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    ‘History attains coherence and drama only in hindsight.’


    – Michael Wolff


    ‘History has to be rewritten every generation because although the past does not change, the present does.’


    – Christopher Hill


    ‘The function of history is to put wisdom and experience at the disposal of each generation.’


    – CW de Kiewiet
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    Preface


    In the end, it hinged on a mere seven votes. If seven more MPs had voted in favour of neutrality, the destiny of South Africa might have been different. At the conclusion of a tense debate in the all-white House of Assembly on Monday 4 September 1939, the faction within the ruling Fusion government led by General JC Smuts had unexpectedly defeated the supporters of the prime minister, General JBM Hertzog, by 80 votes to 67, a majority of 13. The decision by seven MPs to abandon Hertzog was to change the course of the country’s history.


    That the debate in Cape Town took place one day after Great Britain had declared war on Adolf Hitler’s Germany was itself a quirk of fortune. The German poet Friedrich Schiller was one who believed there is no such thing as chance: ‘What seems to us mere accident springs from the deepest source of destiny,’ he proclaimed. Yet it was accident rather than fate that brought South Africa’s parliamentarians hastening back from their homes and farms to the Cape, compelling them to make a choice of historic consequence for their constituents, and for us, the generations that followed after them.


    When South Africa’s Parliament was prorogued in early June 1939, the threat of war hung heavily over Europe, causing those who were aware of the rapidly deteriorating international climate to speculate fearfully over what the country’s immediate future might hold. Hertzog’s Fusion government, an uneasy marriage of convenience between Afrikaner and English-speaking interests, held together largely through the determination and capacity for compromise of its deputy leader, Smuts. He, like the prime minister, had been tiptoeing carefully around the war issue for some time. Whenever the question was asked what South Africa might do if Britain were to go to war with Germany, Hertzog would carefully sidestep it and answer that the choice would be left to Parliament.


    In World War One (WWI, 1914–1918), the country’s constitutional status had been different. As an imperial Dominion, neutrality was not an option for the Union of South Africa, which had been formed in 1910. In 1931, that was changed by the passage of the Statute of Westminster, which established the legislative independence of Britain’s self-governing Dominions (at the time consisting of Canada, Australia, New Zealand, South Africa, the Irish Free State and Newfoundland). South Africa could henceforth decide its own fate.


    In September 1938, as an increasingly aggressive Hitler threatened neighbouring Czechoslovakia with invasion, Hertzog kept insisting that South Africa’s existing relationships with other nations would remain unaffected by any outbreak of hostilities in Europe. He also browbeat a quiescent cabinet into agreeing in principle with his neutral stance. Yet, in order to preserve the uneasy peace within his government, Hertzog never made the cabinet’s decision public, and Smuts never had cause to repudiate it. Both men concurred, however, that if war came, it would be up to Parliament to decide.


    Whenever Parliament was not in session, members of the House and Senate were scattered far and wide. Their dispersion had given rise to fears among MPs supportive of Empire that if war in Europe were to break out while they were away from Cape Town in 1939, Hertzog might deliberately dilly-dally about recalling Parliament until neutrality had become a fait accompli. And that might well have happened had it not been realised, in mid-August, that the five-year term of South Africa’s Senate would run out on 5 September. Under the constitution, without the assent of the upper house, any subsequent decision by Parliament would be ultra vires.


    Made aware of the looming impasse, Smuts hastened to alert Hertzog, who was rusticating peacefully on his Orange Free State farm. Both men knew instinctively that, given the highly charged emotions on either side of the war issue, civil conflict between whites was always a real possibility. And so Parliament was hastily reconvened for a single purpose – to prolong the life of the Senate for a further 12 months.


    On Saturday 2 September, as MPs assembled in the Mother City for an exercise in legislative rubber-stamping, the news broke of Hitler’s invasion of Poland the previous day. There was now only one question on everyone’s mind: was South Africa, as a Dominion within the Commonwealth, constitutionally and honour-bound to support Britain and plunge into another far-off foreign war, or could the country stay out of the conflict? In these fraught circumstances, the assembled parliamentarians found themselves faced with the momentous choice: was it to be neutrality or war?


    The eventual outcome of the slim, 13-vote margin in the House of Assembly in favour of war accurately reflected the narrow division of opinion between English- and Afrikaans-speakers, the only tribes directly represented in the South African Parliament. Given the country’s turbulent past, both sides were aware that entering the war on Britain’s side for the second time in a quarter century was likely to have unforeseen and wide-ranging internal consequences. And so it proved. The outcome of the war vote not only put an abrupt end to Fusion, the decade-and-a-half-long attempt by Hertzog and Smuts to repair the long-standing breach at the heart of white politics, but it caused ruptures within Afrikanerdom itself that were never properly to heal. It also galvanised South Africa’s black African, coloured and Indian communities, who had been given no direct say in the war debate. And it provoked the African majority, during the early 1940s, to stand up meaningfully for the first time in the history of black nationalist politics and begin taking matters into its own hands.


    It was in the economic and social spheres, however, that the most profound impact of South Africa’s involvement in World War Two (WWII) was felt. Although mining remained the bedrock of the economy, manufacturing grew exponentially to meet wartime demands. South Africa became a leading supplier of strategic minerals to Britain and the US, and the Cape sea route became a significant supply line for munitions, clothing, food and other essentials for the Allied forces in North Africa and Asia.


    Industrial expansion drew ever more people of colour into the economy, and into the cities and towns. By 1946, there were more blacks than whites in urban South Africa.1 Many of these incomers settled in squatter communities on urban fringes, making nonsense of separatist theories that blacks could be confined to their own rural backwaters and prevented from becoming a permanent presence in towns. But as the informal economy in and around the shanty settlements flourished, so too did violence and crime, providing plenty of encouragement to segregationist planners. As racial divisions within the country’s labour force grew sharper, African workers formed themselves into trade unions, and embarked on frequent boycotts and strikes.


    During the early war years, Dr AB Xuma began to revive and reorganise the almost moribund African National Congress (ANC), formed to assert the equal rights of all individuals to a common citizenship, irrespective of colour. In 1944, the ANC formed a Youth League, in which young firebrands such as Anton Lembede, Nelson Mandela and Jordan Ngubane called for the eradication of all racial discrimination. At the United Nations (UN) in New York in 1946, Xuma skilfully exploited international concern over the Smuts government’s colour policies to oppose the incorporation of the former German South West Africa into the Union. Together with a soon-to-be-independent India, he was able to thwart Smuts and negate much of the goodwill generated by South Africa’s contribution to the Allied victory in the war.


