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  Preface


  South Africa’s transition from a racial oligarchy to an inclusive democracy was one of the most remarkable processes of the late twentieth century. Few believed that it would occur as soon – and as relatively peacefully – as it did. The transition belied gloomy predictions of race war in which the white minority went into a laager and fought ‘to the last drop of blood’.


  This book examines the historical processes underlying the transition. That there were ‘turning points’, or seminal events, is undoubted. The Soweto Uprising of 1976 is an example. Perhaps a metaphor with greater explanatory force would be that of a river rising as a stream, fed along its course by tributaries, gathering force until it finally comes up against the dam wall. The wall has been steadily eroding as the power of the water mounts – and then? Does the wall break, or are the sluice gates opened to relieve the pressure? Did white South Africa crack, or did its leadership yield sufficiently and just in time to avert a revolution?


  A note on terminology: Notoriously, labelling South Africa’s diverse groups is a minefield, because much terminology is politically loaded. I have used ‘Afrikaner’ to denote people who, during the nineteenth century and before, were referred to as Dutch or Boers. ‘Afrikaner’ came into general usage only in the twentieth century. Similarly, the language of the Trekker republics in state and pulpit was High Dutch, although ordinary people spoke an earthy and vigorous mutation called Afrikaans, which replaced Dutch as an official language in 1925.


  Following the practice maintained in contemporary South Africa, I use the terms African, Coloured, Indian and white to describe the components of the population. I have avoided altogether (except in quotations) the term ‘non-white’, which is widely deemed to be offensive. When referring collectively to the African, Coloured and Indian categories I use the term ‘black’, although I am aware many Coloured and Indian people do not like it. It seemed, however, to be the lesser of two evils.


  I thank the following people who have helped me by providing information or criticising particular chapters:


  Patrick Allitt, Ken Andrew, Breyten Breytenbach, Ebbe Dommisse, John Dugard, Colin Eglin, Hermann Giliomee, André Jaquet, Anthea Jeffery, Ronnie Kasrils, Derek Keys, Trevor Manuel, Johann Maree, Roelf Meyer, Ampie Muller, Michael Savage, Lawrence Schlemmer, James Selfe, Milton Shain, Jack Spence, Dave Steward, Richard Steyn, Stanley Uys, Chris van der Merwe, Van Zyl Slabbert, Francois Venter, Constand Viljoen, Carl von Hirschberg, Peter Wilkes, Oliver Williams, and Roger Williams.


  Since this book is, in parts, controversial, it should be stressed that none of the listed people bears responsibility for my conclusions, with which some – perhaps many – will disagree. They are absolved from any complicity in errors, factual or ideological, that I may have made.


  Warm thanks to Frances Perryer for meticulous editing of the manuscript.


  My biggest debts of gratitude go to my wife, Virginia van der Vliet, who has been my frontline critic and main source of inspiration, and my daughter Catherine, who typed the seemingly interminable manuscript efficiently and cheerfully.


  David Welsh


  Rondebosch, January 2009
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  Chapter 1


  Afrikaner Nationalism and the Coming of Apartheid


  On Friday, 28 May 1948, South Africa awoke to astonishing election news: the National Party had clawed its way to power. In alliance with the small Afrikaner Party (AP), the NP had won the 26 May ballot by the narrowest of majorities: five seats – 79 seats for the NP–AP alliance compared to 65 for the defeated United Party (UP), six for its ally, the Labour Party (LP), and three ‘Native Representatives’ (elected on a separate voters’ roll), who would certainly vote against the incoming government. ‘Now we feel at home again in our own country,’ proclaimed DF Malan, the NP leader and Prime Minister-elect.


  The portents of this upset – only the second change of government via the ballot box since 1910 – had been visible for some time. Since 1939 the UP government, led by the Boer general JC Smuts, had been preoccupied with the Second World War. It had won a comprehensive victory in the ‘khaki’ election of 1943, when Afrikaner nationalists were fighting viciously among themselves. But, beginning in 1944, signs appeared that the tide was turning against Smuts’s party. The resignation of several MPs and supporters in protest against the UP’s lack of a clearcut colour policy, and a series of by-election defeats or victories with much-reduced majorities, should have punctured the UP’s complacency, but the assumption of invincibility continued. The illusion that Afrikaner nationalists would always squabble among themselves was widespread in UP circles, and with it the comforting corollary that this would thwart their political unity. It was a fatal misjudgement.


  The underlying factor in the NP–AP victory in 1948 was the resurgence of Afrikaner unity. DF Malan, the 74-year-old patriarch who led the NP and now became Prime Minister, entitled his autobiography Afrikaner Volk Unity and My Experiences on the Way to It (translation).1 As the title suggests, Afrikaner unity was not automatic, despite a substantial cultural commonality, a sense of racial identity, and, to some extent, a shared historical experience. Unity had to be forged, and it was no easy task.


  The first stirrings of a sense of Afrikaner nationalism began in the last third of the nineteenth century as a response to the tightening grip of British imperialism. In a polemic published shortly after the outbreak of the Anglo-Boer War in 1899 Smuts, then state attorney of the Transvaal Republic, itemised with clinical detail and cold fury the injustices done by British ‘capitalistic jingoism’ to Afrikaners. Of the period after the discovery of gold on the Transvaal highveld in 1886, he wrote:


  [It] is characterised by the amalgamation of the old and well-known policy of fraud and violence with the new forces of Capitalism, which had developed so powerfully owing to the mineral riches of the South African Republic [the official name of the Transvaal]. Our existence as a people and as a State is now threatened by an unparalleled combination of forces. Arrayed against us we find numerical strength, the public opinion of the United Kingdom thirsting and shouting for blood and revenge, the world-wide and cosmopolitan power of Capitalism, and all the forces which underlie the lust of robbery and the spirit of plunder.2


  This was strong stuff, and typical of the tone of the book. Famously and ironically Smuts made his peace with the British in the aftermath of the Anglo-Boer War (1899–1902) and became a strong protagonist of the Empire, earning for himself the sneering description ‘handyman of the Empire’.


  The war resulted in the comprehensive defeat of the Transvaal and its ally the Orange Free State. To expedite the ending of hostilities the British Army resorted to ‘scorched earth’ policies and to the internment of Boer women and children. In both republics the great majority of farmsteads were destroyed, and an estimated 28 000 women and children died in the concentration camps into which they were herded. These were the ‘methods of barbarism’ referred to by Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman, the British Liberal leader, who became Prime Minister in 1905 and in 1906–7 granted self-government to the defeated republics, now British colonies.


  The war and its aftermath was a huge stimulus to Afrikaner nationalism. Even in the Cape Colony, whose Afrikaner population was, on the whole, reasonably content under British rule, sympathy with the Boer republics was profound, though not sufficiently profound to provoke an uprising in support of their ethnic kin. Nevertheless, between 6 000 and 7 000 rebels defied British authorities and joined the Boer commandos, and 30 were executed.3


  In the post-war period Lord Milner, High Commissioner for South Africa from 1897 to 1905 and the leading warmonger prior to 1899, determined to make South Africa ‘British’ by deliberate efforts to anglicise Afrikaners and by promoting the large-scale immigration of British to the Transvaal. Neither project succeeded, but the attempts increased bitterness among the Boers.


  The war cast a long shadow over white politics. Even by 1948, 46 years after the Treaty of Vereeniging had concluded peace, many oudstryders (war veterans) were still alive; indeed, two – Smuts himself and NC Havenga, leader of the Afrikaner Party – were prominent politicians. Few Afrikaner families had been unaffected, whether directly or indirectly, by the war. PW Botha, who became an MP in 1948, recounted how his mother had been attacked by an armed black soldier on their Orange Free State farm. She managed to escape with her young sister and two toddlers, but the farmstead was destroyed.4


  ‘Why should we fight Britain’s wars?’ was a question that struck a resonant chord in the minds of many republican Afrikaners in both 1914 and 1939 when South Africa fought alongside the Allies against Germany. In 1914 South Africa’s entry into the First World War precipitated a rebellion among Afrikaners, including senior members of the Defence Force, who were protesting against participation in the war in general, and South Africa’s occupation of German South West Africa (today Namibia) in particular. The outbreak of the Second World War in 1939 prompted even greater polarisation, which had direct effects on the outcome of the 1948 election.


  The granting of self-government – in 1906 and 1907, respectively – to the Transvaal and the Orange River Colony (as it was now officially termed) paved the way for the political mobilisation of Afrikaners, and, in 1909, the unification of South Africa. Paradoxically, although the Anglo-Boer War had been the stimulus for unprecedented Afrikaner unity, its aftermath and the creation of a South Africa-wide parliamentary system also created the conditions for a divergence in Afrikaner political thinking that was to dominate white politics until at least the 1950s. An electoral political system had been established in which, as Smuts once observed, the fight was among Afrikaners over what attitude they should take to the English.5 There were implications in this for colour policy.


  The issue that presented itself to Afrikaner leaders in the immediate pre- and post-Union period can be stated crisply: should the white ‘nation’, made up of Boer and Brit, consist of ‘one stream’ or ‘two streams’? The one-stream approach, also known as ‘conciliation’, was associated with Louis Botha, a Boer general who emerged as the leading Afrikaner politician after 1902 and became the unified South Africa’s first Prime Minister in 1910. The ‘two-stream’ policy was identified with JBM Hertzog, also a Boer general, the principal Afrikaner leader in the Orange River Colony.


  Conciliation, as propounded by Botha and his right-hand man Smuts, was never precisely defined, but it meant that enmity between Boer and Brit should be transcended in a spirit of mutual toleration and co-operation. Botha and Smuts ‘believed that the wounds of war, as well as the passions which had caused the war, could best be healed by emphasising the things which the two sections of the European people held in common’. Hertzog, on the other hand, ‘felt himself specially called to assert the rights of the section which had suffered defeat … . Why should Botha conciliate them? It was his business to fight them!’6


  The issue turned principally on language rights: section 137 of the Union Constitution guaranteed equality of status to English and Dutch. Even before 1910 Hertzog had emerged as a champion of language equality by insisting on compulsory bilingualism in white schools. Botha and Smuts, while not unmindful of the rights of Afrikaners, were in a politically constrained position that was entirely different from Hertzog’s: the white population of the Orange Free State was overwhelmingly Afrikaans; in the Transvaal the two white segments were roughly equal, and to gain power Het Volk, Botha’s and Smuts’s party, had to acquire the support of a significant percentage of English-speaking voters. Hertzog was cheered on by his constituency; Botha had to soft-pedal the language issue because the principle that was at the core of Hertzog’s position, compulsory bilingualism, was unpopular among a large section of the English-speakers (this attitude continued after 1910).


  For many English, ‘Hertzogism’ had replaced ‘Krugerism’ as the object of furious opposition. FV Engelenburg observed in his biography of Botha:


  The English-speaking section proceeded in the expectation that the subjugation of the Boer States, among other beneficial results, had also brought about unilingualism (English) for the whole of South Africa … . Every suspicion of compulsion led to hyper-indignation and strongly affected the political attitude of the man on the street.7


  The attitudes of many English-speakers were typical of the imperial arrogance accompanying conquest. They riled Afrikaners and strengthened their resolve to win the peace and regain sovereign independence, even if they had lost the war.


  Language was critical since it was the vehicle of Afrikaner nationalist aspirations and the emblem of their identity as a volk, but other issues were closely associated and were to constitute much of the stuff of Afrikaner politics for many decades. Hertzog’s slogan, ‘South Africa First’, encapsulated many of the nationalists’ grievances and aspirations. It meant that South Africa’s interests should take precedence over those of the Empire, and, as a corollary, that South Africa should be governed by those ‘imbued with the South African spirit’ and not by those he contemptuously called ‘foreign fortune-seekers’, referring to English-speakers who, although living in South Africa, regarded Britain as ‘home’, showed greater loyalty to the Empire than to South Africa, and typically viewed Afrikaner rights with contempt.


  Then there were questions of status: did South Africa have the right to secede from the Empire? And could South Africa renounce the King? In both cases Smuts’s answer was an unequivocal no. Both he and Botha had accommodated themselves easily to the Empire. Indeed, Botha had been seduced by the charms of the metropole’s pomp and circumstance, even donating the immensely valuable Cullinan diamond to King Edward VII in 1907 as a token of the Transvaal’s loyalty to the Crown.


  After 1910 Botha and Smuts found themselves increasingly in a bind: they needed the support of English voters, but Hertzog’s strident advocacy of Afrikaner votes alienated them. After Hertzog had been dropped from the Cabinet in 1912 and set about forming the National Party in 1914, he was able to give free rein to his nationalist views, which were given a considerable fillip by South Africa’s entry into the First World War, the suppression of the rebellion in 1914, and the foolish execution, at Smuts’s behest, of Jopie Fourie, an army officer who had joined the rebels without resigning his commission.


  At the NP’s first trial of strength in the parliamentary elections of October 1915 it made deep inroads into Botha’s and Smuts’s South African Party (SAP), winning 27 seats compared to the SAP’s 54, but attracting over 78 000 votes, compared with the SAP’s 93 000. The SAP sustained major losses in the platteland (country areas) and was comprehensively beaten in Hertzog’s stamping ground, the Orange Free State. The Unionist Party, unambiguously the party of the Empire connection and among the foremost critics of Hertzogism, substantially maintained its position, winning 40 seats and 48 000 votes.


  An estimated 40 per cent of Afrikaner voters had supported the NP. The die in parliamentary politics had been cast: if a substantial majority of Afrikaners could be persuaded to vote for the NP, together with some (distinctly minority) support from English-speakers, then the NP could gain control of government. Hertzog, although never anti-English in the way that some of his successors were to be, recognised this. The Afrikaners’ slight demographic edge over the English was growing, but there were two potential problems. First, large-scale immigration, mostly from Britain, could tip the scales against Afrikaner nationalists (exactly the same issue surfaced in the 1948 election). Second, and of even greater consequence, there was the possibility that the limited common voters’ roll voting rights (supposedly) secured to African and Coloured males in the Cape in the compromise of Union could be enlarged, either by extension to the other provinces of the principle of the non-racial qualified franchise (a remote possibility), or by the rapid growth in the number of registered African and Coloured voters in the Cape. This, in turn, would mean the enlargement of a sizeable anti-NP voting bloc. Much of the first phase of the post-1948 period would be devoted to the elimination of the Coloured vote as a factor in ‘white’ politics.


  The election in 1920 confirmed that the tide was flowing towards the NP and away from the SAP, now led by Smuts, Botha having died in 1919. Even with the support of the Unionists, Smuts’s majority had shrunk to four. In a further election called in February 1921 the SAP, having absorbed the Unionists, gained a slight but only temporary reprieve. The Unionists, despite having muted their jingoistic image, had realised that as a purely English party they had no hope of winning power except in alliance with ‘the moderate Dutch’, as one of their members put it.


  For Smuts, though, accepting the Unionists into the SAP fold, and giving three of their leading lights Cabinet portfolios in 1921, came at a price: confirmation for the Nationalists that he was a captive of Empire and its local acolytes. To this charge would be added in 1922 the additional one that he was also a captive of the ‘geldmag’ – literally ‘the money-power’, in the form of the mining houses whose attempts to lower costs by increasing the ratio of African to white mineworkers resulted in the general strike of 1922, whose suppression cost over 150 lives.


