urban
innovation

adjective

urban innovation as a break from
common practice to develop
longlasting transformations in
communities, neighbourhoods,
and cities.




3. URBAN CRIME AND GRIME: LESSONS FROM HILLBROW’S
EKHAYA RESIDENTIAL CITY IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT

Thembani Mkhize

Introduction

This chapter challenges two perceptions prevalent in popular writing and imagery seen in recent twenty-first
century academic literature.The first is the grim portrayal of Johannesburg’s post-apartheid inner city as a haven
for crime and grime, as well as a site of failed development initiatives, fraught with stakeholder relations (Mpe,
2003; Winkler, 2013; media productions such as the popular television ‘soapie’, Yizo Yizo 3 (2003) and the film
Jerusalema (2008)). The second is the idea that designated ‘improvement districts’ are inherently exclusionary
and undemocratic as urban regeneration tools, invariably giving voice to property owners at the expense of
others (Schaller and Modan, 2005; Paasche, 2013). In challenging these perceptions, the eKhaya Residential
City Improvement District is presented as an example of positive innovation in urban governance as a City
Improvement District (CID).These are known as Business Improvement Districts (BIDs) and Residential CIDs
in American cities.As a formal South African initiative, the improvement district model has achieved a significant
degree of success in building a local community through simultaneously reducing levels of crime, grime and
physical regeneration and addressing social marginalisation.

The spotlight falls on Hillbrow, which is a mainly residential high-rise, high-density part of inner city Johannesburg
that is notoriously ridden with grime and prone to crime.Yet, Hillbrow is now the location of eKhaya, the first
participatory, socially-driven Residential CID in Johannesburg and in all of South Africa (City of Johannesburg
[COJ], 2008; Johannesburg Housing Company, 2010a; b). As an innovative community-led response to urban
disorder, eKhaya is still an unusual case. By researching and documenting this case study, the value of the
inclusivity of improvement districts and other urban regeneration efforts in Johannesburg comes to the fore.
The chapter seeks to focus largely on eKhaya's creative elements that make it an effective instrument for both
urban management and fighting crime in Hillbrow. As will be explained, it is the “social ingredient” (Adler,
Pers. Comm., 2013) of eKhaya that distinguishes the eKhaya precinct from many other less innovative cases of
improvement districts, and which positions eKhaya as a possible exemplar for other places.
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First, a brief account of the research design, and its noted limitations, introduces the research questions and
methods used to expand on earlier work (Mkhize, T, 2014) that provoked other insights worth exploring. A
review of literature on the different responses to urban crime and grime in different urban settings follows,
with a discussion on the role of improvement districts and mention of the shortfalls noted in the literature.As a
focal theme of this chapter the case of eKhaya, and the neighbourhood within which it is housed, is descriptively
illustrated and assessed. Its success in tackling crime and grime is addressed through a socially inclusive approach.
Finally, the chapter reflects on the extent to which eKhaya could be enhanced and, particularly, on the innovative
approaches that could be replicated in other inner city contexts.
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Research Design

For this project, identifying and focusing on eKhaya’s critical success factors was a priority, in particular, exploring
the extent to which these success factors could be further improved in the quest to counter crime and grime
in Hillbrow. Equally important was whether they could be reproduced in other inner cities elsewhere in South
Africa, or other parts of the Johannesburg inner city, where similar challenges are evident. The following sub-
questions guided the investigation:

*  What are eKhaya’s critical anti-crime and anti-grime features and principles?
*  To what extent are these principles in line with the policy instruments at local, provincial and national level?
*  With which local, provincial, national and international community-led initiatives is eKhaya affiliated?

*  What can eKhaya learn from the principles of other community-led initiatives in the quest to prevent crime
and grime?

*  How can local state institutions be more proactive in helping to tackle crime and grime in eKhaya and
Hillbrow?

*  How can eKhaya’s critical success factors then be replicated in similar inner city contexts in South Africa?