    WWII further deepened the divisions between South Africa’s two million whites. As in WWI, the country’s war leader this time, Smuts, found himself having to fight on two fronts. The most radical of dissident Afrikaners formed themselves into paramilitary groups such as the Ossewabrandwag, whose membership at its peak in 1941 comfortably exceeded the number of Union Defence Force (UDF) soldiers in uniform, and whose aim was to hamper the war effort.


    To reduce the shortage of skilled labour, the government relaxed the pass laws and eased the rigidity of the job colour bar, rendering the divining lines between white and black communities more porous.2 Fears of interracial violence drew cries from Nationalist politicians that race relations were building up to a crisis that only stricter segregation could avert. While Smuts lamented, in 1942, that segregation had ‘fallen on evil days’ (perhaps meaning that it hadn’t worked in practice), National Party (NP) leader DF Malan and social engineers such as HF Verwoerd countered that apartheid (apartness or separation) along racial lines was a panacea for social peace and the preservation of white ‘civilisation’.


    As Saul Dubow has observed, ‘it was the war that shook up established certainties and lent the 1940s its remarkable sense of fluidity and flux’. Parliament’s narrow decision brought to the surface an ‘explosive cocktail of political poisons’, but it also gave a powerful stimulus to fresh thought and competing visions of a better future for all races. These ideas were widely aired in a politically charged atmosphere in which new plans germinated and took root, yet often only shallowly and temporarily.3


    Seven Votes aims to recount, for a modern readership, this seminal time in South Africa’s history, which began with the fateful war vote and ended with the fall of the Smuts government and the tightening of racial segregation in 1948. It was a period alive with hope, offering the tantalising prospect of a transition towards a fairer, common society, but destined to end in despair by the advent of apartheid in 1948.


    The book describes the impact of WWII on South Africa’s people, recounts some of the passions it unleashed, and assesses its effects on politics and race relations. In so doing, it revives memories of some of the larger-than-life characters who bestrode those tumultuous times. And, in considering the impetus the war gave to the two powerful nationalisms – Afrikaner and African – that fought for supremacy in the second half of the 20th century, it reminds us how the absence of a mere seven votes changed South Africa forever.


    Note on terminology: The terms ‘native’ and ‘coloured’ did not have the pejorative meaning during the years covered in this book that they have today. I have used, therefore, the racial terms that were in use at the time.
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    The Principals


    In the spring of 1939, war came to South Africa with a disconcerting suddenness. Though storm clouds had been gathering over Europe since Hitler came to power in Germany six years earlier, the Munich Agreement of September 1938 had brought fresh hope that hostilities might somehow be averted. ‘Peace in our time,’ as British prime minister Neville Chamberlain described the agreement, might spare South Africa from having to decide – for the second time in only 25 years – whether or not to take up arms on the British side.


    Three exceptionally tough-minded and resilient politicians were at the forefront of the parliamentary drama that played itself out in Cape Town during the war vote in early September 1939. They were the prime minister of the Union, JBM Hertzog, his deputy, Jan Smuts, and the leader of the Purified National Party, DF Malan. A fourth key member of the cast was the governor-general of South Africa, Sir Patrick Duncan, who enters our story later.


    Hertzog


    By late 1939, James Barry Munnik Hertzog had been prime minister of South Africa for a decade and a half. Four years older than his former arch-foe Smuts, Hertzog was born in 1866 in Wellington, near Cape Town, in the Boland region of the Cape Colony. Although unaware of it until after becoming premier, he was named after a woman – the famous Dr James Barry (1795–1865), attached to British forces at the Cape, who had passed for a man throughout her medical career. A Mrs Munnik who had married into the Hertzog family was so grateful for her treatment by Dr Barry that she christened her son James Barry Munnik, in honour of the doctor who had saved her life. The name Barry Munnik had passed down from one generation of Hertzogs to another.1


    Barry Hertzog was a farmer’s son, the fifth of twelve children. During the agricultural depression of the 1860s, his penurious father was forced to move his large family to Kimberley, where he established a butchery and bakery and made enough money to give his children a decent education. As a pupil in Kimberley, the young Barry formed a dislike of the children of immigrant diggers, especially those from Britain. After school, he was sent to Victoria College, Stellenbosch, to study law, at which he proved to be a good student. In 1892, he was able to further his studies in Holland, gaining a doctorate in law from the University of Amsterdam.2 Returning to the Cape after brief diversions to the Sorbonne and Bonn,3 he married and immediately took his new wife to Johannesburg, where he practised as a lawyer until appointed to the bench of the Orange Free State in 1895, at the tender age of 29.


    Smuts


    Jan Christiaan Smuts was born on a Swartland farm, at Riebeek West, near Wellington, in 1870. As a boy, he was only sent to school at the age of 12, after the sudden death of his elder brother. Quickly catching up and surpassing his fellow pupils, the young Smuts went to Stellenbosch in 1886 to matriculate and thereafter to further his studies at Victoria College. A brilliant student with a wide range of intellectual interests, he won a scholarship to Cambridge University, where his distinguished law tutor described him as the brightest student he had ever taught.


    Turning his back on a legal career in Britain, Smuts opened a practice in Cape Town and became an enthusiastic supporter of Cape premier Cecil John Rhodes. Deeply disillusioned by Rhodes’s duplicity over the Jameson Raid (1895–1896), however, the ambitious would-be politician decided he no longer had a future in the Cape. He resolved to move to the Transvaal republic, despite his misgivings about its elderly president, Paul Kruger. It was not long before Kruger became aware of the bright young Afrikaner’s abilities and, bending the rules, appointed him as state attorney of the Transvaal at the age of only 28. Smuts was at Kruger’s right hand during the president’s negotiations with Britain’s arch-imperialist envoy, Sir Alfred Milner, the failure of which led to the Anglo-Boer War of 1899–1902.


    Paths diverge


    The career paths of Hertzog and Smuts ran in close parallel during the Anglo-Boer War, with both becoming generals in the Boer forces and leading commando raids into the Cape Colony, during which they frequently collaborated on tactics.4 At the peace talks in Vereeniging, they were both legal advisers to the Assembly of the People and helped to draft the treaty that ended the almost-three-year-long conflict.5


    Shortly after Vereeniging, however, the pair began to differ over how best to bring South Africa’s two white tribes together into one united nation. During the war, Smuts had grown close to the easy-going and conciliatory Boer leader, Louis Botha, while Hertzog venerated the Free State president, MT Steyn, the ageing and ailing bittereinder (bitter-ender) widely regarded as the uncompromising guardian of Afrikaner integrity.6 Botha and Smuts were of a mind that, having lost the war, Afrikaners had to ‘forgive and forget’ and forge a new future together with their fellow English-speakers within the protective embrace of the British Empire.


