MODULE 4:

GEOGRAPHY AND THE POLITICS OF DIFFERENCE IN SOUTH AFRICA
Introduction
The popular view of the institutions and practices that one associates with, first, segregation, and then apartheid in South Africa is that they were the product of a society in which race was the primary social cleavage: in brief, whites organized matters, passed legislation, so that they would be advantaged relative to blacks and other races. These institutions and practices were justified in racist terms: that, for example, blacks should not have the vote because they were, by virtue of their race, incapable of exercising it sensibly; or that they should be confined to less skilled jobs because, again for racial reasons, they were not able to learn more advanced work skills. 

Certainly there is a good deal of evidence that would support this contention as to the centrality of race in South African political life, not just in the past but also today. Race remains an insistent part of political discourse in South Africa, with the most unlikely sources willing to play the race card if it suits them. In the first part of this module we will briefly review some of that evidence. On the other hand, in no way can the politics of difference in South Africa be reduced to race. One of the features of the apartheid regime was the way it busied itself constructing, alongside race, concepts of ethnic divisions among the people of South Africa. Nor were blacks inactive in this process. They often went along with, exploited the categories constructed by apartheid governments for their own purposes. And even where the relation to apartheid was a distant one we find blacks constructing new cleavages among themselves; one of the clearest was and to a degree remains, that between permanent residents of the city and migrant workers. 

The focus on race and then on various concepts of ethnicity, moreover, served to submerge another major cleavage within South African society that is only now receiving the attention it deserves. Patriarchy is a universal in the world today though its severity varies a good deal. So too does it vary in South Africa. Somewhat moderated among whites it is, however, often intense among rural blacks. It helps account for the continuing importance of the migrant form of labor, for example. Black males come to the city to work and live in temporary quarters, either in a hostel or in a shack. They positively do not want their wives to come due to, as they see it, the temptations of the city. Nor do they want their children being brought up in the city and exposed to the lack of respect for the old that it supposedly instills: which reminds us that patriarchy is as much about relations between young and old as it is about relations between the genders.

Concepts of race and ethnicity, the way in which they  have been used in South Africa to mobilize people politically, raise some important questions. In contrast to other cleavages, like those of social class, or position in the division of labor, it is not clear why people would see them as politically-relevant categories. With social class there are obvious material stakes around which people will organize, as there are with the division of labor, but with race and ethnicity this is less clear. In a second, relatively brief section of this module these questions are raised and discussed. The conclusion is that we need to look at difference as something that is socially constructed. But that in turn raises the question of the incentive structures that generate the need to construct such interpretive frameworks. 

In the third part we consider some possibilities as to how race, ethnicity, other concepts of difference might indeed emerge as an important factor in political life. One possibility is that the significance of race stems from the colonial context within which South Africa came into being: in particular the confrontation between culturally very different populations -- the European settlers on the one hand and the native populations on the other. The second possibility is that the organization of the population for political purposes along race, ethnic, even gender, lines expresses deeper and more fundamental conflicts: those that we typically associate with a capitalist economy; i.e. conflicts between capital and wage workers, between different groups of wage workers competing for advantageous positions in the labor market and, as we discussed in Module Two, between different groups of small businesspeople.

Race and Difference
In the history of the country, the amount of race-specific legislation in South Africa, legislation that differentiates the population it applies to in terms of race, has been voluminous. We obtained some sense of it in the last two Modules. Influx control legislation applied exclusively to blacks. The Group Areas Act provided for racially exclusive residence zones in cities for whites, Indians and Coloreds. Urban blacks had to live in so-called townships or what had earlier been called native locations or simply locations. Under apartheid there were separate school systems for the four respective race groups. There were also separate hospitals for Europeans and non-Europeans respectively. And so on and so on.

This legislation has served to structure life chances along racial lines. As Tables 4.1 and 4.2 indicate, some of these differences are quite dramatic, though note that most of these data apply to round about 1980; there has been some convergence in pupil-teacher ratios and in shares of income though the variations are still very, very substantial indeed.

Table 4.1: Some Life Chance Indicators by Race

	
	% SA POP.

1980
	% SA INCOME

1980
	% SA TB CASES

1982
	INFANT 

MORTALITY*

1981-1985

	WHITES
	15.4%
	64.9%
	 1%
	12

	INDIANS
	 2..7%
	 3.0%
	 1%
	18

	COLOREDS
	 8.9%
	 7.2%
	17%
	52

	BLACKS
	73.0%
	24.9%
	81%
	94 - 124


*Infant deaths per thousand.

Table 4.2: More Life Chance Indicators by Race

	
	% SCHOOL LEAVERS PASSING STANDARD 10

1983
	PUPIL - TEACHER RATIOS

1983
	MAXIMUM SOCIAL PENSIONS 

1980 [RANDS PER MONTH]
	PRISONERS [DAILY AVERAGE PER 100,000]

1978-79

	WHITES
	80%
	18.2 : 1
	109
	97.1

	INDIANS
	86%
	23.6 : 1
	62
	68.1

	COLOREDS
	72.5%
	26.7 : 1
	62
	847.2

	BLACKS
	50%
	42.7 : 1
	33
	450.6


On the whole the data confirm the white/Indian/Colored/black racial-cum-social stratification system that we might have expected though there are some interesting exceptions mainly involving the Coloreds. They are more prone to tuberculosis than blacks, for example, and their rates of imprisonment are much higher. The latter might be a statistical artifact since we know from the last chapter that black prisoners were used extensively as forced labor in agriculture and so may not have been enumerated as being in prison.  

Even so, and despite this evidence, there are problems with a purely racial interpretation of South African politics and of the legislation that has been its hallmark. 'Race' is an extraordinarily slippery concept. Some evidence of that is the considerable difficulty that was often faced under apartheid in determining precisely what race-group a person should be assigned to. Martin West (1988) has given a good critical discussion of the problems. With respect to that cornerstone of apartheid legislation,
 the Population Registration Act of 1950, which laid down the criteria for determining race-group membership, he writes: 

"In its current form, the Act lays down three basic definitions, black, colored and white, in Section (1). A black (previously Native, Bantu) is 'a person who is, or is generally accepted as, a member of any aboriginal race or tribe of Africa'. The legislature has never been able to define the colored category, other than negatively. A colored person is therefore part of a residual category: 'a person who is not a White person or a Black'. Most elaboration, however, has gone into the definition of a white person which nevertheless remains, as (noted by another academic observer -- Author) 'less than crystal clear'. A white person is: 'a person who (a) in appearance obviously is a White person, and who is not generally accepted as a Colored person; or (b) is generally accepted as a White person and is not in appearance obvously not a White person'.

The definition of a white person then goes on to exclude any person, despite the foregoing, who 'freely and voluntarily admits that he is by descent a Black or Colored person, unless it is proved that the admission is not based on fact'. 

