disaster” as a rural setup collides with aspirations of an urban 
livelihood as people moving into rural areas are today not interested in agricultural but move there 
for other reasons. The driver is instead the lower housing costs in rural areas and the fact that the 
Amakhosi is making money on these administrative fees without paying taxes is not helping to 
control the process. The ITB similar to eThekwini municipality does not know how in the future try to 
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regulate this at a local level as it is “no way of changing this without taking away power from them 
[Amakhosi] and you can’t do this” according to Pakkis (2015). Pakkis continues stating that maybe 
the best way of approaching the issues of rate and fees would instead be for the municipalities to 
take responsibility and charge fees. Or maybe what is needed is a national political solution as part of 
the problems is that the municipality cannot rate state land according to national regulation.  

According to the ITB officials (2015) a mayor misconception by new residents is that they do not 
need to pay rents, as this is going to change in the future but how is not explained. Problematic 
according to them is also that the Amakhosi does not consider environmental sensitive areas in the 
process of land allocation. The septic tanks are also brought up in the interview as a problem from an 
environmental point of view as residents are building them without permits and are not considering 
that you need space with an own septic tanks. The ITB have tried to intervene in these areas but they 
cannot enforce anything and there is also a problematic power tensions between municipalities and 
Amakhosi. The ITB itself work with municipalities on a higher level in planning and development 
cooperation but everything has to go through the Amakhosi, which makes it a long process and 
several parts to please. The ITB has at the same time limited capacities according to Pakkis (2015) 
which becomes even more difficult in metropolitan municipalities as they cover more areas and have 
more complicated structures. The lack of policies and the informality of these land transactions are 
becoming a major concern as people invest in properties believing that they own land but legally the 
leases have judicial limitations to ownership (Pakkis 2015).  

In Mzinyahti, Induna Madlala tells in the interview that the PTOs are not used anymore but instead 
they have gone over to leases. The Induna state that previously the issue of land allocation was more 
controlled in Mzinyathi. Earlier, you were not allowed to live close to natural sensitive areas like for 
example rivers, wetlands and certain tress but now this has changed. For some reason it has become 
more relaxed. Why, he does not know because in case of the land being of “poor” conditions there is 
no compensation from the TA. According to Induna Madlala in general if a person want to buy a 
piece of land in Mzinyathi they have to find a piece of land themselves and approach the holder of 
that land. After have settled an arrangement with the landholder they go to the Induna to get 
“approval” and to pay the administrative fee of either 450 rands (for people who already reside 
within the Qadi) or 950 rands (for people from outside the Qadi). Induna Madlala is careful to point 
out that the fee is very low in Mzinyathi compared to other areas in the Qadi system were it 
sometimes can be up to 5000 rands. After this administrative process, the new residents are 
introduced to the community through a ceremony. Induna Madlala explains that it is important to 
remember that this is only an administrative fee and in reality, land should not be sold between 
residents even though it occurs. This transaction is not permitted by the ITB because the land only 
belongs to the Zulu King. However due to the high demand, residents ignore this and see it as an 
opportunity to earn some extra money which is very tempting. There are now plans according to 
Induna Madlala that this system is going change in Mzinyathi. The TA is considering changing the size 
of the administrative fee so that it instead will be proportional to the new resident’s income and 
resources and not a set amount. This whole process of private residential land allocation is according 
to Induna Madlala a local issue and the ITB is only involved with the municipality when they treat 
land allocation for commercial purposes. Induna Madlala tells that recently the Inkosi have requested 
of him that policies on how to regulate land allocation including environment aspects need to be 
written down but that he need assistance to do this and unfortunately he does not have time.  

The rapid urbanization taking place in Mzinyathi has become a concern at all levels within the TA. 
How to control this development without disturbing an already established power order between 
the governance levels within TA is at a standstill for the moment but aspirations exist in Mzinyathi. 
The service provision is brought up as one of the main concern related to this problem and that the 
real visible negative effects of this fast urbanization process on the environment and residents 
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livelihoods is yet to come. From interviews with both households and the TA in Mzinyathi, the UDDT-
system as a service is not perceived to be “developed” enough to accommodate the needs of the 
new residential developments that is emerging on the ITL. There are different rationalities in 
Mzinyathi as residents and the TAs want to have an urban lifestyle in a rural setting. While the 
municipality keep firm in that households who choose to live in what the municipal spatial 
development framework has classified as rural will result in only receiving rural basic services.  
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6. Concluding analysis 
The UDDT-programme have today more than a decade after its implementation been one of 
eThekwini’s Municipality most discussed policies on whether it is an appropriate sanitation 
alternative for the peri-urban and rural areas in the metropolitan area of Durban. In 2002, when this 
large-scale programme was implemented, the geographical and socio-economic context in Mzinyathi 
was another than what it is developing into today with informal rapid urbanization taking place. 
While urbanization is far from a new phenomenon in the country, it is a new challenge for authorities 
within Durban’s boundaries in the management of service provision. The political governance 
structures in Durban have not changed since 2002, creating challenges for the service provision 
beyond the urban periphery as the eThekwini Municipality’s spatial concepts of urban-rural 
dichotomy is contested on the ground. Presented in the following figure, are the main finding 
focusing on how the processes of the human agency, political governance and rapid urbanization in 
relation to each other are shaping and challenging the UDDT-programme in Mzinyathi. It is an 
imperative approach as the UDDT is the predominant sanitation service provided to poor households 
in peri-urban and rural communities in the municipality. Groups in society which have suffered the 
most from not having access to basic water and sanitation services. 