    For the single-minded Hertzog, on the other hand, the defeat of the Boers by the British ‘was a scar that would never heal’.7 He resented the encroachment of English customs and culture on his people’s way of life, the denigration of Afrikaners by the newspapers, and the high-handed attitude of British officials, from Milner downwards, who often treated Afrikaners as if they were foreigners in their own country. Although he realised that Afrikaner independence could not be regained by force, he never lost his determination to regain it by other means.


    Language


    For Hertzog, the key issue was language – the Afrikaners’ most precious heritage and badge of identity. In 1907, while minister of education in the self-governing Orange River Colony, he introduced compulsory mother-tongue education for schoolchildren in the first four grades, followed by bilingual instruction in English and Dutch thereafter. His policy caused resentment among the few English-speaking teachers in the colony, and an outcry in the neighbouring Transvaal, where parents were able to choose their children’s language of instruction. Botha and Smuts viewed Hertzog’s policy with concern, believing it was impractical and would endanger the good relations they were seeking to build with the British. In the Cape and Natal, the Free Stater was accused – unreasonably – of ‘racialism’.8


    At the National Convention of 1908–1909, Hertzog succeeded in having the principle of bilingualism entrenched in clause 137 of the proposed new Union constitution. This meant, as Hermann Giliomee points out, that Afrikaans had to be heard in Parliament, the civil service, schools and universities, and in business.9 But ‘Hertzogism’ quickly became a bogey for English-speakers, which was not fair on Hertzog, because he was not seeking a position of dominance for Afrikaans but rather a partnership of the two language groups based on full equality.10


    Not friends


    After the coming of Union in 1910, Hertzog was offered the post of minister of justice in Louis Botha’s ‘catch-all’ South African Party (SAP) government – an uneasy coalition of Afrikaner nationalists and English imperialists.11 Neither man had much time for the other. Botha regarded the better-educated Free Stater as narrow-minded and inward-looking, while Hertzog, for his part, had been suspicious of Botha’s British leanings ever since Vereeniging and looked down on him as being weak and unprincipled.12 As the Union’s new prime minister, Botha would have much preferred to exclude Hertzog from the cabinet, but felt unable to do so in the interests of reconciliation and nation-building.


    Botha tried to buy off Hertzog with a judgeship, but the obdurate Bloemfontein lawyer wasn’t having it: instead, he reluctantly accepted a post in the cabinet. With Afrikaans beginning to replace Dutch, the language question frequently gave rise to tensions within the new government. Another divisive issue was South Africa’s relationship with Britain. Not long after Union, Hertzog gave a speech to his constituents at Smithfield in the Orange Free State in which he insisted that, while constitutionally bound to Britain, South Africa should put her own interests first and be free to determine her own destiny.13 This contradicted the view of Botha and Smuts, who were concerned that Hertzog’s policy of ‘South Africa First’ might become a case of ‘South Africa Alone’. At Germiston in 1911, Hertzog went even further, declaring that (white) South Africa comprised two ‘streams’ rather than one, a stance that further alienated English-speakers.


    Strangely for so controlled and generally courteous an individual, Hertzog could be excitable and often let his tongue run away with him on public platforms.14 In another speech at Smithfield he declared that the government should seek to make the Afrikaner (by which he meant every white whose primary loyalty was to South Africa) the baas (boss) in his own country. At De Wildt, a small town near Rustenburg, he declared in late 1912 that he was not one of those who talked of conciliation and loyalty: ‘They are idle words which deceive no one. I have always said, I do not know what this conciliation means.’15 This was grist to the mill of those who derided the Free Stater as a hater of all things English.


    Botha resigns


    The die had now been cast. After De Wildt, it was obvious that Botha, Smuts and Hertzog could no longer soldier on in the same cabinet. Matters came to a head when Sir George Leuchars, Natal’s representative in the cabinet, resigned in protest at Hertzog’s remarks, whereupon Botha handed in his own resignation to the governor-general, who promptly invited him to form a new government. Leuchars and Hertzog were notable exclusions from the cabinet.


    Hertzog’s supporters in the colony rallied behind him, however, as did Afrikaners in the Cape and the Transvaal. At the SAP’s national conference in Cape Town, the Free State leader proposed a vote of no confidence in Botha and was able to muster 90 supporters out of 221 Members of Parliament (MPs). In January 1914, the dissidents came together in Bloemfontein to found the National Party (NP), with Hertzog as leader.16 The new party immediately set about distancing itself as far as possible from the SAP of Botha and Smuts.


    The Nationalists’ manifesto stipulated that the British and Dutch in South Africa should form one united nation, but that ‘history, religion and morals’ were to be kept separate. The interests of South Africa would come before those of any other country, and there was to be no racial mixing: black people should be confined to areas already laid down in the Natives Land Act of 1913.


    Unfortunate timing


    The outbreak of war in August 1914 could not have come at a more awkward time for Botha and Smuts. The wounds of the Anglo-Boer War were still raw when the new Union was called on to fight on Britain’s side in the war against the Kaiser’s Germany. White South Africa was a house divided: to English-speakers, there was no argument but that the country had to do its duty and respond positively to the King’s call. Boer-Afrikaners, on the other hand, had no desire and felt no obligation to take up arms on behalf of a hated enemy who had left their republics in ruins. Having no doubts himself about where the country’s duty – and honour – lay, Botha offered to free up the imperial troops still helping to preserve peace and security in South Africa and replace them with soldiers of the new UDF. Shortly thereafter, he was asked by Britain to seize the strategic harbours of Lüderitzbucht and Swakopmund in neighbouring German South West Africa, and to dismantle radio communications and overcome the German forces defending the territory.


    Without putting the matter before Parliament, which was not in session at the time, Botha and his defence minister, Smuts, committed the tiny UDF and the volunteers of the Active Citizen Force (ACF) to South Africa’s first military foray beyond its borders. Many Afrikaners, some of whom had emigrated to or had extended family in South West Africa, were outraged and flatly refused to fight on Britain’s side. Their antipathy was shared by none other than the commander-in-chief of the UDF, General CF Beyers.