... it is also important to note that the Act has been regularly amended (no fewer than fifteen times between 1956 and 1986) and that various riders have been attached to the definitions to assist in classifying people who do not fit neatly into the preordained categories.

Thus the following clauses have been added to clarify how to classify a white person. In deciding whether a person is 'in appearance obviously a White person', Section 1(2)(a) lays down that 'habits, education, speech and deportment and demeanor in general shall be taken into account'. The question of 'general acceptance' is dealt with in Section 1(2)(c) as follows: 'a person shall not be deemed to be generally accepted as a White person unless he is so accepted ... at any place where he (i) is ordinarily resident, (ii) is employed or carries on business, (iii) mixes socially or takes part in other activities with other members of the public.' (Martin West, 'Confusing Categories: Population Groups, National States and Citizenship'. Chapter 7 in Emile Boonzaier and John Sharp (eds.), South African Keywords).

Clearly it has not been an easy matter to decide race group membership! Moreover, it seems that it was not only a matter of physical appearance. Social relations also seem to have been taken into account as in the discussion of 'general acceptance' as White (whatever that means!) at places of residence and work.

Furthermore, while the 1950 Population Registration Act divided people into the four groups of blacks, whites, Coloreds and Indians, and these four categories were common currency in popular rhetoric, this division has often been displaced by other, related cleavages. Two in particular are interesting. The first is the European / non-European distinction as in the cases of park benches, elevators, post office counters, cabs (!), and hospitals. The second is that of ethnicity. 

Ethnicity and Difference
1. Afrikaners and English-Speaking Whites

The concept of ethnicity and its deployment by politicians became of growing importance with apartheid 
.  To some degree this reflected the history and constructs of those who had formulated and implemented apartheid.  These were the Afrikaners who opposed themselves to those whites of British origin in South Africa. Whites were, and still are, divided into two clear cultural or, according to some views, ethnic groups; although it should be noted that this line of difference is not nearly as important as it once was and most Afrikaners seem to take speaking English for granted.. Well over half the white population identify themselves as Afrikaners. They are the descendants of Dutch, German and French Huguenot settlers in South Africa. They speak a language, Afrikaans, which is related to Dutch but which today is far from identical to it. They have their own church, the Dutch Reformed Church, their own universities and schools, their own intellectuals, and a distinct cultural life. The remaining whites are English-speaking and are the descendants of settlers from Britain. They are culturally much less self-conscious than the Afrikaners though Afrikaner identity has been formed significantly in opposition to the British and what they have represented for the Afrikaners. From 1948 to 1994 the Afrikaners dominated the South African state and were the implementers of apartheid policies, though from the formation of South Africa up until that point the ascendancy was for the most part that of the English-speaking. 

The formation of a distinct Afrikaner group or volk opposed to the British occurred in the nineteen thirties and was the work of intellectuals associated with the National Party.  A major idea through which they tried to articulate the notion of difference was indeed that of the volk which is very close to what we understand by ethnicity: a group set off by an ensemble of cultural traits rather than by the phenotypical differences one associates with the idea of race, though interestingly (and ironically) enough the big racial problem in South Africa in the nineteen thirties was defined as between Afrikaner and Anglo. This idea of the volk is closely bound up with the notion of separate development: the self preservation and development of the volk depended on it.  But clearly there was a certain vagueness in how this was applied in practice since it seemed to include not only ethnic groups but also racial ones. Nevertheless, with the development of apartheid it seems fair to say that ethnicity became a more salient concept in the Afrikaner consciousness though not displacing race. Thus, it was not just the four race groups that were supposed to develop separately but also the different (black) ethnicities defining what apartheid governments called 'the Bantu nations': the Sotho, the Shangaans, the Pedi, the Ndebele, the Tswana, the Zulus, the Xhosa, etc. Later on the idea of ethnicity and its emphasis on cultural difference gained ground in political rhetoric over irreducibly biological difference both in references to blacks as a whole and to Indians, Coloreds and whites. This paved the way, of course, for the contemporary idea of the 'rainbow nation'.

2. Mapping Ethnic Senses of ‘Difference’

Race and ethnicity always co-existed in an uneasy compromise under apartheid, with the notion of race in the ascendant. But by the time apartheid was in its death throes the idea of ethnicity was definitely in the ascendant. People were thinking more and more in terms of ethnic groups. Given that development, just how do the different ethnic groups in South Africa define themselves relative to the others? How different and alike to others do they see themselves? One attempt to provide an answer is provided in Table 4.3. This is based on survey questions administered to samples from different groups and asking them who they see as more different or more similar. So, and surprisingly enough,  Zulus see themselves as more similar to the English though another African group, the Sotho, come second. The same applies to the choices of the Sotho. Interesting here is the way in which both Zulu and Sotho, the two African groups represented in this study, see Afrikaners as more different from themselves than the English. Other conclusions we can draw from the Table:

· the mutual affinity of the English and the Afrikaners

· the Colored definition of whites as more similar to them than blacks. Relations between Coloreds and blacks since the ending of apartheid have, as we will see, indeed been quite fraught.

· the clarity of the racial hierarchy in the case of the English and the Afrikaners: a hierarchy that was, of course, expressed in the social-cum-ethnic stratification system of South Africa under apartheid.

Table 4.3: Rank-Order of Average Semantic Differentials for Other Groups in South Africa, 1973-82  (from least to most different)

	ZULU
	Zulu / ‘English’ / Sotho / Indians/  Coloreds / ‘Afrikaners’

	SOTHO
	Sotho / ‘English’ / Indians / Zulu / Afrikaners / Coloreds

	COLOREDS
	Coloreds / ‘English’ / ‘Afrikaners’ / Indians / Blacks

	‘ENGLISH’
	‘English’ / ‘Afrikaners’ / Indians / Coloreds / Blacks

	‘AFRIKANERS’
	 ‘Afrikaners’ / ‘English’ / Indians / Coloreds / Blacks


Source: After D L Horowitz A Democratic South Africa?  University of California Press, 1991, p.64.

Other ‘Differences’
There are numerous other differences that enter into the politics of difference, however. There have been and continue to be, for example, tensions between migrant workers and those blacks permanently resident in the city: those who, under apartheid, were known as Section Tenners. The roots of this are complex. Differences in material interest entered in as we will discuss later, but built on senses of difference and other grievances. The migrant workers were male and lived in all-male compounds and hostels away from their wives. This could produce unwelcome attentions towards the wives of Section Tenners – or welcome ones, for that matter – that males resented being directed towards ‘their women’. There was also a bit of the country bumpkin image of the black from the deep rural areas who made up the vast majority of migrant workers. Elsa Joubert’s biography Poppie Nongena: The Story of an African Woman is very good on this. Migrant workers there are seen as ‘raw’, ‘bloody kaffirs’, as tribal in their attitudes, as altogether unsophisticated.

