MODULE 2:

CREATING A SPACE FOR CAPITALIST DEVELOPMENT IN SOUTH AFRICA

South Africa is a capitalist country.  In early colonial times this wasn’t so.  So capital had to create a space, literally and metaphorically, for itself.  Capitalist development has been extraordinarily important for the human geography of the country, including that particular geography that we know as apartheid, the earlier one immediately prior that went under the name ‘segregation’, and for post-apartheid transformations.  This is not unreasonable.  In our societies capitalism is the motor of change, technological, social, political and lots more besides.

Capitalism is an abstract category.  As a concept it abstracts from the peculiarities of particular places.  There is a consensus, however, based on Marx’s own ideas and contributions to the reworking of his intellectual legacy since then, as to what ideally capitalist development would look like.  No country conforms exactly.  And South Africa is downright peculiar.  But how is it peculiar?  In order to assess that peculiarity and explain it we need to start out with that abstract understanding of capitalism and how it develops over time.  We can then turn to the peculiarities of the South African case.

Capitalism and Capitalist Development in the Abstract
Capitalism is a set of social relations into which people enter in order to produce. More specifically it is a set of (buying and selling) relations through which commodities are produced with commodities. One of the commodities through which commodities are produced in this process is labor power. In order to induce the owners of labor power to work for a wage, however, they have first to be separated from the means of production. This separation is known as primitive accumulation. Once separated those with money can reunite the owners of labor power with the means of production throw throwing their money into production: purchasing both means of production and labor power. This results in the creation of a class of owners of the means of production, or capitalists, on the one hand; and on the other hand a class of propertyless workers working for a wage.

Capitalist commodity production sets in motion competition between capitalists. This is because while capitalists bring labor power together with the means of production through their ownership of money but they have no guarantee of finding a market for what is produced. Competitiion in turn entails the need to dominate labor in the workplace so that, despite the threat posed by competition, the capitalist can reproduce him/herself as a result of the low wages and/or "cooperativeness" of the worker. Labor may respond to this through resistance as a class. Alternatively labor's response may be more individualist as when they seek to acquire skills which will give them an edge in the bargaining relation with capital; or where a group of workers attempts to strengthen its position in that bargaining relation by excluding other workers from it altogether: perhaps those identified as belonging to a different 'race'.  Yet in introducing race here, along with other ascriptive characteristics like gender, that can form the basis of attempts by particular fractions of the working class to structure the labor market to their advantage, we also need to point to the abstract tendency of the capitalist class which is to be, as the phrase famously asserts, ‘gender and race blind’.  There are good reasons why capital should act so.  Its goal is always the maximum profit for the minimum cost.  Workers who are more efficient at a given wage rate will therefore, according to this logic, be the ones hired – regardless of skin color, gender, age, or anything else.  In fact, of course, it doesn’t always work out like that and we’ll see why when we turn to the South African instance.  But the fact that the long term historical tendency in South Africa has been towards equal rights in the workplace regardless of race does suggest that the standard view of things has some merit.

[what of technical innovation above as competitive strategy?]

The conflictual character of the relation between capitalist and working classes should not obscure the dependence of capital on labor. Without labor there can be no production and hence no profit. Labor is the source of all value. It produces not just the finished products but the machines and the raw-materials that the capitalist must eventually combine with workers in order to produce things that the final consumer finds desirable. Without a labor force that is well fed and trained and able to work in the ways the capitalist wants and at a price the capitalist can afford then the capitalist class will suffer. For capitalists as a whole, therefore, the reproduction of the worker, his/her consumption of necessary means of subsistence, training and the like, and the cost of these, has to be of significance. The better prepared the worker is for work and the cheaper that preparation the better it is for profits. The issue of the reproduction of labor power has been an important one in discussions of race and capitalist development in South Africa and we will return to it below.

A final set of points that need to be made here concern the relation between capitalist development and politics. Capitalism requires a state but just as certainly, the state that ensures conditions appropriate to production for profit also depends on the continued existence of capitalism. The relation between capitalism and the state, in other words, is a symbiotic one: they need each other. 

Capitalist development rests upon the security of property rights: the state enforces private property rights, contracts regulating the leasing of private property (the rights of lessor and lessee, landlord and tenant), and contracts regulating the hiring (and firing) of wage labor (the rights of the employer, the rights of the employee, etc). States also regulate the supply of money so as to facilitate capitalist exchange and they provide important services which individual capitalists are not willing or able to provide. A number of these may concern the reproduction of labor power remarked on in the previous paragraph: education, keeping workers alive when they're (temporarily) out of work, for example.

States, on the other hand, also depend upon capitalist development. In order to do the things they do, hire people towards those ends (policemen, judges, teachers, social workers, etc) they need a source of revenue. This typically is in the form of taxes on profits and wages. But without capitalist development there are no profits, no wages and -- consequently -- no revenue. It is important, therefore, that states implement policies which will encourage capitalists to invest.

Arrayed opposite states are the citizens whose rights they define and to whom they in turn are supposed to be responsive. In advanced capitalist societies states tend to be democratic: an essential attribute of citizenship is seen as having the vote. Indeed latent within the social relations of a capitalist society are concepts central to democracy as we know it:

   a)
individual rights: capitalist production relations assume that every person has rights to private property, if only rights in their own labor power;

   b)
equality before the law: as a result of competition capitalists abstract from all those individual attributes of race, gender, noble birth, etc., significant to production relations in pre-capitalist societies.

For the working class democratic rights have had to be fought for. Nowhere did capitalism start out with bourgeois democratic institutions. For the most part early capitalist states were undemocratic, and this facilitated the acts of dispossession which allowed nascent capitalists to make their initial primitive accumulations, and to use those accumulations to exploit the dispossessed through highly repressive labor practices. So the early history of capitalist development, wherever it has occurred, has been characterized by an undemocratic state, and by clear manipulation of that state by the propertied classes for purposes of their own domination. 

One of the reasons for the resistance of capitalists to the extension of democratic rights in the earlier stages of capitalist development is their reliance on mechanisms of what is called extra-economic coercion. For the most part capitalism is characterized by a reliance on economic coercion. People work because they have to: without work they will not have the money through which to secure the means of subsistence. Primitive accumulation has separated them from the land and the tools and stock with which to exploit the land for their own needs. On the other hand, since they enjoy rights in their own labor power they can move around in the labor market seeking out the highest wage, best job, available. Once the job is secured they have to perform or they will be fired: economic coercion asserts itself once more. Under capitalism, in other words, economic incentives serve to coordinate economic relationships without any need for other forms of coercion such as those that (e.g.) characterized slavery or feudalism.