    A bitter debate


    With emotions running high, the National Party held its first congress in Pretoria and passed a motion condemning any invasion of South West Africa. When Parliament met a week later to authorise the necessary expenditure, Hertzog opposed the government with the argument that while South Africa should be ready to defend its own borders, any attack on German territory was ‘against the interests of the Union and of the Empire’.17 After a debate that, in FS Crafford’s words, manifested ‘an almost unbelievable recrudescence of race hatred … and a complete fading out of the convention spirit’, his motion was defeated by 91 votes to 12.18


    In the two former Boer republics, a rebellion led by former Boer officers gathered strength. Instead of leading the UDF into battle in South West Africa, Botha and Smuts found themselves first having to put down an armed and violent insurrection at home. Some 124 rebels and 19 loyalist soldiers lost their lives in the short-lived ‘Boer rebellion’ of 1914–1915.


    After a brilliantly successful campaign in South West Africa, in which the German forces were driven out, Botha and Smuts returned to South Africa to fight the general election of 1915 – heralded by one side but taunted as ‘sell-outs’ and ‘traitors’ by the other. The outcome of the poll was deeply significant. Hertzog’s Nationalists won as many as 77 000 votes against the SAP’s 95 000,19 gaining every seat in the Free State and forcing three cabinet ministers out of office. Botha’s SAP lost its outright majority in the House and could only govern with the help of the Unionists – the praise-singers of Empire and opponents of Nationalist Afrikanerdom.


    Malan


    The third key participant in the war vote of September 1939 was Hertzog’s eventual successor as Nationalist leader, the owlish Dr Daniel Francois (DF) Malan. If DF Malan had a lighter side to him, he did his best to conceal it. Black-suited, dour of visage and ponderous of manner, he epitomised the severe, unsmiling Calvinist dominee. His role model was said to be the prophet Elijah, a man of unbending principle, interested not in earthly rewards but in eternal values and the preservation of his tribe.


    Born four years earlier than Jan Smuts in the same Swartland town of Riebeek West, Malan was at first a close friend but later an ideological opponent of Smuts, whose holistic philosophy was so far removed from his own. After theological studies at Victoria College, he became a doctor of divinity at the University of Utrecht in Holland in 1905. Returning to South Africa, he was ordained as a minister of the Dutch Reformed Church, serving briefly in the Transvaal parish of Heidelberg, as well as parishes in Montagu and Graaff-Reinet.


    According to his recent biographer, Lindie Koorts, Malan and his student friends at Stellenbosch had been deeply influenced by the works of the Canadian-born pro-Boer historian George McCall Theal. Black people, wrote Theal, were ‘fickle barbarians, prone to robbery and unscrupulous in shedding blood’.20 Theal also accused proselytising British missionaries and philanthropists of being the enemies of Afrikaners engaged in the noble task of opening up the interior of South Africa to civilisation and Calvinist Christianity. This polarising depiction of the past, says Koorts, was to influence Malan’s understanding of South Africa’s history for the rest of his life.21


    Convinced that Afrikanerdom faced extinction in the face of British cultural imperialism, the idealistic young Malan decided to devote his life to the service of his people. This would mean combining religion and politics, a prospect hitherto regarded as a choice between opposites.


    Malan’s opportunity to become politically active presented itself after the formation of the National Party in 1914, when a group of NP-supporting Afrikaners in the Cape banded together to launch De Burger, later Die Burger, as a mouthpiece for their views. They persuaded the highly regarded but reluctant dominee to leave the church and become the newspaper’s founding editor. Editorship, they indicated, would be a means to a greater end – the establishment of a Cape provincial branch of the NP, of which Malan was to be the leader.


    Appalled by the schism in Afrikanerdom following the Botha government’s decision to take Britain’s side in WWI, Malan went through a brief period of soul-searching before choosing finally to leave the church and join the ranks of those ‘who had immersed themselves in the political arena with the Bible under their arms’.22 In 1918, he was elected to Parliament as Nationalist MP for Calvinia, a seat he was to hold for the next 20 years.


    Within parliamentary limits


    Though supportive of the Afrikaner rebels’ cause, and stridently critical of the SAP government, Hertzog was careful not to involve himself or the National Party in unlawful extra-parliamentary activities during the war. He signalled his hatred of ‘jingoes’, however, by opposing a motion in Parliament calling on the Almighty to grant success to the Allies, and refusing to sing ‘God Save the King’ on official occasions.23 He also made great play of Smuts’s membership of the Imperial War Cabinet, which, he claimed, served to strengthen South Africa’s ties with Britain, even though the Imperial War Conference of 1917 explicitly acknowledged the growing independence of the self-governing Dominions within the British Empire.


    American president Woodrow Wilson’s declaration, in 1916, that all civilised people should enjoy the right to self-determination stiffened Afrikaner republican resistance and prompted Hertzog (and Malan) to lead a deputation to the peace conference at Versailles in 1919 to plead for independence. The deputation could not see Wilson and was politely stonewalled by Lloyd George, who pointed out that Botha and Smuts were South Africa’s recognised representatives in France. Nonetheless, as a propaganda ploy, the NP’s initiative was effective: it enabled Hertzog to portray the prime minister and defence minister as being more concerned with the affairs of other countries than with those of South Africa.


    Botha dies


    Botha’s death at the age of only 56, shortly after his return from Paris in 1919, thrust Jan Smuts – a more steely and resolute politician – into the premiership of South Africa, and into a head-on confrontation with his former comrade and fellow jurist, Hertzog. By this time, the two former Boer leaders, so similar in background and upbringing yet so different in outlook, had begun to react to each other politically – if not personally – as oil does to water.


