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PREFACE 

This study was inspired by the uniqueness of the politics of heritage in South Africa 

that was outlined in a paper by Sibongiseni Mkhize aptly titled “Walking a Minefield: 

Museums and Representations of Contemporary Political Conflict in KwaZulu-Natal”.  

Although focusing on the political violence in KwaZulu-Natal and suggesting that 

researching this space is tantamount to „walking a minefield‟, I believe the whole of 

the South African heritage landscape is a minefield… 
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ABSTRACT 

From the advent of democracy in South Africa, colonial and apartheid-era heritage has 

been a source of on-going robust debates as this nation state grapples with the question 

of national identity and collective remembrance. In line with the Constitution‟s aspiration 

for a South African society that is “united in diversity”, the democratic government has 

been adamant that the question of national identity must be tackled within the ambit of 

“reconciliation”, “social cohesion” and “nation-building”. Drawing on the case study of 

Durban in the KwaZulu-Natal province of South Africa, this investigation highlights the 

evolution of the meaning of contested heritage from the colonial period, through the 

apartheid era, up until the democratic dispensation.  This investigation likewise looks at 

the post-1994 politics of heritage transformation, with a particular focus on the correlation 

between the public's demands and aspirations for heritage transformation, particularly 

among the formerly marginalised, and the pace and direction that government (and 

institutional bodies alike) seems to be taking in this regard. The study likewise contends 

with the extent to which tourism becomes a factor in the policy discussions around 

contested heritage management, interpretation and conservation in a democratic South 

Africa.  

Key words: heritage transformation; social cohesion; nation-building; transformation; 

“tourismscape”; South Africa. 
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CHAPTER 1: CONTEXT OF THE STUDY 

1.1 Introduction 

In 2015, South Africa experienced nation-wide protests against the remaining 

contested heritage constructs and narratives in public spaces (Pitso et al., 2015; 

Smith, 2015; Dore, 2015; Marschall, 2017, 2019). At the core of these protests were 

a general call that such contested heritage must be removed from public spaces and 

put in museums or “specialised parks”, or even downright dismantled. (Smith, 2015; 

Dore, 2015; Marschall, 2017, 2019). Although these protests subsided after a period 

of about five months, the debates on what should happen to South Africa‟s contested 

heritage are relentlessly continuing in popular media, academic spaces, the broader 

heritage sector, tourism platforms and other related virtual and online spaces to date 

(see Mann, 2016; Morken, 2016; Manetsi, 2017; Aslet, 2017; Marschall, 2017; 2019).  

The dawn of democracy in 1994 ushered in a renewed sense of hope, especially for 

the black majority of South Africa who had endured over 300 years of racial 

discrimination where, in this context, their heritage and identity were targeted for 

deliberate destruction (Winter, 2007; Ndlovu, 2011). During this time, a new 

segregated identity based on a specific set of heritage, that was in line with the then 

colonial, and later apartheid racial principles, was imposed (Ndlovu, 2011). The 1994 

transition to the democratic era, characterised by a political promise for 

reconciliation, reparation, redress, and transformation provided a promise to break 

free of the colonial and apartheid “pasts” into a “new” society that will be significantly 

different in shape and form from its erstwhile past. Thus, a substantial 

metamorphosis in democratic South Africa‟s national identity, outlook and collective 

remembrance in terms of public history and subsequently tourism. However, in this 

milleu and on closer inspection it appears that the country‟s post-colonial and post-

apartheid “national identity” and “national narrative”, including the amount of physical 

transformation that has actually taken place in the holistic heritage landscape, has 

become fiercely contested.  

Colonial and apartheid-era heritage sites have raised public controversies about their 

meaning and role in a democratic South African society (Marschall, 2019). Since the 

advent of democracy, it appears the negative memories of colonial and apartheid 
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rule have played a part, and influenced, how the previously marginalised races 

perceive this form of heritage and there is a general perception and consensus that 

not enough has been done to transform the heritage landscape physically and 

symbolically at a national level (Marschall, 2019). Regardless of this, colonial and 

apartheid-era heritage sites still form part of the broader heritage landscape of South 

Africa even at present. In some cases, these contested sites are still presented as 

key tourism attractions all over South Africa, with their economic value through 

tourism appearing to be colliding with the incessant call for transformation and 

redress by the previously marginalised races (Marschall, 2019). However, although 

contested heritage appears to play some role in tourism, research is still lacking on 

the possible role of tourism in the debates around contested heritage (Van Zyl, 

2005). This study, therefore, contextualises the meaning and debates around 

contested heritage in light of the aforementioned contradictions and dynamics. For 

the purpose of this investigation it should, however, also be noted that although 

focussing on Durban as a case study, this exploration contributes broadly to the 

research discourse and scholarship lacuna on contested heritage in South Africa and 

tourism‟s subsequent role therein. 1 

1.2) Context of the study 

Durban is part of eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality in the KwaZulu-Natal province 

of South Africa (Figure 1). Durban was founded in 1824 as a settlement of traders 

(Koopman, 2004). It was then known to European Settlers as Port Natal (Swanson, 

1984). It was only in 1835 that the British missionary, Captain Allen F. Gardiner 

(1794 – 1851) presided over a meeting with 15 European settlers which resolved to 

layout a trading town and govern it with a council (Swanson, 1984; Bennet et al., 

1987). The town was to be named after the British Cape Colony‟s Governor, 

Benjamin D‟Urban (1777 – 1849) (Swanson, 1984; Bennet et al., 1987; Morrissey, 

2015). In 1843, Natal was proclaimed a British Colony, and the earnest construction 

of Durban ensued based on a plan that was designed by George Christopher Cato 

(1814 – 1893) who would later become the first mayor of Durban (Swanson, 1984; 

Morrissey, 2015; eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality, 2011). The plan was of a town 

with three main streets, each about 30 metres apart to allow a wagon that was drawn 

                                                           
1
 In memory of Professor Sabine Marschall who contributed immensely in the formative stages of this 

study, and whose contribution in tourism and heritage studies is incomparable. 
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by 16 oxen to turn – which remains the core of Durban design even today (eThekwini 

Metropolitan Municipality, 2011; Koopman, 2004).   

 
Figure 1: Location of eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality in the KwaZulu-Natal province 
Source: KZN COGTA, 2017 

It is important to note that Durban was founded for its anticipated economic benefits 

due to it being a natural lagoon that allowed for the docking of merchant ships which 

allowed for the trade in ivory, hippo tusks, buffalo hides, cattle and maize with the 

black majority inland (Bennet et al., 1987; Koopman; 2004). It appears that the 

economic appeal of Durban quickly attracted ethnically and racially diverse people 

(Gokool, 1994). In 1847, about one hundred and eighty-five German settlers arrived 

in Durban intending to set up a cotton factory and settled about 15 km inland from 

the city of Durban, in what is now known as New Germany (Kruger, 1994). Also, in 

1860, Durban experienced the arrival of indentured Indian labourers who were 

brought from India to work the cane fields (Gokool, 1994; Mkhize, 2015). This 
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coexistence of ethnically and racially diverse peoples in Durban contributed 

immensely to its diversity of culture and heritage at present. 

The boundary area of what is today referred to as Durban has become rather blurred 

through the city‟s expansion over the years. The first expansion took place in 1855 

when Durban expanded from the bay area inland, incorporating what was called the 

“Town Land of Durban” (Institute for Social Research, 1968). However, the first 

major expansion of Durban took place in 1932 when several satellite suburbs around 

the immediate then Durban area were incorporated into the town (Institute for Social 

Research, 1968). In 1935, Durban was granted city status by the then colonial 

government (Institute for Social Research, 1968; COGTA, 2020). Subsequently, 

Durban continued to expand until the advent of democratic South Africa. Figure 2 

below indicates the gradual expansion of Durban over the years, and further 

illustrates the development discourse of Durban from an informal settlement to a 

metropolitan hub by way of town and regional planning.  

 
Figure 2: The map showing the expansion of Durban over the years  
Source: Gammage, 2021 
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Two years after the first democratic election in 1994, Durban was further expanded 

to become the Durban Metropolitan Region, or Durban Metro, by incorporating large 

areas, mainly townships and rural areas, on the north, south, and west of the city 

(COGTA, 2020; Koopman, 2004). Four years later, in 2000, a further expansion took 

place and this led to the „inclusive‟ Durban “Unicity”, which was then named 

eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality (COGTA, 2020). It is said that eThekwini is 

derived from the Zulu word itheku which means a bay or lagoon (Koopman, 2004; 

Averweg, 2017; COGTA, 2020). Some today use the word eThekwini and Durban 

interchangeable (Koopman, 2004). In reality, Durban is part of eThekwini 

Metropolitan Municipality which covers an area of 2 556.9 square kilometers and has 

a diverse population of 3 702 231 people – 74% of which are Black African; 17.7% 

Asian/Indian; 6.2% White; and 2.1% are Coloured (Statistics South Africa, 2018; 

KZN DEDTEA, 2021). eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality is further divided into five 

functional Municipal Planning Regions (MPRs) namely, the North, Central, South, 

Inner West and Outer West (Figure 3) (COGTA, 2020).  
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Figure 3: The map of eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality indicating the five MPRs 
Source: COGTA, 2020 

Durban falls under the Central MPR which is the urban core of the Metropolitan 

space and the specific focus area of this study. This is where the major economic 

sectors and hubs such as industrial logistics, warehousing, business, commercial, 

retail, financial services, and tourism are concentrated (COGTA, 2020; KZN 

DEDTEA, 2021). Throughout the metro, the tourism sector is primarily concentrated 

along the coastal area which stretches from Umgababa in the South MPR to Umdloti 

in the North MPR (KZN DEDTEA, 2021). Indeed, tourism is one of the most 

important industries in Durban, and the approach to its development and marketing 

is primarily based on the Durban Tourism Visitor Marketing Strategy (Durban 

Tourism, 2013; eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality, 2017). This Strategy is geared 

towards positioning Durban as a global tourism destination, by driving high-impact 

marketing initiatives that facilitate growth in international and domestic visitor 

numbers. The aforementioned Strategy is grounded on: 

Study Area 
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 Culture, history, and heritage; 

 Events; 

 Beach destinations; 

 Meetings, incentives and conferences (Durban Tourism, 2013, eThekwini 

Metropolitan Municipality, 2017). 

According to an advertisement by Durban Tourism (2020), Durban is a vibrant city 

where the blend of local cultures – African, Asian, and European – are reflected in a 

montage of architectural styles and through various commemorative sites (Durban 

Tourism, 2014; 2020). However, the reality on the ground and in practice is rather 

different from this advertised “tourism ideals”. The heritage landscape of Durban is 

mainly dominated by European iconography, while there is a tiny amount of Indian-

inspired architecture as well.   

The dominance of European iconography appears to have been a sore point for the 

Municipality since the late 1990s (Mkhize, 2001; Grobler, 2008; Marschall, 2004; 

2010). Commenting about this issue in Mkhize (2001), Thembinkosi Ngcobo, the 

then Executive Director of the Municipality‟s Parks, Recreation and Culture Unit 

underlined that, “tourists do not come here [Durban] to see a mini-London but an 

African city and how its people live. We need to Africanise the city” (Mkhize, 2001). 

In 2004, Marschall (2004) quoted Ngcobo as having underlined that, “When 

highlighting the cost of erecting new monuments, one must also consider the cost of 

not doing the exercise. Monuments create a sense of belonging, which de facto 

many people currently don‟t enjoy – especially in urban centres strutting with colonial 

and apartheid-era monuments” (Marschall, 2004). In this milieu, it appears Durban 

has had to deal with the need to preserve an “authentic” city to the tourist, while also 

taking cognisance of the needs, including psychological and symbolic, of the diverse 

societal stakeholders in Durban, especially those that were previously marginalised 

within the ambit and a goal of creating a city that is socially cohesive and has unity in 

diversity (Marschall, 2010).  

 



8 
 

1.3 Terminology  

The terms that are consistently used in this study are tourism and contested 

heritage. Noting that these words are fairly broad and context-specific, they are 

therefore briefly defined below so as to ensure that their usage in this research falls 

within a relevant context. However, various secondary concepts are also used 

throughout this study that directly relates to the investigation at hand. These 

additional terms to be conceptualised and contextualised are transformation, as well 

as reconciliation. It should also be stated that many of the defined concepts below 

remain problematic in the tourism sphere and heritage epistemology. However, for 

the purpose of this investigation these terms utlised ought to be understood and 

considered in the context that they are expounded upon and applied within, based 

on the cited literature. 

 1.3.1 Tourism  

The World Tourism Organisation (WTO) (2008), defines tourism as a social, cultural, 

and economic phenomenon that entails the movement of people to countries or 

places outside their usual environment for personal or professional purposes (WTO, 

2008). Indeed, the scholarship in tourism is generally in agreement that tourism 

involves the temporary movement of people to destinations outside their usual 

environment (Mathieson & Wall, 1982, 2006; Jamal & Robinson, 2009; Keyser, 

2009). This is ordinarily for leisure, business, or any other subjective resolve, other 

than those activities in which the traveler will be remunerated for within the area 

visited (Mathieson & Wall, 1982, 2006; Jamal & Robinson, 2009; Keyser, 2009). In 

this context, there are a variety of factors that act as the main drivers of this 

temporary movement of people. These include the availability of natural, cultural, 

historical and heritage attractions, as well as tourism infrastructure (e.g. accessible 

roads and accommodation) and entertainment in the destination (Mathieson & Wall, 

1982, 2006; Jamal & Robinson, 2009; Keyser, 2009).  

In defining tourism, some scholars have gone to great lengths to demonstrate that 

although tourism is an activity that is generally embarked upon for enjoyment, it must 

also be understood as an activity that wields some form of power (Higgins-

Desbiolles, 2006). In this regard, tourism is said to have the power to substantially 
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impact the economic, political, environmental, cultural and social affairs of hosts 

(Mathieson & Wall, 2006; Jamal & Robinson, 2009; Grant & Butler-Adam, 2003; 

Cheong & Miller, 2000). Nevertheless, economically, tourism is perceived as the 

largest export earner in the world and an important provider of foreign exchange and 

employment (Khan et al., 2020). This even despite the onslaught of the global 

COVID-19 pandemic.  

On the psychological front for tourists, tourism is argued to contribute to the well-

being of tourists by giving them restorative holidays that fulfil many human needs 

and wants (Tlili & Amara, 2016). Tourism is also applauded for its contribution to the 

preservation of cultures at a time when globalisation is arguably a force for cultural 

homogenisation (Van Zyl, 2005). Furthermore, the growth in interest in ecotourism 

has demonstrated that tourism can be an important force for the restoration, 

preservation, protection or conservation of environments (Mathieson & Wall, 1982; 

Richardson, 1993). Lastly, and perhaps the most important work with which tourism 

is credited, it is a force promoting peace and understanding between peoples and 

distinct groupings (Higgins-Desbiolles, 2006; Sharma et al., 2018).  

In light of the above there is a general consensus amongst authors, scholars and 

practitioners of travel, that tourism is more than a mere industry, but rather should be 

considered an influential socio-economic force that can foster cross-cultural 

understanding, facilitate learning, contribute to environmental protection, and support 

local governmental programs (Mathieson & Wall, 1982; Richardson, 1993; Van Zyl, 

2005; Higgins-Desbiolles, 2006; Tlili & Amara, 2016). What is clear from this school 

of thought is that tourism is a force that can directly influence the legislative and 

policy dynamics of a particular place (Van Zyl, 2005). Thus, tourism can detect a 

need for investment in infrastructures in specific localised travel settings, to further 

prescribe the policy environment, so that it may flourish and benefit the local people 

and subsequently their communities (Higgins-Desbiolles, 2006). This research, 

therefore, follows the paradigm of tourism as a socio-economic force that has some 

form of power to influence legislative and regulatory frameworks.  
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  1.3.2 Heritage 

The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) 

(2003), defines heritage as all the values, customs, beliefs, and artefacts that a 

society inherits from past generations (UNESCO, 2003). Heritage is generally 

accepted as having two main categories namely: tangible and intangible (UNESCO, 

2003; Graham & Howard, 2008). On one hand, tangible heritage includes, among 

others monuments, groups of buildings, heritage sites, natural features, geological 

and physiographical formations, cultural routes, cultural landscapes, and 

commemorative sites (Harrison, 2013). On the other hand, intangible heritage 

includes, among others, “the practices, representations, expressions, knowledge, 

skills – as well as the instruments, objects, artefacts and cultural spaces associated 

therewith – that communities, groups and, in some cases, individuals recognise as 

part of their cultural heritage” (UNESCO, 2003; Harrison, 2013). However, the 

scholarship on this subject has indicated that the concept of heritage has shifted 

from a forthrightly monotonous meaning as “the legacy of the past”, and an outdated 

understanding of it as merely “cultural product‟, to an understanding of heritage as a 

rather intricate “social process” that is actively omnipresent in the socio-political 

dynamics of societies (Smith 2006; Dolff-Bonekämper 2008).  

This constructionist perspective that is advanced by the scholars such as Ashworth 

and Graham (2005); Tunbridge and Ashworth (1996); Graham et al. (2000); Graham 

and Howard (2008); McDowell (2008) and Lee (2019) pitches heritage as the 

conscious careful use of memory to address current societal dynamics (Tunbridge & 

Ashworth, 1996; Graham et al., 2000; Ashworth & Graham, 2005; Graham & 

Howard, 2008; McDowell 2008; Lee, 2019).  This “social process” involves the 

careful selection of values, myths and any other applicable heritage sources to 

address the needs of contemporary societies and/or make a case for a particular 

outlook for a collective community (Tunbridge & Ashworth, 1996; Graham et al., 

2000; Lee, 2019). 

 1.3.3 Contested heritage 

The phrase „contested heritage‟ is ordinarily used to describe heritage that evokes 

polarising views and carries contentious meaning for different people or groups 
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(Tunbridge & Ashworth 1996; Graham, 2002; Uzzell & Ballantyne 1998; Tunbridge et 

al., 1996; Shaw & Jones 1997; Winter 2007). According to Silverman (2011), 

heritage contestation emanates from the power dynamics that are inherent in the 

social production of heritage, and its interpretation (Silverman, 2011). While the 

scholarship on heritage is generally in agreement that heritage is the subject of 

actual or potential conflict and is thus intrinsically contested, the term “contested 

heritage” is ordinarily associated with the quest to find heritage that represents the 

identity of a country in a post-colonial setting (Tunbridge & Ashworth 1996; Graham, 

2002; Uzzell & Ballantyne 1998). The root of this contestation emanates from the 

politics of deciding what should constitute heritage, and in turn define a national 

identity and a country‟s collective memory (Lee, 2019). What eventually qualifies as 

“heritage” amid this fierce contestation reflects these societal power dynamics, with 

the heritage that does not “qualify” frequently targeted for deliberate obliteration 

(Winter, 2007; Lee, 2019).  

South Africa is grappling with its own contested heritage that it inherited from the 

colonial and apartheid-eras the country endured (Hart & Winter, 2001; Marschall, 

2010). The contestation of this type of heritage emanates from its role and meaning 

in democratic South Africa (Marschall, 2010). At the core of this contestation is the 

fact that this heritage is still largely perceived as reinforcing the notion of racial 

exclusivity, white supremacy and a dominant superior „white culture‟ (Hart & Winter, 

2001). In democratic South Africa, contested heritage seems to be unable to fit into 

the post-1994 perceptions and definition of heritage which points to a cultural 

product that is perceived by the majority as both good and necessary, and should be 

celebrated, venerated, conserved, and promoted for its ability to represent diverse 

social and cultural identities (Coombes, 2004).  

Youn (2014), argues that when it comes to the consideration for heritage as a 

symbol of national identity in a post-colonial environment, emphasis should be 

placed on the overarching constructive aspects of that cultural heritage which will 

lead to the construction of a positive shared identity (Youn, 2014).  However, in the 

post-apartheid South African context, contested heritage appears to be somewhat 

antithesis to the “national identity” itself which is contested. In this regard, contested 

heritage standing in present-day public spaces is seen as troublesome and presents 
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several complex challenges that will be highlighted in this study in terms of national 

identity construction for South Africans more broadly (Coombes, 2004; Corsane, 

2004; Marschall, 2010).  Additionally, in some cases, contested heritage seems to be 

providing memories that people in democratic South Africa would rather prefer not to 

maintain (Coombes, 2004; Corsane, 2004; Marschall, 2010).  

Considering the above, colonial and apartheid-era heritage for this investigation is 

therefore perceived as contested heritage insofar as the eras it „represents‟ are 

regarded as troublesome and inhumane periods in South African history. Thus these 

negative effect of these eras appear to automatically rub onto contested heritage 

which is perceived to be an extension of the „troublesome‟, and „inhumane‟ South 

African past (Coombes, 2004; Corsane, 2004; Marschall, 2010; Lytle, 2011). It must 

be noted that referring to colonial and apartheid-era heritage as contested heritage in 

this study does not in any way indicate that the contestation phenomenon is the 

preserve of this colonial and apartheid-era heritage domain. However, this inquiry 

uses this term in acknowledgment that there is no consensus on the meaning of 

colonial and apartheid-era heritage in democratic South Africa as shall be seen in 

this critical analysis. 

1.3.4 Transformation 

Transformation is generally understood to mean a profound, fundamental, radical, 

irreversible and sustainable change (Brown et al., 2013). Brown et al., (2013) 

concede that „transformation‟ is a problematic term in the discipline of social 

sciences as its understanding is diverse, fragmented and contested (Brown et al., 

2013). To demonstrate this view, Brown et al., (2013) advanced several definitions of 

transformation from different domains of social sciences, notwithstanding that there 

may not be uniformity in applying this definition across the domain in question 

(Figure 4).  



13 
 

 
Figure 4: Definitions of transformation from different domains in social sciences 
Source: Brown et al., 2013 

Notwithstanding the contestation around the meaning and application of the term 

„transformation‟ in each particular domain, it appears that scholars in this subject are 

generally in agreement that transformation is essentially a process of change that 

involves the alteration of fundamental attributes of a system (Ashburner et al., 1996; 

Mezirow, 1997; Bass & Riggio, 2005; Breisinger et al., 2008; Nelson, 2009; Pelling, 

2010; Hackmann & Clair, 2012; Park et al., 2012; Brown et al., 2013). In the South 

African context, transformation implies a fundamental reframing of the South African 

society, thus replacing an “old system” that was inherited from the country‟s colonial 

and apartheid pasts, which tended to be racially framed, with a new one that is 

buttressed on democratic principles and constitutional values (Andreoni et al., 2021). 

This is essentially done through different legislations, regulations and policies that 

are geared towards improving the lives of the previously marginalised (Andreoni et 

al., 2021).  

In terms of tourism, before 1994, tourism was designed specifically to cater to the 

travel requirements of the minority white racial group, which resulted in many 

previously disadvantaged groups being excluded from participating (Mogale and 

Odeku, 2018). In 1996, the White Paper on the Development and Promotion of 

Tourism in South Africa was published and it sought to transform the tourism 
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landscape by focusing on the inclusivity of previously marginalised groups in terms 

of tourism business ownership, the outlook of the attractions offered, and the active 

participation of the black majority in tourism management and as tourists (domestic 

and international) (Grant & Butler-Adam, 2003). The extent to which the democratic 

government has progressively achieved this form of transformation, however, 

remains contentious.  

On the heritage front, the Heritage Transformation Charter acknowledged in 2014 

that the heritage landscape of South Africa is rich and diverse, however, the 

landscape is dominated by Eurocentric themes and motifs (Marschall, 2019; NHC, 

2014). This observation was followed by the 2015 protests against colonial and 

apartheid-era heritage in public spaces across South Africa as eluded to above. This 

was despite over two decades of the implementation of purported transformative 

heritage-related policies such as the 1996 White Paper on Arts, Culture and 

Heritage, and the National Heritage Resources Act 25 of 1999  (Coombes, 2004; 

Corsane, 2004; Marschall, 2010; Lytle; 2011) In this regard, the Charter makes a call 

to “achieve equity between African heritage and other forms of heritage, especially 

that of European origin which continues to dominate the public [spheres]” (Heritage 

Transformation Charter, 2014). The Charter goes on to indicate that the significant 

gaps concerning African heritage that exist in the South African heritage landscape 

and the sector must be redressed toward an inclusive and transformative heritage 

landscape and sector (Heritage Transformation Charter, 2014).   

Writing about heritage transformation in South Africa, Marschall (2019), boldly 

argued that the democratic government has made substantial investments in a bid to 

transform the heritage landscape (Marschall, 2019). These substantial investments 

have, on the one hand, led to the development of legislative and regulatory 

apparatuses that are geared towards enabling transformation, nationally. On the 

other hand, the investments have enabled the construction of new commemorative 

markers and public history institutions that are geared towards “levelling” the 

heritage landscape by ensuring the cultural representation of “other” racial groups. 

(Marschall, 2019) However, it appears the government‟s approach to heritage 

transformation has failed to quell the incessant and growing calls for the „radical‟ 

transformation of the heritage landscape (Marschall, 2019). In light of this context, 
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this study grapples with the extent to which tourism becomes a factor in these 

debates and the public policy about reframing the heritage landscape of not only the 

case study at hand but also the nation as a whole. 

 1.3.5 Reconciliation 

Brounéus (2003) defines reconciliation as a “societal process that involves mutual 

acknowledgment of past suffering and the changing of destructive attitudes and 

behaviour into constructive relationships toward sustainable peace” (Brounéus, 

2003: 51). The concept of reconciliation is seen as particularly crucial for democratic 

South Africa considering the suffering and attendant psychological, emotional and 

physical scars that are carried by the majority as a result of ruthless colonial and 

apartheid regimes (Shea, 2000; Yadav, 2007). The concept of reconciliation has 

proven somewhat problematic in democratic South Africa with some feeling the 

concept appears non-applicable in the democratic South African context. According 

to this school of thought, the concept of reconciliation is typically applicable and 

about restoring peaceful relations between and among communities that have had a 

history of mutual “conflict” or hostility to each other (Shea, 2000; Bloomfield, 2006). 

As a result, the concept has been perceived as rather disingenuous in the South 

African context by some who argue that, in as far as reconciliation refers to restoring 

peaceful relations between reciprocally conflicting communities, the colonial and 

apartheid regimes were unilaterally hostile to the black majority and other minority 

races, and thus the concept of reconciliation appears misguided (Shea, 2000). 

However, it appears the concept of reconciliation landed in the post-apartheid 

political lexicon as somewhat of a call for peaceful coexistence among the diverse 

South African groups, and not so much on the specifics of the past relations of these 

groups (Bloomfield, 2006; Staub, 2006; Van der Merwe 1999). This is despite many 

arguing that reconciliation will remain a pipedream as long as equal rights and 

dignity for everybody are not upheld and respected (Brock-Utne, 2006). In the 

current heritage milieu in South Africa, Marschall (2019) indicates that the post-

apartheid approach to heritage transformation in South Africa is influenced largely by 

the late President Nelson Mandela‟s (1918 – 2013) approach to reconciliation and 

national unity. Marschall (2019), further argues that “colonial and apartheid-era 

statues and memorials [have] largely remained in place because the Mandela-led 
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first democratic administration tacitly understood reconciliation as not upsetting the 

white minority and winning their support for a black majority government” (Marschall, 

2019:4). This study will seek to determine the extent to which, within this context of 

reconciliation, tourism is a factor in public policy about contested heritage 

conservation and transformation. 

1.4 Chapter outline 

 Chapter 1: Context of the study 

This chapter provides an introductory overview for the investigation to follow. It 

provides an overview of the research problem, the purpose of conducting the study, 

the motivation for the research, as well as the terminology that is used throughout 

this investigation.  

 Chapter 2: Literature review and methodology 

The literature review is guided by the set forth research objectives of the study.  This 

chapter indicates that there is an established relationship between heritage and 

tourism and that tourism is indeed a force that can influence heritage preservation, 

conservation, and policies in tourist destinations. This study deployed a qualitative 

methodology accompanied by a case study research design. 

 Chapter 3: Theoretical framework 

This chapter outlines the theoretical approach that was deployed throughout the 

investigation, as well as stating the reasons for choosing this specific theoretical 

approach. The evolution of the meaning of „heritage‟ in South Africa, through 

colonial, apartheid, and democratic epochs are likewise covered in this chapter.  

 Chapter 4: Contested heritage and tourism in practice 

This chapter presents the current public perceptions on contested heritage through 

social media in South Africa. These perceptions will be juxtaposed with the views of 

the decision-makers and/or professionals in the tourism and heritage industries 

insofar as contested heritage is concerned. The goal is to understand what the 

public, through social media, seems to be advocating for contested heritage, and if 
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this correlates with the direction that government seems to be taking in dealing with 

the matter. 

 Chapter 5: Heritage practices in Durban 

This chapter looks at the dynamics of heritage during the colonial, apartheid and 

democratic eras in the city of Durban, and how the meaning of what constitutes 

heritage in the metropole today has progressed over the years. An array of case 

studies are utilised throughout the chapter to showcase how heritage has played an 

integral role in shaping Durban‟s heritage landscape. 

 Chapter 6: Durban‘s ―tourismscape‖ 

This chapter contextualizes the meaning of contested heritage in Durban within the 

context of tourism, transformation, reconciliation, inclusion, diversification, and social 

cohesion. The chapter further considers some of the strategies that may be explored 

in the Durban “tourismscape”, to create successful cultural tourism products in 

contested settings.  

 Chapter 7: Application and recommendations 

This chapter focuses on what the research has managed to achieve. This chapter 

will indicate whether tourism is a factor in policy discussions around contested 

heritage in South Africa. This chapter also provides practical recommendations to a 

variety of stakeholders in as far as dealing with contested heritage within the ambit of 

tourism. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW AND METHODOLOGY 

2.1 Literature review 

The scholarship in both heritage and tourism studies is in agreement that there 

exists a long-standing relationship between travel and public history (Higgins-

Desbiolles, 2006; Winter, 2007; Silverman, 2011). Indeed, some have even 

purported that the birth of tourism was a result of humankind‟s appreciation for 

heritage (Amarilla & Conti, 2012). Despite this early acknowledgment of the 

association between tourism and heritage, and the appreciation that heritage, or at 

least the appreciation of it, may have given birth to tourism, research is still lacking in 

terms of the role of tourism in policy discussions around heritage management, 

interpretation and conservation. With a specific focus on problematic public history, 

in principle, literature and scholarship – this chapter grapples with the role of tourism 

in policy discussions around contested heritage. This section will likewise consider a 

wide range of texts about the contestation of heritage in tourism landscapes, and 

how this finds expression in the South African context.  

2.1.1 Relationship between heritage and tourism  

Heritage is considered one of the oldest and closest allies of tourism. Most scholars 

trace the relationship between tourism and heritage to the 17th and 18th century 

„Grand Tours of Europe‟ (Withey, 1997; Amarilla & Conti, 2012). The „Grand Tours of 

Europe‟ were trips undertaken by elite young European men when they had “come of 

age” (Withey, 1997). These trips were meant to expose the young men to the cultural 

heritage of classical antiquity and the Renaissance (Withey, 1997). They also 

provided these young men an opportunity to view specific artwork (Withey, 1997). 

Amarilla and Conti (2012), argue that the Grand Tours eventually gave birth to a 

habit where more people, specifically the aristocracy, undertook similar trips to 

places with a rich heritage to appreciate the relics of classical antiquity (Amarilla & 

Conti, 2012). 

The ripple effect of the Grand Tours was that it gave rise to the need to build 

infrastructures such as transportation systems and accommodation facilities to meet 

the needs and requirements of visitors (Amarilla & Conti, 2012). It is a common 

cause today that such auxiliary services constitute the backbone of modern tourist 
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facilities. Although such travel was initially executed by the elite, the expansion of 

railways over the second half of the 19th century facilitated the possibility of the less 

wealthy to partake (Withey, 1997).  

Heritage has the unique capability of providing a tourist destination with a unique 

identity, or simply distinguishing it from another destination. While investigating the 

impact of tourism on preserving the original identities of cities as well as historical 

sites, Zhuang et al. (2019), argued that the identity of tourist destinations is in peril 

as a result of cultural cross-pollination due to globalisation which threatens the 

locals‟ culture (Withey, 1997; Zhuang et al., 2019). Heritage is therefore viewed as a 

vehicle through which a tourist destination can maintain its uniqueness, authenticity, 

and sense of place (Zhuang et al., 2019).  

Heritage has, however, been perceived to be compromised by its contingent 

relationship to tourism. Lowenthal (1985, 1998) aptly argues that while tourism can 

be commended for marketing the appreciation of heritage, however, it encourages 

the production of „bad‟ heritage (Lowenthal, 1985; 1998). This is because while the 

growth of tourism may have direct economic ramifications for heritage preservation 

and management, the obsession for „unique‟ heritage has inadvertently created an 

economically driven desire to maintain static stereotypical forms of „culture‟, and 

indeed heritage, for tourists‟ consumption (Lowenthal, 1985; 1998; Rapoo, 2016).  

Tomaselli and Wang (2001), Ndlovu (2013) and Rapoo (2016) concur and underline 

that tourism depends on predetermined definitions of place and people, that are 

based on stereotypical notions of identity (Tomaselli & Wang, 2001; Ndlovu, 2013; 

Rapoo, 2016). According to the aforementioned authors, while the locals may be 

compelled to operate within the realm of „authenticity‟ and stage the „familiar‟,  

tourists are also active in selecting the forms of „heritage‟ they are interested in 

consuming (Tomaselli & Wang 2001). Therefore in this regard, heritage becomes 

immersed in a defining way of life and lifestyle of a population, both in the past and 

present which is buttressed on stereotypes linked to identity, nationhood, community, 

belonging and pride (Ndlovu, 2013; Rapoo, 2016). 

The relationship between public history and tourism has been credited for fostering 

the development and preservation of heritage. Amarilla and Conti (2012), argue that 
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the urge to „experience‟ heritage has become an important way in which redundant 

heritage objects, places, and practices could be rejuvenated and marketed for 

commercial gain (Amarilla & Conti, 2012; Harrison, 2013). The conservation of 

cultural heritage, and tourism practices, are closely related since historic monuments 

and commemorative sites constitute basic resources to attract visitors to specific 

destinations (Harrison, 2013). It is thus possible to state that the practice of 

preserving heritage and of cultural travels has always been closely linked (Harrison, 

2013). 

While tourism has been commended for fostering the development and preservation 

of heritage, McKercher and Du Cros (2002), found that the relationship between 

heritage and tourism has failed to trickle down to experts in the two fields 

(McKercher & Du Cros, 2002).  The main stumbling block seems to be the continued 

operations of tourism and heritage management in parallel rather than in partnership, 

combined with suspicion of the other's motives (McKercher & Du Cros, 2002). 

Regardless, research shows that a partnership between heritage management and 

tourism is both necessary and beneficial (McKercher & Du Cros, 2002).  

In South Africa, the apprehensive relationship between heritage and tourism 

industries is fully laid bare in the 2014 Heritage Transformation Charter that the 

National Heritage Council (NHC) prepared for the then Department of Arts and 

Culture (DAC). In this Charter, the NHC claimed that “heritage arguably drives 

tourism in South Africa, and the latter is strengthened by the former but yet economic 

spin-offs derived from heritage resources only benefit tourism” (NHC, 2014:34). The 

Charter goes on to claim that the revenue that is derived from or through access to 

heritage institutions does not get recycled to assist in the development and 

maintenance of the heritage resources (NHC, 2014). The Charter thus called for a 

heritage levy that is modelled around the tourism sector to benefit and sustain the 

heritage sector (NHC, 2014). 

This sub-section, therefore, considered all the available arguments, and explored the 

relationship between tourism and heritage holistically, with a specific focus on the 

contested heritage landscape. Some of the questions that were asked to experts 

while conducting fieldwork in the heritage and tourism sectors were whether the 

tourism sector has been involved in the conversations and debates on what should 
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be done to contested heritage in South Africa and whether this involvement is in any 

case important. Evidence in relation to the latter is conceptualised and 

contextualised in Chapter 4.  

 2.1.2 Heritage interpretation 

There are multiple definitions of heritage interpretation. Gilson (2015) defines 

heritage interpretation as a communication or education process that seeks to reveal 

meanings and connect people to places and objects of natural and/or cultural 

significance (Tilden, 1977; Gilson, 2017). Similarly, Beck & Cable (1998) and Mills 

(2001) pitch heritage interpretation as a process that entails the various means of 

communicating heritage to people through various mediums, that are inclusive of, 

but not limited to live interpretation and using tourist guides. (Beck & Cable, 1998; 

Mills, 2001; Ross, 2007) This process involves a conscious decision on what to say 

about heritage, and how, and to whom to say it. Thus, it could be argued that 

heritage interpretations arise from the human need to make sense of an experience 

(Mills, 2001; Ross, 2007). 

For this study, Benton‟s (2009; 2011) expansive definition of heritage interpretation is 

preferred. According to Benton (2009; 2011), heritage interpretation refers to the 

making of the meaning of either natural or cultural heritage resources with a goal of, 

among others, connecting people to places and objects of significance, conveying 

agency missions, fostering behaviour changes, encouraging environmental literacy, 

fostering protection of historic sites and natural wonders, as well as meeting general 

tourism objectives (Benton, 2009, 2011). Thus, the aforesaid author links the 

interpretation of heritage to public participation in historical reflection and collective 

memory and argues that this process is inherently important to the conservation 

process of heritage and plays an important role in promoting resource stewardship 

(Benton, 2009). In this context, heritage interpretation is not a “mute process” that is 

merely about giving meaning to a heritage resource, but in contrast, it is a very 

significant and profound process of engaging with a heritage resource (Benton, 

2009; 2011).  

Machlis and Field (1992) in turn assert that heritage interpretation, or  the need for it, 

has its genesis in the aforementioned increased demand for visitation to heritage 
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sites by tourists (Machlis & Field, 1992). In this regard, while there was the 

acknowledgment that heritage is already inspirational in itself, interpretation added to 

a fuller understanding of its beauty and meaning and further advanced a case for its 

protection and preservation (Machlis & Field, 1992). And so, signage and information 

boards were „plugged‟ next to heritage sites, and tourist guides were brought on 

board so that they could „interpret‟ heritage for the visiting tourist. (Ross, 2007) 

However, this approach to consuming heritage, although founded on benevolent 

intentions, brought along several inadvertent challenges (Middleton & Edwards, 

1990). Middleton and Edwards (1990) continue to argue that this approach is 

limiting. They found that the reliance on external parties to provide interpretation and 

explanation of the presence of a heritage object blocks any potential for multiple 

interpretations of the site(s).  In this regard, the singular interpretative context has 

the capability to shape and mislead the understanding of the viewer about the event 

that is being commemorated and the heritage product itself (Middleton & Edwards, 

1990). As a result, this form of selective presentation and interpretation of heritage is 

mischievously limiting and has the potential to perpetuate a specific narrative over all 

others and deny the potential of a heritage resource to serve as a source of multiple 

interpretations (Machlis & Field, 1992; Middleton & Edwards, 1990). 

Gilson (2015) appears to concur with the aforesaid scholars and underlines that 

heritage interpretation is not by any means an impartial process. It is riddled with 

questions like „whose view is this?‟ and „for whose benefit?‟ (Gilson, 2015). Gilson 

(2015), further notes that places where heritage is interpreted such as national parks 

and museums, carry immense authority in terms of heritage interpretation, and these 

institutions not only have an enormous potential to inform, but also a considerable 

power to deceive (Gilson, 2015). Thus, it can be argued that heritage interpretation is 

a socio-cultural process that relies heavily on an individual‟s background for 

reference. (Machlis & Field, 1992; Uzzell, 1998)  

The role that is played by the social and cultural dimension in providing meaning to 

heritage is acknowledged by Uzzell (1998). Uzzell (1998), states that understanding 

the meaning of heritage sites is a socio-cultural immersive practice that involves 

selecting only one storyline, or a very few, and usually from one paradigm or one 

disciplinary position, leading to other possible interpretations being obscured 
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Predictably, some scholars do not subscribe to this view though. Howard (2003), in 

turn boldly claims that many interpretations of battlefield heritage sites as an 

example studiously avoid taking sides, however, the resultant failure to discuss the 

ethical dilemmas involved can itself become an unethical position (Howard, 2003). In 

other words, a heritage site may carry a singular narrative, however, the narrative 

must show how many facets of interpretation there are to a heritage site. The claim 

for a somewhat objective interpretation of battlefield heritage sites seems to be 

rather absurd as many scholars, as the next section will reveal, have shown that 

battlefields are highly contested (Ashworth, 2004; Fyall et al., 2006; Cooper, 2006; 

Scates, 2006; Winter, 2012).  

Login (2014) is of the view that although heritage interpretation is a socio-cultural 

phenomenon; the effect of time on the interpretation of heritage cannot be 

underplayed (Login, 2014). In her doctoral investigation „Set in Stone?: War 

Memorialisation as a long-term and continuing process in the United Kingdom, 

France, and the United States of America‟, Login states that the meaning of heritage 

is not fixed and although heritage may be preserved, the society around them 

changes and so does its interpretation (Login, 2014). The evolving socio-political 

circumstances around heritage in turn changes its perceived meaning. And to fully 

understand this, one must employ a longitudinal approach that examines the long-

term evolution of the meaning of heritage (Winter, 2012; Login, 2014). Login‟s (2014) 

views, however, are largely based on Halbwachs‟ (1952) assertion that although 

heritage may be a representation of the past, it is not capable of „pristine‟ meaning, 

as its meaning is inevitably always in line with socio-cultural and possibly political 

dynamics of the present (Halbwachs, 1952; Login, 2014). “Consequently, those 

viewing a memorial in the present will interpret the memorial very differently from 

individuals at the time of its construction [as the interpretation of heritage at every 

epoch] will be based upon contemporary experiences, which differ significantly from 

those of the past” (Login, 2014). 

The scholarship in heritage studies seems to agree that heritage interpretation is 

important in strengthening an individual‟s sense of national identity through 

belonging to a collective memory framework that is rooted in a singular national past 

(Lowenthal, 1985; McDowell, 2008; Lee, 2019). In this regard, in remembering the 
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common historical experiences that are facilitated by heritage, the members of the 

“nation” gain a common interpretation of events of the past and, therefore, gain a 

shared view of the past. Consequently, this heightened view of the past contributes 

to a national collective memory (McDowell, 2008).  

Littler and Naidoo (2005) as well as Ross (2007) concur and look at the link between 

heritage, identity and nationality in Northern Ireland (United Kingdom). Their findings 

indicate that Northern Ireland's shared identity is both a source and a consequence 

of collective heritage and the attendant interpretations of it (Littler & Naidoo, 2005). 

In this sense, citizens understand that they went through common experiences and 

shared events, and these are part of their shared identity (Ross, 2007). A large part 

of this has been attained through overemphasising the elements that the citizens 

share, the impact of an ideology of linked fate, and the tendency to overemphasize 

the unity of group members. (Littler & Naidoo, 2005; Ross, 2007). Thus, despite the 

controversies of heritage interpretation, it appears the utmost importance of it, albeit 

sometimes manipulated, is its fostering of „social memory‟ which is framed within a 

group. In this context, heritage is understood as a resource for nation-building and 

social cohesion. In South Africa, the post-1994 government has struggled to 

incorporate the colonial and apartheid-era legacies in its national discourse around 

social cohesion and nation-building. On the contrary, contestation abounds on the 

meaning and significance of this heritage in the „new‟ South Africa which is hungry 

for an overarching national identity.   

 2.1.3 Contested heritage 

The scholarship on heritage is generally in agreement that the heritage landscape all 

over the world is a contested terrain (Tunbridge & Ashworth, 1996). The theme of 

contested heritage has always been the core of the discourse around heritage 

studies globally, but more so in the 1980s as part of the inquiry into the dynamics 

that are associated with the social production of a society/community (Bruner & 

Gorfain, 1983). Bruner and Gorfain‟s (1983) research on the Masada site - an 

ideologically sanctified site of Jewish heroism and resistance against the Romans - 

revealed the integral contestation around the meaning of the site based on the 

competing political, legitimacy, and religious interests of different concerned groups 

(Silverman, 2011; Bruner & Gorfain, 1983). It appears that although this research 
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sought to simply reveal the intricate dynamics that are involved in the production of 

the national identity of a society, an unexpected finding was that, much like the 

production of the identity of a community, the production of the meaning of heritage 

is equally a very dynamic process that is open to contestation and negotiation as 

part of a quest for collective memory and identity. (Bruner & Gorfain, 1983). 

Tunbridge and Ashworth (1996) are generally considered pioneering scholars on the 

subject of contested heritage. These scholars investigated the conflicts and tensions 

that arose as a result of the relationship between heritage and its contemporary uses 

and concluded that all heritage is intrinsically „dissonant‟ (Tunbridge & Ashworth, 

1996). In their book, Dissonant heritage: The Management of the Past as a 

Resource in Conflict, the authors advanced an argument that dissonance in heritage 

messages, or rather in the interpretation of heritage, ordinarily occurs as a result of 

heritage being used as a cultural resource wherein museums play the central role in 

its interpretation (Tunbridge & Ashworth, 1996). These scholars also identified 

dissonance in the use of heritage as a political resource for the legitimation of 

governments and governing ideologies (Tunbridge & Ashworth, 1996). Dissonance 

was also identified in the use of heritage as an economic resource that has to portray 

„the familiar‟ (Tunbridge & Ashworth, 1996). Tunbridge and Ashworth (1996) further 

identified dissonance in heritage as it finds expression in a society that is 

characterised by diversity in terms of culture, ethnicity, race, religion, language and 

other social dimensions (Tunbridge & Ashworth, 1996). In this context, heritage 

dissonance is a result of inevitable contentious or conflicting circumstances in the 

process of heritage production or interpretation. Tunbridge and Ashworth (1996), 

likewise denote that this process is notoriously characterised by “a lack of agreement 

and congruence and [is likely to be exacerbated by the] diversity of the parties 

involved in negotiating the heritage processes” (Tunbridge & Ashworth, 1996).  

However, the notion of “intrinsic dissonance of heritage” has been widely contested 

for its generalised approach in treating dissonance as an inseparable feature of all 

heritage (Smith, 2006; Kisić, 2013).  Smith (2006) proposed a shift from the notion of 

„dissonant heritage‟ to „heritage dissonance‟ as a way of pointing out that any 

heritage has dissonance as a quality and its meanings are contingent (Smith, 2006). 

However, not all heritage is dissonant. Smith (2006) and Kisić (2013) also state that 
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dissonance exists as a latent quality or a passive potential that becomes active only 

when a new voice is articulated and unlocks the already established discourse 

related to that particular heritage (Smith, 2006; Kisić, 2013). Regardless of the 

approach on the notion of intrinsic dissonance of heritage, the article by Tunbridge 

and Ashworth (1996), undeniably brought to the fore and inspired a subsequent 

array of inquiries into contested heritage (Tunbridge & Ashworth, 1996; Smith, 2006; 

Kisić, 2013).  

Hall and Tucker (2004) in turn point out that one of the root causes of heritage 

contestation is the affiliation between heritage and the “present”, which has both 

historical and political purchase (Hall & Tucker, 2004). This relationship is further 

influenced by contestation around memory (Hall & Tucker, 2004; Kisić, 2013). In this 

respect, the real contestation is largely in the terrain of “truth” around the meaning of 

a heritage object. Graham et al. (2000) concurs and similarly finds that “the view of 

heritage in any given society will inevitably reflect the memory of the dominant social, 

religious or ethnic groups” (Graham et al., 2000: 25).  