  Since over 75 per cent of the white miners were Afrikaners, most of them with strong nationalist sympathies, it was hardly surprising that the strike led to a growing rapprochement between the NP and the English-led Labour Party, whose support-base nevertheless included a growing number of the rapidly urbanising Afrikaner working class. In April 1923 the rapprochement was transformed into a pact between Hertzog and FHP Creswell, leader of the LP, whereby common cause would be made against Smuts’s SAP in the next election.


  That election, in 1924, gave a comfortable victory to the NP–LP Pact and Hertzog was installed as Prime Minister, an office he would hold until September 1939. For the first time the NP decisively beat the SAP in terms of seats: 63 to 52; but SAP votes far exceeded those for the NP: 148 000 to 111 500. This reflected one of the anomalies of the single-member constituency ‘first-past-the-post’ electoral system agreed to at Union. The SAP could win by huge majorities in its urban strongholds, whereas the NP won more seats but with, on average, smaller majorities. The distortions were exacerbated, to the disadvantage of the SAP, by another feature of the system, also agreed to at Union, that rural constituencies – where the NP’s strength lay – could be ‘unloaded’ (reducing the number of voters in a constituency) up to 15 per cent below the quota or average numerical size of constituencies per province, as determined by the Delimitation Commission.8 Clearly the effect was to give over-representation to rural areas.


  By the time of the following election in 1929, the LP had split, and although the NP won an outright majority over all other parties (and substantially increased the number of votes it won to over 141 000), the Pact was retained. The most significant feature of the election was the NP’s resort to swart gevaar (black peril) electioneering tactics on an unprecedented scale.


  Until the early 1920s there was a tacit agreement among the parties that colour policy ought to be kept out of party politics. Indeed, at the time of Union and for more than a decade afterwards, the agreement was underpinned by a substantial consensus across party lines that segregation was the appropriate policy towards Africans. One of the first major segregationist laws, the Natives Land Act of 1913, which prevented Africans from buying land outside certain ‘scheduled’ reserves, was passed with hardly a dissenting parliamentary voice. Likewise, there were few white politicians who challenged the basis of urban policy, namely that Africans who entered the cities and towns were ‘temporary sojourners’, and not part of the permanent urban population.


  The 1929 election shattered the view that colour issues should be kept out of party politics, and suggested that the consensus on policy was, if not dead, then at least seriously ruptured. The election demonstrated also that swart gevaar electioneering was an effective tactic for winning votes. Over 80 per cent of all Afrikaner voters supported the NP.9


  The background was Hertzog’s decision in 1926 to begin seriously implementing political segregation by abolishing the right of qualified African males in the Cape Province to vote on the common voters’ roll. The problem was that this right was contained in one of the two clauses (the other concerned language equality) ‘entrenched’ in the Union Constitution that could be amended only by a two-thirds majority of both the House of Assembly and the Senate sitting together – which the NP, despite significant support from SAP MPs, notably those from Natal, was unable to achieve. Hertzog would have to wait until 1936, when the landscape of parliamentary politics had changed dramatically, to attain his goal.


  Hopes that the exponential growth of the NP was unstoppable after the 1929 election were to be dashed very soon. The Great Depression that began in 1929 hit South Africa with a vengeance, conditions being made worse by some of the worst droughts in living memory in the early 1930s. Economic decline was aggravated by Hertzog’s and NC Havenga’s (his trusted friend and Minister of Finance) refusal to follow Britain’s example and leave the gold standard. It was less an economically motivated decision than a futile effort to demonstrate South Africa’s financial independence, which nevertheless had to be abandoned in December 1932.


  Rural distress among whites had assumed alarming proportions. The ‘poor white’ problem, already discernible in the late nineteenth century, immensely exacerbated by the Anglo-Boer War and festering throughout the early decades of Union, now became a crisis. (That African rural distress was of even greater proportions was predictably adjudged by white politicians to be a lesser concern.) A major investigation by the Carnegie Commission showed that of the white population, approximately 1.8 million in 1931, over 300 000 were ‘very poor’. Since the great majority of poor whites were Afrikaners this meant that nearly one-third of all Afrikaners were afflicted by deepening poverty. Moreover, the Commission pointed out, these figures had been obtained in 1929/30 before the effects of the Depression were particularly noticeable.10


  The political consequences of the economic situation were soon felt. From early 1930 into 1933 the NP and the faction of the LP that remained in the coalition suffered losses and reduced majorities in by-elections. It was evident that rank-and-file voters were becoming impatient with party political conflict which seemed only to worsen their economic plight.


  Hertzog realised by early 1933 that the NP could not win the next election on its own. Smuts had suggested that the crisis demanded a ‘national government’ of the two major parties. Hertzog responded with initial caution, convincing himself that were Smuts’s offer not acted upon he, Smuts, would be driven into the arms of the extreme jingoes like the Natal Devolutionists and Federalists, thus ‘giving the Afrikaans language and Afrikanerdom an irreparable blow’.11 Hertzog had also convinced himself, to the dismay of his more radical colleagues, that since the Balfour Declaration of 1926, whereby the Imperial Conference declared the Dominions to be ‘autonomous communities within the British Empire, equal in status, in no way subordinate the one to the other’, the issue of South Africa’s status had been satisfactorily resolved. Indeed, it was useful to South Africa to retain membership. Moreover, attaining a republic was not ‘practical politics’, and he angrily repudiated republican colleagues.12


  During the protracted negotiations with Smuts for the formation of a coalition government, the mutterings about Hertzog’s dilution of his nationalist principles increased. DF Malan, leader of the Cape NP and a minister in Hertzog’s Cabinet since 1924, was deeply unhappy about these developments. Despite some wobbly moments, he acquiesced in the coalition agreement of 1933, but, under intense pressure from the influential pro-NP Cape Town newspaper Die Burger and its editor, Dr AL Geyer, Malan became the focus of NP opposition to the next stage of negotiations with Hertzog and Smuts, namely the fusion of the NP and the SAP into the United South African National Party, commonly known as the United Party.


  The NP–SAP coalition had won a smashing victory in the 1933 election, winning 136 seats (plus two for the minuscule LP faction that supported coalition) out of 150. Even the breakaway of the Malanites or ‘gesuiwerdes’ (‘purified ones’) over fusion in 1934 did little to dent the UP’s huge majority: the ‘purified’ NP held only 27 seats countrywide, 20 of these being in the Cape, six in the Orange Free State, and one in the Transvaal (the latter being represented by JG Strijdom, ‘the Lion of the North’, who was to become one of the most formidable of the radical nationalists).


  ‘Skeuring’, the Afrikaans word for ‘split’, has a sharper connotation than its English translation, having been invested with profound emotional significance for Afrikaner nationalism. Piet Cillié, another formidable editor of Die Burger, writes of skeuring that it causes


  … a shock, a wound, a trauma with enduring consequences. It becomes the signal for a cold civil war. No political struggle can be more bitter and malicious. It divides families, relatives, neighbours and communities. It activates old tensions and adversaries that were kept in check in the previous framework. It has the character of a stormy divorce in which commonly an evil heap of hidden dirt from the past is pushed to the surface.13


  Out of this cauldron emerged a more rigid, uncompromising and ideologically driven form of Afrikaner nationalism. The doctrine of apartheid was to develop in this context.


  * * *


  It is necessary to stand back from the chronology of Afrikaner nationalism’s rise and explore aspects of the Afrikaners’ social and economic situation, some of which have been mentioned. After 1902 the Afrikaners of the defeated Trekker republics displayed many of the symptoms of a conquered people: impoverished, defeated, despairing, low in morale, and with a powerfully internalised inferiority complex. They were facing the possible obliteration of their identity by the overwhelming power of their conqueror’s institutions and culture. For many the possibility of rebuilding farms was non-existent. Hence, the major demographic phenomenon (apart from lives lost during the war) was the trek to the towns. At the time of Union in 1910 only 25 per cent of Afrikaners were urban (living in towns with 5 000 or more inhabitants); by 1936 the percentage was 40, by 1948 approximately 65, and by 1960, 75. ‘Back to the Land’ strategies had little or no effect, despite widespread nostalgia among urban Afrikaners for the platteland (countryside).


  The townward trek posed new challenges: few of the newly urbanised possessed skills appropriate to an industrialising society. Most of the bigger cities were English-dominated, and English was the language of commerce and industry. Moreover, many Afrikaner leaders portrayed the urban Afrikaners’ plight as a deadly battle with blacks, who were also urbanising rapidly and who worked for far lower wages than those demanded for ‘civilised labour’ (the official term for poor whites who were given preferential treatment for work in the public service and private sector in accordance with a policy laid down in 1926).


  In a speech commemorating the Battle of Blood River in 1838, when a small group of Voortrekkers defeated a Zulu army, DF Malan used emotive language to portray the urban Afrikaners’ parlous situation:


  … a no less disturbing fact [than the outnumbering of whites by blacks] is that at this new Blood River of our volk white and non-white meet in much closer contact with one another and in the grip of a much closer conflict than 100 years ago when the circle of tented wagons protected the laager and rifle and assegaai clattered against each other.14


  Part of the struggle was the perceived threat of a breakdown of colour distinctions in the cosmopolitan environment of the city. A commission set up by the Nederduitse Gereformeerde Kerk, the biggest of the three Dutch Reformed Churches, echoed what was a frequent refrain among Nationalist politicians, cultural organisations and academics:


  Strict racial apartheid in the agrarian lifestyle stands opposed to the danger of race-mixing in the towns. The ingrained Boer tradition of blood-purity and a hatred of any social intercourse with non-whites was their means of self-preservation in the century that has passed. But urban poverty is a powerful means of eliminating the dividing line between white and black. In the slums all races live next to one another, sometimes in the same large building. And they work alongside one another in the same factory. Urban employers are people who are far less concerned with the maintenance of the dividing line of colour than the Afrikaner; they want the cheapest labour, regardless of colour or race; it is of little concern to them that the colour feeling of the Afrikaner is blunted in this way.15


  Rapid social change, poverty, including the substantial economic inequality between Afrikaners and the English, and perceived threats to Afrikaner identity were the crucible from which the new, radical (‘purified’ in the Nationalists’ terminology) Afrikaner nationalism emerged. The break from Hertzog, moreover, afforded the Nationalists the opportunity, which they gratefully seized, of engaging in the politics of ethnic outbidding: which party represented the ‘true’ soul of Afrikanerdom, and who was the ‘real’ leader of the volk? The new United Party’s ambivalent attitude to the retention of symbols of the British connection and the question of a republic enabled the Nationalists to corner the market in making propaganda for the attainment of these goals.


  How ethnic outbidding could affect issues of colour policy was demonstrated by the Nationalists’ behaviour in 1936 when, at last, Hertzog, with his new-found colleagues, was able to muster the required two-thirds majority for the abolition of the Cape African franchise. While supporting the legislation, Malan proposed, by way of amendments, that Coloured voters, whose rights were unaffected by Hertzog’s bill, should be given limited, separate representation, that there should be no representation of Africans whatever in Parliament, that the proposal for a (purely advisory) Natives Representative Council be abandoned, and that the bill providing for the ‘release’ of more land for the African reserves be rejected. It was classic swart gevaar politicking, and a model for the future. Especially after 1939, when Smuts had become Prime Minister and the fusion government had split on the issue of entry into war, when so-called ‘native policy’ appeared to be drifting aimlessly and the tempo of African urbanisation increased dramatically, the scope for the NP to indulge in swart gevaar politics widened, building up to a crescendo in the campaign preceding the 1948 election.


  One of the ‘historical paranoias’ (the phrase is Piet Cillié’s) of Afrikaner nationalism had long been the belief that the perfidious British would use the issue of black rights, and their violation by Afrikaners, as a stick with which to beat Afrikaners. In a speech to an NP Congress in 1938 Malan elaborated on this view:


  Imperialist interests of Empire in South Africa concern themselves with nothing more than retention of the British connection and domination of the ‘British mind’ and the British race, and it is for this reason that spoors of blood have been deeply impressed on the history of our volk. It was that interest, which from the inception gave the franchise to the native and the Coloured on an equal basis with the white man, not on merit or from principle – but with the specific purpose of using it as a counter-weight to the Boers’ struggle for nationhood. That Imperial interest of Empire is still playing its role in South Africa. And as long as it is not defeated by the power of awakened and united Afrikanerdom, it will always, just as now, attempt to win the sympathy and support of the non-white races by tempting them with the idea of equality and by holding up to them segregation as a grievance. Friendship with the Imperialist in South Africa has always appeared to be hostility to white control and indifference to the survival of the white race.16


  It was a telling message for a receptive audience, but it was hardly an accurate portrayal of imperial interests, whose indifference to black rights had nowhere been more graphically illustrated than in the neglect of them in the defeated Republics after 1902 (which even Milner came to regret), and the enactment of the racially discriminatory South Africa Act in 1909, which embodied the Union Constitution. Moreover, most of the strongest proponents of the Imperial connection among the South African English, especially those in Natal, held racial views that were as reactionary as those of their Nationalist counterparts.


  The radical nationalism of the 1930s and 1940s incorporated the gains that Hertzog had made for Afrikaans and Afrikaners in the public service, as well as those relating to South Africa’s status as a dominion in the Empire; but Malan and his party wished to go much further. If Hertzog had satisfied himself that his attainments had been sufficient to move beyond the ‘two-stream’ approach, the NP denied this, adopting a more exclusive Afrikaner nationalism and pursuing the goal of reuniting Afrikaners with single-minded zeal. The strategy involved detaching ‘smelters’ (those Afrikaners who had followed Hertzog into fusion) and ‘Bloedsappe’ (literally ‘blood-SAPs’, meaning Afrikaners who had traditionally followed Botha and Smuts) from the UP and recruiting them for the NP cause.


  The corollary of this strategy was the prevention of what was referred to as ‘denationalisation’, meaning the loss of Afrikaner identity, especially in the cosmopolitan cities, where being an Afrikaner – apart from any lack of skills – was a disadvantage in the Anglophone realm of business. It was of critical importance that working-class Afrikaners did not allow their consciousness as Afrikaners to be eclipsed by class-consciousness. A historian of Afrikaner nationalism, GD Scholtz, wrote that there were ominous portents of this phenomenon, and even that the first steps towards rapprochement and eventual assimilation with the black proletariat were evident. It was essential, therefore, that class differences among Afrikaners should not be allowed to jeopardise the unity of the group.17


  The renewed and sharpened ‘two-stream’ approach of the NP had both strategic and organisational consequences. Strategically the belief was that the mobilisation and strengthening of Afrikaner power required the establishment of an exclusive Afrikaner bloc consisting of component spheres in which Afrikaner interests were at stake. Slabbert describes this process as ‘the bureaucratisation of Afrikaner life’, referring to the growth of organisations that controlled each sphere.18 To some extent bureaucratisation had occurred prior to the 1930s, but the coming of the era of radical nationalism greatly extended its scale and scope.