The concern of this in-depth study was to identify the principles evident in the eKhaya neighbourhood and
to establish the extent to which they could be adapted and replicated in other South African areas. Research
was concentrated on eKhaya South, where initiatives to create an improvement district were established a
fairly long time ago.That eKhaya has recently extended towards the northern parts of Hillbrow (Figure 3.1), is
acknowledged with interest in this work. The research involved an array of data collection methods associated
with its qualitative approach (Cresswell, 2009), which is appropriate for this particular case study. In particular,
the following were useful:

*  Documentation review

*  Semi structured, open-ended interviews
*  Direct observation

*  Participant observation

*  Photography



Figure 3.1: eKhaya clusters relative to Hillbrow proper
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Source: Housing Development Agency (2012:4)
(since its inception, eKhaya has expanded and/or been
replicated to northern parts of Hillbrow)

A desktop study began the process and involved
a review of different types of documents: policies
(mostly national, provincial and local safety
policies); journals; book chapters; and reports.
The review of the different documents yielded a
wealth of information with these outcomes:

* Academic literature (journal articles and
book chapters) revealed specific knowledge
and current discourse on matters such
as urban safety, social inclusion in inner
city regeneration, and the use of City
Improvement Districts (CIDs) in particular.

*  Reports on the background, establishment
and history of eKhaya, which included old
and recent online newspaper editorials and
features on the City of Johannesburg (CQOJ)
website, familiarised me with the context of
eKhaya and provided pointers towards the
critical success features of this initiative.

* National, provincial and local reports
on community safety included the draft
Integrated Urban Development Framework
(RSA, 2014), the new Draft White Paper
on Safety and Security (RSA, 2014), the
Gauteng Safety Strategy (Gauteng Provincial
Government, 2015), and the Joburg Safety
Strategy (COJ, 2007). An analysis of these
reports explicated the relationship between
eKhaya and official policy on safety.
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Interviewees included the two coordinators of eKhaya whom | accompanied during the course of their everyday
activities — Ms. Josie Adler (founder and former coordinator) and Ms. Bafikile Mkhize (current coordinator).
Other interviewees were the sector manager of the Hillbrow Police Station, and one representative of Bad
Boy’z Security (the private security service and cleaning provider in eKhaya). This chapter also draws, in part,
on material from interviews with housing managers in eKhaya conducted for previous research for a master’s
dissertation (Mkhize, T., 2014). Housing managers play an important role in the eKhaya community as they
pass information on to, and liaise with, tenants in the buildings and other players such as coordinators of the
precinct initiative. | also had the privilege of attending and taking part in some of eKhaya’s activities, the monthly
walkabout and the eKhaya Soccer Day, where study-relevant notes were diarised and triangulated with data
from other sources. However, the research procedure had its limitations and difficulties. There were some key
meetings that | was unable to attend. This included, for example, meetings of the Community Policing Forum
(CPF) which | was not informed of, apparently due to a suspicion that | was a journalist and not a researcher.

Established Knowledge

There is extensive international literature on inner city regeneration and the politics of taking part in community
safety-related initiatives, including significant literature on Johannesburg itself. There is also a growing number
of works on CIDs as a creative response to crime and grime that together make for an unfavourable living
environment. It is impossible to do justice to all of this in one chapter; but | have drawn selectively on scholarship
that illustrates general key themes in extant literature.

Literature on community safety points to types of interventions that can improve levels of safety, from the
general, like the chapter by Crawford and Evans (2012) in a recently published criminology handbook; or
following on from Oscar Newman’s early classic, Defensible Space: Crime Prevention through Urban Design
(Newman, 1972), to the specific circumstance or location. In contexts of a marked social divide, such as is
the case in Latin America and South Africa, a prominent theme concerns actions to counter crime and grime
that have been socially exclusionary. Scholars have focused on the materialisation and proliferation of the so-
called urban fortresses (Landman and Schonteich, 2002:71); and gated residential communities, and suburban
road closures comprising heavy security measures to repel non-residents as new spatial features of defensive
urbanism (Landman, 2004:6).These features are common on the edges of Sao Paolo and Johannesburg (Landman
and Schonteich, 2002:71; ibid; Murray, 2004; Landman and Schonteich, 2002; Landman, 2012; Dirsuweit, 2014;
Vigneswaran, 2010).