But the big difference that got very little play under apartheid, very little attention from academics, was that of gender. Race consumed attention and anything not obviously related to it escaped the academic’s as well as the politician’s attention. Patriarchy cuts across racial lines. But it is particularly intense among rural blacks. One of the reasons that migrant labor continues on the scale that it does, for example, is the desire of rural males to keep their wives back in the countryside away from the temptations as they see it, of the city. Not that we should reduce patriarchy to a simple gender relation. In the South African black context it is also about relations between the older and the younger. Migrant workers are just as loathe to bring their children to the city as to bring their wives since in the city the young do not, as they should, respect the old. And besides in the city the young cannot fulfill their gender-specific roles. Young boys are herd boys, and you can’t be a herd boy in the city. An example of the intense feelings raised by patriarchy is provided by Insert 4.1.
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INSERT 4.1: 'ANGRY MEN AND WORKING WOMEN'
Under apartheid in South Africa the government tried to relocate most blacks into so-called homelands where they would enjoy political rights and eventually become independent from South African rule. The whole project was a gigantic ruse by which the whites of the country hoped to finesse demands from blacks for the vote, as we will discuss in some detail in the next module. In an attempt to give the homelands some degree of economic development the South African government also introduced policies designed to persuade firms to set up plants there. Many of these employed large numbers of women. The article on which this Insert is based* describes the events surrounding some of these factories in the capital city of the homeland of QwaQwa, Phuthaditjhaba.

In October of 1984, over 400 unemployed black men marched through the city and made for the industrial parks. They stoned the factories, assaulted women workers and chased them away from their jobs. They then demanded of the employers that female employees be dismissed and their jobs be given to men. They argued that factory work was not for women and that a woman's place was at home looking after their children.

The immediate trigger for this incident was the failure of a contract for (male) migrant workers to arrive in the capital. Large numbers of unemployed men had come to the city that morning from the surrounding area expecting to obtain jobs as migrant workers. But it also needs to be placed in a broader context. For it was not just a matter of jobs. It was also about the self respect of frustrated patriarchs. Among South African blacks patriarchy, particularly in the rural areas, has always been strong. If money is to be earnt then it is men who should be earning it. For a man to live off his wife's wages results in a loss of self respect. This helps account for the violent nature of the reaction in Phuthaditjhaba: an expression not just of the frustration of unemployment but of a masculinity denied.

*Source: Leslie Bank (1994) "Angry Men and Working Women: Gender, Violence and Economic Change in QwaQwa in the 1980s" African Studies 53:1, 89-113.



Social Construction and Difference
But this empirical problem of deciding how the population should be divided up and the meanings of the divisions, is only symptomatic of something deeper: that 'race', as with ethnicity, Europeans vs. non-Europeans, and so forth, is a socially constructed category. This idea of 'social construction'  of categories like race, gender or ethnicity is an absolutely central one. What is being suggested here is that certain phenotypical and/or cultural distinctions have been selected out in the course of social interactions as somehow important and then received the stamp of approval as categories, though who gives the stamp of approval and whether or not it is accepted by all simply underlines the social character of what is going on here. In other words there is nothing absolute about the fourfold categorization of apartheid legislation in the distinction European / non-European. Of course people look different in terms of skin pigmentation but consider the following:

a) Skin pigmentations correspond to a spectrum and the divisions that are made by people within that spectrum are seemingly quite arbitrary: blacks vary, Indians vary and so do so-called whites. With respect to whites consider the variation that can be observed in Europe, let alone in South Africa where, or so it is often claimed, black blood is present in many an Afrikaner. Thus Irish skin pigmentation is very different from that of Spaniards as is probably apparent in the sales penetration into the respective countries of sunblocks of differing intensity! Consider likewise the differences between Southern and Northern Italians. 

b) If physical appearance is to be the basis of categorizing, why use skin pigmentation? In other words: why not hair color or nose length or physical height or yet again, why not in terms of genetic constitution? In fact, and interestingly, it has been found that the differences in gene types between people of what is commonly regarded (there we go again) the same race are greater than those between people belonging to different so-called races.

Our suspicions should also be raised by the way in which the important categorizations have shifted over time. Reference has already been made to this as in the gradual displacement of the idea of race in political rhetoric in South Africa by that of ethnicity. We should also, however, make reference to the curious history of the term 'colored'. In the nineteenth century the term was used for anybody who was not European. It was only around the beginning of the century that it acquired a far narrower meaning which differentiated the so-called Colored people from blacks.

However, the idea of social construction raises new and important questions: if 'race' and cognate distinctions like European/non-European, Xhosa, Zulu, Colored, etc. are constructed:

   a)
for what purpose are they constructed? who wants to make these distinctions and why? are categories being imposed on some by others that they would not agree with? 

   b)
how are these categories constructed? what are the conditions external to those who want to do the constructing that affect the outcomes in terms of particular distinctions and meanings? 

   c)
what is the role of the relative power of those doing the constructing of categories and those being categorized? and whence derives that relative power? to what extent do those being 'constructed', 'distinguished' in certain ways, collaborate in the process and if so, how and why?

'Race', ethnicity, childhood, youth, gender, traditional/modern, urban/rural, national, are just a few of the categories through which people at various times and in different places have tried to make sense of the differentiation of the world. It is important to recognize that we all have an inherent drive to classify in these ways, though the particular classifications we come up with, like race, have nothing predetermined about them. This process of categorization has as its conditions the linked drives for self-definition and for some sort of interpretive framework through which to navigate in the world. Each of us wants to know how we fit into the social order so that we can behave appropriately when confronted with certain cues / social situations; but this in turn requires some construal of the social order. These tasks are both cognitive and normative: we want to recognize things and we want to order them in a normative sense (good in some ways and less good in others, or just plain bad, for example). In other words: In discovering who we are, how we are supposed to act in particular circumstances, we define ourselves relative to others: we are alike in some ways and different in others, we are better than some in some ways and perhaps not in others.  

To the extent that the context of similarities and differences around us changes, however, so too will our self definitions. How Europeans saw themselves in Africa and how they had seen themselves in Europe, the identities they assumed in those two contexts, were very different. As the context changed, so too did the field of contrast within which the individual was trying to situate him/herself. In Europe what might have stood out were such differences as noble/common, Protestant/Roman Catholic, peasant/lord, but in Africa people were thrust into a very different context, though that does not mean to say that they came into that context without some presuppositions: the popularization of evolutionary biology in nineteenth century Europe, for instance, probably made a difference to the sorts of contrasts they were alerted to and the interpretations they gave them; likewise the huge valorization of science which was opposed to the concept of magic and an example of the normative element in concepts of the social order. It does not take much imagination to see how this conceptual baggage affected the sorts of differentiations the settlers made in their new surroundings. But why the racial distinctions, the European / non-European distinction, and then later senses of difference, of good and bad, of hierarchy, and why did they manage to stick?