Smith (2006) expands on these findings by underlining that the contestation of 

heritage is not only a result of the political, economic, and social power of the diverse 

groups of a particular society but also, in some measure, of “the power of heritage 

itself as a legitimising discourse to not only validate but also reproduce certain social 

and cultural values, experiences and memories” (Smith, 2006). In this scenario, the 

groups whose knowledge has been discounted tend to challenge the dominant or 

privileged narratives and demand that their memory form part of the collective 

memory, which leads to contestation (Graham et al., 2000; Smith, 2006; Kisić, 2013).  

Silverman (2011) brings forth another dimension and highlights that contestation 

around heritage is tightly linked with the process of selecting what heritage is 

(Silverman, 2011).  The aforementioned author goes on to argue that the process of 

selecting what is eventually regarded as public history, or rather heritage, is by no 

means a neutral one, but rather it is a social process that is influenced by a variety of 

factors including legitimacy claims or the power dynamics of a society. (Silverman, 

2011; Lee, 2019). It is important to note at this stage that what is ultimately referred 

to as heritage in society is carefully selected from the past for contemporary 

purposes that include anchoring the collective memory, a certain narrative, r 
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legitiising a particular status quo (Silverman, 2011). In this context, heritage functions 

as a witness of the past to influence and support the current configuration or make a 

case to modify the current arrangement of a society (Ross, 2007; Silverman, 2011). 

According to Graham and Howard (2008) as well as Lee (2019), what eventually 

qualifies as “heritage” in the process of heritage selection for society is carefully 

“constructed and shaped by the political, economic, and social concerns of the 

present [and subsequently leads to the] formation of collective memory” (Graham & 

Howard, 2008:2; Lee, 2019). Contestation then arises because the process of 

heritage selection is mischievously and inevitably characterised by deliberate 

omissions and is subject to the dominant collective memory (Graham & Howard, 

2008; Lee, 2019).   

Research on the topic of contested heritage suffers several limitations.  Despite the 

contention on the notion of salient contestation that is associated with all heritage, 

studies to date have tended to give weight only to heritage sites associated with 

armed conflicts (Henderson, 2000; Cooper, 2006; Scates, 2006; Alluri, 2009; Fengqi; 

2009; Chronis, 2012; Winter, 2012; Milstein, 2013; Friedrich & Johnston, 2013; 

Sharpley & Gahigana, 2014). Thus, investigations into contested heritage so often 

concentrate solely on traumatic and painful historic events such as genocide, 

massacre, war and slavery. As a result, contested heritage as a subject has become 

synonymous with terms and notions like among others, „negative heritage‟, „dark 

heritage‟, „traumatic heritage‟,  painful heritage‟, „unwelcome heritage‟, „undesirable 

heritage‟, „heritage that hurts‟ and „difficult heritage‟ (Meskell, 2002; Lee, 2019). On 

the contrary, this investigation moves beyond the misguided understanding of 

contested heritage as synonymous with conflict heritage to reveal the dynamics of 

the post-1994 South African nation which consists of a diverse populace that is 

seeking differing claims of identity from its past.  An overview of selected cases 

where contested heritage has been likened to painful historic events will be detailed 

first.  

Meskell‟s (2002) article on the 11 September 2001 attack on the World Trade Centre 

reveals the challenges of transforming such a site into a romantic heritage site of 

collective nostalgia (Meskell, 2002). The author dubs the site „negative heritage‟ – “a 

conflictual site that becomes the repository of negative memory in the collective 
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imagination” (Meskell, 2002:558). In her article, the scholar highlights that post the 

September 11 incident, the World Trade Centre site has the potential of being 

interpreted as an intermediary between the numerous agendas and interest groups 

to confront religious, national and cultural differences (Meskell, 2002). However, this 

interpretation is likely to be contested due to the United States of America‟s (USA) 

dominant nationalist dedication to war against terrorism or the „axis of evil‟ which 

tends to be divisive (Meskell, 2002). Meskell (2002) concludes her findings by 

indicating that, like all contested heritage, the contest over the meaning of the World 

Trade Centre site is essentially a contest over the meaning of the present and over 

ways of taking the site forward (Meskell, 2002). 

Fengqi (2009) examined the contested and highly politicised process of 

remembering the Nanjing massacre by the Japanese invasion of China during World 

War II where about 300 000 Chinese citizens were killed (Fengqi, 2009).  Although 

heinous, the heritage associated with the massacre, which she termed „difficult 

heritage‟, could not find expression in the initial 1950s Chinese government‟s 

narrative around national identity (Fengqi, 2009). This is because China was at this 

point resolute to shake off the „sick man of East Asia‟ image, and so the focus was in 

commemorating resistance and fighting as opposed to bitterness and suffering 

(Harris, 1998; Fengqi, 2009). As a result, the memories of the Nanjing massacre 

were suppressed by the government as it refused to associate China‟s identity with 

victimisation (Fengqi, 2009). The Chinese „amnesia‟ on the massacre seems to have 

facilitated the narrative in Japan that the massacre did not ever happen (Fengqi, 

2009). This seems to have catapulted China into action, and in 1982, the Nanjing 

Massacre Memorial was constructed and interwoven into the Communist 

government‟s resistance narrative of China holistically (Harris, 1998; Fengqi, 2009). 

In this regard, the memorial became a symbol of China as a rising power against 

adversities.  However, according to Harris (1998) and Fengqi (2009) to the Chinese 

citizens, the massacre remains a bitter chapter with shameful and painful memories,  

indicating the disparities between government and people in the decision-making 

processes in commemorating heritage, an area to which this study is contributing 

based on the context of South Africa. 
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In a recent publication Lee (2019), investigates the relationship between cultural 

heritage and conflict, specifically how heritage and memory of war generate 

contestation and competing memories (Lee, 2019). Looking at the South Korean 

response to the Japanese Colonial Occupation Architecture in relation to the 

formation of national identity as a case study, Lee (2019) observed that this heritage, 

which she termed „difficult heritage‟, generates controversies and conflicts of 

memory in the formation of public history and identity in the post-colonial (South) 

Korea (Lee, 2019). In this regard, post-colonial Korea has had to deal with the 

controversial relationship between problematic pasts and the formation of national 

identity where Japanese Colonial Occupation Architecture has been selectively 

destroyed, preserved, or reconstructed to either establish or challenge the cultural 

identity of places as new political orders are developed (Lee, 2019).  

From the examples above, it is evident to see that nationalism, collective memory, 

and heritage are intimately entwined and have a mutual influence on each other 

(Lee, 2019). The above three notions are important in the process of constructing 

national narratives, national pride, and collective memory. However, the examples 

above seem to suggest that traumatic and painful historic events are the only ones 

that may disrupt the construction of positive national identity narratives through 

contestation. And so, while there is validity that painful historic events may lead to 

contestation in the formation of national identity, heritage contestation far surpasses 

this simplistic and linear approach. 

The research around the politics of heritage in Africa, in a rather dynamic way, 

supports this observation. Early research on contested heritage on the African 

continent has arguably been concerned most with subverting Eurocentric 

approaches to heritage studies and management which tended to ignore indigenous 

approaches.  This subject was thoroughly tackled by Ndoro (2005), in his book „The 

Preservation of Great Zimbabwe: Your Monument, our Shrine‟. Ndoro‟s (2015), 

trailblazing work reveals how the Eurocentric approach to heritage management of 

some key heritage sites in Zimbabwe has collided with the interests of the local 

communities who want to continue using these sites to conduct their rituals (Ndoro, 

2015). The reason for heritage contestation was therefore the tendency to give 

credence to the Eurocentric approach to heritage management in complete 
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disregard for heritage sites like Great Zimbabwe and Matopo that were regarded as 

sacred and were thus protected by a series of taboos and restrictions by the locals 

(Ndoro, 2005). However, once these places were declared national monuments, the 

rituals that were customarily conducted by the locals in these sites were prohibited 

(Ndoro, 2005). The seminal work of Ndoro (2005), has since influenced several 

scholars in Africa whose research is succinctly summarised below. These scholars 

have explored the contestation that is associated with heritage management in 

Africa.  

Ndlovu (2009a; 2011), and Mokoena (2017), looked at the South African context, 

whilst Bwasiri (2011) at the Tanzanian context, and Jopela (2010a), in turn at the 

Mozambican context – with all scholars arguing that the Eurocentric approach to 

heritage management in Africa as of recent, tends to focus on the preservation of the 

physical properties, thus the tangible, of the heritage site and neglect the intangible 

aspects associated with the site (Ndlovu, 2009a, 2011; Jopela, 2010a; Bwasiri, 2011; 

Mokoena, 2017). Although it can be argued that most of the research on contested 

heritage from an African perspective (or global South perspective) has focused on 

the racial transformation of heritage studies as a discipline, including the 

interpretation of heritage objects, this is by no means the only contested terrain in 

Africa.  

In the book „The Politics of Heritage in Africa‘, Gavua (2015), explored how the post-

colonial Ghanaian government has used heritage to objectify its respective ideals 

and interests to legitimise and promote itself in the process of gaining and sustaining 

power (Gavua, 2015). Immediately after gaining independence, the Kwame Nkrumah 

(1909 – 1972) (first democratic president of Ghana) regime forged a new national 

identity around the image and philosophy of the president (Gavua, 2015). From the 

onset, Nkrumah‟s image replaced the Queen of England‟s on coins and stamps, a 

statue of the President was erected in front of the country‟s first Parliamentary 

building (at what became known as „Kwame Nkrumah Circle), a „Kwame Nkrumah 

Institute of Economics and Political Science‟ was established to train civil servants 

on Pan-Africanism, socialism, and the other ideals of the governing party, and the 

„Kwame Nkrumah University of Science and Technology‟ was commissioned 

(Gavua, 2015).  
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However, this new national identity of Ghana was heavily contested by a cross-

section of Ghanaians such as the Ewe and the Asante Kingdoms who agitated for 

self-governance and actively opposed the incorporation of their territory into Ghana 

(Gavua, 2015). This newly formulated national identity was also contested by 

opposition political parties who saw the aforesaid measure as a push towards a one-

man rule and a Marxist communist dispensation in Ghana (Gavua, 2015). The 

resultant 1966 coup d‘état ushered in a new anti-Nkrumah agenda which was 

catalysed by the destruction of the Kwame Nkrumah statue (Gavua, 2015).  A „new‟ 

national identity supported by holistic heritage was immediately pursued as a way of 

strengthening the “new” government‟s position and legitimacy to power, amid 

contestation (Gavua 2015). Nevertheless, post-colonisation heritage has remained 

contested in Ghana as the definition of national heritage has been the preserve of 

the political elite, and the nation‟s citizenry has been controversially expected to align 

(Gavua 2015).  

In South Africa researchers have explored the controversies associated with colonial 

and apartheid-era heritage in a democratic South Africa, as they correctly point out 

that this heritage commemorated and reflected the minority view of South Africa‟s 

history (Marschall, 2010; Jacob 2014). In her research, Jacobs (2014), observed 

that:  

“the iconoclasm that has characterised many other societies in a state of 

flux and change has not materialised in South Africa. Instead, a more 

rational policy emerged as the desire for redressing the past became 

inevitable. This policy, where new statues, monuments, memorials or 

museums functioning as utilitarian monuments, are placed in close 

proximity or juxtaposed directly in opposition to old heritage sites has, I 

believe, been a wise one” (Jacobs, 2014:142).  

Ironically, in 2015, a year after she finished her research, a countrywide protest 

against colonial and apartheid heritage transpired in South Africa which reveals that 

the policy that she branded „rational‟, „wise‟ and „satisfactory‟, may not be rational, 

wise and satisfactory to everyone.  Youn (2014) and Lee (2019), correctly highlights 

that the exploration of contested heritage and national identity formation is still an 

under-researched area in heritage studies. Seeing as the explorations on contested 

heritage have tended to focus on European and Asian countries. The contested 
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heritage of Africa is by comparison still very much under-represented in academia, 

especially in South Africa.  

Focusing on the heritage related to the history of political violence in KwaZulu-Natal, 

Mkhize (2002), likened the heritage landscape of KwaZulu-Natal to a “minefield” 

(Mkhize, 2002). This is a result of this space proving to be susceptible to 

manipulation by different interests for personal and/or ideological benefits. Silverman 

(2011), argues that this heritage is contested “because we live in an increasingly 

fraught world where religious, ethnic, national, political, and other groups manipulate 

(appropriate, use, misuse, exclude, erase) markers and manifestations of their own 

and others‟ cultural heritage as a means for asserting, defending, or denying critical 

claims to power, land, legitimacy, and so forth” (Silverman, 2011:4). 

This investigation will therefore contribute to the exploration of contested heritage, by 

way of further contributing to the debunking of the view that contested heritage is 

synonymous with painful historic events. The power dynamics that are involved in 

the construction of the collective memory and the construction of national identity will 

likewise be investigated. The efficacy of the policy of pairing „white heritage‟ next to 

„black heritage‟ will also be conceptualised and contextualised in a contemporary 

tourism setting with a key emphasis on the main case study for this investigation, 

being Durban, KwaZulu-Natal, South Africa.  

 2.1.4 Contested heritage and tourism landscapes 

Knudsen et al. (2008) defines a tourism landscape as a type or part of a cultural 

landscape (Knudsen et al., 2008). These scholars simultaneously underline that a 

tourism landscape is a combination of natural and cultural elements which, for a 

variety of reasons, are interesting for a tourist.  Moving away from the “Foucauldian 

notion” of 'tourism as gazing', Knudsen et al. (2008) view the tourism landscape as a 

space for the social construction of meaning – a space with a multiplicity of insider 

and outsider meanings (Knudsen et al., 2008; Sharpley & Gahigana, 2014). 

According to the aforementioned scholars, tourism by definition takes place in a 

“tourism landscape” (Knudsen et al., 2008; Sharpley & Gahigana, 2014). Thus, this 

“tourism landscape is the result of a process of social construction that has played 

out [over a long period]. [In this context it is also important to note that] the tourism 
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landscape may or may not be highly contested and it may or may not have been 

wilfully constructed by a state that wishes to foreground certain attributes and 

background others” (Knudsen et al., 2008). This scholarship, therefore, indicates that 

there are power dynamics that are inherent and play out in the tourism landscape 

and some of these involve the power relations around the contested question of 

identity and representation (Knudsen et al., 2008; Aitchison et al., 2002; 2014). 

The aforementioned incessant association of contested heritage with painful historic 

events has had a ripple effect on the understanding of the contestation around 

heritage within the tourism landscape. Likewise, authors have developed a wide 

range of concepts and heuristic labels to make sense of the contested moral and 

memorial terrain in the tourism landscape (Alluri, 2009; Friedrich & Johnston, 2013; 

Sharpley & Gahigana, 2014). Some of these terms include „dark tourism‟, 

„thanatourism‟, „battlefield tourism‟, „post-war tourism‟, „post-conflict tourism‟, and 

„atrocity heritage‟ (Ashworth, 2004; Fyall et al., 2006). According to Ashworth and 

Hartmann (2005), although violence and death may depict humankind's depressing 

history for its association to conflict, oppression, and general disregard for human 

rights, they can still have appeal as tourism products and historical features 

(Ashworth & Hartmann, 2005; Hartmann, 2005; Alluri, 2009; Friedrich & Johnston, 

2013; Sharpley & Gahigana, 2014). 

The inquiry into the presentation of contested heritage in the tourism landscape can 

be traced back to 1996 when Foley and Lennon (1996) as well as Seaton (1996), 

explored the dynamics of travel associated with death, atrocity, or disaster (Foley & 

Lennon 1996; Seaton, 1996). This they termed “thanatourism” or “dark tourism” and 

is comprised of visits to battlefields, murder and atrocity sites, renowned people's 

graveyards and internment sites, memorials, as well as events and exhibitions 

involving relics and death reconstructions (Seaton, 2000a; Moeller, 2005). In the 

recent past, colonial heritage has been included (Winter, 2007). All these, are what 

the scholarship on heritage studies termed contested heritage. The consumption of 

contested heritage has raised ethical issues over the interpretation of heritage, the 

appropriate political and managerial influence, and the nature of the experience as 

perceived by visitors, victims, and/or residents in the tourism landscape. Research 

has shown that tourism plays an important part in the interpretation and 
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management of heritage (Seaton, 2000a). However, scholars such as Bendix (2002) 

have bemoaned the perceived inherent subjective nature of heritage interpretation 

for tourism purposes.  

Bendix (2002) on the one hand, argues that the process of heritage interpretation in 

tourism is not so much for narrating the event as it happened but it allows for its 

communicative restaging and mental savouring (Bendix, 2002). In this regard, it is 

meant to “seduce” the audience and narrator into believing touristic memories that 

never were, whilst advancing a well-crafted story that can transform the most 

humiliating, abhorrent, or terrifying experiences into an “experience” of interpretation 

success (Bendix, 2002). Boym (2001) on the other hand, agrees and argues that the 

possibilities for exploitation of a 'dark' event are even higher due to economic, 

political, and other social considerations. Boym (2001), also emphasises the 

ideological influence of tourism in the brokerage of memory and its power to utilise 

narratives that direct audiences towards certain attitudes and moral judgments. 

Boym (2001) along with Pitchford (2008) likewise found that the interpretive power of 

tourism in inventing, adapting, and obliterating dissonant national historiographies is 

widespread in post-war scenarios where myths and nostalgic references to more 

remote, and hence less problematic pasts, are frequently reinvigorated (Boym, 2001; 

Pitchford, 2008). According to Foley and Lennon (2000), “the interpretation and re-

telling of events surrounding […] death have shaped perceptions of reality. In 

projecting visitors into the past, reality has been replaced with omnipresent 

simulation and commodification” (Foley & Lennon, 2000:78). In this regard, by 

understanding visitor motivations, curators and site administrators provide visitors 

with what they consider “attractive”. However, this may be problematic to the hosts 

or survivors within the tourism landscape as will be explained below (Sharpley & 

Gahigana, 2014).  

Yuill (2003) in turn, reasons that the tourism landscape may experience heritage 

dissonance between survivors and touristic activities, and this may lead to several 

possible ramifications (Yuill, 2003). Firstly, there may be a conflict between the 

functions of education and entertainment where heritage is “sanitized”, rarely 

focusing on the controversial, uncomfortable, or mundane aspects of the hosts, but 

celebrating their notable and distinctive elements instead (Yuill, 2003; Sharpley & 
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Gahigana, 2014). In this case, the line between education and spectacle may easily 

be crossed.  Secondly, host sites may be missing opportunities to tell their stories. 

As a result, tourists are left uninformed about the real meaning of a heritage site 

(Yuill, 2003). Thirdly, dissonance may arise due to tourism that may be forcing the 

hosts to “relive” and “confront” the past they would rather forget. In the latter 

instance, there could be little desire to commemorate what could be perceived as a 

painful past, and thus remembrance could be greeted with silence (Kong, 2001; Yuill, 

2003). 

However, according to Yuill (2003), the subjective nature of tourism on contested 

heritage may not be a “bad thing”.  This is because the funding of such places tends 

to be contested as well. Thus, the attractive interpretation of such sites leads to 

sustainable tourism and in turn, visitors have the opportunity to financially contribute 

to historic preservation and the sustainability of these cultural sites. Thus, without 

tourism and proper tourism management, some of these sites may deteriorate and 

simply fade away (Yuill, 2003).  

Kong (2001) goes on to note that the management of heritage purely for tourism 

consumption with no consideration to the fact that these sites may be other people‟s 

sacred places is one of the principal causes of heritage contestation in the tourism 

landscape. Yuill (2003), blames this on the post-modern approach to “dark tourism” 

where everything is now feasible as a leisure activity. As a consequence, all forms of 

leisure have become equal and all events and sites have become potential tourism 

destinations. As an example, Kong (2001), points out that in the United Kingdom, 

cemeteries that were historically sacred spaces that people could privately visit and 

engage with, are now being promoted as outdoor museums by the National 

Federation of Cemetery Friends, which inevitably causes conflict with the local 

communities (Kong, 2001).  

The research into how memory and heritage are contested in the tourism landscape 

has been widely explored in Europe, North America, and Asia. Some of the case 

studies that have come from such inquiry have included, among others, tourism 

associated with the American Civil War (Chronis, 2012); tourism associated with the 

First and Second World Wars (Cooper, 2006; Scates, 2006; Winter, 2012); tourism 

associated with the Vietnam War (Henderson, 2000); and tourism associated with 
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Syria‟s Civil War (Milstein, 2013). However, such research in Africa is still lacking, 

although tourism associated with the genocide in Rwanda has been extensively 

explored (Alluri, 2009; Friedrich & Johnston, 2013; Sharpley & Gahigana, 2014).  

Sharpley and Gahigana‟s (2014), research on tourism and the Rwandan genocide 

sought to debunk the claim that tourists, as outsiders, cannot begin to understand 

such events or take positive meaning from visiting genocide memorial sites 

(Sharpley & Gahigana, 2014). This reduced tourists visiting the Rwandan genocide 

sites to voyeurs. (Alluri, 2009) Sharpley and Gahigana (2014) observed that on the 

contrary, the evidence suggests unequivocally that tourists undertake their visits with 

meaningful intent (albeit with trepidation) and that, almost without exception, find 

„genocide tourism‟ as challenging, powerfully emotional yet ultimately, a rewarding 

experience (Sharpley & Gahigana, 2014). Through this form of tourism, tourists 

begin to grasp the horror and suffering caused by the genocide and, indeed, leave 

with the desire to learn more about it. 

Worden (2009) explains that in Africa, public monuments, museums, and 

commemorations of the continent‟s slave past are more orientated towards the 

“tourist trade”, particularly in African American heritage tourism to West African sites 

of embarkation (Worden, 2009). This has not been without contestation. At Elmina in 

Ghana, locals have objected to the privileging of foreign tourism over local economic 

interests, and visitors‟ lamentations about the fate of their slave ancestors are not 

always shared by locals, who compare their present-day circumstances to be worse 

than those of the African American tourists (Worden, 2009). Nonetheless, UNESCO 

asserts that the promotion of slave heritage tourism in Africa, despite contestation, 

has increased the visibility of this topic in several parts of the continent (Worden 

2009).  

The research on the relationship between contested heritage and the tourism 

landscape has largely fallen into the trap of defining or likening contestation to 

conflict. Thus, although this research has indeed revealed valuable insights into the 

complexity of interpreting and marketing contested heritage throughout the tourism 

landscape, it has fallen short in expanding the inquiry outside such sites that may not 

be associated with war and death. With a sharp focus on the heritage sites that are 

associated with colonialism and apartheid in Durban, this study aims to explore 
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further the relationships between contested heritage and the tourism landscape, and 

the general claim that this relationship may contribute to increasing memorial 

tensions in a post-1994 South Africa. 

 2.1.5 Contested heritage sites and the tourism ecosystem in South 

 Africa 

Tourism is a major industry in South Africa. Tourism experts generally agree that 

heritage and cultural tourism is probably the fastest-growing field within the tourism 

ecosystem of South Africa (Grobler, 2008). The heritage that is marketed to tourism 

in South Africa is closely linked to its intricate past (Marschall, 2011). This past is in 

many respects turbulent and characterised by intergroup contests for supremacy, 

military conflict, economic exploitation, and cultural suppression (Grobler, 2008). All 

these factors have proved to be elements for contestation over heritage in South 

Africa and have in many cases played out in the tourism landscape of the nation.  

Marschall (2011) branded the relics of imperialism in South Africa as contested 

heritage. This contestation is on the role and meaning of this heritage in democratic 

South Africa as this public history is seen as an antithesis to the ideals of democratic 

South Africa (Marschall, 2010; 2011; 2019; Lytle; 2011). In her article, Marschall 

(2011), continues to argue that the relics of imperialism act as an attractor for 

tourism to former colonisers who are interested in the activities of their forefathers in 

the former colonies. This is not a unique phenomenon to South Africa as many 

countries have preserved the ruins, artefacts, and cultural remnants of their former 

colonisers as a drawcard to tourists from these countries (Marschall, 2011).  

Hlongwane and Ndlovu (2019) concur with these findings and likewise state that 

imperial heritage tourism has become an expanding tourist market all over the world. 

Consequently, it can loosely be argued then that it may be for this reason that 

despite the contestation around its meaning, that contested heritage remains in situ 

in the public spaces in South Africa (Coombes, 2003; Marschall, 2011; 2017; 2020). 

However, the possibility of tourism facilitating the preservation of imperial heritage in 

South Africa is explored in this research from a touristic point of view – whereby in 

this context filling the evident research gap in tourism academia on both matters 

arising.   
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Marschall (2008), likewise found that tourism in South Africa reinforces the 

stereotypical notions of identity. The aforementioned author further notes that 

heritage is at the core of concerns over identity and authenticity, as these notions 

usually come to be contested and renegotiated (Marschall, 2008). Marschall (2008), 

sites the bronze statue of King Shaka in front of the former KwaZulu-Natal 

Legislative Assembly in Ulundi as an example. The statue is based on the 1836 well-

known contested illustration by Nathaniel Isaacs (1808 – 1872) which has been 

proclaimed the only „true‟ likeness of Shaka (Marschall, 2008). However, Wylie 

(2006), has meticulously analysed Isaac‟s image and most convincingly 

deconstructed its claim to authenticity, highlighting that virtually no secure facts exist 

about Shaka or what he looked like (Wylie, 2006). Marschall (2008), concludes that 

the stereotypical image is deeply anchored in the public imagination and largely 

taken for “authentic” and “true” by tourists, and by the same token the tourism 

industry in South Africa (as much as elsewhere) has been thriving on highly 

stereotypical representations of local cultural identities. Thus, it is not surprising that 

the Tourism KwaZulu-Natal Authority has chosen Isaac‟s iconic colonial image as 

part of its logo, contributing to its further dissemination nationally, continentally and 

internationally (Marschall, 2008).  

It appears that there is a deliberate push for heritage in post-colonial and post-

apartheid South Africa to start detailing the foundation myth and the political ideology 

of democratic South Africa. South Africa seems to be grappling with its international 

image by breaking clear from its erstwhile colonial and apartheid pasts. While 

community-based, township and pro-poor tourism has afforded some South Africans 

to take control of how they present themselves to tourists, due to contestation 

around heritage, South Africa as a country is still in search of a foundation myth that 

will break it “free” from its colonial and subsequently apartheid identities that still 

flourish especially in tourism spaces at present. 

However, the biggest predicament in South Africa seems to be how government, 

through heritage and culture, wants the world and tourists to view South Africa, 

versus the reality on the ground. Post-1994, the South African government has 

invested a great deal in liberation and resistance heritage. However, these have not 

necessarily generated tourism revenue according to Marschall (2008), and it can be 
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argued, have not had an impact in conveying the “real” identity of South Africa to the 

world (Marschall, 2008). Therefore, it is fair to argue that imperial heritage has 

remained in situ in the public spaces of the country, and in fact, these seem to be 

generating tourism revenue (Marschall, 2008).  

Marschall (2008), likewise highlights that the Voortrekker Monument outside Pretoria 

(Gauteng) and the Afrikaner „Taalmonument‟ in Paarl (Western Cape) are popular 

sites for both domestic and international tourists (Marschall, 2008). In terms of 

international tourists, these monuments are mainly visited by tourists of Dutch and 

German extraction who are keen to explore their cultural links with South Africa, now 

that they are no longer constrained by the stigma of apartheid (Anon, 1999). Perhaps 

the popularity of these contested heritage sites within the tourism ecosystem of 

South Africa is the reason why one of the biggest South African hotels, Tsogo Sun, 

has incessantly advertised this contested heritage as part of key attractions all over 

South Africa (Tsogo Sun, 2021). Taking the aforementioned into account, this 

research aims to delve deeper into the analysis of the contested heritage landscape 

of South Africa as it relates to the tourism ecosystem within the ambit of a case 

study-based research approach.  

2.2 Case study-based research approach 

This study involves a qualitative research approach focused on Durban as the 

primary case study. The core methods for this investigation will be deployed based 

on this case study-based research approach of archival research, site inspection, 

interviews with experts and media content analysis. These primary sources include 

current tourism brochures, websites, and promotional material. Thus, the case study-

based research approach is administered along with other research techniques in 

acknowledgment of the assertion by Noor (2008), that combining this approach with 

other techniques for eliciting data strengthens the research (Noor, 2008).  

Yin‟s (1984) definition of a case study research method is the generally accepted 

one in social studies. He defines a case study-based research method “as an 

empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life 

context; when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not evident; 

and in which multiple sources of evidence are used” (Yin, 1984:23). Despite the 

https://www.tsogosun.com/
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agreement on the definition of this methodology, there seems to be no consensus on 

its approach. Creswell (2008), indicates that some researchers consider the case as 

an object of study while others consider it to be a process of inquiry (Creswell, 2008). 

In this research, the case study research method is utilised as a versatile mechanism 

that can embrace several techniques that facilitate the understanding of a concept by 

making it more concrete (Thorpe & Holt, 2008). 

Henning (2004) in turn, describes a case study as a format that is characterised by 

the focus on a phenomenon that has identifiable boundaries. However, she 

cautioned that it will be flawed to think that case studies can be defined only by their 

boundedness with regards to the unit of analysis of the topic as they can also be 

defined by their methodology (Henning, 2004). The latter seems to justify the use of 

this approach in this investigation. Therefore, this approach is based on theories of 

cultural representation, particularly the constructionist approach to representation, 

which has been identified as a typical characteristic of a case study-based research 

methodology (Henning, 2004).  

The aim of applying the case study-based approach was also to fulfill one of the 

objectives of this study which is to inform policy and practice for future research in 

the area of this study. Cohen and Manion (1989), note that a case study ordinarily 

serves multiple audiences, and in the case of this research, these would involve 

stakeholders responsible for policy formulation and promulgation of heritage 

transformation in South Africa (Cohen & Manion, 1989). The case study-based 

research approach is, however, generally criticised for its lack of rigour and the 

tendency for a researcher to have a biased interpretation of the data (Yin, 1984). 

Also, the grounds for establishing reliability and generality are subjected to 

scepticism when a small sampling is deployed. As a result, the case study-based 

research approach is dismissed as useful only as an exploratory tool. However, this 

is not to say it does not have its advantages.  

Nevertheless, there are several advantages to deploying a case study-based 

research approach. For Yin (1984), this approach allows for the examination of the 

data within the context of its use or within the ambit in which the activity takes place 

(Yin, 1984). In this study, in terms of site inspection, the selected sites were 

periodically visited, documented, and unobtrusively observed to ascertain how 
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passers-by engage with or behave around the selected monuments. This is in 

contrast with experiments, for instance, which deliberately isolate a phenomenon 

from its context, focusing on a limited number of variables (Zaidah, 2003). The 

versatility of the case study-based research approach is also cited as an advantage.  

According to Yin (1984), this approach on the one hand allows for both quantitative 

and qualitative analyses of the data at hand.  On the other hand, several studies 

have also been conducted under this approach through both numerical and 

categorical responses of individual subjects (Gerring, 2006).  

Thus, the case study-based research method is generally commended for providing 

in-depth exploration and understanding of complex issues. (Cohen & Manion, 1989)  

In this regard, case study methods enable a researcher to closely examine the data 

within a specific context which may be a small geographical area or a limited number 

of individuals as the subjects of study. In this research, this approach is utilised to 

obtain insights and interpretation rather than merely focusing on hypothesis testing 

(Merriam, 2009). The investigation will focus on Durban, KwaZulu-Natal, as the main 

case study, however, five heritage sites have been selected for this research in the 

city to accommodate the overarching research objectives outlined above for this 

inquiry into contested heritage and tourism. These include the Botha Gardens, Dick 

King Statue, the Farewell Square, Congella Battlefield Monument, and the John 

Ross Statue (See Figure 5). These monumental statues reveal several interventions, 

or lack thereof, that the current South African government has had to employ in a bid 

to ensure that the colonial and apartheid heritage is “in-sync” with institutional social 

cohesion and nation-building programmes. 
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Figure 5: Map of Durban Metropolitan Area showing the location of the five heritage sites 
Source: Nkobi, 2021 
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CHAPTER 3: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

3.1 Introduction 

Heritage tourism as a branch of the tourism industry attests to the established 

relationship between heritage and tourism. In this instance, heritage is considered as 

one of the enablers and drivers of travel, whilst tourism is a catalyst for social and 

cultural exchange (Brooks, 2011). In South Africa, both tourism and heritage are 

important in the national discourse around, among other factors, economic 

development, transformation, diversification, inclusive economy, and social 

cohesion. Thus, it is important to emphasise that heritage on the one hand is 

perceived as particularly important for tourism, and by extension, to the broader 

economy (Department of Tourism, 2012).  On the other hand, tourism is perceived 

as a “vehicle” through which the world can learn of South Africa‟s collective identity 

which is grounded on culture and heritage (Department of Tourism, 2012). This 

certainly includes the colonial and apartheid-era memorials heritage studied by the 

dissertation (GCIS, 2019). Despite its contribution to tourism, this heritage remains 

highly contested.  

The economic benefits of contested heritage through tourism are constantly 

juxtaposed with the transformation agenda of the country, and the need for 

alignment with the democratic order of the “new” South Africa (Marschall, 2017). This 

is probably due to the meaning and the role that this contested heritage played in 

pre-democratic South Africa. This chapter will, therefore, provide an overview of the 

evolution of the meaning of contested heritage in South Africa from its colonial 

bearing, until democracy, and the post-apartheid dynamics associated with trying to 

embrace this heritage into the “new” South African discourse of transformation, 

social cohesion, and the tourism ecosystem.  

3.2 The meaning of heritage during the British colonial rule (1800 – 1910) 

McGregor and Schumaker (2006), correctly point out that in southern Africa, the 

investment in the construction of colonial heritage became prevalent in the 19th and 

20th centuries (McGregor & Schumaker 2006).  In South Africa, literature seems to 

broadly place colonial heritage in three categories during this time (Van Riet Lowe, 

1941). The first category relates to the initial colonial encroachment and the related 
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territorial wars of colonial superpowers in the colonies of the time. The result was the 

construction of military Forts  designed for the defence of the then British Empire in 

the territorial warfares across South Africa. The earliest such structure, although not 

a fully-fledged Fort, was the King‟s Blockhouse which was constructed up the slopes 

of Devil's Peak in the then Cape Colony in the early 1800s (Van Riet Lowe, 1941).  

Subsequently, more forts such as Fort Hare, Fort Frederick, Fort Selwyn, Fort 

Beaufort, Fort Armstrong, Fort Brown, Fort Cox, Fort Jackson, Fort Murray, Fort 

Owen, Fort Warwick, and Fort White were constructed (Van Riet Lowe, 1941). 

Although the Forts were initially concentrated along the western and eastern frontier, 

they were eventually littered all over South Africa, and Durban received its own in 

1842 as part of a visibility campaign by the then British Empire to prevent the “Boers” 

from establishing a republic in Natal (Picton-Seymour, 1977).  

The second category of British colonial architecture was associated with the rise of 

Anglicanism in South Africa. Literature suggests that the main aim of promoting the 

influence of the Anglican Church in South Africa was inextricably entwined with the 

broader aims and objectives of the British imperial and colonial mission (Pearse, 

1929). This resulted in associated Anglican Church architecture, the first of which 

was built in 1814 in Simonstown, in the Cape Colony (Pearse, 1929). Subsequently, 

the St George‟s Cathedral was built in Cape Town in 1834 (Pearse, 1929).  

However, Bremner (2012) is of the view that the “correct” Anglican architecture in 

South Africa began in 1847, as a way of fostering the strong visual presence of the 

Anglican Church in towns and cities (Bremner, 2012). This resulted in gigantic early 

English Gothic and Victorian Neo-Gothic-style architectural projects as illustrated in 

examples such as: the St George‟s Cathedral in Cape Town; the Cathedral of St 

George and St Michael in the then Grahamstown; the Church of St Mary in 

Richmond; and the Church of St Paul in Durban (which was built in 1855) (Pearse, 

1929).  

According to Pearse (1929) and Bremner (2012), the Anglican architecture at the 

time was understood as markers of “God‟s will” and was seen as signposts pointing 

the way from “barbarity” and “ignorance” to the “promise” of a more tempered and 

spiritual life in the British “way” (Pearse, 1929; Bremner, 2012). Bremner (2012) 

likewise points out that there was indeed a connection between church architecture 
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and identity – a connection that was given a heightened significance in the context of 

the “national mission” to put the Church of England on a firmer and more 

authoritative footing throughout Britain‟s expanding territorial empire (Bremner, 

2012). This rationale seems to have been the genesis of the colonial and settler 

state-building exercises and related nationalisms that followed, and which 

subsequently allowed for the development of ideas about race and division 

(McGregor & Schumaker, 2006). It can be argued that this is the frame in which the 

third category of British colonial heritage was birthed.  

The third category of the British colonial heritage seems to have been born in the 

period in which the meaning of colonial heritage was now shifting from mere 

functionality to it being a vehicle for fostering white nationalist ideologies within a 

sense of unified white “nationhood” (McGregor & Schumaker, 2006). The scholarship 

on this subject is clear that this heritage, which is at the core of this study, was 

closely associated with efforts to develop a sense of colonial national identity and it 

aimed to nurture a sense of acquired indigeneity for the British (McGregor & 

Schumaker, 2006). Literature moreover suggests that the investment in building this 

type of heritage began, as with the rest of Africa, after the Berlin Conference of 1884 

to 1885 (Picton-Seymour, 1976). In this conference, the ongoing “scramble for 

Africa” was intensified and institutionalised by the Europeans, and subsequently, 

heritage appears to have taken centre stage as a marker of legitimacy and 

nationalism (Craven, 2015). It can be inferred that from this period onward during the 

colonial period, building colonial heritage in  African colonies became the equivalent 

of the Nguni concept of “ukubethela isikhonkwane‖, with colonial heritage itself 

serving as “isikhonkwane‖ (Nxumalo, 2017).  

According to Msimang (1975), Cele (2013) as well as Nxumalo (2017), in the Zulu 

culture, and Nguni cultures more broadly, once a site for constructing a home has 

been identified, and before the construction begins, the head of the family, with the 

help of a traditional healer (inyanga), ensures that “isikhonkwane siyabethelwa‖ 

(Msimang, 1975; Cele, 2013; Nxumalo, 2017). In this culture, “isikhonkwane‖ is a 

sacred and cultural emblem that is launched (“ukubethela”) for a variety of reasons 

on a site (“inxiwa‖) that has been identified for constructing a home (Msimang, 1975). 

Based on this process, two reasons are worth highlighting given the scope of this 
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investigation. One of the reasons is to “ukuqinisa umuzi” (spiritual defense against 

witchcraft) (Msimang, 1975; Cele, 2013; Nxumalo, 2017). The other important 

reason is to “link” the new home to “amadlozi” (ancestors) of the family that will 

ultimately be responsible to protect and guide the family against ills (Msimang, 1975; 

Cele, 2013). The place where “isikhonkwane‖ is launched (“esikhonkwaneni”) is 

venerated by the family as this is where “amathongo‖ of the family are situated 

(Msimang, 1975; Cele, 2013).  

With the “scramble for Africa” at its zenith and more institutionalised than ever 

before, after the Berlin Conference, Britain needed to strengthen and galvanise its 

grip and mark South Africa as its “own” (Cele, 2013). Using cultural heritage as 

“isikhonkwane”, South Africa was consecrated as culturally and ideologically aligned 

to its erstwhile coloniser (McGregor & Schumaker, 2006). This exercise included 

branding the nomenclature of streets, towns and buildings in line with the British 

colonial ideology of the time. In colonial Cape Town for example, the Grand Parade 

is such a site that developed from mere functionality as a castle garrison to 

becoming “esikhonkwaneni” or venerated sacred site which culturally linked Cape 

Town to Britain (Van Graan, 2013). The Grand Parade is surrounded by the Castle 

of Good, the Cape Town station, both in the Victorian architectural style, and the City 

Hall which was built in 1905 in renaissance architectural style and embellished with a 

clock in the tower that was modeled on Big Ben located in London, the present-day 

United Kingdom (Van Graan, 2013). The Grand Parade also houses the imposing 

statue of King Edward VII, Queen Victoria‟s eldest son and successor, which was 

unveiled in 1905 (Van Graan, 2013).  As a British cultural nerve in Cape Town, the 

Grand parade hosted public functions, such as the annual celebration of Queen 

Victoria‟s birthday (Van Graan, 2013). 

Grahamstown (modern-day Makhanda), named after the British colonist, Colonel 

John Graham, is also another example of a town that transformed from a military 

settlement to a symbol of British colonisation with the Victorian style architecture 

being deployed as “isikhonkwane‖ that linked the town to its British ancestry (Daniel, 

1974). The Tower House which was built in 1850 in Victorian architectural style was 

the most defining symbol of the British rule at the time in this region, along with the 

1820 Settlers National Monument and the Elizabeth Salt Monument (Picton-
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Seymour, 1976). The latter monument honours a “heroic” British woman, Elizabeth 

Salt, who during a battle between the Xhosa and British in 1892, walked into the 

battle carrying weapons and ammunition disguised as an infant to resupply the 

British who were running low on ammunition (Daniel, 1974). Likewise, the 

neighbouring East London which was built in a typical Victorian-style town planning 

around a cultural nerve called Queen's Park was also embellished with strong British 

cultural links and littered with Victorian-style architecture such as Britannia Arcade 

which was constructed in 1902 (Picton-Seymour, 1976). 

While the use of heritage by the British to link South Africa to the United Kingdom 

and thereby legitimising its grip on the territory was widespread nationally, it became 

even more defined in Durban. In Durban, it can be argued that the dynamic of 

“harnessing heritage” as a way of “ukubethela” coupled with the Victorian town 

planning was employed as a continuation of the aforementioned visibility campaign 

by the then British Empire to whisk off the “Boers” who were in contention for 

territorial domination, and already in charge of Pietermaritzburg (Averweg, 2017). 

One of the chosen sites for this investigation, the Francis Farewell Square (Figure 6), 

indeed emerged as the British cultural nerve of Durban, a typical example of 

“esikhonkwaneni”, where “isikhonkwane” is located in Durban (Bennet et al., 1987; 

Brown, 2006). In essence, above its naming after a British colonist, the Francis 

Farewell Square was positioned to the “African natives”, and certainly to their 

rivalries, the “Boers”, as a marker of the legitimacy of the rule of the British Empire 

over the port-town of Durban.  
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Figure 6: The Francis Farewell Square in 1940  
Source: Durban Local History Museums, 2020 

As a cultural nerve of Durban and a place of sanctity to the British colonisers, the 

Francis Farewell Square was accordingly littered with buildings and monuments of 

cultural significance that, just like “isikhonkwane” links a homestead to “amathongo”; 

linked Durban and South Africa to the ancestry of the British Empire. The Francis 

Farewell Square would later house the first public building in Durban, the Court 

House which was completed in 1866, and the Durban City Hall which was built in 

neo-Classical style and was completed in 1910 (Benincampi, 2018). It also consists 

of the Cenotaph, also known as the “Sacred Acre” that incorporates memorials of the 

fallen soldiers of World War I and II (Bennet, 1987; Benincampi, 2018). With the city 

in the hands of the British immigrants and a buoyant building activity dependent on 

Britain for architectural styles and talents, it was quite natural that the town that 

would emerge would be Victorian, which in large part still constitutes the experience 

of downtown Durban even contemporarily (Brown, 2006, eThekwini Metropolitan 

Municipality, 2020). 
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The heritage during the British colonial rule represented what Hall (2005), describes 

as the “material embodiment of the spirit of the British nation, and a collective 

representation of the British version of the tradition based on the lexicon of English 

virtues” (Hall, 2005: 21). This heritage, therefore, was an extension of the ideology, 

norms, and values of the British Empire which sought to legitimise British rule, and 

link South Africa to the belief systems of its erstwhile coloniser.  The meaning and 

existence of this form of heritage in the public spaces in post-apartheid South Africa 

have become incredibly contested as this type of public history is generally seen as 

representing the colonial ideals, and therefore antithesis to the democratic principles 

of the newly democratic country. The evolving meaning of British heritage over the 

years as it relates to different epochs of our country despite contestation continues to 

morph, and shift debates even in a contemporary South African society.  

3.3 The meaning of heritage during the apartheid era (1900 – 1990) 

Goodrich and Bombardella (2016) locate the investment in Afrikaner heritage and, it 

could be argued, its pristine meaning, in the project of “uniting” the Afrikaner nation 

and searching for a “sacred history” of Afrikaner nationalism (Goodrich & 

Bombardella, 2016). This process was geared towards the production of a united 

Afrikaner “volk” (Shepherd & Murray, 2007; Goodrich & Bombardella, 2016). The 

phenomenon of a “volk” is based on the Afrikaner belief that human beings are 

primarily divided into “volke” (nations, peoples) and that each “volk” has its own 

specific culture, which although not stagnant, always remains authentic to a 

particular group (Sharp, 1981). This philosophy was mainly at the core of the mission 

of the Afrikaner which Meskell and Scheermeyer (2008) called a “state in search of a 

nation” (Meskell and Scheermeyer, 2008). However, in actuality, literature seems to 

rather suggest peoples in search of unity around an overarching identity.  

The drive for unity based on an overarching identity was in response to the fact that 

hitherto, various European descendent groupings were divided and scattered across 

the country and its then associated four “provinces” (Meskell & Scheermeyer, 2008). 

The group of people who were later referred to as Afrikaners had never been a 

unified group since their arrival in South Africa (Oliver, 2019). According to Oliver 

(2019), what came to be known as the Afrikaner nation was a mixture of mainly 

Dutch, German and French people who were scattered all over South Africa (Oliver, 
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2019). From the seventeenth century up to the nineteenth century, the Afrikaners, 

then known as the “trekboers”, were mostly rural scattered peoples and were 

connected by way of a subsistence economy (Cillie, 1979; Harrison, 1987; Sparks, 

2003). It is said that the lifestyles of the “trekboers” at this point were very similar to 

that of the indigenous black Africans (Cillie, 1979; Harrison, 1987; Sparks, 2003). 

Just like black Africans who were at this point seminomadic cattle herders from 

central Africa, the “trekboers” also preferred pastoralism over an agriculture 

economy (Cillie, 1979; Harrison, 1987; Sparks, 2003). It was for this reason that this 

group was branded by some scholars as the “white tribe of Africa” as they tended to 

live in temporary dwellings similar to those of the black tribes of the then South 

African society (Cillie, 1979; Harrison, 1987; Sparks, 2003; Oliver, 2019). Indeed, it 

must be observed that the authors cited in this passage seem to ignore the 

substantial quantities of land lost by black communities to trekboers. As will be 

discussed later, this is consistent with the „foundation myth‟ of Afrikaner nationalism, 

which is built on legitimacy and suffering. 

The desire to construct an Afrikaner nation is said to have begun in the latter half of 

the nineteenth century (Oliver, 2019). This involved a conscious resolve to construct 

an Afrikaner identity centred on homogeneity, unity and predestination (Oliver, 

2019). This was motivated mostly by two reasons. The first was that unlike English-

speaking European settlers who saw Europe as their home, “trekboers” who spoke 

the newly developed Afrikaans language and coexisted with indigenous black 

Africans saw South Africa as their home.. This is despite the constant wars, cultural 

tensions and power struggles with the indigenous black Africans over the ownership 

and use of land (Cillie, 1979; Harrison, 1987; Sparks, 2003; Oliver, 2019). Secondly, 

although South Africa was under British colonial rule at the time, the “Boers” were 

also fiercely in a contest for the socio-political and economic control of South Africa. 

It was for these reasons that the “Boers” resolved to create an Afrikaner “volk” by 

unifying a large number of scattered non-English speaking European settlers who 

shared the Afrikaans language (Oliver, 2019). This was aimed at cultivating a sense 

of ownership of South Africa, while also creating a sense of belonging (Oliver, 2019). 