Although urban developments that contain visible, well-secured properties are more often than not legitimised
by the fear of crime, another point of view is that owners seek to make their properties unaffordable for those
perceived as threats to safety. The assumption is that lower class people are criminals. The fear of crime is thus
sometimes used as a fagade disguising residents’ self-interest in a bid to raise property values.By so doing, the
middle- and upper-classes may deflect the urban poor, the perceived threats to “the surrounding pregnable
neighbourhoods... [that] often fall prey to much of the crime that is pushed their way, causing a concomitant



drop in property values” (Murray, 2004:152). From this has emerged a form of ‘NIMBYism’ (Murray, 2004;
Landman, 2012), which is an acronym for ‘Not In My Backyard’.This concept refers to a phenomenon that entails
middle- and upper-income residents’ strong opposition to developments perceived as threats to property value
increases in their own neighbourhoods. Yet, they do not object to similar developments elsewhere. Needless
to say, urban scholarship in the developing world has critiqued urban developments that deliberately make it
impossible for those with lower incomes to purchase a home. Apart from significantly contributing to urban
sprawl, this action of inflating house prices in certain areas also leads to greater exclusion and marginalisation of
the poor.While literature on this issue tends to paint a vivid picture of responses to crime that are exclusionary,
it is almost entirely a critique of well-off residents’, or corporate property owners’, responses to crime as
exerting stress on, and excluding, the less well-off urban dwellers. Very little reference, if any, is made to the
positive question of how the issue of crime can be addressed while being more inclusionary and proposing the
creation of more integrated cities.

Whilst some urban researchers are preoccupied with the well-to-do residents’ retreat from urban life as a
response to fear of crime and grime in South African cities; others choose to look at mechanisms that residents
in deprived neighbourhoods have devised (Gossman and Premo 2012; Dirsuweit 2014). Argues Dirsuweit,
contrary to the commonly held notion(s) that fear of crime is “a white, middle- and upper-income concern”
(Dirsuweit, 2014:549) perpetrated by black and disadvantaged citizens (Murray, 2004); the fear of crime is
possibly most pronounced within black and/or low-income communities, especially those living in inner city
neighbourhoods. Correspondingly, Murray (2004:158) points out that “violent crime affects South Africans of all
backgrounds and colours, especially black urban residents, most of whom do not live in gated communities with
24-hour armed response teams.” This effectively implies that fear of crime in the urban context is a pervasive
issue. In the light of the possibility that fear of crime is more pronounced in disadvantaged communities, a probe
into how such communities cope with this fear becomes crucial.

Gossman and Premo (2012), and Dirsuweit (2014) observe that against the backdrop of limited public security
measures, poor urban residents’ fear of crime has translated into some of them taking the law into their own
hands. This has come about via drastic, punitive, violent and equally criminal measures in the form of vigilante
activism - ‘mob justice’ - that claims lives. The result is a situation of fighting crime with crime. Although
Community Policing Forums, in their capacity as constitutionally mandated anti-crime partnerships between
communities and the police, have “often [been] touted as a panacea to vigilantism and fear in poorer areas”
(Dirsuweit, 2014:550) like Hillbrow; “the private security firms, however,... are cited as the most effective force
in security response” (Gossman and Premo, 2012:11).This is largely attributable to the lack of professionalism of
some members of Community Policing Forums and the South African Police Service (SAPS), and the perceived
(and real) lack of respect for some residents of diverse communities (Gossmann and Premo, 2012) of which
Hillbrow is a good example.
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An instance of this lack of professionalism and respect is the harassment of foreign nationals, legal and
undocumented, based on the stereotype that they are all perpetrators of crime and disorder. Dirsuweit
(2014:550) also chastises the Community Policing Forum as seen in the following excerpt:

... the [Community Policing Forum] model has proven to be problematic, with
[Community Policing Forums] in some cases becoming vigilante movements

where trust in the police partnership has broken down. In other cases
[Community Policing Forums] have reinforced inequalities, with those in poorer
areas struggling to access resources and social capital to function effectively.