But in earlier phases of capitalist development it is by no means unknown for considerable limits to be placed on the freedom of the person: the freedom of the person to seek out the highest wage no matter where it might be -- town or country -- or in what branch of the economy it might be -- agriculture, mining, manufacturing. Likewise the economic incentive to labor at the point of production may be supplemented by non-economic forms such as physical violence, even deprivation of personal freedom. [discuss length / work day in this context]

If extra-economic coercion is to be resorted to, however, then working people cannot have the vote. For otherwise they would surely introduce and support legislation banning the use of practices which so clearly work to their disadvantage. So only later, and gradually, it seems, are democratic rights extended to the mass of the population. This is to be understood in terms of two preconditions: i) the pressure of working class organizations and labor unions, political parties: the formation of these organizations is facilitated by concentration of the working class in large places of employment and in cities; ii) the increasing productivity of labor as a result of the technological innovations of capitalists: this latter allows the capital-labor relation to shift from its early zero-sum form (what capital gains, labor loses, etc.) to a situation in which labor's demands for improved working conditions can be carried out without, necessarily, a reduction in the absolute level of profits.

These struggles for democratic rights and their outcomes, however, are uneven. In the United States the struggles of black people have had to be much more protracted than those of whites, including those of white women. It is also important to recall the gendered nature of the history of democratic struggle not just in the United States but also elsewhere in the capitalist world. These struggles are complicated, moreover, because they cannot be interpreted purely in terms of working class struggle and capitalist resistance. In many instances resistance has come from other, more privileged fractions of the working class. Who can doubt the opposition of many male workers to the restructuring of labor markets so that women can compete with men on an even playing field?

Primitive Accumulation in South Africa
An essential precursor to capitalist development is the separation of the majority of the immediate producers from the means of production. It is this separation which allows a world of self-sufficiency to be transcended and for a surplus to be appropriated from the mass of the working population for purposes of investment in productivity-raising technologies and modes of organization. It is a long drawn-out process whose basis is the expropriation of the small farmer or peasant. And as Marx has written "(T)he expropriation of the direct producers was accomplished by means of the most mercilesss barbarism, and under the stimulus of the most infamous, the most sordid, the most petty and the most odious of passions" (Capital Vol.1 p.928). South Africa is no exception. 

According to the law of the white colonizers the land in most of what is now South Africa fell into the possession of whites during the course of the nineteenth century. Most of the land was owned speculatively by merchants and banks and land was widely used as a form of state patronage and compensation for services. However, in no way did this signify that the black indigenous population had been separated from the means of production and converted into a wage earning population working for white farmers. Ownership of the land did not necessarily signify either occupation or the exploitation of it. And claims to land were contested by the black agriculturists who continued to live on and farm the land. (see Insert 2.1)

It was with the discovery of minerals that agrarian dispossession underwent a qualitative change, though even then dispossession had a long way to go. With the growth of markets in mining centers like Kimberley (diamonds from 1867 on) and those on the Rand (gold from 1886 on) agricultural land acquired a new value as did the extraction of rents from the blacks farming it. The colonial states, including the Boer republics, some of which had long since disappeared,
 were now used to enforce land claims so that by 1900 white land rights were largely confirmed in fact as well as in law.

Nevertheless, primitive accumulation was still far from over. In particular there was the prevalence of 'squatting'. This was a very common mode of tenurial relation between white landowner and black farmer and is known elsewhere as sharecropping. Accordingly African families, often extended lineage groups, were allowed to farm the land in exchange for a rent in kind that took the form of a share of the product, usually a half. For many white landowners this was a convenient arrangement. Farming the vast spreads that comprised many of the white holdings required very large capital outlays. The fundamental technology for ploughing the land was the ox team. Moreover, on the so-called platteland above the escarpment formed by the Drakensberg Mountains, in what is now the 


INSERT 2.1 WHITE ‘FARMS’ IN SOUTH AFRICA*
It helps in understanding agrarian politics in South Africa if we have a conception of just what ‘farm’ means in that context. The notes below on this question have been taken from a website on the urban and the rural in South Africa (http://www.wits.ac.za/fac/arts/socanth/Landw603.htm)

Just as the South African city is neither urban nor rural in terms traditional to European cultures, the South African ‘farm’ is not at all a farm in the conventional European sense. The use of the English term ‘farm’ for the South African rural unit of land_holding and agricultural production and administration is misleading. In England, as in Europe and in North America, the farm is held, administered and often actually farmed by a single farmer and his family. Although the family farm has become less common today, it is still the image most people hold of the nature and way of life of ‘the farm’. Even in capitalist agriculture or ‘agribusiness’, however, although a company or industrial conglomerate may own the farm, it is still generally occupied and managed by a manager whose style of life closely approximates that of the family farm. In South Africa this has only been the case for the kind of farms called ‘small holding’. This are generally close to urban centers, and are not considered to be ‘farms’ at all. Die plaas, the so_called ‘farm’ in South Africa is a much more complex place. The plaas is a parcel of land that is surveyed once when it is created (whether in 1695 or 1895) and is passed on, sold, or otherwise transacted as a piece. It is not divisible, and is rarely divided. The South African plaas was typically surveyed according to European mathematical_rational methods based on navigational instrumentation (the cadastral survey), and thus paid more attention to magnetic bearings and celestial bodies than it did to political and social arrangements already in place on the ground. 

Thus, the plaas typically included arbitrary areas of African settlements and earlier African geo_political orders. The South African farm subsumed and incorporated these geo_political arrangements, and incorporated the earlier population as labour and as sub_managers. In many cases, some degree of autonomy was allowed within the boundaries of the farm for agriculture, social and cultural life (such as initiation ceremonies and lodges), as well as complex of forms of tenancy, labour levée, rental or share_cropping within the overall economy of the farm. Tenants on farms included both incorporated black populations and land_less white ‘share_croppers’ (bywoner). The farm ‘owner’ was the effective political authority over all black or white labor, and allocated all goods and resources including all production and residential land. In effect, then, the plaas more closely approximates the African chiefdom than it does the European model of the farm, and the owner resembles the traditional African ‘chief’ (Zulu/Xhosa nkosi) than he does the owner/manager of a European farm. The farm was a complex political unit whose boundaries incorporated older boundaries, while creating new ones. This has had a significant a universal impact of South African geo_political orders. For instance, where cities and suburbs have been built on land previously surveyed for farms, they generally take the name and the form of the entire farm. Thus Rondebosch, a suburb in Cape Town, is identical in name and boundary to Rondebosche, the name of a farm surveyed on van Riebeeck, the first Dutch governor of the Cape, and deeded to a free burgher in 1678. Johannesburg is similarly named after a farm on which it was cited, and its ‘suburbs’ such as ‘Orange Grove’, or ‘Braamfontein’ (‘Braam’s Spring’) take their names from the original plase out of which they were created.