Possibilities

1. Colonialism
Consider first of all, the sorts of attributions that the settlers made with respect to the native inhabitants that they encountered in what was to become South Africa. As an example of the sorts of distinctions that were drawn consider this statement by the British political thinker (!) James Bryce from his Impressions of South Africa, published in 1897 after a tour of the country: 

"Here in South Africa the native races seem to have made no progress for centuries, if, indeed, they have not actually gone backward; and the feebleness of savage man intensifies one's sense of the overmastering strength of nature.... When the Portuguese and Dutch first knew the Kafirs, they did not appear to be making any progress toward a high culture. Human life was held very cheap; women  were in a degraded state, and sexual morality was at a low ebb. Courage, loyalty to chief and tribe, and hospitality were the three prominent virtues. War was the only pursuit in which chieftains sought distinction, and war was mere slaughter and devastation, unaccompanied by any views of policy or plans of administration. The people were -- and indeed still are -- passionately attached to their old customs ... and it was probably as much the unwillingness to have their customs disturbed as the apprehension for their land that made many of the tribes oppose to the advance of the Europeans so obstinate a resistance.... Their minds are mostly too childish to recollect and draw the necessary inferences from previous defeats, and they never realized that the whites possessed beyond the sea an inexhaustible reservoir of men and weapons." (quoted in Leonard Thompson, The Political Mythology of Apartheid , pp.93-94).

Statements of this nature could be multiplied a thousand fold. Typically they can be broken down into various coinciding elements which are identifiable through some set of interrelated conceptual oppositions. The following distinctions were, indeed, quite central to the way the Other, the native, was constructed in South Africa:


settler / native

innocent / cunning



white / dark skinned
European / non-European




nation / tribal

progressive / traditional




rational / irrational 
science / magic



civilized / primitive 
controlled / emotional 



orderly / violent
moral / immoral



mature / immature
knowledge / ignorance

It is easy to see how colonialism formed essential preconditions for these sorts of constructions. The imposition of colonial rule was important in a number of related respects. First, and most obviously, it was the context for an interaction between culturally different populations so that for the settlers the differences between themselves and those they were coming into contact with must have appeared to overwhelm their own internal distinctions between (e.g.)  journeyman, apprentice, administrator, shopkeeper, farmer, Protestant, Roman Catholic, lawyer, etc. This is not to say that the settlers and the colonial administrators had no presuppositions at all. Rather the constructions they made of the peoples they encountered were always in terms of conceptual frameworks they brought with them from Europe. We are talking, after all, of a period in which Western Europe was in the throes of drastic social change. The Industrial Revolution brought with it science and associated notions of rationality, the rejection of magic, and the idea of progress. At the same time there was the articulation of methods of rational administration on the part of the state, the development of bureaucracy, and of statecraft. From that standpoint -- and only from that standpoint -- what was encountered in Africa must have seemed primitive, backward and irrational.

The definition of difference was associated with attempts to explain, to understand and make meaningful. These too were in terms of the conceptual baggage the colonial authorities and the settlers brought with them. An interesting case in point is the equation that was made between civilization and the European institution of wage labor. It was implied in numerous commentaries that the reason for the supposedly uncivilized nature of the African was that he/she had never been inducted into the disciplines and rewards of the wage worker. The civilizing process, therefore, depended on precisely that. Thus, after visiting South Africa in 1878 the novelist Anthony Trollope wrote:

"Looking as we are bound to look to the good that we can do to these people, rather than to the extension of our own dominion, we ought to rejoice greatly at their readiness in adapting themselves to the great European institution of daily work and weekly wages" (R.L.Cope, "C.W.de Kiewiet, the Imperial Factor and South African 'Native Policy'", Journal of Southern African Studies 15:3, 487) 

Likewise, the High Commissioner for Natal in 1879:

"The Zulus are, I believe, by nature a light-hearted, thoughtless, very intelligent and very teachable race...as easily led to habits of civilisation as they can be trained by Chaka or Cetywayo to become a man-slaying human military machine of enormous power. (What little had been done by education and training)...has shown that the Zulus are by no means indolent, unimprovable savages, but that they have in a degree far superior to most barbarous races, the power of becoming at once a useful class of native laborers" (Ibid, p.487)

In terms of their experience of 'progress' in Western Europe the link between wage labor and 'civilization' must have seemed completely reasonable. After all, the Industrial Revolution and its technical accomplishments had been achieved through the conversion of the majority of the population into precisely that status. 

One of the most interesting of the interpretations made, of course, was the racist one: the idea that the native was not only backward, irrational, promiscuous, childlike, but that this was a necessary expression of his/her biological makeup. Whites regarded themselves as superior and this was by virtue of their race. Whatever the reason, whatever the relationship to Darwinian theory, there is no doubt that racist thought was rife in Western Europe during the nineteenth century and that, indeed, it only showed serious signs of dissipation in the wake of the Second World War. Heredity, genes, were important and physical appearance was an expression of that genetic makeup. Humanity, or ‘mankind’ as it was referred to then, could be divided into races akin to different species of animals and it was believed that, in accordance with the idea of evolutionary progress, some of those species were better fitted for survival than others.

In the imposition of these identities on the people being so identified the colonial authorities, the missionaries and the settlers had immense advantages. For a start, to the indigenous population the European must have appeared as the vehicle of almost magical powers: powers of medicine, of communication through reading and writing, the telegraph, modern weaponry, and a general ability to mobilize natural forces for human purposes. Their statements and public pronouncements about 'civilization' must have appeared convincing merely by their association with the bearers of such seemingly wonderful abilities and powers.

At the same time the Europeans enjoyed, by virtue of their status as rulers, powers to organize and to name in ways which complemented the categories that had been formulated in the South African context. Not the least, special places were devised for native and European. Residential segregation, the creation of native locations, for example, served to validate in a material form the view that settler and native were different. Likewise influx control helped create the idea of the urban as something exclusively European while the place for the native was the reserve. Landscape reinforced the sense of difference. In numerous ways the colonial authorities organized native populations in such a way as could leave no possible doubt of their difference. The state was organized to take this into account. Local governments had Departments of Non-European Affairs, central government had its Native Affairs Department, while the Native Commissioner was a ubiquitous feature of the reserves. Government Censuses collected statistics on a racial basis. Not the least the African was excluded from the vote.