In this respect, a „foundation myth‟ became necessary to instil some form of stability, 

legitimacy, and security in the existence of the Afrikaner in Southern Africa 

(Shepherd & Murray, 2007; Oliver, 2019).  
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In this “Afrikaner mission” of trying to unite the Afrikaner “volk‖, heritage immediately 

took centre stage as a defining tool and key component of Afrikaner cultural and 

socio-political nationalism (Shepherd & Murray, 2007). In this regard, historical 

events such as battles and figures were rescued from historical insignificance and 

given allegorical status to suggest a sense of “predestination” for the Afrikaner 

(Goodrich & Bombardella, 2016). Thompson (1985) is of the view that the birth of the 

Afrikaner foundation myth is the “taking of the vow” on 16 December 1838 before the 

Battle of Blood River. The vow served as the basis of the belief of Afrikaners that 

they were „God‟s Chosen People‟ (Thompson, 1985). The “taking of the vow” is 

portrayed on the historical frieze in the Voortrekker Monument in Pretoria as well as 

in a large memorial in Kroonstad in the Free State (Grobler, 2008). This view, 

however, seems objectively flawed. Most scholars on this subject, nevertheless, are 

of the view that there are specifically two historical events that are definitive of the 

genesis of Afrikaner nationalism. This is the quest for “sacred history”, and ultimately 

the “foundation myth” (Grundlingh, 2001; Meskell & Scheermeyer, 2008; Goodrich 

and Bombardella, 2016; Oliver, 2019).  

The first one was the “Great Trek” of 1835 to 1840, where the “Boers” left the Cape 

Colony and settled in the interior of South Africa. As part of the Afrikaner foundation 

myth, this historical event was imbued with the mythological status of Afrikaner origin 

and identified as an indisputable marker of “Afrikanerdom” (Goodrich and 

Bombardella, 2016). In relation to this, the “Great Trek” was likened to the biblical 

journey of the Israelites from Egypt to Canaan (Oliver, 2019).  The exodus of the 

Cape Colony was cast as the birth of a united Afrikaner nation and heritage became 

crucial to properly illustrate the importance of the “Great Trek” as a unifier and a 

marker of “Afrikanerdom” (Oliver, 2019).  

The 1938 celebration of the “Great Trek” “left a trail of monuments scattered across 

the country and culminated in the laying of the Voortrekker Monument‟s foundation 

stone in Pretoria” (Goodrich & Bombardella, 2016). Grobler (2008) underlines that for 

the Afrikaner people, the outstanding representation of their “foundation myth” is the 

Voortrekker Monument in Pretoria (Grobler, 2008). According to Grundlingh (2001), 

this monument serves as the “foundational myth” of exclusive Afrikaner power 

(Grundlingh, 2001). Although Grundlingh (2001) portrays the Voortrekker Monument 
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in Pretoria as the incarnation of the Afrikaner “foundation myth” based on the “Great 

Trek”, it is not the only memorial that was erected in this regard, and therefore does 

not in itself serve as a foundation myth (Grundlingh, 2001). Marschall (2010) rightly 

underlines that the “Great Trek” is the key symbol of the Afrikaner foundation myth, 

and its significance is reinforced and publicly called to mind through annual ritual 

observances such as the December 16 „Day of the Vow‟ as previously alluded to 

(Marschall, 2010).  

The second key event which was also considered to be a defining moment that 

catalysed the rise of the Afrikanerdom was the Anglo-Boer War of 1899-1902. The 

Anglo-Boer War was fought between the British and the “Boers” and was ultimately 

won by the British. The Anglo-Boer War is important in the foundation myth of an 

Afrikaner “volk” in terms of enacting what was perceived as the gallant deeds of the 

Afrikaner to form the core of its own identity (Grundlingh, 2001; Grobler, 2008). At 

the same time, the narrative around the War also dwelt on the oppression, 

persecution and injustice of the Afrikaners by the British (Grobler, 2008). At the core 

of this narrative, was the martyrdom of the Afrikaner in their struggle for freedom 

from the British, and the great suffering of the “non-aggressive” Afrikaner at the 

hands of the “aggressive” British regime (Grobler, 2008). Heritage during this epoch 

sought to illustrate this narrative and unite the Afrikaner “volk” around the 

overarching narrative of martyrdom, suffering and struggle for freedom (Grundlingh, 

2001).  

Both the aforementioned historical events pitch the Afrikaner “foundation myth” 

around the phenomenon of „struggle‟, with the “Great Trek” being the struggle to 

achieve freedom while the Anglo-Boer War being the struggle to safeguard freedom 

(Grobler, 2008). The „martyrs‟ and „warriors‟ of these historical events were 

subsequently honoured as heroes through memorials, such as the historical frieze in 

the Voortrekker Monument that portrays women and children being killed by Zulu 

warriors at Weenen in February 1838, and the National Women‟s Memorial in 

Bloemfontein, which pays homage to Afrikaner women and children who died in the 

Concentration Camps of the British military authorities during the Anglo-Boer War 

(Grobler, 2008). In this regard, the „martyrs‟ are commemorated as heroes who 

sacrificed their lives for freedom and justice (Grobler, 2008).  
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In Durban, it appears the Afrikaner heritage came about as part of the “foundation 

myth”  based on the aforementioned historical events, but also as part of the unity 

negotiations between the Afrikaner and the British that culminated in the Union of 

South Africa in 1910 (Marschall, 2010). As an example, the Boer War Memorial was 

erected by the Durban Town Council in 1905 after the Anglo-Boer War, in what could 

be called a British cultural „shrine‟, the Francis Farewell Square. The erection of the 

Afrikaner monuments in the Francis Farewell Square, and all over the city by the 

British who were in charge of the Durban Town Council at the time was very 

necessary to illustrate a commitment to the Union, and thus peaceful coexistence 

going forward for the two parties.  

3.4 Colonial and apartheid-era heritage legislation 

The first heritage legislation in South Africa was passed in 1911. This legislation 

called the Bushmen Relics Protection Act 22 of 1911, had an exclusive bias towards 

the protection of the heritage of the Khoi and San people and their immediate 

descendants (Ndlovu, 2011; Manetsi, 2017). According to Ndlovu (2011), and 

Manetsi (2017), this was because at this point, archaeologists were concerned with 

the heritage of the Khoi and San people whom they believed were a “dying nation” 

(Ndlovu, 2011). The main aim of the Bushmen Relics Protection Act thus was to 

thwart the smuggling of original rock paintings and engravings of these groupings to 

Europe and the rest of the global North. In the absence of a permit,  the removal of 

this type of heritage became a punishable offence (Ndlovu, 2011; Manetsi, 2017). 

This legislation, however, made no provision for the protection of any other type of 

heritage. A new law was passed in 1923 to essentially protect colonial monuments in 

line with the principles of the colonial regime (Ndlovu, 2011).  

The Natural, Historical, and Monuments Act 6 of 1923 made provision for the 

appointment of a Commission for the Protection of Natural and Historical Monuments 

of the Union of South Africa (Harding, 1954). The Commission‟s duty, amongst other 

things, was to compile a register of monuments that were deemed worthy of 

preservation for future generations (Harding, 1954). The list included buildings, game 

sanctuaries, places of natural beauty and scientific interest, rock paintings, and other 

remains of archaeological and/or geological importance (Harding, 1954). This law, 

however, was squarely in line with the ideals of the then colonial government and 
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made no provision for neither preservation nor conservation and protection of most 

of the heritage of the African majority of the Republic (Ndlovu, 2011; Manetsi, 2017). 

However, under the 1923 Act, the Commission had no powers to recommend the 

proclamation of any building, site, or other relics as a National Monument, and this 

was subsequently rectified in the 1934 amendment (Ndlovu, 2011; Manetsi, 2017). 

In 1934, under the Commission‟s recommendation, the Bushmen Relics Protection 

Act 22 of 1911 and the Natural, Historical and Monuments Act 6 of 1923 were 

repealed and the Natural and Historical Monuments, Relics and Antiques Act 4 of 

1934 was passed to replace them (Kotze and van Rensburg, 2003). Under this Act, 

a new commission, the “Commission for the Protection of Natural and Historical 

Monuments, Relics and Antiques” was established (Kotze & van Rensburg, 2003). 

Unlike its predecessor, this commission was empowered to recommend the 

proclamation of any monument, relic, or antique; prohibit the destruction or alteration 

of any heritage resources; draft regulations controlling access to proclaimed sites; 

and control archaeological and palaeontological excavations (Harding, 1954). In 

1937, this Act was further amended to give the Commission the powers to 

recommend the proclamation of groups of objects instead of only single objects 

(Harding, 1954). Again, this legislation paid no attention to the protection of the 

heritage of the black majority (Ndlovu, 2011; Manetsi, 2017). 

The Natural and Historical Monuments, Relics and Antiques Act of 1937 essentially 

enabled the Commission to embark on a process which, by 1949, had proclaimed 

over 300 properties of architectural and historical interest, and 126 sites as historical 

monuments (Harding, 1954). The Act was, however, repealed during the early years 

of the apartheid regime in 1969 and was subsequently replaced with the National 

Monuments Act 28 of 1969 which, like its predecessor, made it illegal to “destroy, 

damage, excavate, alter, [or] remove [any heritage resources] from its original site or 

export [it] from the Republic” (National Monuments Act 28 of 1969; Kotze & van 

Rensburg, 2003). This Act further provided for the declaration of certain sites to 

national monuments (National Monuments Act 28 of 1969; Kotze & van Rensburg, 

2003).  

This promulgation provision in the 1969 Act ultimately ensured that by 1992, 3500 

heritage sites and national monuments had been declared with 97% of these directly 
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related to colonial British and Cape Dutch architecture and historical significance 

(Goodrich and Bombardella, 2016). Not only did these colonial and apartheid-era 

laws protect the monuments and heritage sites, but it also entrenched this form of 

heritage into the socio-political context of the then racist regimes by discriminating 

against the heritage of the black majority (Ndlovu, 2011; Manetsi, 2017). This 

ensured that what was essentially declared as “national heritage” directly related to 

the values and experiences of the white minority. 

3.5 Travel regulations and policies during the colonial and apartheid eras 

Travel has always been seen as the backbone of socio-economic development in 

South Africa. Tourism in South Africa emerged as a formal industry as part of the 

South African Railways. In 1906 the original South African Railways established a 

publicity and travel department to promote tourism in South Africa (Jonker, 2004). 

South African Railways remained the official tourism body that was responsible for 

promoting tourism in South Africa until 1938 when the Tourism Development 

Corporation was formed and took over the role of promoting tourism in and to South 

Africa (Jonker, 2004). However, at this point, tourism was the preserve of white 

people as racial segregation brought on by colonial and apartheid laws during this 

period reinforced racial discrepancies and hampered the participation of black 

people in tourism more broadly (Jonker, 2004).  

Racial separation, racial exclusion and racial discrimination reached a pinnacle in 

1948 when the apartheid government took over. Adinolfi and Ivanovic (2015), 

correctly state that when the National Party government came into power in South 

Africa in 1948, it promulgated a series of discriminatory legislation which included the 

Group Areas Act of 1950 which segregated people into three racial groups namely 

Whites, Native Africans, and Coloureds. Furthermore, the attendant the Natives 

(Abolition of Passes and Co-ordination of Documents) Act No. 67 of 1952, commonly 

known as the Pass Law Act of 1952, also notoriously controlled the entry of black 

people to the major cities of the time to levels consistent with demands for labour 

(Adinolfi & Ivanovic, 2015). This law forced the black majority to carry a range of 

documents, including a photograph, place of birth, employment records, tax 

payments, and criminal records; and enabled the then apartheid government to 
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restrict the movement of the black majority and subsequently their travels at a local, 

provincial and national level (Adinolfi & Ivanovic, 2015).  

The segregation and deliberate discriminative policies enshrined in various apartheid 

laws negatively impacted and stymied the participation of the black majority in 

tourism (Lubbe, 2003 Mogale & Odeku, 2018). Apartheid legislation additionally also 

circumscribed the potential of domestic tourism as the majority of the population did 

not have spatial mobility or access to a range of leisure activities and spaces, or 

accommodation facilities, which were deemed the exclusive preserve of the white 

population (Lubbe, 2003; Rogerson & Visser, 2004). The restrictions that apartheid 

placed on the mobility of most South Africans significantly curtailed the ability of the 

national tourism system to develop to its full potential with the full participation of all 

South Africans (Rogerson & Visser, 2004). As a result, the broader tourism system 

represented a fraction of the national economy and did not hold much government 

policy prominence in any planning frameworks up until the early 1980s (Rogerson & 

Visser, 2004; Visser, 2020).  

On the international front, the apartheid travel regulations were also a menace. It is 

argued that although South Africa was during the apartheid regime recognised by 

several international organisations such as the World Tourism Organisation (WTO) 

as being a “desirable tourist destination” because of its environmental and climatic 

advantages, tourism growth was slow seeing as the apartheid regime prioritised the 

protection of South African airports making the cost of traveling into South Africa 

expensive and out of monetary reach for some (Allen & Brennan, 2004; Mogale & 

Kola Odeku, 2018). This appears to have been a strategic and sinister move by the 

apartheid government to prevent the world from witnessing the injustices and racial 

segregation committed against the black majority at the time (Mogale, 2019). 

Accordingly, this approach hampered the growth of tourism in South Africa during 

this period given the industry‟s imposed “exclusivity” (Allen & Brennan, 2004; 

Mogale, 2019).  

The scholarship in the tourism sector has acknowledged the lack of a culture of 

tourism-related travel by the black majority in post-apartheid South Africa as one of 

the vestiges of the discriminatory regulations brought on by apartheid (Rogerson, 

2014). This phenomenon by the black majority is said to have compromised 
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domestic tourism growth (Rogerson, 2014; 2015).  This phenomenon is likewise 

attributed to the uneven geography of tourism in South Africa as a result of racial 

segregation and particularly the migrant labour system during apartheid rule 

(Rogerson, 2014). Various scholars have likewise argued that the lack of travel is 

even more prevalent among poorer households from former Bantustans as well as a 

majority of the marginalised populations residing within or on the outskirts of major 

cities (Rogerson & Visser, 2004; Rogerson, 2014; 2015a; Butler & Rogerson 2016). 

This “exclusivity” contextualises the meaning and debates around heritage 

historically, taking cognisance of the broader societal dynamics as a result of the 

aforementioned conditions, the existing legal and policy environment, and also 

tourism as a driving force of the economy, and the contradictions that may arise from 

these dynamics. 

3.6 Heritage legislation in the democratic South Africa 

The dawn of democracy saw the continuation of conversations around heritage 

transformation that had intensified along with discussions that gave “birth” to a “new” 

South Africa in 1994. While the National Monuments Act 28 of 1969 remained in 

place, the South African Constitution that was passed in 1996 acknowledged the 

cultural rights of all South Africans regardless of race (Ndlovu, 2011).  

The first post-apartheid policy for heritage, arts and culture was adopted in 1996, 

and it was called the White Paper on Arts, Culture, and Heritage of 1996. This policy 

document was somewhat silent on what should happen to colonial and apartheid 

monuments post-apartheid. According to Marschall (2019), its approach was 

seemingly in sync with former President Nelson Mandela‟s (1918 – 2013) approach 

to reconciliation which was based largely on diplomacy and keeping peace instead of 

pursuing a radical approach to achieving societal transformation (Marschall, 2010; 

Marschall, 2019). Based on this approach, the mandate was clear, that the heritage 

landscape was mainly to be left as it was, however, there ought to be a substantial 

investment to promote the heritage, arts and culture (tangible and intangible) of the 

previously marginalised majority (Marschall, 2010, 2019).   

The aforementioned White Paper was also in furtherance of the inclusive vision of 

the Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC), which called for symbolic 
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reparations for those who suffered during the apartheid years (Baines, 2009). The 

TRC Report proposed the construction of memorial sites that would enable visitors to 

come to terms with South Africa‟s divided history by providing a place where people 

could not only mourn the loss of loved ones who died in various conflicts but also 

celebrate the victory of democracy and freedom (Baines, 2009). So, it was based on 

this vision that, in terms of transformation, the White Paper gave birth to the then 

Department of Arts, Culture, Science and Technology‟s (DACST) National Legacy 

Projects in 1997 (DACST, 1997). The National Legacy Projects were, in line with 

furthering the vision of the TRC Report, meant to balance the heritage landscape 

through the construction of heritage sites that generally represented the previously 

marginalised (DACST, 1997). 

Consequently, the first post-apartheid legislation for heritage was passed in 1999 

when the National Monuments Act of 1969 was finally repealed and subsequently 

replaced by the National Heritage Resources Act 25 of 1999. This Act was 

promulgated to promote the “good management” of all heritage resources in South 

Africa. In 2000, the old National Monuments Council was dissolved, and through the 

National Heritage Resources Act, the South African Heritage Resource Agency 

(SAHRA) was established as the national administrative body responsible for the 

protection of South Africa‟s cultural heritage (Kotze & Van Rensburg, 2003; Ndlovu, 

2011; Manetsi, 2017). The main role of the National Heritage Resources Act, in turn, 

was thus to enable and encourage communities to nurture and conserve their 

legacy, memorials included, so that it may be bequeathed to future generations 

(National Heritage Resources Act, 1999, Kotze & Van Rensburg, 2003; Ndlovu, 

2005; 2011; Manetsi, 2017).  

Importantly, the National Heritage Resources Act promulgated a three-tier system for 

heritage resources management in South Africa at the national, provincial, and local 

levels. This process allowed for the nomination and declaration of heritage resources 

with exceptional significance (internationally, nationally and locally), to be managed 

nationally by SAHRA as Grade I sites (The Council of Heritage Western Cape, 

2016). The Act further makes provision for heritage to be graded and declared as 

provincial (Grade II), and these are the responsibility of Provincial Heritage 

Resources Authorities (PHRAs) that are established under Section 23 of the 
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aforementioned Act (The Council of Heritage Western Cape, 2016). Local 

municipalities have the responsibility for sites of local significance (Grade III) and 

those that have not been graded (National Heritage Resources Act, 1999; Heritage 

Western Cape, 2016).  

It is therefore important to note at this stage that the monuments in question in this 

investigation are generally Grade II and III heritage resources and are therefore 

protected and managed either at a provincial or local level.  Although this is the case, 

these monuments also fall under Section 37 of the National Heritage Resources Act 

which is prescriptive that “public monuments and memorials must, without the need 

to publish a notice to this effect, be protected in the same manner as places which 

are entered in a heritage register” (National Heritage Resources Act, 1999). 

In Durban, or at the provincial level, the monuments are also protected under the 

KwaZulu-Natal Heritage Act 4 of 2008. This implies that the five monuments in 

question are additionally also managed provincially by the KwaZulu-Natal Amafa and 

Research Institute (Amafa Institute), although they are the responsibility of the local 

municipality which is eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality (Amafa Institute, 2008). 

This protection of the monuments, along with other heritage resources in the country 

ensures that, in line with section 27, sub-section 18, of the National Heritage 

Resources Act, “no person may destroy, damage, deface, excavate, alter, remove 

from its original position […] any heritage site without a permit issued by the heritage 

resources authority responsible for the protection of such site” (National Heritage 

Resources Act, 1999).  

3.7 Tourism legislation in South Africa post-1994 

The Tourism Act 72 of 1993 was the first legislation that governed the South African 

post-apartheid tourism landscape.  The principal aim of the Tourism Act 72 of 1993 

was to provide for the promotion of tourism to and in South Africa. This Act also 

advocated for the coordination and rationalisation of the activities of persons who are 

active in the tourism industry (Tourism Act, 1993). Importantly, the Tourism Act 72 of 

1993 also provided for the establishment of a body that is obliged to exercise, 

perform and carry out certain powers, functions, and duties in the tourism industry. 
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Accordingly, the first South African Tourism Board was established in 1993 (Tourism 

Act, 1993). 

The purpose of the Tourism Board was initially to market South Africa as a domestic 

and international tourist destination; market South African tourism products and 

facilities internationally and domestically; develop and implement a marketing 

strategy for tourism that promotes the objectives of the Tourism Act 72 of 1993 

(Tourism Act, 1993). The Board was also responsible to advise the Minister of 

Environmental Affairs and Tourism on any other matters relating to tourism 

marketing; with the approval of the Minister, establish a National Convention Bureau 

to market South Africa as a destination for business events; and report to the 

Minister on the work performance of the National Convention Bureau (Tourism Act, 

1993). 

It is a common cause, however, that the post-apartheid South African government 

has been gripped by the Constitutional goal of transforming the South African society 

and as such, the Tourism Act 72 of 1993 was amended three times in 1996 and 

twice in 2000 before its replacement in 2014 came to align it to this Constitutional 

goal (Mogale & Odeku, 2018). The amendments were to ensure that the Tourism Act 

72 of 1993 is buttressed by the principles of the Constitution of the Republic of South 

Africa which called for correcting the historical discrimination and injustice of the 

black majority (Davids, 2008; Mogale & Odeku, 2018).   

The first post-apartheid policy to guide and structure the tourism industry in South 

Africa was spearheaded by the White Paper on Development and Promotion of 

Tourism in South Africa, promulgated in 1996. This White Paper was promulgated 

within the ambit of fostering transformation, driving and delivering socioeconomic 

inclusion, reducing poverty, and creating employment especially for the historically 

marginalised black South Africans who were deliberately denied and prevented from 

participating in the tourism industry during the apartheid era (DEAT, 2002). Mogale 

and Odeku, (2018) concur and underline that this White Paper was premised on 

ensuring that tourism is inclusive and everyone is allowed to participate fairly and 

equally (Mogale & Odeku, 2018).  
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Pieterse (2006), as well as Mogale and Odeku (2018), in turn, are of the view that 

the White Paper and subsequent tourism policies that followed were firmly geared 

towards inclusion, transformation, creating employment, infrastructural development, 

and poverty alleviation (Pieterse, 2006; Mogale & Odeku, 2018). However, it appears 

the biggest dilemma for the present government has been to find a balance between 

economic growth and economic inclusion by way of touristic activities (DEAT, 2002; 

Mogale & Odeku, 2018). It appears that although tourism in South Africa is seen as 

important in terms of fostering economic inclusion, its utmost importance for the 

government is its potential as a „low hanging fruit‟ to ease most of the country‟s 

incessant economic challenges such as unemployment (Mogale & Odeku, 2018). 

The White Paper and subsequent travel legislation, strategies and policies have also 

pitched tourism in South Africa as a “missed opportunity” that has the potential to 

encourage entrepreneurship; provide immediate employment in a multiplicity of skills 

and expertise; create entrepreneurial opportunities and jobs‟ bring development to 

rural areas and the indigents; and generate foreign exchange for the country 

(Mogale & Odeku, 2018). Unfortunately, this endeavour remains largely in theory 

and not in practice.  

The underlying theme of fostering economic growth through tourism is also found in 

the New Growth Path (NGP) that was released in 2010. The NGP identified job 

creation as its main objective and it accordingly identified travel and tourism as a key 

industry to achieve this (Zarenda, 2013). The same tone can also be found in the 

National Development Plan (NDP) that was adopted by the government in 2012. The 

NDP identifies tourism as an engine to alleviate poverty, reduce inequality, reduce 

unemployment, and of course provide the marginalised rural areas the opportunity to 

have meaningful participation in the economy (Zarenda, 2013).  

The first National Tourism Sector Strategy (Tourism Strategy) for South Africa was 

published in 2011 as a ten-year plan for the tourism sector that places transformation 

at the centre of the changes required to grow the sector from 2010 to 2020. 

However, the Tourism Strategy subsequently underwent a review to position the 

tourism economy to play an enhanced role in the growth of the overall economy of 

South Africa (National Tourism Sector Strategy, 2017). The reviewed National 

Tourism Sector Strategy was approved by Cabinet in December 2017 as a ten-year 
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Strategy from 2016 to 2026. In the reviewed National Tourism Sector Strategy, the 

underlying theme of absolute economic growth through tourism became somewhat 

more defined (National Tourism Sector Strategy, 2017). According to the Department 

of Tourism (2021), the purpose of the review of the National Tourism Sector Strategy 

was to link tourism to broader development imperatives of government, including 

addressing barriers to growth and the building of a transformed and inclusive tourism 

economy (National Tourism Sector Strategy, 2017). The reviewed Tourism Strategy 

thus focuses on economic growth which is based on domestic and international 

tourist market growth, foreign tourist arrivals and expenditure increases (National 

Tourism Sector Strategy, 2017).   

In 2012, the newly stand-alone Department of Tourism launched the National 

Heritage and Cultural Tourism Strategy with a mission of unlocking the economic 

potential of heritage and cultural resources through sustainable tourism development 

while simultaneously raising awareness of the ability of heritage and cultural tourism 

to contribute towards social cohesion (National Heritage and Cultural Tourism 

Strategy, 2012). The overarching objective of this Strategy was to provide an 

integrated framework for the development and promotion of heritage and cultural 

tourism products for economic development (National Heritage and Cultural Tourism 

Strategy, 2012). However, there seems to be a lack of relationship and trust between 

the cultural and heritage sector and the tourism sector in South Africa. One of the 

respondents in this study, Dr. Thabo Manetsi,2 the Chief Director for the Department 

of Tourism indicated that the Department of Tourism is not intimately involved in the 

discussions around heritage in the country, and it was not even involved in debates 

around contested heritage in 2015 (Manetsi, 2020). This lack of relationship was 

cited as a challenge in the Heritage Transformation Charter that was prepared by the 

National Heritage Council in 2014 (NHC, 2014).  

In 2014, a new legislative framework, the Tourism Act 3 of 2014, was developed to 

replace the Tourism Act 72 of 1993. The previous Act was considered at this stage 

not to be in line with, and fully capable of implementing, the objectives of the White 

Paper and the National Tourism Sector Strategy (Pedersen, n.d.). The new Tourism 

Act provides the Minister of Tourism with the option to determine norms and 

                                                           
2
 Interview with Dr Thabo Manetsi, Chief Director: Tourism Enhancement, National Department of Tourism, on 

8 October 2020 
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standards that must be applied by official tourism institutions while private firms have 

the option to choose whether they want to implement the norms and standards 

(Tourism Act, 2014; Pedersen, n.d.). The biggest change from the Tourism Act 72 of 

1993 to the current Act was to further strengthen the Tourism Grading Council of 

South Africa (TGCSA), which is responsible for the implementation of the national 

grading system in terms of quality assurance for tourism products in South Africa 

(TGCSA, 2019). The council is to supervise that all grading conforms to the 

standards and objectives of the national strategies and that the standards are 

maintained and upgraded where necessary (TGCSA, 2019). When the TGCSA 

presented to the Parliamentary Committee on Tourism in November 2019, it 

acknowledged that although its mandate entails grading services, facilities, and 

products broadly, its focus was then primarily on the grading of accommodation 

establishments due to resource constraints (TGCSA, 2019). Indeed, the success of 

this endeavour will certainly rely on proper governance and collaboration, and with 

the seeming arm‟s length relationship with the heritage sector, it is difficult to foresee 

a successful grading system for heritage tourism products. Strangely, the National 

Heritage and Cultural Tourism Strategy is also mute on the grading aspect of 

heritage tourism products (Ramoshaba, 2016). This study will expand on the 

relationship, or lack thereof, between tourism and heritage as it relates to contested 

heritage.  

3.8 The South African heritage and tourism nexus  

In South Africa, the niche area of cultural and heritage tourism is believed to hold 

particular promise for the racial socio-economic transformation of the tourism sector 

and the empowerment of previously marginalised communities (Marschall, 2007). 

This type of tourism is structured around community-based resources (Moodley, 

2012). The 2012 National Heritage and Cultural Tourism Strategy as outlined above 

emphasises that heritage tourism must be allied with tangible benefits and economic 

development of previously disadvantaged communities (National Heritage and 

Cultural Tourism Strategy, 2012). The National Heritage and Cultural Tourism 

Strategy in turn also emphasises the diversity of cultural and heritage products of 

South Africa and cautions against „over-marketing or overdeveloping‟ of the „known 
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[iconic] attractions‟ (National Heritage and Cultural Tourism Strategy, 2012). This is 

indeed also the case for Durban.  

Durban is the most popular destination of choice in KwaZulu-Natal and is purported 

to be one of the country‟s most visited destinations (Makhaola & Proches, 2017). 

Tourism to Durban was historically a natural attraction, particularly given the warm 

Indian Ocean (Maharaj et al., 2008; Marschall, 2012).  However, with the advent of 

democracy in 1994, Durban repositioned itself as a city with a diverse range of 

tourism products that included cultural heritage (Maharaj et al., 2008). According to 

Marschall (2007), current cultural heritage tourism options in Durban mimic those in 

other parts of the country such as museums, historical or architectural city tours, 

township tours, monuments, and heritage sites (Marschall, 2007).  

However, the Durban strategy around tourism and heritage seems to be indeed in 

line with the National Heritage and Cultural Tourism Strategy which cautions against 

„over-marketing or overdeveloping‟ of the „known attractions‟ (National Heritage and 

Cultural Tourism Strategy, 2012). Such „iconic attractions‟ in Durban are the colonial 

and apartheid-era monuments. Thus, it is not surprising that post-apartheid there 

have been massive financial investments in heritage products like Inanda Heritage 

Route which focuses on historical sites and monuments commemorating influential 

figures of the liberation struggle that played a role in achieving democracy in South 

Africa (Marschall, 2012; Moodley, 2012). Focus has also been on the „Freedom 

Route‟ which was launched in 2008 and combines various “freedom nodes” 

associated with the liberation struggle heroes and events such as the KwaMuhle 

Museum in Durban (Marschall, 2012). This research as previously indicated will also 

look at whether this transformational approach which can be said to be based on the 

„neglect‟ of public history has had any ripple effect on the perception of contested 

heritage in post-apartheid Durban. 

3.9 Memorials after democracy 

In 1994, South Africa inherited from the colonial and apartheid governments‟ 

heritage landscape, including heritage legislation that was shaped in accordance 

with the ideals of colonial and apartheid systems. During the colonial and apartheid 

regimes, architects of segregation such as Jan Smuts and Cecil John Rhodes were 
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heroically celebrated through, amongst others, memorials, public statues, and street 

names (Marschall, 2010). The dawn of democracy, however, saw the colonial and 

apartheid-era memorials raising sharp debates and public controversies about their 

meaning and subsequent role in a South African democratic society (Marschall, 

2010). These memorials are highly contested in democratic South Africa. For critics, 

these memorials do not belong in the “new” South Africa as they are an antithesis to 

the “new” democratic ideals of the nation-state. This is because they depict 

individuals whose “heroism” emanated from their outstanding ability to craft and 

maintain a racist system that bred white supremacy and right-wing nationalism 

(Ndletyana, 2015). However, there is generally no consensus on the meaning and 

role of this contested heritage in democratic South Africa (Marschall, 2017).  

It is also important to note for this investigation that the conversations around 

heritage policy, and what role heritage should play in democratic South Africa, began 

to emerge pre-democracy. These discussions gained substantial momentum with the 

unbanning of political parties, including the African National Congress (ANC) in 1990 

(Coombes, 2003). As a way of streamlining and institutionalising these debates, the 

ANC established a commission to draft policies on arts, culture and heritage for a 

post-apartheid South Africa (ANC, 1994; Corsane, 2004). The first draft policy that 

came out of this process immediately identified the need to recognise the liberation 

struggle heritage and the fact that the struggle for democracy has led to a culture of 

the majority of South Africans becoming one of resistance to colonialism and 

apartheid (Corsane, 2004). This draft policy further asserted that post-apartheid, the 

government of national unity must concern itself with preserving, revitalising and 

promoting the national cultural heritage of all citizens of this newly fought for free 

society. Importantly, special efforts must also be devoted to conserving the 

neglected and suppressed aspects of the culture of the people of South Africa as 

part of transforming the cultural heritage landscape (Corsane, 2004). 

In terms of transformation in the actual cultural heritage landscape, this approach 

was rather cautious, with no clear direction (Marschall, 2019). In this regard, the draft 

policy stated that the memorials adopted and carried over from the colonial and 

apartheid eras would be reassessed to ensure that they foster reconstruction and 

reconciliation (Corsane, 2004; Marschall, 2019). Furthermore, historical and cultural 
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collections, resources, and sites of the country should fully reflect the many 

components and diversity of the South African cultural heritage domain and should in 

turn also be accessible to all communities (Corsane, 2004; Marschall, 2019). 

Interestingly, Coombes (2004) points out that in these conversations around heritage 

leading up to democracy, “the ANC spokespeople involved in the outlining of cultural 

policy for the new democratic government were adamant that most of the Afrikaner 

monuments should remain” (Coombes, 2004: 20). This sentiment was perhaps the 

biggest factor in terms of post-apartheid policy position around heritage.  

It is important to note though that upon attaining democracy, some very controversial 

statues that depicted people that were seen as the architects of the notorious 

apartheid system such as B. J. Vorster, D. F. Malan, and other apartheid leaders 

were removed in the face of the uproar from some sections of the South African 

population (McCracken, 2015). This fundamentally revealed the contestation around 

this type of heritage in post-apartheid South Africa, with its post-apartheid meaning 

and role in question.  

Indeed, although some of the colonial and apartheid-era monuments were 

immediately removed after attaining democracy due to their perceived representation 

of the “old racist” and “autocratic” political order, some that were seen as not “too 

offensive”, especially to the black majority, remained in situ (Coombes, 2004; 

Marschall, 2010). Some of these were roped into the tourism ecosystem of South 

Africa and contributed to the tourism industry collectively (Marschall, 2005). 

However, there seems to have been a consideration from the democratic South 

African government that the colonial and apartheid monuments cannot be kept solely 

for their perceived economic value (Marschall, 2019). That as part of reconciliation, 

there is a need to somehow “assimilate” this heritage into the democratic context 

(Jacobs, 2014). This appears to have led to a strategy by the government to build 

what could be perceived as “black heritage” next to “white heritage” (Jacobs, 2014).  

The strategy of pairing “black heritage” next to “white heritage” has been the general 

policy that the democratic government has employed after apartheid to “assimilate” 

“white heritage” to the newly formulated socio-political order (Marschall, 2010; 

Jacobs, 2014). This is the case for the King Dinuzulu statue that was erected next to 

the Botha statue in Durban. Jacobs (2014) commends this approach for allowing the 
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new competing symbols to neutralize or displace the existing ones without physically 

destroying them (Jacobs, 2014). Jacobs (2014) further points out that this approach 

justifies the keeping of the colonial and apartheid monuments and memorials, as it 

works as a tool to “neutralise” the contested settings so that they can be redefined 

and accepted by South Africa and its citizens at large (Marschall, 2019). Regardless 

of the commendation above, this approach has been criticised for replicating the 

apartheid-era identity categories and falling short of transformation (Baines, 2009).  

Some scholars have continued to argue that although the pairing of the “black versus 

white heritage” approach is meant to promote reconciliation, it, in reality, fosters 

divisions between black and white peoples as it perpetrates ethnically or racially 

defined notions of a community (Baines, 2009). On the one hand, it can be argued 

that employing this approach has virtually not been noticed by the black majority who 

have continued to raise sharp debates on the meaning and relevance of contested 

heritage in the democratic era (Marschall, 2019). On the other hand, it can also be 

argued that employing this approach has virtually not been acknowledged by white 

people who have continued to run their “white heritage” sites as though the “black 

heritage” site next door does not exist (Marschall, 2019; Nel, 2020).  

Marschall (2010), notwithstanding the fact that culture is not stagnant but evolves, 

further reminds us that the black majority does not have a history of celebrating their 

heroes through statues and public commemorative markers, but rather oral types of 

memorialisation (Marschall, 2010). This intangible type of memorialisation points to 

“second-hand” stories, folk tales, genealogies, praise songs and narratives that have 

been passed on from one generation to another over time by word-of-mouth (Harms, 

1979; Magwaza, 1993). In this regard, it appears building “black heritage” next to 

“white heritage” has not been seen as an earnest attempt in redressing the injustices 

of the past as far as heritage is concerned (Marschall, 2010).  It appears black 

people are likely to continue to be aggrieved by the ruling government‟s approach to 

heritage landscape transformation due to the perceived view that their type of 

memorialisation has not been taken into account in the post-apartheid heritage 

transformation agenda (Marschall, 2010; Marschall, 2019).  

The debate around heritage transformation has somewhat degenerated into a racial 

debate of “black” versus “white”, completely oblivious to South Africa‟s wide-ranging 
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demographic groupings. This seems to be in line with the contemporary socio-

political and socio-economic discourse of the country which appears to place race 

and racism as a major determinant that dictates the socio-economic conditions and 

outlook of the “new” South Africa (NDP, 2012). In line with this school of thought, the 

debate on heritage transformation has been concentrated on race, that it is a “black” 

versus “white” issue, in complete disregard of other demographic groupings that 

exist in South Africa. However, in this context, a misconception appears to have 

been hatched that all white people are defenders of colonial and apartheid-era 

monuments, while all blacks are critics of the colonial and apartheid-era statues and 

therefore support their removal (Marschall, 2019). A quick assessment of the views 

on the 2015 #RhodesmustFall protests by the major political parties that, due to their 

policies, tend to attract and represent specific racial constituencies indicates that the 

reality on the subject is more complicated than being a “black” versus “white” issue.  

The predominantly black ANC was resolute during the 2015 protests that the 

“removal of apartheid statues is an insult to South Africa‟s rich history”, and thus the 

statues must be preserved for future generations (Kubheka, 2015). The Freedom 

Front Plus (FF+) which is predominantly white and Afrikaner slammed the move to 

destroy the statues and argued that the statues contribute to the diversity of the 

history and heritage of South Africa (Kubheka, 2015). This while the Economic 

Freedom Fighters (EFF), which is predominantly black, was encouraging all South 

Africans to physically destroy statues, arguing that to the black majority, the statues 

represent oppression, segregation, racism, and persistent white supremacy 

(Kubheka, 2015). South Africa‟s main opposition party, the Democratic Alliance (DA), 

whose electoral support is predominantly white condemned the protests, however, 

did not take a particular stance given its fractured origins and ideological position 

(Ferreira, 2015; Montsho 2015; Phakathi, 2015). This largely demonstrated that 

although the debate around contested heritage in democratic South Africa is closely 

linked to the socio-political discourse of the country as far as race is concerned there 

is, however, no broad consensus among the South African populace on these 

debates, and thus it would be rather an error to reduce it to a “black” versus “white” 

issue (Marschall, 2017).  
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One of the debates that intensified through the 2015 protests was whether the 

colonial and apartheid-era heritage is part of South Africa‟s objective history or 

heritage. The critics of contested heritage argued that people who are depicted in the 

apartheid and colonial statues might be an integral part of South Africa‟s history, but 

these figures and their subsequent legacies cannot be regarded as heritage 

(Mancotywa, 2015).  This, on the contrary, was in total disregard for the cultural 

diversity of South Africa, despite the National Heritage Resources Act 25 of 1999 

defining these monuments as “heritage resources” (National Heritage Resources 

Act, 1999). Like any other heritage resource, these monuments are legally protected 

by the National Heritage Resources Act as heritage which based on the 

aforementioned interpretation stands in sharp contrast to public opinion and socio-

political discourses (National Heritage Resources Act, 1999).  

3.10 Reflection on the international context on contested heritage 

The South African conundrum around the fate of contested heritage in the 

democratic setting is not unique. Literature indicates that most countries that have 

transitioned from a colonial regime to a democratic dispensation through peaceful 

means are generally left to decide what should be done with the inherited cultural 

heritage of the former regime (Arendt, 1950; Anusaite, 2007; Harrison, 2013; 

Priestland, 2015; Mcgarr, 2015). This is different from those countries that have 

transitioned to the new dispensation through war, which in most cases, is 

accompanied by radical iconoclasm (Arendt, 1950; Anusaite, 2007; Harrison, 2013; 

Priestland, 2015). However, what is clear is that in both aforementioned cases, the 

heritage of the former regime remains a source of fierce contestation. This section 

indicates some of the major challenges and considerations that emanate in the 

international context that appear prevalent when dealing with contested heritage in a 

transitional state (Arendt, 1950; Kattago, 2001; Anusaite, 2007; Macdonald, 2010; 

Harrison, 2012; Priestland, 2015; Mcgarr, 2015).  

In Germany, the legacy of the autocratic Nazi Regime that was responsible for, 

among other malevolent things, the persecution of Communists, Jews and general 

opposition is the biggest source of discord in the contemporary socio-political 

discourse of Germany (Arendt, 1950; Kattago, 2001; Macdonald, 2010). At the 

height of his rule in Germany, the Nazi regime created monuments and buildings 
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which would serve as manifestations of its perceived greatness and grandeur for 

centuries to come (Arendt, 1950; Kattago, 2001; Macdonald, 2010). After the demise 

of this regime through a revolution, most of the Nazi iconography was subsequently 

destroyed and/or removed from public spaces (Kattago, 2001; Harrison, 2013). 

However, how post-Nazi Germany dealt with the Nazi iconography that survived the 

revolution provides an interesting case for the democratic South Africa that is 

grappling with contested heritage.  

Kattago (2001) indicates that the remnants of the Nazi heritage were either 

neglected, renovated and put to a new use or reimagined as a tourist attraction, 

depending on ideological value, ability to evoke emotions and location (Kattago, 

2001). However, Arendt (1950), Kattago (2001) and (Macdonald, 2010) indicate that 

the decision on what to do with the remaining Nazi iconography was neither 

unanimous nor in any way final (Arendt, 1950; Kattago, 2001; Macdonald, 2010). 

There remain in contemporary Germany those who strongly argue that the Nazi 

heritage must be destroyed, while others are adamant that it must be preserved 

(Kattago, 2001; Macdonald, 2010). On one hand, the former group is convinced that 

excessive fixation on the past through allowing the continued existence of the Nazi 

heritage is obstructing Germany from moving forward and creating a “new” stable 

identity.  On the other hand, the latter group argues that the continuous and active 

critical engagement with this “difficult past” is necessary and vital to creating self-

reflective peoples (Kattago, 2001; Macdonald, 2010). Although the Germany 

scenario is somewhat different from South Africa as it did not necessarily involve 

colonial invasion, the polarising nature of contested heritage is all too familiar. In as 

far as colonisation is concerned, India provides an interesting case for South Africa.  

Following the independence from the British Empire in 1947, it became immediately 

clear that the Indian Government had no appetite to address the status quo as it 

relates to its colonial heritage despite robust debates and calls in the media, 

academia, and the wider public around the merits of embracing or rejecting the 

legacy of British colonialism (Priestland, 2015; Mcgarr, 2015). The biggest dilemma 

that India was faced with was that the conversation on the fate of British colonial 

iconography was closely linked with the discussion around its general foreign policy 

and particular bilateral and diplomatic relations with Britain (Priestland, 2015). 
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Literature indicates that for over a decade after gaining independence, India‟s 

politics, economy, and military were still profoundly influenced and reinforced by 

Britain (Priestland, 2015; Mcgarr, 2015). Thus, although facing  internal pressure to 

get rid of British colonial statuary, the central government was uninterested and 

adamant that the “obsession” around the British iconography was unwarranted, and 

was unfairly robbing the country of discussing very important issues that pertain to its 

socio-economic challenges (Mcgarr, 2015). However, with political opposition parties 

gaining momentum, and the dwindling political support for the ruling Congress Party, 

17 years after independence, the ruling party hastily announced that the colonial 

iconography in public spaces will be removed (Philip, 1987; Priestland, 2015). In the 

capital city, New Dehli,  the Coronation Park, a place where King George V has 

formally crowned the emperor of India in 1911, was selected to serve as a tourist 

theme park, and house all the British statues in and around the capital city 

(Priestland, 2015; Mcgarr, 2015). However, although this move has somewhat 

waned the debates on the matter, the public rejection of the Park is evidenced by the 

fact that very few domestic tourists ever visit the Park (Philip, 1987; Mcgarr, 2015).  

After the dissolution of the Soviet Union in the early 1990s and the collapse of the 

socialist bloc in 1989, wiping the Communist past from communal memory became 

one of Lithuania's most important concerns (Lankauskas, 2006; Harrison, 2013). In 

fact, after the declaration of independence from the Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics (USSR), in Lithuania in 1990 the Soviet Union iconography, was targeted 

and urgently removed from the nation‟s public spaces and parks (Lankauskas, 2006; 

Harrison, 2013). The message was clear from the onset that the Soviet Union 

statuary had no bearing in the new Lithuanian national identity (Harrison, 2013). To 

make this clear, the country immediately embarked on a mission of pursuing a post-

soviet era national identity that was buttressed by new monuments of “distinguished” 

Lithuanian historical figures and recuperated traditions that were essentially 

suppressed under communism (Anusaite, 2007). By the mid-1990s, Lithuania‟s post-

Soviet landscape was thoroughly cleansed of all referents to disvalued socialist 

history (Lankauskas, 2006; Anusaite, 2007). However, not all the Soviet Union‟s 

heritage was dismantled as some of it survived these initial efforts, and just like in 

South Africa, presented a dilemma for Lithuania in terms of how this contested 

heritage could be aligned with the newly found national identity. 
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The remnants of the Soviet Union iconography essentially remained neglected until 

1998 when a special parliamentary committee announced a nationwide competition 

for initiatives that would ensure the restoration and preservation of the neglected 

iconographic legacy of socialism (Lankauskas, 2006; Harrison, 2013). This led to the 

construction of the outdoor museum called Grūtas Park which is dedicated to the 

Soviet Union statuary in the rural town of Druskininkai in south-western Lithuania. 

The Grūtas Park has more than eighty Soviet-era monuments of communist party 

leaders. Its objective according to the government is to make the tourist visitors 

“understand what dictatorships are capable of and what tools they use to brainwash 

people” (Anusaite, 2007: 1). One could also argue that the rationale is also to 

generate tourism income. The park was officially opened on April 1, 2001, as 

somewhat of an April Fool‟s Day “joke” (Anusaite, 2007). However, not everyone in 

Lithuania finds the Grūtas Park amusing or entertaining (Lane, 2001; Anusaite, 

2007). Although the Grūtas Park has ensured that the Soviet Union statuary is 

removed from the face of Lithuania and is no longer politically imposing in the public 

spaces, the existence of the Soviet Union heritage remains highly contested in 

Lithuania.  

Although the Lithuanian government went to lengths to try and „neutralise‟ the 

statues by installing them without their pedestals as a way to indicate that they are 

no longer the metonyms of power and oppression, the park continues to ignite a 

fierce national debate that polarises Lithuanians into those who applauds this 

commemorative initiative and those who see it as a sacrilegious act that activates 

memories of trauma and loss (Lane, 2001; Lankauskas, 2006; Harrison, 2013). 

Anusaite (2007) indicates that many Lithuanians want the contents of the Grūtas 

Park destroyed as they find them controversial and distasteful, and particularly 

disrespectful to the memory of citizens who suffered or were killed by communists 

(Anusaite, 2007; Harrison, 2013). This is further exacerbated by the socio-economic 

instability of Lithuania as a transitional state, where the Soviet Union's socio-

economic vestiges are perceived as still intact, and a major factor in the economic 

stress among the Lithuanian majority (Lane, 2001; Anusaite; 2007; Harrison, 2013).  

The cases above indicate that South Africa still has a long way to go in “solving” the 

issue of contested heritage and strengthening its unique national identity and 
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heritage, as observed by Bornman (2013). In this regard, it is clear that the 

continuous eruptions around contested heritage in transitional states are inevitable 

as they continue to try and recast the past through addressing the existence of 

contested heritage while rebranding the nomenclature of streets and buildings 

(Arendt, 1950; Kattago, 2001; Anusaite, 2007; Macdonald, 2010; Harrison, 2012; 

Priestland, 2015; Mcgarr, 2015). In South Africa, various viewpoints abound on how 

to deal with monuments that the country inherited from the colonial and apartheid 

regimes in the quest for a “new” national identity for the “new” South Africa. These 

viewpoints will be assessed in this by way of analysing the discussion on contested 

heritage in the South African media, and later in the social media. 