Orange Free State) OFS and the Transvaal, weather conditions imposed a very brief ploughing season which implied the need for even more ox teams if the landowner was to farm the land himself: "Before the age of motor traction, farmers who wished to participate in the exchange economy as grain producers were hard pressed to get a competitive acreage under crops" (T Keegan p.199 in The Sharecropping Economy). This was particularly so for the poorer white landlords. So rather than a pattern of white farmers employing black wage workers blacks continued to own a substantial part of the capital equipment used in farming and farmed on their own account.

On the other hand, change was in the air. A certain amount of differentiation was going on among white landlords/farmers. The more successful among them had, by the earlier years of the century, embarked on a strategy of raising the productivity on their farms by replacing squatters either with wage workers or labor tenants
 using larger amounts of the (farmer's) capital equipment. Others, however, lacking the financial resources with which to purchase the necessary ox teams, continued to live largely off the rents in kind received from their African squatters. This is not to say there wasn't a spectrum of white agrarian strategies. Farmers would have both squatters, wage workers and perhaps labor tenants working their land but with different proportions between the squatters and the rest. 

Important in the emergence of this white farming class was state intervention into agriculture from 1907 on. Loans for fencing, dam building, grants for seed and equipment, the establishment of agricultural loan banks, all facilitated the flow of capital into agriculture on favorable terms: but into white farming rather than black farming. On the farms of improving white landlords-cum-farmers the squatter could not match the yields subsequently achieved. Indeed, what emerged as an obstacle to the expansion of this more productive, more capitalized, white farming was a shortage of wage labor stemming, in significant part, from the prevalence among Africans of squatting. Capitalizing farmer-landlords could eliminate squatting and try to replace them with wage workers but it was to little avail if the squatters could enter into new contracts with those white landlords who found it hard to raise the loans necessary to expand the farming of their land on their own account. In addition large expanses of land continued to be held by absentee landlords, including the mining companies of the Rand which used squatters as a means of producing food for their mine compounds. The progress of agricultural yields and, more to the point, of profits on white farms, seemed to meet an obstacle in the form of the still-prevalent sharecropping. The continuation of squatting, therefore, became an issue amidst much vilification on the part of the more successful white farmers of so-called 'kaffir farmers': i.e. landlords who lived off the produce of their squatters.

It is to this period that one must refer in order to understand the establishment of small colonies of black landowning farmers. Growing white hostility to squatters during this time led to a number of land purchase ventures by squatters. Land was bought communally by a chief or by a syndicate of blacks. It is these colonies which eventually came to be known as 'black spots'. They were the object of clearance on the part of the National Party after 1948 as it implemented its vision of grand apartheid and separate development.

The emergence of squatting as an issue, moreover, is the context for the highly significant piece of legislation of 1913 known as the Natives' Land Act. What the 1913 Land Act aimed to do was curtail squatting and convert squatters into labor tenants or wage laborers. It had the following provisions:


a) squatting on white farms was abolished, except for those already squatting: these people were to be exempt pending the expansion of the native reserves into which they would then be relocated. However, in the Orange Free State squatting was abolished without exception. The resultant dispersal of squatters from the OFS into the Transvaal, Natal and the Cape made for their easy conversion into labor tenants (since the Act disallowed new squatting agreements).


b) labor tenancy was permitted: it was not construed as representing a leasing of land by a black from a white and hence was not proscribed by the Act (squatting obviously was so construed). However, farmers were limited to five labor tenants. The point of this was to make it easier for capitalist farmers who had no spare land to offer Africans in exchange for labor services, access to African labor: i.e. to the extent that all farmers offering labor tenancy reached their maximum of five labor tenants each, so the black African would be forced to accept the terms of white farmers who had no land rights to offer.

Undoubtedly the 1913 Natives' Land Act did have serious effects on the degree to which immediate producers still had access to the means of production. Many Africans were forced to give up squatting, sell off their ox teams since they would be of no use without land on which to squat, and go to work for capitalizing white farmers. On the other hand, the effects were not always immediate. Squatting took a long time to die. This was simply because there were still many white landlords who did not have the access to capital with which to buy the necessary ox teams and farm on their own account with wage laborers. Squatting lingered on, often in the form of labor tenant contracts which were especially generous in the amount of land allowed to the family of the labor tenant.  

Nor were labor tenants easily replaced by wage workers. As a source of employment white agriculture had a great deal of trouble competing with the wages which the ex-squatter could earn in the city. The value of labor tenancy as opposed to wage labor was that it offered the African access to land and so tied him down to the farm, at least for the duration of the growing season. In addition many white farmers faced liquidity problems so that finding the money to pay wages was not always as easy as paying the worker in kind in the form of produce from his own plot.

In consequence, by the time the National Party came to power in 1948 squatting and labor tenancy were still prevalent in the white agricultural areas. Blacks still had not been converted into wage workers on the scale that white farmers hoped for. Indeed, one of the reasons white farmers formed an important element in the coalition of forces pushing for the election of the National Party was their interest in the plans the Party had for controlling the movement of African labor. For along with influx control (see Module 3) went efflux control. And it was controlling the movement of African workers out of the rural areas that was especially pertinent to solving what the white farmer saw as a labor problem, but which from another standpoint was simply completing the task of primitive accumulation.  

And by and large, under the National Party that task has indeed been completed. This is not to say that the efflux control measures which were implemented were the sole reason for this by any means. It also took legislation directly aimed at squatting and labor tenancy to wipe them out (almost) completely
 and so to fully separate the immediate producers from the means of production in agriculture. (see Michael Morris, "State Intervention and the Agricultural Labour Supply post-1948" in Francis Wilson et al. (eds.), Farm Labour in South Africa. Cape Town: David Philip 1977). And it is unlikely that that legislation would have been any more effective than the 1913 Natives' Land Act was initially if it had not been accompanied by state subsidies to white farmers which allowed them to mechanize their ploughing and harvesting operations. It was the coming of the motor tractor and the replacement of the ox team, therefore, that finally rang the knell for squatting and labor tenancy and so completed the task of black agrarian dispossession in white South Africa.

This long, protracted process of dispossession is important precisely because of the way its length served to limit the labor supply in South Africa. A limitation in the labor supply, all other things being equal, increases the bargaining power of workers. In order to hire in situations where workers are more scarce capitalists have to pay higher wages and provide improved work conditions. If capitalists are able to raise the prices of their products then this is no problem. But we know that in the South African case there were serious limits to this. The gold mining industry, as we have seen, competed with gold producers elsewhere around the world and had to cope with relatively high capital costs as a result of the depth of the mines and the low quality of the ore. Since the gold industry was such an important part of South Africa's economic base, moreover, this limit to the upward drift of prices communicated itself to farming. 