Figure 28 

The triangle of results  

Challenges to UDDT

Programme

Human Agency (Practice)
Household use but are not satisfied with the UDDT, they dislike the close 

contact with the excreta. UDDTs are mainly used in combination with other 
types of toilets that are not “approved” by the Municipality, either illegal septic 
tanks or old pit latrines. Households refer to wanting a more ”developed” and 

dignifying toilet.

Rapid Urbanization

Residential increase and migration into Mzinyathi of both 

poor and wealthy families in search of beneficial living 

conditions. Mzinyathi is changing and households are 

improving the level of sanitation service for themselves 

on their land. Territorial management not under the 

control of the municipality but by local traditional 

authorities - land allocation on the ground is an informal 

process. These developments are contesting the 

municipality’s urban-rural dichotomy of provision of 

“urban services” and “rural services” in Durban. 

Political Governance

Two main systems of political governance: eThekwini 

Municipality and Traditional Authorities, both have 

several levels of political structure in which their 

practices of governing differ. While EWS are 

restricted to formal technologies of rule the TA have 

informal practices on “the ground” which are politically 

and culturally sensitive to contest in South Africa. 

Mzinyathi on ITL so municipality can not control land 

allocations. EWS must provide water and sanitation 

but are not allowed to regulate it. 

Source: Fieldwork Durban, South Africa 2015 

The challenges were found to be interrelated starting with the social problems of introducing a new 
alternative sanitation system into the socio-cultural context of KwaZulu-Natal which have been a 
complicated process in the long-run due to the UDDT-system’s technical and institutional restraints. 
Social acceptance for the technical part of the design of the UDDT has been difficult as it requires of 
the user to have closer contact with its own excreta compared to other sanitation facilities in the 
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area. EWS have through different adjustments to the design attempted to find a model that would 
satisfy the households. However, one of the most reoccurring complaints: the “short-drop”-principle 
remains unsolved. Institutional complexity, the challenge of managing formal and informal 
institutions of regulation and norms in relation to sanitation is a dimension that is getting more 
evident with time as areas with UDDTs are urbanizing. In addition, the two institutional formal 
systems: Municipality and TAs clash but also have gaps of responsibilities. Time and rapid 
urbanization is leading to an in- and out flux of residents in Mzinyathi changing also the 
socioeconomic landscape. Households do not receive the right capacity to use the technology in a 
correct manner as people forget and change ownership of the UDDT. This result in an inadequate use 
of the toilets as faeces is not separated in a hygienic way from the user as households do not know 
how to correctly use an UDDT. Households who can afford are constructing their own sanitation 
facilities while households without these resources are left behind. This also affects the environment 
as Mzinyahti gets more population dense and if sanitation is not dealt with correctly the waste from 
the different sanitation facilities could create an environmental hazard through pollution and 
contamination in the future. Further on, EWS have now in their technical adaptive approach 
experimented with the part of possibly making this UDDT-programme go from being subsided 
sanitation to become productive sanitation. By the waste removal project EWS will start emptying 
and collecting faeces from UDDTs and together with its collaborative partners try to create 
commercially organic products. If successful, this would be a positive development in sanitation, 
converting what today is perceived a waste to a recycled valuable resource. The results from this 
project will though only come with time.  

The municipality through partly concepts as the UDL is trying to govern over areas such as Mzinyathi 
that according to national regulation are not under their mandate but instead another authority: the 
Traditional Zulu Authorities. The UDL, the municipality’s spatial concept of trying to control urban 
sprawl and development of the rural areas is not serving its purpose. With this, it is important to 
clarify that households are not living in informal settlements in Mzinyahti as it is formal in traditional 
law. However the actual “buying” of land and construction of building are outside of the formal 
planning process, leaving people to live in conditions of informality on Ingonyama Trust Land but 
with municipal services. Mzinyathi ruled under conditions of informality with no building regulations, 
no planning and rapid densification is creating shifting technologies in sanitation - a shift that is led 
and implemented by households themselves.  