The dire crime situation in such neighbourhoods has been aggravated by the involvement of law enforcers and
functionaries in criminal activities (Pillay, 2013). This seems to be the case in Johannesburg’s most stressed
and disparaged urban neighbourhood, Hillbrow. There have been allegations by some Hillbrow community
members that some leaders of the area’s Community Policing Forum are deeply connected to criminal activities
and syndicates (ibid.). Hillborow Police Station, despite being “one of the stations that [are] doing very well in
terms of crime prevention in the [Gauteng] province” (Nathi Mthethwa, the former Minister of Police as cited
in Pillay, 2013), continues to be plagued by allegations of police corruption (ibid.). Indeed, although Hillbrow’s
reported crime statistics have dropped significantly over the years, especially when tested against Gauteng’s and
South Africa’s average crime statistics, drug-related crimes in the area are still higher than national and provincial
averages (ibid.; Quest Research Services, 2010). This may justify scholars’ and community residents’ perception
of Hillbrow as an area “where the cops do the work for drug lords” (ibid.). Given that community safety in the
modern-day context “needs contributions from different role-players, not only the police... [and is] a cross-
cutting issue that includes everyone” (South African Cities Network, 2014:8), it becomes imperative to research
the extent to which community-driven development initiatives concerning violence and corruption, as occurs in
eKhaya, may work innovatively with the local state and other stakeholders to counter crime and grime.

“Since governing institutions with wider authority [are] fail[ing] to meet citizen needs” (Nelson, 2007) in inner
city areas, citizens in such neighbourhoods “are increasingly taking matters into their own hands at the most
decentralised levels possible” (ibid.). One of the ways in which citizens have taken the initiative to change
their neighbourhoods for the better — thus demonstrating their agency - has been through the formation of
improvement districts in their respective neighbourhoods (Hoyt and Goppal-Agge, 2007; Nelson, 2007).



Improvement districts are geographical areas within which property owners pay an additional tax or levy
to fund projects within the area’s boundaries (Ward, 2007). As a new form of urban management for the
improvement of derelict Inner City areas, improvement districts are now seen as a powerful strategy on the
road back to prosperity for economically-distressed city sections (Mkhize, T., 2014). They were first established
in North American cities like Toronto and New York as a counter-response to urban crime and grime in
the 1970s, and are now used all over the world as a tool for urban regeneration in a neoliberalising world
(internationalised). Interestingly, they have been ‘creolised’ and ‘internalised’ — they have specific terminologies
in different geographies, and have been locally adapted to contexts, issues and actors (Brenner and Theodore,
2002; Peyroux, 2006; 2007). In South Africa, for instance, CIDs are by law implemented only after 51% of the
property owners within a designated area have given consent for CID approval; unlike the situation in Germany,
where only 30% of the property owners have to give consent (CO], 2008; Friesecke and Lockemann, 2008).The
improvement district model can thus be perceived as what Peyroux et al. (2012:111) refer to as “a travelling
concept”, with replicable features in South African cities (Didier et al., 2012).