In this context coercion was a means of keeping wages within the bounds dictated by profitability. Influx control kept the wages in the gold mining industry down since it meant that the miner's dependents had to stay in the reserves and, to the extent that the carrying capacity of the reserves allowed it, reproduce themselves there and on the basis of their own agriculture. The rise of the gold industry during the twentieth century placed immense strains on white agriculture since it could not compete for workers even with the low wages paid to miners. The development of manufacturing industry during and after the 'thirties aggravated this problem for them. While earlier the Masters and Servants laws and the shift to labor tenancy had sufficed to meet their labor needs and hold down their wage costs the massive haemmorage of blacks from the 'white' rural areas during the 'thirties and 'forties made this solution no longer possible. It was this labor crisis that paved the way for the introduction of efflux control by the apartheid government of 1948: limits on the ability of blacks to leave the rural areas for the cities, and monitored by the farmers themselves.

The Racialization of Capitalist Development
One of the most distinctive features of capitalist development in South Africa has been its highly racialized character. This is most obvious in the character of coercion. Whites have done the coercing and the non-white majority have been the coerced. Emphatically this is not to say that while the capitalist class in South Africa has been white the working class has been black, Colored and Indian. There is some cross-cutting of the class and racial cleavages. It is important to keep that cross-cutting carefully in mind. The most obvious expression of this is the presence of a substantial white working class. This has been an important factor in the racial character of coercion in the workplace and in the distribution of labor across workplaces. 

But neither should we forget the quite large numbers of blacks, Coloreds and Indians engaged in petty commodity production: people, that is, that have produced goods or services for the market not only with their own labor but also with the labor of others. It is from this class, intermediate between the working class and capitalist class, that most capitalists have emerged. There is some indication that this petty bourgeoisie was much larger among blacks earlier in the century than it is today. At that time there is evidence of a significant peasant class sometimes owning land, sometimes operating as share croppers on white-owned land and working with family labor and some wage labor to produce foodstuffs for growing urban populations. On the other hand, the Indian petty bourgeoisie has shown stronger tendencies to endure and some of its members have become successful capitalists. For most of this century Indians have been well represented in the small shop keeping class, particularly in areas of relative Indian concentration like Natal and the Transvaal. In the Durban area they have also become important employers in the metal, engineering and textile industries.

So in talking about the racial character of capitalism in South Africa what does that mean? It means two, related, things. First, as far as coercive mechanisms are concerned, the absence of freedom in labor markets, limits to the organization of labor in the workplace, it is blacks, and to a lesser degree, Coloreds and Indians who have been disadvantaged. Second, it has been much easier for whites to become capitalists than it has been for those who are not white. There have been systematic forces, many of them having to do with state legislation, that have made it difficult for blacks, Coloreds and Indians to accumulate sufficient money to hire others and then to start up some sort of business on their own. We consider each of these in turn, the first at greater length and the second more briefly.

1 The Racial Character of Extra-Economic Coercion in South African Capitalism

In the abstract models of labor markets that we read about in the economics textbooks workers are free to move around from one employer to another. They move around in search of the best wages and work conditions that they can find. Likewise capitalists are free to hire those who they want. This occurs in a race-indifferent fashion. Workers seek out those capitalists who will pay them the most money under the best work conditions regardless of the race of the capitalist. Capitalists seek out those workers who will be most productive relative to the wage that has to be paid, and again, regardless of race. 

If capitalists and workers are race-indifferent so too in these textbook accounts is the state. States regulate labor markets. They define the rights of workers and capitalists and their responsibilities. They determine the rights of workers to organize into labor unions in order to obtain improved wages and work conditions. They provide payments to unemployed workers so that they can survive until they can find work again. If there are departures from equality of treatment in these matters then serious economic inefficiencies come about so that society as a whole is worse off than it would otherwise be: some may gain a bigger share of the pie than they would otherwise but the total size of the pie will be smaller than it could be.

In South Africa none of this sort of equality has applied. Historically workers have been treated very unequally. In the big urban labor markets white workers could shop around for the best deal for themselves: improved pay, improved working conditions. For most blacks there were restrictions that made this very difficult. Even when blacks could shop around and play one employer off against another they, along with Coloreds and Indians, were restricted by law as to the jobs they could do. The so-called job color bar reserved the best paying employment for whites. This was a matter of state legislation and something that employers, who typically disliked this sort of restriction, could do little about. Likewise white workers were allowed to organize into labor unions but blacks weren't. Coloreds and Indians were allowed to organize but into different organizations than whites. Once rights of organization were extended to blacks in the late 'seventies, then again unions were racially segregated.

The gold mining industry is exemplary. Subsequent to the discovery of gold in 1886 on the so-called Witwatersrand in Southern Transvaal the gold industry surged to the fore as a mainstay of the South African economy: the major part of what is sometimes called 'the mineral revolution
. Gold mining rapidly grew to became a major source of demand for labor in South Africa, and cheap labor at that. The need for cheapness stemmed from the economics of the industry. Gold faced a constant price on world markets but the nature of the deposits in the South African case was such as to make capital costs very high. In particular the gold was found at great depth which meant that it had to be mined by expensive shafts. In addition the ore in which the gold was found was of low grade: large amounts had to be mined in order to yield a given amount of gold. Some skilled labor was needed: labor to sink shafts, install the pumps and elevators, for example. These jobs were mainly taken by miners imported from Australia, Britain and North America. But the need for unskilled labor and at low prices was huge.

To a considerable degree, and for reasons that will be become clearer, the need was met largely by migrant African workers. These would come to the mines for a fixed period of time, typically live in a compound or hostel and then return to the countryside: either the native reserves or to the white farms where families enjoyed squatting rights or were labor tenants (see below). In order to maintain this flow, however, and at wages that the mines believed they could afford to pay, a number of practices of a coercive nature emerged: practices which interfered with the African's ability to bargain for a higher wage (and with his ability to switch employers). There were several, to some degree complementary, elements to this:


1. The creation of a monopsonistic labor market: In a monopsonistic labor market there is only one buyer. This means that workers cannot shop around for better pay and/or conditions of work and improve their wages/work conditions as employers compete for their services. Monopsony was achieved in the case of the gold mining industry through the Chamber of Mines. This was an organization to which the different mining firms belonged and to which they delegated the business of recruiting labor, allocating it to the different mines, and determining wages. Members of the Chamber of Mines agreed on what the maximum wage should be and this was held constant by restricting the ability of blacks to move around and offer their labor for the best wages available. This meant that wages could be kept low. The lowness of the wage also served to increase the supply of labor since it meant that in order to put together a given sum of money workers had to engage for longer-term contracts. So going back to about 1910 we find that most South African black mineworkers were hired for six months and foreigners for twelve. These measures applied exclusively to the employment of blacks. They had as an effect the imposition of a ceiling on black wages. In consequence they are understood as jointly constituting what is sometimes known as the wage color bar
.