The use and perception of the UDDTs is affected by the rapid urbanization in Mzinyathi as the 
municipality does not have control over this process due to the outlined political governance 
structure. The EWS is simply not permitted to fully regulate over sanitation and water in Mzinyathi. 
Simultaneously one should not disregard that the municipality spatial concepts are not helping as it is 
not keeping up with the development of urbanization in the peri-urban and rural areas. While there 
are no plans from the municipality’s side to introduce an alternative water-born system instead of 
the UDDT in these areas it becomes clear that households on the ground do not sense that their 
sanitation needs are being meet in an adequate way in Mzinyahti. The TAs are in this process not to 
any further extent included in the management of water and sanitation services even though they 
handle the important competence of land allocations. Affecting the UDDT-programme as household 
who can afford to improve their own living conditions installs other sanitation technologies illegally 
without control. The two systems of TA and municipality seem at the higher levels be aware of the 
problems but do not know how to cooperate to solve it. Reaching the lower levels of each system 
this gap of collaboration seems to increase not only between the systems but also within each 
system. In waiting of a political change, roles and responsibilities may need to be updated. Which is a 
challenge because how to actually do this without offending the Amakhosi are seen by the 
Ingonyama Trust Board as almost impossible while the municipality attempts have resulted in failure 
as they cannot contradict national regulations. Resulting in the two structures situated beside each 
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other not having the same rationale, horizontally or vertical regarding if the UDDTs is an appropriate 
and dignifying sanitation system. 

If the UDDT-programme was rolled out in a specific time and space in 2002 by the EWS it has today 
been knocked off its path as a main component: households taking care of maintenance and 
emptying themselves resulted in dissatisfaction and mishandling of excreta. The EWS will therefore 
later this year 2015, empty all toilets in the municipality, a process estimated to take 2-3 years. The 
EWS have showed commendable signs of adapting the technical parts of the UDDT-programme and 
being creative in its sanitation services in general but the question still stands on the social 
acceptance and justice challenges. For how much will the waste removal project really help to satisfy 
the households if repairs to the UDDT are not done? It is doubtful if a visit every two years helps to 
change household rationalities and view regarding what is appropriate “developed” sanitation. 
Considering that this sanitation approach has been critiqued as enhancing and reflecting the unequal 
society of post-apartheid South Africa. It is valid to question if socioeconomic but also racial 
inequality through technical solutions on sanitation becomes a reflection of black poor communities 
still being perceived as having to settle for lower services. Speculating, if white wealthy people would 
have lived in these rural areas, would UDDTs still been considered an adequate and dignifying 
sanitation solution? A controversial strong assumption that been brought up before by scholars like 
Bond (2012). According to my findings, I do not see evidence for it to be a premise of the UDDT-
programme but perhaps an unconscious remnant from a still recent history of apartheid. Which is 
worth to bear in mind as a part of the base to the different rationalities regarding the 
appropriateness of UDDTs as dignifying form of sanitation.  

With the UDDT-programme in Durban the “state” have attempted to manage the “conduct of 
conduct” in sanitation through implementing new technologies of dry sanitation by finding technical 
solutions to a development problem using “technologies of rule”, trying to steer the rationalities of 
households. The municipality is though today still asking questions, concerned about household 
acceptance and use of the toilets. The EWS have tried to steer the behavior and rationale of 
households through a mixture of formal market-based mechanisms. For instance through restricting 
water and sanitation services depending on economic resources and call centers treating households 
as customers with money and not citizens with rights and obligations. There is at the same time a 
pro-poor rights-based premise in the UDDT-programme of having access to basic sanitation services 
as a right which on the other hand may not be executed in an integrated manner for the moment. On 
the ground, informality and rationalities is people-driven and households are not adapting to these 
technologies as the municipality would need for the UDDT-system to work as it was intended. The 
municipality attempt to sip down “their” rationalities to the households have been far more 
challenging and now rapid densification in areas like Mzinyathi that are controlled by TAs is causing a 
change in the socioeconomic context. All of these changes are making it even more difficult for the 
municipality to govern the “conduct of conduct” of households in the UDDT-programme in 
Mzinyathi. A society consisting of multiple levels of governance structures is partly why EWS is not 
able to rule over the rationalities and technologies of sanitation as it collides with the TAs who do not 
believe in the UDDT-system. In Mzinyathi households are instead regardless of the municipal 
authorities or TAs choosing to use their own technologies when it comes to sanitation facilities by 
still using pit-latrines or installing septic tanks even with an UDDT. Sanitation is instead mainly based 
on the household’s rationalities of what is adequate sanitation for them. Directly challenging the 
governmentality approach of the state being able to steer the “conduct of conduct”. As argued by 
Murray Li (2007a: 17) one has to consider the limits of governmental power over population as “men 
in their relations, their links, their imbrications are not easy to manage”.  