3.11 Contested heritage in the South African media 

The debates around contested heritage in South Africa have, since the dawn of 

democracy, played out in the country‟s media space. This has been in the form of, 

among others, opinion pieces and news reportage. In this research, twenty-one 

newspaper articles from established newspapers such as the Mail and Guardian, 

Independent Media, and Daily Maverick were examined. The media content assists 

this study in enhancing the understanding of the diverse perspectives of people 

around contested heritage which will be integral to this investigation and its 

subsequent practical recommendations to follow. The most robust debates around 

contested heritage are by far those that were triggered by the #RhodesMustFall 

protests of 2015. These protests were prompted by Chumani Maxwele, a political 

science student at the University of Cape Town (UCT), who threw a bucket of faeces 

over a statue of the British colonialist, Cecil John Rhodes (Pitso et al., 2015; Smith, 

2015; Dore, 2015).  This sparked a barrage of protests, impassioned mass and 

social media discussions, and ferocious street protests. The protests that started in 

Cape Town quickly spread throughout the country, leading to the defacing of the 

King George V Statue, the Louis Botha statue, and the Fernando Pessoa Statue, 

among others, in Durban (Figure 7). 
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Figure 7: Defaced Statue of King George V (Left) and Louis Botha (Right) in Durban 
Source: Phillip, 2015.  

The debates around contested heritage in South Africa have been likened in the 

media to a nation searching for its soul that is buttressed on a common heritage, 

identity and race (Pitso et al., 2015; Smith, 2015).  However, it appears the 

possibility of a South Africa that is hinged on a common identity is out of question 

given the contested nature of all South African heritage resources at present (Dore, 

2015; Mnyanda, 2015). While South Africa is grappling with what to do with the 

colonial and apartheid-era iconography, some in the media space have indicated 

that public history contestation in South Africa goes far beyond the heritage domain 

(Dore, 2015; Mnyanda, 2015). In 2015, the media reported that a group of men threw 

paint on a statue of Mahatma Gandhi (1869 – 1948) in Johannesburg, alleging that 

he was racist as well (Dore, 2015). Gandhi in South Africa is generally regarded as a 

liberation hero that inspired Nelson Mandela in shaping the anti-apartheid struggle 

(Dore, 2015). However, the act of defacing his statue was in relation to the fact that 

Gandhi notoriously referred to the black majority as “kaffirs” and fought against 

Indians being at the same level as the black majority (Dore, 2015).  

Meanwhile, Gareth Cliff, a white South African media personality, was arguing in his 

online blog that while it may be accurate that colonial and apartheid-era monuments 
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may be archetypal of imperialists who exploited and killed Africans, the same could 

be said about King Shaka, the founder of the Zulu Kingdom (Ntuli & Hans, 2015). 

Cliff‟s view is shared by Mnyanda (2015) who indicates that King Shaka expanded 

the Zulu Kingdom by violently obliterating and dispossessing many neighbouring 

Xhosa, Sotho, and Swati people of their land, and thus to name an airport – the King 

Shaka International Airport – in his honour is equally problematic (Mnyanda, 2015). 

Although the two examples above were dismissed by many as not comparable for 

various reasons, they reveal that heritage contestation in South Africa is not 

exclusive to colonial and apartheid-era iconography and that the “heritage enigma” in 

the nation is far from over (Ntuli & Hans, 2015).  

The debates on contested heritage in popular media have shown that although 

problematic public history is indeed a conundrum in the South African democratic 

setting, this heritage is a “microcosm” of a failure of racial transformation, the power 

of white privilege, and the persistence of racial subordination of the black majority 

(Grootes, 2015; Hodes, 2015). This observation is reinforced by Marschall (2017), in 

her article  “Targeting Statues: Monument ―Vandalism‖ as an Expression of Socio-

political Protest in South Africa”, Marschall notes that the protests against colonial 

and apartheid-era iconography are an indication that many South Africans, 

especially the black majority, believe that South Africa has not “freed” itself from the 

“shackles” of its colonial and apartheid past that privileged a few based on race 

(Marschall, 2017). Therefore, some media articles seem to suggest that the debates 

around contested heritage are in actuality a call end to racism and demand for deep 

and meaningful changes in the socio-economic and political environments in South 

African societies (Morken, 2015; Smith, 2015; Mann, 2016). In this regard, it is 

argued by an array of authors such as Morken (2015), Smith (2015) and Mann 

(2016) that many years after the advent of democracy, economic power and wealth 

remain in the hands of the white minority, while poverty, inequality and 

unemployment remain almost exclusively the plight of the black majority (Morken, 

2015; Smith, 2015; Mann, 2016).  

Certainly, the media space has been used as a platform to debate what should be 

done to contested heritage given its current controversial position in the psyche and 

public space of the South African populace. In this regard, some commentators have 
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suggested that the issue of contested heritage must be solved “the Mandela way” 

which they must be left in situ (Grootes, 2015). Mandela‟s approach to reconciliation, 

which Marschall (2019), claims is already setting the tone of heritage transformation 

in South Africa has been thrown around in the media by the proponents of the status 

quo, seemingly to suggest that Nelson Mandela was against the removal of 

contested heritage (Grootes, 2015). In the bigger scheme of development discourse, 

this view seems rather misguided as this study has shown that some contested 

heritage were removed at the dawn of democracy, and this during Mandela‟s was 

presidency which shows that Mandela was in fact for transformation and social 

justice after all, despite several arguments that he was not (Grootes, 2015).  

The proposition that contested heritage must be moved and placed in a museum 

remains prevalent in the debates around contested heritage in the media space 

(Pitso et a.l, 2015; Grootes, 2015). The proponents of this view argue that this 

approach will allow scholars and researchers the ability for future research on the 

person depicted in the statue or memorial (Pitso et al., 2015; Grootes, 2015). 

Interestingly, this proposition was discussed as part of the consultative process that 

was conducted by the then DAC in 2015, and it led to the following apt resolution 

that states: “it should not be assumed that removed statues will be dumped at the 

museums as this may both be logistically impossible and also pose a reputational 

risk for museums that may be viewed as dumping areas” (Department of Arts & 

Culture, 2015).  

It is also important to emphasize that the media space has also interestingly been 

used to indicate that taking down the contested heritage will not signal any 

institutional change in South Africa‟s social fabric, and thus it is rather prudent to re-

contextualise it in line with the current socio-political dynamics of the nation-state 

(Pillay, 2015). However, some commentators have argued that this approach cannot 

be applied in a blanket approach, given that each contested heritage setting must be 

looked at based on its own merits. In this regard, a criterion must be developed to 

decide whether a statue should remain or not (Grootes, 2015). In this regard, the 

contested heritage that fits a specific criterion and is in line with the current 

democratic principles and the outlined constitutional values of the country can 

remain in situ and be re-contextualised.   
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3.12 Chapter summary 

This chapter has provided a collective overview of the evolution of the heritage 

landscape from the colonial and apartheid eras, until the advent of democracy in 

1994. It has also looked at the politics of heritage in democratic South Africa. From 

the consulted primary and the secondary sources, it is clear that colonial heritage 

came about as a vehicle for cementing and legitimising the British colonial rule in 

South Africa. This would be the case until the Afrikaners embarked on a mission of 

attempting to unite the “Afrikaner nation” whilst searching for a “sacred history” of 

Afrikaner nationalism. The consulted scholarship shows that the “pristine” meaning 

of apartheid-era monuments derives its meaning from this mission. This chapter on 

the one hand revealed that contested heritage has become controversial under 

democratic South Africa as it is now deemed by some South Africans as an 

antithesis to the current democratic order. On the other hand, this heritage 

contributes to tourism which is an important economic sector that substantially 

contributes to the country‟s Gross Domestic Product (GDP) yearly. Post-apartheid 

South Africa thus finds itself having to decide the future of colonial and apartheid 

memorials taking into account the complexities of diverse societal stakeholders, the 

constitution, and the existing legal and policy environment. 
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CHAPTER 4: CONTESTED HERITAGE AND TOURISM IN PRACTICE 

4.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the current public perceptions on contested heritage through 

social media and these perceptions will be juxtaposed with the views of the decision-

makers and/or professionals in the tourism and heritage industries insofar as 

contested heritage is concerned. The goal is to understand what the public, through 

social media, seems to be advocating for contested heritage, and if this correlates 

with the direction that government seems to be taking in dealing with the matter. For 

this study, a hundred social media posts on the subject of contested heritage were 

examined, and these are discussed below under specific thematic areas, with some 

of the posts serving as examples. 

The conflict on what should be done with contested heritage ordinarily takes place 

between the government and the public, although there is an acknowledgment that 

the public is not homogenous. The diverse opinions of the public detail the 

controversies concerning the meaning and the role of contested heritage in 

democratic South Africa; however, this chapter seeks to contextualize whether public 

opinion in South Africa has any influence on the government's decision and actions 

on contested heritage. Thus, qualitative, and semi-structured interviews with 

professionals who are actively involved in decision-making processes were 

undertaken in order to examine the actual dynamics surrounding contested heritage 

as it relates to tourism (Table 1). 

No. Name Organization Rank 

1.  Mr. Vusithemba Ndima 
National Department of 
Sport, Arts and Culture 

Deputy Director-General: 
Heritage Promotion and 
Preservation 

2.  Mr. Wayne Tifflin 
Tourism KwaZulu-Natal Acting Research Manager   

3.  Ms. Ros Devereux 
KwaZulu-Natal Amafa 
and Research Institute 

Head: Built Environment 
Section 

4.  
Mr. Thembinkosi 
Ngcobo 

eThekwini Metropolitan 
Municipality 

Head: Parks, Recreation and 
Culture 

5.  Dr. Thabo Manetsi 
National Department of 
Tourism 

Chief Director: Tourism 
Enhancement 

6.  
Ms. Mamakomoreng 
Nkhasi-Lesaoana 

South African Heritage 
Resources Agency 

Executive Officer: Heritage 
Information, Policy and Skills 
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(SAHRA) Development 

7.  Mr. Amos Mulaudzi 
National Heritage 
Council (NHC) 

Coordinator: Education and 
Advocacy 

8.  Mr. Sibonelo Nzimande 

KwaZulu-Natal 
Economic Development 
and Environmental 
Affairs 

Chief Director: Tourism 
Development 

9.  Dr. Vusumuzi Shongwe 
KwaZulu-Natal 
Department of Arts and 
Culture 

Chief Director: Heritage 

10.  Mr. Alex Madikizela 
Decolonization of Public 
Places Movement 

Convener  

11.  Mr. Johan Nel 
The Heritage 
Foundation 

Head: Heritage Resources 
Management 

12.  Mr Arthur Gammage 
Retired - eThekwini 
Municipality  

Former Urban Designer and 
Heritage Practitioner 

Table 1: Professionals that were interviewed for this study 

 

4.2 Contested heritage and transformation 

The debates on social media platforms brought into sharp focus the perceived 

meaning of contested heritage in a democratic society. What became clear during 

the debates on the contested heritage is that the public felt the removal of statues 

from the public spaces was long overdue and that the continued existence of the 

statues in public spaces is a sign that South Africa remains colonised and has 

downright failed to progressively move towards a transformed South African society, 

and indeed, public spaces (Figure 8).  Coombes (2003) and Marschall (2020), 

indicates that the question of heritage transformation has been in the South African 

heritage discourse since the advent of democracy, and indeed prior, and thus it 

would be fairly expected that South Africa should be by now having a fully-fledged 

heritage transformation approach or strategy from the grassroots up to the national 

level (Coombes, 2003; Marschall, 2020). 
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Figure 8: Debates on presence of contested heritage as an indication to lack of transformation 
Source: Twitter, 2021 

Vusithemba Ndima,3 the Deputy Director-General for heritage preservation and 

promotion at the national Department of Sport, Arts and Culture (DSAC) indicated 

that DSAC has “bits and pieces” of policies, as well legislation that came into 

existence recently to ensure that there is some form of transformation in the heritage 

sector of South Africa (Ndima, 2020). According to Ndima (2020), the earliest one of 

these was the White Paper on Arts and Culture of 1996 which gave “birth” to the 

strategic document called the Portfolio of Legacy Projects which was adopted by 

Cabinet in 1998 (Ndima, 2020). Although these documents led to the construction of 

what could be perceived as “black heritage”, for instance, the Ncome Museum in 

KwaZulu-Natal, a close examination of the two documents shows that they are 

ostensibly mute on the specific approach to heritage transformation (Department of 

Arts, Culture, Science and Technology, 1997). 

                                                           
3
 Interview with Mr Vusithemba Ndima, Deputy Director-General: Heritage Preservation and Promotion, 

National Department of Sport, Arts and Culture, on 22 September 2020 
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The Portfolio of Legacy Projects document is clear in pointing out that there is a 

need for a “policy framework” that will substantially set principles for and contribute 

to nation-building, somewhat indicating that there is still a gap in terms of heritage 

transformation policy framework in the country (Department of Arts, Culture, Science 

and Technology, 1997). Ndima (2020) is, however, clear that dismantling contested 

heritage has never been the approach of the government (Ndima, 2020). In this 

regard, as a redress measure, South Africa‟s approach was and continues to be to 

keep the contested heritage in situ and build new ones as somewhat of counter-

narrative. However, it appears the post-apartheid memorials are failing to convey a 

visual message strong enough for the public to let go of painful and traumatic history 

which is triggered and exacerbated by the contested heritage in public spaces.  

The lack of a congruent policy framework appears to have prompted the National 

Heritage Council (NHC) to draft the Heritage Transformation Charter which sought to 

achieve equity between African heritage and other forms of heritage, especially, 

according to the Charter, that of European origin which continues to dominate the 

public sphere (Heritage Transformation Charter, 2014). According to Amos 

Mulaudzi,4 the Coordinator of Education and Advocacy at NHC, the Charter was 

subsequently not adopted by DSAC, and thus, it has not been implemented, even 

though a year after it was presented to the DSAC, a country-wide protest against 

contested heritage ensued (Mulaudzi, 2020). According to Mulaudzi (2020), the 

Charter looks at heritage in totality in line with the role which the NHC perceives that 

it should be playing, that is, of coordinating the arts, culture and heritage sectors in 

South Africa as a whole. However, this role seems contested between DSAC, 

SAHRA, and the NHC. And thus, this contestation appears to have stood in the way 

of the actual implementation of heritage transformation as conceptualised in the 

Heritage Transformation Charter.  

The lack of a congruent policy framework indeed around heritage transformation is 

also evident at a provincial level in the KwaZulu-Natal. Vusumuzi Shongwe,5 the 

Chief Director for Heritage at KwaZulu-Natal Department of Arts and Culture (KZN 

                                                           
4
 Interview with Mr Amos Mulaudzi, Coordinator: Education and Advocacy, National Heritage Council, 13 

October 2020 
5
 Interview with Dr Vusumuzi Shongwe, Chief Director: Heritage, KwaZulu-Natal Department of Arts and 

Culture, on 4 November 2020 
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DAC) indicated that the practical transformation of heritage in the province is very 

“haphazard” due to the absence of a clear policy framework (Shongwe, 2020). 

Shongwe (2020) likewise indicated that the KZN DAC has sought to transform the 

heritage landscape of KwaZulu-Natal by foregrounding the heritage of previously 

marginalised people through the erection of monuments that speak to this group 

specifically. This is in line with the approach of KwaZulu-Natal Amafa and Research 

Institute (Amafa Institute), which is the body in the province that is tasked with 

preserving and managing all provincial heritage resources in KwaZulu-Natal.  

Ros Devereux,6 the Head of the Built Environment Section at the Amafa Institute 

indicates that the Institute‟s approach to transformation hinges on introducing new 

monuments, new markers, and finding new sites that are important to previously 

marginalised races (Devereux, 2020). According to Devereux (2020), one of the first 

instances of this approach in the province was to erect the statue of King Dinuzulu 

next to the Louis Botha statue in Durban. Devereux (2020) explained that this 

approach is based on memorialising people that were contemporaries as a way of 

re-contextualisation and fostering reconciliation (Devereux, 2020). It is within this 

approach that Amafa, in collaboration with the local, provincial and national 

government, will erect the statue of Archie Gumede at Francis Farewell Square 

during the current political administration that ends in 2024, if the government‟s five-

year implementation plan, the Medium Terms Strategic Framework (MTSF) is to be 

relied on (DPME, 2019; Ndima, 2020).  

According to Thembinkosi Ngcobo,7 the Head of eThekwini Metropolitan 

Municipality‟s Parks, Recreation and Culture Unit, the municipality is guided by its 

social cohesion mandate in its approach to heritage transformation. However, 

Devereux (2020), pointed out that the major weakness to heritage management and 

preservation, and indeed transformation, at a local level in the province is that there 

is no devolution of these functions to municipalities in the province in the form of a 

dedicated local heritage resources authority as prescribed by the National Heritage 

Resources Act 25 of 1999.  In the eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality, part of the 

heritage preservation and management function, and indeed at a menial level, is 

                                                           
6
 Interview with Ms Ros Devereux , Head: Built Environment Section, KwaZulu-Natal Amafa and Research 

Institute, on 2 October 2020 
7
 Interview with Mr Thembinkosi Ngcobo, Head: Parks, Recreation and Culture Unit, on 6 October 2020 
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appended to the mandate of the Municipality‟s Local History Museums, which 

dedicatedly are in charge of several museums scattered all over the Metropolitan 

city. This then leaves Amafa as the lead in terms of heritage transformation in the 

province, although it appears to be carrying out this function reluctantly as most of 

the contested heritage is Grade III, and thus belongs to the local heritage resources 

authorities that are non-existent at present.  

It appears that, despite the lack of a congruent policy framework around heritage 

transformation, there is a general understanding flowing from a national to a local 

level that the current government approach to transformation is that the contested 

heritage must not be demolished, however, that these problematic spaces must be 

paired with new monuments and memorials that represent the other races in South 

Africa collectively. Johan Nel,8 the Head of Heritage Resources Management and 

The Heritage Foundation criticizes this approach and argues that this approach is 

flawed and too politically driven (Nel, 2020). Nel (2020), argues that this approach to 

transformation polarises heritage and South Africans on a racial basis. Nel (2020), in 

turn, suggested that contested heritage ought to be adapted to the current narrative 

of the country through re-interpretation and ensuring that it has meaning and value to 

every citizen in the country and not just a single grouping.  

Ndima (2020) dismissed this idea of re-interpretation of contested heritage as 

tantamount to “tempering” with its narrative which could be been seen to be 

“intrusive” and “transgressive” as many Afrikaner people still have a “laager” 

mentality, and that is the reason government believes building “counter memorials” is 

the best option (Ndima, 2020). Perhaps the effectiveness, or lack thereof, of the re-

interpretation of contested heritage as a form of heritage transformation holistically, 

will be gauged through the initiative being undertaken by Amafa Institute in the 

KwaZulu-Natal province at present.  

Devereux (2020) indicated that Amafa Institute has resolved to transform the old 

monuments that were erected by the Voortrekkers or the British settlers to 

commemorate certain historical events in the province.  In this regard, Amafa 

Institute has noticed that quite often, especially with the contested heritage of the 

                                                           
8
 Interview with Mr Johan Nel, Head: Heritage Resources Management, The Heritage Foundation, on 12 

February 2021 
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Voortrekkers, there were people of other races who participated and many were 

killed in these historical events. However, their names do not appear on the 

monuments currently. Amafa Institute is therefore in the process of redressing this, 

and research has begun, after which new markers will be put up (Devereux, 2020). 

This approach, it should be noted, will certainly be revolutionary in the context of 

heritage transformation in South Africa. This study will showcase in the chapters to 

follow the existence of this opportunity with the contested heritage in Durban, after 

which it can effectively form part of the tourism ecosystem, carrying the message 

that is endorsed by the government. However, in terms of social media and the 

general public sentiments that believe that heritage transformation is slow and 

ineffective, it appears the status quo is far from being resolved.  

4.3 Contested public history: History versus heritage 

The debate on whether contested heritage should be viewed as either part of history 

or heritage in democratic South Africa was discussed widely across social media 

platforms (Figure 9). The critics of contested heritage argued that people who are 

depicted in the apartheid and colonial statues and commemorations might be an 

integral part of South Africa‟s history, but these figures cannot be regarded as public 

history (Figure 9). This argument is premised on the broad debate that equates a 

statue to endorsing, and that the existence of such a statue of an individual/ group 

means that the society endorses the deeds, good or bad, of the depicted person/ 

group. In this regard, some views were that the colonial and apartheid leaders that 

are currently still depicted in public spaces were brutal and degrading to the black 

majority, and thus the sites that depict them cannot be endorsed as heritage in the 

“new” democratic South Africa (Mulaudzi, 2020, Figure 9). Concerning this,  the 

proponents of the removal of the monuments argue that it is necessary to allow for 

more affluent debates on the subject, as the refusal to remove the statues does not 

promote vigorous history debates but perpetuates offensive forms of nostalgia 

(Figure 9). This perception seems to be calling for the radical review of the post-

apartheid definition of heritage and certainly challenges the intricacies of the 

operations of the institutions like SAHRA and DSAC that are mandated to define, 

conserve and manage heritage (Marschall, 2019). 
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Figure 9: Social media debate on whether contested heritage is part of history or heritage 
Source: Twitter, 2021 

SAHRA is the responsible authority through its National Heritage Resources Act of 

1999 to define, conserve and manage heritage. Mamakomoreng Nkhasi-Lesaoana,9 

the Executive Officer: Heritage Information, Policy & Skills Development at SAHRA 

explained that contested heritage is part of South Africa‟s national estate as far as 

heritage is concerned. This is the reason why SAHRA did not discard the national 

estate database that was inherited from the National Monuments Council that 

involved memorials, statues, and buildings of the past. However, since coming into 

existence, through the National Heritage Resources Act 25 of 1999, the heritage 

profile has become inclusive, and it hinges on a bottom-up heritage management 

system, with the local communities being able to identify heritage resources. In this 

regard, the interviewee notes that the heritage estate now includes graves, liberation 

                                                           
9
 Interview with Ms Mamakomoreng Nkhasi-Lesaoana, Executive Officer: Heritage Information, Policy and 

Skills Development, South African Heritage Resources Agency, on 9 October 2020 
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heritage, and intangible heritage that has been identified and recommended by the 

public for inclusion in the aforementioned repository (Nkhasi-Lesaoana, 2020) 

What may certainly aggrieve many is the fact that contested heritage seems to have 

been absolved from undergoing the channels that SAHRA set up for accepting the 

public history and narratives of those whose heritage was previously marginalised. 

The unilateral adoption of the colonial and apartheid heritage estate and exempting it 

from undergoing the test of public recommendation appears to be the reason for its 

rejection as part of the heritage, as the majority of the public would not possibly 

recommend it, and thus see it as misaligned to their post-apartheid definition of 

heritage. However, SAHRA seems adamant that contested heritage is indeed part of 

the South Africa heritage resources regardless of the debates, and has subsequently 

proposed to the Minister of Sport, Arts and Culture for SAHRA to develop regulations 

that would put SAHRA as a centralised body for dealing with the contested sites, 

taking cognisance of that although the provincial and local authorities are the ones 

currently in charge, they have limited resources, and some are not even fully 

functioning (Nkhasi-Lesaoana, 2020). However, in this regard, the actual 

management of contested heritage is not the core frustration of the public.  

4.4 The perceived economic benefits of contested heritage 

The perceived economic value of contested heritage through tourism was discussed 

through social media (see Figure 10). This view premises on the assumption that the 

removal of contested heritage will hurt travel as contested heritage contributes to 

tourism (Figure 10). This is a central theme of this study which is based on the 

hypothesis that tourism is a factor in the discourse, and certainly policy and 

legislative framework, around contested heritage in South Africa.  The tourism and 

heritage professionals that were interviewed were quizzed on three elements that will 

paint a clear picture of whether there is any merit in whether tourism plays a role in 

the policy discussions around the preservation, protection and conservation of 

contested heritage, and whether there is any significant tourism value attached to 

contested heritage in South Africa. These three elements are: 

 The working relationship between heritage and tourism sector 

 The significance of contested heritage to tourism 
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 The involvement of the tourism sector in the debates around contested 

heritage 

 
Figure 10: Social media debate on the tourism value of contested heritage 
Source: Twitter, 2021 

 4.4.1 Working relationship between heritage and tourism sector 

There seems to be no formal working relationship between the tourism and heritage 

sectors in South Africa. Mulaudzi (2020), points out that the relationship between 

these domains in the nation is disintegrated at best. According to Mulaudzi (2020), it 

would appear that the tourism sector is exploiting the heritage sector in that although 

the heritage sector is involved with the management of heritage products in the 

country, tourism is merely interested in marketing these for tourist consumption, 

without investing back into the heritage sector (Mulaudzi, 2020). At the national level, 

the disintegration in terms of the working relationship between the two sectors is 

evidenced by that there is no memorandum of agreement between the Department 

of Sport, Arts and Culture and the Department of Tourism although the latter 

depends on the former in terms of heritage and cultural product development and 

preservation, according to Ndima (2020) and Manetsi (2020). The KwaZulu-Natal 

province is no different as far as the working relationship is thus concerned.  

According to Sibonelo Nzimande,10 the Chief Director for Tourism Development at 

KwaZulu-Natal‟s Department of Economic Development and Environmental Affairs 

(KZN DEDEA), the province operates at an understanding that the KwaZulu-Natal 

Department of Arts and Culture (KZN DAC) is the custodian of heritage, and if it 

properly manages it, it has potential be a good product for tourism that can be 

profiled and packaged for the domestic and international travel market. Regardless, 
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 Interview with Mr Sibonelo Nzimande, Chief Director: Tourism Development, KwaZulu-Natal Economic 
Development and Environmental Affairs, on 13 October 2020.  
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it appears this relationship is not formalised. Shongwe (2020), clearly states that 

there is no working relationship between the heritage and tourism sectors in the 

province, and he blames this squarely on the challenge of what he terms “silo 

mentality” (Shongwe, 2020). According to Shongwe (2020), tourism is doing its “own 

thing”, and the heritage sector is doing its “own thing” – there is no synergy 

(Shongwe, 2020). The lack or poor relationship is also evident in the two institutions 

that one would logically assume should be working closely together, which is Amafa 

Institute which is responsible for heritage management and conservation in 

KwaZulu-Natal, and Tourism KwaZulu-Natal (TKZN) which is responsible for the 

development, promotion, and marketing of tourism products, including heritage 

tourism products, in the province (TKZN Five-Year Strategic Plan, 2020).  

Devereux (2020), likewise indicates that the “relationship” between Amafa and TKZN 

has somewhat deteriorated over the years. According to Devereux, the two 

institutions used to have a liaison committee which has now been abandoned. 

Devereux (2020) also highlights that the relationship between the two entities has 

unfortunately been reduced to merely communicating on issues of the preservation 

and management of rock art which is considered fragile (Devereux, 2020). This poor 

relationship unfortunately seems to be the order of the day at a local level at 

eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality. Ngcobo (2020), underlines that in Municipality, 

there is no concrete working or beneficial relationship on intergovernmental 

cooperation between the cultural heritage and tourism sectors. Ngcobo (2020), 

argues that this is due to the short-sightedness of municipal leaders who do not view 

the two sectors as complementary to one another. According to Ngcobo (2020), this 

is evident in the fact that the Municipality has been allocating and investing more 

money into tourism - in terms of marketing - but allocating increasingly fewer funds 

into developing and preserving the heritage products. This finding proves 

problematic not only for Durban‟s tourism ecosystem but also for its deteriorating 

heritage landscape.  
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 4.4.2 Significance of contested heritage to tourism 

In terms of the view on whether contested heritage forms part of major travel 

attractions for tourism in South Africa, Thabo Manetsi,11 the Chief Director for 

Tourism Enhancement at the National Department of Tourism, indicates this is 

certainly not the case, and further emphasises that this is not necessarily out of the 

ordinary as not all heritage sites in South Africa have a tourism bearing or serve a 

tourism purpose (Manetsi, 2020). Nel (2020), concurred that in South Africa there is 

no evidence that contested heritage, especially statues currently, or have ever, 

contributed to tourism. This seems to be the case in KwaZulu-Natal as well. In 

KwaZulu-Natal province, Nzimande (2020), argues, there has never been a 

conscious decision to promote contested heritage as tourist attractions in the 

province, although the province is aware that it would inevitably attract tourists for a 

variety of reasons (Nzimande, 2020). Ndima (2020), likewise indicated that as a 

sovereign country, South Africa has no obligation to nurse the nostalgic gaze of its 

erstwhile colonial masters (Ndima, 2020). However, it appears the general rule in 

South Africa is that economic value through tourism of contested heritage cannot be 

at the expense of transformation and the psyche of the majority that are affected by 

the presence of contested monuments in the public spaces (Ndima, 2020; Muladzi, 

2020; Tifflin, 2020; Nzimande, 2020, Ngcobo, 2020).  

While some countries such as India and Guinea-Bissau appear to preserve their 

contested heritage as a drawcard to former colonists that are interested in the 

activities of their forefathers in former colonies, South Africa does not have such a 

consideration (Manetsi, 2020; Ndima, 2020). Wayne Tifflin,12 the Acting Research 

Manager for Tourism KwaZulu-Natal, however, indicated that the province is aware 

that contested heritage is marketed by the private sector based on the notion of 

attracting tourists from former colonial countries (Tifflin, 2020). An example would be 

marketing the heritage associated with the Prince Imperial of France, Louis 

Napoléon (1856 – 1879) who participated in Anglo-Zulu War British forces was killed 

in KwaZulu-Natal. Tifflin (2020), indicated that the French tourists constantly visit the 

site of his death through the private tourism sector, and the Prince Imperial of France 
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 Interview with Dr Thabo Manetsi, Chief Director: Tourism Enhancement, National Department of Tourism, 
on 8 October 2020 
12

 Interview with Mr Wayne Tifflin, Acting Research Manager, Tourism KwaZulu-Natal, on 29 September 2020 
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is annually celebrated in the province by the „French Presence in KwaZulu-Natal‟, 

Alliance Française Pietermaritzburg and other associated organisations that are 

geared towards preserving the “French” heritage in KwaZulu-Natal (Figure 11). 

However, it appears the province of KwaZulu-Natal in reality is going this route taken 

by the private tourism sector.  

 
Figure 11: The 2022 invitation to the “La Route du Prince Impérial, Louis Napoléon” 
Source: French Presence in KwaZulu-Natal, 2022 

Nzimande (2020), indicated that the province is in the process of developing what it 

terms “mission tourism”, which essentially falls under contested heritage (Nzimande, 

2020). He indicated that this exercise will involve tracing the footprint of missionaries 

in KwaZulu-Natal, tracing their roots, “linking” them to their source country, which 

immediately gives the province a direct market internationally albeit for problematic 

spaces. This product will be developed and enhanced and packaged for the 
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countries where the missionaries were coming from, hence placing tourism value on 

contested heritage. Until then, it does not appear there is yet any tourism value 

attached to contested heritage, not even for Durban which has a rich British heritage 

(Ngcobo, 2020).  

 4.4.3 Tourism sector in the debates on contested heritage 

The tourism experts that were interviewed for this study indicated that the tourism 

sector has never been involved in discussions around contested heritage. However, 

Manetsi (2020), points out that tourism as a sector must be involved in the debates 

and discussions around contested heritage. However, according to Manetsi (2020), 

this does not mean that the tourism value associated with contested heritage must 

take priority over the country‟s needs and interests (Manetsi, 2020). Tifflin (2020), 

has a rather different view in terms of the involvement of the tourism sector in the 

discussions around contested heritage.  Tifflin (2020), on the contrary, indicated that 

TKZN has not been involved in the conversation around contested heritage, and 

should not be involved at all going forward as involvement in such a polarised debate 

could create a negative perception of KwaZulu-Natal as a destination. Tifflin (2020), 

indicated that TKZN is of the view that there are people that support the removal of 

statues, and there are people who are not in support, and both of these are the 

tourists to KwaZulu-Natal, and thus TKZN must not be seen to be taking sides 

(Tifflin, 2020). While this may be the case, most interviewed experts indicated that 

traditionally, the tourism sector has not been involved in debates around contested 

heritage, however, this sector ought to be involved as a sector that is in charge of 

marketing the South African identity to the world (Ndima, 2020; Ngcobo, 2020; 

Nzimande; 2020; Manetsi, 2020; Shongwe, 2020). In fact, Shongwe (2020), blamed 

the lack of involvement of the tourism sector in the debates on contested heritage on 

the heritage sector that has not been proactive enough to involve the tourism sector.  

4.5 The future of contested heritage in South Africa 

Social media has been an open and accessible platform for the public to make 

suggestions and recommendations on what should happen to contested heritage in 

South Africa (Figure 12). It must be noted that the dominant voice in the social media 

platform is the call for radical iconoclasm, while some voices have suggested other 
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more moderate and conservative options (Figure 12). Although radical iconoclasm 

appears to be the most popular option that South Africans are suggesting as a way 

to deal with contested heritage in public spaces, there seems to be a disconnect with 

the direction that the government is taking. This given the South African 

government's dogmatic and liberal approach to reconciliation, the public debates 

appear to have little impact on the ultimate decision regarding contested heritage. 

Although the views of the “pro-demolitionists” seem to be the majority and claim that 

contested heritage is standing in the way of transformation, they appear to have 

failed to capture the government's attention with regards to the formation of national 

identity (Marschall, 2019; Twitter, 2021). 

 
Figure 12: Social media suggestions on what should happen to contested heritage 
Source: Twitter, 2021 

Experts in the tourism and heritage sectors are clear that contested heritage must 

not be destroyed. According to Nkhasi-Lesaoana (2020), SAHRA is of the view that 

contested heritage should not be destroyed but curated properly so that it does not 

offend (Nkhasi-Lesaoana, 2020). Likewise, Nel (2020), argues that contested 

heritage needs to be contextualised and remain part of the current heritage, without 

polarising it. This, according to Nel (2020), must be done in a people-centred 

approach – having the general public take ownership of heritage, and manage it, 

alongside the state (Nel, 2020). 
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Mulaudzi (2020), indicated that the position of the NHC is that the colonial and 

apartheid-era heritage must be housed somewhere, and be reinterpreted (Mulaudzi, 

2020).  Likewise, Manetsi (2020) and Ngcobo (2020), concur and highlight that 

contested heritage must be placed in a dedicated space where it can be displayed – 

a theme park, museum, or archive - and contextualised so that the South African 

story is complete from all associated perspectives. Manetsi (2020) and Ngcobo 

(2020) are adamant that keeping the contested heritage is necessary to give context 

to the resistance and liberation heritage, thus serving as an illustration to the future 

generation where South Africa came from, and the past that informed South Africa‟s 

liberation struggle, which led to a democratic dispensation. This seems to be the 

direction that South Africa is taking, despite the prevailing calls for radical 

iconoclasm and radical socio-economic transformation from the public.  

Ndima (2020) likewise indicated that DSAC is planning to construct what will be 

referred to as “Cultural Nation Building Parks” where contested heritage, specifically 

the statues of colonial and apartheid periods, will be “relocated” and “repositioned”. 

Ndima (2020), explained that the Department will be working with relevant other 

government departments, municipalities, provincial structures and local entities to 

conduct an audit of the entire colonial and apartheid-era commemorative repository, 

and this audit will go far beyond tallying the monuments and memorials. The audit 

will record information around who designed the statue, who cast it, who is depicted, 

what does the person depicted stands for, what this person did in his or her lifetime, 

and what kind of ideas/ ideologies this person stood for.  This is the information that 

will be used when curating the Cultural Nation Building Parks which in turn will be 

regional travel spaces. Ndima, (2020), explained that the DSAC will be 

commissioning professionals to curate the Cultural Nation Building Parks in a way 

that will excite people to come, view, and study these spaces. Ndima (2020) likewise 

explained that this option is preferred so as to preserve contested heritage to bear 

testimony to what happened in South Africa‟s checkered history. 

4.6  Chapter summary 

There appears to be a clear disjuncture between the government‟s approach to 

heritage transformation, and the wishes of the public, especially the black majority 

(Marschall, 2019). This would appear strange in a country that attained democracy 
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through mainly a consultative process. However, it is clear that government, at the 

moment, does not appear interested in the views of the public on the matter of 

contested heritage. To many South Africans, the removal of contested heritage is 

necessary to signal “real” change in political power, the absence of which has 

suggested that South Africa is still undergoing some form of neo-colonialism. 

However, within the context of reconciliation, social cohesion and nation-building, the 

government does not seem to have a clear-cut approach in terms of transforming the 

heritage landscape, and this lack of certainty does not seem to bode well with an 

increasingly impatient public.  

In addition, there appears to be a top-down approach to collective memory building 

in South Africa, which seems to highlight a misalignment between the direction that 

is being taken by the nation-state on contested heritage and the needs and 

aspirations of the general population at the grassroots level. The memory conflicts 

between these two stakeholders also reflect that the contestation on colonial and 

apartheid-era heritage is not only in its role and meaning in the democratic South 

Africa, but also contestation in dealing with this heritage that continues to represent a 

painful and traumatic history to the black majority and others alike. Although the 

nation-state has been and remains the most influential decision-maker in national 

identity formation, the recent 2021 protests where shops were heavily looted suggest 

that public power is on an upward trajectory and will inevitably become a major agent 

in national identity construction insofar as heritage transformation is concerned. this 

chapter also indicated that social media platforms are a tool that tends to mold public 

perception and somewhat forces the public to choose a “side”. The latter is naturally 

in sharp contrast to the constitutional objective for a South African society that is 

united in diversity. This chapter also fundamentally showcased the contrasting 

approaches to heritage in theory (Chapter 3) and heritage in practice (Chapter 4) 

especially from a South African point of view.  
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CHAPTER 5: HERITAGE PRACTICES IN DURBAN 

5.1 Introduction 

This chapter sets forth to interpret and analyse heritage practices in Durban, 

including the evolution of the meaning of contested heritage in the city that has 

experienced different epochs of socio-economic and political power dynamics 

throughout its history. In this context, taking into account the constant shift of political 

power throughout the colonial, apartheid, and democratic epochs in Durban, it thus 

appears that the meaning of heritage has equally been on continual evolution.  This 

chapter will therefore look at the dynamics of heritage during the aforesaid periods in 

the city and how the meaning of what constitutes heritage in the metropole today has 

progressed over the years. An array of case studies are utilised throughout this 

section to showcase how heritage has played an integral role in shaping Durban‟s 

“travelscape”. 

5.2 Durban’s heritage domain 

Durban emerged from its colonial and apartheid pasts with a heritage landscape that 

was laced with controversial historical contexts (Bramdeow, 1988; Marschall, 2010). 

In a big way, it appears that post-colonial and apartheid Durban inherited a 

“conglomeration” of politically and racially charged heritage which was based on 

exclusion and suppression on one hand, and consecration and the need for political 

and territorial legitimacy on the other hand (Bramdeow, 1988; Marschall, 2010; 

Bennet et al., 1987).  

In a colonial context, when the British “established” Durban as a trading settlement in 

the region that belonged to a pre-colonial Zulu nation, the formalisation of a 

settlement was inevitably secured through the “suppression” and “containment” of an 

extensive Zulu Kingdom (Marx & Charlton, 2013). Up until the 1900s, the British and 

their subsequent colonial rule were resolute to mark Durban as their territory, and in 

this regard, heritage was harnessed as a vehicle for legitimacy to strengthen and 

institutionalise its grip on the then Durban cityscape (Marschall, 2010). This was 

done by “heroically” acknowledging and celebrating the British citizens that 

“developed” Durban through, amongst others, memorials, public statues, as well as 

street and historic site names similar to other locations in South Africa as previously 
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pointed out. One such colonial figure who was honoured this way was Francis 

George Farewell (1784 – 1829) who is largely acknowledged as the founder of the 

Port Natal Colony (Bennett et al., 1987; Bramdeow, 1988). 

After visiting the Bay of Natal in 1823, Farewell immediately concluded that the ivory 

obtained by the Portuguese from “Africans” around the Delagoa Bay (today Maputo, 

the capital city of Mozambique) was originally obtained from the Zulu Kingdom 

(Bramdeow, 1988). Farewell likewise concluded that a trading settlement in the Bay 

of Natal would succeed in diverting the ivory intended for the Delagoa Bay market 

and great profits would, in turn, be made for the British at the Port Natal Colony 

(Bramdeow, 1988). At this point, ivory was a commodity in much demand and worth 

a great deal on the European market (Bramdeow, 1988). On 8 August 1824, 

Farewell approached King Shaka along with Henry Francis Fynn (1803 – 1861) who 

was at this point Shaka‟s acquaintance, to get him to sign a land cession purporting 

to give “F. G. Farewell and Company” the Bay of Natal and the surrounding areas 

(Bramdeow, 1988).  Bramdeow (1988) and Cubin (1988) have gone into great detail 

to reveal that to King Shaka, the cession amounted to no more than the right to 

occupy the land, and this is why the session was rejected by the British Government 

(Bramdeow, 1988; Cubin, 1988). Regardless, Farewell, on the 27th of August 1824, 

went on to hoist the British flag in the Bay of Natal and fired a salute as a sign that 

he had taken formal possession of the land on behalf of the United Kingdom 

(Bramdeow, 1988; Cubbin; 1988; Kruger, 1994).  

Farewell‟s expedition certainly spearheaded the colonisation of Durban as it marked 

the beginning of a permanent British settlement at Natal and the emergence of a 

“frontier zone” (Cubbin, 1988; Kruger, 1994). The site of the original 1824 first 

European encampment in Natal was later named Francis Farewell Square in 

“honour” of the earliest efforts of Farewell to “building” a trading station in this 

specific location  Cubin, 1988; Kruger, 1994. The site was set up by Farewell near 

the Bay of Natal, and would later be the cultural nucleus of Durban that links the city 

culturally to the British Empire (Cubin, 1988; Kruger, 1994). In this context, it appears 

the main objective of consecrating Durban as a British territory was to suppress the 

claim to the location and Natal collectively by the Zulu Kingdom, whilst also fostering 

the British visibility campaign to whisk off the “Boers” who were in territorial 
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contention for Durban at the time having already settled in Pietermaritzburg to the 

west (Bramdeow, 1988; Cubin; 1988; Kruger, 1994; Picton-Seymour, 1977). 

Although firmly in the hands of the British who were in charge of the memorisation 

project in the city of Durban at the time, the British acknowledged the footprints of 

other Europeans, specifically the Portuguese who had somewhat “discovered” or 

rather helped to raise the profile of the area (Kruger, 1994). One such individual is 

the Portuguese sailor Bartolomeu Dias (1450 – 1500) who is honoured through a 

memorial in the Durban harbour for being the “first” European explorer to round the 

southern-most tip of Africa and thereby opening the sea trading routes to South East 

Asia via Durban (Kruger, 1994). Another Portuguese explorer, Vasco Da Gama 

(1460 – 1524) is also honoured through the Vasco da Gama Memorial Clock which 

was originally located at the Victoria Embankment (now known as Margaret Mncadi 

Avenue) and was erected in 1897 to mark the 400th anniversary of the famous 

Portuguese explorer‟s voyage to India around the Southern African coastline 

(Kruger, 1994; Anon, n.d.). During this voyage, he „discovered‟ a large bay on the 

south-eastern coast of Africa on Christmas Eve in 1497, which he named “Natal” – 

the Portuguese word for Christmas (Kruger, 1994; Moodley, 2012; Marschall, 2017).  

Another Portuguese citizen that was honoured through a statue for helping raise the 

then “profile” of Durban along with the British was Fernando Pessoa (1888 – 1935). 

The Pessoa Statue which was unveiled in 1986 stands in what is now known as the 

Pessoa Square opposite the Old Station Building which today houses the Tourist 

Junction, which is the tourist information centre for Durban (Bennet et al., 1987; 

Zenith, 2006). Pessoa was a Portuguese poet, writer, literary critic, translator, 

publisher and philosopher who lived in Durban from 1895 to 1905 (Zenith, 2006). 

Although Pessoa‟s career flourished when he returned to Lisbon in Portugal, it is 

indeed in Durban where he spent his formative years, and later enrolled at Durban 

High School “where he receives a solid English education” (Zenith, 2006). However, 

in retrospect, the latter statue erection stands in sharp contrast to the former 

commemorations when considering the city‟s tourism landscape at the time.  

Although the British were initially eager to quell the territorial contention by the 

“Boers”, it appears this would change after the Anglo-Boer War and specifically 

towards the establishment of the Union of South Africa in 1910. In this context, it 
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appears heritage was at this point used to show the commitment of the two parties to 

the Union (Dubow, 2008). As a result, in the arguably “sacred” British cultural 

sanctuary of Durban in the Francis Farewell Square, the Anglo-Boer War memorial 

was erected in 1905 and the Statue of General Jan Smuts was later unveiled in 1954 

(Marschall, 2010). Elsewhere in Durban, the Battle of Congella Memorial was 

unveiled in 1920, while the General Louis Botha Statue was unveiled in 1923 

(Marschall, 2010). These memorials although initially intended to showcase “unity”, 

have in turn become fiercely debated in recent years for their presence, purpose and 

perceived meaning in Durban‟s heritage landscape. 

The aforementioned scenario is generally the heritage landscape that was inherited 

by the “democratic Durban” where memorialisation in public spaces excluded the two 

major racial groups in the city, namely the black Africans and Indians. The Indians 

had arrived in Durban in 1860 as indentured labourers due to the unwillingness of 

the indigenous Zulu population to engage in poorly paid wage labour as they were 

able to live off the land (Kruger, 1994). Durban was at this point experiencing rapid 

economic expansion particularly in the shipping and allied industries, including 

increased production of raw materials, farming, as well as diamond and gold mining 

in the interior at the then Natal colony (Kruger, 1994; Maharaj, 1996). While the 

indigenous Zulu population engaged in all other labour activities, there was a 

shortage of “cheap labour” especially in the farming sector (Kruger, 1994). This 

prompted the colonial British authorities to import Indian labourers to work on the 

sugar farms. Once their period of indenture ended many of these labourers remained 

in the province and settled in and around Durban (Maharaj, 1996). This in turn 

contributed to the diversity of Durban‟s current population and heritage landscape, 

albeit marginalised along with that of the black majority (Kruger, 1994; Bennet et al., 

1987; Marschall, 2010; Zenith, 2006). 

The inheritance of a heritage landscape that was not reflective of the multi-cultural 

diversity of Durban in terms of race and ethnicity seems to have prompted the post-

apartheid city, working in collaboration with the provincial and national government, 

to seek to transform this setting to ensure that it is representative of all who resides 

in the city. “Radical iconoclasm”, a feature of many countries and cities that were 

colonised, and subsequently transitioned to freedom and democracy, has been 
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absent in Durban (Jacobs, 2014). In Durban, the quest to transform the heritage 

landscape seems to have gained traction only in the year 2000. This is when the 

newly formulated eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality identified the Botha Gardens 

at the corner of Berea Road and Warwick Avenue in Durban as the site for a more 

suitable post-apartheid heroes‟ monument (Marschall, 2010). The Municipality had 

suggested and argued that the Botha Statue that was already at the site should be 

removed to an “appropriate” museum and be replaced by a post-apartheid 

transformative commemorative memorial (Marschall, 2010). However, in 2005 the 

plans for removing the Botha Statue and creating a Heroes‟ Monument were 

abandoned in favour of, it can be argued, the national government‟s approach of 

pairing “white heritage” with “black heritage”, as a way to show commitment to 

reconciliation (Marschall, 2005; Jacobs, 2014). Today, the statue of King Dinuzulu 

stands close to the Botha Statue in the former Botha Gardens (Figure 13).  