  Apart from the NP itself, the pre-eminent organisation was the Afrikaner Broederbond (AB) (literally the Afrikaner League of Brothers), founded in 1918 with the purpose of fostering unity and a national consciousness among Afrikaners and promoting all the interests of the Afrikaner nation. Membership was by invitation (after a rigorous character examination of the potential member) and open only to Protestant Afrikaner males. By the early 1920s the AB had become a secret organisation, the secrecy impressing upon members the gravity of their cause, and suggesting to non-members the AB’s mystique and putative influence.


  The aim of the AB was to be the ‘axle around which all aspects of Afrikaner life revolved, or rather the authority above them that would coordinate with a view to unity of direction and purpose’. Individual members were expected to act like a ‘yeast’ in their respective environments. AN Pelzer, the official historian of the AB at its fiftieth anniversary, maintained that its ‘biggest and most effective activity’ was its quiet influence. Furthermore, he claimed, hardly anything of significance had happened to Afrikaners over the past 50 years without the AB’s involvement.19


  For many years there has been debate about the extent of the AB’s influence. Its critics have portrayed it not as an axle, but as a sinister spider sitting at the centre of its web. Both Hertzog and, subsequently, Smuts, attacked the AB for its propagation of Afrikaner domination and its alleged efforts to manipulate appointments in the public service, universities and schools, in the Afrikaans churches and elsewhere to ensure that ‘right-minded’ (broers or AB-approved) individuals occupied posts of key concern to the AB. Critics called this ‘baantjies vir boeties’, meaning ‘jobs for pals’.


  Another aim of the AB was to prevent splits in Afrikaner unity, and to mend them when they occurred. In the case of fusion in 1934, when the ‘purified’ NP broke away, and again during the early 1940s when the NP’s position as the political arm of Afrikaner nationalism came under serious challenge from the Ossewa-Brandwag (the ‘Ox-Wagon Sentinel’), it proved to be ineffective. The emotional intensity generated by the splits was too great for even an influential body like the AB to ameliorate.


  Two achievements of the AB in the 1930s and 1940s need particular mention: first, it was instrumental in creating an Afrikaner ‘establishment’, or what Slabbert has called ‘a process of Afrikaner organisations interlocking with one another at the top or elite level … [which] integrated leadership at the top of Afrikaner organisations’.20 He was writing about the post-1948 period, when the ‘establishment’ played a major role in consolidating Afrikaner power; but the foundations were laid earlier. The Federasie van Afrikaanse Kultuurvereniginge (Federation of Afrikaans Cultural Associations), for example, was formed in 1929 by the AB – whose public face it became – and made a significant contribution to the promotion of Afrikaans and Afrikaans cultural societies country-wide.


  The AB’s second crucial achievement was to harness the services of the cream of Afrikaner intellectuals, most of whom had followed Malan and not Hertzog. School and university teachers, as well as clergy, were strongly represented in the AB’s ranks: not only could they use their positions to influence the rising generation or their congregations, they also created an ethos in which ideas about ‘nation’, ‘volk’, and apartheid could be shaped. It was no coincidence that of the first ten chairmen of the AB, between 1918 and 1968, five were university professors.21


  Neither was it coincidence that so much of the burgeoning book and pamphlet literature on the colour question was written by academics, who were fashioning a more sharply etched ideology than had ever been the case with the traditional concept of segregation. Theologians assisted in the task by promoting the belief that the natural, God-given condition of humankind was its division into ‘nations’ with differing cultures, which should be kept apart. Perhaps the most influential of these writers was Geoff Cronjé, professor of sociology at the University of Pretoria, who produced a quartet comprising: ’n Tuiste vir die Nageslag (1945) (A home for posterity), Afrika sonder die Asiaat (1946) (Africa without the Asian), Regverdige Rasse-Apartheid (1947) (Just racial apartheid), and Voogdyskap en Apartheid (1948) (Guardianship and apartheid). The first of these titles is dedicated to his wife and to ‘all other Afrikaner mothers because they are the Protectors of the Blood-purity of the Boer nation’. WA de Klerk writes of the book’s impact that it ‘formed the subject of intense discussion within the Broederbond. In the cells (afdelings) Cronjé’s facts, figures and arguments were thoroughly dissected, critically weighed and basically accepted’.22


  If the AB was a secret driving force undergirding Afrikaner nationalism, the NP remained its public standard-bearer, claiming to speak on behalf of all Afrikaners even when in the 1930s and 1940s this was palpably untrue. Its support-base had apparently been eroded by the great split of 1934, and in the 1938 election Hertzog’s UP won a thumping victory, with 111 seats to the NP’s 27, and 447 535 votes to the NP’s 247 582. Even the ‘Lion of the North’, JG Strijdom, retained his seat – the only Transvaal constituency won by the NP – by only 242 votes. It was evident that Hertzog’s prestige remained high among many Afrikaners, while Smuts retained the loyalty of a faithful, if dwindling, number of Bloedsappe.


  Two events, however, were to shatter the illusion of the UP’s impregnability by giving an enormous fillip to the NP’s brand of radical nationalism. 1938 was the centenary of the Great Trek, the large-scale exodus into the hinterland of Afrikaners escaping British rule and the principle of racial equality in the Cape Colony. The Voortrekkers were undoubtedly brave people who encountered many hardships and dangers, but essentially the Trek was a rolling frontier. Later generations of Afrikaners were to invest it with an aura of heroism, even, prematurely, proclaiming it to be a manifestation of Afrikaner nationalism.


  The plan conceived by the organisers of the centenary celebration was that symbolic ox wagons from all parts of the country would converge on a hill outside Pretoria where the foundation stone of a monument to the Voortrekkers would be laid. The symbolic trek and the ceremony in Pretoria were, from the radical nationalists’ point of view, a huge success: in every village and town through which the wagons passed crowds assembled to greet them; and an estimated 250 000 – the biggest ever gathering in South Africa – attended the ceremony.


  Alan Paton, later to win fame as a writer and a leading opponent of apartheid, but then in a phase of sympathy for Afrikaner nationalists, attended the proceedings, even growing a beard as was the fashion. The celebrations turned into a frenzy of anti-English feeling, captured by Paton’s recounting of an incident in which a young Afrikaner asked him whether he had seen the crowd. When Paton answered that he had, he commented: ‘Now we’ll knock hell into the English.’ Paton went home, and shed both his beard and his sympathy for the racial attitudes of Afrikaner nationalism.23


  The celebrations were a seminal event in the renaissance of radical nationalism, playing into the hands of the NP and pushing Hertzog one step further into the wilderness. Schalk Pienaar, a reporter on Die Burger and later to become one of the outstanding journalists in the Afrikaans media, vividly (and with some exaggeration) described the symbolic trek as a ‘volks-demonstration’, which had unlocked the Afrikaner’s subconscious, releasing things of which he was unaware: ‘The volk became powerfully aware of its existence and its will for life (lewenswil).’24


  Less than a year later, in September 1939, Parliament’s decision, by a narrow majority of 13, to enter the war on the side of the Allies compounded the radical nationalists’ alienation. Hertzog had proposed neutrality, but Smuts was able to cobble together a bare majority for war. Hertzog resigned, but the Governor-General, Sir Patrick Duncan, declined to dissolve Parliament and hold new elections, and instead, invited Smuts to form a new government, which he did. It was anybody’s guess what result an election might have produced: it would have been a close-run thing if Hertzog and his followers in the erstwhile Fusion party had made common cause with the NP. In the event, both the war decision and Duncan’s action contributed massively to the radical nationalists’ growth.


  It was not, however, to be a tide that grew in strength and flowed without obstacle to the benefit of the NP. The war was to have paradoxical effects: on the one hand, nationalist sentiment swelled, but on the other hand, it led to yet another serious split in the nationalists’ ranks that would, temporarily at least, delay the NP’s ability to oust Smuts.


  Attempts to re-unify Hertzog and his followers with Malan’s NP failed, and in November 1940 Hertzog walked out of an NP congress in protest at the refusal of the Malanites to endorse his insistence that English and Afrikaners should have strictly equal rights. Most of his former followers, however, stayed with what was now called the Herenigde (Reunited) NP. A remnant followed Hertzog’s faithful lieutenant, NC Havenga, and later constituted themselves as the Afrikaner Party, which was to play a critical role in the 1948 election.


  More serious than the final break with Hertzog was the rise of the Ossewa-Brandwag (O-B), a neo-fascist extra-parliamentary mass movement with an ostensibly independent para-military wing, Die Stormjaers, whose activities during the war years constituted a menacing fifth column. The O-B, whose supporters were reputed to number 400 000, captured the imagination of many Afrikaners, and threatened to eclipse the NP as Afrikaner nationalism’s principal movement. Its ideology contained more than a tinge of support for the corporatist, even Nazi, state; but, notwithstanding UP criticisms to the contrary, relatively few Afrikaner nationalists fully embraced Nazism: apparent sympathy for the Axis cause and efforts to disrupt the domestic war effort by sabotage and spying on shipping movements owed more to the principle ‘my enemy’s enemy is my friend’ than to support for Hitler – which, in any case, was dented after the German army had overrun the Low Countries, whose Flemish and Dutch populations were viewed as ethnic kinsfolk.


  By 1943 it was evident that the tide of the World War had turned in favour of the Allies. The hopes of those nationalists who believed that an Axis victory would rid them of the British connection were dashed. Moreover the entry of Japan into the war had cooled the ardour of those wishing for defeat of the Allies. It was a propitious time for Smuts to call an election, which was held on 7 July 1943. The result was an overwhelming victory for Smuts, who won a huge majority of seats, 89 to 43, over the NP.


  Circumstances had favoured Smuts: it was a classic ‘khaki’ election; the UP’s main opponents were still feuding, and it was clear that thousands of Afrikaners, particularly O-B supporters, had heeded the O-B’s call to boycott the elections. Another factor, impossible to quantify, was that thousands of soldiers’ wives, who were dependent on a government allowance, voted for Smuts.25 Since 70 per cent of the South African troops were Afrikaners (although volunteers, by no means all had joined up out of conviction – army pay and rations were preferable to unemployment), this must have significantly augmented the UP vote.


  There was some consolation for Malan’s NP: compared with 1938, when Hertzog was still Prime Minister, it had improved its share of the vote to 36 per cent of the total, while the UP’s had dropped from 53,6 per cent to nearly 49 per cent. Moreover, the NP’s hardcore support was virtually undiminished, its smaller rivals had been decimated, and there were signs that enthusiasm for the O-B was beginning to wane. An estimated 32 per cent of Afrikaners had voted for Smuts: it was possible that in more normal conditions of peace time this percentage would shrink; and, besides, Afrikaner numbers were increasing at a significantly faster rate than the English. The 1946 census showed that the percentage of Afrikaans-speaking whites in the total white population had increased from 55,9 in 1936 to 57,3 in 1946.26 It would make sense for the NP to lower the voting age from 21 to 18 – which is what it did in 1958.


  Smuts, by contrast, showed complacency: ‘He called it a famous victory and believed it to be decisive for all time for his country’s future.’27 In five years’ time this would be shown to have been an illusion. With much of Smuts’s attention focused on the war, and thereafter on the creation of the United Nations Organisation, most of the administrative burden of running the country was left to Jan Hendrik Hofmeyr, Smuts’s righthand man and by far the most efficient and intellectually acute member of what was a singularly lacklustre Cabinet. In Smuts’s (frequent) absences abroad Hofmeyr acted as Prime Minister, and the general assumption was that he would be Smuts’s successor (Smuts being 78 in 1948, and Hofmeyr 54). Hofmeyr’s cautiously liberal views, however, were manna to the Nationalists, who would invoke him as the bogeyman in 1948.


  With political mileage from anti-war sentiment being exhausted, Malan and his party turned to other issues. Foremost among these was colour: the NP’s uncompromising policy of apartheid, a term that came into official NP terminology in 1944, found a soft target in the UP’s ambiguous and vacillating commitment to segregation. No less amenable to exploitation by the NP were the evident differences of viewpoints in the UP. On the one hand, there was Hofmeyr and a small group of more liberally minded MPs who were elected in 1943; on the other, hardline conservatives with views on race that were hardly distinguishable from those of the Nationalists. The appointment of Piet van der Byl, a blimpish reactionary from the Western Cape with limited knowledge of Africans, as Minister of Native Affairs in 1943, symbolised the UP’s seeming indifference to African affairs.


  As usual, Smuts’s attitude in these matters was one of studied ambiguity. The key issue in the debates among white politicians was the rate of the townward movement by Africans. As industry expanded during the war years the demand for African labour increased, and the pass laws which restricted African entry to the urban areas were suspended.


  The result was that between 1936 and 1946 the number of urban Africans grew by 57 per cent. ‘Swamping!’ cried the Nationalists. Farmers, the NP’s principal constituency, were being deprived of labour: urban work was better paid than farm work, and working conditions, although generally poor, were vastly superior to those on the farms.


  The traditional segregationist policy that urban Africans were ‘temporary sojourners’ had become totally unrealistic as hundreds of thousands of Africans rooted themselves in the towns and cities, constituting a swelling proletariat. In a speech to the liberal South African Institute of Race Relations in 1942, Smuts addressed the issue, declaring that segregation had fallen on ‘evil days’. It had tried to stop African urbanisation, but had failed: ‘The process has been accelerated. You might as well try to sweep the ocean back with a broom.’28 It was yet more manna to the Nationalist opposition – and a source of confusion to his hapless Minister of Native Affairs.


  There were signs during the war years that the UP was moving, cautiously, towards recognising the need for reform of urban policy, and accepting the obvious social and economic fact of the permanence of African town-dwellers. The climax of this trend came on the eve of the 1948 election, with the publication of the Report of the Natives Laws (Fagan) Commission, which declared roundly that


  … the idea of total segregation is utterly impracticable; secondly, that the movement from country to town has a background of economic necessity – that it may … be guided and regulated, and may perhaps also be limited, but that it cannot be stopped or turned in the opposite direction, and thirdly, that in our urban areas there are not only Native migrant labourers, but there is also a settled, permanent Native population (para 28).


  A message from Smuts, published in a propaganda pamphlet, Election News (1948), displayed the fundamental ambiguity of his stance: while remaining committed to segregation, the UP was ‘determined to assist Natives to enter industry as semi-skilled and skilled workers’. Whites would retain the power to govern, but


  … where the United Party differs from the Nationalist Party is that it does not arrogate to itself the power or the knowledge to lay down a policy for all time. It will do its best to lay a firm foundation for the future … but cannot entail the future. Generations to come will decide their own policy, and it would be folly for us today to impede what will be their greater experience and riper judgement.


  This was not a stirring call to the blood, and it was no match for the visceral appeal of a massive exercise in social engineering that was presented as a matter of life and death for whites in general, and Afrikaners in particular. If the scope of this social engineering remained unclear until 1947, what the NP was opposed to could be inferred with crystal clarity from parliamentary motions, proposed amendments to bills, resolutions at party congresses and speeches by politicians.


  Apartheid was intended to shore up the supposedly eroding foundations of white domination: interracial contact on a basis of equality must be stopped; competition from blacks in the labour market must be prevented; African urbanisation must be frozen; subversion must be put down firmly, and the Communist Party be banned; the reasoned demands for lifting the colour bar that emanated from the Natives Representative Council were an intolerable affront to whites; and any possibility of trade union rights for Africans, or of racially mixed unions, was unthinkable.