Rounding off, the UDDT-system used in Durban, developed with inspiration from international bodies 
(Swedish EcoSan approach) and “translated” by the municipality through research and collaborative 
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partners was accommodated to what they thought were the sanitation needs in the municipality. In 
2002, EWS using a managerial government of top-down and supply-driven focus on technical 
solutions and leadership tried through government techniques “manage “its citizens. It seemed to 
have some success considering the high usage figures from earlier years but now in the long-run it 
has not been able to catch up with changing population development in Mzinyathi. In 2011/12, 
municipal aerial images over Mzinyathi showed that the process of urbanization was fast changing. 
Similar to the urban development observed in other cities in the global south but EWS technologies 
or rationalities did not change within the UDDT-programme or the municipality’s spatial policies of 
urban-rural dichotomy. Today in 2015, the informal building/development process is taking over. The 
otherwise urban-rural divide previously characterizing South African cities such as Durban will be 
challenged and tools like the UDL-concept will probably not be able to steer the actual urbanization 
process. As on the ground two different structure of governance exist: municipality and TAs. Each 
structure consists of different layers as the agency of the ordinary citizen is adapting through 
creating their own practices. Seen in “hot-spots” like Mzinyathi where the municipality as a service 
provider of water and sanitation are losing control over the situation as they do not have adequate 
regulatory tools. A challenge which yet nobody knows how to control or manage without steering up 
sensitive political issues. What is a bright spot on the horizon is that existing at different political 
governance levels are aspirations to collaborate in the areas of service provision between 
municipality and TAs as a way to possibly move forward. Currently the two governance structures 
interact but do not cooperate and what is missing is some sort of umbrella structure that includes 
both the TA and municipality, as the rural and urban divide is getting “softer” by each year.  

Concluding findings show that the Traditional Authorities are not involved and taking responsibility in 
the service provision of sanitation. EWS having full responsibility but no mandate to govern and 
follow-up sanitation provision is creating gaps and so on challenges for the UDDT-system in 
Mzinyahti. Rapid urbanization is speeding up the pace of development in Mzinyathi and the slow and 
rigid planning in rural service provision affects the UDDT-system, which is not being able to keep up 
with these changes. Possibly resulting in severe damage of the local environment and people’s 
livelihoods if densification and ill-constructed sanitation facilities continue to be constructed in the 
same pace as UDDTs are rejected. Answering this study’s main research question of “How does the 
human agency (actual practice) and local conditions of political governance shape and affect the 
sanitation service of the UDDT-system in Mzinyathi, Durban under present conditions of rapid 
urbanization” results from the research tell that in this gap of governing and providing basic 
sanitation services through UDDTs between municipality and TA to households in Mzinyahti, opinions 
on what is basic and appropriate sanitation differs between actors. While the municipality tries to 
govern over sanitation in Mzinyathi promoting UDDTs, they fail to cooperate with the TAs who have 
the actual mandate to regulate and influence rationalities on the ground in Mzinyathi. Flanked by 
policy and reality - UDL and urbanization, households in Mzinyathi are squeezed in the middle 
between contradictions. Leading and leaving households to use informal and sometimes illegal ways 
through different technologies that support their rationalities of what is appropriate sanitation with 
the “development” (urbanization) they see taking place. UDDTs not being valued as a “developed” 
sanitation service on the ground are instead left back somewhere in the society of Mzinyahti in 2002. 

The approach used in this study show that it has been highly beneficial to combine qualitative and 
quantitative methods with theories such as governmentality on real life problems of sanitation 
provision to the poor. Intersecting and adapting it to urban and regional planning, and practice to get 
an understanding of the complexity in governing sanitation services. It has contributed to identify the 
gaps and contradictions which shape and affect the UDDT-programme. By airing up difficulties that 
government programmes have in changing behavior and rationalities through merely managerial and 
technical ways. With urbanization taking place at a rapid pace in many development countries, 
sanitation to poor rural and peri-urban settlement is clearly not an issue to be solved with simply 
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alternative technical solutions. It is clearly connected to norms in the whole society of status and 
“development” with different sanitation technologies being compared to what is appropriate for an 
urban “modern” life.  In this particular case, it would be useful for further studies to be executed 
from the approach presented in this study but in a larger geographical scale in Durban to estimate 
and get an overview of the real sanitation “situation”. A widespread sample of areas of similar 
conditions would enrich the study but also a comparative study between the peri-urban and deep 
rural areas in Durban if the sustainability of the UDDT-programme is to be possible as sanitation is 
clearly driven by not only vertical but also horizontal rationalities in society. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



62 
 
 

7. References 

 Books 

Dean, M., 1999. Governmentality: Power and Rule in Modern Society. London: SAGE Publications 

Clark , G., 2005. Secondary data .In:  Flowerdew, R. and Martin, D., Methods of Human Geography: A 
guide for students doing a research project. (2 Edition), New York: Routledge  

GrØnmo, S., 2004. Metoder i Samhällsvetenskap. Ljubljana: Liber 

Hardwick, S.,W., 2009. Case Study Approach. In: Kitchin, R. and Thrift, N., (ed.). International 
Encyclopedia of Human Geography. (Electronic Resource) 

Huxley. M., 2009. Geographies of Governmentality. In: Crampton, J., and Elden, S. (Ed.). Space, 
Knowledge and Power: Foucault and Geography. Farnham, England: Ashgate 

Häkli, J., 2009. Governmentality. In: Kitchin, R. and Thrift, N. 2009 (ed.). International Encyclopedia of 
Human Geography. (Electronic Resource) 

Mayoux, L., 2006. Quantitative, Qualitative or Participatory? Which Method, for What and When?. 
In: Desai, V. and Potter, R. (Eds). Doing Development Research. London: SAGE Publications Ltd 

Myers, G., 2011. African Cities: Alternative Visions of Urban Theory and Practice. London and New 
York: Zeed Books. 