2. The Compound: The compound has already been discussed in Chapter One. Migrant workers would live in compounds next to the mine for the duration of their contracts. These provided a very cheap form of accommodation which meant that the mines could further reduce labor costs. If the worker had to rent his own space, buy his own food and then purchase transportation to the mine on a daily basis then wages would have had to increase proportionately. The migrant worker was given no choice in the matter. The compound also worked to facilitate the disciplining of workers and to make their organization into labor unions difficult. Absenteeism and desertion were also difficult since entry and exit from the compound were controlled by representatives of the mining company. Likewise in case of labor unrest the workers could, in effect, simply be imprisoned in the compound until they gave in.

3. Pass Laws: Conditions of work in the mines and of life in the compounds were often harsh. This meant that for the employers desertion from the mines was a problem. In order to discourage this various forms of identification for employees were devised. Initially this took the form of metal badges. All Africans working on the Rand, and most of those were working in the gold mines, had to wear a badge. If the badge wasn't evident then it meant that the worker was not employed and could be liable to prison or to essentially what was forced labor in the mines. After the Boer War (1899-1902) the British tightened up this identification system giving it a documentary form: the so-called pass book. The pass book provided documentation of employment, who the employer was, a character reference and criminal record. Not only did it reduce the risk of labor desertion, therefore, it also provided a useful method of labor control since no work seeker would want a bad reference or criminal record.


4. Job Reservation Laws: More skilled jobs were reserved for whites. In order to hold the more remunerative position of blaster you had to have a blaster's certificate. But in order to qualify for such a certificate you had to be white. This is not something that the gold mining companies liked and it was imposed on them by white mineworkers' unions in the first couple of decades of this century, as will be discussed below. What it meant, however, was that Africans could not compete for these positions and this increased their competition for the unskilled jobs, thus lowering the wages there. In effect, and stated in more general terms, fewer (white) people were competing for the better jobs while more (blacks) were competing for the less desirable ones. This served to drive the wages of whites up and those of blacks down.

The migratory element in keeping wages down was also important. The logic of this position was that the migrant's dependents were, in fact, not dependent at all but would stay behind in the reserves and grow their own food, build their own shelter without the need for the miner's wages. The miner's reserve wage, therefore, what he would be willing to work for, could be kept down:

"The ability of the mines to maintain their native labor force by means of tribal natives from the reserves at rates of pay which are adequate for this migratory class of native, but inadequate in practice for the detribalized urban native, is a fundamental factor of the economy of the gold mining industry" (quoted in the Landsdowne Report, 1944, p.8)

Initially the migratory character of work was something that Africans found relatively congenial. Going to the mines for a period was the means of putting together the financial resources through which one could establish one's own homestead independent of the family of origin (and so serving to undercut patriarchal relations, though that is another story). It might also help contribute the money necessary to purchasing land in those areas that were later to be known as 'black spots'. But as the population in the reserves increased, and their carrying capacity diminished, so the urge to permanent settlement in the towns on the part of the African increased. Indeed for precisely this reason expanding the reserves had always been part of the political program of the mines but for reasons to be shortly explored this proved very difficult. Maintaining the migrant form of labor then depended on legislation: specifically on the sorts of measures grouped together in the first chapter under the heading of 'influx control'.

Moreover, this was a solution in which the state also had a stake. From the state's point of view permanent settlement of the African in the towns was expensive. Housing would have to be provided, transportation to and from the place of work, schools for the children and so on. To the extent that permanent settlement could be resisted then the need for increased taxes could be held at bay. As was discussed in Chapter One the funding of locations or townships for non-whites was an ongoing problem in the white cities.

But if the mining industry had its own panoply of restrictions on the black worker designed to obtain his services at less than would have been the case in a labor market subject only to economic coercion, white agriculture had its own. The mineral revolution intruded on a country that was primarily agrarian in its economic life. Through its competition for black labor, moreover, the mining industry increased the problems of white agriculture in obtaining black labor on terms which they could afford. This was a problem of growing severity in the 'twenties and 'thirties.

White agriculture was the site of the most blatant forms of extra-economic coercion. The plight of the wage laborer or so-called 'farm servant' was perhaps the worst of all
. The crucial pieces of legislation which permitted coercive forms of labor control were the Masters and Servants Acts passed in the nineteenth century and in the early part of the twentieth. Under these Acts farm workers were defined as 'servants' obliged to labor for their employers for 12 months a year or as long as their contract was held to apply. Many such 'contracts' were no more than understandings but their unwritten form did not mean that they could be challenged easily in the white man's court. This made it difficult for the farm worker -- black, Colored or Indian -- to exercise some pressure on the way he was treated by seeking work on farms elsewhere. Moreover, under these laws the 'master' acquired tremendous personal authority. Every instruction carried the weight of the law and refusal or inability to obey carried with it penal sanction. Furthermore the farmer was vested with the right of punishment, including flogging which was used liberally. 

The other major source of farm labor during this period was labor tenancy. According to this the labor tenant would work for the farmer for a set period of time, originally 90 days, in exchange for the right to use a piece of the farmer's land or to graze his cattle on that land. During the nineteen twenties and 'thirties, however, the terms of labor tenancy were reworked to the progressive disadvantage of the tenant. Minimum service terms were extended from 90 to 180 days in 1926 and the master's right to whip was extended to cover labor tenants as well as farm workers.

For all these reasons farm work was unattractive and with the rise of industrial employment in the towns during the 'thirties and 'forties large numbers left the 'white' countryside. During the period 1936-51 South Africa experienced one of its highest rates of urbanization ever and the major source of newly urbanized people was the 'white' rural areas creating a labor crisis for white farmers of growing proportions.

The new strategies in response to this consisted of new mechanisms of extra-economic coercion. The first of these was so-called 'efflux control'. Efflux control was the obverse of influx control. If influx control limited the permanent settlement of blacks in the cities (see Module 3), efflux control made it hard for those living in the 'white' rural areas to leave them to begin with. Influx control under apartheid operated through a network of labor bureaux. Those seeking work in the area covered by a labor bureau or in other areas had first to register with that bureau. In the 'white' rural areas, however, permission for blacks to seek work in other areas was contingent on the permission of a board representing white farmers. The aim of this was to trap blacks in those areas -- though not Coloreds and Indians who were exempt from influx and efflux control policies -- and canalize their labor onto the white farms.

The other strategy provides even bleaker testimony to the ways in which black labor has been directed to work under the appalling conditions generally prevailing on white farms. This was the widespread use of prison labor. This had commenced in the 1930s. Short term prisoners, all black, were made available to farmers for labor whether they wanted to be so offered or not. Farmers paid a token sum to the state for this privilege -- nothing to the prisoner, of course  --  and in return assumed absolute authority over the prisoners.