 
Figure 13: King Dinuzulu Statue (R) next to the Louis Botha Statue (L) 
Source: Nkobi, 2020  

It is important to note that in terms of addressing nomenclature as part of heritage 

transformation, the Botha Gardens (also known as Botha‟s Garden) is now referred 
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to as the King Dinuzulu Park following the post-apartheid erection of the statue of the 

Zulu King, Dinuzulu kaCetshwayo in this park (Marschall, 2010). The statue of King 

Dinuzulu was erected in 2006 and was officially unveiled by the late Zulu monarch, 

King Goodwill Zwelethini (1948 – 2021) in September 2008 (Marschall, 2005, 2010; 

Jacobs, 2014).  

Although the statue of King Dinuzulu provides a glimpse into the overall heritage 

transformation approach by the provincial government in line with the issues of 

reconciliation and social cohesion at a national level it is, however, one of the many 

post-apartheid heritage transformation projects in Durban that are still very much 

work in progress.  A variety of memorials of liberation stalwarts have been erected in 

Durban post-1994, and these include the bust of Moses Mabhida at the Moses 

Mabhida Stadium, the Queen Thomo Memorial in Cato Manor, the Victoria Mxenge 

bust in Umlazi, and the statues of former President Nelson Mandela and the first 

president of the African National Congress, Dr. John Langalibalele Dube at Ohlange 

north of Durban (Miya, 2010).  

Maharaj et al. (2008) however argue that this transformational approach was 

important and necessary for tourism development and promotion in the city itself at 

the time. Maharaj et al. (2008) explain that to successfully promote its tourism 

opportunities to domestic tourists especially, the post-apartheid Durban was forced 

to enhance its destination image and attraction appeal by promoting heritage tourism 

attractions that would entice a local audience to travel there. Maharaj et al. (2008) 

therefore claims that the democratic transition, in turn, provided many challenges, 

the most enduring of which was the need to cater for the emerging black tourist 

market in line with the country‟s aspirations of social cohesion, transformation and 

nation-building from a tourism point of view (Maharaj et al., 2008). Unquestionably, 

the same argument can also be made for the Indians who were also largely 

marginalised during the colonial and apartheid eras (Gokool, 1994). 

Certainly, attempts have been made to incorporate the role that was played by 

Indians in creating the dynamic heritage landscape of Durban since their arrival in 

1860. The Phoenix Settlement which was established in 1904 by Mahatma Gandhi, 

which remains predominantly Indian in democratic contexts, includes Gandhi‟s 

house, and his International Printing Press and Museum is a crucial part of the 
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Inanda Heritage Route (Marschall, 2012). A bust of Gandhi that was presented by 

the Indian Council for Cultural Relations was also erected in the foyer of the Old 

Durban Railway Station building (Tichmann, 1998; Gokool, 1994). It was from here 

that Gandhi boarded a train at the Durban Station in 1893 to travel to Pretoria but 

was kicked out of the train in Pietermaritzburg Station after a white passenger was 

disturbed to see a „person of colour‟ in the train (Tichmann, 1998). This was the first 

time that Gandhi had experienced racism first-hand, it was reported, and it prompted 

him to establish the Natal Indian Congress and develop his practice of Satyagraha, 

or non-violent resistance (Tichmann, 1998; Gokool, 1994; Marschall, 2005). 

However, upon further investigation, it appears the incorporation of Indians into the 

Durban heritage and tourism landscapes has been lacklustre and tending to be 

centred on Mahatma Gandhi only (Marschall, 2012). Small attempts have, however, 

been made recently in terms of street naming with the likes of Dr. Naicker, Dr. 

Naidoo, JN Singh, DK Singh, MN Pather, M Naidoo, G Singh, and K Rabilal being 

celebrated this way (eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality, 2021). Also, since 2010, 

the KwaZulu-Natal Provincial Government has mooted the establishment of a 

monument in honour of the arrival of Indian indentured labourers in South Africa in 

1860 (Maharaj, 2020). However, the monument remains delayed for several reasons 

such as lack of a clear conceptualisation of the project, limited public participation 

and bureaucratic sluggishness (Maharaj, 2020). 

Moreover, regardless of the efforts by the democratic government to heritage 

transformation in Durban, its approach has, however, been questioned due to the 

thematic content of the liberation heritage, the ruling party, the ANC, and its political 

personalities being the main theme of the government‟s approach to heritage 

transformation (Marschall, 2010). In Durban, this trend can be observed in terms of 

the government‟s “Geographic Name Change” project which was crafted to 

“standardise” geographical names in post-apartheid South Africa, and the 

Resistance and Liberation Heritage Route (RLHR) project which is aimed at mapping 

South African's road to independence (Marschall, 2012). A quick analysis of these 

two projects in Durban immediately renders the transformation project problematic 

and casts it only as a vehicle for the political legitimacy of the ruling party (Manetsi, 

2017).  
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The heritage transformation project has also been questioned for appropriating 

“colonial iconographic language” (Marschall, 2010). Although the black majority 

customarily celebrates its heroes through intangible heritage, King Dinuzulu in 

Durban in contrast is celebrated through a statue that is fully clad in colonial military 

clothes while adopting a similar pose to the classic colonial statues (Marschall, 

2010). This approach tends to appear imposed from the top-down and is not 

earnestly transformative. Perhaps this is the reason why the King Dinuzulu statue 

was listed by the „Decolonization of Public Places Movement‟ as one of those that 

must be removed from the public space during the 2015 protest (Decolonization of 

Public Places Movement, 2015).  

In terms of incorporating the Indian public history into the Durban heritage 

landscape, the democratic government has seemingly fallen short as well. Not only 

has it, „Gandhised‟ Indian heritage in Durban, it has also appropriated colonial 

iconographic language in this regard as well.  Overall, it can therefore be argued that 

the democratic government has fallen quite short in fully transforming the heritage 

landscape in Durban for the majority of inhabitants in the city. Specifically, in terms of 

its support to the development and promotion of cultures that since colonisation has 

endured many processes of suppression, appropriation, integration and assimilation 

(Gokool, 1994). It should therefore be stated that the adoption of a colonial 

iconographic language is an outright missed opportunity in developing the previously 

marginalised heritage that resisted change despite colonial and apartheid 

subjugation (Marschall, 2005).  

5.3 Practices of heritage conservation, protection, and preservation 

In KwaZulu Natal, all provincial heritage resources are managed through the 

KwaZulu-Natal Amafa and Research Institute (Amafa Institute) which is a PHRA. 

Amafa Institute is responsible for the management of Grade II heritage resources in 

the province, with Grade II heritage resources being stipulated and outlined in 

Section 8, sub-section 1 of the National Heritage Resources Act 25 of 1999 (Ndlovu, 

2005). Amafa Institute is also responsible for handling the overall permit application 

process as well as heritage site nominations and declarations throughout the 

province. As a way of preserving provincial resources from destruction as the 

province develops, Amafa Institute is also responsible for running the heritage 
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impact assessment approval process throughout the province and within Durban 

itself (Devereux, 2020). 

The Grade III heritage resources in eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality in turn are 

the responsibility of the Municipality as per the National Heritage Resources Act 25 

of 1999. For effective management of Grade III heritage resources,  the National 

Heritage Resources Act divides them into three sub-categories (National Heritage 

Resources Act, 1999). Highly significant heritage resources at a local level such as 

all cemeteries are automatically assigned a grading of “IIIA”. Unless proclaimed as 

provincial or national sites, all public memorials are also assigned grade IIIA status. 

Grade “IIIB” in turn refers to heritage resources that are significant in the context of a 

townscape, settlement or community (Heritage Western Cape, 2016). Whereas 

Grade “IIIC” sites refer to heritage resources that are significant in the context of a 

streetscape or direct neighbourhood (Heritage Western Cape, 2016). The 

monuments that are under investigation in this study fall under Grade IIIA and are 

thus the outright responsibility of the eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality.  

The National Heritage Resources Act 25 of 1999 likewise requires that all local 

authorities develop heritage management capacity. eThekwini Metropolitan 

Municipality, like many local governments, does not have a dedicated heritage unit 

(Ngcobo, 2020). In the aforesaid entity, “heritage” and its various manifestations are 

managed under the Parks, Recreation and Culture Unit, specifically under the 

auspices of the Durban Local History Museums. In this instance where there is no 

dedicated local heritage authority, the Amafa Institute takes the responsibility to 

provide institutional assistance to the local authority in developing its heritage 

management capacity. According to Amafa Institute, this assistance hinges on a 

Heritage Management Memorandum of Agreement between Amafa Institute and the 

Municipality in question.  

Accordingly, Amafa Institute, via such a Heritage Management Memorandum of 

Agreement seeks to help the local authority in question develop heritage expertise, 

allow them to access existing heritage inventories, heritage geographic information 

systems, the heritage grading criteria, and assist with preparing heritage 

management plans that can be incorporated into integrated development planning 

schemes in grassroots space (Devereux, 2020). According to Devereux (2020), 
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eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality at present does not have a Heritage 

Management Memorandum of Agreement with the Amafa Institute. This is 

problematic given the rapidly changing heritage landscape in Durban itself.  

In this context, the National Heritage Resources Act 25 of 1999 also requires local 

authorities to take on responsibilities concerning heritage resources and integrate 

heritage into urban and rural planning. Furthermore, the also Act requires that local 

authorities assist in mitigating the impact of by-laws on heritage and ensuring that 

those developments that trigger the heritage legislation proceeds with full 

compliance (National Heritage Resources Act, 1999). In eThekwini, heritage is one 

of the six thematic areas of the Municipality‟s Long Term Development Plan 

(eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality, 2020). These include: 

 Creating a safe city; 

 Ensuring a more environmentally sustainable city; 

 Promoting an accessible city; 

 Creating a prosperous city where all enjoy sustainable livelihoods; 

 Fostering a caring and empowering city; and  

 Celebrating our cultural diversity, history, and heritage (eThekwini 

Metropolitan Municipality, 2020).  

Through the thematic area on “celebrating cultural diversity, history and heritage”, 

the Municipality appears to recognise its integral role as per the National Heritage 

Resources Act to conserve, protect and preserve heritage for tourism purposes, 

creating employment, providing the city with a unique identity, and celebrating the 

diversity of the city itself (eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality, 2020). Although the 

plan is vague on the specific role that it plays in administering the conservation of 

heritage in the Municipality, Devereux (2020) clarifies that the Municipality is the first 

point of contact before an application is made to Amafa Institute for developments 

triggering the heritage legislation (Devereux, 2020).  Furthermore, the Municipality‟s 

Long Term Development Plan specifically states that for effective management of 

heritage in the metropole, the skills and capacities of culturally diverse persons and 

communities involved in heritage resources management must be developed and 

provisions must be made for the ongoing education and training of existing and new 

heritage resources management personnel (eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality, 
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2017). However, it can be argued that currently, the Municipality does not have an 

adequate mechanism nor capacity as per the National Heritage Resources Act to 

conserve, protect, and preserve heritage in the Municipality and its associated 

geographical spaces. It is no wonder that the public monuments throughout the city 

stand neglected.  

5.4 Contested heritage spaces in Durban 

Colonial and apartheid-era heritage representation in Durban has become very 

contested in a democratic cityscape as it is now perceived as an antithesis to the 

“new” principles of the location.  In the past, this colonial and apartheid city largely 

catered for the needs of the white minority, while the public history of the black 

majority was largely ignored in the cityscape (Maharaj et al., 2008). The five sites 

that have been chosen below for this investigation reveal the dynamics around the 

meaning of heritage from the colonial and apartheid eras up until the post-apartheid 

era.   

 5.4.1 Francis Farewell Square 

The Farewell Square is a Grade II Provincial heritage site as per SAHRA‟s grading 

criterion and is located within the original Market Square laid out in George Cato‟s 

Town of Durban of the 1840s (McIntyre, 1969). Initially named the Town Gardens, it 

was renamed in 1924 to commemorate the arrival of Francis Farewell, the British 

settler who was part of the contingent that established a permanent trading post at 

Port Natal as indicated earlier in this investigation (McIntyre, 1969).   

The Francis Farewell Square was the first site of the European encampment in 1824 

in Durban (Bennet et al., 1987; Hunt et al., 2010). From the onset, the Francis 

Farewell Square emerged as a British “shrine”, given that it was erected at the height 

of the British dominion in South Africa as a cultural centre in Durban. As a cultural 

nerve in the city and a place of sanctity to the British colonisers, the Francis Farewell 

Square was accordingly littered with buildings and monuments of cultural 

significance that linked Durban and South Africa to its “ancestry” of the British 

Empire (Bennet et al., 1987; Brown, 2006). The Francis Farewell Square would later 

house the first public building in Durban, the Court House which was completed in 

1866, and the Durban City Hall which was built in neo-Baroque style and was 
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completed in 1910 (Brown, 2006). This architecture in Francis Farewell Square fitted 

in with the ideology of the British settlers who were intent on constructing a city 

centre according to a European model (Brown, 2006).  

It has been argued elsewhere in this study that the Francis Farewell Square fits 

within the period where building colonial heritage in African colonies became the 

equivalent of the Nguni concept of “ukubethela isikhonkwane”, with colonial heritage 

itself serving as “isikhonkwane”. Thus the Francis Farewell Square was the heart of 

the Durban town‟s centre which was designated for the white population at the time 

only and was initially meant to be a bastion of British culture and ideology and to 

exclude the local black population (Brown, 2006). The British cultural heritage, which 

is concentrated in and around the Francis Farewell Square, was a statement to the 

locals, and certainly to their rivalries, the Boers who also had an interest in taking 

control of the City, of the legitimacy of the rule of the British Empire over Durban 

(Brown, 2006). In other words, through heritage as “isikhonkwane”, Durban had been 

announced (“ukubika”) to the British ancestry through the colonial British heritage. 

And in terms of “ukuqinisa umuzi”, the authority of the British over Durban could not 

reasonably be contested, either by the “Boers” or “locals”, as the British heritage in 

the city legitimised this grip.   

As a political symbol of British rule, the Francis Farewell Square also consists of 

several statues of leaders of the British Colonial regime in Durban and the former 

Natal Colony. These include the statues of the two prominent British politicians of 

colonial Natal namely Sir John Robinson and Harry Escombe (Bennet et al., 1987; 

McIntyre, 1969; Cubbin, 1988; Brown, 2006). The Francis Farewell Square is thus 

the epitome of celebrating the power and influence of the British Empire (Bennet et 

al., 1987; Hunt et al., 2010; Brown, 2006).  However, this was just the first phase of 

the symbolism of the Francis Farewell Square, specifically from its inception until 

1902.  

After the Anglo-Boer of 1899 – 1902, the Francis Farewell Square was transformed 

to become a symbol of British and Afrikaner commitment to peaceful coexistence in 

South Africa which was subsequently sealed through the establishment of the Union 

of South Africa in 1910. The Union was based on the National Convention of 1908 

which framed the “Act of Union” and was hosted at the Francis Farewell Square 
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(Bennet et al., 1987). It is after the end of the Anglo-Boer War in 1902 that the 

Afrikaner heritage began to emerge and be incorporated into the Francis Farewell 

Square, and all around Durban. Figure 14 shows all the monuments that are found in 

Francis Farewell Square and were inherited from the colonial and apartheid regimes. 

These are briefly described below.  

 
Figure 14: The contested monuments at the Francis Farewell Square 
Source: KZ-NIA, 2010 

a) Queen Victoria Statue 

The Queen Victoria Statue (Figure 15) was erected to commemorate her Diamond 

Jubilee of 1897, and it was unveiled in April 1899 by the then Governor of Natal, Sir 

Walter Hely-Hutchinson (1849 – 1913) (Durban Local History Museum, 2020). The 

marble statue is the work of Hamo Thornycroft (1850 – 1925), a Victorian sculptor, 

and it depicts Queen Victoria (1819 –1901) as a young woman, garbed in a state 

robe, crowned, and holding an orb and sceptre. It is reported that the statue was 
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unveiled in a notable ceremony in the history of the town – an inspiring spectacle of 

military pomp and gaiety, with the band crashing out the stirring chords of “God Save 

the Queen” (McIntyre, 1969; Cubbin, 1988).  

 
Figure 15: The unveiling of Queen Victoria's statue in Durban in 1899  
Source: Durban Local History Museum, 1899 

The Queen Victoria Statue in Durban (Figure 16) is one and the first of such statues 

of the six in South Africa, the others being in Pietermaritzburg, Cape Town, 

Kimberley, King William‟s Town, and Port Elizabeth. The legend of Queen Victoria is 

well documented in the history books and will therefore not be rehashed in this 

dissertation. However, it is argued in this study that Queen Victoria in Durban, like in 

all other former British colonies, was the celestial leader of the British expansion 

through colonisation and thus served a cultural link to British ancestry. In Durban 

certainly as elsewhere in South Africa, it can be argued that her Statue sought to 

complete a cultural and political link of Durban, to the British Empire to legitimise and 

complete the grip of this territory by the British (McIntyre, 1969; Cubbin, 1988; 

Brown, 2006). The inscription on the Queen Victoria Statue appears to justify this 

finding:   
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“Victoria: Queen and Empress - this Statue was erected by the 

citizens of Durban to commemorate the sixtieth year of the 

glorious reign of our beloved sovereign. A.D. 1837 - A.D. 1897”.  

 
Figure 16: The Queen Victoria Statue at the Francis Farewell Square in 2020 
Source: Nkobi, 2020 

The inscription on Queen Victoria‟s statue points to the perceived existence of what 

Anderson (1991) describes as the “imagined community” of Durban‟ that are 

cohesive and accepting of the pledge of allegiance to the Queen, the British Empire, 

and its subsequent ancestry (Anderson, 1991). In this regard, Durban was 

perceived, at least by the British colonists, as an “imagined community” of “African 

natives”, “Boers”, Indians, and British who shared the same idea of a “nation” and 

“nationhood” and fundamentally “subscribed” to what this “nation” stood for. Colonial 

heritage, therefore, with the Queen at the core of it, was perceived as the binding 

force for this “imagined community” holistically throughout the country but especially 

in Durban as it ushered in a shared national identity that is directly linked and firmly 

buttressed on the cultural and political ideologies of the British Empire. In line with 

this ideology, the passing of Queen Victoria in 1902 was in turn accordingly marked 

in Durban, with her Statue bedecked out with wreaths, mourning her death (Figure 
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17). This certainly indicates the power of a memorial as not merely an illustration of a 

historical event, but also an embodiment of that particular historical event.  

 

 

 
Figure 17: The Queen Victoria Statue in Durban bedecked with wreaths following her death in 1902  
Source: Durban Local History Museums, 1902 

b) Sir John Robinson Statue 

The marble statue of Sir John Robinson (Figure 18) was erected by public 

subscription and unveiled publicly by the then Governor of Natal, Sir Matthew 

Nathan (1862 – 1939) in October 1908 (McIntyre, 1969).  The statue stands at 

Francis Farewell Square facing the main entrance of the City Hall.  
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Figure 18: The Statue of Sir John Robinson at Francis Farewell Square 
Source: Nkobi, 2020. 

John Robinson (1839 – 1903) was born in England and moved to Natal with his 

parents in 1850 (Lambert, 1975, 1980). John Robinson was the son of George 

Robinson, the Editor of the Natal Mercury which was launched in 1852 by Jeremiah 

Cullingworth (Lambert, 1975, 1980). Soon after its launch, the Robinson Family 

acquired the Newspaper, which John Robinson took over as owner and editor in 

January 1861 at the age of twenty-one on the death of his father in January 1861. He 

subsequently grew the Natal Mercury newspaper from a weekly paper to a daily 

paper (Lambert, 1975, 1980; McIntyre, 1969). From his father, he inherited a 

newspaper that had established itself as a well-informed journal on colonial and 

South African affairs. Robinson would continue this strategic business trajectory but 

also positioned it strategically to establish himself politically, using his journal skilfully 

to manipulate white public opinion in the colony as part of his desire to be the man to 

lead Natal to self-government and to become her first prime minister (Lambert, 1975, 

1980). 

Robinson was very instrumental in the political development of Natal (McIntyre, 

1969; Haasbroek, 1972; Lambert, 1975; 1980; Thabethe; 2000). He is popularly 

known as the chief architect of “responsible government" in Natal (Lambert, 1975; 

1980). However, his push for a “responsible government” is said to have been only 

one aspect of his career. Throughout his political career, from 1860 until his 
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retirement in 1897, Robinson is said to have remained true to three “cardinal” 

strategies, namely “railway extension”, “responsible government” and “white South 

African unit”, which he referred to as the “trinity of political aspirations” (Lambert, 

1975; 1980; Thabethe; 2000). The “responsible government” principle was based on 

his philosophy of self-governing colonies with their parliamentary systems. This 

principle was inspired by his unrelenting aspiration to always work for what he 

believed to be the advancement of the interests of the Natal colony (Haasbroek, 

1972; Lambert, 1975; 1980; Thabethe, 2000). Although he believed in the unity of 

European colonists in South Africa, he was adamant that this unit must be beneficial 

to Natal (Haasbroek, 1972; Lambert, 1975; 1980). For Robinson, if the Natal Colony 

was to take its rightful place in South Africa and the British Empire, it was, therefore, 

necessary that it should relish in the benefits of a “responsible government” 

(Haasbroek, 1972; Lambert, 1975; 1980). This was the original premise on which he 

based his call for constitutional reform for the Natal Colony to be independent 

(Haasbroek, 1972; Lambert, 1975, 1980).  

Robinson‟s call for reform intensified in 1875 when the British Empire sent Sir Garnet 

Wolseley (1833 – 1913) to Natal to subvert the colony's cries for independence 

(Lambert, 1975; 1980). His opposition to Wolseley established him as a colonial 

patriot who was prepared to fight for the interests of the Natal colony (Lambert, 1975; 

1980). Wolseley's proposed reforms made Robinson determined to create a 

“responsible government” for Natal to ensure not only that the colonists of the area 

would control their own affairs, but also that a situation would never again arise in 

which the colony would be powerless to defend her own interests in the face of 

interference by the British government or other associated attacks (Lambert, 1975; 

1980). In 1882 Robinson's desire for “responsible government” was granted by the 

British government, however, with a proviso that the then Natal Colony should be 

prepared to defend itself (Haasbroek, 1972; Lambert, 1975; 1980). Not convinced 

that Natal was capable of defending itself, especially at a time when the colonial 

socio-political dynamics were exceptionally volatile and potentially dangerous to 

Natal, the offer was not accepted (Haasbroek, 1972; Lambert, 1975; 1980). In 1888, 

the campaign for “responsible government” began in earnest with John Robinson as 

the chairman of a Select Committee to investigate his construct of “responsible 

government” (Haasbroek, 1972; Lambert, 1975; 1980. The negotiations between the 
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colonists and the British government over this question dragged on for years, with 

Natal finally receiving a form of “responsible government” as termed by Robinson in 

1893 (Haasbroek, 1972; Lambert, 1975; 1980). In the same year Sir John Robinson 

was inaugurated as its first Prime Minister, until his resignation in 1897 (McIntyre, 

1969; Haasbroek, 1972; Lambert, 1975, 1980).  

Robinson‟s push for “responsible government” also hinged on Natal‟s ability to be 

self-sustainable without the aid of the British government, which made his pillar on 

railway extension very crucial (Haasbroek, 1972; Lambert, 1975; 1980). With the 

discovery of gold on the Witwatersrand in the then Transvaal, Robinson quickly 

realised that for Natal to survive as an independent colony let alone flourish, it was 

essential for her to establish a railway link with the goldfields up north (Lambert, 

1975; 1980;). The railway extension to the goldfields was subsequently successful 

and this secured Natal's independent existence until the “white South African” unit 

of 1910 under the auspices of the Union of South Africa (Thabethe; 2000). 

However, the modern-day meaning of Robinson, indeed including that of his statue 

in Durban which is ordinarily considered as his modern-day embodiment, is hinged 

on the fact that Robinson was at the heart of the racial prejudices towards the black 

majority and Indians of the province (Haasbroek, 1972, Lambert, 1975, 1980; 

Dhupelia, 1980; Thabethe, 2000). In fact, one of the reasons for advocating for the 

so-called “responsible government‟ was essentially to exclude the black majority 

and Indians from the right to vote as a way to maintain and sustain (his) colonial 

grip on Natal. Robinson was apprehensive of the equality of franchise which 

according to him would throw the colony “into the hands of rich and unscrupulous 

men who would buy votes, leading it to end up in the wrong hands” (Haasbroek, 

1972Lambert, 1975; Lambert, 1980; Lambert, 1995; Dhupelia, 1980). According to 

Lambert (1975), Robinson explained his stance as follows:  

The electoral franchise is a privilege that the “natives” would fail to 

understand, and would only exercise, under the guidance, if not the 

dictation of some superior influence or authority. Were it certain that 

that guidance would be shaped by strictly “patriotic motives”, and 

directed to wise and benevolent ends, this might not in itself be an 

unmixed evil. But there is no sort of guarantee that the “natives” 

would be so led. The natives, moreover, would be the great majority. 
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Their representatives might make or unmake Ministries (Lambert, 

1975; 1980). 

Robinson was equally malevolent towards the Indians. During the election 

campaign in 1890, he made it clear if “responsible government” was to be granted, 

he would introduce legislation to prevent Indians from voting and also encourage 

them to return to India on the expiry of their indentures (Lambert, 1975). 

Subsequently, his ministry introduced a series of discriminatory legislation against 

the black majority and Indians (Haasbroek, 1972; Lambert, 1975). From the above, 

it is obvious that Robinson was a typical colonial racist and power-hungry settler 

who was determined to maintain the status quo for as much and for as long as 

possible (Haasbroek, 1972; Lambert, 1975; Lambert, 1980; Dhupelia, 1980; 

Lambert, 1995; Thabethe, 2000). The presence of statues of colonial architects of 

Robinson‟s calibre in the public spaces in democratic South Africa continues to be 

a sore point as there is no consensus on what should be done with this form of 

heritage.  

c) Harry Escombe Statue 

The marble Statue of Harry Escombe depicts the English colonist standing on top of 

a pedestal with an open coat facing the City Hall of Durban. The Harry Escombe 

Statue (Figure 19) was erected by public subscription and was unveiled in 1903 by 

Sir John Robinson (McIntyre, 1969). 
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Figure 19: The unveiling of Harry Escombe Statue in 1903 
Source: Durban Local History Museums, 1903  

Harry Escombe (1838 -1899) was born in England and emigrated to the Cape 

Colony in 1859 and subsequently relocated to Durban in 1860 (Tower, 1990).  

Escombe is best remembered in the historiography of Durban for devoting a great 

deal of his public life to the struggle for opening up the Durban harbour (Tower, 

1990; Twyman, 1991; Lambert, 1995; MacDonald, 2007). He saw clearly that the 

opening up of the Durban‟s harbour was imperative for the economic advancement 

of Natal (Tower, 1990; Twyman, 1991; Lambert, 1995; MacDonald, 2007). Escombe 

became the first chairman of the Harbour Board upon its inception in 1881 and this 

placed him in a unique position in Natal as the Board was perceived by colonists as 

a medium by which they could achieve independence from the control of Britain 

(Twyman, 1991; MacDonald, 2007). In this capacity, Escombe gained unrestrained 

power over the affairs of the harbour. Although the Port Natal harbour had always 

been part of the economic discourse of Durban, it was only in the 1890s, and 

especially as a result of Harry Escombe‟s leadership that the harbour became a 

prominent issue in the politics of Natal (Twyman, 1991). He held the reins for 
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fourteen years and personally influenced nearly all decisions on the development of 

the harbour in his drive to transform the Port of Durban into a commercial harbour 

and subsequently on the economic hub of the southern tip of Africa (Tower, 1990; 

Twyman, 1991). 

Although Escombe resigned as chairman of the Harbour Board at the beginning of 

1894 and was appointed Minister of Public Works in the first cabinet of John 

Robinson, while also serving as the Attorney-General for the colony, he continued to 

contribute to the development of the harbour (Twyman, 1991). After John Robinson 

retired as the Prime Minister in 1897, Escombe took over as Prime Minister 

(Twyman, 1991). In fact, before taking over the premiership, Harry Escombe, from 

1894, increasingly had to take the reins of power from Robinson whose health was 

deteriorating during his premiership in which he suffered from heart trouble(s) 

(Lambert, 1975; 1980). In terms of the harbour, it was only after Harry Escombe‟s 

death in 1899 that the ideal of making Durban harbour the greatest port in southern 

Africa was realised. Today the harbour, once a natural lagoon, boasts the reputation 

of being Africa‟s largest, busiest port and one of South Africa‟s major transportation 

hubs (Koopman; 2004).  

d) Cenotaph Tower (incorporating War Memorials) 

The Francis Farewell Square consists of the Cenotaph (Figure 20), also known as 

the „sacred acre‟ that incorporates memorials of the fallen soldiers of World War I 

(1914 – 1918) and World War II (1939 – 1945) (McIntyre, 1969; Hunt et al., 2010). 

After the first World War, the then Town Council of the city resolved to build a 

memorial in honour of Durban‟s fallen soldiers in that particular war. The foundation 

stone of the memorial was laid in December 1923 by Prince Arthur of Connaught 

(1883 – 1938), Governor-General of the Union, and the memorial was unveiled by 

Colonel G. Molyneux (1874 – 1959) in March 1926 (Hunt et al., 2010). 



117 
 

 
Figure 20: The Cenotaph at the Francis Farewell Square 
Source: Nkobi, 2020 

The design of the 15-metre granite aspire which dominates the Francis Farewell 

Square was the result of the 1921 competition which was won by the Cape Town 

architectural firm called Eagle, Pilkington and McQueen, and the structure was 

completed in 1926 (Hunt et al., 2010). The Cenotaph is decorated with ceramic 

sculptural work in art deco style. The central feature represents two angels bearing 

the soul of a departed white “warrior” heavenward against the light of a golden sun 

and a blue sky (McIntyre, 1969). At the base is a realistic bronze of the mortal clay 

from which the spirit ascended (McIntyre, 1969). The layout of the Cenotaph 

includes three tombs on which the names of the fallen are inscribed on large bronze 

plates (McIntyre, 1969).  
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Figure 21: The 1955 commemoration of Remembrance Day  
Source: Durban Local History Museum, 1955 

At the foot of the spire of the Cenotaph is a bronze Statue of a fallen soldier. Figure 

21 indicates a soldier saluting to this bronze statue of the fallen soldier in the 1955 

Remembrance Day commemorations to mark the end of World War I. This gesture 

seems to suggest that in Durban, as elsewhere in the world, monuments are not 

mere historical objects but very vibrant incarnation of historical events and 

personalities. While in democratic South Africa Remembrance Day is not particularly 

observed as one of the country‟s commemorative days, it has however continued to 

be observed by the South African Legion, a predominantly white organisation of 

military veterans. In Durban, the Cenotaph continues to be the “consecrated” hosting 

place for Remembrance Day by the South African Legion (Figure 22) – an event that 

inquisitively attracts mostly white South Africans. The fact that the Cenotaph 

monument has remained germane and venerated particularly by  white South 

Africans points to its complicated role and meaning in democratic South Africa. While 

perceived as “sacred” by some, to some it is just another colonial monument that 

represents white supremacy and has no bearing in the “new” South Africa.  
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Figure 22: The 2015 Remembrance Day commemorations in Durban 
Source: South African Legion, 2015 

After the Second World War, the enclosing stone walls were lengthened and 

heightened to enable the names of the fallen of that War to be included in the 

Memorial, and this addition was inaugurated in March 1955 (McIntyre, 1969). The 

names of the servicemen who were killed in action at the two wars are recorded on a 

bronze cross shape and two flattened pyramids on the ground (Hunt et al., 2010). A 

later addition to the Cenotaph was the Indian Regimental War memorial, a marble-

clad wall element with inlaid plaques containing the Rolls of Honour from the two 

World Wars, having been omitted from the main memorial (Hunt et al., 2010). This 

appears to have been the earliest attempt to transform the Francis Farewell Square. 

According to Hunt et al. (2010) and Gammage (2020),13 the city has had a plan to 

include another memorial which would include the names of the liberation struggle 

heroes, however, this seems to have fallen through the “bureaucratic cracks” of the 

city that have unfortunately stood in the way of transformation (Gammage, 2020). 

                                                           
13

 Interview with Mr Arthur Gammage, Retired Urban Designer and Heritage Practitioner, eThekwini 
Metropolitan Municipality, on 22 September 2020. 
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e) Anglo-Boer War Memorial 

The Anglo-Boer War Memorial, also known as the Winged Victory Statue, is an 

epitome and a physical embodiment of a commitment to peace and unity between 

the British and the “Boers” in Durban, and certainly the rest of South Africa, which 

ultimately culminated in the formation of the Union of South Africa. After the Anglo-

Boer War, the Durban Town Council decided to erect a memorial to commemorate 

the Durban volunteer regiments which served at the War (McIntyre, 1969; Hunt et 

al., 2010). The outcome was the memorial which now stands facing the main 

entrance to the Durban City Hall (Figure 23). The memorial is the work of the 

eminent sculptor Hamo Thornycroft. It was unveiled in 1905 by the Governor of 

Natal, Sir Henry McCallum (1852 – 1919).  

 
Figure 23: The Anglo-Boer War Memorial 
Source: Nkobi, 2020. 

The memorial depicts the “Angel of Peace” descending with an olive branch in her 

hand, flanked by two bronze lions, signalling peace between the British and the 

“Boers” (Hunt et al., 2010). On the stone plinth which supports the main feature are 
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four bronze panels depicting, in relief, scenes representing four local units in action, 

and at each corner of the plinth are panels recording the names of the soldiers who 

fell in the War (Bennet et al., 1987). It is also important to note that it appears to 

have been very important for the then Town Council, which was under British rule, to 

locate this monument in a space that was hitherto a territorial and sacred marker, as 

a gesture of commitment to peace and unity between the two white groups (Bennet 

et al., 1987). In the grand scheme of things, it appears this was a way of extending 

“courtesy” by the British to the Afrikaners not only for them to have their iconography 

in the public and strategic spaces, but also to play a meaningful role in the socio-

political and economic affairs of the Union of South Africa, a “courtesy” that many 

would argue the white South Africans have failed to extend to the rest of other 

demographic groups in democratic South Africa, within the context of redress and 

transformation.  And thus, the contested heritage in the public spaces appears to 

serve as a painful reminder of the purported lack of extension of “courtesy” to the 

other demographic groups, who continue to suffer due to the incessant status quo. In 

this contest, colonial and apartheid statues are thus contested insofar as they 

continue to act as a potent medium that conjures terrible and unpleasant memories 

for many South Africans (Marschall, 2017; 2019). 

f) General Jan Smuts Statue 

The General Jan Smuts Statue (Figure 24) in Francis Farewell Square depicts 

General Smuts in the uniform of a British Field Marshall (McIntyre, 1969). The statue 

is in bronze on a granite pedestal with bronze panels showing highlights of his 

career, but also immersing it within the aforementioned “peace and unity” narrative of 

the British and the “Boers”, although the statue was unveiled during the apartheid 

regime, in May 1954 (McIntyre, 1969). The statue which was constructed in Italy was 

unveiled by Denis Shepstone (1888 – 1966), the Administrator of Natal (McIntyre, 

1969).  
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Figure 24: The General Jan Smuts Statue 
Source: Nkobi, 2020. 

The stone plinth bears four bronze plaques which show the General (a) being 

bestowed by King George VI with the Order of Merit; (b) receiving the Freedom to 

the City of Durban; (c) addressing the House of Commons; and (d) taking the salute 

on the departure of South African troops for North Africa in the Second World War 

(McIntyre, 1969). General Jan Smuts (1870 – 1950) played a leading role in the 

creation of the Union of South Africa and helped shape its subsequent Constitution. 

In 1919, Smuts became the Prime Minister of the aforementioned Union, holding 

office until 1924 (Dubow, 2008). It is reported that as Prime Minister, Smuts followed 

a pro-British direction and he ensured that South Africa participated actively and 

effectively in the Second World War. In 1941, he was promoted to British field 

marshal, and was thus revered by both the “Boers” and the British, and thus fit within 
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the “peace and unity” narrative which he championed since the end of the Anglo-

Boer War (Davenport & Saunders, 2000). Smuts returned as Prime Minister again in 

1939 and subsequently played a significant and leading role in the construction of 

the apartheid regime that was implemented in 1948 (Dubow, 2008). While revered 

by the Europeans, and his statue still standing in situ at the Farewell Square, his 

post-apartheid image, like many Afrikaner and British colonial leaders, is that of an 

architect of a system that institutionalised racial segregation and suffering for the 

black majority in South Africa (Marschall, 2010). Thus, his Statue like so many in the 

Francis Farewell Square remains heavily contested in contemporary society.  

 5.4.2 Dick King Statue 

The Dick King Statue (Figure 25) which is a Grade III municipal heritage site as per 

SAHRA grading was erected in honour of English colonist, Dick King, who is said to 

have substantially contributed to the formative years of Durban (Kalley, 1986; Eyre, 

1932).   

 
Figure 25: The Dick King Statue on the Victoria Embankment in Durban, erected by public subscription in 
1915 
Source: Durban Local History Museums, 2020 

The Dick King Statue was created by Italian marble artist, Adolfo Ascoli, based on 

Henry Harley Grellier‟s design and was erected in August 1915 (McIntyre, 1969; 
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Marschall, 2005). The Statue consists of two relief panels, which were also designed 

by Grellier, and adorn the base of the Statue. One depicts two rowing boats crossing 

the Durban Bay to the Bluff with two horses in tow and the other shows Dick King 

and his companion, the Zulu native, Ndongeni kaXoki on their journey through the 

bush (Marschall, 2005).  The inscription on the Statue reads: “Dick King saved Natal, 

May 1842”. 

Dick King (1813 – 1871), born Richard Philip King, was born in England and arrived 

in Port Natal during its formative years (Kalley, 1986,2019; Eyre, 1932, Marschall, 

2005). He immediately became inextricably linked with early Natal history (Kalley, 

1986,2019; Eyre, 1932, Marschall, 2005). Dick King is said to have begun his role in 

Natal's early history in 1834 when he allegedly attempted to visit King Dingane on 

behalf of a committee led by Petrus Lafras Uys to seek land for farmers of Uitenhage 

and Grahamstown who wished to move to Port Natal (Eyre, 1932; Kalley, 1986; 

2019). The commission, however, did not see King Dingane, but they returned with 

the impression that King Dingane seemed favourably disposed towards them, and 

was prepared to discuss the granting of land (Eyre, 1932; Kalley, 1986; 2019). In 

1835, Dick King was part of the meeting of fifteen men that were called by Captain 

AlIen Gardiner to discuss the formation of the new town in Natal called “D'Urban” 

(Eyre, 1932; Kalley, 1986; 2019). He at this stage was a signatory to the 

aforementioned unsuccessful petition by Francis Farewell requesting Natal's 

incorporation as a British colony (Eyre, 1932; Kalley, 1986, 2019).  

Dick King was in Durban when Piet Retief (1780 – 1838), the Voortrekker leader, led 

the first wave of the Great Trek across the Drakensberg mountains into Natal in 1837 

in an attempt to negotiate a treaty for land in Natal (Eyre, 1932; Kalley, 1986; 2019). 

However, King Dingane, suspicious of previous Voortrekker influxes from across the 

Drakensberg, had Retief and his followers killed, which appears to have shaken the 

British colonists in Durban (Eyre, 1932; Kalley, 1986; 2019).  On learning of the 

killing, Alexander Biggar (1781–1838), the then Commander of the then Fort at 

Durban, is claimed to have felt compelled to notify the rest of his fellow Europeans, 

the Voortrekkers, who were still camped near Weenen and were oblivious of the 

horror that had befallen some of their men (Eyre, 1932; Kalley, 1986; 2019). Dick 

King is claimed to have bravely volunteered for this 'mission,' choosing to walk 
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around 295 kilometers rather than risk detection while riding a horse (Eyre, 1932; 

Kalley, 1986; 2019). Following his arrival, he is said to have fought alongside the 

Voortrekkers, supporting them in repelling the Zulu invasion (Eyre, 1932; Kalley, 

1986; 2019 ). Dick King allegedly fought in the Battle of the Tugela three weeks later 

and was one of only four settlers out of seventeen to survive (Eyre, 1932; Kalley, 

1986, 2019). Following their victory at the Tugela, the Zulus are said to have 

ransacked the then D'Urban and here Dick King survived by seeking cover on a boat 

anchored in the Bay (Eyre, 1932; Kalley, 1986; 2019). One cannot help but note that 

the aforementioned narrative appears to exaggerate Dick King's mythology as part of 

Durban's colonial foundation myth. Perhaps this is intended to set the stage for the 

specific extensively documented version that portrays Dick King as a Durban hero.  

Dick King is most known for his legendary journey from Durban to Grahamstown in 

1842, when he sought assistance for the besieged British forces at Port Natal (now 

the Old Fort, Durban) (Eyre, 1932; Kalley, 1986, 2019; Marschall, 2005). After losing 

Durban to the "Boers" in 1838, the British deployed a garrison under Captain 

Charlton Smith back to Durban in 1842, aiming to evict the "Boer" soldiers from the 

strategic Port Natal (Eyre, 1932; Kalley, 1986, 2019). This resulted in the Battle of 

Congella, in which the British sustained terrible losses and were forced to retreat to 

their Old Fort military base. Dick King was subsequently dispatched to Grahamstown 

(modern-day Makhanda) by Christopher Cato (1814 – 1893), who eventually 

became Durban's first mayor, to communicate a request for immediate 

reinforcements (Eyre, 1932; Kalley, 1986; 2019; Marschall, 2005).  Dick King arrived 

in Grahamstown 10 days after leaving Port Natal and returned after a month on the 

Conch, one of the British rescue ships (Eyre, 1932; Kalley, 1986; 2019). The 

reinforcements arrived just in time to spare Smith's garrison from capitulation or 

hunger, and the Boers were subsequently defeated and expelled and expelled from 

Port Natal (Eyre, 1932; Kalley, 1986, 2019; Marschall, 2005). As a result, in the tale 

of Durban's early beginnings, King is widely regarded as the "hero" who, when the 

besieged British troops required assistance, he changed the course of Durban and 

Natal's history, resulting in its annexation in 1843 (Marschall, 2005). (Eyre, 1932; 

Kalley, 1986; 2019; Marschall, 2005) This famous ride, which covered 960 

kilometres, certainly cemented the name of Dick King in the history books of South 

Africa, or at least those of the colonial regime. This consequently earned him a 
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towering statue on the Esplanade, next to the Durban Harbour (Eyre, 1932; Van Riet 

Lowe, 1941, Kalley, 1986; 2019; Marschall, 2005). The Dick King Statue is a difficult 

and contentious issue in democratic South Africa, as will be shown in the next 

chapter of this study. 

 5.4.3 John Ross Statue 

The John Ross Statue (Figure 26) right in front of a prominent building named after 

John Ross – John Ross House Building - depicts the teenage adventurous young 

British “hero” in a torn shirt with knee-breeches, his eyes far-seeing (Marscall, 2010). 

He is raised on a podium and is carrying three hunting spears. The statue was 

created by the artist, Mary Stainbank in the 1970s. The plaque mounted in 1974 on 

the façade of the John Ross House Building explains that: “In 1827, at the age of 15 

years, he walked to Delagoa Bay and back, to obtain urgently needed medical 

supplies for the new settlement at Port Natal. The Zulu King, Shaka, provided him 

with an escort of warriors to accompany him during the journey”.  

 
Figure 26: The John Ross Statue in Durban 
Source: Nkobi, 2020. 
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Just above the inscription, is a tiled mural depicting John Ross sloping off up the 

beach, with bare feet and a cane (Figure 27). He is dressed in a brown jerkin and 

blue jeans. Observed by a few Zulu people,  John Ross seems to be travelling 

unaccompanied (Figure 27). John Ross (1812 - 1880), real name Charles Rawden 

Maclean, arrived in Port Natal as a young boy in 1825 as part of the entourage of 

James Saunders King (1795 – 1828), a prospective ivory trader who was joining a 

party of English traders led by Lieutenant Francis Farewell and Henry Francis Fynn 

(1803 – 1861) who pioneered the settlement at Port Natal (Gray, 1987; 1988). 

 
Figure 27: A tiled mural depicting John Ross on the famous journey to Delagoa Bay 
Source: Nkobi, 2020. 

John Ross‟s most notable contribution to Natal's pioneer history was a daring 

marathon rescue trek from Port Natal to the Portuguese fort at Delagoa Bay in 

search of medicines and other essentials for his fellow settlers in Durban (Gray, 

1987; 1988, Coan, 2008; Marschall, 2010). He is credited with being the first 

European to go (by land) from Port Natal to Delagoa Bay and return (Gray, 1987; 

1988). King Shaka is said to have sponsored this expedition (Coan, 2008).  

John Ross is said to have arrived in Durban as one of the first batch of “pioneers” 

and spent four years in the Natal Colony, three of which he did spend in Port Natal, 

but at KwaDukuza with King Shaka (Gray, 1987; 1988, Coan, 2008; Marschall, 2010.  

In the later years, Ross became a sea captain in the British merchant marine in the 

Caribbean (Gray, 1988; 1987; Coan, 2008; Marschall, 2010). John Ross‟s legend is 

convoluted and highly debated, with some claiming even before the advent of 

democracy in South Africa that his legend is nothing but a fable (Figure 28). Perhaps 

this is because his story is closely linked to the experiences of black people in 

KwaZulu-Natal, and so does not completely fit into the colonial  “foundation myth” of 
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"white" Durban (Marschall, 2010). The next chapter will show that attempts have 

been made to integrate Ross' tale into the colonial “foundation myth” of Durban by 

downplaying his ties to black Africans, an element that tragically reduces his statue, 

and by extension his legend, to that of a mere Durban colonial statue (Marschall, 

2010). 

 
Figure 28: A newspaper article on the contested story of John Ross 
Source: Durban Local History Museums, 2020. 
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 5.4.4 Congella Battlefield Monument 

The Congella Battlefield Monument (Figure 29) situated at Congella Station was 

erected in 1920 by the Natal Provincial Council in honour of the “Boer” causalities at 

the Battle of Congella in 1842. Part of its inscription, written in Afrikaans, reads:  

“In memory of Abraham Greyling, Dirk van Rooyen, Theunis 

Oosthuyzen, Cornelis van Schalkwyk and other heroes fallen in or 

after the Battle of Congella 24 May 1842. Founded by the Prov. 

Government and the O.H.T.V of Natal. Unveiled February 7, 1920, by 

Rev. A.M. Murray”. 

 
Figure 29: The Congella Battlefield Monument  
Source: Nkobi, 2020 

The Congella Battlefield monument is a Grade II Provincial heritage site according to 

the SAHRA grading system. The site is marked by a monument that was erected in 

1920. The monument is in commemoration of the battle of Congella between the 
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British of the Cape Colony and Voortrekkers or the “Boer” forces of the Natalia 

Republic which began on 23 May 1842 (Van Riet Lowe, 1941; Gillings, 2000; 

Averweg, 2017).  

In 1834 the Great Trek began and by 1837 the Voortrekkers were starting to cross 

the Drakensberg. Fearing retaliation from the neighbouring Zulu Kingdom north of 

the Tugela, the Governor of the Cape Colony, Sir George Napier (1784 –1855), 

dispatched a small military detachment to Port Natal to safeguard the trading post 

(Averweg, 2017; Gillings, 2000). However, Napier was compelled to recall his forces 

after the British government refused to sanction his conduct (Averweg, 2017). The 

“Boers” overjoyed by this turn of events, immediately created the Republic of Natalia, 

with Pietermaritzburg as its capital. Faced with this fresh threat, Napier was 

eventually granted permission by the British government to send a force of 260 men 

under the command of Captain Thomas Smith to reoccupy Port Natal (Averweg, 

2017). In May 1842, the British troops arrived in the Bay and set up camp at Fort 

Itafa Amalinde (today called the Old Fort) (Averweg, 2017). 

