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to say, too, that if the gold mining 
r~trv feels this burden is too great, if it 

■ »l« that it cannot carry on the struggle any
eer there is the solution offered by me and
hon member for Krugersdorp and the hon. 

ember for Ermelo (Dr. A. Hertzog), and that 
s nationalize the mines. . . .

An HON. MEMBER: You are a bad leader 
nr your party.

Mr. HEPPLE: Now, Mr. Speaker, I come 
[0 some alternative proposals. . . .

An HON. MEMBER: Let us hear them,

Mr. HEPPLE: I want to say to the Minister 
that when drawing this Budget, why did he not 
-onsider alternatives; instead of dealing with 
the people’s bread, for instance, he could have 
looked for other luxury articles which he could 
have taxed. For the amount involved he could 
mite easily have gone for other luxury articles 
—there are many luxury articles that could 
have been taxed. I wonder whether the Mini
ster considered the question of the expenditure 
on Defence? In 1950, before the Korean War 
broke out, our defence vote was £8,250,000. 
After this war broke out the amount 
was increased. Now I do not only 
raise this question because an armistice was 
signed to-day in Korea. I would have raised 
it in any case. South Africa, under the pre
sent Budget as presented by the Minister, is 
spending £23,000,000 on its Defence Vote 
There has been a cut of £2,250,000 
rn last year’s vote, but at the same time there 
s a grave danger in this enormous amount that 
is being voted. In the first place, it looks as 
if South Africa is going blindly ahead accumu
lating stocks that will soon become obsolete. 
There is a danger that it will accumulate stocks 
that will be useless to the country in time of 
need. In addition, of this amount that is being 
spent on armaments, a great deal of it comes 
from overseas, and we are importing, in our 
armaments, highly inflated prices that are not 
in line with the standards existing in this coun
try. I say that the Government could quite 
lasily have chopped off some of its defence 
rote rather than reduce the living standards of 
i large section of the people of this country, 
tut I must assume now, in view of the changed 
:onditions in the East, that the Government 
vill definitely and certainly make a big reduc- 
ion in its Defence Vote, and as a result of 
hat it will be able to alleviate some of the 
ieavy burden bearing down upon the masses 
>f the people of this country. I say that we 
:annot afford these enormous sums to be spent 
in defence. We have to provide for defence, 
ind we must not be shortsighted about it. . . .

The MINISTER OF FINANCE: You want 
:o have your cake and eat it.

Mr. HEPPLE: I hope the hon. the Minister 
will deal with this point more clearly than 
nerely by interjecting, when he replies to the 
lebate. It is a very important point that I

have raised, and I think that the Minister owes 
it to the country to state very clearly what 
the Government’s policy is for the future in 
relation to this enormous amount that is being 
voted.

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion I want to say 
that while we support the amendment moved 
by the hon. member for Constantia (Mr. 
Waterson), we feel that it does not contain 
enough. We feel that it should go further in 
pointing out to the Government some of the 
matters which I have raised. We feel that it 
should cover the question of the cost-of-living 
allowances which now seem to be coming to 
an end, and, also, the question of increased 
prices of commodities as a result of this 
Budget. And so I move as a further amend
ment to the amendment moved by the hon. 
member for Constantia—

To add at the end “ and ensures—

(i) that all workers shall be guaranteed
cost-of-living allowances commensurate 
with increased living costs; and

(ii) that increased costs resulting from new
taxes will not be passed on to the con
sumer.”

In the light of what I have said, Mr. Speaker, 
we want some assurance from the Government 
that workers will be protected from rising living 
costs by the granting of further cost-of-living 
allowances where necessary and, secondly, that 
any prices which flow out of this Budget will 
not be passed on to the consumer, so that the 
ordinary tax payer has to carry the major 
burden. We can see the extreme dangers in 
this Budget. We can see, from the statement 
of the Minister in which he has said that 
Escom and other public utilities must raise 
their own capital—presumably by increased 
charges for their services—we can see that those 
increases will be charged to the consumer. The 
new, increased railway rates will be passed on 
to the consumer.. The taxes on motor-cars and 
on petrol will be passed on to the consumer. 
The Minister has made no statement in this 
House as to what the attitude of the Govern
ment will be in this regard, and therefore we 
add to the amendment of the hon. member for 
Constantia, our own amendment in order to 
show what we desire. We want the people of 
this country to be protected against budgets 
of this kind, which I think must go down as 
one of the worst budgets in our history. I 
move.

Mr. EATON: I second the amendment.

Dr. FRIEDMAN: Mr. Speaker, this 
Budget is a post-election Budget. It is instruc
tive to compare it with the post-election Budget 
of 1948. Indeed, Sir, the contrast between 
the two post-election Budgets is very signifi
cant. When the Minister presented his Budget 
in i 948, after nine years of United Party 
rule . . .

An HON. MEMBER: Misrule.
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Dr. FRIEDMAN: . . . this country was 
at the peak of its prosperity. For a while 
this Government was able to bask in the 
after-glow of that prosperity. The Minister 
found the Treasury full to overflowing, and 
he celebrated his return to office by tax remis
sions on a lordly scale. Indeed, he behaved 
like the prodigal who makes free with an 
inherited fortune. But he did not tell the 
tax-payers that they owed these benefactions 
to the prudence of his predecessors. No, he 
gracefully accepted the kudos for himself and 
for his party.

May I remind the House that that was the 
first and the last time in the history of this 
Government that the hon. the Minister was 
in a position to remit taxes. Scarcely six 
months later, in his next Budget, he had to 
reimpose the taxes which he had previously 
remitted and, indeed, he had to impose fresh 
burdens upon the community. To-day we 
have another post-election Budget. This time, 
after five years of Nationalist rule. What a 
dismal contrast to the post-election Budget of 
1948! What a melancholy tale the Minister 
had to tell, and what a sombre prospect opens 
up before us! This time there are no tax 
remissions. On the contrary, the general 
level of taxation is now far above the war
time level. Yet the Minister calls upon the 
tax-payers to bear fresh exactions to the tune 
of £11,500,000.

The hon. the Minister objects to us talking 
about a tax on bread. The Minister reacted 
very sharply when the hon. member for 
Constantia (Mr. Waterson) spoke about a 
tax on bread. But I must remind the Minister 
that in his Budget speech, which I have before 
me, he made a special appeal to the lower 
income groups, did he not? He asked them 
to make sacrifices. These are his words:

We must also appeal to them—that is the 
lower income groups—to contribute their 
share to the solution of the financial 
problems with which we are confronted.

Now, Mr. Speaker, if the Minister did not 
have to raise this £18,000,000 for capital 
purposes, he would have been able to sub
sidise the increase in the price of bread 
without adding one penny to existing taxes. 
Can the Minister deny that? In other words, 
the increase in the price of bread is their 
contribution to the solution of the financial 
problems which confront us. Can the 
Minister deny that? If that is a contribution, 
it is a tax; a contribution is a tax.

The MINISTER OF FINANCE: Your 
explanation does not make the statement that 
it is a tax less disgraceful.

Dr. FRIEDMAN: Mr. Speaker, the hon. 
the Minister cannot escape from the logic of 
the situation. This is the contribution that 
the lower income groups are making towards 
solving the Minister’s financial problems, and, 
as I say, a contribution is a tax.
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An HON. MEMBER: Your speech is a 
tax.

Dr. FRIEDMAN: Yes, it taxes your mental 
resources, I have no doubt about that. All 
these exactions, the increase in the price of 
bread, the indirect taxes, the savings levy— 
they are all burdens which the community 
and particularly the lower income group, 
should not be called upon to bear. They 
have to bear these exaction in order to provide 
funds for capital works which posterity will 
enjoy. And the position is even worse than 
that. The Minister tells us that, in future, 
organizations like Escom and the Railways 
will have to provide their own capital 
resources out of current income. This means 
that everyday necessities such as transport and 
electricity will cost more. Mr. Speaker, for 
the man in the street, for John Citizen, this 
Budget means the postponement of legitimate 
satisfaction. It means reduced consumption 
and a lower standard of life. For the lower 
income groups it means bitter hardship and 
privations. It means, quite literally, less 
bread for a greater proportion of sweat. It is 
quite clear that the Minister is now 
administering the castor oil and spare diet 
which the Minister of Economic Affairs once 
prescribed for us.

This Budget will have far-reaching reper
cussions on the economy. Consumption will 
be reduced, and business returns which are 
already on the decline, will be seriously 
affected. This Budget will expedite the re
adjustments in our economy, and the con
sequent unemployment, which the Minister 
says are inevitable. To put the matter in a 
nutshell, the Minister, through this Budget, 
is deliberately creating a recession in the 
private sector of the economy in order to 
make resources available to the public sector 
for the provision of basic services. This 
Budget is a desperate remedy for a difficult 
situation . . .

The MINISTER OF FINANCE: I suppose 
the public sector is also entitled to some con
sideration?

Dr. FRIEDMAN: You see how illogical 
the Minister is? The public sector supplies 
services to the private sector, but if the 
Minister creates a depression in the private 
sector, how will the public sector and the basic 
services prosper?

No, Mr. Speaker, the question I ask is this: 
do conditions in this country really warrant 
such a drastic Budget as this one? Is this 
Budget carefully designed to suit the economic 
needs of this country? I have always held 
that the Budget as an instrument of policy, 
as a means of regulating the economy as a 
whole, is of paramount importance. It seems 
to me that this conception of the Budget must 
prevail if we are to place the health of the 
economy as a whole above mere national 
bookkeeping. I know that the Minister has 
very little time for this conception of the
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but a position which arises from the fact that 
the Minister did not impose a tax. An amount 
of £3,000,000 is at stake. In our country we 
have a total population of 13 million souls. 
That amount spread over our 13 million 
people, means 5s. per person during this year. 
And if you want to argue that the people are 
not all well-to-do, let us assume that 3 million 
are wealthy and 10 million are poor and that 
this amount affects the poor people only. 
£3,000,000 spread over 10 million people, 
means 6s. per head during this year.

Mr. HEPPLE: That is a lot of money when 
you are poor.

*Dr. DIEDERICHS: Mr. Speaker, I want to 
go still further. If this had not happened, if 
bread had had to be kept at its old price, the 
Minister would have been compelled to in
crease our taxation by an amount of 
£3,000,000, direct or indirect. What would 
have been the position then? It would merely 
have meant that he would have to take 
£3,000,000 out of the pockets of the people 
in order to put £3,000,000 back into the 
pockets of the people. What is the difference? 
You take £3,000,000 with your left hand from 
your left pocket and you put it back with 
your right hand into your right-hand pocket. 
But now the taxation has been increased by 
an amount of £3,000,000. Last year Great 
Britain decreased its food subsidies from 
£400,000,000 to £250,000,000. They reduced 
it by £150,000,000—by more than £3 per head 
of the population. That is how Britain re
duced its food subsidies. Here it is only 6s. 
per individual. Britain’s budget was a coura
geous budget; ours is a desperation budget. 
If my friends on the other side would look a 
bit further than party politics, they would have 
to go into the consequences of a subsidy 
policy. The latest experience indicates that 
subsidies do not in actual fact lower the cost 
of living, but perhaps tend to increase the 
cost of living. For subsidies have to be paid 
out of taxation money; taxes have to be levied. 
What one gives on the one hand by way of 
subsidies on an article, you have to collect 
on the other hand in the form of taxation. 
I just want to read a few words from an arti
cle in the Economic Digest, written by Graham 
Dorrant—

. this budget would not have been neces- 
tf rv If there had not been the need for mak- 
■a provision for services for those industries, 
Ihts budget would not have been necessary, 
it became, however, necessary to introduce 
this budget for the very reason that the fac
tories and the mines require power, that they 
need railway facilities, and because there are 
the requirements of public services, a natural 
corollary of South Africa’s expansion in the 
economic field. That made it necessary to 
introduce this budget, so that we may be able 
to provide those services, those capital goods, 
those utilities which are required by the ex
panding industries of South Africa. In our 
case it is a sign of growth. Hence this budget, 
ylr. Speaker, I also remember something else 
which happened at the time. Last year, as a 
result of the budget of the British Govern
ment, the value of securities on the London 
Stock Exchange fell by £3,610,000,000 within 
a period of five months. As a result of the 
budget the value of securities on the Stock 
Exchange fell by £545,000,000 in one day. 
What, however, was the reaction of the people 
in Britain? In spite of a fall in values of 
£3,610,000,000 within five months, we read the 
following report written by Reuter’s financial 
correspondent—

Yet the Stock Exchange people vie with 
one another to praise the Budget which 
brought yesterday’s climax.

The business people vied with one another to 
praise that austerity budget. For what reason? 
Here it is—

They for once seemed to be taking a 
long-term view.

For once they had something in the nature of 
a long-term view. If my hon. friends on that 
side would not always refuse to look further 
than their nose is long and if they would 
only for one moment forget trying to make 
party political capital out of a budget of this 
kind, if for just one moment they would also 
have that long-term view, they would possibly 
also vie with one another to praise this pre
sent Budget. Last year my hon. friends on 
the other side were looking for a slogan with 
which to attack the budget and how grateful 
they were when they did find a slogan with 
which to attack the budget. Last year their 
slogan was: “ Candy for children.” ‘ Candy 
and cool drinks” were in danger. Needless 
to say that they totally misunderstood that 
taxation. Nevertheless they had some kind of 
a slogan, and how pleased they were this year 
when they could find another war cry: “ Bread 
for the hungry; bread out of our mouths; the 
staff of life is in danger.” They invented this 
slogan in order to be able to appeal emotion
ally to the people. They are the persons who 
do not want any emotionalism in politics.

I want to ask them now to follow me in 
the solving of a simple arithmetic problem. 
In this case an amount of £3,000,000 is at 
stake—not a tax, as they call it, on bread,

Food subsidies lower the cost of the sub
sidized foods. By themselves they do 
nothing more or less, but they must be 
financed and taxes raised to pay them. 
Any system of subsidies financed by indirect 
taxation does not produce equal effects on 
the price of the subsidized article. It raises 
the price of the taxed article more than it 
reduces the price of the subsidized article; 
in other words, it raises the cost of living.

Even if this had not been the case and even 
if the burden of the higher price of bread 
would fall entirely on the shoulders of the 
bread consumer, which is not correct, but 
supposing this was so, would it not have been
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their duty as responsible people to tell the 
consumer and the man in the street: “ Look 
here, it is fair that every citizen should now 
also contribute his share towards promoting 
the economic health of the country as a whole, 
of which they are also members and citizens.” 
Surely this is the tenor of this Budget, the most 
balanced and most solid Budget which has been 
introduced in this House for many a year. The 
purport of this Budget is to make the economic 
position of South Africa healthier and to safe
guard it against a depression which may come 
against future shocks, and the consumer the 
worker and even the poorest man will benefit 
from that. For a moment he may perhaps 
feel the pinch, but in future he will derive the 
benefit from it. Those few shillings which he 
will now have to pay are his insurance 
premium for the economic stability and sound
ness of the country. And after these first 
propaganda storms have blown over—as they 
always blow over—the worker and the con
sumer will realize it. This is the first time for 
many years that the lower income groups are 
also asked to contribute something. But the 
lower income groups of to-day are no longer 
the lower income groups of 10 or 15 years ago, 
for their wages and salaries have increased 
tremendously in the meantime. We on this 
side and this Government see matters in an 
entirely different light. This side when viewing 
matters does so as a responsible Government 
looking years ahead for the welfare of the 
country, whereas those friends on the other 
side, being an irresponsible Opposition, do not 
look beyond the next election. We have 
already found them to be that type; that is 
also how we got to know them during the last 
election. In that election campaign they tried 
to create the impression throughout the 
country—and they want to do it again now— 
that a State merely exists to dish out and that 
the citizen is only there to receive. They want 
to make the people believe that a State has at 
its disposal inexhaustible sources of money and 
that it is merely the result of callousness and 
heartlessness that the State does not distribute 
it lavishly, as they promised they would do. 
They want to give the impression that the 
citizen should only receive, that he should not 
give anything, that he possesses rights only and 
has no responsibilities towards the State. I am 
accusing those friends on the other side that 
with their agitation they are engaged in under
mining the people’s morals; they are busy 
trying to create a spirit among the people of 
being dependent on the receipt of alms. I am 
accusing them of undermining our democracy. 
[Laughter.] The hon. member for Green Point 
(Maj. van der Byl) is still of the opinion that 
laughing loudly is a sign of intelligence. 
Democracy can only exist when citizens are 
imbued with a sense of responsibility and duty 
towards the community. The hon. members on 
the other side maintain that they are in favour 
of private initiative, but I am telling them 
that they are busy, in collaboration with the 
Labour Party, to create a mentality of 
Socialism in this country, they are busy 
attempting to socialize the people by and by 
through undermining its sense of independence

and self-reliance and cultivating a sense of 
subordination to the State. That is this 
“ Philosophy of gradualness ” to which the hon 
Minister referred a few years ago. They are 
now sowing what they will one day reap withtAare ~ **

i am now coming to tne actual Budget 
figures. I think we should analyse some of the 
figures for their benefit. Hon. members on 
the other side referred to the enormously high 
Budget and to the colossal expenditure of this 
country. I want to dwell for a moment on 
those figures. It is well known that the 
country’s expenditure from revenue account 
was £207,000,000 last year; this year it is 
£241,000,000, of which £18,000,000 must be 
deducted as being for capital purposes In 
other words the expenditure from current 
account is £16,000,000 more than last year, i.e. 
an increase of 7-j per cent over the expenditure 
of last year. I believe my hon. friends will 
agree with me that this corresponds with the 
growth of the national income of our country 
during this year.