Murray Li, T., 2007a. The will to improve. Durham & London: Duke University Press 

Nigthingale, A., 2009. Triangulation. In: Kitchin, R. and Thrift, N., (ed.). International Encyclopedia of 
Human Geography. (Electronic Resource) 

Valentine, G., 2005. Tell me about…: using interviews as a research methodology. In: Flowerdew, R. 
and Martin, D., (ed.). England: Pearson Education Limited 

Walters, W., 2012. Governmentality: Critical encounters. London and New York: Routledge, Taylor 
and Francis Group 

Walsh, K., 2009. Participant Observation. In: Kitchin, R. and Thrift, N., (ed.). International 
Encyclopedia of Human Geography. (Electronic Resource) 

Willis, K., 2006. Interviewing. In: Desai, V. and Potter, R. (Eds). Doing Development Research. London: 
SAGE Publications Ltd 

Journals 

Babu. A., 2009. Governmentality, Active Citizenship and Marginalisation: The Case of Rural Drinking 
Water supply in Kerala, India. Asian Social Science, Volume 5, No. 11 
Available at: www.ccsenet.org/journal.html 

Flyvbjerg, B., 2006. Five misunderstandings about case-study research. Qualitative Inquiry, Volume 
12, No 2, pp. 219-245 

Gandy, M., February 2006. Planning, Anti-planning and the Infrastructure Crisis Facing Metropolitan 
Lagos. Urban Studies, Volume 4, pp. 371-396 



63 
 
 

 

Hellberg, S., September 2014. Water, life and politics: Exploring the contested case of eThekwini 
municipality through a governmentality lens. Geoforum, Volume 56, pp. 226-236.  
Available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2014.02.004 

Hsieh, H. and Shannon, S., 2005. Three Approaches to Qualitative Content Analysis. Qualitative 
Health Research, Volume 15, No. 9, pp.1277-1288 

Kooy, M. and Bakker, K., 2008. Technologies of Government: Constituting Subjectivities, Spaces and 
Infrastructures in Colonial and Contemporary Jakarta. International Journal of Urban and Regional 
Planning Research, Volume 32.2, pp. 375-391 

Morales, C., Harris, L. and Öberg, G., 2014. Citizenshit: the right to flush and the urban sanitation 
imaginary. Environment and Planning A, Volume 46, pp. 2816 – 2833. 

Murray Li, T., 2007b. Governmentality. Antropologica, Volume 49, No. 2, pp. 275-281 

Loftus, A., 2006. Reification and the Dictatorship of the Water Meter. Antipode, Volume 38, Issue 5, 
pp. 1023-1045 

Sutherland, C., Hordjik, M., Lewis, B., Meyer, C. and Buthelezi, S., 2014. Water and sanitation 
provision in eThekwini Municipality: a spatially differentiated approach. Environment & Urbanization, 
International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED). Volume 26, No. 2, pp. 469–488. 

Swyngedouw, E., 2005. Governance Innovation and the Citizen: The Janus Face of Governance-
beyond-the-State. Urban Studies, Volume 42, No. 11, pp. 1991-2006 

Watson. V., October 2009. Seeing from the South: Refocusing Urban Planning on the Globe’s Central 
Urban Issus. Urban Studies, Volume 46, No. 11, pp. 2259-2275 

Other Published Material  

COGTA- Cooperative Governance Traditional Affairs, 2000. The Municipal Systems Act. Republic of 
South Africas 
Available at: 
http://www.cogta.gov.za/index.php/component/content/article?id=511:the-municipal-systems-
act.html 

DWAF – Department of Water Affairs and Forestry, 1994. White Paper on Water Supply and 
Sanitation Policy. Republic of South Africa 
Available at: http://www.dwaf.gov.za/Documents/Policies/WSSP.pdf 

DWAF – Department of Water Affairs and Forestry, 2002. Water is Life, Sanitation Diginity. Republic 
of South Africa 
Available at: http://www.gov.za/sites/www.gov.za/files/draft_SA_water_services_wp6.1.pdf 

Ekane, Kjellén, Nyqvist, Noel, Fogde, 2013. Sanitation Governance viewed through different lenses. In: 
Sustainable Sanitation Practice Issue 16: 4-9 
Available at: http://sei-international.org/publications?pid=2344  

eThekwini Municipality, 2013. Policies and Practices of the eThekwini Municipality Water and 
Sanitation Unit.  
Available at: http://www.durban.gov.za  



64 
 
 

eThekwini Municipality, 2014. Spatial Development Framework (SDF) Report 2014/2015. (Final 
Report: May 2014). 
Available at: 
http://www.durban.gov.za/Resource_Centre/reports/Framework_Planning/Documents/SDF_Full_Re
port_2014_2015_May_2014.pdf 

Etter, B., Udert, K.M., Gounden, T. (ed.), 2015. VUNA Final Report. Eawag, Dübendorf, Switzerland 

Hellberg, S., 2015. The Biopolitics of Water: Technology, Subjectivity and Lifestyle in eThekwini 
Municipality, South Africa. Ph D Thesis, University of Gothenburg: School of Global Studies. 