  The tenor of Nationalist thinking, especially in the Transvaal, where race relations were harsher, can be gauged from a comment made by JG Strijdom, a future Prime Minister, in 1939:


  The European had hitherto been able to maintain himself in South Africa because he was economically and culturally superior to the Native. If the Government went out of its way to civilize and uplift the Native in an unnatural manner, the White man would not be able to maintain his superiority.29


  Another indication was provided by the NP magazine, Die Kruithoring, in 1945 in which exception was taken to an instruction from the Minister for Native Affairs that letters to educated Africans should use ‘Dear Sir’ and ‘Yours faithfully’:


  To order a white man to call a Kaffir ‘Dear Sir’ is a sin against the white race of South Africa. It is against all the holy traditions that our forefathers built up. We can no longer tolerate it! (translation)


  Challenged to spell out precisely what apartheid implied, the NP responded by producing in March 1948 (at roughly the same time as the publication of the Fagan Report) its own Report of the Colour-Question Commission, chaired by Malan’s Cape colleague, Paul Sauer. Whether this Report can be described as a ‘blueprint’ for apartheid, as Sauer’s biographers claim, will be discussed below. What is true, however, is that practically every proposal in the Report was subsequently embodied in legislation.30


  The Report begins by counterposing racial equalisation (gelykstelling) with apartheid. Equalisation is to be rejected out of hand because it ‘must necessarily lead to the undermining and eventual destruction of the white race as an independent and ruling race’. Apartheid, on the other hand, had grown out of the historical experience of whites, and was based on Christian principles of justice and fairness: ‘Any form of oppression is therefore rejected as wrong, damaging to the volk (volkskadelik), both whites and non-whites, and contrary to the policy of apartheid.’ The essence of apartheid envisaged:


  
    	The maintenance of the white population of South Africa as a pure white race by the complete elimination of any miscegenation between white and non-white; its [the white population’s] permanence as an independent political community and its further development on a Christian-national basis by the necessary protection in all spheres, and the drawing of a clear dividing line between white and non-white, thereby removing all possible causes of clashes of interest between white and non-white.


    	The maintenance of the indigenous non-white racial groups of South Africa as separate volk-communities (volksgemeenskappe) by combating all influences that undermine their respective identities, and the establishment of possibilities for them to develop separately, in a natural way, their own volk-character (volksaard), capabilities and calling, complemented and fertilised by Christian civilisation until becoming self-sufficient volks-units (volkseenhede).


    	The maintenance of the traditional trusteeship principle. The cultivation of national pride and self-respect by each group and the encouragement of mutual esteem and respect among the different race and racial groups in the country. (para A)

  


  If a dividing line was to be drawn between black and white it did not imply the ‘total separation’ (‘algehele skeiding’) that some academic protagonists urged. Nimble semantic footwork was required to reconcile the utopianism of the academics with the cold realities of racial interdependence:


  As an eventual ideal and goal total apartheid between whites and natives is proposed, insofar as it is practically possible gradually to implement it, always with consideration being given to the country’s needs and interests and with the necessary care to ensure that there was no disruption of the country’s agriculture, industries and general interests. (para B7)


  Thus was the circle squared. Cynics, however, might doubt the compatibility of para E12, which proclaimed that the reserves (later called ‘homelands’ or colloquially ‘bantustans’) were to be ‘the fatherland of the Native … a spiritual home … the cradle of his personal and national ideals and aspirations’; and para E23, which recommended that ‘every effort be made to curb the exodus of natives from [white-owned] farms’. Furthermore, an investigation must be launched into the possibilities of making it ‘so attractive on the farms that it would show [the African] the great advantages that life on the farms offered compared with the cities and towns.’


  Africans in the towns were to be regarded as ‘temporary’, a point of view that restated traditional policy; the number of so-called ‘detribalised’ Africans was to be frozen; efforts were to be made to restore ‘tribal connections’, thus anchoring the African once again in his ‘volkseie’ (literally, ‘volks-own’, referring to alleged unique ethnic attributes).


  Henceforth the influx of Africans to urban areas would be strictly controlled, and as far as possible migrant labour would be used. Labour distribution and regulation would be in the hands of a Central Labour Bureau whose task it would be to ensure that the labour requirements of agriculture, industry, mining and the towns were met.


  Again, the utopian vision of total separation was traded off against the realities of racial interdependence:


  The ideal to be aimed at is the gradual withdrawal of Natives from industries in the white areas, but it is realised that this is possible only over the course of many years. (para E45)


  The limited degree of separate representation (by whites) of Africans in Parliament was to be abolished, and political institutions based around traditional leaders (so-called ‘chiefs’) were to be built up. In contrast to previous segregation policies, efforts were to be made to reinvigorate ethnic (so-called ‘tribal’) loyalties both in the reserves and in the urban areas.


  Apart from its lyrical lucubrations about the bright future awaiting Africans in the reserves and other quasi-philosophical musings, the Sauer Report made nearly 30 concrete recommendations whose implementation would require legislation. The subject matter covered the full range of apartheid’s toughest measures. Over the following decade virtually all were to be enacted. As a guide to what was to come, the Report was a useful indicator.


  Unsurprisingly, the Report, in contrast to the Fagan Report, contained no statistical data; and it made no attempt to cost what was clearly going to be a massive project of social engineering. No single member of the five-man team appeared to have much or, indeed, any knowledge of economics – four were professional politicians and one was a cleric. It is hardly necessary to mention that no blacks were consulted in the course of drawing up the Report.


  There has been debate in scholarly and other circles about whether the implementation of apartheid followed a ‘blueprint’. Piet Cillié, for example, dismissed the notion that apartheid was a carefully worked out programme:


  A system? An ideology? A coherent blueprint? No, rather a pragmatic, tortuous process of consolidating a nationalist movement’s leadership, of establishing the Afrikaner’s right to self-determination, not primarily directed against a coloured force, but to prevent the return of the United Party. It [the UP], in turn, would try to ensure that the Nationalists would never get another chance. Revolt and coups would be the means left over for them.31


  In more scholarly vein, Deborah Posel seeks to refute the view that the Afrikaner nationalist vanguard in the state had


  … [b]uilt the Apartheid edifice brick by brick, according to the dictates of a single, systematic long-term blueprint, the essence of which was already conceived in the minds of NP leaders on the eve of their election victory in 1948.32


  Both Cillié’s and Posel’s arguments could have been strengthened by citing the ingenuous comment made by EG Jansen, the Minister of Native Affairs (and a former member of the Sauer Commission) in one of the earliest debates about apartheid after the NP–AP victory in May 1948, that ‘the precise manner in which apartheid or separation is to be applied to [Africans] in industries, and in the urban areas, has still to be worked out’ (House of Assembly Debates, 64, 16 August 1948, col. 609).


  There remains some doubt about the validity of Cillié’s and Posel’s arguments: was the implementation of apartheid really as haphazard a process as Cillié suggests? And had the NP leaders not already conceived the essence of apartheid prior to the election? As mentioned above, a consistent line of attack was readily discernible in NP parliamentary activities and elsewhere, notably in newspapers like Die Burger and Die Transvaler, both of which played important roles in propagandising the NP cause.


  No one who read Die Transvaler over the 10-year period up to 1948, when HF Verwoerd was editor, could have been under any illusion about what apartheid would involve. Verwoerd, who would be apartheid’s master-builder, more than its architect, had decided, according to his biographer, even in the 1930s, what the principles of a successful party should be. Scholtz quotes Verwoerd as saying in 1936:


  By saying clearly well in advance what it is going to do, a party gains the support of people who will stand by it through thick and thin. Only in this way can a powerful government be built up. It cannot happen by means of a coming together [samevoeging] on an idealistic basis without a fully worked out policy.33


  Verwoerd was (mercifully) atypical in his consistency and inflexibility, but others, mostly Transvalers, were hardly less so. As with Verwoerd, for them the essence of apartheid would be the shoring up of the supposedly eroding foundations of segregation, and the restoration to its full rigour of racial discrimination. It is hard not to suppose that hundreds of thousands of NP voters were principally concerned with putting up the barricades against racial equality, rather than with the lofty visions of separate freedoms proclaimed by the intellectual theorists of apartheid. The essence of apartheid, in JG Strijdom’s words, was that ‘in a bus I will not sit alongside a native’. Strijdom was also notable for propounding the doctrine of baasskap (mastership), by which he meant that:


  In every sphere the European must be master, the European must retain the right to rule the country and to keep it a white man’s country.34


  Why did the NP–AP coalition win the 1948 election? Answers have tended to focus on two issues: was it the appeal to Afrikaner unity? Or was it the ‘black peril’ electioneering under the slogan of apartheid? Schalk Pienaar dismisses the explanation in terms of apartheid as nonsense: ‘what happened in 1948 was that the long dormant but growing Afrikaner nationalism reached its apogee’.35


  It is misleading to see the result in ‘either/or’ terms. Essentially it was a fusion of both, brought together in defence of the perceived threat to Afrikaner identity and hegemony. Two pithy observations capture the dimensions of this fusion: At van Wyk, a historian, recalled the mood in 1947:


  … the call from the platform and pulpit, in classroom and editor’s office, was for the Afrikaner to be Christian, nationalist, anti-English and anti-black, all rolled into one. That, at any rate, was how it was broadly understood, if not openly advocated.36


  Piet Cillié wrote:


  The strategy of the Nationalist opposition was to win back the ex-Nationalist component of the United Party [the Hertzogites], and the weapons were Afrikaner rights, republicanism and the colour question, concerning which every sign of laxity or laissez-faire on the part of the authorities was mercilessly attacked.37


  Another issue of importance, because it had implications for Afrikaner hegemony and identity, was immigration, which the Smuts government was encouraging, even to the extent of 50 000 immigrants per annum. Nearly 29 000 had arrived in 1947 and 35 631 in 1948, overwhelmingly of British origins: within two years of arrival they were eligible to vote. Should this rate of immigration be sustained, the Afrikaners’ demographic edge over the English would be lost.38 To the Nationalists it was obvious that Smuts’s eagerness to attract immigrants had less to do with anticipated economic benefits than with an attempt to ‘plough the Afrikaner under’, as one of Smuts’s ministers, Deneys Reitz, was alleged to have said.


  As much as anything it was the ineptitude of the UP that lost it the election. Apart from irritating post-war shortages of food and housing, Smuts’s studied indifference – or so his opponents claimed – to the question of Afrikaner rights, the ‘Hofmeyr factor’, and the British Royal Family’s tour in 1947, at Smuts’s invitation, played into the hands of his opponents. A series of by-election defeats or diminished majorities beginning in 1944 should have caused alarm bells to ring; but Smuts’s preoccupation with the war and its aftermath meant that little was done to galvanise the UP into an effective fighting force. Complacency bred sclerosis.


  The NP, on the other hand, had developed into a finely honed machine, a classic mobilisation party or liberation movement, of which Africa was to see many more. It was, as Malan said in 1941, ‘no party political organisation in the ordinary sense of the word’. It embodied two basic ideas without which no Afrikaner volk would ever be possible: the idea of Nationalism and the idea of restored Afrikaner unity. The NP was, he said on a subsequent occasion, ‘organised Afrikanerdom itself in the political sphere’.39


  Comparing the two parties, Hancock remarks:


  [The NP] had at their disposal a substantial force of paid organizers. Professionalism against amateurism; youth against age, attack against defence – that, by and large, was the contrast between the two parties.40


  The small majority won by the NP–AP coalition meant that Malan’s priority as Prime Minister was to consolidate the victory. For the UP the shock of defeat gave way to the widespread view that Malan’s victory was a temporary aberration and that he would not be able to survive for long. Although the UP and its Labour Party ally had won fewer seats than its opponent, nevertheless it had decisively defeated it in terms of votes cast: Heard has estimated that the UP–LP alliance won 53,3 per cent of the total votes, while the NP–AP won only 39,4 per cent, the huge distortion being caused principally by the vagaries of the plurality electoral system. He estimates that on average the UP required 9 124 votes to win each seat, compared with 5 683 for the NP–AP.41


  In the postmortem that followed, many ‘might-have-beens’ were raised. Ben Schoeman, a minister in Malan’s Cabinet and thereafter until 1974, believed that if the NP–AP had not won it would have remained in opposition for many years because the UP would have expanded the Coloured and Indian vote, and quickly enfranchised immigrants from Britain, who would continue to pour in if the UP were returned.42


  If these were counterfactual speculations they nevertheless pointed to action that the NP felt it must take over the next decade to insulate ‘white’ politics from any direct black involvement. Qualified male Coloured persons were eligible to register as voters on the common roll in the Cape Province – a right they had possessed since 1853 – and, even if their influence had been diluted by the extension of the franchise to white women in 1930 and the abolition of qualifications, apart from age, for white voters in 1931, their votes were potentially decisive in 18 constituencies, where Coloured voters constituted over 10 per cent of the total number of voters, and 37 seats where they constituted less than 10 per cent.


  Moreover, only one-third of eligible Coloured males had, in fact, registered as voters, partly because registration was not compulsory for Coloured people, whereas it was for whites – whose names, in any case, unlike those of Coloured voters, had been automatically transferred to the new voter rolls begun in 1946.43


  Much of the first phase of apartheid dealt with the NP’s efforts to abolish common roll voting rights for Coloured men; and, ironically, the political status of the Coloured people later became an ideological Achilles heel for the NP that had serious consequences for party unity when, belatedly, a way had to be found of politically reintegrating them without jeopardising NP control.


  Another might-have-been arose out of the boycott by the Indian community of the provision for limited representation by whites – including three MPs in the House of Assembly – of qualified Indian men in Natal and Transvaal. The Asiatic Land Tenure and Indian Representation Act of 1946 had been Smuts’s ambiguous way of responding to pressures from the Indian community, most of whom were resident in Natal, and from India itself, for the extension of civil rights to people of colour. The first part of the legislation, however, was a response to reactionary white pressure against alleged Indian ‘penetration’ of white residential areas. As a whole the legislation pleased no one, and the Indian community comprehensively boycotted the possible elections, which would certainly have returned three anti-NP MPs. The NP, whose platform included a proposal to repatriate Indians to Asia, repealed the legislation very shortly after coming to power.


  Bernard Friedman, a liberal who won a UP seat in 1943, suggests that had Smuts accepted a recommendation by the Natives Representative Council in 1943 that the number of (white) MPs representing Cape Africans in the House of Assembly be raised from three to ten, he would have been spared the disaster of 1948. All ten would have been anti-NP.44 Smuts, while not unsympathetic to the African cause, would not countenance even so moderate a move, fearing that the augmentation of support from the African representatives would be far outweighed by the loss of white support such a move would incur.


  Democratising polities in nineteenth century Europe had often produced situations where ruling classes, or segments of ruling classes, had enfranchised new strata as a means of gaining new support. South Africa’s situation was different. Where colour rather than class was the critical social distinction, even limited extensions of representation to blacks would evoke opposition from across the white political spectrum. The liberals in Smuts’s caucus were pitifully few in number, and their spiritual leader, Hofmeyr, was if anything an electoral liability.