    It is timely, at this stage, to consider why.
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    Overture


    South Africa’s new prime minister and his Nationalist opponent were both clever and well-educated, though Hertzog’s intellect did not quite match that of the cerebral Smuts. Each man was single-minded, strong-willed, apt to take decisions without consultation and did not like being contradicted. Leslie Blackwell, a front-bench opponent of Hertzog’s in Parliament, described the NP leader as a courteous, cultured man whose manners were most attractive to visitors from abroad. ‘He was in many ways a remarkable character,’ wrote Blackwell in his memoirs, ‘narrow yet intense, and autocratic to an extreme degree, loyal to the point of fanaticism to his friends and supporters, and astonishingly vindictive against his opponents or erstwhile friends with whom he had parted company … He was devoted, with all the intensity of his deep but narrow nature, to the Afrikaans language and culture, and his political career … was one long fight for what he considered to be the rights and true interests of Afrikanerdom.’1


    Smuts’s Cambridge education had given him a much broader conception of the Afrikaner’s place in the world, derived to some extent from his self-formulated philosophy of ‘Holism’, in which the individual parts of an organism strive naturally to form a greater ‘whole’. No less determined than Hertzog to safeguard the future of his people, Smuts believed that Afrikaners had to accept that the past was over and look towards a better tomorrow, grounded on white unity and nationhood. ‘Let us forgive and forget,’ was his credo, a high-minded approach that even his wife, Isie, had found hard to accept for many years after the end of the Anglo-Boer War.2


    In politics, Smuts’s outreach to English-speakers was born not only of idealism but also for pragmatic reasons. In the cosmopolitan Transvaal, and in the new Union, he and Botha had to draw repeatedly on the support of English-speakers in order to be elected. In the Free State, where the English population numbered less than ten per cent, it was much easier for Hertzog to disregard English opinion and champion the Afrikaner cause. However, as so often happens in politics, differences become exaggerated and stereotypes develop in the popular mind: ‘Smuts was the statesman, Hertzog the fanatic: or – from a different viewpoint – Smuts was the compromiser and Hertzog the unfaltering champion of Afrikaner rights.’3 Neither view, it should be said, was entirely true.


    Out of touch


    Not nearly as popular as the much-admired Botha, Smuts made up for a lack of human empathy with a dedication to public service and capacity for hard work that was truly exceptional. Having been out of touch with domestic politics since 1916, he had returned from wartime service in East Africa and Britain to find South African politics much changed. Afrikaner nationalism was on the rise, its leaders eager to exploit for political purposes the economic hardships that war invariably brings. After succeeding Botha as prime minister, Smuts continued to proclaim South Africa’s loyalty to the British Empire, intensely irritating his Afrikaner opponents and adding further impetus to their republican cause.


    Simmering discontent with Smuts and the SAP government was reflected in the (white) election of 1920, in which Hertzog’s Nationalists won 44 seats, the SAP 41, the Unionists 25 and Labour 21. Without a majority in Parliament, Smuts was obliged to go cap in hand to the Unionist leader, Sir Thomas Smartt, to enable the SAP to continue to govern. Realising their own limitations as a separate party, the Unionists agreed to a merger with Smuts. Smartt and two others, JW Jagger and Patrick Duncan, were rewarded with cabinet posts.


    Bolstered by these new supporters, Smuts called another general election in early 1921. No longer having to fight in three-cornered contests, the SAP increased its parliamentary seats to 79; Hertzog’s NP held steady by winning 45 seats, but the Labour Party lost heavily, giving Smuts’s party a majority of 24 over the combined opposition. It turned out to be a pyrrhic victory.


    Economic depression


    Since the end of WWI, the global economy had been in the doldrums, and the early 1920s found South Africa also mired in depression and plagued by drought. Farmers were struggling to survive and mineral prices were falling, while unemployment among whites and blacks was rife. Amid an atmosphere of restlessness and resentment, Smuts departed for the Imperial Conference in London in 1921, leaving Hertzog to complain once again that South Africa had become too small for the prime minister, who was far more interested in world affairs.


    The perfect storm building up around the Smuts government burst with force in 1922, the flashpoint being the Witwatersrand, where white miners, many of them immigrants from Britain, had closed ranks against competition from other races. To the many desperate Afrikaners who had flocked from rural areas to the mines in search of work, the protection of semi-skilled jobs was vital. The Chamber of Mines, on the other hand, faced with declining mineral prices worldwide, was intent on lowering production costs by cutting white wages and employing cheaper black workers. By placing blacks in jobs previously reserved for whites, the Chamber was effectively bypassing the industrial colour bar, putting it at odds with the mainly English-speaking Labour Party as well as the Communist Party of South Africa (CPSA), protective primarily of the interests of its white members.


    The miners’ revolt


    When mediation between the Chamber and the unions failed, the miners went on a strike that turned rapidly into an armed revolt against the forces of law and order. Smuts was forced to act and did so decisively, declaring martial law and bringing in the police, army and air force to put down an uprising in which no fewer than 153 people died and more than 650 were injured.4 Special courts were set up to try the 853 people alleged to have fomented the violence, and 18 of the strike’s instigators were sentenced to death. After a public outcry, only four were hanged.


    The Rand Revolt and its aftermath cemented a growing alliance between English-speaking Labourites and Afrikaner Nationalists, which became formal in 1923. Not for the first time, Smuts found that ‘a few dead men could do more damage to his reputation than all his living opponents put together’.5 Hertzog made great play of the prime minister’s ‘ruthlessness’, while the Labourites depicted him as ‘pitiless’. Stung by these taunts, and by the unexpected loss of a rural by-election, Smuts decided on impulse to resign and test the mood of the electorate once more. In an election notable for the bitterness of the personal attacks on him, his Nationalist opponents won 63 seats to the SAP’s 53. With the help of Frederic Cresswell’s Labour Party, Hertzog was now able to form a new ‘Pact’ government. At the age of 58, he had defeated his nemesis to become South Africa’s third prime minister, destined – against all expectations – to dictate the country’s fortunes for the next 15 years.


    Twin aims


    As the new premier, Hertzog had two primary aims: to uphold the safety and economic interests of whites, and to enhance South Africa’s constitutional independence from Britain. He was aided by the country’s remarkable economic recovery, which took place from 1924 and resulted from the combination of good rains, an improvement in world trade, rich new platinum finds – and some effective policy-making. The inexperienced Pact government felt confident enough to do away with the preferential tariff on British goods, abolish British titles for South Africans, and persuade the electorate (after heated controversy) to adopt a new national flag. The achievement that pleased Hertzog most, however, was managing to persuade the British to acknowledge – in the Balfour Declaration of 1926 – that the Dominions were ‘autonomous communities’ within the British Empire, ‘equal in status, in no way subordinate one to another in any aspect of their domestic or external affairs’. In 1931, these principles became enshrined in law in the Statute of Westminster and later in the Status of Union Act of 1934.


    Hertzog was equally determined to entrench segregation as the foundation of his administration’s racial policies. In 1926, he brought race to the fore by tabling four bills in Parliament, three of which made provision for blacks to develop ‘along their own lines’ in reserves. The legislation led to a protracted argument with Smuts, who proposed – knowing that Hertzog would reject it out of hand – an extension of the Cape franchise throughout South Africa. Race dominated the bitter swart gevaar (black peril) election of 1929, which the Pact government won comfortably.