Now we want to ask them, and I shall be 
pleased, Mr. Speaker, if you will give them the 
opportunity to reply to this question—we want 
to ask them which item in the Estimates of 
Expenditure they would like to have abolished 
What do they want cancelled in that expendi
ture? In previous years we put that question 
to them every year, but from their side there 
was never any concrete proposal for eliminating 
any proposed expenditure in the Estimates. 
Now I want to put some questions to them 
more specifically. The difference in the 
estimates of current expenditure for 1948 and 
those for this year amounts to £86,000,000, 
i.e. the difference between £137,000,000 in 1948 
and £223,000,000 this year. What does the 
difference consist of? Did the hon. gentlemen 
on the other side ever take the trouble to work 
that out? I want to mention a few things. 
First of all the difference exists in regard to 
salaries, wages and allowances; those items 
alone amounted to £37,800,000 in 1948, whereas 
they now run into £57,200,000, a difference of 
£19,400,000 as far as salaries, wages and allow
ances are concerned. Do hon. members on the 
other side want to suggest that the salaries of 
public servants should be decreased? Is that 
a suggestion on their part? No, they do not 
reply. We therefore assume that they agree 
with this increase in expenditure. The second 
item concerns “ Defence.” In 1948 the 
expenditure was £10,250,000 and now it is 
approximately £23,000,000; but if we deduct 
the salaries, the amount is £17,000,000, i.e. an 
increase of £7,000,000. Do hon. members 
suggest that the expenditure for defence should 
be decreased. Will the hon. member for Ken
sington (Mr. Moore) propose such a reduction? 
He advocated in this House that the expendi- 
ture on defence should be increased. I there- 
‘‘°r\ t assuir>e that they are satisfied that 

Defence ” is now costing us £7,000,000 more 
than in 1948. The third item is the subsidies 
to the provinces. The difference between 1948 
and the present amounts to £16.000,000. Do 
my friends on the other side wish to reduce 
those subsidies? No, they do not want to
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not our object. We want to increase produc
tivity and lower costs and so raise the living 
standard.

The MINISTER. OF LABOUR: That has 
been accomplished in numerous instances now.

Mr. H. J. WILLIAMS: The overall picture 
in the country does not seem to indicate that, 
because the overall picture is that the cost of 
living and the reduced value of the earnings 
of the workers combined as a general rule to 
force down the standard of living.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: In a large 
number of industries, productivity was in
creased by as much as 60 per cent.

Mr. H. J. WILLIAMS: I agree with the 
Minister that that may have happened in cer
tain cases, but I think it is due to increased 
mechanization.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: No, to in
centive bonuses.

Mr. H. J. WILLIAMS: That is the point I 
mentioned but he cannot apply it all round.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: I am getting 
the support now.

Mr. H. J. WILLIAMS: I am glad the Minis
ter is getting support, because it is along those 
lines that we would progress.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Except, of 
course, from the Labour Party.

Mr. H. J. WILLIAMS: Then there is an
other way in which we can achieve this object 
of increasing productivity, and that is by close 
consultation and liaison between management 
and labour. As the hon. member for Florida 
(Mr. Tighy) has pointed out, the old conditions 
no longer apply to-day. To-day there is very 
close co-operation between management and 
labour and if this method and this system 
could be extended it would bring about very 
beneficial results. There is to-day a tendency 
for management and labour to come closer 
together. Consultative bodies are set up and 
these people come together and discuss prob
lems common to both of them in order to bring 
about increased productivity and to improve 
conditions for the workers themselves. There
fore, when we come to consider this problem, 
it is essential that we should not look at it 
just in a platitudinous way. We should get 
down to basic facts and see what can be done. 
So much for the motion in so far as it deals 
with the hazards of capitalism. I have dealt, 
of course, with planning for increased produc
tivity and I have shown that the Labour Party 
as such have not offered very concrete sug
gestions in that direction.

Then the motion talks about providing 
homes for the homeless. Here again, we are 
up against the same problem, the problem of

the high cost structrue. Labour itself must 
bear its due proportion of blame for the posi
tion which has come about, because it is easy 
enough to say to-day that the cost of building 
a house is far too high. Labour itself played 
its part in bringing about that position by 
their restrictive measures. In many cases they 
would not allow the training of artisans. Of 
course that is past now but it did bring about 
a state of affairs that there was a very grave 
shortage of workmen to do the necessary work. 
The result was that there developed a tendency 
for the workmen to turn out a great deal less 
than he was capable of doing. I do not need 
to stress that point, but when the average num
ber of bricks laid by an artisan before the war 
was about 1,000, and after the war it was in 
the region of 300 to 400, it means that in that 
respect immediately the cost structure rose out 
of all proportion, and at the same time these 
people were trying for ever greater rates of 
wages and shorter working hours. I do not 
say that applies to all workers. The genuine 
worker is still giving due value for the money 
he received and to their credit let it be said 
that there are many thousands of them still 
to-day, but nevertheless throughout the whole 
building industry there has been such a ten
dency. So it comes back to this, that if the 
workers are to get homes they must also play 
their part and put in a little bit more and do 
their share. Because, after all, when the costs 
of erecting a building runs into something like 
50 per cent in respect of labour, surely we can 
reduce that if the workers are prepared to put 
in a little extra effort in their working hours. 
So much for the question of building houses.
I suppose the money can be provided, but it is 
also a question of cutting down the cost. A 
house that could be built before the war for 
something like £800 to-day costs in the region 
of £2,800, and the money which you could 
borrow then at 31 per cent you now have to 
borrow at 6 per cent, so that one can see the 
fantastic position we have reached. These are 
big problems and it is no good coming along 
and simply saying that housing must be pro
vided. We have to get down to basic funda
mentals and see whether we cannot get the 
co-operation of all people concerned. It would 
have been far better if the Labour Party had 
come along with some concrete suggestions in 
regard to the matters I have mentioned.

Mr. EATON: You were not listening.

Mr. H. J. WILLIAMS: The next point they 
made is the establishment of a national pension 
scheme with adequate pensions for all and no 
means test. We brought forward such a 
scheme. The Minister of Labour has rather 
ridiculed it. It was rather beneath him, I think. 
Of course it is a practical thing. To-day the 
Minister knows that the Unemployment Insur
ance Fund stands at about £50,000,000 and it 
is increasing at the rate of about £6,000,000 
per annum. Of course it is of great use to the 
Government because they will utilize it to help 
out in their loan fund and they get it for about 
3 per cent, but nevertheless the fact remains
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that this fund could easily be made available, 
and if this Government is confident that there 
is not going to be any serious unemployment, 
in other words, if what they claim is correct 
and that there is not likely to be any serious 
unemployment in the forseeable future, this 
fund will shortly amount to about £70,000.000. 
Therefore it seems to me that there is no valid 
reason why the Government should not put 
its pride in its pocket and examine the pro
posals which the United Party has made in 
regard to this fund. It is a perfectly logical 
scheme. The position to-day is, of course, that 
the workers and the employers and the Govern
ment are making joint contributions to this 
scheme. They all have a stake in it. But the 
general feeling of the vast body of workers is 
that they are being forced to make these contri
butions with no chance in the future of ever 
getting any direct benefit from it. In other 
words, they want to feel that when they come 
to the time when they have to give up their 
work for any cause, the funds to which they 
have contributed will become available to them, 
and that in essence is what the United Party 
has suggested. I am perfectly sure that it could 
be done with little adjustment of details. I 
think the Government would be doing well by 
the country if they gave favourable considera
tion to such a scheme.

The next point in the motion before the 
House is the consolidation of basic wages and 
cost-of-living allowances. We were also of 
opinion that the time had come that something 
should be done in that direction. It was part 
of the policy we put out when we went to the 
country, and it is the logical thing to do. The 
Government has now, of course, recognized 
that the United Party were right, in the mea
sures which the Minister of Finance has just 
placed before the House and provision has been 
made to consolidate cost-of-living allowances 
and basic wages, showing once again that the 
United Party’s view was the correct one. But 
when we come to the consideration of whether 
the Government’s lead should be followed by 
private industry, the problem is not quite so 
easy, because we in the outside spheres are 
subject to things like recessions and periods 
of unemployment. We do not know just how 
far bad times are going to affect us whereas 
in the Government service things are more or 
less on a fixed basis.

An HON. MEMBER: In other words, you 
do not practise what you preach.

Mr. H. J. WILLIAMS: No, I do not think 
that is right. That is not what I said. I said 
we had to be a little more careful. The United 
Party as such is in favour of it, but to what 
extent is a matter for discussion and investi
gation, because I am not satisfied that we have 
reached the end of the inflationary sphere. I 
am nof satisfied that a wage level has been 
reached which will not rise in the future. If 
we consolidate it at this stage and prices rise 
still further, we will find ourselves in the posi
tion that on top of the consolidation we will

have to pay further cost-of-living allowances 
which is a position one wishes to avoid if 
possible. So, as far as that is concerned, we 
stand by what the United Party advocated 
during the election, and that is that we advo
cate, after due consideration and investigation, 
the consolidation of part, at least, of the cost- 
of-living allowances into basic wages.

So I find that while there are points in the 
motion which the Labour Party has placed 
before the House which we do find possible 
to support, there are undesirable features in it 
which are quite impossible for us to give our 
support to. Therefore we have moved the 
amendment, and we propose, on this side of 
the House to support the amendment which has 
been moved by the United Party.

Mr. HEPPLE: Mr. Speaker, the purpose 
behind the motion of the Labour Party was not 
to find common ground between the Govern
ment and the United Party. Its purpose was 
to have discussed in this House some very 
important problems, and we were able to see, 
throughout the several days in which it has 
been discussed, that the Government was not 
particularly interested in these problems. The 
hon. the Minister of Labour has very religiously 
remained in his seat and has been very atten
tive, but he is a lone wolf on the ministerial 
benches, and for that reason I may say that 
the Government is contemptuous of the very 
important issues raised in this particular 
motion.

In introducing this motion I deliberately put 
the whole question on very wide grounds 
because I wanted to give this House the oppor
tunity of expressing all points of view. It was 
not my purpose to dogmatically state the 
Labour Party’s policy. That we can do at any 
time. My purpose was to get these very im
portant problems discussed in this House in 
order that the people outside would be able 
to see the attitudes of the parties in this House 
towards these problems. If we have done 
nothing else, we have been able to draw from 
both the major parties in this House amend
ments which reveal a great deal of uneasiness 
on their parts in regard to some of the pressing 
burdens that lie upon the people of South 
Africa to-day. I think it also established 
very clearly the anxiety of both parties to 
establish their respective roles as capitalist 
parties. I want to say, however, that listening 
to the speeches, one must grant that at least 
the United Party is more welded to the idea 
of laissez faire, while the hon. member for 
Randfontein (Dr. Diederichs), is more inclined 
to follow the economics of the corporate state. 
He believes that the state is everything and 
that the individual is nothing. He believes that 
if the state demands that certain things shall 
be done, they shall be done whether it is in 
the interest or good of the majority or not.

Now the hon. member for Randfontein took 
the first point of my motion in which I de
plored that the Government places the emphasis 
upon emotional issues instead of concentrating
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on measures to provide for the welfare of 
the people and their security against the 
h a z a r d s  of capitalism. His reply was that South 
Africa has been built on emotion, that I do 
not understand the people who voted for the 
Nationalist Party in the last election if I believe 
that we can divorce emotion from their every 
Hay existence. But it is because I understand 
the political capital which the Nationalist Party 
fflakes out of emotion that I included that in 
the motion. It is deplorable that human 
emotions are played upon to such an 
exaggerated extent merely in order to frighten 
the people into voting in a certain direction.
I say that in our society to-day, with our mixed 
racial groups in South Africa, that the Nationa
list Party is playing with fire if it believes that 
it can maintain its position of pre-eminence 
and power in this country by frightening the 
people of this country with these various 
bogeys, the emotional issues. And despite 
what any of the economic theorists of the 
Nationalist Party would like to have us believe,
1 say that the basis of man’s existence is his 
bread and butter, and while man cannot live 
by bread alone, he needs bread to live. The 
Nationalist Party wants to give the people of 
this country something far different from what 
is good for the well-being of the people in 
South Africa.

Now I would like to briefly examine the 
two amendments that have been brought before 
this House. In the first place, the amendment 
by the hon. member for Randfontein is an 
amendment which is full of praise for the so- 
called wonderful actions of this Government, 
the successes of this Government. He says—
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for maintaining maximum employment. But 
those maximum employment conditions also 
flowed out of fortuitous circumstances. What 
we want to know from this Government, and 
which we have not heard yet, is what plans 
this Government has to take care of conditions 
of unemployment? When unemployment deve
lops in South Africa, what plans has the 
Government made to protect the people of 
this country?

An HON. MEMBER: What about the un
employment insurance fund?

Mr. HEPPLE: The hon. member talks about 
the unemployment insurance fund. I want to 
say that the unemployment insurance fund is 
a petty insurance in the light of what it would 
have to accommodate in bad times. But not 
only that, one of the first steps which this 
Government took was to exclude all the good 
risks from the unemployment insurance fund. 
This fund could have been not just £50,000,000 
but probably a £100,000,000 to-day if the 
Government had maintained the unemployment 
insurance fund on the proper basis. But it 
looked upon the fund as being an embarrass
ment, particularly because a large number of 
non-Europeans were contributors to it. I say 
that would have been conserving money and 
resources for bad times, because in bad times 
the Government will have to provide for all 
sections of the community.

Now this amendment by the hon. member 
for Randfontein continues—

This House desires to place on record its 
appreciation of the achievements of the 
Government and the constructive policy pur
sued by it during its first five years term of 
office whereby the prosperity of the people 
has been promoted.

Now I want to say to the Government that 
they must not shout until they are out of the 
woods. The prosperity of the people, such as 
it is, is the result of fortuitous circumstances, 
and let us all admit that. What we are con
cerned about is how this Government, with its 
policies, will fare under conditions of free com
petition, how the Government will fare when 
South Africa has to compete in world markets. 
Let us accept, or at least understand that South 
Africa has been fortunate enough to develop 
an export trade as a result of general world 
conditions. We all want to expand and to 
develop those export markets, but for the 
Government to come here and crow and pre
tend that these are permanent conditions, is to 
frighten us. It makes us wonder whether the 
Government really believes that these condi
tions will continue. And I say they can only 
continue if the Government understands the 
reason why we had those beneficial times, and 
if steps are taken in an endeavour to preserve 
them. , _

Then this amendment thanks the Government

This House further notes with special ap
preciation what has been done in respect of 
housing, social welfare and nutrition, and the 
improvement of old age, disability and other 
pensions.

Now I cannot discuss it here, but I do want to 
say, why then, the Budget that we got this 
year? That is the answer to this fulsome 
praise. That proves the hollowness of it. No, 
this Government cannot exist merely by patting 
itself upon the back and saying what a lot of 
fine fellows they are. It has got to rest on 
firmer foundations than that.

Now I turn to the amendment by the United 
Party. The United Party has introduced an 
amendment which, in the main, accepts the 
motion by the Labour Party, putting it in 
different words, but excludes that fearful 
phrase “ the hazards of capitalism The 
United Party does not like us to refer to 
“ the hazards of capitalism ”. That brings me 
back to what I have just said regarding the 
fortuitous circumstances for which the 
Nationalist Party wishes to take the credit. 
Those fortuitous circumstances have, to a large 
degree, temporarily removed from our econo
mic scene the hazards of capitalism. But I 
think that members on both sides of the House 
must admit that the major hazards of capitalism 
are the periodic booms and slumps. In times 
of the so-called normal conditions it is either
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a feast or a famine. One day there is plenty of 
work and the next day there is no work. But 
over all these periods the working man of this 
country is always exposed to the danger of 
unemployment, the danger of poverty, the 
danger of having to live in slums. Those are 
the hazards that we are asking the Government 
to remove, and those are the hazards to which 
we are drawing the attention of the United 
Party.

In the United Party amendment they have 
stated that they are in favour of the consoli
dation of portion of the cost-of-living allowance 
with basic wages and salaries. Now I am 
interested to know why they are only in favour 
of consolidation of a portion of the cost-of- 
living allowance, and also whether it is a 
minor portion or a major portion. I am very 
anxious to discover the basis of their argu
ment. It is difficult to understand, from their 
amendment, why they want only a portion of 
the consolidation to be made. Further, in their 
amendment they want a charter to provide for 
the freedom of association of all workers 
belonging to registered trade unions. Why do 
they restrict this to registered trade unions? 
I want to know why they do not want to 
extend this freedom of association to all 
workers. Freedom of association cannot be 
restricted to a favoured few. In order to make 
our democracy healthy, in order to make the 
relationship between employer and employee 
completely democratic, there must be the right 
of freedom of association of all workers, what
ever their colour may be. The problems of 
the non-European workers in South Africa 
to-day are no different from the problems of 
the White workers, and they are no different 
from the problems of the White workers a 
century ago. The same arguments were used 
then to deny the right of freedom of asso
ciation to other workers in other parts of the 
world, and the result of that has been revo
lution. We do not want to create the 
conditions of revolution in South Africa. It 
is on this very important point that the United 
Party will have to make up its mind; it will 
have to decide whether it reserves the right of 
freedom of association merely for one section 
of the working class or for all of it.

Now the hon. member for Randfontein has 
said that free enterprise is the only type of 
society that will bring the best out of everyone 
and in dealing with the question of employ
ment he says—

But the experience of European countries 
and of South Africa has proved that where 
you have over-employment as we have here, 
a decrease in productivity is found. I 
challenge the Labour Party to refute the 
assertion that the system for which they are 
striving, that planning, that Socialism and 
distribution of the dole leads to the weaken
ing of the initiative of the worker, to the 
lessening of his productivity and eventually 
it leads to the enslavement of the people.