Ingonyama Trust Board, 2014. Annual Report, 01 April 2013-31 march 2014. South Africa: 
Pietermaritzburg.  
Available at: http://www.ingonyamatrust.org.za/ 

McConville, R. J., 2008. Assessing Sustainable Approaches To Sanitation Planning and Implementation 
in West Africa. Licentiate Thesis. Royal Institute of Technology (KTH) in Stockholm – Sweden: 
Department of Land and Water Resource Engineering. 

Nordqvist, P., 2013. System order and function in urban sanitation governance: Exploring the concept 
of polycentric systems in the city of Kampala, Uganda. Master Thesis, Stockholm University: 
Stockholm Resilience Center 

Roma, E., Philp, K., Buckley, C., Xulu, S., and Scott, D., 2013. User perceptions of urine diversion 
dehydration toilets: Experiences from a cross-sectional study in eThekwini Municipality. South African 
Water Research Commission. Water SA, Volume.39, No. 2 
Available at: http://www.wrc.org.za  

Scott, D. & Philip, K., 14 March 2011. Draft Report Urine Diversion Toilet User Survey Pilot Study. 
Pollution Research Group School of Chemical Engineering, University of KwaZulu-Natal, 
Commissioned by eThekwini Municipality Water and Sanitation. 

Statistics South Africa, 2014. Mid-year population estimations. (Electronic resource) 
Available at: http://www.statssa.gov.za/publications/P0302/P03022014.pdf 

Sutherland, C., Robbins, G., Scott, D. and Sim, V. 2013a. Durban City Report. Chance2Sustain, EADI. 
Bonn. 
Available at: 
http://www.chance2sustain.eu/fileadmin/Website/Dokumente/Dokumente/Publications/publicatio
ns_2014/C2S_CR_No03_Durban_V1-2.pdf 

Tissington, K., 2011. Basic Sanitation in South Africa: A Guide to Legislation, Policy and Practice. 
Socio-economic rights Institute of South Africa, South Africa: Johannesburg. 
Available at: http://www.seri-sa.org/images/stories/SERI_Guide_to_Basic_Sanitation_Jul11.pdf 

UKZN - University of KwaZulu-Natal (Pollution Research Group), November 2013. “Sanitation Tour”, 
University of KwaZulu-Natal, Durban: eThekwini Water and Sanitation. 
Available at:  
http://prg.ukzn.ac.za/docs/default-source/reinvent-the-toilet-challenge-posters/sanitation-tour-
document-november-2013.pdf?sfvrsn=2 

 

 



65 
 
 

Unpublished material  

Khanyisa Projects, 2014. Ground Truthing Report. Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation – City Partnerships 
Urban Sanitation Services in eThekwini Municipality South Africa.  

Sutherland, C., Lewis, B., Hordijk, M., Meyer, C., and Scott, D, 2013b. Community adaptation and 
innovative water and climate change policies in Durban (South Africa): an encounter in relational 
space. Durban: University of KwaZulu-Natal, Netherlands: University of Amsterdam.  

Sutherland, C., 2015, Innovative and just water and sanitation policies and practices in Durban? , 
(Lecture-Power Point Presentation), Durban, South Africa: University of KwaZulu-Natal 2015 from 
EWS Leaflet 

UKZN, 2015-02-06. Meeting with Inkosi Mqoqi Ncgobo, Qadi Traditional Authority Offices, Mzinyathi. 
Durban: University of KwaZulu-Natal, (Transcribed Interview from meeting with the Inkosi of 
Mzinyahti)  

Internet Sources  

Bond, P., 2012. Toilet Apartheid. Article in CounterPunch Magazine.  
Available at: http://www.counterpunch.org/2012/12/06/toilet-apartheid/print 

Department of Water Affairs and Forestry, Republic of South Africa, 1994. Water Supply and 
Sanitation Policy – White Paper.  
Available at: https://www.dwa.gov.za/Documents/Policies/WSSP.pdf 

eThekwini Municipality, 2015  City Government  
Available at: 
http://www.durban.gov.za/City_Government/mayor_council/Councillors/Pages/default.aspx  

sGoogle Eart, 2015, (Figure 20-23)  29⁰39’57.72’’S, 30⁰54’16.94’’E 

Google Maps, 2015, (Figure 1)  Durban Metropolitan, KwaZulu-Natal, South Africa 

Google Maps, 2015, (Figure 3)  Mzinyathi, Durban Metropolitan, KwaZulu-Natal, South Africa 