This organization and the meanings it reflected and reinforced were not un-self interested. The problem was one of power: how to govern and control a population that had the advantage of numbers. The colonial authorities were spread very thin on the ground, as indeed were the missionaries and the settlers. If they were to rule there could be no sense of equality with the native. The native had to be defined as primitive, uncivilized and therefore unfit to rule in opposition to the civilized, knowledgeable, technically advanced, European. Segregation was a means of emphasizing difference as well as of physical control, as in institutions like the compound or the native location surrounded by a high wire fence. The boundaries of difference, in the symbolic sense, therefore, had to be continually policed. There could be no intimacy between European and native for this would suggest equality. It is this which in all likelihood accounts for the strong proscriptions on sex between the European and the native as John Pape has suggested, though given the fact that the law in practice applied more to white women than to white men (!) other forces were also at play (see Insert 4.2).


INSERT 4.2
SEX AND RACISM IN THE COLONIES
In South African studies of the relation between sex and racism is virtually a terra incognita. Events like the Immorality and Mixed Marriages Act forbidding sexual relations between whites and blacks hint at an issue; likewise the curtailing at puberty of the easy relations between black and white children brought up in close proximity on white farms. But there is not much literature.

John Pape (1990), "The 'Perils of Sex' in Colonial Zimbabwe" Journal of Southern African Studies 16 (4) is the only thing I have been able to find so far but it is interesting nevertheless:

   a)
the 'black peril' alleged sexual violence on the part of black men on white women: it became a hysterical obsession in colonial society.

   b)
according to Pape the 'black peril' reflected an intellectual construction of Africa that took place in Europe in the nineteenth century to suit European needs, some of them economic. Like the image of 'darkest Africa' this contrasted: civilization with savagery, (male) sexual control with debauchery, Europe with Africa, white with black. It served to justify societies in which whites were the dominant element and blacks were subordinated: supposedly being inducted into a civilizing process orchestrated by the whites. But in the meantime blacks were to be feared. And presumably white sexual repression added to these fears: 'All the world over, both men and women...attribute to some dark and shadowy figure which they fear and hate the desire they disapprove of most strongly in themselves' (p.710).

   c)
this sexual boundary between white and black had, in practice, to be policed from both sides. It seems that it was almost as important to prevent white women from consorting with black men as the reverse. We can conjecture why: any act of intimacy would convey a sense of equality between the races that the settler establishment was keen to avoid.

There was also, however, a 'white peril'. This was the much more actively practiced sexual violence of white males on black females. It was not uncommon in rural areas for native girls to be procured by black workers for a white boss, on pain of being dismissed if they refused to do it. Yet, and in sharp contrast to the punishments meted out for black male transgressions of the sexual/racial boundary white male transgressions went virtually unpunished. Indeed the black procurer was more likely to be punished than the white beneficiary of the procurement. White women protested against white male-black female sex and the the fact that white men went unpunished but to no avail: suggesting that colonial society was not only racially structured, but gender-structured as well.




This insistent discourse of difference had less intended but important political implications. Europeans had the power to name, the power to organize, and the power, through their control of the media and the means of communication more generally, to impose those meanings. The African was defined as backward, politically inept, the European, the white person as advanced, politically astute and altogether superior. The all-encompassing nature of this discourse, the ability of the Europeans to define the essential differences in the world, had effects on the way black Africans saw themselves. The discourse, in short, had strong political effects of an incapacitating nature. Africans came to believe in their own ineptitude and their dependence on Europeans and this made it hard for them to organize themselves politically.

Of course, there is a dynamic here. Difference begat difference. Different treatment tended to have effects which confirmed the existence of difference in the minds of the classifiers as well as in those of the classified. Identities became entrenched and polarized through a set of self fulfilling prophecies. If Africans were not educable, why spend much money on trying to educate them? The subsequent test results simply confirmed the thesis. If they weren't civilized then their needs were limited and so wages could be kept low. Subsequent housing conditions, ignorance, simply confirmed the lack of civilization that had been the initial premise.

This is not to argue that identities in South Africa have remained etched in stone. The ways in which settlers have differentiated themselves from the native populations and those they brought from South and Southeast Asia have tended to shift over time. Race has declined as a form of differentiation partly because of the exposure of racist argument as scientifically indefensible and also due to external political pressures which based their position on a rejection of the category of race. But other differentiations have emerged to take their place and to perform similar functions. One such is the identification of Africans as 'traditional' -- a more acceptable designation than one in terms of 'race'.

As Spiegel and Boonzaier have argued (Emile Boonzaier and John Sharp (eds.), South African Keywords, Chapter 3) defining Africans as traditional in outlook came to justify the view that they could not be incorporated into the 'Western', i.e. white, political system. The sort of evidence drawn on to justify this 'traditional' attribution included: the persistence of (e.g.) lobola (bridewealth), 'traditional' healers, initiation rituals, and the authority of chiefs. These were implicitly contrasted with ideas of 'reason', 'rationality', and 'science', 'modernity', 'cultural dynamism' and 'innovativeness'. In contrast to 'Western individualism' 'traditional' African culture was defined as communal, conservative, and backward. This also meant, of course, that African poverty had an explanation other than the differential privileges legislated by apartheid and so whites were not to blame for it.

But again, like 'race', the attribution can be critiqued as one that has been socially constructed. It clearly answers a white need. But even on its own terms it does not stand up to examination. The embrace of 'traditional' practices is often a thoroughly rational one given the situation black people find themselves in. The resort to tribal medicine is not at all surprising given the low levels of access that Africans enjoy to the formal health system. Likewise the 'conservatism' of 'traditional' practices was often the only viable means of expressing opposition to white domination and the fact of white rejection. And it is well known that settler domination in South Africa condemned black Africans to lives of poverty, as historians of earlier black prosperity have shown.

Other distinctions, however, have endured. One such is the idea of Africans as 'tribal'. 'Tribe' and 'tribalism' are powerful categories in South Africa. 'Tribe' has the connotation of 'primitive', even 'barbaric' and certainly not 'civilized'. It is a term that has been appropriated not just by whites in order to justify their moral superiority to blacks but also by the more urbanized black, as was referred to above. In Elsa Joubert's biographical Poppie Nongena the reserves are defined by the black maid about whom the book is written as 'kaffirland' and as 'raw' in opposition to the urban, definitely non-tribal conditions which she has experienced for most of her life.

The imputation of 'lacking civilization' or 'primitive' translates into the idea of tribalism which has become a potent means for whites of understanding some of the more pathological black behaviors in South Africa. Tribalism refers to supposedly strong identities and deep seated animosities between the tribes which threaten to break out into conflict whenever different tribes come together. Although the idea is endemic in the colonial and ex-colonial societies of Africa in South Africa it has served "to legitimize the policy of systematic division" (p.77 in Boonzaier and Sharp Key Words). And while it is true that conflicts are often marked by tribal cleavage, to attribute them to inter-tribal hostility is not only incomplete but to miss their essential nature.