In response, Smith's forces were ordered to retire by the “Boer” commando stationed 

at Congella (Van Riet Lowe, 1941). When Smith refused to comply, the “Boers” tried 

to compel him to conform by stealing his livestock (Averweg, 2017; Gillings, 2000). 

This enraged the British who responded by attacking the “Boer” camp at Congella. 

However, the backfired as the British suffered a humiliating defeat, and were forced 

to retreat after losing seventeen soldiers during the battle (Van Riet Lowe, 1941; 

Averweg, 2017). The Boers then took control of the situation by encircling the British 

camp. In a desperate situation, the British were obliged to request assistance from 

Grahamstown (Van Riet Lowe, 1941; Averweg, 2017). For 34 days, the British force 

held out against the “Boers” who were under the command of General Andries 

Pretorius (1798 – 1853). In June 1842, the British reinforcements arrived and this led 

to the lifting of the siege and the subsequent annexation of Natal by Britain, with a 

contingent of the British troops permanently stationed in Durban for future 

occurrences (Averweg, 2017; Gillings, 2000; Lonsdale, 1981; Theal, 1973).   

The Battle of Congella Monument marks the Boers‟ short-lived stay in Natal and their 

first engagement with the British. The battle was basically for the economic control of 

Durban as Durban was emerging as a strategic trading post (Lonsdale, 1981; Theal, 
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1973; Averweg, 2017; Van Riet Lowe, 1941). Today Congella remains  a significant 

Afrikaans cultural enclave in Durban, with the monument commemorating the Battle 

of Congella serving as a testimony of Voortrekker hegemony at Port Natal between 

1838 and 1842. The following Chapter will delve deep into contemporary 

contestation associated with this heritage site.  

 5.4.5 General Louis Botha Statue  

The memorial statue in honour of General Louis Botha is located in a small public 

park in Durban in a place known as Berea. The Botha Statue (Figure 30) in plain 

field clothing at Botha Gardens was designed by the then famous sculptor Anton van 

Wouw (1862 – 1945) and was unveiled by General Jan Smuts in 1921 (Marschall, 

2010).  

 
Figure 30: The Louis Botha Statue in Berea, Durban 
Source: Nkobi, 2020. 

The “heroic” role that General Louis Botha played by being at the forefront of the 

political affairs of colonial South Africa undoubtedly earned him his first 
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aforementioned statue in South Africa, and the attendant public park named after 

him in the city. Louis Botha (1862-1919) was a Boer war “hero” and a General in the 

South African Anglo-Boer War of 1899 – 1902. In the first phase of the war, a good 

account is given of Botha‟s leadership at the Battle of Spioenkop against the British, 

where he turned a potential disaster into a “Boer” victory (Brookes, 1959). It is said 

that, during this battle, he exhorted exhausted “burghers” to make one final, fateful, 

effort which led to the defeat of the British (Brookes, 1959). Historians have 

attributed the Battle at Spioenkop to Louis Botha‟s leadership who is described as 

having been a skilful tactician in conflicts wherein known to have conducted guerrilla 

warfare across the “veld” (Brookes, 1959). Subsequently, after the Peace of 

Vereeniging in 1902, the treaty that ended the Anglo-Boer War, Botha‟s leadership 

also played a significant role to convince his fellow “burghers” to lay down their arms 

and accept the peace terms offered by the British (Engelenburg, 1929; Steyn, 2018). 

Louis Botha is also attributed to establishing and being the architect for a unified 

white South African ruling partnership (Steyn, 2018). In this context, General Botha 

was elected as the first Prime Minister of the Union of South Africa from 1910 to 

1919. Steyn (2018) refers to him as the Mandela of his time for his efforts to unite the 

English and Afrikaners in a „similar‟ way that President Nelson Mandela (1918 – 

2013) strove to unite blacks and whites later on. Steyn (2018) observes that both 

men demonstrated a generosity of spirit and a depth of understanding that set them 

apart from many of their contemporaries and that this fundamentally and 

overwhelmingly won the admiration of their former foes (Steyn, 2018). In reality, the 

two men are incomparable; however, this narrative has been somewhat beneficial to 

Botha in the post-apartheid South Africa where he seems to have conveniently 

occupied a rather ambivalent memory (Engelenburg, 1929; Steyn, 2018). 

The post-apartheid narrative around Botha seems to suggest that the deeds of Botha 

in forming the Union of South Africa were something to be expected as a man that 

was respected by blacks and whites and by the “Boers” and British alike during 

colonial South Africa (Steyn, 2018). In terms of his relationship with black people of 

the country, it is said that Botha used to live in Vryheid, KwaZulu-Natal, where he 

met the then Prince Dinuzulu kaCetshwayo, the heir to the Zulu throne, with whom 

he maintained a lifelong „friendship‟ and later assisted at his coronation (Steyn, 
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2018). It is said that Botha spoke a couple of Bantu languages fluently and chiefly 

studied the pragmatic aspect of the relationship between whites and blacks 

(Engelenburg, 1929; Steyn, 2018). The experience of spending his formative years 

in KwaZulu-Natal taught him how to exercise authority over “natives” and he became 

accustomed to the customs of the Zulu people (Steyn, 2018). This narrative seems 

to have influenced key decisions around the legend of Louis Botha in democratic 

South Africa (Engelenburg, 1929; Steyn, 2018).  

It appears it is this narrative around his relationship with King Dinuzulu, and indeed 

the Zulu people have essentially led to decisions to “spare” the Louis Botha Statue in 

Durban. As a result, the statue today remains in situ as a SAHRA Grade III Statue 

whose preservation and maintenance are the responsibility of eThekwini 

Metropolitan Municipality. It is also important to note and point out that the Botha 

Statue is one of the statues that were defaced in Durban during the 2015 protests, 

and there were calls during this time that it be removed (Phillip, 2015).  

5.5 Chapter summary 

Literature seems to suggest that with the advent of democracy in 1994, Durban, in 

line with the rest of the country, has had to transform and diversify its heritage 

landscape or at least the outlook thereof, to reposition itself as a transformed city 

within the parameters of a “new” South African society. Fundamentally, this chapter 

argued that the core concern of social cohesion, reconciliation, transformation, and 

the need to attract the black and Indian audience in terms of tourism by the post-

apartheid government is paramount in understanding the current heritage dynamics 

in Durban in terms of its outlook, conservation, protection and preservation. Post-

apartheid, Durban has had to enhance its image and appeal by promoting its 

heritage attractions that would appeal to both the previously marginalised audience 

as well as its previous oppressor. However, the earnestness to this transformation 

agenda by the democratic government remains suspect and non-effective as it 

appears to be based on legitimacy for the ruling ANC, while also adopting the 

colonial iconographic language. The chapter to follow will contextualise the tourism 

landscape of Durban, and the extent to which localised contested heritage features 

are represented in Durban‟s “tourismscape”.  
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CHAPTER 6: DURBAN’S “TOURISMSCAPE” 

6.1 Introduction 

Tourism is one of the biggest and most important industries in South Africa, 

KwaZulu-Natal, and certainly in Durban. In KwaZulu-Natal, Durban is amongst one 

of the favourite destinations for tourists to visit, especially during the “peak season”. 

Tourism in Durban is said to be the second-largest industry in the city after 

manufacturing, and it contributes substantially to the economy of the metropole at 

present (Maharaj, 2018).  While tourism as a sector is established in Durban, 

literature seems to suggest that the city is lacking in terms of a heritage tourism sub-

sector (Moodley, 2013). In this regard, Durban is, however, confronted by another 

problem in terms of the role of contested heritage in the constructed touristic image 

of Durban. This chapter contextualizes the meaning of contested heritage in Durban 

within the ambit of tourism, and to what extent this meaning has been 

“democratised” in line with the government‟s drive towards transformation, 

reconciliation, inclusion, diversification, and social cohesion. Furthermore, the 

chapter will consider some of the strategies that may be explored in Durban‟s 

“tourismscape”, to create successful and inclusive cultural products.  

6.2 Tourism in KwaZulu-Natal 

The importance of tourism as a major economic and development driver in the 

KwaZulu-Natal Province is now a given (Moodley, 2003; Grant & Butler-Adam, 2005; 

Maharaj et al., 2008; Marschall; 2012; Govindasamy, 2012).  Creemers and Wood 

(1997), argue that this has not always been the case though as in the mid-1980s, 

tourism used to be of minor economic importance. During this period, the number of 

overseas visitors to the province was substantially low, and most of the visitors were 

visiting friends and relatives (Creemers & Wood, 1997; Maharaj et al., 2008). In the 

same vein, domestic tourism was also underdeveloped, and in line with apartheid 

principles, as tourism was mainly the preserve of the white minority (Creemers and 

Wood, 1997; Maharaj et al., 2008; Fakude, 2010).  

Today, tourism is an established concept in discussions concerning the socio-

economic development of the province. In KwaZulu-Natal, tourism is recognised as a 

major source of radical socio-economic development and is a central focus of the 
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province‟s long-term sustainable development strategy (Ndlovu et al., 2017; Maharaj 

et al., 2008; Fakude, 2010). Tourism in KwaZulu-Natal is administered and managed 

under the Department of Economic Development, Tourism, and Environmental 

Affairs (KZN DEDTEA) through its entity called Tourism KwaZulu-Natal (TKZN). 

TKZN in turn is responsible for the development, promotion, and marketing of 

tourism into and within the province (TKZN Five-Year Strategic Plan, 2020). The 

entity was established as per the KwaZulu-Natal Tourism Act 11 of 1996. TKZN is 

largely mandated to ensure that responsible and effective tourism is practiced while 

forging local and global partnerships that will subsequently lead to the growth of 

tourism in the province (TKZN Five-Year Strategic Plan, 2020). In this regard, for 

TKZN to facilitate its mandate, it relies on several partnerships with key 

stakeholders, such as those responsible for the management of the tourism products 

and services, as well as tourist attractions, destinations, and sites in the province 

itself (TKZN Five-Year Strategic Plan, 2020).  

The management of the natural resources dedicated to tourism in KwaZulu-Natal is 

headed by Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife (hereinafter, Ezemvelo). Ezemvelo is responsible 

for the management of nature conservation within the province including that of 

protected areas (KwaZulu-Natal Wildlife, 2021). Furthermore, it is responsible for the 

development and promotion of ecotourism facilities within these protected areas 

(KwaZulu-Natal Wildlife, 2021). Additionally, the coastal region is managed by the 

Coastal and Biodiversity Unit of the KZN DEDTEA whose main aim is to monitor 

threats of degradation and misuse in the coastal region of KwaZulu-Natal (KZN 

DEDTEA, 2021). The KZN Sharks Board is another important organisation involved 

in assisting with the management of the coastal region of KwaZulu-Natal (KZN 

DEDTEA, 2021). However, the cultural and heritage resources of the province in turn 

are managed by the KZN DAC through its entity, Amafa Institute, as indicated. The 

main objective of the Department is to transform arts and culture from being 

economically marginalised to becoming part of the economic mainstream of the 

province by way of tourism development and promotion (KZN DAC, 2021). For this 

investigation, it is also important to note that Amafa Institute is a statutory body 

brought into existence by the KwaZulu-Natal Heritage Act 10 of 1997, later becoming 

an official Provincial Heritage Resource Authority on 14 December in 2018 under the 

http://www.kznwildlife.com/
http://www.kznedtea.gov.za/
http://www.kznedtea.gov.za/
http://www.kzndac.gov.za/
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new KwaZulu-Natal Amafa and Research Institute Act No. 5 of 2018 (Amafa 

Institute, 2021). 

In terms of legislative and regulatory frameworks, it is also important to emphasise 

that the management of TKZN and all provincial tourism resources (natural and 

cultural) are administered under the KwaZulu-Natal Tourism Act No. 11 of 1996. 

Further, the 2008 White Paper on the Development and Promotion of Tourism in 

KwaZulu-Natal (hereinafter, KZN Tourism White Paper) also governs the 

management of tourism in the province. This White Paper, in turn, sets out the vision 

for tourism in KwaZulu-Natal thus positioning the province as Africa's leading “eco-

cultural tourism destination”, nationally and internationally (KZN Tourism White 

Paper, 2008). The White Paper further records the mission as being to initiate, 

facilitate, co-ordinate and implement experience-based tourism marketing, and 

demand-driven tourism development and promotion programmes to achieve tourism 

growth objectives, and thereby, contribute to a shared and sustainable economic 

growth pattern and favourable advancement in the province itself (KwaZulu-Natal 

Tourism, 2008). Additionally, the KZN Tourism White Paper also stipulates the 

involvement of previously marginalised local communities in the tourism industry, 

denoting a specific emphasis on a bottom-up approach to tourism development and 

promotion.  

With the aforementioned legislative and institutional arrangements, tourism has 

become one of the biggest market segments in KwaZulu-Natal which contributes 

substantially to the province‟s GDP, employment, empowerment, upliftment, and 

investment (KwaZulu-Natal Treasury, 2021). Nationally, the KwaZulu-Natal province 

stands out as a significant contributor to South Africa's overall tourism activities and 

subsequent profits (KwaZulu-Natal Treasury, 2021). After Gauteng and the Western 

Cape, KwaZulu Natal is ordinarily the third-largest overall contributor to tourism in 

the country, with the province being a major domestic tourism destination as well 

(KwaZulu-Natal Treasury, 2021). In 2017 the KwaZulu-Natal province received 2.5 

million domestic visitors, thus was South Africa‟s third top domestic tourism source 

market after Gauteng (6.2 million) and Limpopo (3.6 million) (KwaZulu-Natal 

Treasury, 2018).  

https://amafainstitute.org.za/
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In 2019, before the onslaught of the COVID-19 pandemic globally, a total of 28.5 

million domestic trips were taken in South Africa. KwaZulu-Natal received the 

second-largest share of 22%, after Gauteng with a share of 23% (KwaZulu-Natal 

Treasury, 2020). Like in most of the country, domestic tourists spend most of their 

disposable budget in KwaZulu-Natal on transport, accommodation, and refreshments 

(Tourism KwaZulu Natal, 2020). Domestic spending from local trips in 2019 in turn 

increased by 77.7% to a high of R8 billion in the province itself (KwaZulu-Natal 

Treasury, 2020). Nevertheless, the province has identified two main challenges 

hindering domestic tourism growth in KwaZulu-Natal. The first challenge is 

affordability as a result of, among others, the increase in the price of fuel (Tourism 

KwaZulu Natal, 2020). The second challenge has to do with what the province terms 

„relevant experiences‟. The latter relates to South Africa‟s travel trade and tourism 

product owners not seeing the value of the African majority and, therefore, do not 

offer packages or experiences that meet this market segment‟s specific needs. In 

this regard, preference is usually and still given to long-haul overseas international 

tourists (Tourism KwaZulu-Natal, 2020).  

In 2019, South Africa received 10.2 million international visitors, which was a decline 

of 2.3% compared to 2018. In that year, KwaZulu-Natal received 797 830 

international visitors, thus a 7.9% of the national share (Tourism KwaZulu-Natal, 

2020). The most visited provinces ahead of KwaZulu-Natal were Gauteng with 3.5 

million visitors, followed by Limpopo with 2.3 million visitors, the Western Cape with 

1.8 million visitors, and Mpumalanga with 1.7 million visitors (Tourism KwaZulu-

Natal, 2020). KwaZulu-Natal Treasury (2020) indicates that some 20% of travellers 

visit more than one province, while the majority of international tourists to South 

Africa are repeat visitors, with less than 20% of total tourists visiting the country for 

the first time (KwaZulu-Natal Treasury, 2020). In terms of the long-haul international 

visitors, the highest proportion of international tourists to KwaZulu-Natal come from 

the United Kingdom at 6.2% (50 678 persons), followed by Germany at 5.9% (48 225 

people), the United States of America (USA) at 5.4% (44 138 persons), India at 5% 

(40 626 people), France at 3.9% (31 878 persons), and the Netherlands at 3% (24 

521 visitors) (Tourism KwaZulu-Natal, 2020). 
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An assessment of the numbers of international tourists reveals that, generally, there 

has been a reduction in the number of tourists from African countries, especially the 

Southern African Development Community (SADC), visiting KwaZulu-Natal which is 

a ripple effect from the national picture (KwaZulu-Natal Treasury, 2020).  Statistics 

reveal that in 2019, arrivals from across Africa into South Africa declined by 2.4% 

from the 2018 records (KwaZulu-Natal Treasury, 2020). In this regard, in 2019, 

KwaZulu Natal received 413 233 tourists from African countries, a slight drop from 

435 038 in 2018 (Tourism KwaZulu-Natal, 2020). However, as usually the norm, in 

2019, the highest proportion of visiting tourists from the African countries to 

KwaZulu-Natal came from Eswatini at 36.3% (296 711 people), followed by Lesotho 

at 5.5% (44 956 visitors) and Zimbabwe at 4.5% (36 782 visitors) (Tourism KwaZulu-

Natal, 2020; KwaZulu-Natal Treasury, 2020).  

Tourism KwaZulu-Natal (2020) indicates that tourism is of critical importance for the 

economy of the province in terms of poverty alleviation and economic investments 

(Tourism KwaZulu-Natal, 2020). Like everywhere else in the world, tourism functions 

as an important source of demand driving growth in revenue in activities such as 

transport, retail, property investment, and entertainment (Ndlovu et al., 2017). 

However, Ndlovu et al. (2017) go on to argue that this is particularly important in 

KwaZulu-Natal which has high levels of poverty, especially within the rural landscape 

(Ndlovu et al., 2017). In this regard, Ndlovu et al. (2017) argue that tourism has the 

potential to support the regional economy and it has the added benefit of supporting 

a measure of the geographic spread of economic opportunities to rural areas that 

might otherwise have had little in the way of economic development (Ndlovu et al., 

2017).  

Furthermore, the aforesaid scholars indicated that in KwaZulu-Natal, tourism also 

allows for the formation and operation of small local businesses in a variety of fields 

seeing as in many cases the barriers to entry are low for small emerging businesses 

(Ndlovu et al., 2017). In this case, significant numbers of emerging and established 

enterprises in KwaZulu-Natal identify themselves as directed towards the tourism 

sector (Ndlovu et al., 2017). In terms of the actual contribution to the economy, in 

2019, tourism‟s direct contribution to KwaZulu-Natal GDP was R14.4 billion 

(KwaZulu-Natal Treasury, 2020). The total contribution (inclusive of direct, indirect, 
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and induced spending) to GDP was approximated at R28.8 billion (KwaZulu-Natal 

Treasury, 2020).  

Tourism is also important in terms of its contribution to employment creation in 

KwaZulu-Natal (Gumede, 2019; Creemers & Wood, 1997; Maharaj et al., 2008; 

Fakude, 2010). Govindasamy (2012), rightfully highlights that the reliable statistics 

for actual employment and job creation are difficult to come by as with tourism‟s 

GDP contribution, much activity that is connected with tourism is captured within a 

range of sectors such as transportation, communication, financial services, 

hospitality and retail (Govindasamy, 2012). In this regard, the levels of employment 

might be somewhat overstated. Nevertheless, according to KwaZulu-Natal Treasury 

(2020), in 2019, the number of people directly employed in the travel and tourism 

sector in the province equated to approximately 83 783 (KwaZulu-Natal Treasury, 

2020). The industry's total contribution to employment within the province in turn was 

estimated at 165 890 (KwaZulu-Natal Treasury, 2020). Ndlovu et al. (2017), 

however, argue that the bulk of the jobs that are accounted for in the tourism industry 

are generally those in the lower skill service category – and often outsourced  and 

seasonal services such as cleaning, catering, and security (Ndlovu et al., 2017). 

However, a quick analysis of historical reports indicates that generally, there is a 

positive correlation between growth in tourism and employment creation in the travel 

sphere which indicates that actual jobs created are influenced directly by growth in 

tourism specific setting (Creemers & Wood, 1997; Maharaj et al., 2008; Fakude, 

2010).  

Fakude (2010), likewise claims that tourism would not exist without tourism 

attractions, although some also argue that the opposite is true (Fakude, 2010). 

Nonetheless, KwaZulu-Natal tourism is driven by a variety of popular attractions in 

the province. This seeing as the province is home to a diverse range of cultures and 

natural ecosystems, many of which contribute to the tourism landscape as a way to 

encourage domestic and international tourism (Aylward and Lutz, 2003). These 

tourist attractions are scattered in eight identifiable tourism regions/nodes (Figure 31; 

Table 2) in the province itself namely the Elephant Coast, Zululand, Durban Metro, 

South Coast, Midlands, Battlefield, and uKhahlamba Drakensburg (Tourism KwaZulu 

Natal, 2021). It is important to note that although these regions are important for 
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planning purposes for TKZN, they are no longer preferred for implementation and 

marketing purposes as they cross District Municipal boundaries which makes it 

complicated for local municipalities to market their sub-destination when part of it 

falls into another municipality (Tifflin, 2020). 

 
Figure 31: The map of KwaZulu-Natal showing the Tourism Regions 
Source: Tourism KwaZulu-Natal, 2020 

No. Tourism Regions Key Tourism Areas 

1.  
Elephant Coast 

Hluhluwe, iSimangaliso Wetland Park, Jozini, Kosi 

Bay, Mtubatuba, Mkuze, Sodwana Bay, St Lucia 

2.  
Zululand 

Empangeni, Eshowe, Mtunzini, Nongoma, Ulundi 

Paulpietersburg, Pongola, Richards Bay, Vryheid 
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3.  

Durban Metro 

Amanzimtoti, Berea, Bluff, Durban Central, Durban 

North, Durban Outer West, Durban South, 

Essenwood, Hillcrest, Kloof, Morningside, Pinetown, 

Umhlanga Rocks, Valley of 1000 Hills, Westville 

4.  

South Coast 

Hibberdene, Margate, Pennington, Port Edward, Port 

Shepstone, Scottburgh, Shelly Beach, Southbroom, 

Umkomaas - Aliwal Shoal, Umzumbe, Uvongo, 

Doonside 

5.  

Midlands 

Albert Falls, Greytown, Hilton, Howick, Ixopo, 

Karkloof Nature Reserve, Mooi River, Nottingham 

Road, Pietermaritzburg, Richmond, and Byrne, 

Wartburg 

6.  
Battlefield 

Colenso, Dundee, Estcourt, Ladysmith, Newcastle, 

Weenen 

7.  
uKhahlamba 

Drakensburg 

Bergville, Champagne Valley, East Griqualand, 

Highmoor/Kamberg Valley, Himeville-Underberg, 

Kokstad, Umzimkhulu, Winterton 

8.  

North Coast 

Ballito, Blythedale Beach, KwaDukuza, Salt Rock, 

Shaka's Rock, Sheffield Beach, Thukela Mouth, 

Zimbali, Zinkwazi, Mount Moreland 

Table 2: Tourism regions of KwaZulu-Natal and their key areas 
Source: Tourism KwaZulu-Natal, 2021 

The province is also home to two World Heritage Sites that were declared by 

UNESCO. One is the Isimangaliso Wetlands Park, which has a wild area, lakes, an 

ancient marine reserve, and a coastal dune forest (Tourism KwaZulu Natal, 2021). 

The other is uKhahlamba-Drakensberg Park which is part of a much longer mountain 

range that stretches some 1 600 kilometres from South Africa‟s northernmost 

provinces to the Eastern Cape and contains caves that are home to ancient rock art 

in Africa painted by Southern Africa‟s earliest inhabitants, the San or Bushmen 

(Tourism KwaZulu-Natal, 2021). However, of interest for this study is the eThekwini - 

Durban node which is the most popular destination of choice in KwaZulu-Natal and is 

purported to be the country‟s most visited destination, which in turn is most famous 

for its beaches especially along the “Golden Mile” (eThekwini Metropolitan 

Municipality, 2021).  

According to TKZN annual reports, Durban is indeed the favourite destination for 

tourists in KwaZulu-Natal. As a way of illustrating, the 2018 tourism statistics  

indicate that in 2018, KwaZulu-Natal received 817 388 foreign visitors, with Durban 
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receiving the highest share at 68.3% (Tourism KwaZulu-Natal, 2018). 18 years 

earlier, KwaZulu Natal received 500 000 international visitors, which subsequently 

grew to an all-time high of 1 600 000 in 2005, after which there was a steady decline 

and/or stagnancy (Table 3; Graph 1). In 2018, domestically, the province, in turn, 

received 2 900 000 visitors, with Durban receiving the highest share of 34%, or 

rather 1 326 221 visitors (Tourism KwaZulu-Natal, 2018). This was a substantial 

decline from 18 years earlier in 2000 when the number of domestic tourists who 

visited KwaZulu-Natal stood at 6.5 million, and Durban was named as a “key 

destination” in the country‟s collective travel landscape (Table 3; Graph 2) (KwaZulu 

Natal Tourism Authority, 2002).  

It is likewise important to note that the steady decline and/or stagnancy of both 

international and domestic visitors to KwaZulu-Natal also has a ripple effect on the 

tourists visiting Durban.  The decline in domestic tourists appears to be happening 

despite the said commitment to the transformation of the tourism sector by the 

Tourism Authority of the province by way of opening it to the majority in the form of 

tourism business ownership, the outlook of attractions offered, and the active 

participation of the black majority in tourism management and as tourists. Many 

scholars indicate that TKZN has failed in this regard (Magi & Nzama, 2009; Gumede, 

2019).  

Year  International Visitors    Year  Domestic Trips  

2000         500 000  
 

2000       6 500 000  

2001         445 765  
 

2001     17 000 000  

2002     1 000 000  
 

2002     17 000 000  

2003     1 200 000  
 

2003     13 900 000  

2004     1 300 000  
 

2004     13 900 000  

2005     1 600 000  
 

2005     11 600 000  

2006     1 435 000  
 

2006     11 900 000  

2007     1 400 000  
 

2007     11 900 000  

2008     1 227 000  
 

2008     10 400 000  

2009     1 211 000  
 

2009       8 800 000  

2010         956 550  
 

2010       8 300 000  

2011         908 277  
 

2011       7 100 000  

2012         891 822  
 

2012       6 200 000  

2013         847 146  
 

2013       7 100 000  

2014         768 228  
 

2014       5 300 000  

2015         743 615  
 

2015       4 980 000  

2016         753 617  
 

2016       4 190 000  

2017         812 531  
 

2017       2 500 000  
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Year  International Visitors    Year  Domestic Trips  

2018         817 388  
 

2018       2 900 000  

2019         797 830  
 

2019       6 200 000  

2020         224 988    2020       3 800 000  
Table 3: Tourist trends in KwaZulu-Natal from 2000 – 2020 
Source: Tourism KwaZulu-Natal, 2021 

 
Graph 1: KwaZulu-Natal International visitor trend from 2000 – 2020 
Source: Tourism KwaZulu-Natal, 2021 

 
Graph 2: KwaZulu-Natal Domestic visitor trend from 2000 – 2020 

Source: Tourism KwaZulu-Natal, 2021 
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6.3 Durban’s tourism landscape 

The tourism landscape in Durban is administered by Durban Tourism under the 

eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality‟s Business Support, Tourism, Markets, and Agri-

Business Unit (eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality, 2021). The mission of Durban 

Tourism is thus to market Durban as a “destination of choice”, to achieve economic 

development, and facilitate job creation (Durban Tourism, 2021). The Durban 

Tourism landscape is divided into nine Community Tourism Organisations (CTO) 

namely Umhlanga CTO, Durban Central CTO, Sodurba CTO, Sapphire Coast CTO, 

Inanda Ntuzuma Kwa-Mashu (INK) CTO, Durban West Tourism CTO, Clermont 

KwaDabeka CTO, 1000 Hills CTO, and Umlazi Township CTO (Durban Tourism, 

2021). The focus of this study however is on the Durban Central CTO. 

According to Maharaj et al. (2008), the Durban Metropolitan Area has been 

associated with travel and tourism since its inception as a city (Maharaj et al., 2008). 

Maharaj et al. (2008), indicates that early visitors to the Durban area wrote in their 

diaries about the beauty of the sun-washed coast of Durban which consisted of a 

subtropical forest of banana palms, cottonwoods, and coastal shrubbery sweeping 

down to large sandy beaches, clear lagoons, and a sparkling sea (Maharaj et al., 

2008). The city's growth in the mid-nineteenth century is said to have contributed to 

an increase in the city‟s appeal to tourists and set a tone for modern-day tourism in 

the city which back then promised an authentic and distinctive tourist experience that 

featured the combination of natural beauty, the rural and township tourism 

experience and the burgeoning cultural urban centre (Moodley, 2003; Grant & Butler-

Adam, 2005; Maharaj et al., 2008; Marschall; 2012). 

Since the 1920s, Durban has become KwaZulu-Natal and one of South Africa‟s 

major tourist and recreation destinations (Maharaj et al., 2008).  Today, tourism is 

said to be the second largest industry in Durban after manufacturing (Sengani, 

2020). However, just like elsewhere, it is difficult to present a reliable overview of the 

size and economic contribution of tourism in Durban seeing as it does not form a 

discrete industry or activity (Grant & Butler-Adam, 2005). Smith (1995), argues that 

this is due to the diverse nature of tourism which makes it difficult to collect accurate 

and comprehensive tourism data. Consequently, information sources tend to be 

sporadic and inconsistent in terms of the nature and scope of the information 
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collected and methods of calculation (Smith, 1995). Like the provincial and national 

levels, tourism in Durban is not separately classified as an industry. Its economic 

contribution to tourism is hidden within different sectors, for example, tourism 

spending on airlines can be found under transportation, hotel expenditure, and 

accommodation (Grant & Butler-Adam, 2005). Regardless, according to Phillip 

Sithole, the Deputy City Manager for Economic Development and Planning in 

eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality, tourism in Durban supplies a massive economic 

contribution to the city, of which R11.5 billion is generated by visitors to Durban 

yearly, thus contributing R19.3 billion to the gross domestic product (GDP) in 2019 – 

which is a 9% contribution towards the city‟s yearly GDP (Sengani, 2020). Sithole 

further indicates that KwaZulu-Natal tourism which consists of 70% Durban visitor 

arrivals, contributes roughly 8% to the national economy through tourism (Sengani, 

2020). This appears to be the same status quo that was described by Grant & Butler-

Adam (2005), that Durban is the gateway to, and the hub for, tourism in KwaZulu-

Natal and is a major beneficiary of the overall economic impact of tourism to 

KwaZulu-Natal collectively (Grant and Butler-Adam, 2005). 

Before the democratic era, Durban‟s tourism landscape was crafted specifically for 

the minority of white tourists in and outside South Africa (Maharaj et al., 2008). Since 

democracy, there have been several strategic initiatives to transform and rid the 

city‟s tourism sector of “crime and grime” to open it to the market and enhance its 

value as a tourist resource rather than a detraction (Grant & Butler-Adam, 2003; 

Allen & Brennan, 2004; Preston-Whyte & Scott, 2007; Maharaj et al., 2008). One of 

these was to fund research geared towards informing policies to reverse negative 

perceptions of tourism in Durban (Preston-Whyte & Scott, 2007). One such study is 

that of Seymour (1998, 2008).   

Seymour's (1998, 2008), studies highlighted the challenges faced by tourism in 

KwaZulu-Natal and delved deeper into the strategies of promoting tourism in Durban. 

Among other things, this research suggested a need to transform the tourism sector 

by primarily increasing black tourism business ownership and black participation in 

tourism as domestic tourists (Seymour, 1998; 2008).  However, this remains largely 

a pipedream at this stage. Makhaola (2015), in turn, argues that regarding who 

benefits from tourism in the province and city, it would appear that those most in 
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need – arguably the black majority - are left only with very modest and menial 

employment opportunities (Makhaola, 2015). Furthermore, research indicates that 

the previously marginalised continue to be on the fringes of decision-making in the 

Durban “tourismscape” despite the incessant calls for transformation by government 

and the public at large (Makhaola, 2015). Surprisingly, government appears to be as 

culpable of sidelining previously marginalised people. This has been evident in the 

large-scale, government-backed beachfront renewal and development programmes 

where the local political and economic elite of the area are exclusively involved, with 

a lack of community consultation and consensus (Makhaola, 2015). Durban‟s 

tourism landscape is at the moment operated, owned and managed from a top-down 

position, as opposed to a bottom-up approach.  

Marschall (2013) makes the same observation as Makhaola (2018) when 

investigating local knowledge and views regarding heritage and tourism in Inanda, 

following the eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality‟s investment in the refurbishment 

of the Inanda Heritage Route in 2010 (Marschall, 2013; Makhaola, 2018). She noted 

in her paper that many Inanda inhabitants have never visited the route's heritage 

attractions, have little interest in the protection of heritage resources along the route, 

and have no genuine sense of ownership of the heritage sites along the route 

(Marschall, 2013). She came to the conclusion that community participation is 

required in both tourism and cultural heritage site management in order to promote a 

sense of ownership as well as opportunities for material gain and poverty reduction 

(Marschall, 2013). Essentially, literature seems to suggest that this arm‟s length 

approach in terms of community involvement in Durban tourism space is an inherent 

and a common factor in Durban's tourism scene (Marschall, 2013; Makhaola, 2018).  

Durban is among the biggest tourist cities in South Africa and receives a high influx 

of tourists, especially domestic tourists, during the “peak” season in December 

(Grant & Butler-Adam, 2003; Allen & Brennan, 2004; Preston-Whyte & Scott, 2007; 

Maharaj et al., 2008). It is crucial to note that Durban, as previously said, has a major 

proportion of the domestic tourist market in South Africa, with millions of tourists from 

outside or within the province visiting one or more Durban tourism sites, usually 

during the "peak season" (Tourism KwaZulu-Natal, 2014). Tourists from Gauteng are 

the primary external source market, with the majority of their vacations spent in and 
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around the eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality's beach resorts (Tourism KwaZulu-

Natal, 2014). Moodley (2003), indicates that Durban tourism is largely driven by 

culture, history, heritage, and beach destinations, sport as well as events such as 

Durban July horse racing event, meetings, incentives, conferences, and source 

markets (Moodley, 2003). The Durban Blue Flag status beaches of the Indian Ocean 

with their warm current are the biggest drawcard to the city, especially for the 

domestic tourist (Moodley, 2003).  The Blue Flag status is awarded by the 

Foundation for Environmental Education for low pollution, clean and high-quality 

ablution areas and most importantly, professional lifeguard services (Moodley, 

2003).   

Despite the annual influx of tourists to Durban, Moodley (2006) believes that cultural 

and historical tourism is severely inadequate in the city (Moodley, 2006). According 

to Moodley (2006), despite the fact that Durban is a multi-cultural city with a big 

population of Indian and Zulu people, the city has downright failed to invest 

resources to promote and market the strong Zulu and Indian culture and heritage 

influences, thereby developing the city's distinctive tourism characteristic and 

expanding tourism offerings that go beyond the natural attractions. Research seems 

to suggest that this exercise may effectively increase domestic and international 

tourism to the city (Moodley, 2012, Marschall, 2013; Makhaola, 2018). In the main, it 

appears that Durban‟s overreliance on natural resources has largely marginalised 

cultural and heritage tourism and products, more so the attendant investments to the 

cultural and heritage domain (Ngcobo, 2020). 

According to Nzama (2010), the strength of heritage tourism lies in the packaging of 

tourism products for tourists‟ consumption. This, in turn, necessitates the display and 

interpretation of cultural and heritage items (Nzama, 2010). This exercise involves 

the selection, evaluation, protection, and conservation of significant cultural assets 

and ensuring public involvement and access to these facilities is promoted as a way 

to improve public appreciation of the heritage tourism products (Ashley & Roe, 2002; 

Nzama, 2010). In turn, interpretation is required in this exercise so as to transmit the 

significance and worth of the cultural and heritage objects, as well as to stimulate, 

facilitate, and expand people's understandings of the public history at hand (Nzama, 
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2010; Tan and Choy, 2019). These dynamics as they relate to Durban‟s historical 

product packaging will be discussed in the following sections. 

The role of heritage tourism as a vehicle for economic development all over the 

world is undisputed (Withey, 1997; Amarilla & Conti, 2012). Gumede (2019), 

indicates that heritage tourism is one of the most popular forms of tourism in terms of 

attractions and visitor spending (Gumede, 2019; Makhaola, 2018).  The 

aforementioned author likewise notes that statistics show that 40% percent of 

international tourism is attributed to heritage tourism and it has become a significant 

source of revenue for local economies (Gumede, 2019). Although Durban has, 

among others, a unique cultural mix, historical architecture, and liberation heritage it, 

however, is said to be lacking in terms of heritage tourism (Gumede, 2019; 

Makhaola, 2018). 

Nzama (2010), argues that a “recipe” for successful heritage tourism hinges on the 

process of planning and developing cultural and heritage tourism products, selecting 

the most interesting sites and assigning particular presentations and interpretations 

to them (Nzama, 2010). In this regard, Smith (2003), as well as Nzama (2010), 

advances four strategies for creating a successful and attractive cultural package or 

product for tourism consumption, namely (i) bunching/clustering of cultural 

attractions (clustering of several weak attractions into a strong primary attraction with 

greater historical significance), (ii) theming of cultural attractions (an attraction is 

themed to enhance its uniqueness) (iii) labelling of cultural attractions (emphasising 

the functional use of the attraction), and (iv) altering cultural attractions (applied to 

potential tourist attractions only) (Smith, 2003; Nzama, 2010). While these strategies 

may very well be effective in creating a successful cultural package, they appear 

unfit for purpose in a post-colonial and post-apartheid environment like South Africa, 

and Durban to an extent, where there is contestation around heritage owing to the 

conditions already detailed in earlier chapters. In this context, Marschall (2010), 

although not presenting them as strategies for creating successful and attractive 

cultural products in post-colonial and post-apartheid contexts, emphasises 

consideration for the following in terms of creating inclusive and transformative 

heritage tourism space:  
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 Re-contextualisation - transforming heritage to serve a specific purpose in 

post-independence such as reconciliation, social cohesion, and nation-

building. 

 Reinterpretation – re-inscribing heritage with a new narrative and a hybrid 

meaning which detaches it from its past.  

 Recasting – inclusion of the narrative or memory that was previously 

marginalised in a heritage setting.  

 Relocation – moving heritage to a new location that is less authoritative or 

less offensive to the majority of population (Marschall, 2010). 

These strategies will be tested against the contested heritage in Durban within the 

ambit of tourism as a driving force of the economy in KwaZulu-Natal, while also 

taking cognisance of the democratic government‟s drive towards transformation, 

reconciliation, and social cohesion at a national level. 

6.4 Localised travel settings 

Marschall (2012) and Gumede (2019) confirms that tourists are eager to visit sites of 

remembrance such as monuments and memorials, and thus it is important to 

recognise that despite the perceived troublesome and inhumane nature of 

colonialism and apartheid, its physical relics may nonetheless still be intriguing to a 

sufficiently sympathetic „tourist lens‟ (Marschall, 2012; Gumede, 2019).  In this 

regard, it may be worthwhile to make necessary investments into rebranding the 

colonial and apartheid iconography in line with the contemporary dispensation. In 

line with the aforementioned strategies and focusing on the five contested sites in 

Durban outlined in Chapter 4, this section will critically analyse, interpret, and 

evaluate the current narrative and meaning of contested heritage in Durban, and if 

there have been any attempts to reposition or rebrand these sites to play a 

meaningful role as key tourist attractions in the city. It is important to mention from 

the onset that the Francis Farewell Square, Dick King Statue, and John Ross Statue 

are regular features in the Durban Walkabout Tours (Figure 32).  
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Figure 32: Durban Walkabout Tours featuring contested heritage 
Source: Durban Tourism, 2021 

 6.4.1 Francis Farewell Square 

The Francis Farewell Square is a regular feature in Durban Tourism brochures 

(Figure 33), and it is a constant feature in Durban Tourism‟s Historical Walk-About 

Tour which includes the Station Building, Francis Farewell Square, City Hall, Dick 

King Statue, the Vasco Da Gama Clock, the John Ross Statue, the Old Court House, 

Old Train Station Buildings and KwaMuhle Museum (Durban Tourism, 2020). The 

perceived tourism value of the Francis Farewell Square to the city was demonstrated 

towards the build-up to the 2010 FIFA World Cup (Hunt et al., 2010).  
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Figure 33: An online brochure featuring the Francis Farewell Square in 2020  
Source: Durban Tourism, 2020 

In anticipation of the 2010 FIFA World Cup, eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality 

embarked on a project called “Public Realm Architecture” (Hunt et al., 2010). The 

project aimed to provide maintenance and restoration to the monuments and 

memorials in the Francis Farewell Square and the surrounding area. The restoration 

work was done by GVK Contractors who subcontracted the specialist conservators, 

the South African Institute of Objects Conservation (Hunt et al., 2010). The 

restoration is said to have been in the region of R1 million for the Francis Farewell 

Square Monuments which indicates the importance of the square to the city‟s 

“tourismscape” (Gammage, 2021) 14. Ngcobo (2020), however, is of the view that 

contested heritage in Durban will serve a rather more effective tourism purpose once 

they have been re-contextualised, especially because tourists do not come to 

Durban to see a “mini-London” (Mkhize, 2001, Ngcobo 2020). In this regard, post-

apartheid, the Francis Farewell Square has had several “near misses” in terms of 

                                                           
14

 Email received on 1 December 2021 as a follow up to the interview with Arthur Gammage which took place 
on the 22 September 2020.  
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undergoing this purported re-contextualisation, although one of the initiatives was 

partly implemented.  

According to Gammage (2020),15 there has been a plan to install the statue of 

Dorothy Nyembe (1931 – 1998) (Figure 34), an ANC anti-apartheid activist and 

politician, in the Francis Farewell Square, however, this seems to have also fallen 

through the “bureaucratic cracks” of the metropole. The most  “disruptive” plan to 

transform the Francis Farewell Square seems to have been mooted in 2004 (Peters, 

2004).  

In 2004 eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality called for proposals from the general 

public for the design of a Memorial Wall in the Francis Farewell Square to 

commemorate local heroes of the colonial and apartheid liberation struggle (Peters, 

2004; Huizinga et al., 2004; KZ-NIA, 2006; Marschall, 2010; Gammage, 2020; 

Devereux, 2020). The Memorial Wall was to accommodate 350 entries with the 

possibility of further names to be added. The winning proposals belonged to 

Huizinga\Bush\Chiang Architects in Association who were notified in October 2006 

(KZ-NIA, 2006).   

This proposal sought to introduce a wall that would rise in “opposition” to the colonial 

layout of Francis Farewell Square through a series of randomly placed glass panels 

(Figure 34) (Huizinga et al., 2004; Marschall, 2010; Gammage, 2020; Devereux, 

2020). According to the proposal, the apparent disorder in the layout of the panels 

was a deliberate deconstruction of the ordered layout of the Francis Farewell 

Square, with some panels obscuring the statues, from view – a representation of the 

struggle and uprising against the colonial and apartheid systems (Huizinga et al., 

2004; Marschall, 2010; Gammage, 2020; Devereux, 2020). The glass panels that 

were to be inscribed with the liberation heroes‟ names were to be red in colour 

(Figure 35) (Marschall, 2010; Gammage, 2020; Devereux, 2020).  

                                                           
15

 Interview with Mr Arthur Gammage, Retired Urban Designer and Heritage Practitioner, eThekwini 
Metropolitan Municipality, on 22 September 2020. 
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Figure 34: The proposed location for new memorials in the Francis Farewell Square 
Source: Gammage, 2020 

It appears this proposal was all way too “radical” for the Amafa Institute which 

elected not to endorse the proposal, and thus the plan also fell through (Marschall, 

2020; Gammage, 2020; Devereux, 2020). However, on the one hand, considering 

that the Francis Farewell Square is a “radical” and “somewhat” extreme 

representation of European heritage in an African city, perhaps the city could be 

justified in its “radical” approach (Ngcobo, 2020). On the other hand, perhaps Amafa 

Institute was worried about retaining the “authenticity” of the Francis Farewell 

Square. However, Ngcobo (2020) seems to strongly believe that the Amafa institute 

is standing in the way of transformation and “decolonising” the city‟s heritage 

landscape, indicating that this was the reason why the former Premier of KwaZulu-

Natal, Sibusiso Ndebele, attempted to dismantle Amafa Institute, however, the courts 

intervened (Ngcobo, 2020). 
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Figure 35: Proposed red glass panels to carry names of liberation heroes  
Source: Gammage, 2020 

However, since 2017, DSAC, the Amafa Institute, the KwaZulu-Natal Provincial 

Government, and the eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality has been engaged in a 

process of installing the statue of the anti-apartheid activist, Archibald “Archie” 

Gumede (1914 - 1998), with the Municipality‟s Executive Committee approving in 

2018 that the statue should be installed and erected at the Francis Farewell Square 

(Figure 34) (Ndima, 2020) 16. This would be by far the most “daring” move by the 

democratic government in terms of re-contextualising the Francis Farewell Square 

that it appears to be continuing to stubbornly hold onto its colonial and apartheid 

identity of being a place of sanctity for the minority white South Africans who still use 

the site to commemorate their heroes (Ngcobo, 2020). Reinterpretation and re-

contextualisation of spaces like the Francis Farewell Square are necessary for terms 

of facilitating the rewriting of the national myth by erasing the stigma of colonisation 

and apartheid while reifying the West, and to show, from intermediate situations – 

the tourists - how “hybridisations” are forged in which post- and de-colonial 

                                                           
16

 Interview with Mr Vusithemba Ndima, Deputy Director-General: Heritage Preservation and Promotion, 
National Department of Sport, Arts and Culture, on 22 September 2020 
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paradigms act on identities (Tan & Choy, 2019). Thus, despite its contested nature, 

the Francis Farewell Square remains a massive tourist drawing card in Durban even 

in a democratic South Africa. 

 6.4.2 Dick King Statue 

The Dick King Statue is regularly included in Durban Tourism brochures, especially 

as part of the Inner-city Historical Walk About Tour, although it does not appear to be 

a key tourism attraction in the Durban “tourismscape” (Durban Tourism, 2021). In 

fact, besides a mere mention on the Durban Tourism websites and in brochures, it is 

in the main part of the neglected colonial and post-apartheid era monuments in and 

around the city. Certainly, to the public, it is just another colonial statue in the city 

centre that is symbolic of values associated with colonial or apartheid oppression, 

and no longer deserving public display (Marschall, 2005). Perhaps this could be 

changed through re-contextualisation, reinterpreting, or re-casting which has not 

happened to this Statue in the post-apartheid era, although there is an opportunity to 

do so (Marschall, 2005). 

In 2005, Marschall (2005), proposed the recasting of the Dick King Statue with the 

inclusion of Ndongeni as part of transforming the meaning of this Statue and perhaps 

making it appeal more to the domestic tourists who visit the city (Marschall, 2005). 

Since the colonial era in South Africa, the details of Dick King‟s expedition have been 

the subject of contestation, especially when it comes to his companion, Ndongeni 

kaXoki, the young Zulu man who reportedly accompanied Dick King on his famous 

journey (Eyre, 1932).  Ndongeni is said to have accompanied Dick King on the 

famous journey until midway, where fatigue and severe chafing forced him to 

abandon the ride (Eyre, 1932; Marschall, 2005). The controversy around Ndongeni‟s 

role peaked during the time of the memorial project when there were deliberate 

attempts by the then decision-makers to downplay or completely dismiss his role and 

underline that King practically travelled alone (Marschall, 2005).  However, it is now 

a generally accepted historical fact that indeed, Ndongeni was part of King‟s 

expedition. Owing to the colonial narrative of the expedition, Grellier‟s proposal for a 

life-size figure of Ndongeni was turned down, however, his participation in the heroic 

venture reluctantly was acknowledged in the relief panel mounted to the plinth of the 

memorial (Marschall, 2005).  This panel depicts different episodes of the expedition 
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where Ndongeni was travelling with King, although within the typical colonial 

narrative of King the “leader” in front and Ndongeni the “follower” or “subordinate” 

behind (Marschall, 2005).  