Predominantly, improvement districts occupy business areas via generating multi-year revenue through a
compulsory assessment on local businesses and/or property owners (ibid.; Samson, 2007; Morgan, 201 I). They
are usually approved by city councils in line with improvement district by-laws or national and provincial statutes;
and are “intended to add to or enhance municipal services” (Samson 2007:128) such as waste collection and
security within defined boundaries. This implies that private bodies are “[playing for the public life” (Levy
2001:124). Paasche (2012:260) argues that by so doing, “[t]hese private bodies pursue a neoliberal agenda that
facilitates consumption, which is the goal of many urban renewal programmes.” Indeed, it is well-documented
in research on improvement districts that they are a privatised tool for the management of inclusive enclaves
or decaying residential parts of the city that still hold potential for investment (Ward, 2007; Lloyd et al., 2003;
Morgan, 2011; Kreutz, 2009; Lippert, 2010; Lippert, 2012; Hoyt and Goppal-Agge, 2007; Ellen et al., 2007).
Against the backdrop of urban challenges such as crime, grime and disinvestment, improvement districts are
seen to “bring wit, imagination, and entrepreneurial skills to the provision of public services” (Hoyt and Gopal-
Agge, 2007:956). They are also recognised as a “creative response to suburbanisation” (Levy, 2001:124). Such
interventions have led to transformed public spaces, revitalised properties and enhanced levels of safety. This is
accomplished via security patrols and technologies in formerly run-down localities globally (Ward, 2007). The
success of improvement districts in business has allowed for the concept to be carried through to the residential
neighbourhood level (Schaller and Modan, 2005; Friesecke and Lockemann, 2008; COJ, 2008).
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Research on CIDs has generated much global discussion. Debates have been raging about CIDs’ exclusionary,
undemocratic nature (Peyroux, 2007; Miraftab, 2007) against their ability to channel much-needed private
monthly levies to contribute to urban regeneration and safety in areas such as Johannesburg’s inner city. Nelson
(2007) hails the improvement district model for having enhanced the notion of “sublocal governance” (ibid.)
by giving property owners a voice in urban decisions that affect them collectively. However, the improvement
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district model is also being slated for “concentrat[ing] power in a narrow set of actors, primarily property
owners and secondarily business owners... [thereby] reinforc[ing] political constellations that further exclude
traditionally marginalised low-income residents and small businesses” (Schaller and Modan, 2005:405). This is a
justifiable concern since “tenants are not allowed to vote” (Friesecke and Lockemann, 2008; Dube, 2009) in the
decision-making process of CIDs.

Moreover, improvement districts are said to have adopted a “revanchist” (Paasche, 2012:260; emphasis in the
original) stance towards citizens who are considered a nuisance in CID space — hawkers, loiterers, displaced
people and the mentally ill (Miraftab, 2008). Measures are put in place to retaliate in some way to recover
what they see as a loss of their territory. Given South Africa’s fascist history which, in essence, excluded some
racial groups from the city, the CID model is said to be reifying the apartheid logic (Scott, 2003; Peyroux, 2006;
Miraftab, 2007; Paasche, 2013). CIDs in South Africa have thus been criticised for covertly “perpetuat[ing] the
apartheid spatiality, shifting the bases of urban exclusion from race to class” (Miraftab, 2007:603). Their policy
ensures that the “exclusionary socio-spatial relationship is [blurred and]... governed innovatively through a
multi-actor matrix that is not only flexible but permeable” (ibid.:603). Critics of CIDs have thus argued for a
conception of CIDs as Privately Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS) — a form of social control and/or spatial
governmentality - which has had a negative impact on citizenship, democracy and the public realm (Schaller and
Modan, 2005; Miraftab, 2007; Dube, 2009).

In so far as research on CIDs has spurned many debates, it has largely been silent on the everyday governance
of these CIDs as well as their participatory nature. Particularly overlooked in research on CIDs is the extent to
which a sense of community is fostered among the allegedly disempowered (those without property). Given that
the various stakeholders without property operate in CID territory, their incorporation in the governance and
management of everyday urban issues such as crime and grime in the territory is warranted. Neglect of this issue
would give the impression that those without property are completely nameless, faceless and voiceless when
decisions affecting them in CIDs,and other urban improvement initiatives, are made and carried out.Such neglect
could also lead to misleading thinking that all improvement districts are the same.This discourse contributes to
filling this void by exploring a somewhat under-researched terrain associated with urban improvement districts
(Mkhize, T., 2014). Using the case of eKhaya, the study seeks to demonstrate the possibility and extent to which
the ‘disempowered’ are empowered in improvement districts, especially in the mitigation of collective urban
issues such as crime and grime in unsavoury residential environments.

Innovative Approaches against Urban Grime and Crime: Lessons from eKhaya

There was 24 hour shooting in Hillbrow.And the place stank! | used to put gloves on and lavender in my nose to go into
Hillbrow. It was foul! The tar of the street was eaten by this acid foulness [...] The relationship between the City and the
landlords was gone, the relationship between the landlords and tenants was gone, and tenants were victims, they were not
tenants. The governance in the buildings was bad news.
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