Consider in this light the following report in The Economist of supposedly inter-tribal violence at a South African gold mine in 1991 in which seventy six were killed:

“Black miners fought one another over a period of a week, clashing murderously three times with branches torn from trees, concrete slabs clawed from the walls and iron pipes ripped from beds and showers...The precise course of events is disputed...But the immediate cause lay in a two-day general strike against the introduction of a value-added tax... 

Whoever lit the flame tribalism was the fuel (my emphasis). Most of the miners who supported the two-day strike were Xhosas. Most of those who opposed it were Sothos, many of them migrant workers from neighboring Lesotho. As foreigners, these miners were less affected by the tax at which the strike was aimed. They may not have relished the loss of two days' pay and would certainly have worried about the danger of being sent home, or dropped from the next hiring round, in punishment for striking.

Of the roughly 400,000 black miners in mines affiliated to the Chamber of Mines, a quarter are Sothos (though by no means all are nationals of Lesotho). With a reputation as good workers, many end up as team leaders, which inclines them to co-operate with the white bosses, makes them a target of envy and sometimes earns them the epithet izimpimpi (informers)”. (November 16, 1991, p.56).    

So members of different tribes did battle with each other: that much is clear. The vivid description of how they fought with each other also lends itself to the idea of the primitiveness of Africans; though one can reasonably ask about the degree to which this representation already lay in the mind of the journalist (aren't black Africans supposed to be primitive and uncontrolled, after all?) as well as asking whether they had any alternative weapons to hand, and if they had used machine guns if that would have made it seem less tribal? But to say as the article does that 'tribalism was the fuel' is patently wrong as it later emerges. What seems to have been 'the fuel' was a South African tax policy. This happened to have differential impacts according to whether the workers were from South Africa or from outside. This difference in national origin also tended to coincide with tribal differences but there was no necessity that it should. Presumably if a large number of the Xhosas had originated outside of South Africa then the conflict would have been more along national than along tribal lines. 

In addition the article makes it clear that some of the Xhosa resentment of the Sotho originated in differential positions in the technical division of labor in the mines. But this in turn seems to have been a result of mine management perceptions and perhaps stereotypes of how members of the different tribes work, and less to do with ineradicable inter-tribal hostilities. Any technical division of labor is marked by tensions and if tribe is not the cleavage that is alighted on in order to interpret subsequent conflicts then it will be something else, like gender or age -- which is something we should be familiar with in the advanced industrial societies of Western Europe and North America. On top of that there were the insecurities of the labor market, and the struggle for positions with more pay, the threat of lost wages that come with it. But that brings us to a different set of possibilities for understanding racial and ethnic hierarchies and the politics of difference in general: those deriving from the capitalist form of development.

2. Capitalism
For capitalist economies establish extraordinary pressures on people: without a wage, then there will be no food or shelter; without a profit then bankruptcy and a life as a wage worker with all its uncertainties and insecurities. With capitalist development, moreover, needs tend to be redefined. The wage has to cover not just food and shelter and clothing but more elaborate food, shelter and clothing, along with, perhaps, an automobile and domestic appliances. The result is an extraordinary struggle for advantage in labor markets, in product markets and the like. 

One of the forms this struggle has typically taken, in the advanced industrial societies, as well as in colonial societies, has been the attempt to create a scarcity for what one has to offer. Of course, this can occur through developing a skill that no-one else has or, if one is a capitalist, a new and improved product. But equally common, if not more so, have been attempts to mobilize the state to create that scarcity and this has been done by erecting limits to entry into particular sorts of jobs or business. There is a history in North America and Western Europe of excluding women from certain sorts of job and we have become much more conscious of this lately. The effect of legislation or employer practices protected by legislation or lack of it, has been to limit the supply of labor for particular, more highly paid positions and so increase the wages: to the advantage of men and the disadvantage of women. This sort of discrimination has been justified by a social construction of difference, differences that we are all aware of and equally skeptical towards: that a woman's place is in the home, that women don't make good supervisors, that they don't need high paying jobs because they're married and their husbands work, and so on. This social construction, of course, brings to mind the sorts of social constructions around race that have occurred in South Africa, as well as in more advanced industrial societies. Job reservation laws that worked in favor of the white working class and to the disadvantage of anyone who was not white are a case in point.

Labor markets in South Africa were particularly problematic for whites because of the strong competition from blacks. Blacks had markedly lower standards of living, less diverse, less sophisticated needs. The minimum wage they were willing to accept was accordingly lower with the result that they could easily undercut the white worker. Labor market advantage was seen to be associated with something that had already become part of popular discourse: race. Job protection laws -- the job color bar, influx control, discriminatory educational institutions -- were an obvious resort in this context, and were justified, made publicly acceptable, made acceptable to those who were to benefit from them, in terms of racist ideology. Eligibility for the charmed circle had to do, it was argued, with the role of the white worker as the standard bearer of civilization in Africa. Only with the high wages provided by job protection could the white worker maintain these standards of decency and culture; and these were standards which the black African could never attain since he/she was racially incapable. Interestingly, during the ‘twenties there was something called the ‘civilized labor’ policy (see Module Two). This involved, among other things, replacing black workers in state-owned industries like the railroads with whites.

This was a case of mobilizing already existing constructions of difference in the struggle for labor market advantage. But in other instances we can see how those differences were actually constructed in the context of that self-same struggle. Two cases in point: the construction of ‘Coloreds’ and of ‘Afrikaners’. Each is taken in turn, the first more briefly and the second at greater length.

1. The Coloreds
Until about 1900 the Coloreds, as we know them today, did not have a separate identity; in fact 'Colored' meant non-European. Nevertheless among the non-European population there were certain differences in terms of occupation, language, skin color. It was these differences, which tended to go together, which were later to form the basis of the Colored vs. Black distinction.

The immediate condition for this discrimination was attempts by whites in the Cape Town construction trades to institute job color bars on non-Europeans. Those non-Europeans more likely to be in artisan jobs, better educated, speaking Afrikaans, and more likely to belong to the Dutch Reformed Church defended themselves against this by distinguishing themselves from black Africans and, therefore, presenting themselves as not a worthy target for job exclusion. They later defended themselves in a similar way against the threatened loss of the franchise, trade union, and residence rights. This separation from the black African, moreover, could be justified to the white population in terms of the racial theory prevailing at that time. Thus, 'mixed races', due to their claims on European blood, were regarded as hierarchically above African people. It was argued that their skills testified to this superiority. Coloreds, drawing upon their own concepts of social justice argued that 'respectable colored men' should not be classified with the 'barbarous native'. Subsequent state action gave the stamp of approval to this racial distinction. (For the geographical distribution of the Coloreds as it was in 1951 – and relatively speaking it has not changed a great deal – see Christopher, Figure 1.12, p.22).