  A might-have-been of the post-election period concerned the role played by NC Havenga’s Afrikaner Party, whose winning of nine seats in 1948 gave the winning edge to the NP–AP alliance. The AP was essentially the remnant party of Hertzog’s followers, which had also mopped up O-B supporters who had refused to vote for the NP. Malan had had to fight off strong opposition from Strijdom and others to the pact with Havenga, but finally had his way. By August of 1948 it was reported to Smuts that Havenga and some of his followers were deeply unhappy in the NP camp and, according to EG Malherbe, Smuts’s Director of Military Intelligence during the War and thereafter Principal of Natal University College, that Havenga would rather co-operate with Smuts than Malan. Smuts was unimpressed with Malherbe’s idea and sniffily dismissed Havenga and his colleagues as ‘a lot of Fascists’ – a reference to the AP’s recruitment of O-B sympathisers.45


  Whether the reports of Havenga’s preparedness to strike a deal with Smuts were true is not known. If Havenga was uneasy about what the NP was prepared to do to abolish the Coloured common roll vote, he betrayed little or no sign of this publicly.


  Chapter 2


  The Black Experience: A Prelude to Apartheid


  By the end of the nineteenth century all of the African polities in what was to become the Union of South Africa had been brought under white control, either by conquest or, in some cases, by treaty. The frontiers of white settlement had rolled forward inexorably; even the most redoubtable of the indigenous chiefdoms could not indefinitely withstand the pressure of the guns and horses of the frontiersmen, or colonial and imperial troops.


  Three interrelated issues dominated the black/white encounter: security, land and labour. Among Dutch and English farmers an insatiable land-hunger was accompanied by an equally insatiable demand for labour. As Lieutenant-Governor Scott of Natal wrote in 1858:


  It seems impossible for a body of white men to live in proximity to the coloured races, without adopting a conviction that as the dominant people, they have a right to command the services of the less civilised … 1


  Independent or semi-autonomous chiefdoms were not only obstacles to the acquisition of land and labour, they were also potential rallying points for resistance to white rule. Reasons of security accordingly required that they be neutralised, even broken up; their chiefs sometimes deposed, deported or even imprisoned.


  With the eventual defeat of the Zulu kingdom in 1879, the most powerful indigenous state in the region had been neutralised. The Bambatha Rebellion that broke out in Natal in 1906 and was harshly put down by the colonial authorities was the last revolt against white rule by an indigenous group. Henceforth, opposition to white rule would assume new forms.


  Land had been a critical factor in the colonial encounter: it was an issue in all of the wars fought between 1779 and 1877 on the moving Cape frontier, and in the repeated skirmishes between the burghers of the Boer Republics and the indigenous people. Africans lost out in this contest for control of resources. A rueful Xhosa saying has it: ‘At first we had the land and the white man had the Bible. Now we have the Bible and the white man has the land.’ Land was alienated in various ways: by conquest in war, by confiscation after a rebellion, by merely staking out a farm which happened to have Africans already resident on it, and by concessions from chiefs who were either venal or unaware that whites’ understanding of land grants was fundamentally different from theirs, which did not involve outright possession. In De Kiewiet’s words, ‘In the European mind ownership was more important than use; in the Bantu mind use was more important than ownership.’2


  The extent to which land occupied by Africans was alienated is a matter of controversy: conservative white politicians consistently denied that any such alienation had occurred; some also denied that Africans had been in South Africa at the time of the original white settlement of 1652, claiming instead that the Dutch and Bantu-speaking Africans arrived in South Africa at approximately the same time. Both contentions are historical myths. The evidence suggests that Bantu-speaking people had settled in what became South Africa some 2 000 years ago; by the time of Van Riebeeck’s arrival in 1652 much of the northern and eastern, summer rainfall area of South Africa had been long settled.


  Modern historians, while prepared to acknowledge the fact of historical land alienation, have been reluctant to offer quantitative estimates of the scale on which it occurred. None, however, has successfully challenged WM Macmillan’s estimate, made in 1930, that Africans were being required to live upon one-fifth of the land to which they had previously laid occupational claim.3 (The allocation of land to Africans changed somewhat in 1936 – see below.)


  Apart from the sacred and symbolic significance of land on which ancestors were buried, it was also the vital economic underpinning of traditional society. Alienation on so large a scale, combined with taxes that required men to go out to work as migrants, sounded the death-knell of self-sufficiency and the beginning of the incorporation of Africans into white-controlled society as a subordinate colour-caste. It was a major instrument of black disempowerment. It was not only self-sufficiency that ended; the ability of African peasant farmers to market surpluses to the growing towns also declined and was finally extinguished.


  The land issue rumbled on through the twentieth century, and even under African National Congress rule from 1994 onwards African grievances about dispossession remain salient. Limited areas were set aside as ‘reserves’ for exclusive African occupation prior to 1909, but these were no more than residual or remnant areas. To a limited extent mounting pressure of population on land in the reserves was relieved by the ability of groups of Africans to club together to buy freehold land outside the reserves. By 1916 over one million morgen of land – or 2.12 million acres – were owned by Africans, either individually or collectively.4 Others squatted on Crown Lands or lived as labour tenants on white-owned farms.


  The inter-colonial South African Native Affairs Commission of 1903–5, chaired by Sir Godfrey Lagden, investigated land questions in some detail in the context of an examination of ‘native policy’ with a particular focus on the supposed labour shortage. Its findings concerning land purchase by Africans were a prelude to the first statutory instrument of territorial segregation, the Natives Land Act of 1913. The Lagden Commission warned against continuing to allow Africans to purchase land outside reserves:


  If this process goes on, while at the same time restrictions exclude Europeans from purchasing within Native areas, it is inevitable that at no very distant date the amount of land in Native occupation will be undesirably extended. Native wages and earnings are greater than they used to be, their wants are few, and their necessary expenses small. They will buy land at prices above its otherwise market value, as their habits and standard of living enable them to exist on land that it is impossible for Europeans to farm on a small scale. There will be many administrative and social difficulties created by the multiplication of a number of Native units scattered throughout a white population and owning the land of the country equally with them. Such a situation cannot fail to accentuate feelings of race prejudice and animosity, with unhappy results. It will be far more difficult to preserve the absolutely necessary political and social distinctions if the growth of a mixed rural population of land-owners is not discouraged.5


  The Commission recommended that legislation should prevent Africans from purchasing land outside certain areas (that is, the reserves), and that ‘tribal, communal or collective possession or occupation’ should not be permitted. Herein lay the germ of ‘possessory’ segregation, which the legislation of 1913 addressed: approximately seven per cent of South Africa’s land surface was ‘scheduled’ as reserves. The same law sought to deal with squatting on white-owned farms and share-cropping agreements, and was applied with especial ferocity in the Orange Free State. ‘Awaking on Friday morning, June 20 1913, the South African Native found himself, not actually a slave, but a pariah in the land of his birth.’6


  The Natives Land Act was intended as an interim measure, pending a comprehensive settlement of the land issue. It was not until 1936, however, that further legislation was enacted, this time as part of Hertzog’s ‘solution’ of the ‘native problem’. The Native Trust and Land Act ‘released’ a further 7.25 million morgen from the provisions of the 1913 legislation. An official digest of legislation affecting Africans described the land situation succinctly:


  The grand total of seventeen and three-quarter million morgen [or 13.7 per cent of South Africa’s land surface] will represent the extent of land that will either be owned by Natives or be held in trust for them. Great numbers of Natives will continue to reside on property outside of the Native areas as squatters or servants or in some other capacity but will not be able to enter into any agreement or transaction for the purchase, hire or other acquisition from a person other than a Native of any such land or any right thereto, interest therein, or servitude thereover except with the approval of the Governor-General. In such manner therefore will the rights of Natives in land be restricted so as to ensure attainment of the policy of territorial separation between Native and non-Native.7


  The reserves, subsequently known as ‘homelands’ (and colloquially as ‘bantustans’), were the ideological linchpin of segregation and thereafter of apartheid. They originated, however, not from a benign concern for the protection of threatened African land rights, but rather from the less benign consideration that access to land might inhibit the supply of labour. The mineral revolution of the last third of the nineteenth century and the beginnings of secondary industry meant that the demand for labour had reached new heights.


  Denying access to land, and squeezing squatters and labour tenants were strategies to extract more labour. Prising Africans off the land did not, however, entail according them freedom of movement and the right to sell their labour in the best market. Another instrument of domination was the institution of the pass laws, which limited Africans’ right to change employers at will or to move from place to place in search of better employment opportunities. Ostensibly the pass laws were supposed to prevent vagabondage, absconding from work and crime; in reality they served mainly to tie African workers to particular employers.


  As industrialisation increased and population pressure on rural land caused more and more people, black and white, to seek a living in the towns, the pass laws acquired further functions – limiting the access of Africans to urban areas while serving as a mechanism for the bureaucratic allocation of labour to mining and agriculture, neither of which could compete with the wages paid in commerce or industry.8 Under apartheid the scope of the pass laws, later known as influx control, was radically extended, enmeshing Africans ever more tightly in bureaucratic coils. No single institution of segregation cased more anger and irritation to Africans.


  For many poor Afrikaners the townward trek was a traumatic experience in a hostile environment. It was the same for Africans, but with the critical difference that they were people with few rights, subjected to an all-encompassing inequality, and entering an environment that was not only hostile, but for many, dehumanising. These qualities are captured by the brutal recommendation of an official commission in 1922


  … that it should be a recognised principle of government that natives – men, women and children – should only be permitted within municipal areas in so far and for so long as their presence is demanded by the wants of the white population … . the masterless native in urban areas is a source of danger and a cause of degradation of both black and white.9


  The official view of the urban African as a ‘temporary sojourner’ (a term that came into official usage) whose permanent home was in a reserve, was the basis of urban policy, and survived well into the apartheid era. It was another major instrument of domination whose corollary was the entrenchment of the migrant labour system. Smuts argued in 1929:


  While the native may come voluntarily out of his own area to work with a white employer, he will leave his wife and children behind in their native home … migration of the native family, of the females and children, to the farms and towns … should be prevented.10


  The effects of these policies on the lives of Africans were devastating. In the reserves, overcrowding by both people and animals was exacting its toll. Quoting an African saying that ‘Man begets, but land does not beget,’ the Native Economic Commission of 1930–32 found that


  … we have now throughout the Reserves a state of affairs in which, with few exceptions, the carrying capacity of the soil for both human beings and animals is definitely on the downgrade; a state of affairs which, unless soon remedied, will within one or at the outside two decades create … an appalling problem of Native poverty.11


  Harsh conditions in the reserves and, often, an eagerness to escape the drudgery and low wages of employment on white-owned farms were powerful push factors that accelerated African urbanisation. Between 1921 and 1936 the urban African population increased by 94.49 per cent, and between 1936 and 1946 by 57.16 per cent, bringing the percentage of the total African population that was urban to nearly 23 per cent (and, incidentally, totalling 1.794 million, which was approximately 75 000 more than the white urban population).12


  Conditions in the urban African townships were harsh: local authorities were disinclined to spend generously on populations deemed ‘temporary’ by official policy and who, in any case, were not municipal voters. In 1942 an inter-departmental committee chaired by Douglas Smit, the Secretary for Native Affairs, investigated urban conditions, finding, among other things, an ‘appalling amount of malnutrition’, a ‘high incidence of ill-health’, and ‘maladjustment arising from broken family ties’. The committee was ‘impressed above all by the poverty of the Native community’.13 Their report was a withering indictment of past neglect; it served in some measure to initiate a cautious measure of reform, which was extinguished in 1948.


  Unlike poor blacks, poor whites possessed the vote, and could use it, as they did in 1924, to vote in a government that was actively concerned with promoting their interests. African and Coloured voting rights were confined to the Cape Province, in which a non-racial male franchise had survived since 1852, despite the imposition of tighter restrictions on potential African voters in 1887 and 1892. To register as a voter a male had to be 21 years old and had either to earn £50 per annum or own fixed property to the value of £75, and be able to sign his name and write his address and occupation.


  On the eve of Union in 1909 nearly 15 per cent of Cape voters were other than white, including 6 637 (4.7 per cent) who were Africans.14 None of the other prospective provinces accorded any voting rights to people of colour: the Transvaal and Orange Free State Constitutions had flatly excluded them, and even after the conclusion of the Anglo-Boer War in 1902 the British government as the colonial power had declined to insist on franchise rights for blacks. In Natal, Africans who sought to qualify as voters were required to complete a formidable obstacle race that involved acquiring exemption from African customary law – itself a difficult process – and thereafter, having been so exempted for seven years, resident in the Colony for 12 years, meeting the property qualifications and furnishing a certificate signed by three white voters who testified to the applicant’s loyalty, the Lieutenant-Governor might, in his discretion, enfranchise the applicant. It was not surprising that by 1905 the voter rolls included the grand total of three Africans!


  Indians, brought into Natal from 1860 onwards as indentured labour (together with so-called ‘passenger Indians’) were denied the franchise by legislation of 1896, which prevented the enfranchisement of ‘Natives or descendants in the male line of Natives which have not hitherto possessed elective representative institutions ….’


  Despite strong opposition from the Transvaal, Orange Free State and Natal, the Cape was allowed to retain its franchise arrangement, although it yielded up the previous (theoretical) right of persons of colour to become members of Parliament. Any hopes that Cape politicians might have entertained that the Cape franchise would be exported to the northern provinces were idle: from the inception of Union powerful voices were raised against common roll voting rights for blacks, more especially for Africans. Some measure of protection for the Cape franchise was afforded by ‘entrenching’ it, together with a clause guaranteeing equality of English and Dutch (later Afrikaans) in the Constitution: only a two-thirds majority of both houses of Parliament sitting together could amend it. The unified opposition of white South Africa to black political rights was enough to overcome the protection.


  Opposition to effective voting rights for blacks reflected the historical paranoia to which reference has been made, although English-speaking conservatives, especially in Natal, were equally hostile to having any truck with a non-racial principle. The Anglo-Boer War had shown that large numbers of black people were hoping for a British victory in the (misplaced) expectation that a new Imperial order would liberate them from racial domination. Louis Botha, a Boer general and the Prime Minister of the united South Africa from 1910 to 1919, told a commission in 1903 that


  … the [British] military during the war spoiled the Kaffirs. They paid the Kaffir too much money. The Kaffir is a barbarian, but after being mixed up in the war, he now considers himself a sort of master in the country … . In one way they consider themselves better than [the Boers].15


  Botha’s language and the assumptions it expressed were typical of the times. There is, however, truth in his diagnosis that the dislocation of war had stirred up greater anti-Boer sentiment. Resentment of white rule was widespread. As early as 1851 Theophilus Shepstone spoke of ‘the evident sympathy of colour that exists among the Black nations’.16 It is plausible that as more and more indigenous societies were colonised, and their lands alienated, at least a sense of common plight developed.