Municipal Demarcation Board (MBD), 2015  Municipal Demarcation Act 
Available at: www.demarcation.org.za/index.php/municipal-boundaries 

Penner, B., November 2010. Flush with Inequality: Sanitation in South Africa, Places Journal.  
Available at: https://placesjournal.org/article/flush-with-inequality-sanitation-in-south-africa/ 

SSWM, 2015  Pour Flushing Toilets 
Available at: http://www.sswm.info/category/implementation-tools/water-use/hardware/toilet-
systems/uddt 

SSWM, 2015  Urine-Diversion Dehydration Toilets. 
Available at: http://www.sswm.info/category/implementation-tools/water-use/hardware/toilet-
systems/uddt 

SSWM, 2015  Septic Tanks 
Available at: http://www.sswm.info/category/implementation-tools/wastewater-
treatment/hardware/site-storage-and-treatments/septic-tank 



66 
 
 

SuSanA (Sustainable Sanitation Alliance), 2011. Large-scale peri-urban and rural sanitation with 
UDDTs, eThekwini (Durban), South Africa.  
Available at: www.susana.org 

United Nations Development Fund (UNDP), 2015 About South Africa 
Available at: http://www.za.undp.org/content/south_africa/en/home/countryinfo/ 

United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA), 2014. Population and Development Fact sheet. 
Available at: 
http://countryoffice.unfpa.org/filemanager/files/southafrica/Population_and_Development_Fact_Sh
eet%20.pdf 

World Health Organization (WHO), 2015. Basic Sanitation 
Available at: 
http://www.who.int/water_sanitation_health/mdg1/en/ 

World Health Organization (WHO)/United Nations Children’s Found (UNICEF) Joint Monitoring 
Programme (JMP) for Water Supply and Sanitation, 2014. Progress on sanitation and drinking-water - 
2014 update. WHO Library Cataloguing-in-Publication Data. 
Available at: http://www.wssinfo.org/  

Interviews  

Households, Mzinyathi conducted between 2015-03-09 to 2015-03-13 

o 30 households were interviewed in the area of Mzinyathi. I have numerated the surveys and 
will refer them according to numbers. Even though names were collected in every survey I 
have chosen to not use that information in an effort to secure the privacy of each informant. 
As they were conducted by both my research colleague and me I have clarified which ones 
were executed by me as DS and by my research colleague as RC.  

30 household Surveys in Mzinyathi 

2015-03-10 2015-03-11 2015-03-12 2015-03-13 

Household 1: DS 
Household 2: RC 

Household 3: DS 
Household 4: DS 
Household 5: DS 
Household 6:RC 
Household 7: RC 
Household 8: RC 
Household 9: RC 

Household 10: RC 
Household 11: RC 

Household 12: DS 
Household 13: DS 
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Appendix 

 Interview schedule: Mzinyathi Households 

Name of interviewer: ____________________________________ 

Date of interview: ______________________________________ 

Name of person being interviewed: _________________________________ 

Location of house in Mzinyathi: _____________________________________  

A. Living in Mzinyathi  

1. How long have you lived in this area? 

Under 1 year  

1-2 years  

2-3 years  

3-5 years  

5-10 years  

Over 10 years  

 

2. Where did you live before coming to live in Mzinyathi? 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

3. Why did you come to live in Mzinyathi? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------ 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

4. What was the process you followed to get land and then to build your house?  

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------ 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------ 

5. Do you have another home? Yes/No 

 

6. If yes, where is it and how often do you go there? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------ 

7. How many people live in this house more than 5 days a week? 

8. How many extra people join your household during the weekends? 

9. What is the maximum amount of people that live here for 3 consecutive days? 

10.  Who is the head of the household? 

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

11. Has your quality of life changed here since you moved to Mzinyathi? How has it changed?  

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------- 

12. What three things do you like most about living in Mzinyathi? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--------------- 

13. What three things would you like to change about living in Mzinyathi? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--------------- 

 

B. Governance and social networks 

 

14.  Who is in ‘charge’ in Mzinyathi? 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

15. When you have a problem, when do you go to  

1. the Inkosi? 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------ 

2. the Induna? 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------ 

3. the municipal councillor? 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------ 

16. Who is the government in this area? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------------------------------------------------- 

17.  Does the government help you here? Yes/No 

18.  If Yes, how does the government help you? 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

19. If No, please explain how they should be helping you.  

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--------------------------------------------------------------------- 

20.  Are there any community structures/committees here? If so, what are they called? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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21. Do you participate in these committees? What is your involvement in these committees? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------ 

22. Do you belong to any social activity groups in this area? 

Yes  

No  

 

23. If yes, to which social activity groups do you belong? E.g. stokvel, church group. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------ 

24. What are the aims of these groups in the area? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------- 

26. Do you discuss sanitation related issues within these groups? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------- 

C. Services  

 

25. What services do you need in this area? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--------------- 

 

Water: 

26. How do you access water in your house? 

27. Are you happy with the way the water system works at your house? Yes/No.  Please explain. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--------------------------------------------------------------------- 

28. Do you pay for water each month? Yes/No 

29. How do you collect and store water in your house? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--------------------------------------------------------------------- 

30. Is there enough water pressure to collect water? Yes/No 

31. Do you have enough water each month for your household? Yes/No 

32. Can you always get access to water or are there times when there is no water available? Do 

you know why?  