These practices were accompanied by the most appalling excesses. Marcus (1987: 57) reports on a 1947 expose of prison labor conditions in the Bethal area to the east of Johannesburg:

"Farmers clothed prison workers in discarded mealie sacks. Disused, or specially built, sheds were used for housing where they were crammed together with little ventilation, no water and no toilets. They were locked in at night and from the end of the working day on Saturday until sun-up on Monday. They slept on sacking, hay or the bare floor. They were given no eating utensils and food was thrown on sacking or on the floor, or poured into their cupped hands. At work, they were at the double all the time and if they did not move fast enough they were thrashed or set upon by dogs. Physical beating was frequent and often brutal enough to result in permanent injury or death, although few of these cases reached the courts" 

Under apartheid, the allocation of black prisoners to farm labor underwent a dramatic expansion. Huge numbers participated in this involuntary form of work. In 1957/8 200,000 prisoners were involved, and these were only the ones that refused to 'volunteer' for farm labor whilst in detention and under threat of prosecution. (Marcus 1987: 71). Large numbers of these consisted of people arrested for infractions of the pass laws. In consequence those escaping the restrictions of efflux control would, if arrested, be returned to the farm labor that they had tried to escape.

2. Becoming a Capitalist

In the history of capitalism big businesses become big as a result of the growth of what were originally small businesses. Not all small businesses are so successful, for many go bankrupt. But in the history of most major firms there is, early on, a small workshop, a small retail concern, a small farm. In these instances the initial labor is provided by the business owner and his/her family along with, perhaps, some wage labor. If people are to become capitalists, therefore, they need first to become petty commodity producers; and then to be allowed to grow in size. In South Africa, however, there have historically been major obstacles to those who are not white pursuing this sequence of events. These obstacles have taken the form of state-imposed regulations and legislation. And these measures have typically been adopted at the behest of those whites who also wanted to pursue small business and the avenues it opened up to growth but who feared the competition of non-whites. In brief, in South Africa it has been extraordinarily difficult for anyone who was not white to be anything other than a wage laborer. We should not be surprised, therefore, at the intensity of anti-capitalist feeling that exists, particularly among the black masses: capitalism has never been something that was credibly in their future. In this context, consider in more detail the cases of agriculture and retailing.

2.1 Agriculture

During the latter part of the nineteenth century and the first decade of this one there was a group of fairly well-to-do African peasant farmers, and on a scale that by all accounts has not been repeated since. Much of the original impetus to commercial farming came from the various taxes imposed by the colonial authorities. The sources of subsequent peasant prosperity, however, were diverse. In some cases Africans farmed the land granted to them under tribal law. In others, where the land was owned by whites they worked as share croppers. In still others Africans pooled their money together to purchase groups of white farms and form the small peasant communities that later came to be known as 'black spots'. In all these instances they benefitted from the increasing demand from the towns for foodstuffs, an increasing demand that was brought about by the minerals revolution.

Major limits to the growth of this stratum, however, resulted from the 1913 Natives' Land Act. A major effect of this piece of legislation was to limit the land available for African peasant farmers to either own or rent. The vast majority of land in South Africa, about 90%, was placed off-limits to black ownership, though those peasant communities already existing there were allowed to stay. In addition severe limits were placed on black sharecropping. In the Orange Free State sharecropping was totally banned. Elsewhere existing sharecropping arrangements were allowed to continue but no new ones could be entered into. Further legislation in the 'twenties and 'thirties gave a precarious existence even to these. 

Most black farming, therefore, was progressively confined to the native reserves. But there land was distributed by the tribe and with the growth of population there was less and less land to go round. Furthermore, lacking the security of private property rights in land, banks were unwilling to lend money to ambitious black agriculturists.

The origins of the restrictions on black agriculture are complex. Much of the impetus for the 1913 Land Act came from the desire of the more successful white farmers to convert black Africans into wage workers. If Africans were instead allowed to become share croppers or to purchase white farms in order to farm on their own account then this would become more difficult. Moreover, the growing black independent peasantry provided stiff competition for white farmers since they were typically willing to take a smaller profit. At the same time many Afrikaner sharecropppers were forced out of agriculture by the competition of blacks and bitterly resented them for this. They wanted to see limits placed on their activity but for different reasons than the white landowners.

2.2 Retailing

For many, small scale retailing is an avenue to accumulation on an expanding scale. Accumulation can take the form of the multiplication of outlets or backward integration to include wholesaling. It may also be a vehicle for the accumulation of money for investment in agriculture or in other forms of investment: in domestic property, perhaps. But in South Africa blacks, Coloreds and Indians have been placed at various forms of disadvantage with respect to whites in entering retailing and prospering on the basis of it. I illustrate this with brief discussions of: the white trading posts in the reserves; the beer monopoly in the townships: and the obstacles that Indian retailers have faced.

a) The white trading posts: In the commercial life of many of the reserves the white trading post was of considerable importance. Southall (South Africa’s Transkei) has discussed the case of the Transkei where perhaps the entrenchment of the white trader was greater than elsewhere. They were important in opening up the Transkei to market forces, providing credit and buying the agricultural products of the African for sale elsewhere. But they also came to constitute a monopoly which the white state protected and which made the establishment of retailing outlets by the African difficult if not impossible.

It might be thought, for example, that the provisions of the 1913 Land Act would have forced them to retreat since white ownership of land in the reserves was proscribed. But in fact, and precisely in order to protect them, the sale of business sites by whites to other whites was exempted from the 1913 Act. Likewise, and to forestall black competition as opposed to being simply bought out, a law was passed according to which no trading station should be allowed to operate within 5 miles of another. But, and of course, all such locations had already been taken up by whites.

b) The beer monopoly in the townships: The social history of alcohol in South Africa and how it bears on the relation between whites and blacks is a long and tortured one, though full of intense interest. Its interest here is confined to its implications for small business formation among blacks. For one of the abilities that African women brought with them to the city was that of producing so-called African beer. Moreover, In the straitened economic circumstances that they encountered there brewing African beer for sale, especially to the large numbers of single men in the city, since brewing had always been a female prerogative, was attractive. But the authorities forbad the production of African beer for sale. They policed it vigorously but not always effectively for African women devised ingenious ways of concealing the beer from the  police. Even so, it placed limits on black business enterprise and police raids were a constant feature of life in those neighborhoods where blacks lived.

These limits were increased with the tendency to group Africans more and more in the new native townships on the edge of the city during the nineteen thirties and then, more vigorously, after 1948 and the succession of apartheid governments. The main problem was that as part of the attempt to fund the running of the new townships many municipalities established municipal beer halls there. To protect their monopoly on the trade the fines on native brewing of African beer were increased, as were the raids.