  Towards the end of the nineteenth century a new form of political activity among Africans of the Christian, educated class was emerging. Unlike the primary resistance of the indigenous societies, the new elite requested rights within the common society. André Odendaal’s study of early black protest politics suggests continuity between the older and the newer politics:


  The strategies of the new class differed from the old tribal resistance strategies, but in seeking to protect African interests against expanding white domination, their aims were the same. By adopting a constitutional approach and seeking accommodation within the colonial systems, the educated Africans were merely displaying a different form of resistance.17


  The colonial tributaries of the new protest flowed into a single stream: if Union in 1910 unified white politics, it also drew into existence a country-wide African organisation for the protection of their interests. Publication of the draft South African Act early in 1909 sparked a flurry of protest from Africans in all parts of the country. An ad hoc South African Native Convention assembled in Bloemfontein in March and placed on record ‘its strong and emphatic protest’ against the discriminatory clauses in the draft, and ‘respectfully’ pleaded for the extension of the Cape franchise to the prospective northern provinces.18 A petition to the (British) House of Commons received a polite rebuff.


  From 1910 onwards, organised black opinion had little option but to react defensively to the torrent of discriminatory legislation that poured forth from an all-white Parliament unfettered by any Imperial restraint. Certainly there were protests, but the essential theme of racial politics for the next 60 years or so would be that the South African state, with the support of the large majority of whites, could shrug off whatever challenge black opposition offered. The huge disparity in political resources virtually ensured that black political organisations could be little more than reactive – opportunities for seizing the initiative did not arise. Moreover, their weak bargaining position, reinforced perhaps by a degree of culturally prescribed respectfulness, lent to the African National Congress (ANC), for example, a restrained, dignified, and moderate style in supplicating government that would last into the 1940s. Unduly radical demands, it was believed, would make the white government even more intransigent in responding to African pleas for the amelioration of grievances.


  The South African Native National Congress (the name was changed to African National Congress in 1925) was founded in Bloemfontein in 1912. The membership of the early NNC was rooted in the educated, Christian class, products of the mission schools who were the sole providers of education for Africans at that time. The formation of the Congress was largely attributable to the initiative of Pixley ka Seme, a lawyer with degrees from both Columbia and Oxford Universities. In a newspaper article written in 1911 Seme proposed a Congress of ‘the dark races of this sub-continent’ that would meet once or twice a year to take stock of the situation being experienced by Africans.


  Optimistically, Seme anticipated that the Congress would be a channel for communication between government and the entire African population which would ‘make it easier for the Union Government to deal with the Natives’. He also expressed hope that feuding and animosity among African ethnic clusters would be contained by the Congress:


  We are one people. These divisions, these jealousies, are the cause of all our woes and of all our backwardness and ignorance today.19


  At the inaugural meeting in Bloemfontein an ethnically balanced team was assembled for the executive leadership. John L Dube, a Zulu clergyman who had established an excellent school at Ohlange, near Durban, and also edited a Zulu/English newspaper, was elected president in a deliberate move to avoid creating the impression of Xhosa dominance, an allegation that would crop up many times in the ANC’s future history.20


  The potential for Xhosa dominance derived from the far longer and deeper impact that missionaries and their schools had had on Cape Africans in comparison with those in the other provinces. The first school for Africans was opened in 1799 but it was not until the 1820s that missionary education began on a systematic basis on the eastern frontier. By 1905 the Cape Colony had over 60 000 African pupils in schools – or 4.2 per cent of the African population – which was more than twice that of the other three colonies combined.21


  It was not until 1919 that the Congress produced a Constitution. It was an elaboration of what Seme had written in 1911. It included: the Congress was to be a watchdog for African interests; to serve as a means of educating white public representatives about ‘the requirement and aspirations’ of Africans; to educate Africans on their rights, duties and obligations to the state; to discourage ethnicity among Africans; and to agitate and advocate ‘by just means’ for the removal of the colour bar and for ‘equitable representation’ of Africans in Parliament and other representative bodies.


  Nelson Mandela has often described the ANC as a ‘broad church’. The embryo of this aggregative approach is contained among the ‘objects’ listed in the Constitution:


  To unite, absorb, consolidate and preserve under its aegis existing political and educational Associations, Vigilance Committees and other public and private bodies whose aims are the promotion and safeguarding of the interests of the aboriginal races.22


  It was hardly a radical set of aims. Indeed, the entire document is suffused with a moralistic, even prim, tone bearing the stamp of the missionary education so many of the Congress’s founding members had obtained. The essential moderation of the ANC was demonstrated by its views on the franchise. For more than three decades after its founding, the ANC favoured the extension of the Cape franchise system to the northern provinces, while, of course, fighting a rearguard action against Hertzog’s legislation that destroyed it. By 1929 there were 15 780 African voters on the Cape common roll, constituting 7.5 per cent of the total Cape electorate and, so it was claimed, a decisive element in 12 or 13 eastern Cape seats, all held by Smuts’s South African Party. In 1930 white women were enfranchised, lowering the percentage of African voters to 3.1 per cent; in 1931 a further dilution of the African vote occurred when educational and economic qualifications for white voters were abolished.23


  It took from 1926 until 1936 for Hertzog to get his ‘Native Bills’ through Parliament with the required two-thirds majority of both Houses to amend an entrenched clause. Only 11 MPs voted against the legislation, demonstrating again that when white South Africans overcame their political divisions it was invariably at the expense of black rights.


  The quid pro quo for the loss of the common roll franchise was three seats to be filled by white MPs, elected by Cape Africans, and four senators (again, white) to be elected by complex, indirect methods by Africans in Natal, Transvaal and Orange Free State, the Transkeian Territories, and the Cape Province excluding the Transkeian Territories. In addition, a Natives Representative Council (NRC) was created, consisting of (white) officials from the Native Affairs Department, four Africans nominated by the Governor-General and twelve elected African members. The Council was a purely advisory body, charged with considering proposed legislation affecting Africans, and any matter affecting Africans.


  If the legislation was another serious setback to the cause of African rights, it served at least some indirect purpose by breathing life into African political organisation in general, and the ANC in particular. The 1920s and 1930s had overall been a bleak period for the ANC. It had participated in protests from time to time, but its organisation was poor, its finances were shaky, and it never attracted a mass membership. For much of the 1920s it was overshadowed by the Industrial and Commercial Workers’ Union of South Africa, known simply as the ICU, led by a charismatic maverick named Clements Kadalie, who had been born in Nyasaland (today Malawi) and migrated to Cape Town in 1918.


  Although the achievements of the ICU in the 1920s (after which it petered out in disarray) appear distinctly limited, it did at least pioneer new techniques of opposition in forming a mass movement – claiming, perhaps exaggeratedly, a membership of 100 000 in 1927 – and drawing in African and Coloured workers, both urban and rural. Wickens’s study concludes:


  [The ICU] penetrated for the first time beneath the crust of the articulate and educated class and initiated the first genuinely popular movement among Blacks in South Africa. While it was the chief representative of Black opinion, the ICU explored what avenues were open to it, and if those turned out to be blind alleys, this does not mean that the exploring was not worth doing.24


  Erratic and demagogic though his leadership may have been, Kadalie inspired his followers in a way that no other African leader had previously been able to do. He underlined exactly what the ANC lacked, notably during the period 1930–1937 when Seme was president. Quality of leadership, including the ability to inspire trust in one’s followers and to take them into uncharted territory, would prove crucial factors when South Africa’s transition reached its crucial phase in the 1990s.


  The ANC was overshadowed yet again in mounting protest against the assault on the Cape franchise. The All Africa Convention (AAC), an umbrella body that included a wide variety of civic and political organisations, including the ANC, led the opposition. Its president, Professor DDT Jabavu, member of a famous Eastern Cape political family, had never been a member of the ANC, although, doubtless, he was in general agreement with its policies.


  Predictably, the AAC’s pleadings and its refusal to go beyond time-honoured, though demonstrably ineffective, methods of protest achieved nothing. The issue that now faced African politicians was whether to participate in the institutions set up by the 1936 legislation, namely the Natives Representative Council and the separate representation of Africans in Parliament. The question was: did you collaborate with devices designed to perpetuate your own oppression? Or did you acquiesce, and use whatever means were available to lobby government and air grievances? Initially the ANC chose acquiescence; younger members, increasingly radicalised – and not least by such patently racist legislation – wanted to boycott both the NRC and the election of MPs, but the older accommodationist stance prevailed. Albert Luthuli, who served briefly on the NRC in its dying phase, offered the following qualified defence of participation:


  There was this to be said … . At least the new body was elective, in a cumbersome way, and at least it was intended to represent all Africans. It was, perhaps, worth trying. At all events, here again was the appearance of an opportunity to make our voices heard. It can never be alleged that we turned aside from what means were open to us.25


  Disillusionment with the NRC soon set in among its members and the African public. It was a ‘toy telephone’, in the words of one of its members. Some of the most distinguished African leaders of the day were members, and the quality of its debates compared favourably with those in the (white) Parliament. Frustration led to the NRC’s adjournment sine die in 1946. It was finally abolished in 1951.


  Much the same mixture of resignation and acquiescence lay behind the ANC’s decision to participate in the election of (white) MPs to represent Africans. Margaret Ballinger was invited to stand by the Cape division of the ANC, and served with distinction from 1937 until 1960, whereupon legislation of 1959 terminating African representation came into effect. Most of the other MPs were either liberals or communists. Among the latter was Ray Alexander, whose parliamentary career must be among the briefest on record: she was elected on 21 April 1954 and six days thereafter was declared incapable of taking her seat in terms of the Suppression of Communism Act of 1950. The same legislation terminated the parliamentary careers of several other communists elected as African representatives.


  The unlikely agent of the ANC’s resuscitation from its moribund condition was Dr AB Xuma, a medical doctor, who returned to South Africa in 1927 after 12 years of study in the United States. Xuma, who was very much in the cautious tradition of the ANC’s old guard, was elected president in 1940. He recognised that the ANC was in dire need of organisational reform if it was to have any hope of achieving its goals. Indeed, chronic financial problems, organisational incoherence and the absence of any paid full-time staff, including organisers, had consigned the ANC to ineffectiveness.


  Mandela’s comments on Xuma are acute:


  When he assumed the presidency, the ANC had 17s. 6d. in its treasury, and he … boosted the amount to £4000. He was admired by traditional leaders, had relationships with cabinet ministers and exuded a sense of security and confidence. But he also carried himself with an air of superciliousness that did not befit the leader of a mass organisation … . He enjoyed the relationships he had formed with the white establishment and did not want to jeopardize them with political action.26


  For much of the first half of the twentieth century South Africa’s racial system was broadly in alignment with a world of colonial empires and institutionalised racial discrimination, such as in the American South or in Australia’s treatment of Aboriginals and its ‘white Australia’ policy. In the interwar years, the critique of imperialism grew. The Second World War was a war against a horrible form of racism, whose defeat provided an impetus for a far-reaching attack on racism in the postwar world. The war, moreover, weakened the foundations of colonial rule.


  South Africa was unable to isolate itself from these consequences. Entry into the war had the perverse effect of providing a major stimulus to Afrikaner nationalism; for Africans the impact was indirect: the war against herrenvolkism prompted the signing in 1941 of the Atlantic Charter in which Winston Churchill and Franklin D Roosevelt spelled out the goals of the war, including Point 3, ‘the right of all peoples to choose the form of government under which they will live’. Churchill was chagrined to learn that Point 3 was being construed as applicable not only to ‘nations of Europe now under the Nazi yoke’, but to the Empire as well. Similarly Smuts and his Minister of Native Affairs, Deneys Reitz, while well aware of African grievances, declined to regard support for the Charter as implying readiness to extend democratic rights to all.


  The ANC’s response to the Charter was to issue in 1943 a carefully compiled policy statement, entitled ‘Africans’ Claims in South Africa’, which included a detailed analysis of the Atlantic Charter and a proposed bill of rights. It was the most far-reaching programme ever produced by the ANC and, in major respects, broke with the traditional accommodationist stance, by, for example, calling for the extension of the franchise to all adults, regardless of race, and demanding the abolition of ‘all enactments which discriminate against the African on grounds of race and colour’.27


  It was not only the contents but also the tone of ‘Africans’ Claims’ that signalled the coming of a sea-change in the ANC’s style: submissiveness, deference, the obsequious way of voicing demands had, apparently, vanished, reflecting the growing impatience of Africans.


  Several factors were at work: large-scale urbanisation, facilitated by the suspension of the pass laws in all the major urban centres between 1942 and 1946; some evidence that the Smuts government was contemplating major reform – an overly optimistic belief fuelled by Smuts’s remarks in 1942 about the failure of segregation; and the rise of a young, educated generation, impatient with the conservatism of their elders.


  The war had a major impact on the economy, which, in turn, had implications for blacks. Apart from the massive townward movement, wartime conditions spurred diversification in the economy and a huge expansion of the manufacturing sector. This overall expansion, however, was hobbled by what would become a perennial problem: the shortage of skilled labour exacerbated by the absence of so many men on active service.


  Hobart Houghton calculated that the industrial labour force grew by 53 per cent during the war years: of the increase of 125 000 persons, only 19 000 were white and the remainder black. Many of the latter, he noted, moved into skilled and semi-skilled positions previously occupied by whites: ‘Had it not been for their contribution, South Africa could not both have expanded output and maintained its war effort.’28 The biggest proletariat in Africa was being formed. The long-term consequences of this development were profound.


  It was into this maelstrom of contending forces that the ANC’s ‘Young Turks’ moved, making their presence felt, in Mandela’s words, by forming a Youth League (ANCYL) ‘as a way of lighting a fire under the leadership of the ANC’.29 Xuma, as Mandela recounts, felt threatened by the prospect and sought to head off any thought of mass action. He finally acquiesced, however, and the ANCYL formally came into existence in 1944. It did, indeed, light a fire, shaping the future of the ANC’s strategies and causing a questioning of the ANC’s tradition of racial inclusivity as the desired goal for South Africa. Over time the radical ‘Africanism’ of the Youth Leaguers would lead to a change in the configuration of African political organisation.


  Most of the moving spirits in the creation of the ANCYL were young graduates, several of them from Fort Hare (the South African Native College). Many would proceed to dominant positions in the ANC: Nelson Mandela, Oliver Tambo, Walter Sisulu and Duma Nokwe, for example. Robert Sobukwe was to become the founding president of the Pan-Africanist Congress (PAC) in 1959, after the breakaway of the ‘Africanist’ faction of the ANC in 1958. Another of Africanism’s intellectual architects was AP Mda, president of the ANCYL from 1947 to 1949.


  In what was a particularly bright firmament, the brightest star, which shone for a tragically short time (he died in 1947), was Anton Lembede, aged 30 at the time of the formation of the ANCYL. Coming from a poor background, Lembede managed by dint of hard work and intellectual brilliance to qualify as a lawyer and to earn a Master’s degree in philosophy. More than anyone else he laid the intellectual foundations of Africanism, and injected into African political thought a perspective whose reverberations are still felt.