He says that what we propose, and that is a 
better life for all, leads to the enslavement of

the people. I wonder if the hon. member 
knows what it is to be a slave of a society 
that offers you very little while you have the 
ability to work and almost nothing when you 
have burnt yourself out in the process of 
making profits for your employer. The hon 
member for Boksburg (Mr. H. J. Williams’ 
followed along the same pattern, and he said 
that the relationship between employer and 
employee in South Africa to-day is very 
healthy, and therefore we should stick to ths 
system that we have got to-day; that those 
relationships are so wonderful. Yet, a few 
minutes later, he says “ Why is it the worker 
does not work hard enough? ” and he made an 
attack on the poor old bricklayer. It is always 
the bricklayer who does not lay enough bricks! 
There is never any accusation against any other 
section of the community; we never hear a 
charge in this House against the employers 
who are able to go on to the golf course 
three and four afternoons a week. There ig 
no charge made in this House against the 
employers who themselves waste a lot of time 
in talking and in tea drinking. We know thq 
waste that obtains at the top, yet it is always 
the poor worker, the poor bricklayer that is 
assailed. And that is the philosophy that will 
persist so long as the guiding factor is the 
making of profits.

Now I would like to refresh the minds of 
members of this House and I would like to 
bring them back to the experience that we have 
had in our own country in relation to the 
waste by private enterprise. I would like to 
remind members of this House of what hap
pened in the case of the Klipfontein Organic 
Products Factory. The Klipfontein Organic 
Products Factory was established for the 
manufacture of certain insecticides and chemi
cals. At the beginning, when the Government 
put it into production, it was losing a consider
able amount of money. It lost enormous sums 
of money, and I would like to read to this 
House an extract of the evidence that was given 
before the Select Committee on Public 
Accounts on this question on 23 February 
1950. It was shown that enormous losses were 
being incurred in that organization because the 
Government did not want to compete with 
private enterprise. And how much was 
involved? I will read to you the evidence of 
Mr. de Waal-Meyer. He says—

When this factory was taken over, the 
Department was told to make D.D.T. and 
B.H.C. and not to sell the by-products, that 
is really the trouble. Take hydrochloric 
acid for instance, we could sell it at from 
£8 to £12 a ton. Instead of getting £8 a 
ton for the hydrochloric acid, we had to buy 
lime in order to neutralize the hydrochloric 
acid because you could not let the hydro
chloric acid flow around the countryside. It 
would damage everything. It is estimated 
that we wasted not less than £100.000 a year 
by letting our by-products either be dissi
pated or by spending money to get rid of 
what was a potential asset. If that estimate 
is correct you should increase this amount 
of £20,000 by £300,000 . . .
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nr Luttig. Can you tell us why this 
iirv in regard to the hydrochloric acid 

P°as followed?—(Mr. Meyer) It was felt 
S ft a Government factory should not com
pete unduly with private enterprise.

The Government was wasting money in order 
inf  tr. compete with private enterprise. That 

a policy which cost the country £300,000, 
a sum with which the Government could well 
do to-day.

That is only one example, there are many 
,hers In these circumstances the arguments 

of the hon. member for Randfontein are 
absolutely hollow.

Now there are a lot of other arguments that 
r would like to reply to. which have arisen 
during the course of this debate, but in 
accordance with the arrangements that have 
been reached between the Whips, there is other 
business to be attended to, and I would like 
to move—

That the debate be now adjourned.

Mr. LOVELL: I second.

Agreed to.

Debate adjourned; to be resumed on 7 
August.

BUSINESS o f  t h e  h o u s e

Precedence of Government Business.

♦The MINISTER OF FINANCE: I move—

That on and after Tuesday, 4 August, 
Government business shall have precedence 
on Tuesday and Fridays after Notices of 
Questions have been disposed of; and that 
on Tuesdays the proceedings of the House 
shall be suspended at Half past Six o clock 
p.m. and resumed at Eight o’clock p.m. but 
shall not be so suspended on Fridays.

Mr. Speaker, this motion speaks for itself.
It is customary to introduce this motion during 
every Session after a certain number of sitting 
days have passed. In this connection I only 
want to remind hon. members that in certain 
respects this Session can be called an extra
ordinary Session. The time at which we are 
now in session, owing to the interruption 
caused by the general election, will have the 
result of very much shortening the recess be
fore we have to meet again, if this Session of 
Parliament now lasts longer- longer than  ̂ is 
^solutely necessary. I think it is the wish 
aiM desire of hon. members on both sides ot 
the House that we should do everything in our 
power to speed up the business that has to be 
completed during this Session.

There have been discussions between the 
Whips on both sides of the House and it has 
been agreed that it will not be unreasonable 
•o request the House to give precedence to 
government business as from Tuesday next. 
[ take it that hon. members will perhaps want

to know what business still has to be com
pleted. At this stage it is quite impossible to 
reply to that. In any case some considerable 
time will still have to elapse before the Budget 
has been completely dealt with in Committee 
and there is certain legislation that will still 
have to be dealt with. So in any case it will 
not be possible at this stage to give the House 
an indication of the programme that will have 
to be completed. I think hon. members will 
have to be satisfied to wait for a later occasion 
when an opportunity will occur to give that 
information to the House.

*Mr. TIGHY: Not many additional Bills will 
be introduced?

♦The MINISTER OF FINANCE: We do not 
intend making the programme unnecessarily 
long so that the Session will have to be pro
tracted. In these circumstances, seeing that 
agreement has been reached regarding the prin
cipal aim of the motion and because, - as 1 
have already stated, I think we may accept that 
that we all wish to speed up the business to 
enable us at least to have a reasonably long 
recess before we have to be back here again,
I think hon. members will support this motion.

Mr. LAWRENCE: Mr. Speaker, as the hon. 
the Minister of Finance has said, an agreement 
has been come to between the Whips on both 
sides of the House regarding this motion, and 
in those circumstances the United Party will 
naturally not oppose it.

The hon. the Minister of Finance has pointed 
out that it is customary at a certain stage of 
the Session for a motion of this sort to be 
introduced which, in effect, takes away the 
rights of private members. This is the first 
Session after a general election, and the cus
tom has been that such a Session is a short 
one, and therefore there is an added reason 
for coming forward with a motion of this sort 
at an early stage. But I think that, while say- 
that we on this side of the House will not 
raise any opposition to the motion, I should 
like to enter a caveat to-day on behalf of pri
vate members. The tendency in recent times 
has been to make more and more intrusion in
to the rights of the private members; rights 
which are jealously guarded by private mem
bers' and I hope that when we come to the 
normal Session which will begin next year, full 
and adequate opportunity will be given to 
hon. members to exercise their rights.

On the other hand, I think I might also ob
serve to-day that if private members wish to 
make full use of and really value the rights 
which they enjoy under the rules of the House, 
they should show a lively appreciation of those 
rights If we are going to find that on private 
members’ days the opportunities given to pn- 
vate members are not used by such members, 
and private members’ days are virtually treated 
as half-holidays, it certainly will give an mcen- 
Ijyc to the Government to take away that op 
portunity which has been given to them.

I am sorry that the hon. the Minister of 
Finance has not been able to give us more
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definite information about the work of the 
Session. After all, the main purpose of this 
Session was to place before the House the 
Budget proposals of the Minister of Finance 
and of the Minister of Transport. One also 
knows that there is probably a measure arising 
out of the Railways waiting-room apartheid 
case, which requires the consideration of this 
House. But apart from that, one would have 
expected that during this short post-election 
Session the House would' not have been kept 
for a long time, and that the major work of 
the Government would have been kept for next 
year. Perhaps I might ask the Minister, as he 
is not able to give us more detailed information 
about legislation this afternoon, whether he 
can give us any estimate as to the length of 
the Session. That, after all, is something in 
respect of which not only members of this 
House, but members of the Other Place, the 
Senate, take a great interest. It is a matter of 
importance to members of Parliament; it is a 
matter of importance to public officials and to 
other officials outside. So far as one can esti
mate, the Budget should take us into the first 
week of September; and with the debate on 
the Railway Budget, and possibly debates on 
one or two of these Bills which we have on the 
Order Paper at the present time, we see our
selves getting into the middle of September. 
There have been rumours of the Session going 
into the middle of October. But so far as I 
can see, there appears to be no reason for the 
Government extending the Session until that 
date unless the Government has some measure 
up its sleeve which it wishes to present to us 
at the last moment. I would like to feel that 
the Minister can give us some assurance that, 
whatever may happen in the course of this 
Session and whatever may happen in the fur
ther deliberations of the Joint Sitting, we are 
not going to be kept here for an inordinate 
time during the present Session. I think the 
Minister, on behalf of the Government, owes 
it not only to this side of the House, but owes 
it to Parliament as a whole and owes it to the 
country to give us some indication as to the 
length of the Session. Subject to those reser
vations we have no objection to the motion 
and we shall be pleased to give it our support.

Mr. MOORE: I should like to register my 
humble protest against the motion which has 
been introduced by the hon. the Minister of 
Finance. But in doing so 1 should like to 
explain that I am protesting in my capacity 
as a private member. We all attend these 
sittings in a dual capacity—as loyal members 
of our respective parties and also as private 
members. And as private members we have 
certain rights that we should assert in common. 
That is why I shall make an appeal to hon. 
members on the other side of the House and 
I shall make an appeal to the hon. the Minister 
of Finance. Can he not amend his motion 
and take one day, Friday, and leave Tuesday 
for private members? Indeed, I am in the 
most select company in putting up this argu
ment. Our Standing Orders Nos. 41 and 42 
lay down that after the 51st day, as the hon.

the Minister of Finance has said, the privileoj 
of private members’ days will be withdrawn' 
and now after the 15th or 16th day we find 
that private members’ days are being with
drawn.

In 1944, during a war session, after 41 days 
the Leader of the Opposition of those days’ 
the present Prime Minister, protested that ten 
days were being confiscated and that was 
during a war debate! Then in 1945 the Leader 
of the Opposition of those days, the hon. the 
Prime Minister, who was ably supported by 
the hon. the Minister of Transport who, I 
hope, is going to support me to-day in the 
same manner . . .

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT: o
temporal. O mores!

Mr. MOORE: Oh, yes, the dead hand of 
the past coming to light again. After they 
had opposed the motion they called for a 
division. I am not going to take such drastic 
steps to-day, but I do appeal to the hon. the 
Minister of Finance to give us one day. The 
argument, we know, is the short-session argu
ment. We have been elected to Parliament to 
represent the people of this country and 1 
regard Parliament as an institution which 
should really be in continuous session . . .

The MINISTER OF FINANCE: Save us!

Mr. MOORE: . . , with reasonable intervals 
when we can recuperate, with a reasonable 
interval of, say, six weeks in the winter 
months, so that we can go to the Bushveld 
and two months or, at the most, three months 
at Christmas. We could at least spend as 
much time here as they do in the University. 
But our system to-day has become this . . .

An HON. MEMBER: What about the dual 
capital?

Mr. MOORE: . . . that we meet for five 
months at the beginning of the year and 
adjourn for seven.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: Where do 
you want to sit—in Cape Town or Pretoria?

Mr. MOORE: If the hon. member would 
like to ask a question I shall be very glad 
to reply to it.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: Where do 
you want to sit—in Cape Town or Pretoria?

Mr. MOORE: I am very glad the Mini?a1' 
is following me so closely, but that cogent 
remark of his leads me to my next point. We 
shall have to make arrangements in this coun
try so that we can conduct the affairs of Par
liament properly. I do say that we should 
not take from private members the rights they 
have to-day. That is all they have left. I 
want to make an appeal to hon. members on 
the other side in their capacity as private mem-
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M L ?. Some very fine motions were put on 
jfe Order Paper by them this Session. We 
Lve had only one private motion debate. We 
cannot regard the motion of the Leader of the 
labour Party as a strictly private motion. We 
fl'ave had a motion on State lotteries, but there 
are good moti°ns on the other side which have 
been withdrawn and there are good motions 
on this side. Why should hon. members there 
have to respond to the crack of the whip, like 
ihe osse^of Jan Cilliers: “ Geduldig, gedienstig, 
gedwee ”? That is how they have to live 
their lives in the serried ranks behind the 
Ministry. I want them to respond to the 
a p p e a l of another great poet: To be not like 
drub, driven cattle, to be heroes in this poli
ces I strife.

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT: You 
seem to quote that with feeling.

Mr. MOORE: Mr. Speaker, I should like to 
strike a personal note. [Interjection.] No I 
have been speaking on your behalf. Mine 
has not been a personal note; it has been on 
behalf of the rights of private members. 
Parliament is an institution of private mem- 
bers. The oldest Parliament in Europe to-day 
has no parties. They are all private members.
I want to strike a private note in this discus
sion. I, too, had a motion on the Order 
Paper, and I know just how far I can go in 
this, because I have read the speech made by 
the Minister of Transport in 1945. I choose 
my models well; I like to keep in good 
company.

Mr. LAWRENCE: Be careful that you keep 
on the rails.

Mr. MOORE: The motion I have on the 
Order Paper is of very great importance to 
this country. It would modify the Budget of 
the hon. the Minister of Finance; financially it 
would save millions of pounds for this country. 
Not a word of protest has come from the hon. 
the Minister of Education. My motion would 
revolutionize education in our schools.

Mr. SPEAKER: Order! The hon. member 
cannot discuss his motion now.

Mr. MOORE: I am not going to discuss the 
motion. Sir. I am merely giving a classic 
example to show what the effect would be.
I am not giving the content of the motion 
May I continue on those lines, Sir, to show 
what would happen if my motion were 
accepted. May I continue to describe the 
Uopia that I have in mind? I wish to say 
‘his, that the motion for the decimalization of 
0Ur coinage is of vital importance to this 
country and hon. members over there agree 
with me. Why cannot we continue to have 
£ur Tuesday and give the Minister his Fridays? 
We will help him for the rest of the Session.

*Capt. G. H. F. STRYDOM: I only want 
o say a few words. The hon. member for 

Kensington (Mr. Moore) need not be con- 
erned; we are also jealous of our private days.

We are anxious to promote the interests of this 
country and we do not stand under a Whip on 
A.s .side I do not even ask a W h is p e r
£  arat“ f,d 1 uant t0, sPeak- The Opposition 
b n n t k  everyb°dy grateful that the
be?a„spefh ^ mi!Ster is shortening this Session because they have nothing to say. Everything
o f  SfhbPeein  tt a k i6 n  ° u t  o f  t h e i r  h a n d s  a s  a  r e s u l J t
the1 s^c'St electl?n. and they are thankful that tne Session is being cut short. We could
b w for SMt R' Spee, £  ™ade by the hon- mem‘ sav thatST ‘ RlVer Lawrence). I want to 
w /sh m ,J  ?ne of those who believe that 
a n d  the p rema!" m session all the year round 
hm h , mfi T  come when this wil1 happen, 
Pretoria ?  Bloefflf°ntein and not in
nf the u  1 d? not want t0 take up the time
a i- hnn|H° USe but i  only want to say this. Weare not concerned over what we are doing
Ssran<ronann th? ,pe^ple with us and behind 
US.ian.u on ou,r Slde because we are in touch 
with the people. We therefore know that the 
people will say that members should not sit 
e n ^ n d T f  the W1Dteu tuuuths, that they should
fask to fMfiia theSt b,fcause ^ y  have a great task to fulfil, they have to save the people
fh^ Sr0 .therefore all very glad that the hon. 
O n n^v1Stef-1S shortening the Session and the 
Opposition is also glad that the Minister is
A iv ^ n  l 6m ° Ui! 0f their difficulty because 
to-day ger have any opposition to offer

Mr. HEPPLE: We are not opposing this 
motion moved by the hon. Minister of Finance 
but at the same time we would like it to go 
on record that we are opposed to the early 
taking away of private members’ days. Year 
after year we have registered our protest 
because we believe that private members’ days 
are very sacred. Unfortunately through prac
tice in this House, private members’ days are 
becoming rather a joke. The attitude of 
Government members themselves towards pri
vate members’ days seems to be that those 
days are days upon which members can relax 
and forget about the affairs of State. But the 
original intention and the purpose of private 
members’ days, as the hon. member for Ken
sington (Mr. Moore) has said was in order to 
give the ordinary members of this House apart 
from their party political outlook, an oppor
tunity of raising matters that would not nor
mally be discussed in the House. If we are 
going to allow private members’ days to be 
taken away earlier and earlier every session, 
we are in fact admitting that we do not attach 
much importance to them.

Mr. MOORE: Are you for the motion or 
against it.

Mr. HEPPLE: If hon. members of this 
House will remember what the meaning of 
private members’ days is, members on the 
Government side would also get up and register 
their protest. To the hon. member for Ken
sington who seems to have become a little hard 
of hearing after his own effort, I want to say
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that while we are not opposing this motion 
we want it to go on record that we are against 
the principle of taking away private members’ 
days.

The MINISTER OF FINANCE: Duly 
noted.

Mr. HEPPLE: The hon. the Minister of 
Finance says: “ Don’t worry about the ball, 
let us get on with the game”. I want to say 
in conclusion that we of the Labour Party 
will always oppose the taking away of private 
members’ days and we will always be in favour 
of extending private members’ days.

Mrs. BALLINGER: My protest follows the 
line taken by the hon. member for Salt River 
(Mr. Lawrence) or let me put it this way. The 
disappointment I wish to express is that the 
hon. the Minister brought forward this motion 
without being in a position to tell us what the 
work of the rest of the Session is going to be.

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT: It is 
never done at this stage of the Session.

Mrs. BALLINGER: Does the Minister mean 
that we do not know what we are going to do 
in a short Session like this?