A variety of market research has indicated that local domestic tourists do not visit 

these heritage attractions (National Heritage and Cultural Tourism Strategy; 2012; 

Khumalo et al., 2014; Tifflin, 2020). The reason why this is the case remains 

speculative, however, Butler and Ivanovic (2016) as well as Viljoen and Henama 

(2017) underline that this may be circumvented by ensuring that South African 

cultural heritage is representative of a nation rich in cultural diversity (Butler & 

Ivanovic, 2016; Viljoen & Henama, 2017). Marschall (2005) rightfully argues that 

including Ndongeni in the Dick King commemorative monument could turn the 

present conventional Statue into a unique monument that contributes to a different 

public remembrance (Marschall, 2005). Perhaps this would benefit the city‟s tourism 

as travel often seeks to celebrate the “unique” and the “exotic”, and thus, the 

narrative on how Africans and Europeans collaborated in the development of Durban 

as a city would certainly appear to be unique and exotic, while also acting as a 

catalyst for social cohesion and post-apartheid national identity (Marschall, 2005; 

Khumalo et al., 2014; Viljoen & Henama, 2017). Therefore, at this stage, it is clear 

that although contested like the Francis Farewell Square, the reimagined Dick King 

Statue will likely be a major feature in the Durban “tourismscape”.  

 6.4.3 John Ross Statue 

The John Ross Statue is another regular feature on the Durban Tourism website and 

in brochures as part of the Durban City Walking Tours (Durban Tourism, 2021). 

However, post-apartheid, the John Ross Statue remains buttressed in its colonial 

denotation, and the statue has not been reinterpreted, re-casted or re-contextualised 

in line with the city‟s mandate of social cohesion (Ngcobo, 2020). According to 

Marschall (2010), the John Ross Statue presents an interesting case, and certainly a 

lost opportunity in post-apartheid Durban in terms of re-interpreting the statue by 

recasting its colonial identity and the prevailing Eurocentric narrative about John 

Ross in favour of reconciliation, social cohesion and transformation (Marschall, 

2010).  
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The Statue of John Ross is currently hinged on his heroic deed that seeks to link 

John Ross to the “foundation myth” of Durban as a British Colony (Gray, 1987; 

1988). However, it is now accepted that John Ross did not undertake the journey to 

Delagoa Bay alone. King Shaka played a crucial role in this venture by affording 

John Ross with every assistance required including giving a sizeable number of Zulu 

warriors to escort, protect, and furnish him with food on the way (Gray, 1987; 1988; 

Marschall, 2010). Cubbin (1995) rightly observes that in the Eurocentric writings on 

this epic journey, John Ross has been given all the credit, and King Shaka and his 

warriors virtually none (Cubbin, 1995). Gray (1988), likewise Cubbin suggests that 

this imbalance needs to be rectified seeing as King Shaka was able to provide 

tremendous Zulu expertise - military and economic - to make the journey possible 

(Gray, 1988). Cubbin (1995) further argues that the Zulus had well-developed links 

with the Delagoa Bay region and King Shaka knew what was required of a journey of 

this nature (Cubbin; 1995). Therefore, Shaka's pivotal role in ensuring the success of 

this journey needs to be highlighted and acknowledged in this specific heritage 

setting, more so than ever in a democratic South Africa (Cubbin, 1995; Gray, 1987, 

1988; Marschall, 2010). 

Furthermore, in reinterpreting and re-contextualising the John Ross Statue, there are 

other aspects of John Ross‟s experiences in the Natal Colony that could be 

foregrounded in line with the current socio-political context (Marschall, 2010). 

According to John Ross's recorded memoirs, he had become a great associate and 

an admirer of the Zulu people, and King Shaka liked him so much that he adopted 

him as his son (Gray, 1987; 1988; Marschall, 2010). For a time, John Ross lived 

among the Zulus at Shaka's settlement, learning the Zulu language, dressing in Zulu 

garb, and generally absorbing Zulu culture (Gray, 1987; 1988; Marschall, 2010). In 

fact, as aforementioned, the statue of John Ross depicts him carrying hunting-spears 

which Gray (1988) dismisses as the ultimate “appropriation” of Zulu might, however, 

it appears it was based on the artist‟s understanding of Ross‟s association with the 

Zulus (Gray, 1988). In the later years, upon leaving the Natal colony, Ross is 

reported to have devoted the rest of his life to fighting for black liberty and the 

emancipation of blacks all over the world through manning his Caribbean ship with 

freed black slaves, and challenging anyone who threatened their freedom (Gray, 

1987; 1988; Marschall, 2010). The colonial narrative of John Ross renders his Statue 
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completely irrelevant to the domestic tourists who are overwhelmingly black people, 

however, it can be transformed to encourage historical perspectives that speak of 

amicable relations and productive contact between the black majority and white 

people that is based on cross-cultural understanding and respect (Coan, 2008; 

Marschall, 2010). However, this statue has retained its colonial identity and, unline 

the Dick King Statue, it does not appear to be playing any significant role in Durban‟s 

“tourismscape” at present.  

 6.4.4 Congella Battlefield Monument 

The Congella Battlefield monument does not feature in Durban Tourism brochures 

and/or websites. The monument is located in a private property that is owned by 

Transnet although it is accessible to tourists given its provincial monument status. 

Like many monuments of the colonial and apartheid eras in Durban, the Congella 

Battlefield Monument stands neglected in the outskirts of the city in what used to be 

called the Congella Village, although it has significant heritage tourism potential.   

 
Figure 36: A map showing the “Congella Cultural Precinct” 
Source: Gammage, 2021 

The Congella Battlefield Monument falls under what could be developed  as a  

“Congella Cultural Precinct” (Figure 36) which derives its “Congella” name from the 

Zulu name “KwaKhangela” and is said to have been originally established by King 



159 
 

Shaka to keep a watchful eye on the nearby British traders at Port Natal - the full 

name of the place being kwaKhangela amaNkengane (a place of watching over 

“vagabonds”) (Koopman, 2004; Averweg, 2017). Later after the Battle of Congella 

between the British and the Boers, the Congella village was developed and the place 

between Umbilo, Sydney, Hannah and Pioneer Roads became Congella Park, in 

memory of the 1842 battle (Bennet et al., 1987; Averweg, 2017). The Park consists 

of a British memorial stone pillar and is near the modern-day Hannah Road fence. At 

the harbour edge of the “cultural precinct” along Maydon Road is where the Congella 

Battlefield Monument is located (Gammage, 2021). 

The Congella Battlefield Monument also falls within a particular tourism niche that is 

very important in KwaZulu Natal, namely battlefield tourism. According to Moeller 

(2005), Battlefield tourism is a key niche area in Kwazulu-Natal tourism. This is 

supported by Devereux (2020) who indicates that in terms of heritage tourism in the 

province, rock art and battlefield tourism are the leading attractions, and in terms of 

battlefield tourism, significant numbers of tourists are seen at battlefield sites such as 

Isandlwana, Rorke‟s Drift, Blood River, Spioenkop and others around the province 

(Devereux, 2020). According to Devereux (2020), battlefield tourism in KwaZulu-

Natal has proven to be such a lucrative niche it has become a much-contested 

space that has seen some tourist guides fighting over it. According to Venter (2011), 

this is not out of the ordinary as the same trend is experienced in the Northern Cape 

near Kimberley where the boom of the battlefield tourism along the N12 route has 

encouraged the government to invest (Venter, 2011).  

According to Devereux (2020), the main market for battlefield tourism in KwaZulu-

Natal is tourists who come from the former colonist countries who seem to be 

interested in the wars that their forefathers participated in (Devereux, 2020). 

Research has also shown that this is to be expected as battlefields have long held a 

fascination for those who survived them and inspired the imagination of latter 

generations (Moeller, 2005; Rayner, 2006; Ryan, 2007; Venter, 2011). In this regard, 

armed conflict plays an important role in the generational identity as it is these Wars 

that shape and mould the future and psyche of generations to come (Lloyd, 1998; 

Moeller, 2005; Rayner, 2006; Ryan, 2007; Venter, 2011). Such heritage sites are 

perceived as a place of memory for individuals who perished in battles that 
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determined the future course of numerous countries throughout history. Curiosity is a 

key factor for many people who visit such heritage spaces. The yearning to better 

understand, experience the sensation of the site, and walk in the footsteps of those 

who were there are driving motivations behind battlefield tourism (Lloyd, 1998; 

Moeller, 2005; Rayner, 2006; Ryan, 2007; Venter, 2011). Research indicates 

because of the lucrativeness of the battlefields, in a utopian world, they would 

ordinarily be preserved for the sake of their historic and economic significance, in 

some cases, and sometimes due to budgetary constraints, these sites are left 

neglected, damaged, or eroded over time (Lloyd, 1998; Moeller, 2005; Rayner, 2006; 

Ryan, 2007; Venter, 2011). This unfortunately is the case for the Congella Battlefield 

Monument, although it remains in a relatively good state, despite its neglect.  

In light of the above, the Congella Battlefield Monument is a perfect candidate for 

battlefield tourism in Durban, which in turn offers a commercial solution to preserving 

historic sites of this calibre from being lost with time (Lloyd, 1998; Moeller, 2005; 

Rayner, 2006; Ryan, 2007; Venter, 2011). However, the Congella Battlefield 

Monument brings another challenge – its Eurocentric bias as a colonial marker. 

However, the Congella Battlefield Monument carries a potential of re-interpretation 

within the government‟s drive for heritage transformation. Stuart (1913), writing 

within the socio-political discourse of the time, lists the Battle of Congella as one of 

those Wars in which the natives were “only indirectly” concerned (Stuart, 1913). 

What is clear is that there has not been any research that has been done in terms of 

the role that was played by other races in the Battle of Congella, although this study 

has shown above that, despite many attempts to write him off, Ndongeni kaXoki – a 

Zulu Native - played a role to salvage the war for the British (Marschall, 2005; 

Averweg, 2017).  Devereux (2020), likewise indicated that Amafa Institute is in the 

inception phase of redressing and transforming the old commemorative monuments 

that were erected by the Voortrekkers or the British settlers where the names of the 

people of other races were deliberately omitted – perhaps the Congella Battlefield 

Monument could be one of these, after which it, along with the rest of the “precinct”,  

holds the potential unleashed, through appropriate marketing, for the “tourist gaze”  

within the ambit of battlefield tourism, while in line with the post-apartheid national 

identity. However, this contested setting stands in contrast to other sites in Durban‟s 

“tourismscape” – seeing that although it is deemed by many as problematic, 
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emphasis is placed on the need to include this space in Durban Tourism marketing 

spaces and to develop it accordingly. This measure once again brings into question 

the role or need for contested heritage in travel settings as a key force for economic 

development and social upliftment.  

 6.4.5 Louis Botha Statue 

The Louis Botha Statue remains in situ in the Botha Gardens - a place where job 

seekers gather, and where protest marches ordinarily begin towards City Hall 

(Gammage, 2020). A quick analysis of the Durban Tourism brochures and website 

indicates that for a long time if it ever did, the Louis Botha Statue has not featured as 

one of the key attractions of the city (Durban Tourism, 2014; 2016, 2017; 2019). Like 

many other contested heritage settings in and around the city, the statue stands 

somewhat neglected in the outskirts of the city. However, as previously outlined, 

there has been a post-apartheid attempt to re-contextualise the Louis Botha Statue 

as part of the reconciliation approach of the municipality in recent years (Jacobs, 

2014). 

eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality held a design competition in 2000 for the 

construction of a Heroes Monument on the site of Botha Park, which would 

acknowledge those who made an extraordinary contribution to “Durban‟s eventful 

history” in a variety of fields (Marschall, 2010; Jacobs, 2014; Peters, 2001; 2004, KZ-

NIA, 2006). Contestants were furthermore requested to suggest how the existing 

bronze statue of General Louis Botha could be recontextualised (KZ-NIA, 2006; 

Marschall, 2010). The winning design by architects envisaged a Wall of 

Remembrance, a public amphitheater, and a small Garden of Remembrance, where 

Botha and various other colonial statues could be assembled, and over time, 

accompanied by statues of new heroes in a mutual, inclusive space of public 

commemoration (Marschall 2003; Marschall, 2010; Jacobs, 2014; Peters, 2004; KZ-

NIA, 2006). This unique proposal was not implemented. Louis Botha thus continued 

to command this busy urban space unrivalled (KZ-NIA, 2006).  

This, however, changed when the Botha Statue was later paired with the King 

Dinuzulu Statue. King Dinuzulu is generally recognised in South Africa as the 

liberation struggle stalwart and hero that galvanised the Zulu nation to fight against 
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colonial rule. In fact, during his reign, King Dinuzulu was jailed twice for leading the 

Zulu nation in the fight against British colonial rule (Stuart, 1913). The decision to 

pair the Louis Botha and King Dinuzulu statue was based on the relationship that 

Botha had with King Dinuzulu and the Zulu people. It is recorded that on the very first 

day the Union of South Africa was created, one of Botha‟s first acts as Prime 

Minister was to order King Dinuzulu‟s release from the unfair captivity he had been 

put to by the Natal colonial authority (Steyn, 2018). Botha reportedly went even 

farther, arranging for him to spend the rest of his days on a government-owned 

property outside Middelburg in the Eastern Transvaal, now Mpumalanga (Steyn, 

2018). This deed by Louis Botha ensured that the Louis Botha statue is spared from 

the initial plan by the Municipality to remove it and replace it with a post-apartheid 

heroes' monument (Marschall 2003; Marschall, 2010; Jacobs, 2014; Peters, 2001; 

2003; 2004). This post-apartheid narrative seems to suggest that Botha was 

“humane” and “decent” in his dealings with black people (Steyn, 2018). This 

narrative seems to be the one that influenced the decision of KwaZulu-Natal Premier 

Sibusiso „Sbu‟ Ndebele reversing the decision of the eThekwini Metropolitan 

Municipality of removing the Botha Statue initially and opting to erect that of his 

comrade-in-arms rather, King Dinuzulu, next to it in the same park.  

What has been suppressed in the aforementioned Botha narrative is that three years 

after releasing King Dinuzulu from prison, Botha presided over the enactment of the 

infamous Native Land Act of 1913, which later became the foundation of apartheid 

Bantustan policy (Dominy, 2019). This was not the first time Botha was involved in 

such a malevolent act. Botha‟s first government position was as a "veld" cornet, 

responsible for partitioning the Zulu lands into farms for the Vryheid Boers. The 1913 

Native Land Act, however, is generally perceived as the pinnacle of colonisation and 

dispossession (Dominy, 2019). Today, South Africa is grappling with the land issue, 

which was engineered by the colonial leaders, led by Botha (Dominy, 2019; 

Marschall, 2010). This, however, appears to have been brushed under the rug in 

favour of the overly romanticised “reconciliation” storyline.  

Nonetheless, while the re-contextualisation of the Louis Botha statue may be 

commended, however, there is a clear let-down in terms of re-interpretation in line 

with the theme of reconciliation. Reconciliation remains excluded in the statues, as 
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the Louis Botha Statue still stands with no meaningful narrative except his birth and  

year of death. The statue of King Dinuzulu as well does not carry much narrative on 

his relationship with Louis Botha, notwithstanding that some panels seem to have 

been stolen, except one panel that indicates, in a faint amateurish inscription (Figure 

37), that reads:  

“In the year he was proclaimed King 1884 Prince Dinuzulu defeated his 

uncle Inkosi Zibhehu with the help of the Boers at the Etshaneni” 

 
Figure 37: Inscription on one of the panels of the King Dinuzulu Statue 
Source: Nkobi, 2020 

The poor reinterpretation of the two statues means that the two monuments remain 

not properly contextualised. This opens them up to unintended interpretation from 

the public. In fact, during the 2015 protests, both statues were some of the statues 

that were defaced in Durban, and there were calls during this time that they must be 

removed. When the convener of the Decolonization of Public Places Movement, Alex 

Madikizela, was interviewed for this study on why their organisation was calling for 

the removal of the King Dinuzulu Statue, he explained that King Dinuzulu, “in his 
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totality of his contribution to the struggle, became urgent of colonial rule. He used the 

land as means to retain or advance his royal status… his kindship which was being 

contested at the time. One of the examples was, he gave away land to what was 

previously known as the Transvaal, the area around Vryheid. So he gave away a lot 

of lands for his self-interest to keep his Kingship status. As a result of this, a lot of the 

land that he gave away is still predominantly owned by the beneficiaries of colonial 

rule. He is not a symbol of people who struggled against colonialism”.17 

Although many heritage experts and historians alike may take issue with 

Madikizela‟s views, it shows that it is not enough to just juxtapose white monuments 

with black monuments. These need to be adequately re-contextualised and 

reinterpreted. The exclusion of the Louis Botha statue in the tourism brochures may 

mean that eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality is well aware that it has not done 

enough in terms of re-contextualising and reinterpreting the statue. It can be argued 

that, following the attempted re-contextualisation of the Botha statue, its promotion in 

the context of tourism would be significant for making a case for reconciliation, as 

well as helping to break down the myth (for some visitors, at least) that the 

reconciliation project that Ndebele (2005) spoke about is merely superficial. 

Furthermore, its inclusion in tourism would also be significant, not just in the 

representation of the statue to the visitors themselves, but also by placing the 

Afrikaner heritage in a context significantly different from that of its origins, thereby 

demonstrating to South Africans its new official role in national inclusive heritage 

making. 

6.5 Chapter summary 

Durban is one of the most popular tourist destinations in KwaZulu-Natal and South 

Africa for that matter. Its success as a tourism city in the province is driven by 

abundant natural and traditional cultural tourism resources. While successful in 

promoting tourism, this study reveals that contested heritage is not playing a 

meaningful role in fostering tourism in the Durban Metropolitan Area. What is evident 

is that there is a distinct lack of strategy to reinterpret, recast and re-contextualise 

this heritage as a way to integrate this into the tourism ecosystem of the city. 

                                                           
17

 Interview with Mr Alex Madikizela, Convener of the Decolonization of Public Places Movement, on 3 
December 2020.  



165 
 

Although some contested heritage sites get mentioned in the tourism brochures of 

the city, there is no evidence that tourism marketing of the city influences the 

interpretation and meaning of this form of heritage, and how tourists perceive and 

understand this type of public history.  In fact, besides the mention of this heritage in 

tourism brochures, this heritage stands neglected (and disowned) all over the 

Metropolitan Area, arguably in a complete juxtapose to the postcolonial democratic 

tenets of the city.  

Seeing that the cultural and heritage tourism in Durban is lacking, this Chapter 

indicates that the reinterpretation and re-contextualisation of spaces like the Francis 

Farewell Square are in line with the democratic principles of the new South Africa is 

necessary to have these spaces playing a more meaningful role in the Durban 

“tourismscape”. For the Francis Farewell Square, this exercise will involve repealing 

this space of its reputation as a „shrine‟ for white South Africans which other racial 

demographics do not relate with. Just like the Francis Farewell Square that is holding 

on to the colonial “foundation myth”, the Dick King Statue presents another missed 

opportunity of ensuring that the Durban cultural heritage is representative of a city 

rich in cultural diversity. The deliberate exclusion of Ndongeni ka Xoki in the Dick 

King commemorative monument denies it an opportunity to contribute to a rather 

inclusive public remembrance and it thus lies somewhat neglected in the fringes of 

the city. Likewise,  it is also argued that the colonial outlook of John Ross which 

desperately tries to fit it into the Durban “foundation myth” and writing off his 

relationship with the black majority renders his statue completely irrelevant to the 

domestic tourists who see it as another colonial Statue that is an antithesis to the 

current dispensation.  

This Chapter also indicates that through reinterpretation and/or recontextualisation, 

the Congella Battlefield Monument has the potential to play a significant role in 

battlefield tourism of Durban which currently does not exist. This can be done by, 

among others, elevating the role that other demographic groups played in the 

Congella battle, however, its lack of transformation has cast it neglected in the 

periphery of the City, and has no role to play in the Durban “tourismscape”. The 

same can be argued about the Louis Botha Statue in the outskirts of the city. 

Although the Statue has been recontextualisation in democratic South Africa by 
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pairing it with the King Dinuzulu Statue, the current site is however a typical example 

of a failed attempt at recontextualising the contested statuary. The biggest let-down 

in terms of re-interpretation with no meaningful narrative on the site. The two statues 

stand somewhat in competition with each other, with neither of them particularly 

playing a meaningful role in the Durban “tourismscape”.  

The prevailing colonial and apartheid ideology attached to the five contested sites of 

this study is buttressed on historical narratives of hostility and „difference‟ between 

various racial and ethnic groups in society in Durban and this impedes heritage 

tourism in the city. The academic climate of the „new‟ South Africa, on the contrary, 

influenced by societal trends and political prerogatives, encourages historical 

perspectives that speak of amicable relations and productive contact between blacks 

and whites as well as all other associated demographic groups in the country 

(Marschall, 2010). As part of re-contextualising and reinterpreting these sites within 

the ambit of tourism and the post-apartheid government drive for reconciliation, the 

repositioning of these sites‟ identity and historical significance is necessary. This 

approach of reinterpretation and re-contextualisation would certainly rescue these 

sites and many others that are neglected in the Durban Metropolitan Area from 

historical obscurity and allow them to play a meaningful role in the City‟s 

“tourismscape” as heritage tourism products.  
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CHAPTER 7: APPLICATION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study indicated that colonial and apartheid-era heritage sites in South Africa 

continue to raise public controversies about their meaning and role in a democratic 

South African society. Since the advent of democracy, there has been a general 

perception and consensus that not enough has been done to physically and 

symbolically transform the heritage landscape at the national level after attaining 

democracy (Marschall, 2010). In this regard, this study indicates that the contested 

heritage standing in present-day public spaces is perceived as problematic and it 

inherently introduces several complex and important challenges in terms of 

constructing a new national identity for democratic South Africa (Coombes, 2004; 

Corsane, 2004; Marschall, 2010). Furthermore,  there is also a myriad of challenges 

in terms of having this contested heritage playing a meaningful role in the 

“tourismscape” of the country.  

This study further indicated that there is an established relationship between 

contested heritage and tourism and this has led to a wide range of concepts such as 

„dark tourism‟, „thanatourism‟, „battlefield tourism‟, „post-war tourism‟, „post-conflict 

tourism‟, and „atrocity heritage tourism‟ (Ashworth, 2004; Fyall et al., 2006).  This 

scholarship concedes that this relationship has had direct economic benefits for 

some communities where neglected contested heritage objects and places have 

been rejuvenated and marketed for commercial gain (Amarilla & Conti, 2012; 

Harrison, 2013). However, the research into the extent to which tourism, as a driving 

force of the economy, is a factor in public policy about contested heritage 

conservation and transformation appears lacking. This is possibly due to the 

research on this subject has tended to be confined to traumatic and painful historic 

events such as genocide, massacre, war, and slavery, thereby falling short in 

expanding the inquiry into other areas of contested heritage such as colonialism and 

apartheid, the legacy of which South Africa is still grappling with.  

This investigation likewise indicated that colonial British heritage in South Africa can 

be broadly divided into three phases (Van Riet Lowe, 1941). The first phase involved 

the construction of the military forts as part of the initial territorial wars of the colonial 

superpowers in the colonies at the time. The second phase involved the construction 

of architecture that was associated with the rise and spread of Anglicanism in South 
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Africa as part of the broader aims and objectives of the British imperial and colonial 

mission (Pearse, 1929). The third phase came after the Berlin Conference and 

involved building colonial heritage that sought to foster the British nationalist 

ideologies, develop a sense of colonial national identity and nurture a sense of 

acquired indigeneity for the British (McGregor & Schumaker, 2006). In Durban, this 

particular third phase saw the construction of the Francis Farewell Square, the Dick 

King Statue and the John Ross Statue, among others.  

This study has also indicated that Afrikaner heritage came about as part of a project 

of “uniting” the Afrikaner nation and searching for a “sacred history” of Afrikaner 

nationalism (Goodrich & Bombardella, 2016). In this regard, the “Great Trek”  and 

the Anglo-Boer War were selected to be the core of this Afrikaner “foundation myth”, 

with the „martyrs‟ and „warriors‟ of these historical events immortalised as heroes 

through memorials. In Durban, not only did the Afrikaner heritage get erected as part 

of the aforementioned “foundation myth”, but also as part of the unity negotiations 

between the Afrikaner and the British that culminated in the Union of South Africa in 

1910 (Marschall, 2010). It is thus after the Anglo-Boer War, and as part of the unity 

negotiation process, that the statues such as the Congella Battlefield Monument, the 

Louis Botha Statue and the Anglo-Boer War emerged in Durban. Post-apartheid 

government has struggled to deal with contested heritage, opting for the strategy of 

pairing “black heritage” next to “white heritage” as the general policy for “neutralising” 

and “assimilating” “white heritage” to the newly formulated socio-political order 

(Jacobs, 2014). This is the case for the King Dinuzulu statue that was erected next to 

the Botha statue in Durban. 

However, the predicament that South Africa is facing regarding contested heritage is 

not peculiar. After toppling the Nazi regime, Germany has struggled to deal with the 

remnants of the Nazi heritage that survived the revolution, with some people strongly 

arguing that the Nazi heritage must be destroyed for it is obstructing Germany from 

moving forward and creating a “new” stable identity, while others are adamant that it 

must be preserved to allow for continuous and active critical engagement with this 

“difficult past” (Kattago, 2001; Macdonald, 2010). Likewise, India has also struggled 

to deal with the British colonial heritage post its independence. The biggest dilemma 

for  India was that the conversation on the fate of British colonial iconography was 
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closely linked with its bilateral and diplomatic relations with Britain, owing to its socio-

economic dependence on Britain (Priestland, 2015). However, following public 

pressure, the Indian central government opted to place this contested heritage in 

theme, a move that somewhat waned the public outcry, although there is almost no 

appetite from domestic tourists to interact with this heritage in theme parks (Philip, 

1987; Mcgarr, 2015). The route of creating a theme park was also adopted by the 

Lithuanian government for the remnants of the Soviet Union iconography following 

the fall of the Soviet Union. However, this did not decrease the public pressure for 

the contested heritage to be destroyed as it is perceived as controversial and 

distasteful, and disrespectful to the memory of those who died in the hands of the 

Soviet Union (Anusaite, 2007; Harrison, 2013). The Lithuanian situation is further 

exacerbated by the perception that the Soviet Union's socio-economic vestiges are 

still intact just like its heritage and is a major factor in the economic stress among the 

Lithuanian majority (Lane, 2001; Anusaite; 2007; Harrison, 2013). This is the view 

that is shared in the academic, media and public spaces in South Africa when it 

comes to contested heritage – that the perceived failure for government to deal with 

contested heritage is a “microcosm” of a failure of racial transformation, the power of 

white privilege, and indicates the persistence of racial subordination of the majority 

(Grootes, 2015; Hodes, 2015). 

Chapter four of this study engaged the current public perceptions on contested 

heritage through social media and found that there appears to be a clear disjuncture 

between the government‟s approach to heritage transformation, and the wishes of 

the public, especially the majority. The social media analysis indicates that the 

majority is not satisfied with the efforts so far of government in dealing with contested 

heritage, and it is convinced that the best option of dealing with this heritage is 

radical iconoclasm. To many South Africans, the removal of contested heritage is 

necessary to signal “real” change in socio-economic and political power. 

Furthermore, the fact that government does not seem to have a clear-cut approach 

in terms of transforming the heritage landscape does not seem to bode well with an 

increasingly impatient public. in Durban, this is further exacerbated by the fact that 

the Municipality does not have a dedicated local authority to deal with contested 

heritage as per the National Heritage Resources Act 25 of 1999, which brings into 

question its capability to transform the heritage landscape, and further properly 
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conserve, protect and preserve heritage, with some public monuments standing 

neglected in and around the city. 

Indeed, the post-apartheid heritage legislation namely the White Paper on Arts, 

Culture and Heritage of 1996 the National Heritage Resources Act 25 of 1999, and 

the National Heritage Council Act 11 of 1999 were intended on heritage 

transformation, it appears there has been little success in this regard. From the 

onset, these heritage statutes promised the previously marginalised to finally have a 

role to play in deciding what is to be considered “heritage” in South Africa, and 

ultimately have a say in the cultural identity of the country. However, the unilateral 

adoption of colonial and apartheid-era heritage estate into the democratic national 

estate, except for a few that was politically decided that it is offensive to the black 

majority, immediately defeated the earnestness to heritage transformation and 

rendered it an elitist and political process which the public will have little to do with 

(Van Graan 2013; Marschall, 2019). In the meantime, there appears to be a clear 

disjuncture between the needs of the public, especially the black majority, in terms of 

heritage transformation, and the pace and direction that government seems to be 

taking.  

The advent of democracy may have promised that the heritage and identity that was 

suppressed under colonial and apartheid rule would be revived or revitalised through 

transformation, however, the reality is that this has not gone beyond resistance and 

liberation heritage. This has often led to a certain degree of despondency or despair, 

and a lack of ownership of this heritage. Masrchall (2012) has shown the obvious 

lack of interest and ownership in the Inanda Heritage Route by the local community 

of Inanda, Durban. In this regard, research on the role of tourism in influencing what 

government perceives as „worthy‟ heritage to invest in, is necessary.  

 In other words, although the government has invested a great deal in the 

transformation of the heritage landscape, there remains a perception that not much 

has been done. The transformation approach appears to be driven by often arrogant 

government elitists and political assumptions in terms of what the majority “wants” 

and “needs” in terms of heritage transformation. There is a dire need to give some 

recognition and support to the heritage of the majority and move away from the 

approach that pays little attention to community-based grassroots heritage initiatives. 
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The continuing preference for European iconography and the fascination to 

resistance and liberation heritage in terms of heritage transformation is problematic. 

Coupled with the continuing overlooking of the majority‟s heritage, which mostly is 

intangible, for its apparent „worthlessness‟, this demographic group is left to feel they 

rarely have the political leverage and economic means to reclaim and foreground 

that which is their “authentic” heritage.  

In terms of pace, this will increasingly become even slower given the fiscal 

constraints of the country, within the onslaught of the COVID-19 pandemic, where 

heritage transformation is increasingly having to compete with other government 

priorities such as delivering basic services as well as social relief, and thus issues 

around heritage, and heritage transformation are pushed to the side-line. A case in 

point is the slow pace of implementation of the 20 resolutions that came out of the 

2015 consultations following the protests where the fiscal constraints, and of course 

the religious lacklustre approach to the heritage transformation, seem to be standing 

in the way.  Five of the 2015 resolutions specifically speak to transformation:  

1. Use of existing laws for the transformation, removal, transfer, or replacement of 

any statue, public symbol, or place name. Government and stakeholders to make 

emphasis that the attacking and defacing of the statues is unlawful and criminal, 

and call for law enforcement to act to prevent these unlawful incidents and 

protect the symbols (Department of Arts & Culture, 2015).  

 

2. In the event where certain symbols are removed from public spaces, it is 

preferred that a common park of symbols and statues with a thematic narrative of 

the evolution of our history be created as an inclusive space to properly reflect 

South African history. This approach is preferred that the one where each cultural 

group comes and collects what they think belongs to their heritage thus 

preserving separate histories and narratives as opposed to a common narrative 

of our history that will be mindful of sensitivities and diversities in our complex 

and yet common history. Such theme parks depicting our history should be 

established at national, provincial, and local levels (Department of Arts & Culture, 

2015).  
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3. In the instances where, after an audit and consultation, there may be a need for 

disposal of some of the symbols and statues, these should also be guided by 

SAHRA‟s removal and relocation guidelines as per National Heritage Resources 

Act 25 of 1999 disposal policy than uncoordinated and unguided discretionary 

disposals (Department of Arts & Culture, 2015). 

 

4. The transformation of the heritage landscape should preferably be informed and 

replaced by all-inclusive symbols or themes such as justice, youth, women, 

peace and reconciliation, as opposed to only individual historical figures. This 

should not preclude future symbols and statues that celebrate and honour heroes 

that fought for justice and freedom (Department of Arts & Culture, 2015). 

 

5. A need for comprehensive documentation of the transformation process will 

include names, statues, and symbols that were transformed and those that are 

still in the process of transformation (Department of Arts & Culture, 2015). 

One of the resolutions that is not quoted above makes clear that the whole process 

of responding to the 2015 call for the transformation of the heritage landscape 

should be driven with a sense of urgency that has a clear roadmap, milestones, and 

verifiable targets (Department of Arts & Culture, 2015). It further emphasises that 

consultation should not become an open-ended process that begins to frustrate the 

very aim of addressing the issue of transformation of the public spaces. Over five 

years later, the DSAC is still in the planning phase of developing a policy for Cultural 

Nation Building Parks, and the audit of the contested heritage has not commenced 

(Ndima, 2020). Whatever the reasons, this certainly casts doubt on the commitment 

to transformation, and this echoes to the public, especially, if not exclusively, the 

black majority who believe that the lack of transformation in South Africa is the 

reason for their suffering in terms of the socio-economic conditions of the country. 

Furthermore, the public believes that the continued existence of contested heritage 

prevents democratic South Africa from defining a national identity of its own. The 

biggest challenge is seemingly the lack of a negotiated sense of continuity with the 

colonial and apartheid past of the country, and thus the contested heritage is facing 

democratic abandonment where it remains in the fringes, and yet central to the fabric 

of democratic South African society.  
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Durban likewise still retains its Eurocentric outlook, with the blacks and Indians 

seemingly side-lined due to the nation-wide slow pace of transformation that is 

increasingly causing people to become impatient. The colonial and apartheid legacy 

of Durban certainly led to a growth in multiculturalism and ethnic diversity in the city 

and left a situation where the heritage of the minority is the dominant and defining 

identity of the city, while the heritage of the majority is struggling to find its way into 

the mainstream character of the city. This setup where the culture and identity of the 

minority groups define the outlook of South Africa's cities within the national context 

will continue as the core of identity, theoretical and political debates.  

However, this study further indicates that contested heritage can play a role in 

developing heritage tourism in Durban considering that research has indicated that 

cultural and heritage tourism is severely lacking in Durban (Moodley, 2012). Further, 

Durban has also failed to capitalise on it being a multi-cultural city, which includes a 

large population of Indian, black and coloured people, and foreground the heritage of 

these groups in its quest to develop cultural and heritage tourism.  In terms of 

contested heritage, this study found that for this heritage to play a meaningful role, in 

the Durban “tourismscape”, there is a need to re-contextualise,  reinterpret, recast, 

and in some cases, relocate some of this heritage  (Marschall, 2010). This study 

provided practical examples of how the aforementioned strategies can be applied to 

the Francis Farewell Square, Dick King Statue, John Ross Statue, Congella 

Battlefield Monument and the Louis Botha Statue within the government‟s objective 

for reconciliation, social cohesion and nation-building. This is likely to lead to a 

Durban cultural and heritage “tourismscape” that consists of architecture, arts, 

rituals, history, culture, festivals, religion, folklore, and nostalgia.   

It is no doubt that due to the glaring untidiness of the post-apartheid heritage 

transformation approach that colonial and apartheid architecture remains Durban‟s 

source of  “authenticity” and nostalgia. However, although there seems to be 

pushback by the local government in accepting contested heritage as a commodity 

portraying the authenticity of the city through foregrounding the beach in the 

“tourismscape” of the city, the real problem facing the majority is in terms of dealing 

with this public history as a source of identity for their city daily. For the majority, the 
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city must rid itself of its colonial identity as a sign that the city has transformed in 

terms of its socio-economic dynamics that remain unfavourable to the majority.  

In terms of dealing with contested heritage in Durban,  the following are 

recommended to the relevant authorities:  

 To set up a dedicated local heritage authority that will be devoted to heritage 

management, conservation, and transformation in eThekwini Metropolitan 

Municipality.  

 That an inventory of all contested heritage be made, and that proper profiling 

of this heritage be done;   

 The local authority, in collaboration with the provincial and national partners, 

to prioritise re-contextualisation, re-interpretation, re-casting, and if necessary, 

relocation of the contested heritage as part of the transformation in line with 

the democratic principles of the Municipality with the potential to foreground 

some of this heritage for tourism purposes; 

 Considering that some of the contested heritage in the city is facing neglect 

and the real possibility of ruin, and in light of the continuously shrinking 

resources for the conservation of heritage, the city to consider introducing a 

heritage tourism levy which will be allocated to the authority in charge of 

heritage in the city for heritage management and preservation for the benefit 

of the tourism industry and the city.  

Thus, in conclusion it should be stated that tourism does indeed play a significant 

role in local debates on contested heritage sites, especially within the case study of 

Durban. 

***** 

 

 

 

 



175 
 

SOURCES 

Government publications 

ETHEKWINI METROPOLITAN MUNICIPALITY. 2011. Durban: A Paradise and its 

 People.   eThekwini Communications Unit, Durban. 

ETHEKWINI METROPOLITAN MUNICIPALITY. 2013. Taking Durban to The World: 

 Durban Tourism Visitor Marketing Strategy 2013 – 2020. Durban Tourism, 

 Durban. 

ETHEKWINI METROPOLITAN MUNICIPALITY. 2014. Destination Durban Guide. 

 Durban Tourism, Durban. 

ETHEKWINI METROPOLITAN MUNICIPALITY. 2017. State of the eThekwini 

 Economy and Mega Trends. Economic Development and Growth in 

 eThekwini 20th Issue, Durban. 

ETHEKWINI METROPOLITAN MUNICIPALITY. 2020. Destination Durban Guide. 

 Durban Tourism, Durban. 

ETHEKWINI METROPOLITAN MUNICIPALITY. 2020. Victorian and Edwardian 

 architecture in Durban. City Architecture Department, Durban. 

ETHEKWINI METROPOLITAN MUNICIPALITY. 2021. eThekwini Municipality 

 Integrated Development Plan 5 Year Plan: 2021/2022 Review. Durban 

KWAZULU-NATAL PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT. 1996. KwaZulu-Natal Tourism 

 Act, No. 11 of 1996. Department of Economic Development, Tourism and 

 Environmental Affairs, Pietermaritzburg. 

KWAZULU-NATAL PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT. 2008. Kwazulu-Natal Heritage 

 Act 4 of 2008. Amafa aKwaZulu-Natal, Pietermaritzburg. 

KWAZULU-NATAL PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT. 2008. White Paper on the 

 Development and Promotion of Tourism in KwaZulu-Natal. Department of 

 Economic Development, Tourism and Environmental Affairs, 

 Pietermaritzburg. 



176 
 

KWAZULU-NATAL PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT. 2018. Socio-Economic Review 

 and Outlook 2018/2019. KwaZulu-Natal Provincial Treasury, Pietermaritzburg. 

KWAZULU-NATAL PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT. 2020. Socio-Economic Review 

 and Outlook 20120/2021. Pietermaritzburg. 

KWAZULU-NATAL PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT. 2021. District Economic Profiles: 

 eThekwini Metropolitan. Department of Economic Development, Tourism and 

 Environmental Affairs, Pietermaritzburg.  

KWAZULU-NATAL PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT. 2021. Socio-Economic Review 

 and Outlook 2021/2022. KwaZulu-Natal Provincial Treasury, Pietermaritzburg. 

NATIONAL HERITAGE COUNCIL. 2014. Heritage Transformation Charter. NHC, 

 Pretoria. 

REPUBLIC OF SOUTH AFRICA. 1996. White Paper on Arts, Culture and Heritage: 

 All Our Legacies, Our Common Future. Department of Arts, Culture, Science 

 and Technology, Pretoria. 

REPUBLIC OF SOUTH AFRICA. 1997. Legacy Project: Discussion Document. 

 Department of Arts, Culture, Science, and Technology, Pretoria. 

REPUBLIC OF SOUTH AFRICA. 2002. Responsible Tourism Manual for South 

 Africa, Department for Environmental Affairs and Tourism. Department for 

 Environmental Affairs and Tourism, Pretoria. 

REPUBLIC OF SOUTH AFRICA. 2012. National Heritage and Cultural Tourism 

 Strategy. Department of Tourism, Pretoria. 

REPUBLIC OF SOUTH AFRICA. 2015. South African National Dialogue on The 

 Transformation of The Heritage Sector with Focus on Statues, Symbols, 

 Place Names That Define Our Public Spaces. Department of Arts & Culture, 

 Pretoria. 

REPUBLIC OF SOUTH AFRICA. 2018. KwaZulu-Natal Citizen Satisfaction Survey: 

 Analytical Report. Statistics South Africa, Pretoria. 



177 
 

REPUBLIC OF SOUTH AFRICA. 2019. Medium Term Strategic Framework 2019 – 

 2024. Department of Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation, Pretoria. 

REPUBLIC OF SOUTH AFRICA. 2019. South Africa Yearbook 2018/19: Tourism. 

 Government Communication and Information System, Pretoria. 

REPUBLIC OF SOUTH AFRICA. 2020. eThekwini Metropolitan: Profile and 

 Analysis. Department of Cooperative Governance and Traditional Affairs, 

 Pretoria. 

TOURISM GRADING COUNCIL OF SOUTH AFRICA. 2019. Core Grading 

 Requirements. TGSA, Sandton.  

TOURISM KWAZULU NATAL, 2020. TKZN Annual Report 2019-2020. TKZN, 

 Pietermaritzburg. 

TOURISM KWAZULU NATAL, 2020. Tourism KwaZulu-Natal. Five-Year Strategic 

 Plan for. 2020/21 - 2024/25. TKZN, Pietermaritzburg. 

TOURISM KWAZULU NATAL. 2020. Tourism KwaZulu-Natal Statistics Report. 

 TKZN, Pietermaritzburg. 

WESTERN CAPE GOVERNMENT. 2016. Grading: Purpose and Management 

 Implications. Heritage Western Cape, Cape Town. 

 

Internet sources 

AFRICAN NATIONAL CONGRESS. 1994. < https://www.anc1912.org.za/policy-

 documents-1994-draft-national-cultural-policy/>. Access: June 2020.  

ANON. <http://vdg-clock.co.za/>. Access: October 2020. 

HACKMANN, H. & ST. CLAIR, A.L. 2012. 

 <www.worldsocialscience.org/documents/transformative-cornerstones.pdf>.  

 Access: June 2020. 

https://www.anc1912.org.za/policy-%09documents-1994-draft-national-cultural-policy/
https://www.anc1912.org.za/policy-%09documents-1994-draft-national-cultural-policy/
http://vdg-clock.co.za/
http://www.worldsocialscience.org/documents/transformative-cornerstones.pdf


178 
 

MAHARAJ, B., PILLAY, V. & SUCHERAN, R. 2008. 

 <https://journals.openedition.org>   Access: November 2020. 

MARX, C. & CHARLTON, S. 2013. <https://www.ucl.ac.uk/dpu-

 projects/Global_Report/pdfs/Durban.pdf>. Access: October 2020. 

PARLIAMENTARY MONITORING GROUP. 2019. <https://pmg.org.za/committee-

 meeting/29257/>. Access: August 2020. 

PEDERSEN, C. N.d. <https://projekter.aau.dk>. Access:  October 2021. 

SENGANI, K. 2020. <www.durban.gov.za>. Access: October 2021. 

WORLD TOURISM ORGANISATION. 1999. <http://www.worldtourism.org>. Access: 

 July 2021. 

WORLD TOURISM ORGANISATION. 2008. <https://www.unwto.org/glossary-

 tourism-terms>. Access: November 2021. 

ZARENDA, H. 2013. <https://www.tralac.org>. Access: August 2021. 

 

Literature  

AITCHISON, C., MACLEOD, N.E. & SHAW, S.J. 2002. Leisure and Tourism 

 Landscapes: Social and Cultural Geographies. Routledge, London. 

AITCHISON, C., MACLEOD, N.E. & SHAW, S.J. 2014. Leisure and Tourism 

 Landscapes: Social and Cultural Geographies. Routledge, London. 

ALLURI, R. 2009. The Role of Tourism in Post-Conflict Peacebuilding in Rwanda. 

 Bern, Swisspeace, Switzerland. 

AMARILLA B. & CONTI A. „Built heritage and sustainable tourism: conceptual, 

 economic and social variables‟, in CHAOUKI, G. (ed.) 2012. Sustainable 

 Development. Policy and Urban Development: Tourism, Life Science, 

 Management and Environment.  IntechOpen, Rijeka. 

https://journals.openedition.org/etudescaribeennes/1192
https://www.ucl.ac.uk/dpu-%09projects/Global_Report/pdfs/Durban.pdf
https://www.ucl.ac.uk/dpu-%09projects/Global_Report/pdfs/Durban.pdf
https://pmg.org.za/committee-%09meeting/29257/
https://pmg.org.za/committee-%09meeting/29257/
https://projekter.aau.dk/
http://www.durban.gov.za/
http://www.worldtourism.org/pressrel/CODEOFE.htm
https://www.unwto.org/glossary-%09tourism-terms
https://www.unwto.org/glossary-%09tourism-terms
https://www.tralac.org/


179 
 

Anderson, B. 1991. Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origins and Spread 

 of Nationalism. Verso, London. 

ANDREONI, A., MONDLIWA, P., ROBERTS, S., & TREGENNA, F. 2021. Structural 

 Transformation in South Africa: The Challenges of Inclusive Industrial 

 Development in a Middle-Income Country. Oxford University Press, United 

 Kingdom.  

ASHWORTH, G. & GRAHAM. B. 2005. Senses of Place: Senses of Time.  Ashgate, 

 Aldershot. 

ASHWORTH, G.J. & HARTMANN, R. 2005. Horror and Human Tragedy Revisited. 

 The Management of Sites of Atrocities for Tourism. Cognizant, New York. 

ASHWORTH, G.J. „Tourism and the heritage of atrocity: Managing the heritage of 

 South African apartheid for entertainment‟, in SINGH T.V. (ed.) 2004. New 

 Horizons in Tourism: Strange Experiences and Stranger Practices. CABI, 

 Basingstoke. 

AYLWARD, B. & LUTZ, E. 2003. Nature Tourism, Conservation, and Development in 

 KwaZulu-Natal, South Africa. World Bank, Washington, DC. 

BAKER, H. & STEAD, W.T. 1977. Cecil Rhodes: The Man and His Dreams. Books of 

 Rhodesia, Bulawayo. 

BASS, B.M. & RIGGIO, R.E. 2005. Transformational Leadership. Routledge, 

 London. 

BECK, L. & CABLE, T. 1998. Interpretation for the 21st Century, Fifteen Guiding 

 Principles for Interpreting Nature and Culture. Sagamore Publishing, 

 Champaign, Illinois. 

BENNET, D., ADAMS, S. & BRUSSE, R. 1987. A Guide to the History and 

 Architecture of Durban. City Council of Durban, Durban. 

BLOOMFIELD, D. 2006. On Good Terms: Clarifying Reconciliation. Bergh of 

 Research Centre for Constructive Conflict Management, Berlin. 



180 
 

BOYM, S. 2001. The Future of Nostalgia. Basic Books, New York. 

BREMNER, G.A. „Pro Fide et Patria: Anglicanism and Ecclesiastical Architecture in 

 Southern and Central Africa, 1848–1903‟, in DEMISSIE, F. (ed.) 2012. 

 Colonial Architecture and Urbanism in Africa. Intertwined and Contested 

 Histories. Ashgate Publishing, Farnham.  

BRUNER, E. M., & GORFAIN, P. „Dialogic Narration and the Paradoxes of Masada‟, 

 in Plattner Stuart and Edward M. Bruner (eds.) 1984. Text, Play, and Story: 

 The Construction and Reconstruction of Self and Society. The American 

 Ethnological Society, Washington. 