  The fire that the ANCYL lit started with the publication of a Manifesto in March 1944. It was an uncompromising rejection of white supremacy that also threw down the gauntlet to the old guard leadership of the ANC, who were obliquely but unmistakeably excoriated as ‘the privileged few’ who ‘imparted to the [African National] Congress character taints of reactionism and conservatism which made Congress a movement out of actual touch with the needs of the rank and file of our people’. This was strong stuff, but the Manifesto elected not to dwell on past shortcomings, but rather to point the way ahead for a rejuvenated Congress that would enable the African ‘TO DETERMINE HIS FUTURE BY HIS OWN EFFORTS’ (capitals in the original). A new chord had been struck.30


  The implication was an assertion of African nationalism and the distinctiveness of African interests. The traditional ANC view had stressed interracial co-operation and identical white and black interests. The ANC had ‘African’ and ‘National’ in its title, but its general approach was devoid of the urgent sense of separate identity that generally characterises nationalisms. Lembede’s approach was strikingly different:


  Africans are Natives of Africa; they and Africa are one; their relation to Africa is superior to the relations of other sections of the population. This superiority of relation to Africa clearly places the Africans in a position of ascendancy and superiority over other sections of the South African population. Hence it is evidently wrong to place Africans on a footing of equality with other racial groups at present residing in Africa. Africans are fighting for Africa; but other sections are fighting only for their rights to trade and extract as much wealth as possible from Africa.31


  (The snide, not to say racist, comment at the end of this quotation was aimed at Indians as much as any other group. Another comment in the same article, asserting that ‘Indians have India as their motherland; they are only here in Africa chiefly as traders’, could have been written by any white Natalian anti-Indian bigot.)


  The ethnocentric tenor of Lembede’s articles was reminiscent of Afrikaner nationalism – and disturbed some of his fellow Youth Leaguers. He was not averse to saying that African nationalism could learn lessons about cohesiveness and discipline from Afrikaner nationalism; and he quoted with approval the dictum of President Paul Kruger that ‘Whoever wishes to shape the future should not forget the past.’ But, he insisted, the goals of African and Afrikaner nationalism were irreconcilable.32 Mda used more robust language, deeming Afrikaner nationalism ‘imperialistic and neo-Fascist’. African nationalism, on the other hand, was ‘the pure Nationalism of an oppressed people’, who did not hate whites, while hating white oppression and white domination.33


  Nelson Mandela, who cut his political teeth in the ANCYL of the 1940s, was in those days far from being the apostle of racial tolerance that served South Africa so well some 50 years later. He shared the anti-Indian prejudice that was widespread among Africans and whites.34 Writing of his earlier attitudes, Mandela says, with admirable candour, in his autobiography:


  I was sympathetic to the ultra-revolutionary stream of African nationalism. I was angry at the white man, not at racism. While I was not prepared to hurl the white man into the sea, I would have been perfectly happy if he had climbed aboard his steamships and left the continent of his own volition.35


  The Youth Leaguers were vehemently anti-communist, communism being one of those ‘foreign ideologies’ that they rejected – South Africa’s conflict involved race, not class, as the Communist Party insisted. Many of the Youth Leaguers were devout Christians – Lembede was a staunch Catholic – and rejected the communists’ materialist interpretation of society. There was another reason that was to become a major issue of contention in the 1950s: the belief that white and Indian communists, by virtue of their generally better education and organisational experience, would gravitate to leadership positions in joint ventures with Africans.36


  Having performed several ideological somersaults since its inception in 1921, the Communist Party of South Africa (CPSA) in the early 1940s set its sights on the ANC, which it had previously regarded as an elitist petit-bourgeois organisation. Earlier ANC attitudes to communism are illustrated by the fate of James Gumede, who, as president of the ANC, returned from a visit to the Soviet Union in 1928 singing the praises of communism. He was voted out of the presidency in 1930 after the mobilisation of the anti-communist conservatives. Nevertheless, dual membership of the ANC and CPSA remained permissible, despite ANCYL efforts to end the practice.37 By 1945 three prominent African communists, Moses Kotane, JB Marks and Dan Tloome, served on the ANC’s National Executive Committee. All had backgrounds in the trade union movement, and all had impressive and forceful personalities that made an impact even on conservative anti-communist ANC members.


  Unlike the ANC’s old guard, the CPSA had no inhibitions about embarking on mass action. Between 1941 and 1943 it claimed that its membership increased fourfold. The Party’s militants were active in the unions and in the townships; it could fairly claim to be the most militant force in the Johannesburg area during the 1940s. It was also the only political party that admitted members of all races, a fact that attracted to its ranks some idealistic young whites, the most famous of whom was Bram Fischer, scion of a leading Orange Free State family and a Rhodes Scholar.


  The Party saw itself as a vanguard party of the working class. For tactical reasons it opted in 1941 to concentrate on building up national ethnic organisations – the (Coloured) African Peoples Organisation, the Indian Congresses and the ANC.38 The Party’s Central Committee resolved in 1944 that


  We must draw in thousands of the members of each racial and national group, provide them with Socialist education, and organise them for work among their own people. We must establish closer contact with Afrikaners, who are once again being plunged into disillusionment and dismay by the course that the war is taking, and by the failure of their leaders to find a solution for the national problems of the Afrikaner.39


  The CPSA itself was fully multiracial, with a membership at the time of its banning in 1950 of between 2 000 and 3 000, mostly Africans.40 Its emphasis on the organisation of each ‘racial and national group’ chimed with the approach of the ANC, which in practice accepted only African members, even though nothing in its Constitution prevented the enrolment of members of all races. The pattern of organisation by ‘group’ was subsequently to be consolidated by the ‘Doctors’ Pact’ signed in March 1947 by Dr Xuma of the ANC, and Drs GM Naicker and YM Dadoo of the Natal Indian Congress and the Transvaal Indian Congress, respectively. The Pact provided for ‘the fullest co-operation between the African and Indian peoples’ in furtherance of efforts to secure equal rights. That Dadoo was a senior member of the CPSA and Naicker co-operated closely with Party members also strengthened the incipient alliance between the ANC and the CPSA, despite the ANCYL’s opposition.


  It was the miners’ strike in 1946 that, more than any other single factor, promoted the alliance. The Party had been assiduous in trying to build up trade unions among African workers. (African trade unions, while not illegal, were not recognised for purposes of the statutory industrial conciliation system. Strikes by African workers, moreover, were illegal, and union organisers were commonly given a hard time by employers.) In 1941, largely under CPSA and Transvaal ANC auspices, the African Mineworkers’ Union was formed, with JB Marks as chairman. Shamefully low wages, food shortages on the mines, safety issues and a punitive attitude by mine managements to the union combined to form a potent brew of grievances that resulted in a major strike in 1946 in which some 60 000 Africans participated.41


  It was a seminal event in the evolution of white/African relations on the industrial front and in the development of what came to be known as the Congress Alliance. The brutal breaking of the strike led directly to the adjournment in protest of the Natives Representative Council. It also gave a fillip to the growing sense among many ANC members that the time for dignified, constitutional supplication to government had passed.


  Many in the ANCYL, including Mandela, Oliver Tambo and, of course, Lembede, continued in their visceral mistrust of communists. Mandela’s views circa 1946–7 are revealing:


  Even though I had befriended many white communists, I was wary of white influence in the ANC, and I opposed joint campaigns with the [Communist] party. I was concerned that the communists were intent on taking over our movement under the guise of joint action. I believed that it was an undiluted African nationalism, not Marxism or multi-racialism, that would liberate us. With a few of my colleagues in the [Youth] league, I even went so far as breaking up CP meetings by storming the stage, tearing up signs and capturing the microphone.42


  Mandela’s anti-communist views moderated gradually, as did those of Tambo and others, but by no means all Youth Leaguers. ‘I found that African nationalists and African communists generally had far more to unite them than to divide them.’ Friendships with individual non-African communists like Ruth First, Joe Slovo, Ismail Meer and Bram Fischer eroded his ethnocentric views; and the Soviet Union’s support for colonial nationalist movements strengthened the appeal of Marxism.43 In time Mandela became a sympathiser, even a fellow-traveller, and possibly, a member.


  By 1949 the ANCYL had largely succeeded in becoming ‘the brains-trust and power-station of the spirit of African nationalism’.44 More than that, it had become the tail that wagged the ANC dog. With the assistance of the left, the ANCYL was able to push through its Programme of Action at the ANC’s annual conference in December 1949, and also to depose Xuma, who had refused to support the Programme. Xuma’s successor as ANC president-general was JS Moroka, a gentlemanly doctor from the rural Orange Free State (whose patients awaited his services in racially separate waiting rooms).


  Moroka, who had not previously been an ANC activist, but had expressed his support for the Programme of Action, possibly did not know what he was letting himself in for. The Programme marked a new departure for the ANC: ‘immediate and active boycott, strike, civil disobedience, non-co-operation’, together with plans for a one-day national stoppage of work, crossed the border into illegality. The apartheid state would push the ANC far further across that border.


  * * *


  In 1948, on the eve of the coming of apartheid, South Africa was already a comprehensively racialised, segregated state. Apartheid would entrench and extend what were already established institutions, and apply them more ruthlessly. The segregation of the pre-1948 era served the interests of major sectors of white society, especially agriculture, mining and labour, in an ad hoc, even pragmatic or instrumental, way in comparison with what was to come. For all the continuity between the pre- and post-1948 eras, apartheid was yoked to an ideology of nationalism and religious particularism, and this made a difference to the zeal with which it was implemented.


  The account of African political responses to the consolidation of white power has stressed how, in relation to the white-controlled state and its institutions, African political organisations were powerless: they were reactive because there were no alternatives. Even if white society was entirely dependent on black labour, law and practice (as implemented by employers and the state) ensured that potential countervailing labour power could not be successfully mobilised – and that when it was, as in the 1946 miners’ strike, a combination of coercion and intimidation could neutralise it.


  In spite of their evident powerlessness, it is incorrect to suppose that Africans submitted meekly or passively to subjugation and incorporation into colonial society. The steady and deliberate erosion of traditional African societies prompted adaptation to new cultural values, as well as to new economic necessities. As Absolom Vilakazi put it, disorganisation and disintegration are simultaneously accompanied by reorganisation and reintegration.45


  The deprivation and discrimination that accompanied incorporation into white-ruled systems generated huge resentment, but also a widespread eagerness to learn new techniques (including the use of guns), to receive education and to convert to Christianity. By 1911, according to the World Atlas of Christian Missions, there were some 1.2 million Christian adherents of the mission denominations in South Africa, including Basutoland (now Lesotho) and Swaziland, with at least another 25 000 members of the independent African churches, often breakaways from the mainstream churches and commonly in reaction to paternalistic white control of those churches.


  It was a creative response. Janet Hodgson’s subtle study of Christian beginnings among the Xhosa shows that


  ... whereas the Xhosa became increasingly oppressed by white domination in their physical lives, spiritually they found a measure of liberation in that they were inspired to create new ways of expressing their Christian faith that resonated with the totality of their African experience.46


  Racial domination rested not only on its political, economic, educational and social pillars, but also on what Steve Biko was to call ‘colonisation of the mind’. Lembede was the first important leader to identify this phenomenon, calling it ‘psychological enslavement’ and a ‘Ja-Baas’ (‘Yes-Master’), submissive mentality:


  … the African people have been told time and again that they are babies, that they are an inferior race, that they cannot achieve anything worthwhile by themselves or without a white man as their ‘trustee’ or ‘leader’. This insidious suggestion has poisoned their minds and has resulted in a pathological state of mind. Consequently the African has lost or is losing the sterling qualities of self-respect, self-confidence and self-reliance.47


  There were parallels in the Afrikaner experience of conquest and incorporation into an imperial system, although Afrikaners never experienced the same degree of discrimination as Africans. In notes for a speech in 1912, Hertzog identified components of the syndrome of conquest among Afrikaners: apart from political and economic subordination, there was


  ... an exaggerated respect for the conqueror, his language, customs, morals, powers, rights, and everything that is foreign … . a continuous contempt for our countrymen and our language; a lack of faith in ourselves, our language and its durability, a low evaluation of our literature; a fear of being judged inadequate and ridiculed; a cowardly hypocrisy and imitativeness; and loss of the feeling of self- and national esteem.48


  The psychological mechanism involved in the relationship between dominator and dominated has been differently described by authors such as Fanon and Mannoni. In a classic account of the internalisation of racism by dominated groups, Albert Memmi describes the consequences of the systematic dehumanisation of the colonised:


  Constantly confronted with this image of himself [as dehumanised], set forth and imposed on all institutions and in every human contact, how could the colonized help reacting to his portrait? It cannot leave him indifferent and remain a veneer which, like an insult, blows with the winds. He ends up recognizing it as one would a detested nickname which has become a familiar description. The accusation disturbs him and worries him even more because he admires and fears his powerful accuser. ‘Is he not partially right?’ he mutters. ‘Are we not all a little guilty after all? Lazy, because we have so many idlers? Timid, because we let ourselves be oppressed.’ Willfully created and spread by the colonizer, this mythical and degrading portrait ends up by being accepted and lived with to a certain extent by the colonized. It thus acquires a certain amount of reality and contributes to the true portrait of the colonized.49


  Part of the Africans’ vulnerability to the psychic impact of racial domination could be ascribed to the denigration of traditional culture that was inherent in the missionaries’ efforts to convert and educate. Es’kia Mphahlele, a leading writer, speaks of the need ‘to repair the damage that the missionaries … have done to the African confidence by condemning his way of life as totally heathen and fit for firewood’.50 Nelson Mandela, whose self-confidence seems to have been unaffected by the mission school experience, describes how a teacher – an African woman, as it happens – bestowed upon him the name ‘Nelson’, saying that thereafter it was the name by which he would be known at school. (It seems not to have been resented, although in recent times there has been a perceptible tendency for younger politicians to revert to using their African given names.)


  Although Mandela’s view of the mission school is more benign than Mphahlele’s, his description of the denigration of traditional culture is similar:


  The education I received was a British education, in which British ideas, British culture and British institutions were automatically assumed to be superior. There was no such thing as African culture.51


  Generalisations about loss of self-esteem, however, are dangerous. Different individuals and different groups probably reacted in varying ways to cultural and other domination, although Mphahlele’s account of his reactions to whites while growing up in a location (as urban African areas were once called) outside Pretoria in the early 1930s was probably widely shared by Africans:


  We had to stay out of the white man’s way on the sidewalks. Especially when a group of them, no matter how tender in age, walked abreast …. We lived in perpetual fear of the white man. He knew it and gloried in it … . We got to know the white man as an agent of fear and pain, before we had any idea of him as a human being.52


  For many the ostensibly servile ‘Ja-Baas’ mentality was a means of self-protection that concealed a raging resentment of white racism. In others, however, a deference that bordered on obsequiousness appears to have been genuine. Take, for example, the case of DDT Jabavu, a leading African intellectual whose role in the struggle against the attack on the Cape African franchise has been mentioned. In 1927 he made the following extraordinary statement to a parliamentary committee:


  We instinctively take off our hats to the white man even where we know he is distinctly inferior to us in educational and economic attainments … . I unconsciously say ‘boss’ to the white man who mends my fences, just because of my natural respect for the white colour which has behind it a history of 2000 years of development …53


  Perhaps Jabavu was trying to ingratiate himself with a powerful committee in the interests of saving the Cape franchise; perhaps it reflected in part his Mfengu background, the Mfengu being a widely regarded (even today) by other Xhosa-speakers as lackeys of white administrations.