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT: That 
information is given but it is given at a later 
stage.

Mrs. BALLINGER: I do not accept that 
proposition.

legislation, all of which affect our constituents 
and I would urge the hon. the Minister to giv< 
us some indication in the near future, of wha 
he intends to do in this regard, and to giv, 
us a guarantee that he will not in fact close 
down the Session unduly early if legislation o 
this kind has to be put forward; that he wil 
guarantee us adeauate time to consider an> 
measure which the Government does feel j 
must put through before the end of this year.

*The MINISTER OF FINANCE: Of cours 
this motion is nothing new. We always expet 
this sort of protest when we introduce a motio 
like this. It always happens. I only want t 
say here that it was not unreasonable on th 
part of the Whips to come to this agreemen 
In 1948 the Government took away the prival 
members’ days after the thirteenth day. No' 
it will happen after the seventeenth day.

I wondered why the hon. member for Ker 
sington (Mr. Moore) pleaded his case s 
enthusiastically. I was not surprised at hi 
eloquence; he is always eloquent, but toward 
the end of his speech he told us his reason an 
I sympathize with him. Fie will not have th 
opportunity of pleading that case of his and ■« 
shall not have the privilege of listening t 
him. However, I am afraid that even if h 
were to get a private members’ day his plea 
for that cause will not exactly lead to grea 
results. This country will still have to do an 
receive a little educating before we can haV 
that ideal state of affairs which he wishes t 
advocate.

Mr. LAWRENCE: It will have to be a r« 
current motion.

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT: You 
need not accept but it is correct.

Mrs. BALLINGER: I very much doubt 
whether it is in fact correct, and in any case,
I beg to state that if it is correct, it is time the 
practice was changed. I myself am very grate
ful that this decision was come to without a 
full and free discussion amongst the Whips 
about it. The decision was come to by indivi
dual negotiation with the Whips which pre
vented a discussion of the business of the 
Session, which I hoped would take place. I 
wish to say that I am not opposed to the 
motion, but I hope that the intention of the 
hon. the Minister is exactly what he has said 
here to-day, that he is anxious to bring the 
Session to an end, so that people will be fresh 
enough to face a full session next year. I hope 
that we are not going to find that we are 
sacrificing private members’ days in order to 
rush contentious legislation through the House 
at the end of the Session. I, of course, have 
very special reasons for feeling concerned about 
this, because our experience throughout prac
tically the whole history of this Government 
has been that we are faced at the end of a 
session with highly contentious legislation, 
which the Government then pushes througn at 
top speed without giving us either rest or 
adequate opportunity to consider it. Already 
there is adumbrated in the press considerable

♦The MINISTER OF FINANCE: I ai 
afraid that is true. My hon. friend is such a: 
old parliamentarian that he knows exactly wha 
the result will be. I am sorry that I am uil 
able to give the House more information r< 
garding the Government’s programme. Mol 
Bills will be introduced and I am not as optimil 
tic as the hon. member for Salt River to thin 
that we shall be able to go home by the middl 
of September. I think it will probably stl 
take a considerable part of October to finii 
the work; therefore it is so essential that v 
should receive this co-operation from ho 
members to speed up the work and I am ve 
grateful for it. I hope the House will ado 
the motion.

Motion put and agreed to.

RESERVATION OF SEPARATE 
AMENITIES BILL

Leave was granted to the Minister of Justi 
to introduce the Reservation of Separa 
Amenities Bill.

Bill brought up and read a first time; seco 
reading on 4 August.

On the motion of the Minister of Finaw 
the House adjourned at 4.50 p.m.
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the world in other quarters of the Western 
democracies have taken steps to come together 
on a defensive basis such as in the Pacific, in 
the Western hemisphere, in the European Basin 
and in the Mediterranean Basin, then surely in 
our interests we should come together with 
these other territories, with the Western powers 
in Africa, and say “ We are prepared to get- 
together with you and lay down training pro
grammes. We are prepared to make certain 
manpower available as divisional commanders, 
battalion commanders, men who know Africa, 
who can understand its problems, who are 
aware of the Native mind and the Native 
psychology. Men who know these territories ”. 
Then you will not have to take a raw man out 
of London or Paris or Brussels and put him 
in Africa to officer troops. But we have men 
here who know Africa; we can develop train
ing programmes along those lines—on a defen
sive basis, not on an aggressive basis. [Time 
limit.]

*Dr. HERTZOG: The hon. the Prime 
Minister pointed out to us with force that the 
position of the White man in Africa is not 
without danger, and it cannot be otherwise 
when one takes into consideration that the 
proportion of Europeans to Natives and 
Coloureds south of Tanganyika, according to 
the 1946 figures, is in the ratio of only
2,500,000 Europeans to 16,000,000 non- 
Europeans. As a result one thing is essential 
and that is that among the White people of 
Southern Africa there should be the greatest 
friendship and solidarity. In the first instance 
we must strive not towards friendship between 
White and Black, as the hon. member for 
South Coast (Mr. Mitchell) among others, 
advocated, but towards friendship between 
White man and White man south of 
Tanganyika. But now, unfortunately there are 
forces at work which bring about the exact 
opposite. Notwithstanding the fact that the 
Union of South Africa has always evinced the 
greatest goodwill towards the territories to the 
north, notwithstanding the fact that the Union 
of South Africa has always most willingly 
given aid to those territories, there are forces 
at work which are still trying to sow ill-will 
and suspicion between White man and White 
man. Strange things indeed have happened as 
a result. It is a principle that one State 
should refrain from any action which could in 
any way be construed as a deed of enmity 
towards another State, and if that applies be
tween ordinary States, then it applies to a 
greater degree between allied States and it 
applies more especially between members of 
the same Commonwealth. But despite this 
fundamental principle of co-operation in the 
body politic, there were forces which openly 
took action in England and Central Africa, 
not in the first instance in the interests of the 
countries of Central Africa or even in the 
interests of England, but in the first instance 
as acts of enmity towards the Union. They 
proclaimed it openly. Mr. Chairman, the 
federation of the Central African States was

broached a good few years ago, and year 
after year it has failed. Each year it was 
brought up it failed. And suddenly we wit
ness the phenomenon that a short while ago 
federation was granted by the British Govern
ment—the federation of Southern and North
ern Rhodesia and Nyasaland—and the sudden 
establishing of it was done in the first place 
as a deed of enmity towards the White man 
in the Union. Allow me just to remind the 
House of an article which appeared in that 
authoritative English paper, The Economist. 
The Economist of tw,o years ago, that of 16 
June 1951, says the following—

Why then if closer union is more difficult 
than it used to be, does the Imperial Gov
ernment which has always been content in 
the past to postpone the issue, now put its 
weight, however tentatively, behind a project 
of unification? The answer is not to be found 
in the official report. The reasons they give 
are the reverse of convincing and the real 
reason is only hinted at. The compelling and 
urgent reason is the course of Native policy 
in the Union of South Africa, the pressure 
of Afrikaner nationalism and the growing 
immigration of Afrikaners into the two 
Rhodesias. The establishment of a strong 
central government in the three territories 
would, it is hoped, go far towards with
standing the spread of Boer influence to 
the north. The British Government and the 
Governments of the two Colonies fear that 
a time might come when Southern Rho
desia might tend to look more and more 
towards the Union and possibly seek in
corporation in it.

I say that in the first place we have this 
strange position that within the British Com
monwealth of Nations a deed is done which is 
obviously aimed against the Union. On the 
face of it it is aimed at “ the Boer influence ” 
as the article says, but the true meaning of it 
lies in the close of the paragraph which I 
read, namely to prevent the Europeans of 
Southern Africa from forming a unit, and it is 
to prevent the possibility that “ the Europeans 
might look more and more towards the 
Union ”. This strange state of affairs needs 
an explanation. The forces which are at work 
to prevent the White men in Southern Africa, 
who according to all principles should stand 
together, from forming a union, were partially 
revealed by another British newspaper of 
standing. The New Statesman and'Nation of 
9 August 1952. Behind the federation of 
Central Africa—that federation which must 
prevent the White men in Southern Africa 
from forming a united front—stand large 
mining interests and large financial interests, 
those large mining interests and financial 
interests which are busy exploiting Central 
Africa. The New Statesman says—

We are faced indeed with a well-prepared 
plan to saddle the whole of British Central 
Africa with a financial oligarchy designed to 
carry imperialistic venture into a new phase.



V ' i i  ,j‘> ; >
t' s  I 1/ /

1351 ASSEMBLY

They wish to accomplish the exploitation of 
Central Africa as The New Statesman says, 
especially “ with cheap African labour It 
is in the interests of those large financial con
cerns who want to lay hands on the profits 
and riches of Central Africa, for their own 
gain, that the Europeans in those territories 
should remain weak. One can remain master 
only while the other is weak. The New 
Statesman says—

They want to be able to extend to North
ern Rhodesia and Nyasaland the virtual 
guarantee of supremacy forever which they 
believe they already possess in Southern 
Rhodesia.

And now it is important to look into the 
matter a bit further and to ask oneself who 
these large mining and financial interests 
actually are that are behind the breaking up 
of the power of the White man in Southern 
Africa? The New Statesman analyses the 
situation step by step. The New Statesman 
says that the first great power in the back
ground is concentrated round an institution 
which they call “ Tanganyika Concessions ”—

On the face of it no doubt a purely 
commercial company called Tanganyika 
Concessions might be expected to have little 
to do with Central Africa, but the Stock 
Exchange Year Book tells a different story. 
“ Tanks ” is the biggest financial holding 
corporation in tropical Africa.

Then it explains why it is such a powerful 
body. But now we come to the important 
point. Who are “ Tanganyika Concessions ” ? 
Allow me to quote once more. [Time limit.]

*The PRIME MINISTER: I think I should 
just reply to a few questions which have been 
put. They deal more especially with adminis
tration, although they also concern a few 
things with which I have dealt here previously. 
The hon. member for South Coast (Mr. 
Mitchell) asked a question in regard to local 
authorities. As far as I could make out the 
matter on which he asked for information 
touches on relations hetween the Provincial 
Administration and the local authorities. It 
is not actually a matter with which I have 
anything to do; ft falls more particularly 
under the jurisdiction of the Minister of the 
Interior, and if the hon. member would ask 
for the information when that Vote is under 
discussion, it will of course be discussed in 
more detail.

The hon. member for Bezuidenhout (Mr. 
A. E. Trollip) asked a question in connection 
with the vacancy for the post of High Com
missioner to Australia. With regard to this I 
have already said on a previous occasion that 
the post will be filled. It is a pity that under 
the circumstances it remained vacant for a 
year, but we hope to fill the vacancy as soon as 
possible, before the end of the year. Then he 
asked for the reason for the decrease in the 
allowance for technical and scientific co
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operation in South Africa. The answer to 
this is that the figures in connection with 
those organizations are obtained from those 
organizations themselves, and if they decrease 
their figure then of course our contribution is 
decreased too.

•Mr. A. E. TROLLIP: I asked a question 
in regard to the decrease to U.N.

♦The PRIME MINISTER: The contribu
tions of the various member States of the 
United Nations are calculated on a percentage 
basis. The percentage basis for South Africa 
was decreased and the amount is £20,000. That 
is the explanation.

The hon. member for Bethlehem (Mr. 
Knobel) was so kind as to try and protect me 
from a certain woman in Canada, a Miss 
Aitken. I can inform him that I have never 
had an interview with any such person, that 
recently when it appeared in the newspapers,
I heard the name of such a person for the 
first time. I never knew of the existence of 
such a person, let alone grant her an inter
view, and to judge from what she wrote in 
the newspaper about me, I can come to no 
other conclusion than that she is a person who 
has escaped from a lunatic asylum. I may 
just say that this information, that I know of 
no such person, that I did not meet her and 
know nothing about her, has been given to the 
High Commissioner for Canada, and I take it 
that he has put his country in possession of 
the true facts.

In regard to Suez, some member or other 
protested that if Suez were to come under the 
control of an international board of control, 
representatives of communistic countries would 
be appointed to it by the United Nations 
Organization, and that it might give rise to 
trouble such as we fear. Perhaps I should 
not actually have mentioned U.N.O., because 
in connection with similar matters it is usual 
to nominate to such a board of control, 
countries who have an immediate interest in 
the matter. A striking example of this is 
Panama. Panama is also internationally con
trolled because it is an international water
way, but the board of control over Panama, 
which is international, includes only countries 
which are more directly concerned, and I 
take it that the same would apply in the case 
of Suez. I think that those are more or less 
all the important points which were raised and 
that is the information I wish to give.

Mr. HEPPLE: I want to refer to the state
ment made by the Prime Minister yesterday 
in connection with Korea. In deference to 
his request that because of the delicate situa
tion we should not have a long discussion on 
this subject, I do not intend to go into the 
details of it, but I do not think I can let this 
opportunity pass without making a few com
ments. The first is this, that in the statement 
that has been issued by the 16 nations there 
appeared the following remark—



rhe consequences of such a breach of the 
listice will be so grave that in all pro- 

it will not be possible to confine 
hostilities within the frontiers of Korea.

. n0t want to guess what the purpose of 
1 . „,,blic announcement was. I do not know 
tl'lsP“r it was a threat to the communist 
*nntries. but it implies the danger of a third 
c0 Ta war if there is a breach of the 
*° Mice I feel that we here in South Africa 
‘‘iuld take cognizance of the implications of 
SI t statement because it seems to be pre- 
!hj!‘ine any breach that might take place. I do 

think if there is a breach, that it is a 
n° a no non that there should be a third 
Zrld war. But the point I want to bring to 
L  Prime Minister’s notice is this: The Prime 
Minister has pointed out in so far as South 
Africa’s position is concerned, that any future 
obligations assumed by the Union must be 
decided by the Union Government itself with
in the limits of our capacity and in the light of 
„ur commitments within the immediate sphere 
of South Africa’s interests. In this regard I 
hope that the Prime Minister will follow the 
safest procedure and that is that before South 
Africa is committed to any new obligation in 
any part of the world this Parliament will be 
consulted. I hope an opportunity will be 
given to this House to debate any develop
ments of that nature. We know that in our 
past history that has usually been the case 
and I hope it will be the case in the future, and 
that the Prime Minister will give this House an 
undertaking that it will have an opportunity 
of debating the issue before we are committed 
to military ventures in other parts of the world. 
The Prime Minister, in referring to the deli
cate situation, promised that he would take 
the Leader of the Opposition, the hon. member 
for Germiston (District) (Mr. Strauss) into his 
confidence. While I am making no appeal 
at this stage—I do not know whether this 
statement was made deliberately I would like 
to remind the Prime Minister that there are 
other groups in the Opposition besides the 
United Party.

The PRIME MINISTER: You will be

record. With one or two comparisons they 
have a fine record . . • [Interjections.]

The DEPUTY - CHAIRMAN: Order! 
order!

Mr. HEPPLE: I say that this attack on 
the Press this afternoon seems to have some 
ulterior motive. I cannot understand what 
prompted the hon. member for Hospital to ao 
it unless he was suffering from an overdose 
of coffee. But I hope that some of his 
colleagues will take the opportunity of re
pudiating the things that he has said this 
afternoon against the English-language Press.

Mr. S. J. M. STEYN: It has been done.

Mr. HEPPLE: I am very glad to hear that.

Dr. VAN NIEROP: [Inaudible.]

Mr. HEPPLE: As far as the interjection 
from the hon. member over there is concerned,
I am dealing with the Press which was 
attacked by the hon. member for Hospital, l 
have no charge against the Afrikaans Press in 
this country. The Afrikaans Press in this 
country also has a fine record. But I wan 
to say that as far as we of the Labour Party 
are concerned, as a minority party without 
our own daily newspaper we are in a position 
to judge on the treatment we get . . • 
[Interjections.]

Mr. STUART: On a point of order, is it 
possible to get the hon. member for Namaqua- 
land (Mr. Scholtz) and the hon. member for 
Mossel Bay (Dr. van Nierop) to shut up?

*Dr. VAN NIEROP: Is he drunk?

The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: Order! The 
hon. member may proceed.

*Mr S J. M. STEYN: On a point of 
order, is the hon. member for Mossel Bay 
entitled to ask whether another member of this 
House is drunk?

welcomed.

Mr. HEPPLE: Thank you. I want now to 
leave this question that I have raised with the 
Prime Minister and I want to deal very briefly 
with the speech that was made this afternoon 
by the hon. member for Hospital (Mr. 
Barlow.) I do not think we can allow the 
charges that he has made against the Press 
to pass without comment. I cannot under
stand why the hon. member for Hospital 
singled out the English Press in this country 
for his attack. While there may be in this 
country, as there are in all other countries in 
the world, irresponsible people who may make 
irresponsible statements and give irresponsible 
reports. I want to say that the South African 
Press in comparison with the Press in other 
Parts of the world has a fine record. The 
English-speaking Press in this country has a fine

The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: Order! Hon.
members must give the hon. member an oppor
tunity to speak. The hon. member may 
proceed.

Mr. HEPPLE: The point I am raising is 
that if members of this House make un
warranted and unjustifiable attacks on the 
Press then they must not complain if the name 
of South Africa becomes worse overseas than 
it is because this very attack on the South 
African Press is one of the things that is 
taken note of overseas. It gives the impression 
quite naturally that the morality of our Press 
is very low. I hope therefore that we will hear 
no more of this type of attack as far as the 
Press is concerned. Of course, the Press is 
not without blemish. On occasion the Press 
does deal with matters in a partisan manner,
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bm the sort of attack made by the hon. mem- 
ber tor Hospital on the Press is no credit either 
to himself or to the House.