    Depression


    Not long after the election, however, South Africa’s economic fortunes began to wane once more. In October 1929, the US stock market collapsed, plunging the leading global economies into depression and endangering financial stability worldwide. Wool and diamond prices fell sharply, shrinking South Africa’s export trade, and the country suffered its worst drought in living memory. In 1931, a desperate Britain was forced off the gold standard, but Hertzog – determined to demonstrate South Africa’s independence – stubbornly refused to follow suit.


    With financial hardship in the rural areas becoming worse by the day, and public opinion – led by the maverick Nationalist Tielman Roos – clamouring for MPs to put country before party, Smuts held out an olive branch to Hertzog by suggesting that the gold standard be abandoned and a unity government formed – a proposal to which the prime minister reluctantly agreed. In late 1932, South Africa went off gold and, after three days of talks, Hertzog and Smuts hammered out a coalition agreement between their two parties. The agreement, dubbed ‘Fusion’, was supported by most English-speaking whites but only half of Afrikanerdom.


    The Fusion agreement set out a seven-point basis for bipartisan cooperation in a national government. It recognised South Africa’s sovereign status under the Statute of Westminster, with a national flag and equal language rights for English- and Afrikaans-speakers. The parties also agreed to maintain the existing ‘civilised’ (ie pro-white) labour policies and promised to make an ‘earnest effort’ to solve the colour question by protecting ‘white civilisation’ without depriving ‘natives’ of their right to develop separately.6


    DF Malan and the secessionist rump of the National Party walked out of Parliament in protest at Fusion, for which Hertzog publicly gave the Afrikaner Broederbond the blame. Denouncing the Bond for having forced Malan’s hand, Hertzog declared that after becoming a member, Malan had changed from being a supporter of unity between Afrikaans- and English-speakers to becoming a proponent of Afrikaner domination.7


    In May 1933, the new Fusion coalition led by Hertzog (as prime minister) and Smuts (as his deputy) romped home in a general election, winning 144 out of 150 seats in the House of Assembly. Twelve months later, during which there were many acrimonious exchanges between Hertzog and Smuts, the NP and SAP formally came together in the United South African National Party (generally United Party, UP), aimed at ‘developing a strong sense of South African national unity’.


    Malan’s followers, largely from the Cape, formed themselves into the Gesuiwerde Nasionale Party (Purified National Party, GNP), while in Natal, dissidents from the former SAP broke away to form the Dominion Party, vowing to maintain links with Britain. Both of these parties opposed Fusion – but for completely different reasons. However, most middle-of-the-road voters hoped, by a substantial majority, that Fusion might lead to the unity that white South Africans had so far been unable to consummate.


    Constitutional changes


    The Hertzog-Smuts coalition held together for the ensuing six years, helped on one hand by much improved economic circumstances – especially in the gold-mining industry – but hindered by deteriorating race relations on the other, as blacks left the poor and overcrowded reserves and sought work in urban areas. Two pieces of legislation were especially far-reaching.


    The Status of Union Act had amended the South African constitution to bring it into line with the Statute of Westminster. Along with the other Dominions, South Africa now had full autonomy over its internal and external affairs, enabling Hertzog and Smuts each to claim – using different arguments – that their aim of bringing the two white groups together had been successfully achieved. Hertzog believed that since the country’s independence within the Commonwealth had finally been recognised, there was no further need for an Afrikaner-led republic; Smuts hoped that English-speakers might be reassured by the retention of links with Britain, and that Afrikaner republicans would now abandon their demands for secession.


    In 1936, the far-from-united UP faced its severest test when, after ten years of discussion, Hertzog brought two segregationist bills before Parliament, confident that he would win the two-thirds majority required to change the Union’s constitution. In return for being deprived of the qualified franchise (at the time there were around 11 000 African voters on the Cape’s common roll8), Cape Africans would be given three white representatives in Parliament, elected on a separate roll, and all other Africans would be represented by four white senators, chosen by an electoral college. To sugar the pill, additional land would be set aside in the African tribal reserves.


    Hertzog’s so-called Native Bills sparked off an angry resistance (see Chapter 10). Smuts personally was opposed in principle to the legislation but went along with Hertzog in the interests of party unity – unlike his right-hand man, JH Hofmeyr, who resigned in protest. A joint sitting of both houses of Parliament duly approved the Bills by 168 votes to 11.9 While most of Smuts’s own supporters were strongly in favour of the legislation, the SAP’s right-wing fringe thought it far too ‘liberal’.


    Second-class citizens


    If the sharp spike in the gold price in the years after Fusion helped alleviate the economic plight of so-called poor white Afrikaners in the rural areas and on the mines, it was not enough to raise their self-image and collective sense of inferiority vis-à-vis the English-speakers. In his recent book on the Ossewabrandwag (see Chapter 8), Albert Blake recounts how many Afrikaners still felt, in the 1930s, like second-class citizens in the land of their birth. Though more numerous, at 56 per cent of the white population in 1935, their collective share of income was only 60 per cent of what English-speakers earned.10


    Although as many as half a million Afrikaners were members of organised trade unions, only ten per cent occupied leadership positions, which were dominated by people of British or Jewish descent. Despite the majority of white mineworkers being Afrikaans, they were handed 90 per cent of the most dangerous underground jobs, for which lower wages were paid.11 In commerce and industry, and in the civil service, English-speakers predominated. As a Dutch Reformed Church study of the time reflected:


    A very great disadvantage of the South African capitalist system is that those who represent it, and wield power in it, do not belong to the people and feel nothing for our ideals, language and religion. In their mighty press and other sources of influence, there is discrimination specifically against the Afrikaner. In all possible ways, the Afrikaner is held in an inferior, subordinate position. He is welcome as a worker, but not allowed to occupy any position of power.12


    The steady relocation of Afrikaners from farms to cities in the 1930s was accelerated by new discoveries of gold, and by the rapid growth of secondary industry around the mines. Many thousands of Africans from the impoverished reserves also migrated to urban areas, particularly along the Witwatersrand, in search of work. This seismic shift in population patterns made South Africa more multiracial, and more volatile, than ever before.13


    Afrikaner restlessness


    Despite the tensions in white politics, voters in the mid-1930s went along with a political merger in which compromises had to be made on every contentious issue. In the general election of 1938, the UP won 111 seats of 153, despite uncertainty over where the country would stand if war were to break out in Europe. Thanks to a fiercely xenophobic campaign and the anti-Semitic urgings of newspapers such as HF Verwoerd’s Die Transvaler, Malan’s NP increased its number of seats from 20 to 27. The size of the UP’s majority masked a growing restiveness within Afrikanerdom, driven by pro-German sentiment on the one hand and a resurgence of nationalist fervour on the other.