  More plausible than these speculations is the generational dimension: Jabavu was 42 years old in 1927, and deeply steeped in the non-confrontational style of Cape politics. The rising generation who established the ANCYL in the 1940s would have been appalled by his remarks.


  The generational factor in shaping African political attitudes is a significant variable. The Youth Leaguers of the 1940s, the ‘Africanists’ of the late 1950s who formed the PAC, and the students who inspired the Black Consciousness Movement of the late 1960s and 1970s each, in turn, reflected the heightened impatience of a rising generation and, of course, a changing world in which racism steadily became an ever more disreputable doctrine. Its impact proved to be cumulative: herein lay one of the profound forces that stormed apartheid’s bastions.


  Chapter 3


  The Rise and Decline of Apartheid




  In the 46 years of NP rule (1948–94) apartheid went through three overlapping and imprecisely bounded phases: (1) from 1948 to 1959 the emphasis was on entrenching NP power and extending discrimination; (2) from 1959 to 1966 a supposedly more ‘positive’ version, called ‘separate development’, was introduced in the hope that an increasingly hostile world would accept that preparing ‘homelands’ (bantustans) for self-government was analogous to the decolonisation process occurring in Africa; and (3) from 1966 onwards apartheid began to erode at an ever-increasing pace and the previous relative solidarity of Afrikaner nationalism started to break up.


  This chapter does not purport to provide a history of apartheid, but rather a thematic overview of the principal issues of the era. Obviously policy did not unfold in a political vacuum: it was (feebly) challenged by a parliamentary opposition, the United Party, that was fatally compromised by its own commitment to white control. In later years a spirited liberal opposition developed, based initially on the Liberal Party (founded in 1953) and then on the Progressive Party (founded in 1959) and its successive incarnations. Neither, however, was capable of electorally defeating the NP.


  The main challenge to the NP came eventually from the black extra-parliamentary opposition, which went through phases that broadly correlate with those of the NP.


  * * *


  Much of the first phase of NP rule, corresponding to the terms of office as Prime Minister of DF Malan (1948–54) and JG Strijdom (1954–8), was devoted to reducing its electoral vulnerability: after a long struggle the Coloured common roll voting rights were abolished in 1956, the limited parliamentary representation accorded to Indians in 1946 (elections for which were boycotted) was abolished in 1948, six seats for whites (all of them easily won by the NP) were given to South West Africa in 1949, and in 1958 the voting age for whites was reduced from 21 to 18, to the benefit of the NP.


  The abolition of the Coloured vote caused a constitutional crisis, and also demonstrated the lengths to which the NP would go in the interests of self-preservation. It became a matter of urgency for the NP to do this when, in the 1949 elections for the Provincial Councils, the United Party won back the Western Cape constituencies of Paarl and Bredasdorp from the NP. Although there was no evidence to show that the NP’s losses were attributable to increased registration of Coloured voters, the NP interpreted the setback as the writing on the wall for its narrow parliamentary majority. Its efforts in 1951 to enact legislation that would eliminate the Coloured vote were temporarily thwarted by the Appellate Division of the Supreme Court’s decision that the legislation was unconstitutional since it had not been passed with the required two-thirds majority of both Houses sitting together as prescribed by the Constitution. There were suggestions that the obstinate judges be dismissed, but Malan refused. Means scarcely less reprehensible would be adopted to enable the NP to get its way.


  It took until 1956 for the law, the Separate Representation of Voters Act, to be enacted, and then only by enlarging the Senate with NP-supporting Senators who thereupon provided the required two-thirds majority. At the same time the Appellate Division was ‘packed’ with five additional judges who could be relied upon to accept the validity of the legislation, thereby avoiding another embarrassing setback to the government.


  Why was it deemed necessary to go to such extraordinary lengths effectively to disenfranchise a group that was culturally and biologically so close to the Afrikaners themselves? Some Nationalists were troubled by the morality of the legislation and the means whereby it was eventually validated; a few Afrikaner professors dared to protest at the disregard of constitutional norms – and suffered condemnation from their institutions in consequence.


  Apart from the perceived immediate political threat there was, according to the newspaper Die Burger (the Cape NP’s mouthpiece), a wider issue:


  … in a political system where the struggle for power was waged between two White groupings with sharply different views of the past as well as the future of South Africa, the dragging in of a growing political ‘Brown power’ [Coloured voting power] necessarily had to have the most serious implications. When the constitutional position allows a White party to compensate for its decline among the Whites by the registration and mobilization of Brown votes, it must expect its opponents to want to change that position at any price.1


  In place of their common roll voting rights Coloured voters in the Cape were accorded four (white) representatives in the House of Assembly.


  * * *


  In significant respects the linchpin of the apartheid system was the Population Registration Act of 1950, which in principle sought to classify every South African according to ‘race’. Introducing the legislation, the Minister of the Interior provided the underlying rationale:


  The determination of a person’s race is of the greatest importance in the enforcement of any existing or future laws in connection with separate residential areas …2


  For the great majority ‘racial’ classification was unproblematic, however reprehensible the principle. But for a minority in the Coloured category and for those who ‘passed’ as white, the problems could be severe. The intention was that the system should be as inflexible as possible, and be based upon appearance, general acceptance and repute. Descent was later added as a further criterion.


  Given the extent of miscegenation over 300 years of history, however, it proved impossible to make ‘determinations’ with any degree of rigour or consistency. Numerous amendments to the law testified to the elusiveness of individuals’ ‘race’ – and the absurdity and cruelty of attempting to determine it.3 F van Zyl Slabbert, an MP from 1974 until 1986, dealt with many cases of applications to change ‘group’. His vivid descriptions of the arbitrariness of ‘re-classification’ procedures led him to conclude:


  The Population Registration Act is the generic act structuring racial privilege over a wide range of activities of which sexual intercourse and marriage across the colour lines happen to be the sensational exceptions. It is in the competition for jobs, land, schools, houses, that the real sense of racial deprivation and discrimination is kept alive, and a source of explosive political, economic and social conflict as well. Nothing competes with the Population Registration Act in drawing the racial lines of this conflict.4


  As cruel in its consequences, though for many more people, the Group Areas Act of 1950 was another fundamental pillar of apartheid. It subsumed all previous legislation, notably the ad hoc attempts of previous governments to curb so-called Indian ‘penetration’, by providing for the comprehensive residential and business segregation of the different colour groups in every city, town and village. It was, claimed the Minister of the Interior,


  … designed to eliminate friction between the races in the Union because we believe, and believe strongly, that points of contact – all unnecessary points of contact – between the races must be avoided. If you reduce the number of points of contact to the minimum, you reduce the possibility of friction. Contact brings about friction, and friction brings about heat, and may cause a conflagration.5


  The Minister’s claim about reducing contact to reduce friction was the stock defence of segregation; but this was not the only reason for the legislation. Alan Paton, who had extensive knowledge of the effect of the Group Areas Act in his native Natal, witnessed the devastating impact it had on many Indian communities. He wrote:


  Another strand in the Group Areas rope was pure unadulterated anti-Indian hatred, an anger at the success of Indian shopkeepers, and a contempt for their way of life. Another was greed, a desire to get hold of the property of Indian people, and particularly those Indian areas which had been surrounded by the growing white towns and cities, and so had become unbelievably valuable. This applied also to the property of coloured people, particularly in the Cape …6


  Despite assurances that the procedures for proclaiming group areas would ensure that no group’s interests were jeopardised, the Act operated in a highly discriminatory way. The statistics tell their own story: between the inception of the legislation and 31 August 1984, 83 691 Coloured, 40 067 Indian and 2 418 white families had been removed.7


  The number of Africans removed was smaller, largely because separate townships for Africans had been statutorily required since 1923, and partly because many urban African freehold areas, of which Sophiatown in Johannesburg was the most famous, were abolished in terms of other legislation. As Minister of Native Affairs, Dr HF Verwoerd laid down elaborate plans in 1952 for the siting of new urban townships, whose effect was to ensure that Africans continued to be consigned to the periphery of towns.8


  The obsession with separation extended to virtually every sphere of society, including public facilities, restaurants, transport, beaches and even learned societies; ‘mixed’ sport was prohibited; blood given by donors was racially separated, and the dead were buried in racially segregated cemeteries. Many of these manifestations of separation were colloquially termed ‘petty’ apartheid, although there was nothing petty about the monstrous indignities that it inflicted on its targets. In the late 1970s and 1980s, when questions began to be raised in Nationalist circles about the necessity for, and wisdom of, ‘petty apartheid’, ultra-rightwingers insisted on its retention. There was a perverse truth in their contention that this was necessary to ensure that race consciousness should not be blunted. ‘Whites Only’ signs, moreover, were a constant reminder to blacks of their subordinate position.


  One of apartheid’s chief aims was the elimination of competition between black and white, invariably to the benefit of whites. Since the labour market was the principal arena of such competition it was logical that additional steps would need to be taken to protect white workers – the more so because it was precisely this class whose support had given the NP the vital breakthrough on the Witwatersrand in 1948.


  The principle of reserving better-paid jobs was nothing new. The mining industry had long since pioneered the principle; and, of course, all civil service posts, except for menial ones, were de facto the preserve of whites. The exclusion of blacks had been compounded and aggravated by the introduction in 1924 of the ‘civilised labour’ policy, in terms of which national, provincial and local governments were expected to replace black menial employees with poor white ones.


  Formal and informal exclusions meshed with other devices that entrenched black subordination in employment, including the non-recognition of black unions, the prohibition of the right to strike, and ‘closed shop’ agreements that gave a veto to white unions, which ensured that only whites would be employed in better-paid, skilled posts. Masters and Servants Laws dating from the nineteenth century were ostensibly intended to provide protection for both categories, but in practice their enforcement was heavily biased in favour of employers, and commonly served to tie black workers down to a particular ‘Master’.


  As noted above, the years of the Second World War had seen the rapid growth of secondary industry and, in the absence of many whites on military service, the job colour bar was significantly breached, especially in the manufacturing sector. Accusations that the white worker was in mortal danger of ‘unfair’ competition from ‘lower standards of living’ were part of the Nationalists’ argument that segregation was breaking down, with the UP’s connivance.


  Two laws enacted in this first phase of apartheid deserve mention. First, the Bantu Building Workers Act of 1951 permitted Africans to perform skilled building work in the African townships (at lower wage rates than their white counterparts), but prohibited them from doing so outside African areas. This was not a concession but a response to the chronic shortage of accommodation that had arisen as industry developed.


  Secondly, and more far-reaching in its scope, was the introduction of ‘job reservation’ in terms of an amendment to the Industrial Conciliation Act in 1956. This empowered the Minister of Labour to reserve particular categories of work for a specific racial category. It also outlawed racially mixed trade unions. A Department of Labour pamphlet published in 1960 claimed that the purpose of job reservation was as ‘a precautionary measure against inter-racial competition and a positive measure to ensure the orderly co-existence of the different races.’


  The measure was also intended to protect ‘the traditional spheres of Coloured employment’ against African competition, especially in the Western Cape. It dovetailed with an administrative effort, the so-called Eiselen line of 1955, strictly to control the influx of Africans into the Western Cape.


  * * *


  The core of apartheid was the attempt to thwart, neutralise or abort the African urbanisation that – from the segregationists’ point of view – had begun to assume such alarming proportions. What kind of separation would be feasible unless tough measures were taken to stem the tide? EG Jansen, the Minister of Native Affairs, appeared not to have a clue about how to proceed. In response to opposition questions about the conclusions of the Fagan Report, he artlessly responded:


  On the whole I think we are prepared to accept the findings of fact, but we are not prepared to accept all the conclusions and the reme-dies recommended in that report … . I am not satisfied that the move to the urban areas is entirely natural.9


  This and other signs of helplessness on Jansen’s part dismayed the hardliners, who began agitating for his removal. Jansen’s most notable acts as Minister were to appoint two commissions of considerable importance – one, an inquiry into African education that would pave the way for the most destructive component of apartheid, and the other, an inquiry into the rehabilitation and potential carrying capacity of the African reserves that would pose damning questions about the feasibility of apartheid.


  The second commission produced its report, Socio-economic Development of the Bantu Areas within the Union of South Africa (U.G. 61/1955), in 1955. Its chairman, Professor FR Tomlinson, was an agronomist, and, predictably, its other members were white, most of them close to the Afrikaner nationalist establishment. HF Verwoerd, who succeeded Jansen as Minister of Native Affairs late in 1950, was opposed to the commission’s very existence, believing that his and his officials’ knowledge of the reserves was sufficient to render its endeavours superfluous.


  As Minister, Verwoerd had immediately sought to make his mark on policy implementation. He was not one to be wracked by self-doubt. A journalist who asked him whether his huge responsibilities for policy caused him sleeplessness reported the answer: ‘Oh, for sure, he sleeps well, he answered spontaneously, and then he added, “See, a person doesn’t really have the worry of doubt about whether you are perhaps wrong.”’10


  Shortly after his appointment he intimated to Cabinet that he proposed introducing legislation to impose a complete ban on Africans in the Witwatersrand, particularly in the Johannesburg area. He was immediately attacked by Ben Schoeman, then Minister of Labour, who pointed out that such legislation ‘would have a fatal effect on the country’s economic growth’. Other ministers supported Schoeman, and Verwoerd was forced to back off.11


  A few years later, in 1956, Schoeman and Verwoerd were involved in another Cabinet skirmish, caused by Verwoerd’s decision not to permit any African workers to enter the Western Cape, this having been declared a ‘Coloured labour preference area’. Schoeman called this a ‘stupid proposal’, and, now as Minister of Transport, insisted, to Verwoerd’s fury, that he would continue to employ Africans on the Railways.


  This row had been preceded by another argument at an informal policy discussion. Verwoerd had acknowledged that total territorial separation (‘algehele gebiedskeiding’) was impracticable, but that it should be held up to ‘our people’ as an ideal to be striven for – it would encourage them to support government policy even more strongly. Schoeman was having none of this, saying it was ‘blatant fraud’ to put forward a policy that he knew could never be realised. The dispute, in which Schoeman admitted using ‘crude language’, had to be settled by the Prime Minister, JG Strijdom.12


  Verwoerd’s arrogance and ruthlessness were illustrated by his attitude to the Tomlinson Commission and its chairman. Apart from rejecting its principal recommendations, that white capital should be permitted to invest in the reserves, that individual tenure should replace communal land tenure, and that £104 million should be spent on development over the next decade, he launched personal attacks on Tomlinson – a scrupulously honest person – even accusing him of embezzling Commission funds. He pressured two departmental officials who served on the Commission to retract their support for certain recommendations and instead to sign a minority report (which Tomlinson believed to have been formulated by Verwoerd himself). Moreover, Tomlinson was ordered to refrain from public comment on the Report, and his career advancement in the public service was blocked.13


  The main significance of the Tomlinson Report lay in demographic projections that cast considerable doubt on the feasibility of apartheid. Indeed, population growth among Africans would become a raging torrent that contributed massively to apartheid’s downfall. The report posited two projections of population growth and accepted the second or higher one as more realistic. This yielded the following breakdown for the year 2000: 4.58 million whites, 21.36 million Africans, 3.9 million Coloureds, and 1.38 million Indians. It left open the possibility that the white population’s size might be augmented to 6.15 million by immigration.
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