*Mr. D. J. POTGIETER: I have listened 
attentively to all the speeches that were made 
and it was most encouraging to detect a change 
or tone amongst some members on the other 
side. It was obvious that a heartfelt desire 
is arising, not only on this side of the House 
but also among some members on the other 
side of the House. In the first instance there 
is the desire for the establishment of an Africa 
Charter with a view to the safeguarding and 
perpetuating of White civilization in Africa 
and the desire is that the hon. the Prime 
Minister should take the initiative in the 
creation of such a charter. But in expressing 
that desire it was also very obvious that mem
bers on this side of the House as well as on 
the other side of the House had at the back 
of their minds not a fear for the Native, not 
a. fear for the aborigines in Africa, but a fear 
ol the consequences of the activities of the 
Indians and of India in Africa. The hon the 
Prime Minister very succinctly put the posi
tion some time ago, viz., “ Out with the White 
man and in with the Indian.” On a previous 
occasion I said that it was a great pity, seeing 
that so many White people in the north were 
looking more and more to our Prime Minister 
tor guidance in this matter, that there were 
still many Europeans in South Africa who 
have not yet ranged themselves behind his 
leadership as far as this problem is concerned. 
In view of the fact that the desire exists in 
this House that there should be unity and 
united action as far as this Africa Charter is 
concerned, I want to express the hope that it 
will be of an enduring nature this time, that it 
will not last only a few days and that we 
will not have a repetition of what happened 
here a short time ago. Last year the Indian 
Prime Minister made the following important 
statement, in which he showed his hand plainly 
and outlined the aim which he envisages in 
regard to Africa. He said [translation]—

The Natives are at present becoming 
conscious politically. They no longer want 
to take things lying down but want to have 
it their own way. We have clearly stated 
that we must assist the Natives in their 
demands. As long as the Indian in Africa 
will do that, he will be welcome. If he 
does not do it, he has no right to be there.

?n other words, the sole purpose of the Indian 
m Africa is to mobilize the Native against the 
European. The hon. the Prime Minister, being 
a worthy Prime Minister with a backbone, 
immediately reacted to those challenging words 
of the Prime Minister of India. He rapped 
Nehru over the knuckles and told him: “ Look 
here, keep your hands off South Africa and 
your nose out of the domestic affairs of South 
Africa” One would have expected every 
White man and woman in this country to have 
backed the Prime Minister, for he did not 
speak in his capacity as Leader of the 
Nationalist Party; he spoke on behalf of South

Africa as a whole, and especially on beha 
of the Europeans in South Africa. What hi 
pened thereafter? One would have expect 
that particularly Natal, where the Indian dans 
is most noticeable, would have ranged inS 
behind the Prime Minister. One would ha 
expected that the United Party leader in Nat 
would have supported the Prime Minister wh 
he reprimanded Nehru about this matter R 
what did happen? Instead of getting the'su 
port of that province which is suffering nn 
of the problems created by the Indian with 
its borders, the Natal leader of the Unit 
Party went along and used these words—

Referring to the Prime Minister’s rece 
statement attacking India . . .

I just want to point out that the Prime Min 
ter did not attack India—he only reprimand

. . . referring to the Prime Minister’s rece 
statement attacking India, Mr. D. E. Mitche 
United Party chairman in Natal, declan 
yesterday that Dr. Malan was making a me 
of things and if he carries on we may we 
find ourselves at war with India.

Mr. MITCHELL: What are you quotii 
from?

*Mr. D. J. POTGIETER: From the Nat 
Witness.

Mr. MITCHELL: Why don’t you quo 
from a Nationalist newspaper?

*Mr. G. F. H. BEKKER: What a denial!

*Mr. D. J. POTGIETER: Mr. Chairman, 
you throw a stone in a bush and a dog yelp 
you can be sure that you have hit him. Or 
expected that there would be support fro 
Natal and especially from the United Par 
leader in Natal, and that he would suppo 
the Prime Minister and would join in puttia 
India in its place.
. A second desire to which expression wi 

given concerned the transfer of the Protei 
torates. We all know that this would hat 
been an accomplished fact if England had m 
looked for an excuse in now saying that accori 
ing to promises made the people there mu 
be consulted. In 1936, when the matter wj 
spotlighted by the late Gen. Hertzog, I we: 
to the trouble of going into the Protectorate 
and investigating whether it was true th 
those Natives did not want to be incorporati 
into the Union. Do you know what the 
reply was? The majority said: “ How can V 
Put the lid on the pot from which we are ea 
mg? It is not the Natives who do not wai 
to J°>n us. but the White agitators who prom] 
the Natives. What happened last year whe 
the Prime Minister declared that the time ha 
to the Union? A storm broke in South Africa 
come for the transferring of the Protectorate 

or,ty refer to some of the newspapers 
the Cape Times and the Natal Mercury. Wha
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(r0I- otherwise the country will reap very bitter 
fruits For that reason this Bill makes pro- 
visiori that even in those times the Minister 
,̂ill have the board and regional committees 

consisting of responsible people, for he will 
know whom to appoint and will not take 
people imbued with false ideologies, who in
cite the Natives. It has become customary in 
South Africa whenever Native organizations 
spring up, whether trade unions or other asso
ciations, as soon as the Natives belong to any 
form of organization, that their first, their 
primary lesson taught them is equal rights for 
Europeans and non-Europeans. That is the 
first thing which is taught them, and unless the 
Minister apoints a high standard of official and 
agents, for which he makes provision, you will 
get those “ glorified debt collectors ” who 
always have up to this stage exploited the 
Natives in the most horrible manner. Do you 
know of the Natives who go to Johannesburg 
to lodge complaints about wages? These 
people are only too keen to take such a Native 
into their confidence and take money from him 
and go to court with him and that Native is 
in danger of falling a prey to this type of 
exploiter; I do trust that the bulk of hon. 
members on the other side are responsible 
people and that they do not want to see this 
happen. There is no other solution. There is 
no other fully effective agitator-proof remedy 
except the machinery proposed by the Minister 
in this Bill. [Time limit.]

Mr. HEPPLE: Mr. Speaker, the hon. mem
ber for Krugersdorp has succeeded in driving 
the Minister out of the House. I am not sur
prised, but it is rather difficult to discuss the 
Minister’s Bill if he is not in the House. It 
is quite obvious that the main argument in con
nection with this Bill is whether Native trade 
unions are to be recognized or not, and, fur
ther, if they are to be recognized, in what form. 
The Minister, in introducing this measure, 
started off very well in a fine ministerial man
ner. He explained to the House that the pur
pose of this measure was to replace War 
Measure No. 145 of 1942, which has operated 
all these years to deal with the disputes con
cerning Native labour in industry. But as the 
Minister went along, he let his emotions super
sede his logic. He began to argue about witch
doctors and cannibalism and all sorts of ex
traneous matters. It was quite obvious that 
the Minister, like so many of his colleagues, 
is beset by a fear in dealing with problems 
concerning the Native people of this country 
in a reasonable and logical manner, because 
they are afraid of the consequences of treating 
the Natives as a progressive people. Now Mr. 
Speaker, this argument of the hon. the Minister 
that to grant recognition to Native trade unions 
would be to commit race suicide, is an 
emotional argument. It is not based on facts, 
it is only a fear in the mind. The Minister 
fears that if he recognizes Native trade unions 
he will, in fact, be responsible for the suicide 
of white South Africans, and on that basis he 
has attempted to draw up this legislation.

The example that was set by the Minister in 
his introductory speech for this measure, has 
unfortunately been followed by a number of

members in this House when they have been 
making their speeches. We have heard all the 
old cries, all the old scare stories that have 
always been raised against workers of whatever 
colour they may be, whenever they have 
wanted to organize in order to protect their 
interests and to raise their standard of living. 
We have heard, in speeches from the Govern
ment side of the House the old sorry story of 
the old I.C.U. of Clements Kadalie. We have 
heard of the Dar-es-Salaam witchdoctors. We 
heard somebody quoting here a story that 
Natives believe that a strike means to strike 
people dead. We have heard a distorted story 
of the 1946 Native mineworkers’ strike. 
Generally there was a lot of hysteria engen
dered in the debate instead of a rational dis
cussion of a subject which is very important 
indeed.

Now in 1949 the hon. the Minister appointed 
a Commission of Enquiry into Industrial 
Legislation, and he placed a great deal of faith 
in what that Commission would achieve. At 
the time when he appointed that Commission, 
he asked us to delay all criticism of Labour 
matters, pending the submission of the report 
of that Commission, and he then promised us 
that we would get a considerable amount of 
improvement in Industrial Legislation in this 
country. That Commission sat for a long 
time. It did a considerable amount of work, 
and finally it produced its report, and this is 
the first piece of legislation that we have had 
flowing out of that report. And what is the 
first thing that the Minister does? He throws 
the report aside.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Do you 
want me to accept all their recommendations?

Mr. HEPPLE: I will deal with that. If the 
Minister wants a direct reply, no. I don’t. The 
Minister knows that I disagree with a consider
able number of those recommendations. But 
what I am saying is that this is the first piece 
of legislation that the Minister produces in this 
House as a result of that report from the Com
mission—and one-third of that report dealt 
with the question of Native trade unions. The 
Minister casts that report aside. And the 
Minister says that he disagrees with their re
commendations in this regard.

I would like to quote to the Minister one or 
two of the facts that are embodied in this 
report. In paragraph 1637, the Commission 
says:

The Commission recommends, therefore, 
that the proposal to grant Native trade 
unions recognition in legislation, separate 
from that applicable to other races, and to 
provide special measures for their control 
and guidance, should be adopted.

I want to say to the Minister that I do not 
agree, entirely, with that recommendation. 
But nor does the Minister. The Minister takes 
the other extreme. I say that they should be 
granted recognition in the same way as Euro
pean trade unions and European workers are 
granted recognition. The Commission recom- 

I mends that they should be recognized under
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special legislation, but the Minister says that 
they should not be recognized at all.

In paragraph 1795, this is said:

The Commission further recommends that 
the machinery for collective bargaining 
should be in the form of a Conciliation 
Board consisting of equal numbers of em
ployers, whether collectively organized or 
not, and representatives of the Native trade 
unions concerned, which should function 
under the Chairmanship of a senior Govern
ment official.

And again, in paragraph 1789 it says:

To prohibit negotiation between employers 
and Native workers would, in the Commis
sion’s opinion, constitute a serious injustice 
to those Native workers who in the past 
have proved themselves reasonable and re
sponsible trade unionists.

The Minister has completely ignored that. He 
has ignored it, I presume, because the policy 
of his party is not to grant recognition of 
Native trade unions. Therefore, in pursuance 
of that policy, he now disregards the evidence 
and the recommendations of that Commission 
entirely.

But, there are other opinions which are 
worth quoting. We have the Trades and 
Labour Council—of which the Minister is not 
very fond but which, nevertheless, is a respon
sible trade union and co-ordinating body. It 
says:

The examples quoted out of this Bill and 
other sections of this Bill which have been 
lifted from the Industrial Conciliation Act, 
confirm our opinion that this Bill is un
necessary and its object could better be 
achieved by including Native workers in the 
definition of “ employee ” under the Indus
trial Conciliation Act.

Then, further, we have the South African 
Federation of Trade Unions. Mr. Downes, 
speaking on behalf of the Federation, says:

It was felt that the proposed Regional 
Boards, which would consist of representa
tives of Native workers with a European 
Chairman, would not be effective unless the 
nomination of Native members came from 
organized bodies of Natives . . . .

That is, Native trade unions. He goes on—

We have urged that some recognition 
should be given to trade unions of Natives. 
They should be permitted to organize and be 
given some official recognition which would 
allow them to nominate members to the 
Regional Boards.

And then there is the Institute of Race Rela
tions which recommends as follows—

(1) That Africans be no longer excluded 
from the definition of “ employee ” 
under the Industrial Conciliation Act.
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(2) As a consequence, t1 t recognition of 
trade unions, which in other respects 
fulfil the requirements of the law, be 
not withheld from unions admitting or 
consisting of African members.

And then we have the United Party also sup
porting the principle of the recognition of 
Native trade unions. They have stated so in 
the House. They do not want to recognize 
Natives under the definition of “ employee ”, 
in the Industrial Conciliation Act, but they 
support the principle of recognition . . .

An HON. MEMBER: Are you sure?
Mr. HEPPLE: Then we have the Inter

national Labour Organization which states that 
there should be no exclusion of any worker 
from the right to organize and be legally 
recognized. South Africa is a member of the 
International Labour Organization, and we will 
have some difficulty in explaining our position 
to them.

Mr. Speaker, in advancing these arguments 
in relation to Native trade unions, the Minister 
has said that Natives are not qualified to 
negotiate. But what did the commission say? 
In paragraph 1753 of their report, the com
mission says this—

In many cases, however, employers found 
it desirable to enter into negotiations with 
their Native workers before there was a 
stoppage of work. A number of collective 
agreements between organized employers 
and Native trade unions were concluded as 
a result of such negotiations and although 
not enforceable at law, have been observed 
as “ gentlemen’s agreements ”. These agree
ments appear to have given mutual satisfac
tion. and the opportunity of entering into 
such negotiations has been greatly prized by 
the Native workers concerned and their 
union. One union pointed out that the 
conclusion of such an agreement had led to 
peace in the industry concerned, whereas 
there had been continual unrest previously. 
Some employers are, however, not prepared 
to negotiate with their Native workers.

There the Industrial Legislation Commission 
states very clearly that it had evidence that 
there had been negotiations between Native 
trade unions and the employers, and that the 
results had been satisfactory. This is actual 
evidence that had been presented to the com
mission. But the Minister says that Natives 
are too irresponsible, that they have not yet 
reached that stage of development which will 
enable them to conduct these negotiations. 
Well, the answer to that statement is given 
in paragraph 1753 which I have just quoted, 
and again in paragraph 1789, where the com
mission says—

To prohibit negotiations between em
ployers and Native workers would, in the 
commission’s opinion, constitute a serious 
injustice to those Native workers who, in 
the past, proved themselves reasonable and 
responsible trade unionists.
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That is their recqj-d, That is the record based 
n the evidence p.aced before the commission, 

but the Minister has apparently decided to 
take no notice of that at all.

The whole basis of the objection that comes 
from the Government side of the House is 
fear. And while fear is the overriding force 
it must be impossible for the Government to 
draw up a reasonable and workable Bill, 
while the members on the Government side 
are beset by fear, they are unable to be logical.
I have heard, in speeches by not only one 
member of the Government side of the House, 
but by many, references to agitators. The 
suggestion has been that Native trade unions 
get into the hands of agitators. But that is 
nothing new. Who are agitators? They are 
men with ideals and men who are prepared 
to fight for those ideals. Those are the 
agitators, those are the extremists.

Mr. Speaker, as an example, I read in this 
mornings paper a report making reference to 
an extremist of the Nationalist Party, the 
Minister of Native Affairs. He is an extremist. 
Who is South Africa’s greatest extremist, 
according to his political opponents? The 
Minister of Lands. Is his party ashamed of 
him because of his views? I want to say 
more. I want to say that if it had not been 
for the agitators, the pioneers of the trade 
union movement of South Africa, men who 
were deported and who were shot in the streets 
of the Witwatersrand, there would not have 
been the trade union movement which there is 
to-day. There would not be the standards for 
White workers in South Africa that there are 
to-day, if it had not been for the White 
agitators of those days; those men who were 
victimized, deported and shot. Those are the 
men who were able to build up a trade union 
movement, and as a result we got our Indus
trial Conciliation Act. We got our labour 
legislation in this country and the protection 
for our workers . . .

An HON. MEMBER: Are you pleading for 
the agitators?

Mr. HEPPLE: The hon. member asks if I 
am pleading for the agitators. Let me say 
right away, yes I am. I am pleading for the 
agitators, I am pleading for him, I am pleading 
for the Minister of Lands and for the Minister 
of Native Affairs, and for myself, and for 
every agitator. I plead for them all.

I think it was the hon. member for Alberton 
(Mr. Viljoen) who got up in this House and 
quoted as an authority the Chamber of Mines. 
Now, Mr. Speaker, would he expect the 
Chamber of Mines to take the part of the 
workers, whether Black or White or any other 
colour? The Chamber of Mines were the ones 
who victimized the White workers. They 
victimized my own father. They victimized 
the White workers who were fighting for a 
better standard of living, and so to-day they 
would do it with other workers. What is 
being enacted in this House is once again a 
repetition of history that happened in the 
industrial revolution of Great Britain. I want

to quote to hon. members here what hap
pened 130 years ago in Britain. In the course 
of the industrial revolution there was the same 
thing; peasants drifting from the countryside 
to the towns to take work in industry. They 
were brutally exploited. They tried to fight 
for their rights and over a period of about 
a century there were about 30 or 40 special 
laws brought in to prevent workers from fight
ing for better rights. In 1801 the Combination 
Acts were enacted to prevent the workers from 
organizing. And those workers of those days, 
let me remind hon. members on the Govern
ment side of the House, were also uneducated, 
illiterate, unable to read.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: On the same 
level as the Natives?

Mr. HEPPLE: They were pretty well on 
the same level.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: That is 
stupid.

Mr. HEPPLE: But they were. Their stan
dards were very, very low. And those argu
ments were used against those workers in just 
the same way. After 25 years Britain found 
itself in such industrial turmoil that they had 
to take some steps and they set up a Select 
Committee of the House of Commons to deal 
with these Combination Acts. That Select 
Committee decided what should be done about 
them. I will now read from the debates of 
the House of Commons on 21 May 1824. This 
is Hansard, column 812. There is a long 
report of 11 clauses in which the resolutions 
of the Select Committee on Artisans and 
Machinery are submitted. I will quote only 
one of them. Clause 6 says—

That the laws . . .