    The latter was inspired by the centenary of the Great Trek in 1938. The proposal to stage a symbolic repetition of the Trek emanated from a founder member of the Afrikaner Broederbond and future speaker of Parliament, Henning Klopper, then the port superintendent at Mossel Bay. In early August, two ox-wagons, carrying men and women clad in traditional dress, and spurred on by a cheering throng of some 100 000, set off from Cape Town on a 1 500-kilometre journey to the site of a new memorial to the trekkers on a ridge outside Pretoria. They were joined by other wagons en route. As the ‘pilgrims’ made their way slowly and steadily towards their destination, they were met with wild enthusiasm, stirring sermons and much shedding of tears.14 Bearded men and women wearing traditional kappies (bonnets) held aloft burning torches as a sign of their support for republican nationhood.


    According to the feisty campaigner for women’s rights, Bertha Solomon, ‘from August to December [1938] Afrikaans-speaking South Africa seemed able to think of nothing else’.15 On 16 December, then known as Dingaan’s Day, at a ceremony at which pro-Afrikaner English-speakers such as Alan Paton were made to feel most unwelcome, the foundation stone of the Voortrekker Monument was laid by three female descendants of the original trekkers. Such was the Nationalist fervour aroused by the occasion, and so fierce the resentment of Hertzog for his earlier coalition-making with English-speakers (whose taxes had also contributed to the celebrations), not to mention his withering criticisms of exclusively Afrikaner organisations like the Broederbond, that the prime minister felt it wiser to stay away.


    The second factor laying bare the fault lines in the Fusion government and threatening ‘to bring the tottering edifice to a fall’16 was the pull of Nazi Germany. Many of Hertzog’s followers felt, as did he (and Smuts, for that matter), that Germany had been harshly punished at Versailles, and that therefore the victors were primarily responsible for the trouble that now lay at hand.


    Smuts’s supporters, on the other hand, were much more disturbed by Hitler’s belligerent behaviour, and by his threat to reclaim South West Africa. It was fast becoming evident that the choice of neutrality or war was not merely hypothetical – as UP leaders had been asserting. Before long, a difficult choice might have to be made.


    Preserving unity


    Set on preserving the unity of their troubled coalition, neither Hertzog nor Smuts was keen to bring such a fundamentally divisive issue to a head. Instead, the prime minister repeated time and again that South Africa, now a sovereign state, would only go to war in Europe if its own interests were directly at stake. Ultimately, it would be up to Parliament to decide.


    In September 1938, as Hitler threatened to invade Czechoslovakia, the Fusion cabinet – with Smuts present – assented without a vote to a tortuously worded proposal put before it by Hertzog. The declaration stated, in effect, that South Africa’s existing relations with the ‘various belligerent parties’ would remain as they were – except if the country’s own borders were directly threatened.17 Put more plainly, in the event of another European war, this time South Africa would remain neutral.

  


  
    CHAPTER 3
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    Friday and Saturday


    Friday, 1 September 1939, the first day of spring, was like most others in Cape Town at this time of year – warm and windy. In normal times, the people of the Mother City would be looking forward to spending the weekend having fun outdoors. But this day was different: the news from Europe was deeply worrying and the Cape air crackled with tension. Those who listened to the wireless (radio) were aware that Hitler’s invasion of Poland earlier that morning meant that war in Europe was now almost certain. As a member of the British Commonwealth, South Africa would not be unaffected.


    In the city centre, last-minute preparations were under way for the reopening of Parliament. Civil servants who had barely finished unpacking after their northward migration to Pretoria at the end of the parliamentary session in mid-June had been hurriedly recalled to the Cape. For, sometime in August, it had dawned on Leslie Blackwell, a UP frontbencher in the House of Assembly, that the five-year term of the Senate, the upper house of Parliament, was due to expire in less than a fortnight. Quite why no senator had tumbled to this before has never been properly explained.


    As he recounted in his memoirs,1 Blackwell hurried to Doornkloof, Smuts’s farm outside Pretoria, to inform the deputy prime minister of his discovery. An alarmed Smuts immediately contacted the prime minister, Hertzog, who ordered Parliament to reconvene in early September for the sole purpose of extending the life of the Senate for another year. During those 12 months – the two men hoped – both the House and the Senate would have the opportunity of debating the pros and cons of going to war. In a country where many citizens were deeply conflicted over links with the British Empire, civil conflict was an ever-present possibility.


    White public opinion was sharply divided between those who thought South Africa was duty-bound to support Britain, and those firmly against becoming involved in another foreign conflict. There was less concern among the unrepresented majority, who were mostly unaware of or indifferent to how they might be affected by their involvement in another war not of their own making.


    Feverish speculation


    On the special trains from upcountry bringing parliamentarians, diplomats and political correspondents down to Cape Town for what promised to be far more than an exercise in legislative box-ticking, news of the Polish crisis provoked long and earnest discussions – and the feverish counting of heads. If matters came to a crunch, would MPs choose to take the side of Britain and break off diplomatic relations with Germany, vote to remain neutral, or abstain? Louis Esselen, canny chief whip of the United Party and close confidant of Smuts, had been listening carefully to the opinions of MPs and doing his sums. Hertzog’s lieutenants – Oswald Pirow, Tom Naude and Paul Sauer – were also counting heads. No one had any doubt that the vote would be close – either way.


    On the streets of Cape Town, special editions of the Cape Times and Die Burger splashed the news of German troops massing on the Polish border, only a week after the signing of the Molotov-Ribbentrop non-aggression pact between Germany and Soviet Russia. Frightened housewives began stocking up on foodstuffs and basic essentials. Throngs of worried Capetonians streamed from the suburbs to the city centre, milling around Parliament to await developments. Elsewhere in the country, police and military leave was cancelled and measures put in place to protect key points such as mines, naval facilities, oil depots and the South African Broadcasting Corporation (SABC). The closure of the Johannesburg Stock Exchange was another indication of the gravity of the situation.2


    Time to choose


    Prime Minister Hertzog, suffering from a bad throat, arrived at Cape Town station at 10 am on Friday, having just been informed of the German invasion of Poland. He now realised the debate that he and the cabinet had put off for so many months could no longer be avoided. Curiously, but significantly, he did not immediately summon the UP caucus or his deputy, Smuts, but instead called the Nationalist leader of the opposition, DF Malan, to his official residence, Groote Schuur. Smuts had already flown in to Cape Town the previous evening and taken up residence at the Civil Service Club in Church Square, a stone’s throw from Parliament.