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Electricity: 

33. Do you have electricity in your home? Yes/No 

34. What other energy sources do you use? 

Energy source  

Electricity   

Gas  

Battery  

Paraffin  

Wood  

 

35. If you use wood, where do you get it from? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Waste removal: 

36. How do you get rid of your waste? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Sanitation: 

37.  What type of toilet/s do you have?   

 

Type Have it / do not have it 

Pit toilet (traditional)  

VIP  

UDT  

Septic tank  

UDT transformed into septic tank  

 

38.  Are you experiencing any problems with your toilet? Yes/No. Please explain.  

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

D. UD Toilets 

39.  Do you have a UD toilet? Yes/No   [If No, continue to section E] 

 

40. Getting a UDT: 

1. If Yes, when did you get the UDT? _______________________ 

2. How many UDTs did you get? __________________________ 

3. What was the process to get a UDT (i.e. did you apply for it or did everyone get 

one?) 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------------------- 

4. Did you have to pay for the UDT? Yes/No 

5. If Yes, how much?  ______________________ 



72 
 
 

6. Were you happy that you received a UDT? Yes/No 

7. If No, why not? 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------------------- 

8. Did you know anyone else who already owned one?  Yes/No 

9. Had you talked about UDTs before? Yes/No 

10. Did you know the technology before? 

11. If Yes, what were people saying? 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------------------- 

12. Or was the UDT completely new to you? Yes/No 

13. Who owns the UDT?  

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

14. Who is responsible for maintaining it?  

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

41. Using and maintaining the UDT: 

1. When you got the UDT did you start using it right away?  Yes/No 

2. Do you use the UDT now? Yes/No 

3. How often do you use it?  __________________________ 

 

4. Do both men/women/children/elderly in the home use the UDT? 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

5. Did you receive any information on how to use and maintain the UDT and/or the 

benefits of the UDT?  Yes/No 

6. Do you, or someone in your household, empty the UDT yourself or does 

someone else do it? Why/why not? 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------------------- 

 

7. What is it like to empty the UDT? 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------------------- 

8. If a professional (like the municipality) empties the UDT, does this cost anything?  

Yes/No.  If Yes, how much? ____________ 

9. Where do you get sand/ash for the UDT? 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

10. What does it cost? _________________ 

 

42. Satisfaction with the UDT: 

1. Are you satisfied with the UDT? Yes/No.  Please explain why/why not. 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------------------- 
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2. What are some of the problems you have encountered with your UDT? (e.g. 

leakage) 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------------------- 

3. Would you like to change something about your UDT?  Do you think it can be 

changed? 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

4. Have you made any changes to the UDT yourself?  If Yes, what and why? 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------------------- 

43. Comparison with other types of sanitation: 

1. What type of toilet did you use before UDTs?   

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

2. Do you still have these types of toilet? Yes/No 

3. And are they being used? Yes/No. If Yes, why? 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

4. What are the advantages of UDTs compared to other types of toilet? 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------------------- 

5. Do you have anything else to say about UDTs? 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------------------- 

44.  How much contact have you had with the municipality (eThekwini Water and Sanitation 

Unit) regarding the UDTs and in what way? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------ 

E. Social facilities 

 

45. What social facilities do you have in this settlement? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------ 

46.  What social facilities do you need in this settlement? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------ 

 

G. Personal information 

 

47. Are you employed? Part-time or full time? 
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 Yes No 

Employed   

Part-time   

Full-time   

What type of job do you do?  

Where do you work?  

 

48. What modes of transport are you using in this area? 

 General Work 

Foot   

Bicycle   

Taxi   

Bus   

Train   

Own car   

 

49.  Age 

18-21 years  

21-30 years  

31-40 years  

41-50 years  

51-60 years  

60-65 years  

65+ years  

 

50.  Gender     

Male  

Female  

 

51. Education 

Never attended any school  

Lower primary education  

Completed primary education  

Completed Std 6-9 (grade 8-11)  

Completed matric  

Completed tertiary education  

Other (specify)  

 

52.  Total income per household per month 

<R1000  

R1001-R1 500  

R1 501-R2 000  
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R2 001-R3 000  

R3 001-R4 000  

R4 001-R5 000  

R5 001-R6 000  

R6 001-R7 000  

R7 001-R8 000  

R8 001-R9 000  

R9 001-R10 000  

R10 000+  

53. Do you have any final comments you would like to add? 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--------------- 

 

 

 