That is the Combination laws—

. . . have not only not been efficient to 
prevent combinations either of masters or 
workmen; but, on the contrary, have, in the 
opinion of many of both parties, had a 
tendency to produce mutual irritation and 
distrust, and to give a violent character to 
the combinations, and to render them highly 
dangerous to the peace of the community.

And as a result of that they repealed the 
Combination laws.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Surely you 
don’t suggest that this Bill is similar to the 
Combination laws?

Mr. HEPPLE: It is not far different. I am 
going to deal with that point very shortly. 
That is a very important point which the 
Minister has raised. Those Combination Acts 
were designed to prevent workers, especially 
those on the lower scales, from fighting for a 
better standard of life. And history has shown 
that no law, even the wildest of laws, the 
most ingenious of laws could ever prevent
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workers from fighting for their rights and 
improving their living standards, no matter 
what their colour might be.

In relation to the same thing, I want to 
come to more recent history. The hon. mem
ber for Port Elizabeth (North) (Mr. J. A F 
Nel) yesterday referred to the Trades Disputes 
Act of 1927, which was also an attempt to 
prevent the more enlightened British trade 
unionist from fighting for their rights an 
attempt to hamstring them. That was known 
as the - Blacklegs Charter But what did it 
do. It was the thing that was responsible 
tor the most rapid growth of the British trade 
union movement, and as a result of it the 
British Labour Party, in 1945, became the 
Government of Britain, through the strength 
ol the trade union movement. It made them 
close their ranks and fight all the harder. And 
that is what this legislation which is envisaged 
by this Bill is going to do. It is going to 
compel the Natives of this country to say to 
White South Africa: “ You don’t like your 
own laws. Your Industrial Conciliation Act 
of which you boast so much, you think is not 
good enough for us. You believe that we need 
something special. Very well, we will have 
something special.” And they will organize in 
their own way and they will spurn European 
methods, the methods of Western civilization 
which we are supposed to be teaching them. 
It we do not teach them the methods of Wes
tern civilization, then they will adopt the 
methods of other civilization, or should I say 
of other societies. Let us be warned by that.

It was also said by the hon. member for 
Port Elizabeth (North) that this Bill is in the 
best traditions of the Natives because they 
are used to chiefs and headmen. But surely, 
coming from an industrial centre the hon! 
member should know that the majority of the 
Natives in industry to-day are detribalized 
a"d are quite away from the control of their 
chiefs and their headmen. But, more import- 
ant than that, surely he must realize that the 
traditions of the Natives are primitive, and 
industry of South Africa is something of the 
mid-twentieth century. How can you apply 
pnmittve tribal discipline to modern indus
trialized society? It is inconceivable that any
body should think that that is possible.

Now the hon. the Minister made a point 
when introducing this measure, of saying that 
he is not banning Native trade unions. That 
is very significant. He said that he is going 
to let them bleed to death. But I cannot 
understand the Minister’s reasoning. I can 
suspect his motive but I cannot understand 
his reasoning. The Minister is afraid to ban 
Native trade unions, and he is afraid for very 
good reasons. On the other hand, he is hoping 
—and I suppose he is praying as well as 
hoping—that they will bleed to death. But 
that won’t happen at all. I suspect that the 
reason why the Minister does not want to ban 
Native trade unions is because, quite rightly, 
he is very nervous of world opinion. The 
"12 trouble that South Africa has had since 
the accession to power of the Nationalist 
Party in 1948 has been the deterioration of 
South Africa’s name overseas . . .

Mr. SPEAKER: Order! Order* That 
argument has been used very often. I have 
warned hon. members not to repeat those 
arguments, and I hope the hon. member will 
not continue with that argument.

Mr. HEPPLE: Mr. Speaker, I am just re 
ferrmg to it in passing. I want to deal with 
the International Labour Organization The 
trade union movement in all parts of the world 
takes a very great interest in the trade union 
movement of all countries. There are inter
national confederations of trade unions and 
through the International Labour Office there 
is consultation between the workers’ move
ments and the employers’ movements of all 
countries. The Industrial Legislation Com
mission was at great pains to point out in its 
report m paragraph 1590 that South Africa 
was a signatory to the Declaration of 
Philadelphia, which, amongst other things 
contains in Article 3—

The conference recognizes the solemn 
obligation of the International Labour 
Organization to further among the nations 
of the world programmes which will 
achieve—

(a) the effective recognition of the right of 
collective bargaining, the co-operation of 
management and labour in the con
tinuous improvement of productive 
efficiency, and the collaboration of 
workers and employers in the prepara
tion and application of social and 
economic measures.

Further, in Article 5—

The conference affirms that the principles 
set forth in this declaration are fully applic
able to all peoples everywhere and that, 
while the manner of their application must 
be determined with due regard to the stage 
of social and economic development reached 
by each people . . .

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Remember 
that part.

Mr HEPPLE: I am specially quoting that 
tor the Minister. Listen to what follows—

• . . their progressive application to peoples 
who are still dependent as well as to those 
who have already achieved self-government,
's a matter of concern to the whole 
civilized world.

They state that cognizance must be taken of 
the state of development of the people, but 
there is no provision in the Minister’s Bill, 
nor is there any promise of progressive move
ment towards the standards that are applicable 
tv. 0 -er trade unionists all over the world, 
lhat is what is missing, and that is why I 
have specially quoted this. South Africa will 
be questioned overseas, in the I.L.O., by the 
International Confederation of Trade Unions, 
as to what its attitude is with regard to making 
these applications progressive. And that is
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acking. Now, on the basis of the Declaration 
Philadelphia, the commission examined the 

,arious proposals. It says in para. 1591—-

The Commission has made a careful study 
of all the evidence placed before it in regard 
to the recognition of Native trade unions. 
It has deliberated at considerable length on 
the pros and cons of the various proposals 
submitted to it in evidence, and it has tested 
them by careful analysis from every possible 
angle. The Commission has, in particular, 
applied the following fundamental principles 
to each proposal and it holds that these 
principles form the basis of an examination 
of the problem of Native trade unions, viz.—

(1) Whether it is in the general economic,
social and political interests of South 
Africa as a whole;

(2) whether it ensures at least elementary
justice to Natives without undermining 
European standards;

(3) whether, having regard to the divergence
between European public opinion and 
Native public opinion, it commands that 
measure of public support from both 
sides which makes it sufficiently accept
able to be a practical proposition;

(4) whether it takes sufficient cognizance of
such irresistable economic tendencies as 
are apparent to the Commission, such 
as the tendency towards urbanization 
and the urge amongst workers to 
organize and bargain collectively, and 
the extent to which these tendencies 
have become accomplished facts; and

(5) whether it takes into account international
opinions and South Africa’s inter
national undertakings.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR; Yes, I have 
:ad all that. It is no use repeating it.

Mr. HEPPLE; But it is very necessary to 
ring it to the notice of this House, because 
te Minister has very carefully skirted around 
. In paragraph 1623, the Commission says, 
n the basis of this analysis—

The Commission has come to the con
clusion. therefore, that the proposals put 
forward by these witnesses that Native trade 
unions should not be granted recognition, 
but that other means should be found to 
safeguard the interests of Native workers, 
failed in most respects when measured by 
the basic principles mentioned in paragraph 
1591. It cannot, therefore, recommend their 
adoption.

ow, Mr. Speaker, I also want to remind the 
)n. the Minister of what he has read—and 
hope every other member of this House has 
ad—in connection with the Declaration of 
tiladelphia. and that is that South Africa 
reed entirely to its application. Since South 
frica is a signatory to the I.L.O. Convention,

its actions come under the purview of trade 
unions everywhere. And what is South 
Africa’s trade union record overseas? We 
find, just recently—I quote here from the 
Cape Times of 13 July—a report from Stock
holm where the International Confederation 
of Free Trade Unions was meeting. They took 
a resolution condemning South Africa for the 
attitude adopted towards the working people 
of South Africa. They took a very strong 
resolution. This resolution says . . .

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: What has 
that got to do with the Bill? That has nothing 
to do with this Bill.

Mr. HEPPLE: I will explain to the hon. 
the Minister what it has got to do with the 
Bill. It criticizes—

The attempt of the Malan Government to 
force its policy of apartheid on the labour 
movement of the Union of South Africa. . .

This is the actual report—

It commented on the action of the South 
African trade union movement in resisting 
the legislation designed to weaken and 
divide it, and it expressed once again the 
deepest abhorrence of the policies of the 
Malan Government which are in violation 
of our human rights.

Let me remind the Minister that this is the 
anti-communist confederation of trade unions, 
comprising mainly the two big federations of 
America and the Trade Union Congress of 
Britain, and all the Western trade unions of 
the world. They sat together in conference 
and they condemned South Africa.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR; Based on 
ignorance.

Mr. HEPPLE: It may be based on ignor
ance, but I want to say to the Minister that 
it won’t be ignorance once they see this Bill. 
When they read this Bill they will want no 
further evidence. They won’t need misguided 
Press correspondents to write that; they will 
simply quote the clauses of this Bill.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR; They will 
probably support it.

Mr. HEPPLE: But there is another thing 
they will do. They will want to know how far 
the principles of the I.L.O. Charter are applic
able to the people of this country. There 
South Africa is going to be found wanting. 
On this question of the recognition of Native 
trade unions, I would like the Minister when 
he replies to this debate, to tell us whether he 
will accept it, where there are Native trade 
unions existing to-day or where Native trade 
unions come into existence, if the workers in 
any factory or industry insist upon negotiating 
through those trade unions under the 
machinery provided here.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: No.



1603 ASSEMBLY DEBATES

Mr. HEPPLE: That is a very significant 
answer.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: It is a 
straight answer.

Mr. HEPPLE: It is a straight answer but 
it is a very significant one because not only 
does the Minister want trade unions to bleed 
to death but he is to set up pressure and 
irritations among the Native workers in this 
country that is going to lead to a considerable 
amount of industrial unrest.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: That is 
rubbish.

An HON. MEMBER: We have laws to deal 
with it.

Mr. HEPPLE: The hon. member says that 
we have laws to deal with it and I suppose 
that is the answer that the Minister wants to 
give. We have the guns and we have the 
marksmen. Well, if that is the way in which 
they are going to solve this problem it is not 
going to be a lasting solution.

Dr. J. H. O. DU PLESSIS: Why should 
other countries dictate to us?

Mr. LOVELL: Because you signed agree
ments with them.

Mr. HEPPLE: The hon. member asks me 
why other countries should dictate to us. I 
do not say they should dictate to us. I would 
be the last to allow myself to be dictated to, 
but I say that South Africa is living in a 
shrinking world. We are living in a world, 
as the Prime Minister himself said the other 
day, in which we want friends; we do not 
want enemies. By legislation of this nature, 
we are making enemies. That is the point.

Let us look at the whole picture. This Bill 
is going to be applicable to two-thirds of the 
industrial labour force of South Africa. The 
Minister himself quoted the figures. He says 
he believes that to-day there are about 
1,000,000 Natives in industry and just under 
500,000 whites in industry and 160,000 
Coloureds and Asiatics. Two-thirds of our 
industrial labour force, therefore, will be 
controlled under this despotic measure. One- 
third or probably less than one-third, will 
have the benefits of our Industrial Conciliation 
Act of which we boast so much. How can 
reasonable people believe that we are going 
to have industrial peace, that we are going to 
have co-operation and maximum production 
in this country when we are setting up these 
conflicting mechanisms, because there is going 
to be a great deal of conflict as a result of 
the separation of industrial workers into two 
categories with completely different machin
eries. There is going to be sown the seeds 
of distrust, suspicion and hate.

An HON. MEMBER: That is what you 
want.
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Mr. HEPPLE: That is what is going to han 
pen as a result of this legislation. p"

Mr. G. F. H. BEKKER: You are the enemv 
of the white worker.

Mr. HEPPLE: Instead of seizing this as an 
opportunity to bring on the Native workers 
in this country so that they will not be a 
threat to European standards we are forcing 
them into their own camps, so that they will 
bear the greatest animosity to the white worker 
and blame the white worker for their dis
abilities. That is what is going to happen.

It is very interesting to look at the machinery 
that the Minister is setting up under this 
measure in contrast to the machinery which 
is operating under the Industrial Conciliation 
Act. It is almost amusing. First of all there 
is going to be a Native labour officer, a Euro
pean, who if he finds a dispute, will report it 
to an inspector, who is going to be defined by 
regulation, and that inspector will report to 
the regional committe set up under Clause 4. 
This regional committee is an amazing body 
because it is going to consist of a European 
chairman and not less than three Natives. The 
Minister in reply to an interjection I made 
said that he would decide which interests these 
Natives would represent. Then this committee 
will have to refer it, where there is an Indus
trial Council, to an Industrial Council, and if 
all these people together cannot solve the 
dispute then they will refer it to the Central 
Labour Board. When it gets to the Central 
Labour Board they will consider it with all 
these other bodies, and then if they still can
not settle the dispute, they will refer it to 
the Minister of Labour, and the Minister of 
Labour, if the Board recommends it, will ask 
the Wage Board to investigate the dispute 
and make recommendations to him and then 
he will publish an order. This complicated, 
involved machinery looks bad enough in 
theory, but let us examine it in practice.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: You have 
never seen it in practice; how can you examine 
it?

Mr. HEPPLE: I want to tell the Minister 
that I have had some bitter experience of war 
measure No. 145. I have seen that measure 
in operation. The Minister must not forget 
that war measure No. 145 operated when there 
was plenty of work, so that rather than 
become involved in a dispute, workers went 
and got another job because jobs were plenti
ful. It will be a different story when such a 
measure operates at a time when work is not 
plentiful, when friction can really arise.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Give us 
an example.

Mr. HEPPLE: Let me tell the Minister of 
my experience under war measure 145. A 
dispute or a disagreement may arise in a fac
tory between a Native employee and a fore
man or the employer, or there may be an
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argument between a Native and the foreman. 
Other Natives decide to support the Native 
wj,0 is having the argument; the employer 
rings up the Department of Labour and the 
police arrive with a pick-up van. Then after 
the Natives have been lodged in gaol, a report 
goes to the Department of Labour and then 
the Department of Labour has to unravel 
the difficulties that have arisen.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: But this 
machinery prevents that.

Mr. HEPPLE: I will deal with this 
machinery. As I have explained to the Minis
ter, that measure operated when either the 
boss fired the Native right away or the Native 
put on his coat and walked out. But when 
jobs are not so plentiful it can lead to com
plications.

Now I want to deal with the present 
machinery. Something happens in a factory; 
there is an argument about a torn overall or 
about a 6d. short in the pay or the Native 
was insolent to the employer; the Native 
employees stand together. If they now go on 
strike they are guilty of an offence and they 
can be put in gaol. But let us assume that 
they know of this complicated machinery. Can 
the Minister tell me how the Natives in that 
factory are going to inform the Native labour 
officer or the inspector or the regional com
mittee that they are having a dispute with 
the boss?

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: When this 
machinery is in operation you will see.

Mr. HEPPLE: That is no answer. Surely 
the Minister must know. The inspector will 
have to stand on duty at every factory all 
day long, because these things arise at a 
moment’s notice. [Extension of time.] I 
thank the House. I am very keen to know 
how Native workers in any factory, especially 
where they have no trade unions, will be 
able to convey to the Native labour officer 
or the inspector, whoever the responsible party 
may be, that they are having a dispute with 
their employers. It is easy enough for the 
employer because he has his staff and he has 
education and he merely picks up the tele
phone and rings up the Department of Labour 
and says: “Send out an inspector; I am having 
trouble with the Natives in my factory.” In 
99 cases out of a 100 these disputes arise out 
of trivialities. How are the Natives going to 
notify the inspector? There is no provision 
for that in this Bill. I say to the Minister 
that if Native trade unions were recognized, 
then they would know a way, through their 
trade unions, in which they could convey their 
complaints to the inspector or the Department 
of Labour.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Why plead 
that when you do not want it.

Mr. LOVELL: Who said so?

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Read your 
amendment.

Mr. HEPPLE: The Minister does not under
stand what I am saying. I am saying to the 
Minister that there is no provision in this Bill 
for Natives to inform anybody that they are 
in dispute, because during the hours that they 
are at work the Department of Labour is at 
work, but if they try to go after working 
hours the Department of Labour is closed. 
If they walk out during working hours they 
are on strike and they are committing a 
punishable offence. It is for the Minister to 
answer. There is a great body of opinion 
against this Bill. The hon. member for Cape 
Eastern (Mrs. Ballinger) made the point pre
viously and made it again this session, that 
at no stage have the Natives themselves been 
consulted, so immediately there is a cause 
of friction. I want to quote to this House for 
record purposes the decisions of two Native 
trade union bodies in relation to this Bill. 
The Council of non-European Trade Unions 
in the Transvaal passed the following resolu
tion at a meeting which they held on 25 July, 
1953. The resolution reads—

This special conference of trade unions 
held in Johannesburg this 25th day of July, 
1953, has examined and noted the obvious 
and extreme dangers contained in the Native 
Labour (Settlement of Disputes) Bill. 
Realizing that this Bill purports to fulfil 
and answer the claim by the South African 
trades union movement that the African 
workers are, like all other workers, entitled 
to participate freely in the present machinery 
for collective bargaining and knowing that 
the object of this Bill is not to provide for 
the prevention and settlement of African 
labour disputes and for the regulation of 
their conditions, but is intended to frustrate 
a healthy growth of normal trade unionism 
amongst African workers by creating 
machinery to suppress and stultify the 
present African trade unions, Conference 
places on record its total rejection of the 
Bill and condemns it as a fraud designed 
to place African workers in a state of per
petual slavery.