This did not mean that it stopped altogether. Indeed a major feature of township life was the shebeen or illegal drinking establishment. This was typically in the home of an African woman where she provided not only drink but also a more comfortable, less alienating, ambience than that provided by the institutional feel of the beer halls. But it did make things more difficult and so tended to stifle black business enterprise.

c) Indian retailing: Everywhere outside of India that there are Indians they have always distinguished themselves as small business people, especially as retailers. South Africa has been no exception, and as such they have aroused the ire of white competitors. In the nineteen forties small Indian stores were to be found catering to white markets not only in the larger cities of Durban and Johannesburg but throughout small towns in Natal and the Transvaal. During the nineteen forties this led to an attempt by Afrikaner retailers to exploit the growing fervor of Afrikaner nationalism to their own benefit. This took the form of orchestrating a campaign for Afrikaners to boycott Indian stores. 

In fact the campaign failed but with the achievement of Afrikaner dominance in government after 1948 restrictions went into place which did, in fact, help achieve those ends of limiting Indian competition. This took the form of the Group Areas Act. This is because the Group Areas Act not only identified exclusive areas for living, it also demarcated them as exclusive areas for trading. Since the downtown areas automatically became white Group Areas this severely limited the access of Indian retailers to the optimal retailing locations.

Whose Capital?
A problem with this analysis, however, is that it treats South African capitalism as a monolithic entity, as homogenous and expressing similar interests in what the course of state policy should be. But in fact there have been major tussles over precisely the issue of the coerciveness of state policy with respect to blacks. For as South African capitalism developed so it became more differentiated. The minerals revolution entailed the (slow) revolutionizing of agriculture. At the same time the growth of the South African market, along with some fortuitous political decisions led to the growth of industry, particularly from the ‘twenties on. And industry, especially after the Second World War was to find itself opposed to both mining and white agriculture on the issue of the coerciveness of labor practices.

These struggles between the different sectors also drew energy from the way in which the sectors became aligned with Afrikaner and Brit. Different branches of the division of labor have always had distinct ethnic characters. The mining industry was for a long time associated with the British and, worse yet, associated with historic defeats of the Afrikaaners, as in the Boer War. White agriculture has always been predominantly Afrikaaner. Industry was more British also, despite the fact that it emerged on the back of Afrikaner import substitution policy during the ‘twenties.

Within the firm, of course, there have also been strong differences of interest but this time between the white working class and the black working class. Major bones of contention have been job reservation and influx control: mechanisms seen as providing a degree of protection for whites. Given the racially exclusive character of South African democracy the white working class has always been a quite crucial ally of those sectors of the South African economy most concerned to pursue goals which were either indifferent to the repression of blacks in state and economy, or who found it to their positive advantage. These ideas can be illustrated by a discussion of the major divisions of interest between the different branches of production in South African and the politics they have generated; and then by the role the white working class played in a resolution of those issues -- but always in a way which solidified the racial character of capitalist development in South Africa.

1. The Major Divisions of Interest

Two central divisions of interest can be identified. The first, which dominates South African politics from 1910 to 1940, concerns whether or not South African economic development will be subordinated to foreign interests: specifically the British who owned the gold and diamond mines. Once that issue has been decided (in favor of 'national' rather than 'imperial' capital) center stage is taken by the issue of the permanent urban settlement of, and extension of labor rights to, blacks. This occurs from about 1940 on, and divides most of manufacturing capital, particularly the larger firms, with their stakes in a settled African labor force and recognition of black labor unions, from agriculture and the mining industry. 

1.1 Imperial vs. National Capital 

The issue here was largely economic, but due to the identification of imperial capital with the British it tended also to absorb a lot of other Afrikaner resentments stemming from the Boer War and before. The dominance of imperial capital from 1910 to 1924 came to symbolize for the Afrikaner a broader British ascendancy throughout South Africa.

The economic issue was the degree to which South African economic policy should be dictated by the interests of the gold and diamond mines. This was also a national issue since the mines were seen as subordinated to the interests of foreigners. Concretely protection and taxation provided the major battlegrounds:

   a)
mining interests were in favor of free trade: given the cost inefficiency of South African agriculture and industry at that time, keeping costs down in the mines depended on the ability to import (cheaper) machinery, mining equipment, and foodstuffs from overseas. This brought the mines into conflict with South African manufacturing and agricultural interests which came to see their profitability as dependent upon protection against foreign competition.

   b)
the mines dominated the South African economy. On the other hand, the development of agriculture and manufacturing was seen as dependent on large public outlays: spending for irrigation works, low interest loans to farmers, the establishment of state-owned industries. One solution to the capital needs of agriculture and manufacturing was taxation imposed on the mining industry.

This was eventually settled in favor of protectionism, a policy that has continued right down till very recently. It was under the tariffs enacted by Afrikaner governments along with some state-sponsored industrialization projects during the ‘twenties that industrial employed surged. In fact, in many ways South Africa was a pioneer of the sorts of import substitution policies that became the fashion in much of Latin America after World War II. The latter was also an immense stimulus to the growth of industrial employment in South Africa and that growth in turn paved the way for the crisis of urbanization that was the immediate condition for the coming to power in 1948 of the National Part and the inauguration of apartheid policies.

We should also note, however,  the division of interest between the mines and farming interests over access to labor. A major issue was the size of the reserves. Mining interests wanted larger reserves so that their migrant labor would have a subsistence base for their families. This would allow labor costs to be contained. White agriculture, on the other hand, was opposed to this. This conflict was played out in the debates leading up to the 1913 Native Lands Act. The Act is primarily about the availability of African labor. Its context, as we have already seen, was the different forms of relationship between the black African and the white landowner: those of squatting, labor tenancy and wage labor. The interests of white farmers (or a powerful fraction thereof) in mobilizing African labor are therefore crucial to understanding it.  Moreover, if the Land Act was to succeed in this particular aim it was important that there be no alternatives for the displaced squatter in the form of a native reserve into which they could relocate. Only then would the African be likely to turn to labor tenancy or agricultural wage labor.

As a consequence white farmers vigorously fought the establishment and the extension of reserves. The fact that the OFS, the most vigorously anti-squatting state of all, had, and continued to have throughout the apartheid era, virtually no land allocated to reserves, is significant. The mining companies, on the other hand, saw the reserves as an important condition for their migrant labor; a subsistence base, that is, for the families of the migrant worker. Consequently they argued vehemently in favor of the reserves and their extension.

1.2 Manufacturing Capital vs. Mining and Agriculture

From 1940 on, however, the major issue dividing fractions of business becomes that of the permanent settlement of African workers in the cities and, to a lesser degree, the recognition of African labor unions. Manufacturing interests wanted permanent settlement in order to stabilize the workforce. Recognition of labor unions was seen as a means of controlling workers (through union leaderships) and as a means of providing a more predictable labor relations environment.