BUTLER, G. & IVANOVIC, M. „Cultural heritage development in post-apartheid 

 South Africa: Critical Issues and Challenges‟, in MANWA, H., MOSWETE, 

 N.N. & SAARINEN, J. (eds) 2016. Cultural Tourism in Southern Africa. 

 Channel View Publications, Bristol.  

CELE, P. M. 2013. Zibanjwa Zimaphuphu kwelikaMthaniya kaNdaba. University of 

 Zululand, Richards Bay. 

CILLIE, P. „The white tribe‟, in MUNGER, E. (ed.) 1979. The Afrikaners. Tafelberg, 

 Cape Town. 

COOMBES, A. 2003. History After Apartheid: Visual Culture and Public Memory in a 

 Democratic South Africa. Wits University Press, Johannesburg. 

CRESWELL, J. 2008. Educational Research: Planning, Conducting, And Evaluating 

 Quantitative and Qualitative Research. Pearson Education, New Jersey. 

DANIEL, J.B. 1974. Grahamstown and its Environs. Rhodes University, 

 Grahamstown.  

DAVENPORT, T.R.H. & SAUNDERS, C. 2000. Smuts and the Liberal-Nationalist 

 Confrontation. Palgrave Macmillan, London. 

DOLFF-BONEKÄMPER, G. „Sites of memory and sites of discord: Historical 

 monuments as a medium for discussing conflict in Europe‟, in FAIRCLOUGH, 



181 
 

G., HARRISON, R., SCHOFIELD, J. & JAMESON, J. (eds.) 2008.The Heritage 

 Reader. Routledge, New York.  

ENGELENBURG, F. V. 1929. General Louis Botha. G. G. Harrap & Company 

 Limited, London. 

EYRE, C. J., 1932. Dick King: Saviour of Natal. Durban Publicity Association, 

 Durban. 

FENGQI, Q. „Let the dead be remembered: Interpretation of the Nanjing massacre 

 memorial‟, in LOGAN, W. & KEIR, R. (eds.) 2009. Places of Pain and Shame: 

 Dealing With ‗Difficult Heritage‘. Routledge, London. 

GAVUA, K. „Monuments, and Negotiations of Power in Ghana‟, in PETERSON, D., 

 GAVUA, K. & RASSOOL, C. (eds.) 2015. The Politics of Heritage in Africa: 

 Economies, Histories, and Infrastructures. Cambridge University Press, 

 London.  

GERRING, J. 2006. Case Study Research: Principles and Practices. Cambridge 

 University Press, New York. 

GILLINGS, K. 2000. Battles of KwaZulu-Natal. Art Publishers, Durban. 

GRAHAM, B. & HOWARD, P. „Introduction: Heritage and identity‟, in GRAHAM, B. & 

 HOWARD, P. (eds.) 2008. The Ashgate Research Companion to Heritage 

 and Identity. Ashgate, London. 

GRAHAM, B., ASHWORTH, G. & TUNBRIDGE, J. 2000. A Geography of Heritage: 

 Power, Culture, and Economy. Arnold Publishers, London. 

GRANT, L. & BUTLER-ADAM, J. „Tourism and development needs in the Durban 

 region‟, in SMITH, D. (ed.) 2005. The Apartheid City and Beyond: 

 Urbanization and Social Change in South Africa. Routledge, London. 

GRAY, S. 1987. John Ross: The True Story. Penguin, Johannesburg. 

HALBWACHS, M. 1952. On Collective Memory. The University of Chicago Press, 

 Chicago. 



182 
 

HALL, C.M. & TUCKER, H. 2004. Tourism And Postcolonialism: Contested 

 Discourses, Identities and Representations. New York: Routledge. 

HALL, S. „Whose heritage? Un-settling „the heritage‟, Re-imagining the post-nation‟, 

 in LITTLER, J. & NAIDOO, R. (eds.) 2005. The Politics of Heritage and the 

 Legacies of ‗Race‘. Routledge, New York. 

HARRISON, D. 1987. The White Tribe of Africa: South Africa in Perspective. 

 University of California Press, Oakland. 

HARRISON, R. 2013. Heritage: Critical Approaches. Routledge, New York. 

HART, D. & WINTER, S. „The politics of remembrance in the new South Africa‟, in 

 BUCHLI, V. & LUCAS, G. (eds.) 2001. Archaeologies of the Contemporary 

 Past. Routledge, London. 

HARTMANN, R. „Holocaust memorials without holocaust survivors: The 

 management of museums and memorials to victims of Nazi Germany in 21st 

 century Europe‟, in ASHWORTH, G.J. & HARTMANN, R. (eds.) 2005. Horror 

 and Human Tragedy Revisited: The Management of Sites of Atrocities for 

 Tourism. Cognizant, New York. 

HENNING, E. 2004. Finding Your Way in Qualitative Research. Van Schaik 

 Publishers, Pretoria. 

HLONGWANE, A. & NDLOVU, S. 2019. Public History and Culture in South Africa: 

 Memorialisation and Liberation Heritage Sites in Johannesburg and the 

 Township Space. Springer, Cham.  

HOWARD, P. 2003. Heritage: Management, Interpretation, Identity. Continuum, 

 London, England. 

INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH, 1968. The City of Durban: An Excursion 

 Handbook. University of Natal, Durban.  

JAMAL, T. & ROBINSON, M. 2009. The Sage Handbook of Tourism Studies. SAGE, 

 London. 



183 
 

KALLEY, J. A. 2019. Mlamulankunzi: The Life and Times of Dick King. Otterley 

 Press, Pietermaritzburg. 

KATTAGO, S. 2001. Ambiguous Memory: The Nazi Past and German National 

 Identity. Greenwood Publishing Group, Westport. 

KEYSER, H. 2009. Developing Tourism in South Africa: Towards Competitive 

 Destinations. Oxford University Press, Cape Town. 

KISIĆ, V. 2013. Governing Heritage Dissonance: Promises and Realities of Selected 

 Cultural Policies. European Cultural Foundation, Amsterdam. 

KNUDSEN, D.C., METRO-ROLAN, M.M., SOPER, A.K. & GREER, C. 2008. 

 Landscape, Tourism, and Meaning. Ashgate Publishing, England. 

LAMBERT, J. 1995. Betrayed Trust: Africans and the State in Colonial Natal. 

 University of Natal Press, Pietermaritzburg. 

LANE, T. 2001. Lithuania Stepping Westward. Routledge, London. 

LEE, H. K. 2019. ‗Difficult Heritage‘ in Nation Building: South Korea and Post Conflict 

 Japanese Colonial Occupation Architecture. Springer, Cham.  

LITTLER, J. & NAIDOO, R. 2005. The Politics of Heritage and the Legacies of 

 ‗Race‘. Routledge, New York. 

LLOYD, D.W. 1998. Battlefield Tourism: Pilgrimage and the Commemoration of the 

 Great War in Britain, Australia and Canada, 1919-1939. Berg, New York. 

LOWENTHAL, D. 1985. The Past is a Foreign Country. Cambridge University Press, 

 Cambridge. 

LOWENTHAL, D. 1998. The Heritage Crusade and the Spoils of History. Cambridge 

 University Press, Cambridge.  

LUBBE, B.A. 2003. Tourism Management in South Africa. Pearson Education, Cape 

 Town. 



184 
 

MACDONALD, S. 2010. Difficult Heritage: Negotiating the Nazi Past in Nuremberg 

 and Beyond. Routledge, Oxon. 

MACHLIS, G. E. & FIELD, D. R. 1992. On Interpretation: Sociology for Interpreters of 

 Natural and Cultural History. Oregon State University Press, Corvallis, OR. 

MARSCHALL, S. 2010. Landscape of Memory: Commemorative Monuments, 

 Memorials and Public Statuary in Post-Apartheid South Africa. Brill, Leiden. 

MATHIESON, A. & WALL, G. 1982. Tourism: Economic Physical and Social 

 Impacts. Longman Inc, London. 

MATHIESON, A. & WALL, G. 2006. Tourism: Change, Impacts, and Opportunities. 

 Pearson Education, London.  

MCDOWELL, S. „Heritage, memory and identity‟, in GRAHAM, B. & HOWARD, P. 

 (eds.) 2008. The Ashgate Research Companion to Heritage and Identity. 

 Ashgate, London. 

MCKERCHER, B. & DU CROS, H. 2002. Cultural Tourism: The Partnership Between 

 Tourism and Cultural Heritage Management. The Haworth Press, 

 Binghamton. 

MERRIAM, S. 2009. Qualitative Research: A Guide to Design and Implementation. 

 Jossey-Bass, San Francisco. 

MIDDLETON, D. & EDWARDS, D. 1990. Collective Remembering. Sage, London. 

MILLS, E. A. 2001. Adventures of a Nature Guide. Temporal Mechanical Press, 

 Long Peak. 

MSIMANG, C.T. 1975. Kusadliwa Ngoludala. Shutter and Shooter, Pietermaritzburg. 

NDORO, W. 2005. Your Monument Our Shrine: The Preservation of Great 

 Zimbabwe. ICCROM, Rome. 

NELSON, D. „Conclusions: transforming the world‟, in ADGER, W., LORENZONI, I., 

 & O‟BRIEN, K. (eds.) 2009. Adapting to Climate Change: Thresholds, Values, 

 Governance. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.  



185 
 

PELLING, M. 2010. Adaptation to Climate Change: From Resilience to 

 Transformation. Routledge, London. 

PHILIP. D. 1987. Splendours of the Raj: British Architecture in India, 1660–1947. 

 Penguin, London. 

PICTON-SEYMOUR, D. 1977. Victorian Buildings in South Africa: Including 

 Edwardian & Transvaal Republican Styles 1850-1910. A.A. Balkema 

 Rotterdam, Cape Town. 

PITCHFORD, S. 2008. Identity Tourism: Imaging and Imagining the Nation. Emerald, 

 Bingley. 

RATELE, K. 2006. Intergroup Relations: South African Perspectives. Juta & Co, 

 Cape Town. 

RAYNER, M. 2006. Battlefields: Exploring the Arenas of War, 1805-1945. Struik 

 Publishers, Cape Town. 

ROGERSON, C.M. & VISSER, G. 2004. Tourism and Development Issues in 

 Contemporary South Africa. Africa Institute of South Africa, Pretoria. 

RYAN, C. 2007. Battlefield Tourism: History, Place, and Interpretation. Elsevier, 

 Amsterdam. 

SCATES, B. 2006. Return to Gallipoli: Walking the Battlefields of the Great War. 

 Melbourne University Press, Melbourne. 

SEATON, A.V. „Thanatourism‟, in JAFARI, J. (ed.) 2000. Encyclopaedia of Tourism. 

 Routledge, London. 

SHAW, B.J. & JONES, R. 1997. Contested Urban Heritage: Voices from the 

 Periphery. Ashgate, Aldershot. 

SHEA, D. 2000. The South African Commission: The Politics of Reconciliation. 

 United State Institute of Peace Pres, Washington D.C. 

SHEPHERD, N. & MURRAY, N. „Introduction: Space, memory, and identity in the 

 post-apartheid city‟, in MURRAY, N., SHEPHERD, N. & HALL, M. (eds.) 2007. 



186 
 

 Desire Lines: Space, Memory, and Identity in the Post-apartheid City. 

 Routledge, New York. 

SILVERMAN, H. „Contested cultural heritage: A selective historiography‟, in 

 SILVERMAN, H. (ed.) 2011. Contested Cultural Heritage: Religion, 

 Nationalism, Erasure, and Exclusion in a Global World. Springer, New York. 

SMITH, L. 2006. Uses of Heritage. Routledge, London.  

SMITH, M. 2003. Issues in Cultural Tourism Studies. Routledge, London. 

SPARKS, A. 2003. Beyond the Miracle: Inside the New South Africa. Jonathon Ball, 

 Johannesburg. 

STUART, J. 1913. A History of the Zulu Rebellion, 1906. Macmillan and Co, London. 

THEAL, G.M. 1973. History of the Boers in South Africa. C. Struik, Cape Town.  

THOMPSON, L. 1985. The Political Mythology of Apartheid. Yale University Press, 

 London. 

THORPE, R. & HOLT, R. 2008. The Sage Dictionary of Qualitative Management 

 Research. Sage Publications, London. 

TICHMANN, P. 1998. Gandhi Sites in Durban. Local History Museum, Durban. 

TILDEN, F. 1977. Interpreting our Heritage. University of North Carolina Press, 

 Chapel Hill. 

TUNBRIDGE, J.E. & ASHWORTH. G,J. 1996. Dissonant Heritage: The Management 

 of the Past as a Resource in Conflict. Wiley, Chichester. 

UNESCO. 2003. Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage. 

 UNESCO, Paris. 

UZZELL, D. & BALLANTYNE, R. 1998. Contemporary Issues in Heritage and 

 Environmental Interpretation: Problems and Prospects. The Stationery Office, 

 London. 



187 
 

UZZELL, D. „Interpreting our heritage: A theoretical interpretation‟, in UZZELL, D. & 

 BALLANTYNE, R. (eds.) 1998. Contemporary Issues in Heritage and 

 Environmental Interpretation: Problems and Prospects. The Stationery Office, 

 London, England. 

VAN GRAAN, V. 2013. Cape Town Then and Now. Penguin Random House, Cape 

 Town.  

VAN RIET LOWE, C. 1941. The Monuments of South Africa. Government Printer, 

 Pretoria.  

WINTER, T. 2007. Post-conflict Heritage, Postcolonial Tourism: Culture, Politics, and 

 Development at Angkor. Routledge, London. 

WITHEY, L. 1997. Grand Tours and Cook‘s Tours: A History of Leisure Travel. 

 William Morrow and Company, New York. 

WYLIE, D. 2006. Myth of Iron: Shaka in History. University of KwaZulu-Natal Press, 

 Scottsville.  

YADAV, A. „Nelson Mandela and the process of reconciliation in South Africa‟, in 

 REDDY, E.S. (ed.) 2007. Oliver Tambo and the Struggle Against Apartheid. 

 Sterling Publishers, New Delhi.  

YIN, R.K. 1984. Case Study Research: Design and Methods. Sage Publications, 

 Beverly Hills. 

ZENITH, R. 2006. Fernando Pessoa 1888–1935. A Little Larger than the Entire 

 Universe: Selected Poems. Penguin Books, New York. 

 

Newspaper articles 

ASLET, C. 2017. „The architect, the diamond magnate and a grand design‟. The 

 Telegraph [Online], 21 January. Available from: 

 http://www.telegraph.co.uk/travel/destinations/africa/south-africa/articles/on-

 the-trail-of-a-great-british-architect-in-south-africa/ [Accessed 23 June 2021]. 

http://www.telegraph.co.uk/travel/destinations/africa/south-africa/articles/on-%09the-trail-of-a-great-british-architect-in-south-africa/
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/travel/destinations/africa/south-africa/articles/on-%09the-trail-of-a-great-british-architect-in-south-africa/


188 
 

COAN, S. 2008. „The real „John Ross‟‟. The Witness [Online] 25 April. Available 

 from: https://www.news24.com/witness/archive/the-real-john-ross-20150430 

 [Accessed 1 October 2020]. 

DORE, B. 2015. „Iconoclasm unbound: Gandhi statue is vandalised as South 

 Africans continue debate on history and villains‟. Scroll [Online], 14 April. 

 Available from:  https://scroll.in/article/720371/gandhi-statue-is-

 vandalised-as-south-africans-continue-debate-on-history-and-villains  

 [Accessed 2 November 2020]. 

GROOTES, S. 2015. „Op-ed: Say it aloud – Rhodes must fall‟. Daily Maverick 

 [Online], 6 April. Available from: https://www.dailymaverick.co.za/article/2015-

 04-06-op-ed-say-it-aloud-rhodes-must-fall/ [Accessed 2 November 2020]. 

HODES, R. 2015. „The Rhodes statue must fall: UCT‟s radical rebirth‟. Daily 

 Maverick [Online], 13 March. Available from:  

 https://www.dailymaverick.co.za/article/2015-03-13-the-rhodes-statue-must-

 fall-ucts-radical-rebirth/  [Accessed 2 November 2020]. 

KUBHEKA, T. 2015. „Removal of apartheid statues is an insult to South Africa‟s rich 

 history‟. Eyewitness News [Online], 7 April. Available from: 

 https://ewn.co.za/2015/04/07/Removal-of-apartheid-statues-an-insult-to-SAs-

 rich-history [Accessed 17 August 2020]. 

MANN, C. 2016. „#RhodesMustFall: Lessons to be drawn‟. Mail & Guardian [Online], 

 10 February. Available from:  https://mg.co.za/article/2016-02-10-

 rhodesmustfall-lessons-to-be-drawn/ [Accessed 2 November 2020].  

MCCRACKEN, D. 2015. „Around the world statues topple‟. Sunday Independent 

 [Online], 12 April. Available from: 

 https://www.iol.co.za/sundayindependent/around-the-world-statues-topple-

 1843768 [Accessed 22 September 2020].  

MIYA, S. 2010. „Statues mark events in liberation struggle‟. News24 [Online], 10 

 May. Available from: https://www.news24.com/witness/archive/statues-mark-

 events-in-liberation-struggle-20150430 [Accessed 2 October 2020]. 

https://www.news24.com/witness/archive/the-real-john-ross-20150430
https://scroll.in/article/720371/gandhi-statue-is-%09vandalised-as-south-africans-continue-debate-on-history-and-villains
https://scroll.in/article/720371/gandhi-statue-is-%09vandalised-as-south-africans-continue-debate-on-history-and-villains
https://www.dailymaverick.co.za/article/2015-%0904-06-op-ed-say-it-aloud-rhodes-must-fall/
https://www.dailymaverick.co.za/article/2015-%0904-06-op-ed-say-it-aloud-rhodes-must-fall/
https://www.dailymaverick.co.za/article/2015-03-13-the-rhodes-statue-must-%09fall-ucts-radical-rebirth/
https://www.dailymaverick.co.za/article/2015-03-13-the-rhodes-statue-must-%09fall-ucts-radical-rebirth/
https://ewn.co.za/2015/04/07/Removal-of-apartheid-statues-an-insult-to-SAs-%09rich-history
https://ewn.co.za/2015/04/07/Removal-of-apartheid-statues-an-insult-to-SAs-%09rich-history
https://mg.co.za/article/2016-02-10-%09rhodesmustfall-lessons-to-be-drawn/
https://mg.co.za/article/2016-02-10-%09rhodesmustfall-lessons-to-be-drawn/
https://www.iol.co.za/sundayindependent/around-the-world-statues-topple-%091843768
https://www.iol.co.za/sundayindependent/around-the-world-statues-topple-%091843768
https://www.news24.com/witness/archive/statues-mark-%09events-in-liberation-struggle-20150430
https://www.news24.com/witness/archive/statues-mark-%09events-in-liberation-struggle-20150430


189 
 

MKHIZE, T. 2001. „Durban to take on „African city‟ look‟. Sunday Times, 27 May.  

MNYANDA, S. 2015. „Cecil Rhodes colonial legacy must fall – not his statue‟. The 

 Guardian [Online], 25 March. Available from: 

 https://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/mar/25/south-africa-rhodesmustfall-

 statue [Accessed 2 November 2020]. 

MORKEN, B. 2016. „South Africa: “Rhodes must fall”, Capitalism must fall!‟ The 

 Marxist [Online], 7 April. Available from: https://www.marxist.com/south-africa-

 rhodes-must-fall.htm [Accessed 2 October 2020]. 

NDLETYANA, M. 2015. „Cecil Rhodes quite simply had to go‟. Sunday Independent 

 [Online] 12 April. Available from: 

 https://www.iol.co.za/sundayindependent/cecil-rhodes-quite-simply-had-to-go-

 1843785 [Accessed 15 November 2020].  

NTULI, N. & HANS, B. 2015. „Rhodes, Shaka don‟t compare‟. The Mercury [Online], 

 27 March. Available from: https://www.iol.co.za/news/south-africa/kwazulu-

 natal/rhodes-shaka-dont-compare-1837863 [Accessed 2 October 2021]. 

PHILLIP, X. 2015. “Statues in Durban are defaced”. Business Day [Online] 14 April. 

 https://www.businesslive.co.za/bd/national/2015-04-14-statues-in-durban-are-

 defaced/ [Accessed 5 August 2021]. 

PILLAY, V. 2015. „More useful to redefine, not destroy, the Rhodes statue‟. Mail & 

 Guardian [Online], 30 March. Available at: https://mg.co.za/article/2015-03-30-

 itd-be-more-useful-to-redefine-not-destroy-the-rhodes-statue/ [Accessed 2 

 October 2021]. 

PITSO, R., SMILLIE, S. & LOUW, P. 2015. „Rhodes rage shifts up a gear‟. Timeslive 

 [Online], 19 March.  Available from: 

 https://www.timeslive.co.za/news/south- africa/2015-03-19-rhodes-rage-shifts-

 up-a-gear/ [Accessed 2 November 2020]. 

SMITH, D. 2015. „Students attack on Cecil Rhodes statue leads to soul searching in 

 South Africa. The Guardian [Online] 20 March. Available from:  

 https://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/mar/20/students-attack-cecil-john-

https://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/mar/25/south-africa-rhodesmustfall-%09statue
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/mar/25/south-africa-rhodesmustfall-%09statue
https://www.marxist.com/south-africa-%09rhodes-must-fall.htm
https://www.marxist.com/south-africa-%09rhodes-must-fall.htm
https://www.iol.co.za/sundayindependent/cecil-rhodes-quite-simply-had-to-go-%091843785
https://www.iol.co.za/sundayindependent/cecil-rhodes-quite-simply-had-to-go-%091843785
https://www.iol.co.za/news/south-africa/kwazulu-%09natal/rhodes-shaka-dont-compare-1837863
https://www.iol.co.za/news/south-africa/kwazulu-%09natal/rhodes-shaka-dont-compare-1837863
https://www.businesslive.co.za/bd/national/2015-04-14-statues-in-durban-are-%09defaced/
https://www.businesslive.co.za/bd/national/2015-04-14-statues-in-durban-are-%09defaced/
https://mg.co.za/article/2015-03-30-%09itd-be-more-useful-to-redefine-not-destroy-the-rhodes-statue/
https://mg.co.za/article/2015-03-30-%09itd-be-more-useful-to-redefine-not-destroy-the-rhodes-statue/
https://www.timeslive.co.za/news/south-%09africa/2015-03-19-rhodes-rage-shifts-%09up-a-gear/
https://www.timeslive.co.za/news/south-%09africa/2015-03-19-rhodes-rage-shifts-%09up-a-gear/
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/mar/20/students-attack-cecil-john-%09rhodes-statue-south-africa-university-cape-down-questions-race


190 
 

 rhodes-statue-south-africa-university-cape-down-questions-race [Accessed 2 

 August 2021]. 

 

Journal articles 

ADINOLFI, M.C. & IVANOVIC, M. 2015. „Recounting social tourism development in 

 South Africa‟. African Journal for Physical Health Education, Recreation and 

 Dance, Supplement 2, pp. 1-12. 

ASHBURNER, L., FERLIE, E. &. FITZGERALD, L. 1996. „Organisational 

 transformation and top-down change: The case of the NHS‟. British Journal of 

 Management 7 (1) pp. 1-16. 

AVERWEG, U.R. 2017. „Remembering Durban‟s famous battle of Congella‟. 

 Umlando 8, pp. 60–61. 

BAINES, G. 2009. „Site of struggle: The Freedom Park fracas and the divisive legacy 

 of South Africa‟s Border War/Liberation Struggle‟. Social Dynamics 35 (2), pp. 

 330-344. 

BENDIX, R. 2002. „Capitalizing on memories past, present, and future: Observations 

 on the intertwining of tourism and narration‟. Anthropological Theory 2(4), pp. 

 469-487. 

BENINCAMPI, I. 2018. „South African Colonial Architecture and the Case of Durban 

 City Hall: An Integration of Different European Architectural Cultures. The 

 Journal of Scientific Society 4, pp. 47-56.  

BENTON, G. M. 2009. „From principle to practice: Four conceptions of 

 interpretation‟. Journal of Interpretation Research 14 (1), pp. 7-31. 

BENTON, G. M. 2011. „Multiple goal conveyance in a state park interpretive boat 

 cruise‟. Journal of Interpretation Research 16 (2), pp. 7-21. 

https://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/mar/20/students-attack-cecil-john-%09rhodes-statue-south-africa-university-cape-down-questions-race


191 
 

BRIJ MAHARAJ, 1996. „The historical development of the apartheid local state in 

 South Africa: The case of Durban‟. International Journal of Urban and 

 Regional Research, 20 (4), pp. 587-600. 

BROCK-UTNE, B. 2009. „Introduction: Education for reconciliation and conflict 

 resolution‟. International Review of Education 55 (2), pp. 145–156 

BROWN, C. 2006. The Durban City Hall: From Empire to Democracy. KZ-NIA 

 Journal 3, pp. 2-3 

BUTLER, G. & ROGERSON, C.M. 2016. Inclusive local tourism development in 

 South Africa: Evidence from Dullstroom. Local Economy 3, pp. 264-281. 

BWASIRI, E. 2011. „The implications of the management of indigenous living 

 heritage: the case study of the Mongomi wa Kolo rock paintings world 

 heritage site, central Tanzania‟. The South African Archaeological Bulletin 66 

 (193), pp. 60-66. 

CHEONG, S. & MILLER, M. 2000. „Power and tourism: A Foucauldian observation‟. 

 Annals of Tourism Research 27(2), pp. 371-390. 

CHRONIS, A. 2012. „Between place and story: Gettysburg as tourism imaginary‟. 

 Annals of Tourism Research 39, pp. 1797-1816. 

COOPER, C. 2006. „Knowledge management and tourism‟. Annals of Tourism 

 Research 33, pp. 47-64. 

CORSANE, G. 2004. „Transforming museums and heritage in postcolonial and post-

 apartheid South Africa: The impact of processes of policy formulation and new 

 legislation‟. The International Journal of Anthropology, 48 (1), pp. 5-15. 

CRAVEN, M. 2015. „Between law and history: The Berlin conference of 1884-1885 

 and the logic of free trade‟. London Review of International Law 3 (1), pp. 31-

 59. 

DUBOW, S. 2008. „Smuts, the United Nations and the rhetoric of race and rights‟. 

 Journal of Contemporary History 43 (1), pp. 43–72 



192 
 

EDELHEIM, J. 2007. „Hidden messages: A polysemic reading of tourist brochures‟. 

 Journal of Vacation Marketing 13 (1), pp. 5-17. 

FAKUDE, G. 2010. „Cultural heritage tourism potential at six former American board 

 mission stations‟. Journal of Natal and Zulu History 28, pp. 78-91. 

FOLEY, M., & LENNON, J. 1996. „JFK and dark tourism: A fascination with 

 assassination‟. International Journal of Heritage Studies 2 (4), pp. 198-211. 

FRIEDRICH, M. & JOHNSTON, T. 2013. „Beauty versus tragedy: thanatourism and 

 the memorialisation of the 1994 Rwandan Genocide‟. Journal of Tourism and 

 Cultural Change 11 (4), pp. 302-320. 

FYALL, A., PRIDEAUX, B. & TIMOTHY, D. 2006. „War and tourism: An introduction‟. 

 International Journal of Tourism Research 8 (3), pp. 153-155. 

GOODRICH, A. & BOMBARDELLA, P. 2016. „What are statues good for? Winning 

 the battle or losing the battleground?‟ KOERS — Bulletin for Christian 

 Scholarship 81 (3), 1-10. 

GRAHAM, B. 2002. „Heritage as knowledge: capital or culture?‟ Urban Studies 39 

 (5), pp. 1003-1017. 

GRAY, S. 1988. „South African fiction and a case history revised: an account of 

 research into retellings of the John Ross story of early Natal‟. Research in 

 African Literatures 19 (4), pp. 455-476. 

GROBLER, J. 2008. „The impact of politics on heritage and cultural tourism in South 

 Africa‟. S.A. Tydskrift vir Kultuurgeskiedenis 22 (1), pp. 163-185. 

GRUNDLINGH, A.2001. A cultural conundrum? Old monuments in new regimes. 

 Radical History Review, 81, pp. 95-112. 

GUMEDE, K. 2019. „Heritage tourism as a strategy for the local economic 

 development in KwaZulu-Natal, South Africa‟. African Journal of Hospitality, 

 Tourism and Leisure 8 (3), pp. 1-15. 



193 
 

HAASBROEK, D. 1972. The struggle for political supremacy in Natal 1856-1896. 

 Historia 17 (1), pp. 47-56. 

HARDING, J. R. 1954. „History of the South African commission for the preservation 

 of natural and historical monuments, relics, and antiques in the union of South 

 Africa‟. The Journal of the Polynesian Society 63 (3), pp. 228-233. 

HARMS, R. 1979. Oral tradition and ethnicity. The Journal of Interdisciplinary History 

 10, pp. 61-85. 

HIGGINS-DESBIOLLES, F. 2006. „More than an „„industry‟‟: The forgotten power of 

 tourism as a social force‟. Tourism Management, pp.1192-1208. 

HUIZINGA, E., BUSH, L. & CHIANG, J. 2006. Durban: Twelve years into democracy 

 Francis Farewell Square memorial wall. KZ-NIA Journal 3, pp. 6-7 

HUNT, L., WHITE, D. & GAMMAGE, A. 2010. „Conservation of Durban‟s historical 

 monuments of commemoration‟. KZ-NIA Journal 2, pp. 10-12. 

JOPELA, A. 2010. „Traditional custodianship of rock art sites in central Mozambique: 

 a case study from Manica district‟. Studies in African Past 8, pp. 161-77.  

KALLEY, J. A. 1986. „Dick King: a modest hero‟. Natalia 16, pp. 39-44. 

KHAN, A., BIBI, S., LORENZO, A., LYU, J. & BABAR. Z. 2020. „Tourism and 

 development in developing economies: a policy implication perspective‟. 

 Sustainability 12, pp. 1-19. 

KHUMALO, T., SEBATLELO, P. & VAN DER MERWE C. D. 2014. „Who is a 

 heritage tourist?‟ a comparative study of Constitution Hill and the Hector 

 Pieterson Memorial and Museum, Johannesburg, South Africa‟. African 

 Journal of Hospitality, Tourism and Leisure 3 (1), pp. 1 – 13 

KONG, L. 2001. „Mapping „new‟ geographies of religion: Politics and poetics in 

 modernity‟. Progress in Human Geography 25, pp. 211-233. 

KOOPMAN; A. 2004. „The names and the naming of Durban‟. Natalia 34, pp. 70-87.  



194 
 

KOTZE, L.J. & VAN RENSBURG, L.J. 2003. „Legislative protection of cultural 

 resources: a South African perspective‟. QUT Law Review 3(1), pp. 1-20 

KZ-NIA, 2006. „Durban: Twelve years into democracy‟. Journal of the KwaZulu-Natal 

 Institute for Architecture Issue 3 (31), pp. 1-19 

LAMBERT, J. 1980. „Sir John Robinson, 1839–1903‟. Journal of Natal and Zulu 

 History 3(1), pp. 45-55 

LANKAUSKAS, G. 2006. „Sensuous (re)collections: The sight and taste of socialism 

 at Grūtas Statue Park, Lithuania‟. Senses & Society 1 (1), pp. 27-52. 

LONSDALE, F.M. 1981. „The battle of Congella‟. Military History Journal 5 (3), not 

 paginated. 

MACDONALD, S. 2006. „Undesirable heritage: Fascist material culture and historical 

 consciousness in Nuremberg‟. International Journal of Heritage Studies 12 

 (1), pp. 9-28. 

MAKHAOLA, L.J. & PROCHES, C.N.G. 2017. „The significance of domestic tourism 

 in Durban, South Africa‟. African Journal of Hospitality, Tourism and Leisure, 

 Volume 6 (4), pp. 1- 15. 

MARSCHALL, S. 2004. „Gestures of compensation: Post-apartheid monuments and 

 memorials‟. Transformation Critical Perspectives on Southern Africa 55 (1), 

 pp. 78-95. 

MARSCHALL, S. 2005. „Making money with memories: the fusion of heritage, 

 tourism and identity formation in South Africa‟. Historia 50 (1), pp. 103-122.  

MARSCHALL, S. 2005. „Negotiating public memory: The Dick King memorial in 

 Durban‟. Southern African Humanities 17 (1), pp. 81-99. 

MARSCHALL, S. 2008. „Ncome monument, and museum as “critical response”‟. 

 Museum Anthropology Review 2 (2), pp. 88-114. 



195 
 

MARSCHALL, S. 2012. „Personal memory tourism and a wider exploration of the 

 tourism-memory nexus‟. Journal of Tourism and Cultural Change 10 (4), pp. 

 321-335. 

MARSCHALL, S. 2012. „Sustainable heritage tourism: The Inanda heritage route and 

 the 2010 FIFA world cup‟. Journal of Sustainable Tourism 20 (5), pp. 721-736 

MARSCHALL, S. 2017. „Monuments and affordance: Multisensory bodily 

 engagements with the landscape of memory in South Africa‟. Cahiers 

 d‘Études africaines 3, pp. 671-689 

MARSCHALL, S. 2017. „Targeting statues: Monument „vandalism‟ as an expression 

 of socio-political protest in South Africa‟. African Studies Review 60 (3), pp. 

 203-219. 

MARSCHALL, S. 2019. „The long shadow of apartheid: A critical assessment of 

 heritage transformation in South Africa 25 years on‟. International Journal of 

 Heritage Studies 25 (2), pp. 1-15.  

MCGARR, P.M. 2015. „The viceroys are disappearing from the roundabouts in Delhi: 

 British symbols of power in post-colonial India‟. Modern Asian Studies 49 (3), 

 pp. 787-831. 

MCGREGOR, J. & SCHUMAKER, L. 2006. „Heritage in southern Africa: Imagining 

 and marketing public culture and history‟. Journal of Southern African Studies 

 32 (4), pp. 649-665. 

MESKELL, L. & SCHEERMEYER, C. 2008. „Heritage as therapy: Set pieces from 

 the new South Africa‟. Journal of Material Culture 13 (2), pp. 153-173. 

MESKELL, L. 2002. „Negative heritage and past mastering in archaeology‟. 

 Archaeological Quarterly 75 (3), pp. 557-574. 

MEZIROW, J. 1997. „Transformative learning: Theory to practice‟. New Directions for 

 Adult and Continuing Education 74, pp. 5-12. 



196 
 

MILSTEIN, T. 2013. „Communicating „normalcy‟ in Israel: Intra/intercultural paradox 

 and interpretations in tourism discourse‟. Journal of Tourism and Cultural 

 Change 11 (1–2), pp. 73-91. 

MKHIZE, S. 2002. „Walking a minefield: Museums and representations of 

 contemporary political conflict in KwaZulu-Natal‟. South African Museums 

 Association Bulletin 28 (1), pp. 32-35. 

MOGALE, T. & ODEKU, K. 2018. „Transformative tourism legislation: An impetus for 

 socioeconomic development in South Africa‟. African Journal of Hospitality, 

 Tourism and Leisure 7 (3), pp. 1-16. 

MOKOENA, N. 2017. „Community involvement and heritage management in rural 

 South Africa‟. Journal of Community Archaeology and Heritage 4 (3), pp. 189-

 202. 

NDLOVU, M. 2013. „The production and consumption of cultural villages in South 

 Africa: a decolonial epistemic perspective‟. Africanus 43 (2), pp. 51-63. 

NDLOVU, N. 2009. „Access to rock art sites: A right or a qualification?‟ South African 

 Archaeological Bulletin 64 (189), pp. 61–68. 

NDLOVU, N. 2011. „Legislation as an instrument in South African heritage 

 management: Is it effective?‟ Conservation and Management of 

 Archaeological Sites 13 (1), pp. 31-57. 

NOOR, K.B. 2008. Case Study: A Strategic Research Methodology. American 

Journal of Applied Sciences 5 (11), pp. 1602-1604. 

NZAMA, T.A. 2010. „Challenges of sustainable rural tourism development in 

 KwaZulu-Natal‟. Inkanyiso 2 (1), pp. 44-53. 

OLIVER, E. 2019. „Religious Afrikaners, Irreligious in Conflicts. HTS Teologiese 

 Studies/Theological Studies 75 (1), pp. 1-7. 

PARK, S.E., MARSHALL, N.A., JAKKU, E., DOWDD, A.M., HOWDEN, S.M., 

 MENDHAMF, E. & FLEMING, A. 2012). „Informing adaptation responses to 



197 
 

 climate change through theories of transformation‟. Global Environmental 

 Change 22 (1), pp. 115-126.  

PETERS, W. 2004. „New monuments of commemoration in KwaZulu-Natal‟. KZ-NIA 

 Journal 1, pp. 16-17. 

PIETERSE, E. 2006. „Building with ruins and dreams: Some thoughts on realising 

 integrated urban development in South Africa through crisis‟. Urban Studies 

 43 (2), pp. 285-304. 

RAPOO, C. 2016. „Performance and the economies of cultural heritage festivals in 

 Botswana‟. Botswana Notes and Records 48, pp. 351-361. 

ROGERSON, C.M. 2014. Rethinking slum tourism: Tourism in South Africa‟s rural 

 slumlands. Bulletin of Geography: Socio-Economic Series 26, pp. 19-34. 

ROGERSON, C.M. 2015. „The uneven geography of business tourism in South 

 Africa‟. South African Geographical Journal 97, pp. 183-202. 

SEATON, A.V. 1996. „Guided by the dark: From thanatopsis to thanatourism‟. 

 International Journal of Heritage Studies 2 (4), pp. 234-44. 

SHARMA, P., CHARAK, N. & KUMAR, R. 2018. „Sustainable tourism development 

 and peace: A local community approach‟. Journal of Hospitality Application & 

 Research 13 (1), pp. 37-57. 

SHARPLEY, R. & GAHIGANA, I. 2014. „Tourist experiences of genocide sites: The 

 case of Rwanda‟. The Business of Tourism 13, pp. 61-78. 

STAUB, E. 2006. „Reconciliation after genocide, mass killing, or intractable conflict: 

 Understanding the roots of violence, psychological recovery, and steps toward 

 a general theory‟. Political Psychology 27 (6), pp. 867-894 

SWANSON, M. 1984. „The fate of the natives - black Durban and African ideology‟. 

 Natalia 14, pp. 59-68. 



198 
 

TAN, K.K. & CHOY, C. 2019. „Re-interpreting heritage: viewing the Malay 

 peninsula‟s colonial-era missionary monuments as public art‟. Journal of 

 Heritage Tourism 15 (5), pp. 1-16. 

TLILI, H.T. & AMARA, D. 2016. „Towards emotional experience and place 

 attachment as tourist satisfaction attributes‟. Journal of Business & Economic 

 Policy 3 (3), pp. 108-119.  

TOMASELLI, K.G. & WANG, C. 2001. „Selling myths, not culture: Authenticity and 

 cultural tourism‟. Tourism Forum Southern Africa 1, pp. 23-33. 

TWYMAN, L.J. 1991. „Port Natal harbour and the colonial politics of natal 1894-1897. 

 Historia 36 (2), pp. 5-16. 

VENTER, D. 2011. „Battlefield tourism in the South African context‟. African Journal 

 of Hospitality, Tourism and Leisure 1 (3), pp. 1-5. 

VILJOEN, J. & HENAMA, U.S. 2017. „Growing heritage tourism and social cohesion 

 in South Africa‟. African Journal of Hospitality, Tourism and Leisure 6 (4), pp. 

 1-15. 

WINTER, C. 2012. „Commemorating the great war on the Somme: Exploring 

 personal connections‟. Journal of Tourism and Cultural Change 10 (3), pp. 

 248-263. 

WORDEN, N. 2009. „The changing politics of slave heritage in the Western Cape, 

 South Africa‟. The Journal of African History 50 (1), pp. 23-40. 

ZHUANG, X., YAO, Y. & LI, J. 2019. „Sociocultural impacts of tourism on residents of 

 world cultural heritage sites in China‟. Sustainability 11 (3), pp. 1-19. 

 

Interviews 

DEVEREUX, R. 2020. Interview by Nhlanhla Nkobi, 2 October, Virtual.  

GAMMAGE, A. 2020. Interview by Nhlanhla Nkobi, 22 September, Virtual.  



199 
 

MADIKIZELA, A. 2020. Interview by Nhlanhla Nkobi, 3 December, Virtual.  

MANETSI, T. 2020. Interviewed by Nhlanhla Nkobi, 8 October, Virtual 

MULAUDZI, A. 2020. Interview by Nhlanhla Nkobi, 13 October, Virtual. 

NDIMA, V. 2020. Interview by Nhlanhla Nkobi, 22 September, Virtual. 

NEL, J. 2021. Interviewed by Nhlanhla Nkobi, 12 February, Virtual 

NGCOBO, T. 2020. Interview by Nhlanhla Nkobi, 6 October, Virtual.  

NKHASI-LESAOANA, M. 2020. Interviewed by Nhlanhla Nkobi, 9 October, Virtual. 

NZIMANDE, S. 2020.  Interview by Nhlanhla Nkobi, 13 October, Virtual. 

SHONGWE, V. 2020. Interview by Nhlanhla Nkobi, 4 November, Virtual. 

TIFFLIN, W. 2020. Interview by Nhlanhla Nkobi, 29 September, Virtual. 

 

Other 

BORNMAN, E. 2013. “The rainbow nation versus the colours of the rainbow: Nation-

 building versus diversity in post-apartheid South Africa with some notes on 

 the role of the media”, Inaugural lecture, University of South Africa. 

BRAMDEOW, S. 1988. “Henry Francis Fynn and the Fynn community in Natal 1824 

 – 1988”, Masters thesis, University of Natal, Pietermaritzburg. 

BREISINGER, C. & DIAO, X. 2008. “Economic transformation in theory and practice: 

 what are the messages for Africa?”, Discussion Paper 797, International Food 

 Policy Research Institute, Washington DC. 

BROOKS, G. 2012. “Heritage as a driver for development: Its contribution to 

 sustainable tourism in contemporary society”, ICOMOS 17th General 

 Assembly, Paris, France. 



200 
 

BROWN, K., O‟NEILL, S. & FABRICIUS, C. 2013. “Social science understandings of 

 transformation”, World Social Science Report, UNESCO, OECD, Paris. 

DAVIDS, E. 2008. “A theoretical analysis of the development of tourist guiding in 

 South Africa”, Masters dissertation, Cape Peninsula University of Technology, 

 Cape Town.  

DHUPELIA, U. 1980. “Frederick Robert Moor and native affairs in the colony of 

 Natal, 1893 to 1903”, Masters dissertation, University of Durban-Westville, 

 Durban.  

GILSON, J. F. 2015. “An exploration into inspiration in heritage interpretation through 

 virtual world café”, Doctoral thesis, Royal Roads University, Victoria, British 

 Columbia, Canada. 

GOKOOL, S. 1994. “Portrayal of „Indian culture‟ in the electronic media: A case 

 study of „impressions‟”. Masters thesis, University of Natal, Durban. 

JACOBS, M. 2014. “Contested monuments in a changing heritage landscape. The 

 interface between the Voortrekker monument and Freedom Park, //hapo 

 museum, Pretoria”, Masters thesis, University of KwaZulu Natal, 

 Pietermaritzburg. 

JONKER, J.A. 2004. “The strategic identification and integration of critical success 

 factors to achieve. International competitiveness for South Africa as a tourism 

 destination”. Doctoral thesis, University of Pretoria, Pretoria.  

KRUGER, D.P. 1994. “Colonial Natal, 1838 to 1880: The making of a South African 

 settlement system”, Doctoral thesis, Louisiana State University, Louisiana.  

LAMBERT, J. 1975. “Sir John Robinson and responsible government, 1863-1897: 

 The making of the first prime minister of Natal”, Doctoral thesis, University of 

 Natal, Pietermaritzburg. 

LOGIN, E.A. 2014. “Set in stone?: War memorialisation as a long-term and 

 continuing process in the United Kingdom, France, and the United States of 

 America”, Doctoral thesis, University of Birmingham, Birmingham. 



201 
 

MACDONALD, A. 2007. “Strangers in a strange land undesirables and border-

 controls in colonial Durban, 1897- c.1910”, Masters thesis, University of 

 KwaZulu-Natal, Pietermaritzburg. 

MAGWAZA, T. 1993. “Orality and its cultural expression in some Zulu traditional 

 ceremonies”, Masters thesis, University of Natal, Durban. 

MAKHAOLA, L.J. 2015. “The challenges of promoting domestic tourism in Durban”, 

 Masters dissertation, University of Kwazulu-Natal, Durban. 

MANETSI, T. 2017. “state-prioritised heritage: governmentality, heritage 

 management and the prioritisation of liberation heritage in post-colonial South 

 Africa”, Doctoral thesis, University of Cape Town, Cape Town.  

MKHIZE, S.M. 2015. “Class consciousness, non-racialism and political pragmatism: 

 A political biography of Henry Selby Msimang, 1886 – 1982”, Doctoral thesis 

 University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg, South Africa. 

MOELLER, M. 2005. “Battlefield tourism in South Africa with special reference to 

 Isandlwana and Rorke`s drift KwaZulu-Natal”, Masters thesis, University of 

 Pretoria, Pretoria. 

MOGALE, P. T. 2019. “A legal perspective of tourism as an impetus for socio-

 economic transformation in South Africa”, Masters mini-dissertation, 

 University of Limpopo, Turfloop. 

MOODLEY, P. 2013. “Cultural tourism in Durban, a mechanism to encourage the 

 development of local communities”, Masters thesis, University of Pretoria, 

 Pretoria. 

MORRISSEY, C.D. 2015. “Fugitive queens: Amakhosikazi and the continuous 

 evolution of gender and power in KwaZulu-Natal (1816-1889)”, Bachelors 

 Thesis, University of Oregon, Oregon  

NXUMALO, N. 2017. “Enhancing disaster risk reduction processes through the 

 nexus of indigenous knowledge and community participation: a case study of 



202 
 

 Umshwathi Local Municipality”, Masters dissertation, University of KwaZulu-

 Natal, Pietermaritzburg. 

RAMOSHABA, K. 2016. “Comparing the authenticity of African and domestic 

 tourists‟ experience : The case of Constitution Hill cultural heritage site in 

 Johannesburg”, Masters thesis, University of Johannesburg, Johannesburg.  

THABETHE, S. 2000. “Laws and regulations affecting the powers of chiefs in the 

 Natal and Zululand regions, 1875-1910: A historical examination”, Masters 

 dissertation, University of Natal, Pietermaritzburg. 

VAN ZYL, C. 2005. “The role of tourism in the conversation of cultural heritage with 

 particular relevance for South Africa”, Doctoral thesis, University of 

 Stellenbosch, Stellenbosch.  

YOUN, S. 2014. “The impact of the colonial architectural heritage on South Korean‟s 

 national identity”, Doctoral thesis, University of Surrey, England. 

YUILL, S. M. 2003. “Dark tourism: understanding visitor motivation at sites of death 

 and disaster”, Masters thesis, Texas A&M University, Texas. 

ZAIDAH, Z. 2003. “An investigation into the effects of discipline-specific knowledge, 

 proficiency and genre on reading comprehension and strategies of Malaysia 

 ESP students”, Doctoral thesis, University of Reading, England. 

 

***** 

 

 

 

 

 



203 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ANNEXURE A 

Research approval letter – KwaZulu-Natal Amafa and Research Institute 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



204 
 

 



205 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ANNEXURE B 

Research approval letter – Tourism KwaZulu-Natal 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



206 
 

 



207 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ANNEXURE C 

Research approval letter – eThekwini Metropolitan Municipality 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



208 
 

 



209 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ANNEXURE D 

Research approval letter – Durban Tourism 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



210 
 

 



211 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ANNEXURE E 

Decolonization of Public Places Movement letter to eThekwini Metropolitan 

Municipality 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



212 
 

 


