
NATIVE TAXES 
NOT TOO HIGH

. .  Da t
Mrs. Deneys Reitz

^■JOHANNESBURG, Friday.
Mrs. Deneys Reitz, M.P., who this 

morning refuted the statement thaw 
native taxation was too high, elabor
ated on her point in an interview with 
Renter this afternoon . and quoted 
some interesting figures not published 
hitherto.

The direct taxation payable by na
tives consisted of a general tax of £1 
a year payable by every m a l e  native 
between the ages of 18 and 65 >ears 
and a local tax of 10s. a hut a year 
payable by the occupier for every hut 
or dwelling in a rural native location 
or reserve. The latter tax was not 
payable in respect of land held on
quitrent tenure. .

Three-fifths of the general tax went 
to the consolidated revenue fund while 
the remaining two-fifths was paid into 
the native trust fund for education and
native development. •

The proceeds of the local tax and 
quitrent collected within their respec
tive areas of jurisdiction were paid to 
the various native local councils estab
lished throughout the Union, while 
the local tax and quitrent collected, m 
areas in which there was rio native 
local council was paid to the trust 
fund.

STATUTORY GRAHT
In addition to the amounts credited 

to the natiye development account (the 
trust described above), that account 
also received a statutory grant or 
£340,000 a year from the Union 
revenue, which formed part of the 
grants to Provincial Councils tor 
native education.

The following figures for the last 
financial year (1935-36) should, she 
thought, be a fairly convincing reply 
to the statement that the native got 
little or no return for the heavy bur- 1 
den of direct taxation:— . I

Revenue: General tax, £1,275,166; 
local tax and quitrent, £273,699; total 
revenue, £1,548,865.

Expenditure : Grants to provinces for 
native education, £672,784; agricul
tural education, £36,4^9; equipment,

I livestock and buildings, £5,611; irrjga- 
tion and- boring operations, £4,581; 
grants to hospitals,£8,193; payments 
to native local councils, £208,634; dip-J 

ping of stock, £28,855; roads, bridge 
and irrigation, £1,610; location fenc, 
ing, £1,216; miscellaneous, £1,461 
total, £969,424.

To this had to be added the cost o. 
administering the Native Affairs De 
partment in the interests of th( 
native,* which amounted to £467,488 
the purchase of land for native settle . 
ment, amounting to £68,371; special] 
grants for the relief of distress, 
£50,000, making a total of expenditure 
of £1,555,283.

DEBIT BALANCE.
This left a debit balance of about 

£7,000, which had to be made good by 
Parliament. Then there was a further 
additional item voted by Parliament 
for anti-soil erosion, the actual amount 
spent on the reclamation of native re
serves being £36,595.

This year the Union was spending 
far more and Parliament had voted 
additional sums of £35,000 for educa
tion and £1,000,000 for the purchase 
and development of land and the 
amount they received from native taxes 
would not nearly meet the expenditure 
they were incurring.

The position was that today the 
white population was spending nearly 
as much again as the natives them
selves had paid in any taxation, con
cluded Mrs. Reitz.—Reuter.

(See page 13, columns 1 and 2.)
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