Mining and agriculture were opposed to permanent settlement. Agriculture still had a voracious appetite for African labor and feared losing its workforce to higher wages in the city. They also opposed African unionization: this was seen as raising urban wages and so decreasing the ability of the farmer to hang on to what African labor he still had. The mines wanted retention of the migrant labor system due to the advantages it provided in terms of cheapness; the mines also regarded it as a means of preserving tribal structures and so insulating the African worker from contamination by dangerous radical views. 

Note that with time these positions have tended to shift. The mines have become more committed to the settlement of a permanent African workforce. This is partly due to increasing difficulties in recruiting black labor outside of South Africa. Elimination of job color bars in the mines has also increased the attractions of stabilizing at least the more skilled echelons of the workforce. Changes in the position of agriculture are less well documented, though one would assume that the rapid pace of farm mechanization since 1940 has modified the stake of white farmers in efflux control.

2. The Role of the White Working Class

In deciding the course of both of these battles -- imperial vs. national capital; manufacturing vs. mining and agriculture -- the white working class has been of decisive importance. This role was exercised in two elections in particular: that of 1924, which initiated the so-called Pact government; and that of 1948, which brought the National Party to power on the platform of apartheid.

2.1 1924

The Pact government which came to power in 1924, was a coalition between the National Party, representing dominantly Afrikaner interests, and the South African Labor Party. It replaced the South African Party which was the mouthpiece for mining interests and also attracted a good deal of English-speaking support. The reason for working class support in the form of the agreement of the South African Labor Party to enter into coalition lies in the Rand Revolt (1922) and the events that preceded it. The gold mines had tried to break the job color bar: the white miners wanted it preserved. Accordingly a crucial Act of the Pact government was the 1926 Mines and Services Act, which restored the job color bar in the mines.

The National Party, however, had its own commitments and in particular to the poor whites who were dominantly Afrikaner. It is for this reason that the Pact government instituted: a) a 'civilized labour' policy; b) steps to encourage the development of manufacturing. The Afrikaner farming base of the National Party also led to favorable treatment for agriculture in the form of subsidies and grants, along with protection from Rhodesian beef.


Policies aimed at stimulating manufacturing included:

   a)
the Customs Tariff Act of 1925: capital goods from the mines were exempt, but not wage goods;

   b)
the establishment of ISCOR (Iron and Steel Corporation of South Africa) to provide a national steel industry.  

The 'civilized labor' policy was intended to provide job protection for whites, but it did not apply to mining or to agriculture. It worked partly through directives to state agencies for preferential treatment of whites and at higher wage rates. Whites employed in the state-owned railways, for example, increased greatly in numbers, and at the expense of blacks. In 1924 only 9.5% of railway employees were white but by 1930 almost four out of every ten railway workers were white (Marian Lacey, Working for Boroko, p.225). Private industry was also induced to cooperate. Thus, so-called 'fair labor' clauses in the Customs Tariff Act of 1925 made tariff protection or the award of a government contract conditional upon the employment of a "fair amount of civilized labour".

These policies were continued under the Fusion government of 1934 on. This government brought together the National Party and the South African Party in the form of a new party, the United Party. The resultant collaboration of Afrikaners and the English-speaking, however, had serious consequences. Symbolically it was offensive to many Afrikaners -- it was seen as a sellout to imperialism -- and led to the formation of a Purified National Party under the leadership of Daniel Malan in 1935. But in 1939 the leader of the old National Party (Hertzog) broke away from the United Party and this paved the way for a re-united National Party and the electoral battles of the 40s.

2.2 1948

The 1948 election was primarily about the permanent settlement of Africans in the cities. It was preceded by a lengthy debate in which the United Party emerged as somewhat laissez-faire with respect to the issue while the National Party wanted a reinforcement of influx control and the institutionalization of migrant labor on a much more massive scale than hitherto. Manufacturing capital, for the most part, gave its support to the United Party, while mining and agriculture supported the National Party. But the National Party also benefited from a large degree of white working class support since influx control was seen as a means of providing a degree of protection for white jobs.

Explaining the South African Way
The big problem has always been, until very recently, one of labor shortage: recruiting a labor force and then keeping their wages down. This is a major thrust of Luli Callinicos's book, Gold and Workers. If the free market had been allowed to prevail then there would not have been enough workers and wages would have been driven up to a level that would have made the gold mines, as well as the white farms, unprofitable. This helps explain such policies as: influx control to keep the migrant labor system in place and the low wages it allowed; efflux control to keep the wages of agricultural labor down; and the 1913 Land Act as an attempt to force blacks to work for whites by making it harder for them to carry on as independent commodity producers.

On the other hand this does not explain why these measures were racially discriminatory. Why was it it that coercive forms of economic relationships of the form we reviewed above applied exclusively to non-whites with the result that it appears as if the problem in South Africa is one of race rather than of the pressures typical of capitalist development? One answer is that it was electorally easier to do it that way: the white working class had the vote and so would have rebelled electorally against the sorts of laws applied to blacks, and to a lesser degree Indians and Coloreds. But this racially exclusive democracy in turn needs explaining. This is a theme to which we will return in Modules 4 and 5. But to anticipate, and in brief: The crucial precondition for the racial franchise 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 (see Module 4).

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.

1 So including the Orange Free State and the Transvaal (aka ‘the South African Republic’, but also less well known cases like Stellaland and Goshen.


    	2 Labor tenants had to agree to provide labor to the landlord with which he could farm some of his land in exchange for access to a small amount of land on which they could live. The period of labor service specified varied from 90 days to 180 days with the length increasing in the 1920s. It was the African family which contracted in this way so that it might be an older son who provided the labor rather than, say, his father or other brothers. From the standpoint of the African this arrangement had an advantage over wage labor in that it gave him  rights in land -- this was important given the symbolic significance of land and of cattle for lobola (dowry). 


3 See the discussion of black spots in Laurine Platzky and Cherryl Walker (1985) the Surplus People: Forced Removals in South Africa. Johannesburg: Ravan Press. Go to the index and follow up the numerous references to the term.


4 One of the effects of land reform legislation in the post-apartheid era has been to show how many labor tenants there are left, particularly in some parts of the country like Kwazulu-Natal. This has become apparent since farmers, anxious to avoid land claims, have been evicting them in large numbers.


      	5 The other part is the discovery of diamonds in the Kimberley area in 1867 and the subsequent development of the mining industry there.


    	6 In distinction from the job color bar which originates in the reservation of the better paying jobs for whites.


     	7 The following discussion relies heavily on the work of Tessa Marcus in Chapter 3 of  Modernising Super-Exploitation: Restructuring South African Agriculture. (London: Zed Books 1989).
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