2. The Afrikaners
Concepts of difference are always constructed based on the materials to hand, including existing concepts of difference, therefore. This is strikingly apparent in the way in which the Afrikaner / Anglo division took shape and became a major force in South African politics during the ‘thirties. The sense of being an Afrikaner was formed in opposition to the English-speaking and to Britain as an external force on the subcontinent. Of course, it is hard to be sure that the depictions of Afrikaner nationalists of their history and its intertwining with that of the English-speaking and the British Empire are accurate or reformulated for nationalist consumption. But at any rate the history of contact with the English looms large in the stories that Afrikaner nationalists tell.

Three particular historical experiences exemplify what the Afrikaners believe they have suffered at the hands of the English:

Figure 4.1 The Major Routes of the Voortrekkers

 i) The Great Trek: Until 1806 the Dutch settlers were governed by representatives of the Dutch East Indies Company. After that, however, the Cape, which was where most of the  whites were concentrated at that time, became a colonial possession of the British. It is commonly believed among the Afrikaners that the British were less than sympathetic to their interests. In particular, they abolished slavery, which had been a common practice among the Afrikaner farmers. This helped trigger off the movement of many settlers east and northeast out of the Cape Colony into the African interior and away from the representatives of the British colonial government. Symbolically the Great Trek has contributed a great deal to Afrikaner nationalism. According to the conventional Afrikaner narratives great privations were experienced, particularly in the form of hostile African tribes but, and in testimony to their admirable qualities, the Afrikaner trek Boers as they became known, prevailed and ultimately established their own republics in the (aptly named) Orange Free State and in the Transvaal. They endured much but, and according to nationalist doctrine, that testifies to the repressiveness of the British and to their own desire for freedom (Figure 4.1)

  ii)
The second great event is the Boer War (1899-1902). In Afrikaner nationalism this has become a potent symbol of the hostility of the British to the Afrikaners, of their resistance, and of the cruelties they experienced at British hands. Much of what they believe about the Boer War, however, is true. It is true that the British wanted to overthrow the independent Boer republics, particularly the Transvaal. This was because British mining interests that had started exploiting gold after 1886 in the vicinity of what was to become Johannesburg were thoroughly dissatisfied with the way the Afrikaner or Boer state of the Transvaal catered to their interests (Figure 6.10). The Boer War was a very imperialist war, therefore. The Boer resistance was indeed of an heroic magnitude. Vastly outnumbered, men and young boys adopted guerilla tactics and kept the British army at bay for much longer than they had anticipated. The army responded by laying waste the crops and livestock of the Afrikaners and herding the women and young children into concentration camps where large numbers died in piteous conditions.

  iii)
Language policy: Subsequent to the conversion of the Orange Free State and the Transvaal to the status of colonies in the British Empire the British government, in an attempt to heal the wounds, gave the four colonies of which South Africa consisted at that time (the Cape and Natal were the other two) (Figure 6.11) independence as the Union of South Africa. Unfortunately in the newly independent state English was declared as the state language. This excluded many Afrikaners from state employment and meant that Afrikaner children could not learn their native tongue in the schools of South Africa. This produced more resentment.

Many Afrikaners believe, therefore, that they have suffered at the hands of the English. This sense of oppression was heightened by the different positions they occupied in the South African stratification system. The English-speaking were always better off. They were especially strong in the ownership and management of the mining and manufacturing industries and also in the higher levels of the country's civil service. Mining, moreover, was politically strong and this served to give it privileges lacking to agriculture which was where most Afrikaner business enterprise was concentrated. There was a white working class but most of it was Afrikaner in origin. This recalls the sort of cultural stratification of the economy that has characterized Quebec and which became such an issue there.

It was in this context that Afrikaner nationalism emerged in the nineteen twenties, giving birth to a succession of so-called National Parties. In its development a marginalized professional middle class of teachers, clerics, lawyers and journalists played a key role. These were people for whom an Afrikaner-speaking constituency was important: again, note the similarities to Quebecois nationalism. Both lawyers and teachers suffered from the proscription of Afrikaans as a state language. Journalists and clerics, on the other hand, were concerned about the urbanization of the Afrikaner population and the way it was resulting in intermarriage with English speaking people so that old cultural habits were being discarded. It was this group that codified the Afrikaans language and facilitated its dissemination through the sponsoring of books and stories glorifying Afrikaner history and embellishing on the crucial events in their historical formation — events like the Great Trek, the Boer War, and the Battle of Blood River at which the trek Boers wreaked horrible vengeance on the Zulus.
 They also formed a political party and a brains trust — the Broderbond — to plan for the policies they would institute when they came to power (see Christopher, Figure 2.8, p.58 for the geographic distribution of Broederbond membership). 

Their mass appeal, however, was primarily economic.
 They played on the sense of Afrikaner inferiority with respect to the English-speaking in this regard. They found a ready constituency for this sense among the large numbers of poor Afrikaners leaving the rural areas during the depression of the ‘thirties and finding themselves at the bottom of the economic pile there. Among other things they pushed forward plans for the economic uplift of Afrikaners as a whole. They also called for, and to a considerable degree achieved, a diversion of Afrikaner money into Afrikaner businesses: Afrikaner savings into Afrikaner banks, Afrikaner insurance premiums into Afrikaner insurance companies, for example.

This is not to say that the political goals of the Afrikaner nationalists have been single minded. Rather they have varied according to what would allow them to achieve enhanced positions in the South African stratification system and to protect their unique cultural life. Initially their goal was domination of the white South African state and displacement of the English-speaking as the ruling class. This they accomplished with the election of a National Party-dominated government in 1948. The state was used to facilitate their upward mobility — much, again, as it was in Quebec: the civil service became primarily Afrikaner; state contracts went to Afrikaner firms; and other firms were set up by the state and given over for their management to yet other Afrikaners.

Besides which, the Afrikaners needed the anglophones. This was because whites were in a minority and, therefore, Afrikaner-speaking whites were in a very small minority indeed: and this in a context of black demands for the franchise and therefore the loss of white privilege, economic as well as political. For while the Afrikaners may have closed the economic gap with the anglophones after 1948 as a result of the various policies which the National Party introduced, black majority rule would clearly place these gains in jeopardy. Always in Afrikaner calculations, therefore, has been the development of a ‘white’ South African nationalism which would appeal to Afrikaner and anglophone white alike as a bulwark against black claims. With the stiffening of black resistance after the Soweto riots in 1976 this tended to displace the more raw, Afrikaner nationalism of earlier years. Accordingly the National Party became a much more catholic ‘church’ and began to attract a majority of the votes of anglophones.