The other resolution was taken by the 
Co-ordinating Committee of the African trade 
unions of the Western Province at a mass 
meeting held on Sunday, 2 August, 1953, and 
reads as follows—-

That in view of the rapid increase in the 
number of African workers in industry this 
meeting requests the hon. the Minister of 
Labour, Mr. Schoeman, to withdraw the 
Native Labour (Settlement of Disputes) Bill, 
as the Bill is not good for African workers 
nor other workers, and amend the defini
tion of “ employee ” in the Industrial Con
ciliation Act to include all African workers.

That is Native opinion. I want to conclude 
by telling the Minister that there is a very 
clear alternative and a very simple alternative.
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That alternative is to recognize Native trade 
unions under the definition of “ employee ” 
under the Industrial Conciliation Act. By 
doing that he will bring under control, just 
as European trade unions are under control, 
Native workers’ organizations. They will be 
subject to the law of the land. They would 
have to submit their returns to the Registrar. 
They will have to abide by all the provisions 
of the Industrial Conciliation Act, which will 
ensure not only their recognition and their 
protection, but will also give them the respon
sibility of self-discipline and of obeying the 
law. By doing that the Minister will be paving 
the way for peace and harmony in industry 
in this country. If he does not do that, if 
he persists in what he is attempting to do 
here, he will be preparing the ground for 
secret organizations. He will be preparing the 
ground for gangster movements amongst Afri
cans, anarchism and perhaps even revolution. 
That will be the ultimate outcome if people 
are prevented from organizing in a legally 
recognized manner. That is the dangerous 
position in which the Minister is placing South 
Africa to-day.

I also want to make this point, although I 
do not want to go into it in great detail; I 
merely want to reply to one of the hon. 
members on the other side of the House who 
raised this question of equal pay for equal 
work. Actually he revealed another of the 
fears—and a legitimate fear—on the part of 
European workers, that their standards will 
be undermined by the majority of Natives 
unless there is some kind of protection.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR; That will 
happen if your policy is adopted.

Mr. HEPPLE; It will certainly not happen 
if our policy is adopted. Our policy of equal 
pay for equal work is the only salvation for 
the white workers in South Africa. The policy 
put forward by the Nationalist Party is a 
policy of suicide.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: I am speak
ing about your policy in regard to the amend
ment of the Industrial Conciliation Act to 
bring in Natives. That will undermine the 
European workers’ standards.

Mr. HEPPLE: It will do nothing of the sort 
because what that will do will be that the 
white trade unionists will be the leaders and 
the guides of the Native workers and will see 
that they organize on sound trade union lines. 
But what you are doing now is to separate 
the workers and to deprive the Native workers 
of the opportunity of learning from the experi
ence of white trade unionists, and you are 
driving them to establish their own secret 
organizations.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: That is
rubbish.

Mr. HEPPLE: But on this question of equal 
pay for equal work, the Minister is in a very

difficult position. He is in an extremely diff 
cult position because South Africa is con 
mitted to this principle under the I.L.O. Chai 
ter. Here again, although the Minister he 
read it, I want to remind him what the pr( 
amble to the I.L.O. Charter says. I remin 
him of this because I think he is ignoring j 
The preamble says—

Whereas universal and lasting peace ca 
be established only if it is based upon soci: 
justice, and whereas conditions of laboi 
exist involving such injustice, hardship an 
privation to large numbers of people as 1 
produce unrest so great that the peace an 
harmony of the world are imperilled an 
an improvement of those conditions 
urgently required............

Then they give some examples, including—
The recognition of the principle of equi 

remuneration for work of equal value an 
recognition of the principle of freedom < 
association. . . .  the High Contracting Pa 
ties, moved by sentiments of justice an 
humanity as well as by the desire to secui 
permanent peace of the world and with 
view to obtaining the objective set forth i 
this preamble . . . .

To which we are signatories—-

. . . .  agree to the following constitution < 
the International Labour Organization.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: How man 
countries are applying the principle of equ; 
pay for equal work?

Mr. HEPPLE: I cannot give the Minister a 
accurate number.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Not eve 
Britain.

Mr. HEPPLE: That is so far as women ai 
concerned, but in the majority of occupatior 
in Britain it is applied. I think it is only i 
about 10 per cent of the occupations th: 
women do not get the same pay for the sair 
work.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: You a: 
wrong.

Mr. HEPPLE: I am not wrong. But that 
not the point. Do we so lightly put ot 
names to a charter merely to find a way oi 
of our difficulty? It is no reply to say th; 
other countries do not apply it. Is that goir 
to be the basis of South Africa’s internatiom 
policy, to put out our tongues and to sa; 
“Of course, we all signed it but none of i 
meant it”? I say the Labour Party has mac 
out a case against this Bill. We have move 
our amendment and our amendment vet 
clearly sets out our specific objections to i 
We warn this House and we warn the Mini! 
ter that if they proceed with this Bill in i| 
present form they are asking for trouble.
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would like to direct a few words to the Minis- 
r in the form of a question in regard to this 
phantom ”, namely the coming depression, 
hon. members were to ask me what I know 

3out a coming depression, I would tell them 
,at I know nothing about it. I do not know 
hen it will come. I do not know in what 
)rm it will come, and I do not know how 
:riously it will affect us and how long it will 
tst, but I do know one thing, namely, that this 
epression will come. However optimistic we 
light be in our economic life, the history of 
;onomics has shown us that there are up- 
ard and downward curves in economic trends 
nd that they appear in certain regular cycles, 
he time-lag between one peak and another 
eak in economic life, or one low level and 
nother low level, may be either long or short;

may be that a war or an approaching war 
r something else delays an approaching de- 
ression; it may be that a drought or some 
ther catastrophe hastens an approaching de- 
ression—the time between the two differs, 
ut one thing is sure, and 1 think we can ac- 
;pt the fact, that there will be a depression, 
lur hope is that it will not come soon, and 
ur expectation in South Africa is also that it 
ill not come soon. We can take all kinds 
f measures to delay its arrival or to limit its 
[feet, but in order to be realistic we have to 
eep in mind that in future we shall have to 
eal with a depression. The practical ques- 
on I want to put to the Minister is this, 
rhether we as a State and as Government are 
'repared to deal with an approaching depres- 
ion. When one notices what is happening 
n other countries to-day—and I am thinking 
>f a country like the United States of America 
-w e will find that governments to-day devote 
nuch attention to the possibility of an ap- 
iroaching depression, and even in times of 
;reat prosperity, as we had in recent years, the 
;overnments of various countries like Britain 
nd America, devoted serious attention to the 
nethods the State should use now, and also 
hen, to reduce the degree and effect of a de- 
iression. It is especially in these times, when 
>eace has been made in Korea, when the speed 
if rearmament has been reduced and the dan- 
;er exists that, for example, in a country like 
Vmerica the rearmament tempo will be con- 
iderably reduced within a year or two, that 
itatesmen, economists and thinkers are in- 
reasingly thinking about a possible depression 
ind about the measures that should be adopted
0 combat the upset in economic life as far as 
tossible and to reduce its effects so as to make 
t as little of a catastrophe as possible. The 
(uestion I want to ask the hon. the Minister
1 whether he, or the Government, has given 
ttention to that possibility of an approaching 
tepression and the measures we ought to take 
t this stage, the plans we should make now 
or the steps which we shall have to take then 
o counteract the bad effects of that depression.

Economic literature in recent years abounds 
/ith instances of investigations in this regard. 
Theoreticians, economists and governments are 
o-day busy investigating this matter and pub- 
ishing white papers and other documents to

prepare the nation and the State for the ap
proaching depression. Hon. members will re
member that the great depression we had in 
1930 and subsequent years was especially an 
agricultural depression. We consoled ourselves 
with the thought that there would perhaps not 
be another such agricultural depression in our 
country because of the increasing local con
sumption of agricultural produce and because 
of the fact that our prices for agricultural pro
ducts in general are below world prices, but the 
possibility is that the next depression may more 
particularly be an industrial depression, which 
will fall within the sphere of the Minister of 
Economic Affairs. In view of the fact that a 
large section of our population is to-day em
ployed in industry either as industrialists or as 
workers, we can expect an industrial depres
sion to affect adversely a large percentage of 
our population. We console ourselves with 
the thought that if we are to have a depression 
in South Africa we at least have a means and 
a weapon in South Africa to counteract its 
effect. We possess gold and uranium and we 
also console ourselves with the thought that if 
there is a depression the production costs of 
gold will be reduced and that we will produce 
more gold, or that we will perhaps have an in
crease in the price of gold and that the gold 
production will perhaps be the means of stabi
lizing our economy. We console ourselves 
with the thought that our economy is not based 
on rearmament to the same extent as that of 
Britain and the United States and of other 
countries and that the gradual relaxation of 
our rearmament programme will not affect us 
as much as the other countries. But we have 
to take care that we do not console ourselves 
with false hopes and that we should not go into 
danger with our eyes closed. Gold no longer 
plays the role in South Africa which it played 
in the ’thirties. Gold forms only a small por
tion of our exports to-day. But apart from 
that, a depression in other parts of the world 
will affect us seriously because of the fact that 
we have become an exporting country and will 
still export more in future. Depressions are 
like diseases which know no boundaries. A 
depression will blow over the sea to South 
Africa from overseas countries. Our econo
mic life is very much like that of people in 
time of drought. When it is dry we think of 
the dams we ought to build, and we congregate 
from all points of the compass and hold meet
ings and take resolutions and make plans to 
build dams and to dig canals and to conserve 
water. But as soon as the first rains have 
fallen, people forget all these plans and think 
that their prosperity will last forever. We in 
South Africa, and perhaps in many countries 
of the world, live in that fool’s paradise and 
this catastrophe will not befall us again. It 
is a fool’s paradise. It is the duty of a respon
sible Government, such as this Government is, 
in times of prosperity to take precautions and 
to frame plans which can be used in times 
of depression. Therefore, I would ask the 
Government whether it, like other countries, 
by means of its departments or by means of 
investigations by various committees, has al-

32
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ready investigated—that is all I ask—how a 
possible depression may possibly affect South 
Africa, and if it can affect South Africa, what 
should be done to combat that depression 
[Time limit.]

Mr. HEPPLE: I think it is time that we 
talked about the high cost of living. The 
matter which the hon. member for Randfon- 
tein (Dr. Diederichs) has raised, is, I agree with 
him, a very important subject for discussion, 
hut I think more urgent is a discussion on the 
high cost of living, particularly in view of 
what the hon. member for Randfontein has 
said. While the wage and salary earners in 
South Africa are struggling to catch up with 
the high cost of living, they are now being 
warned of a coming depression. The hon. 
Minister of Finance told the House when he 
introduced his Budget that it was aimed at 
price deflation. He said that South Africa 
could not continue with soaring prices and that 
if the wage and salary earners of South Africa 
were to gain any benefits, he had to take 
action to bring prices down. But apparently 
they are not going to have the pleasure of en
joying that period of lowering prices. Before 
that happens, they are going to have a depres
sion.

Mr. G. F. H. BEKKER: Why misconstrue 
what the hon. member said?

Mr. HEPPLE: The Minister of Economic 
Affairs this afternoon, made a very interesting 
revelation. We discovered this afternoon that 
for six years we have been going for the 
Minister of Economic Affairs, because of rising 
prices and really what he has been doing, 
was to bring down prices. He gave us figures 
this afternoon and said that in the last six 
months the articles that fell under this control, 
have come down 1.6 over the last six months. 
Over that period the retail price index has 
gone up 4.1. In January this year, the retail 
price index was 189.5 and in June it was 193.6.

The M I N I S T E R  OF ECONOMIC 
AFFAIRS: Of all items?

Mr. HEPPLE: Yes, all items, the retail price 
index for the nine main areas. While prices 
under the Minister’s control came down 1.6, 
the overall price index has gone up 4.1. There
fore it is quite obvious that the Minister of 
Economic Affairs is not to blame. The Minis
ter of Agriculture is responsible for food 
prices. The Minister of Housing is responsible 
for rents; the Minister of Railways is respon
sible for fares and for tariffs going up. So we 
have the position that no longer is it the Minis
ter of Economic Affairs to whom we must look 
for some relief, but to all the other Ministers. 
No longer can the Minister of Economic 
Affairs come into this House as the stalking 
horse to mislead the House and take all the 
blows. This is something that we have to dis
cuss with all the Ministers.

Mr. MENTZ: He has told you so year after 
year.

Mr. HEPPLE: Yes, but I want to say that 
the Minister of Economic Affairs himself car
ries a great deal of blame, despite the figures 
that he gave this afternoon. When I raised this 
question of increased commodity prices recent
ly, I said that it is very easy for manufacturers 
and distributors to get increases in their prices 
They have merely to go to the Price Controller 
and tell a hard luck story and if their faces 
are long enough and their stories are ingenious 
enough, they get increased prices.

The M I N I S T E R  OF ECONOMIC
AFFAIRS: You might give us some examples.

Mr. HEPPLE: Yes, I will give the Minister 
an immediate example. I asked the hon. the 
Minister a question regarding cinema prices . . .

The M I N I S T E R  OF ECONOMIC
AFFAIRS: Is that commodity?

Mr. HEPPLE: That is a very important com
modity in the life of the people of this coun
try. People must also include entertainment 
in their cost of living as well as anything else. 
If it is not something that is counted in the 
cost of living, then why does the Minister then 
control those prices? For the very reason that 
this is something that has to be controlled just 
like anything else. But I do not want to be 
taken off the track. On 4 August I asked a 
question regarding cinema prices and the 
Minister gave me a reply. His reply was
mainly an attack on the United Party, because 
he said that they had pressure brought to bear 
upon them to withdraw the question originally 
placed on the Order Paper by a member of the 
United Party. I presume that what he meant 
was that the people concerned, African 
Theatres, had brought pressure to bear upon 
the United Party.

The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: Order! The 
hon. member must come back to the Vote.

Mr. HEPPLE: I am dealing with the cost 
of living. Mr. Chairman. It was a reply given 
in connection with the cost of living. "This is 
the only opportunity I have to deal with the 
matter. The Minister replied—

Investigations showed that there had been 
increases in labour and other costs. I de
clined to agree to a general price increase, 
but in view of the increased cost already 
mentioned, I was agreeable to an overall 
increase of 12| per cent on admission 
charges, exclusive of provincial entertainment 
tax, to be applicable to Saturday night per
formances only.

Then he said—

In vjew of the fact that Messrs. African 
Consolidated Theatres Limited engaged in 
several other types of business, it was diffi
cult to ascertain what the profits or losses 
are on cinema performances. I have re
quested the company to separate their ac-
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counts in the future so as to give a clear 
picture of the profits or losses on cinema 
performances separately and the company 
has undertaken to do so.

nut if the Minister was really concerned about 
protecting the public he would have looked at 
Kjeir composite balance sheet and whether they 
were engaged in one or a thousand enterprises, 
),e would have been able to see how well this 
company has been doing. No matter whether 
their labour and other costs have gone up, 
this company has been able to make very large 
profits and has been able to pay a steady and 
high dividend over many years.

The M I N I S T E R  OF ECONOMIC 
AFFAIRS: These profits may have been in 
respect of other undertakings, other than 
cinemas.

Mr. HEPPLE: That is a very easy answer 
for the hon. the Minister. I don’t believe that 
the hon. the Minister has any interest in this 
company, but no director in this company 
could have done more for that company than 
the Minister has done. The Minister’s failure 
to dissect the composite balance sheet must be 
worth tens of thousands of pounds to this com
pany. This company, every year since 1948, 
has paid a dividend of 6s. on £1 shares, and it 
paid the same last year. In 1948, it had a net 
profit of £180,000, in 1951 a net profit of 
£190,000. It is very significant and I don’t 
know how they managed it, but in 1948 their 
taxes amounted to £67,000 and dropped to 
£40,000 in 1951, when they had a larger profit 
than before. This company has also accumu
lated reserves of £1,288,000. Surely, these
figures must have meant something to the hon. 
the Minister.

The M I N I S T E R  OF ECONOMIC
AFFAIRS: Is that African Theatres?

Mr. HEPPLE: Yes. I am arguing with the 
hon. the Minister on the basis that if a big 
store with nine departments comes to the hon. 
the Minister and shows that they are losing on 
one department and making profits on the other 
eight . . .

The M I N I S T E R  OF ECONOMIC
AFFAIRS: That is quite a different matter.

Mr. HEPPLE: But that is hon. Minister’s 
argument. He says that he can’t do anything 
about it. When the Minister replied to that 
question of mine he tried to throw the blame 
on the United Party. He was in a hole and 
tried to get out of it in that way. But I 
did not ask the United Party, I asked the hon. 
the Minister and the Minister has given me an 
evasive answer. What the hon. Minister must 
explain to the House is how he was able to 
grant these increases to a company that is 
making large profits, very large profits indeed. 
The hon. the Minister has given an evasive ans
wer. I want to say to the hon. the Minister in 
regard to the shows on Saturday night, that the

hon. the Minister apparently has no under
standing of family life in the urban areas. 
[Time limit.]

*Dr. J. H. O. DU PLESSIS: With reference 
to the provision for an amount of £55,000 on 
this Vote for our trade representatives over
seas, I should like to use this opportunity to 
draw the attention of the hon. the Minister 
and of the Committee to the difficult task of our 
trade representatives overseas, a difficult task as 
a result of the subtle campaign of economic 
sabotage which is continually being waged 
against South Africa. I want to confine myself 
to my own personal observations during the 
Coronation Week in London towards the end 
of May and the beginning of June, and I want 
to inform the Committee of what I observed 
there, namely, certain forces which were at 
work in order to create confidence in South 
Africa, and other forces which were busy 
creating suspicion and prejudice against the 
Union.