    For both of these veteran politicians, the stakes could not have been higher. If Parliament chose neutrality, it would undo all of Smuts’s efforts (and those of the long-deceased Louis Botha) to reconcile and unify Afrikaners and English-speakers under the protective embrace of the British Empire. A vote for war, on the other hand, would put an immediate end to the experiment of Fusion, and probably bring Hertzog’s long political career to an end too. Neither prospect appealed to the two political leaders, who had devoted a lifetime to the service of their country.


    As minister of justice, Smuts, as usual, had been thinking ahead. Back in April, he had taken the precaution of sending 300 policemen to South West Africa to forestall any attempt by Hitler to make good on his threat to reclaim the mandated territory. Intelligence had revealed that preparations were afoot by forces loyal to Germany to stage a coup in the former German colony, and Smuts was taking no chances. ‘Austria and other small states have been invaded on the plea that they could not keep internal order,’ he declared, ‘but the Union will never lay itself open to invasion on that ground.’3 His pre-emptive action had met with Hertzog’s approval, but some members of the Fusion cabinet fumed about it in silence, while Malan’s Nationalists expressed their outrage publicly at such ‘provocation’ of Germany.4


    Soul mates


    At his meeting with Malan, Hertzog rose above the animosity that had bedevilled their relationship for the preceding six years. Hoping to obtain Purified Nationalist support for extending the life of the Senate, but no doubt with the neutrality issue in mind, he greeted the GNP leader as a soul mate.5 Intent on embarrassing the Fusion government by leaving the country temporarily without a parliament,6 Malan was initially reluctant, but sensing that Hertzog was feeling him out on the much bigger issue, he agreed without consulting his caucus to give the prime minister his party’s backing in the debate that lay before them.


    At 2.30 pm, Hertzog called a meeting of the cabinet to discuss the impending Senate legislation. He informed those present that the Dominion and Labour parties, under the leadership of JS Marwick and Walter Madeley, respectively, had agreed to support the Senate Bill, and the meeting ended within the hour without any contentious matters being raised.


    At 4 pm, the GNP caucus met to receive a report-back from Malan on his meeting with Hertzog. Despite objections from the Transvaal hardliner JG Strijdom to giving the premier his way, it was decided by those present to back the Senate Bill. Thereafter, discussion of the ‘neutrality’ question went on well into the night.7 Realising that the Fusion cabinet was deeply divided, the caucus decided to send a formal letter to Hertzog to say that if he put a motion in favour of neutrality before the House, the GNP would stand four-square behind him.


    Malan drafted and signed the letter and sent his chief whip, Paul Sauer, post-haste to deliver it. Arriving at Groote Schuur around 10 pm, Sauer was given a friendly reception by Hertzog and his confidants, chief among them NC (Klasie) Havenga, minister of finance in the Fusion cabinet, and the minister of defence, Oswald Pirow. A formal response to the letter, Sauer was told, would be forthcoming in due course.


    Press opinion


    Saturday’s morning newspapers brought further extensive coverage of events in Europe, their editorials demanding clarity from the government on where South Africa stood on the war issue. A leading article in the Nationalist mouthpiece, Die Burger, criticised the government for being ‘blind and deaf’ to the wish of die volk to stay out of the hostilities in Europe, and called on Hertzog to declare, once and for all, in favour of neutrality. The Cape Times, by contrast, repeated its belief that South Africa should take Britain’s side in any confrontation with Hitler, while the Cape Argus pronounced loftily that South Africa’s duty, ‘whether judged from deepest honour or highest self-interest’, was to help meet the challenge posed by the events in Eastern Europe.


    In the Senate Hall of Parliament, proceedings got under way at 10 am with a brief, informal opening ceremony presided over by the gout-stricken governor-general, Sir Patrick Duncan. As soon as the formalities were over, MPs moved across to the House of Assembly and gave their unanimous support to the Senate Bill, which Smuts had piloted through its early stages because of Hertzog’s sore throat. Having tipped off the prime minister in advance, Malan then enquired by way of a written question what the government intended to do if Britain went to war with Germany, because that would determine the GNP’s actions in any forthcoming debate. Hertzog duly responded, proposing that the whole of Monday be devoted to a discussion of the war in Europe, promising to take members into his confidence and putting forward a proposal that he hoped would be acceptable to all.


    Hertzog’s confidence


    With Malan’s letter in his pocket, Hertzog was confident that even if the full UP caucus were not to line up behind him on Monday, the support of the Malanites would give him a majority in the House. Although Smuts had expressed his concern at Hitler’s belligerence in Europe, he had not repudiated the cabinet’s decision of a year earlier, leading Hertzog to believe that his deputy was still bound by it.


    But the minister of defence, Oswald Pirow, was not so sure. From his sources, he had learned that Smuts no longer felt constrained by a decision taken before Hitler’s expansionist intentions had become blindingly obvious. Pirow was also aware that the shrewd Louis Esselen had concluded that Smuts’s supporters in the United Party, plus the Dominion and Labour MPs, as well as the three Native Representatives, would give the pro-war faction in the House a narrow majority. As soon as the House adjourned for the day, Pirow hurried to inform Hertzog accordingly. The prime minister called for Smuts to come and see him.


    According to the Afrikaner journalist At van Wyk, at the meeting – attended also by Havenga and Pirow – it became clear to Smuts that Hertzog had not changed his mind and was still firmly in favour of neutrality. It also dawned on Hertzog that Smuts no longer felt bound by the cabinet decision of the previous September. An urgent meeting of the cabinet was called for 4 pm.8


    At Groote Schuur


    All 13 members of the Fusion cabinet – eight Afrikaans- and five English-speakers – were present at Groote Schuur that afternoon. To Deneys Reitz, a close colleague of Smuts’s, it appeared that Hertzog – accustomed to getting his own way – had called his ministers together not to consult but rather to give them orders.9 In Reitz’s vivid recollection, Hertzog paced up and down the carpet of the ornate reception chamber, speaking for more than an hour, raking up bitter memories of the Anglo-Boer War, and recalling with great passion the humiliation Afrikaners had suffered at the hands of the British. (Reitz says that Hertzog spoke for over three hours, but his memory for detail seems suspect. It probably just felt like three hours.)
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