3. And Other Modes of Production ...
In its origins black patriarchy has to do with the relations of production in the countryside. These go back into pre-capitalist times. Typically in pre-capitalist, as in capitalist societies, the lines of class exploitation cut across gender and age groups. Working class people are both male and female, young and old. But in pre-capitalist societies of Southern Africa exploitation was along age- and gender-lines.
 Although the material basis of these relations has long undergone serious attrition as a result of the increasing importance of wage labor and the declining significance of subsistence production, strong patriarchal attitudes continue to prevail though they are now often explained in terms of ‘tradition’ or ‘African tradition’. 

The typical unit of social organization in Southern Africa in pre-capitalist times was the homestead. The head of the homestead would be a married male and he various households within it comprised those of his wives and their respective children. Land and cattle could only be held by married males. On marriage males established their own homesteads on land allocated by the tribal chief. Crucial to understanding the relations of production in these societies and the way they intersected with age and gender was the institution of lobola. This was a form of bridewealth in which cattle were exchanged by one homestead head with another in exchange for a bride for his son. Given the subsistence nature of production, the limits to increasing productivity per person, the only way in which the surplus under the control of the homestead head could be increased was through gaining access to more labor power and through the reproduction of animals: hence the significance of cattle in these societies.

Homestead heads with sons of marriageable age controlled the age at which their sons got married through control of cattle. He was the owner of the cattle but his son needed them in the form of bridewealth if he was to get married. The attraction of a bride to the son was her ability to bear children and hence produce labor power for the new homestead he would form.
 The importance of this is signified by the fact that if the wife proved barren, then she could be returned to the homestead from which she came in exchange for the return of the cattle that had been given as bridewealth. On the other hand, if the labor power of the son was still important to the homestead-head, he might refuse to make cattle available; as a result the marriage could not occur and the son could not go to the chief and request land, for, as indicated earlier, only married males could hold land.

Consider now the standpoint of the father of daughters of marriageable age. They too were labor power since they worked in the fields while the sons looked after the cattle. So a father might refuse to give his daughter in marriage if her labor power was more important to him. How important it was might depend on whether he had other daughters who could work in the fields. On the other hand, this had to be traded off against the fact that he would receive cattle in exchange for his daughter. These could then be used by the homestead head to acquire new wives and hence more children to work with his cattle and in his fields. 

So these were class societies but very peculiar ones. As Guy notes: "... the dominant class consisted of married-men/homestead heads. The subordinate class consisted of women and children, the product of their labor being appropriated by their husbands and fathers. It was a relation of exploitation based on male rights to the means of production in the form of cattle and land, in which surplus was accumulated in labor power, and realized in the accumulation by fathers and husbands of cattle, wives and daughters" (p.24)

Auto-Critique

There is, however, a problem in this particular understanding of the politics of difference in South Africa. A moment’s reflection will show that in large part, and the discussion of colonialism aside, it emphasizes what are sometimes called distribution struggles: conflict over how the product should be divided up between different claimants – between one worker and another, one business and another, for example. The idea of a separate Colored race, for example, emerged in the context of labor market struggles among whites and blacks in the Western Cape. Afrikaner nationalism blossomed in the context of a sense of economic inferiority relative to the English speaking. The black-white difference was constructed, at least in part, in the context of labor market concerns, as was apparent in white support for job reservation.

A focus on distributional tensions, however, as a means of understanding the politics of difference, stands in contrast to one that is concerned more with the conflicts and tensions resulting from the requirements of production. Before the product can be divided it needs to be produced; and in order that it be produced people have to enter into certain sorts of social relations. Under capitalism these social relations are ones of commodity exchange: those doing the producing have to do so as wage workers and at wages that will allow profitability.

Capitalist production depends on the creation of a labor market. As Callinicos’s Gold and Workers emphasized, in South Africa this proved not to be a straightforward matter. Africans were only willing to enter into wage labor if they had no other alternative to obtaining access to means of subsistence. Historically, prior to the arrival of Europeans, they had been subsistence farmers and were able to satisfy their needs in that way. Converting them into wage workers, therefore, and on a scale which would keep wages down within the limits demanded by the gold mines as a result of the peculiar geological conditions facing them, depended on separating them from the land: the process of primitive accumulation. This process of separation turned out to be a long drawn out one with the result that there was always a labor shortage problem in South Africa. Without such practices as migratory labor, held in place by influx legislation, and the monopsonistic wage setting policies of the Chamber of Mines, this would have meant that the mines could not have functioned profitably. But the important point here is that these processes of separation and labor control depended on the assumption of difference between the European, who claimed possession of most of the land, as in the 1913 Land Act, and the African: as it turned out, the assumption of a racial difference.

If the Africans had had the vote, of course, this never would have happened. So why didn’t they? The crucial precondition for this was the experience of colonialism and the social construction of native peoples as uncivilized, inferior, technically inept, lazy, childlike: quite simply, as not ready for the franchise and quite possibly never ready. Within the subsequent context of a racially exclusive democracy not only was it possible to introduce measures that would solve the labor problem faced by South African capitalism. In addition other forms of racialized economic domination became possible, as in the attempts of small white businesses to eliminate competition from non-whites and which we reviewed in the last chapter. Furthermore the construction of new 'races' became possible as blacks tried to differentiate themselves and so avoid the full force of white discrimination: this is the origin of the Coloreds.

But the absolutely vital context for South Africa's 'peculiar geography' of racial domination is the labor problem confronted by capitalist development in that country. The colonial experience, the construction of the native as inferior, was then the condition for determining that it would be the native peoples rather than the white working class that would experience the full force of the policies designed to solve that labor problem.

� ‘Cornerstone’ because it would have been impossible to apply apartheid legislation without some definition of who belonged to what race group. Consider, for example, the implications of enforcing either influx control or the Group Areas Act.


�      In some respects it was the genius of apartheid, particularly as it evolved in the 'sixties and 'seventies to redefine essential differences in South Africa in these terms: both whites and non-whites were defined as belonging to ethnic groups and this justified policies of separation. The problem was that in practice race and its deployment to justify hierarchy was by no means displaced so that ethnicity was merely some external veneer to make an enduringly racially discriminatory policy more acceptable both to foreigners and to the more squeamish of the South African whites.


� This is an event that until recently was celebrated as a national holiday in South Africa, testifying to the Afrikaner dominance of the South African state.


� Dan O'Meara’s Volkskapitalisme: Class, Capital and Ideology in the Development of Afrikaner Nationalism, 1934-1948. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1983) is the book on Afrikaner nationalism.


�     At the expense, however, of losing many of the most ardent Afrikaner nationalists to a new political party, the Conservative Party after 1983, though this breakaway was in part because it was believed the National Party was making too many concessions to blacks.


� This discussion is very dependent upon Jeff Guy, “Analyzing Pre-Capitalist Societies in Southern Africa” Journal of Southern African Studies 14:1 (1987), 18-37.


� The attraction, in other words, was not sex. Pre-marital sex was widely practiced and there were no taboos against it.
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