Hon. members will remember that the Gov
ernment decided that the hon. the Prime Minis
ter and the hon. the Minister of Finance and 
the hon. the Minister of Education, Arts and 
Science would attend the Coronation and the 
Conference of Prime Ministers in London.
I had the privilege of accompanying the Prime 
Minister. I arrived in London by air a day 
before him. On my arrival, my attention was 
immediately directly to a very subtle campaign 
being waged to sow suspicion against South 
Africa. There were various incidents which I 
want to mention here tonight. While the hon. 
the Prime Minister was en route to London, 
as well as the Minister of Finance, in order 
to go and create confidence in South Africa, 
the following incidents took place there.

*The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: I do not 
think that can be discussed under this Vote. 
The hon. member should have discussed it 
under the Prime Minister’s Vote.

*Dr. J. H. O. DU PLESSIS: Mr. Chairman, 
my idea is to indicate how these incidents 
made the task of our trade representatives more 
difficult. Inter alia, I want to refer to the 
actions here of the hon. Senator Nicholls and 
the propaganda he made there, sabotaging the 
economic position of South Africa.

*The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: The hon. 
member cannot discuss that matter here. It 
falls under the Prime Minister’s Vote.

*Dr. J. H. O. DU PLESSIS: Mr. Chairman,
I abide by your ruling.

Mr. HEPPLE: To continue with this 
question of cinema prices, I want to say that 
the hon. the Minister of Economic Affairs 
apparently has no understanding of family life 
in the towns. The early Saturday night show 
is the only show where a family can go to 
the cinema. It is a family show. That is 
the night when parents take their young 
children to the show, because they can still
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get home early. Those performances are well- 
attended. The Minister has chosen the very- 
worst night for the additional charges. This 
will strike at the family man. Now in reply 
to my question the Minister has said that the 
public can go any night during the week. I 
want to tell the hon. the Minister that families 
cannot go any night of the week; they can’t 
take young children to a show that comes out 
at .half-past ten or eleven o’clock. The early 
shows on Saturday evening are very useful 
to families, and so the hon. the Minister has 
struck at the family man. In so far as the 
whole matter is concerned, I say that the 
Minister was too quick to agree to these price 
increases. I don’t blame the company for 
trying for higher prices. After all we are 
living under the profit system and everybody 
wants to make as much profit as possible, and 
if they can get increased prices merely by- 
asking for it, there is no crime in them doing 
so. This company has done what everbody 
else does, they have gone to the price con
troller and put up a case and apparently it 
has been such a convincing case that the 
Minister has agreed to increase these prices.

1 want to come back to the figures of this 
company. £1 shares are paying 6s. dividend 
every year. They paid that in 1948, 1949, 
1950, 1951 and 1952—6s. every year on £1 
shares—a very healthy dividend.

An HON. MEMBER: Why don’t you buy
shares?

Mr. HEPPLE: To show how valuable these 
shares have become—and they have only 
become valuable because of high trading 
profits and the soundness of the company—in 
1947 they sold 250 shares to the Rank 
Organization for £619,000.

An HON. MEMBER: For how many
shares?

Mr. HEPPLE: 250 only. Of course there 
are different shares, different types of shares. 
That is not the argument. The point is this, 
that this is a very wealthy company making 
large profits, and surely the hon. the Minister 
could have asked them to make a sacrifice. 
The hon. the Minister of Finance comes along 
and says that the many in the street, the wage 
and salary earner, has to make sacrifices in 
the interest of the nation. Cannot those people 
make a sacrifice in the interest of the country? 
Cannot that company make a sacrifice? No, 
this big party that says that it talks for the 
workers is prepared to grant an increase in 
cinema charges to a company that is making 
huge profits and building up big reserves. The 
hon. the Minister tried to get out of the 
difficulty by pointing a finger at the United 
Party. I am not interested in the United Party. 
They are not the Government. They are not 
granting these increases. The hon. Minister 
had the composite balance sheet which shows 
that the company has done very well and in 
the light of that he should have refused the 
increase.

I now want to deal with prices generall 
The Minister by the figures he gave us tl 
afternoon, has passed the buck on to ti 
other Departments. He says he is not respo 
sible. So when we deal with questions 
milk and butter and cheese and vegetables, ] 
is not the Minister concerned at all. Whi 
we deal with transport, that is not t] 
Minister’s concern either. Transport charg 
are passed on and because they are increasi 
the hon. the Minister says he is duty boui 
to increase the prices for distributors at 
manufacturers, and so the vicious circle 
completed all the time.

I want to ask the Minister a question aboi 
laundry prices. On what basis did tl 
Minister find it fitting to increase these priq 
10 per cent? Is it because labour costs ha' 
gone up? Did he have a thorough investig. 
tion into those costs? Did he have a thorouj 
investigation into the management and co: 
trol of laundry companies? Does he mere 
give increased prices to manufacturers at 
industrialists on their figures showing th 
labour and transport charges have gone up 
Or does he really make a thorough investig! 
tion? Because I am beginning to suspe 
that it has become too easy to get increass 
prices in this country. It has become fi 
too easy. If the Minister is going to tre; 
this always as a political matter as he did th 
afternoon, when he said that I only want 
talk about increased prices from my soap-bo 
I would not say another word. But it is not 
who is drawing the attention of the publ 
to this scandalous state of affairs. It is tl 
public which draws our attention to it. Tl 
Minister says he can do nothing. I hope th 
the Minister will give a satisfactory reply ( 
the question of the cost of living generall 
and particularly on this question of tl 
increased cinema prices.

Mr. T. O. WILLIAMS: Mr. Chairma 
everyone will welcome the assurance of tl 
Minister that he will continue import contrt 
I do not know whether this will hurt tl 
Minister and the country more than it hut 
me, but I am going to admit that the Minist 
does sometimes keep his promises and that 
the matter of relaxation of control over tl 
last two years, he has pretty fairly kept t 
promise. I would like at this stage to tal 
up the introduction to a preface to a wo 
on trade cycles put forward by the ho 
member for Randfontein (Dr. Diederich 
but there is one matter in connection wi 
the cost of living which comes under tl 
Minister’s control. I agree with the ho 
member for Rosettenville (Mr. Hepple) th 
the major part of the control of the cost 
living does not come within the purview of tl 
Minister of Economic Affairs. He does n 
control the price of food. He does not contr 
wages, and food and money wages determi 
real wages and the whole cost of productio 
He does not determine the cost of transpc 
or of raw materials entering the country. Tl 
most that he can do is to control the di
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The CHAIRMAN: I think the hon. 
Minister should not do that.

The MINISTER O F E C O N O M I C  
AFFAIRS: I will put it this way: it is a 
rule of the House with which I personally do 
not agree, that one has to retract something 
that—well . . .!

I can give the House this information . . .

Mr. LAWRENCE: You mean that you are 
extraordinary.

The MINISTER O F E C O N O M I C  
AFFAIRS: . . . that the hon. Deputy 
Opposition Whip came and told me that the 
question would not be put. And I have the 
further information that the hon. member for 
Florida was in the precincts of the House 
when the question was being put. And I have 
further information which 1 cannot disclose.

Sir DE VILLIERS GRAAFF: That is very 
poor.

The MINISTER O F E C O N O M I C  
AFFAIRS: That’s as may be! The hon. 
member tried to make a great Doint that 
instead of replying to his question,'] tried to 
attack the Opposition. I replied to his 
question in exactly the same way as was on 
my table when the question should have been 
put by the hon. member for Florida.

Mr. HEPPLE: I accept that.

The MINISTER O F E C O N O M I C  
AFFAIRS: The hon. member for Rosetten- 
ville (Mr. Hepple) comes along and quotes 
from certain balance sheets from African 
Theatres. If the hon. member imagines that 
I hold any brief for African Theatres he is 
very much mistaken. I treat them in exactly 
the same way as I treat any other business 
organization.

Mr. HEPPLE: That must be costing the 
country millions.

The MINISTER O F E C O N O M I C  
AFFAIRS: Mr. Chairman, African Theatres 
had applied to me previously for an increase 
in prices, and I refused. Then we examined 
their accounts, and we found that they did 
not keep separate accounts for the cinema 
shows. All I had to deal with—please remem
ber this—was the cinema performance. I had 
nothing to do with their making of films, or 
with the other companies in which African 
Theatres is interested. I was interested from 
the point of view of price control only in the 
prices charged for cinema performances. The 
Price Controller, after going through their 
accounts, found from information which he 
had, and which he substantiated, that there 
had been a considerable increase in their 
actual costs. On the strength of that increase, 
he recommended an increase in prices. I 
declined, and then representations were again 
made. As far as the books and accounts of

the cinema performances are concerned, and 
for that part of the business, they were 
actually showing a loss.

An HON. MEMBER: Did you tell Rank 
that?

The MINISTER O F E C O N O M I C  
AFFAIRS: The hon. member need not believe 
me, and it does not worry me. Let me assure 
the hon. member that the fact that he does 
not believe me is probably more compli
mentary than otherwise. The Price Controller 
found that on actual admission charges for 
cinema performances they were showing a loss, 
and that had it not been for the fact that 
they were getting income from the advertise
ments and from the business connected with 
the performances, they would be losing. The 
hon. member may or may not know that 
African Theatres is an holding company. 
Anybody who has any knowledge of business 
knows that you cannot judge the position of 
subsidiary companies by the position of a 
holding company. The hon. member has 
heard of the Tiger Oats Company. The hon. 
member probably labours under the delusion 
that Tiger Oats is concerned only with the 
processing of oats. Nothing of the sort. I 
am sorry I did not think of asking the Price 
Controller which companies are under the 
control of the Tiger Oats Company and which 
have no relation whatsoever to the oats 
business! They have never seen oats! They 
have seen neither the tiger nor the oats! If 
the hon. member were to go into the books 
of Tiger Oats which is a holding company, 
and say that on the strength of that company 
the other companies are making big profits 
or losses, he would be very wide of the mark.
I satisfied myself that as far as cinema per
formances only are concerned, African 
Theatres had reason to ask for an increase, 
because there had been an increase in their 
operating costs. But even then I granted an 
increase only on the Saturday night per
formances.

An HON. MEMBER: Don’t you go on 
Saturday?

The MINISTER O F E C O N O M I C  
AFFAIRS: If I go on Saturday I go by 
choice. As a matter of fact, since the price 
has gone up, I generally go on Fridays! If 
the hon. member is so concerned about the 
increased price, he can do the same. When I 
was at school I generally did not do my home
work on Friday nights. That was my night 
off.

Mr. HEPPLE: I don’t think you ever did 
your homework.

The MINISTER O F E C O N O M I C  
AFFAIRS: If the hon. member wants to go 
to the cinema he can go an Monday, Tuesday 
Wednesday, Thursday and Friday. He can 
do his homework, such as it is, on Saturday 
and Sunday.
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No, Sir, I have no qualms whatso
ever. I refused to agree to an increase of 
admission charges in the past, and on this 
occasion I agreed to an increase on Saturday 
nights for the same reason that I agreed to 
an increase in the price of a boy’s haircut on 
Saturdays. If the hon. member’s youngster 
wants to have a haircut on Saturday he has 
to pay more. But he can have his hair cut 
every other day of the week at the old price.

I am glad to have the admission from the 
hon. member that as far as goods falling under 
my control are concerned, there has been a 
decrease in the index figure since January of 
1952. As far as that is concerned, I have 
done my job, and I have done it satisfactorily.

Mr. WARING: I never imagined that the 
hon. the Minister of Economic Affairs would 
get up here and accuse the hon. member for 
Rosettenville (Mr. Hepple) of making a soap
box speech on the cost of living, because we 
on this side of the House remember the many 
soapbox speeches made by the Minister of 
Economic Affairs on that subject.

Mrs. BALLINGER: He is still making 
them.

Mr. WARING: He used to accuse the then 
Minister of Economic Affairs of doing nothing 
to alleviate the hardships of the poor. Sir, 
there are many new members in this House, 
and I think I should quote to them just a 
few extracts from speeches that the Minister 
used to make, this Minister who is now so 
anxious to justify the rise in the price of 
cinema tickets on Saturdays. Let us see who 
is the real soapbox orator. This is what the 
hon. the Minister said when he talked on this 
particular vote on 12 March, 1947 (col. 818)—

The small man, the lower-paid man, will 
have to bear the burden of the high cost 
of living for still another year, so that he 
may be sacrificed on the altar of political 
expediency.

HON. MEMBERS: Quite true.

Mr. LAWRENCE: He can make a good 
cinema documentary on that.

Mr. WARING: Then he went on to say—
The small man, the lower-income group, 

will be bowed down by the increased cost 
of living. They are having a hard time and 
virtually no relief is given to them in the 
Minister’s Budget speech. He could have 
given them relief.

Then he went on to say—

In January of this year—the last figure 
we have—the cost-of-living index had 
risen to 135.02. And allow me to say, in 
connection with the index figures, that it is 
generally admitted that the index figures are 
not a true reflection of the increase in the 
cost of living.

He ended up by saying—

Everyone knows, every housewife knows, 
the Minister knows, that in reality the cost 
of living has risen much more than 35.02 
per cent.

We know that to-day the retail index figure 
is 193.6, I think, and we were such terrible 
fellows: the United Party Government was 
such a terrible Government. My hon. friends 
on the other side went about during the elec
tion campaign and shouted about the high 
cost of living. We recall what political capital 
was made prior to 1948 by the Minister about 
the cost of living and where does the index 
stand to-day? I remember that Mr. Mushet, 
the then Minister of Economic Development, 
used to say: “ I do not control the whole cost 
of living; I only control 23 per cent or 30 
per cent . . .”

The MINISTER O F E C O N O M I C  
AFFAIRS: Thirty-eight per cent.

Mr. WARING: The present Minister then 
got up and said: “ That is absolute nonsense; 
it is your responsibility and you must take it ”. 
But what do we hear to-day? He says that 
the hon. member for Rosettenville realizes 
that he has only a little bit to do with the 
cost of living; the other Ministers control 
other prices. This Minister used to tell the 
then Minister that the responsibility was 
entirely his. I remember that when he used 
to talk about fruit the Minister in charge 
used to say: “ That does not come under my 
vote; it falls under Agriculture ”. But that 
did not satisfy the Minister. What is his 
reply? He said: “ Oh no, you control the 
export of fruit; you allow the fruit to go out 
of the country and the result is that there are 
shortages in the country; prices go up, so you 
are also responsible for the increase in the 
price of fruit ”. Now he turns round when 
the hon. member for Rosettenville talks about 
the cost of living and says that he has never 
heard such a soapbox speech in his life.

The M I N I S T E R  OF ECONOMIC 
AFFAIRS: You can be glad that you are 
allowed by your caucus to make a speech 
again.

Mr. WARING: Sir, whenever the Minister 
is in trouble he immediately thinks of some
how out of the difficulty and he tries a new 
approach. But we will not allow him to get 
away with that. However, I shall leave him to 
the hon. member for Rosettenville. But I would 
point out to the Minister that I remember the 
days when he used to refer to certain com
panies and say: “ Look at the profits of these 
companies. In 1946 they made a profit of so 
much, so much in 1947. so much in 1948; what 
are you doing about the cost of living?”

The M I N I S T E R  OF ECONOMIC 
AFFAIRS: Not a holding company.
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farming operations, it would be absolutely 
impossible to control it or to implement it 
with our far-flung, outlying farms, it would 
be impossible to introduce any inspection 
services and it would be quite impracticable to 
apply this machinery. Hon. members know 
that we have no intensive farming in South 
Africa. We have farms of 15,000 to 20,000 
morgen, we have farms that are miles and 
miles away from each other. With regard to 
the government service, the Government is 
an employer and administers this Act, and I 
think it would be most unwise where the 
Government is the employer and is adminis
tering the Act, and is responsible for this 
machinery, that the machinery created by 
Parliament and administered by the Govern
ment should apply to Government employees. 
That has always been accepted in the past 
and this Bill merely conforms to the existing 
practice. The hon. member for Benoni wants 
to know why War Measure 145 should remain 
in operation. This War Measure lapses at 
the beginning of next year. Its life was 
prolonged for two years in 1952. So in any 
case, by lapse of time, it will not operate after 
April next year and it won’t be before April— 
at the very earliest—that we can have this 
machinery in operation.

Mr. BUNTING: The Minister justifies 
Clause 2 on the grounds that it is customary 
in our industrial legislation to exclude 
domestic servants, government servants, 
Africans working on farms and on the mines 
from the Industrial Conciliation Act and the 
Wage Act. But the fact that they had been 
excluded in the past constitutes, I think, one 
of the greatest defects of our industrial 
legislation. The effect of this is that the 
largest group of African workers are not 
subject to industrial legislation at all, they do 
not have the advantages of the safeguards 
which are provided in our industrial legisla
tion. The result is that precisely those groups 
of workers which are excluded from these Acts 
are the lowest paid workers in the country. 
The African miners, domestic servants, farm 
labourers are the lowest paid workers in the 
country, and the effect of their exclusion from 
the Industrial Conciliation Act and the Wage 
Act is that their wages are at that low level, 
and the effect of that in turn is that those 
industries are suffering to-day from a severe 
shortage of labour. We have just had a report 
from the Chamber of Mines to the effect that 
they are suffering from an extreme shortage of 
Native labour. They have almost 100.000 
workers less than they had in 1941, when the 
industry was at its peak. The position on 
the farms is exactly the same. The farmers 
are constantly crying out that they cannot get 
labour. Of course, the whole purpose of our 
industrial legislation, the whole point of our 
industrial legislation, is to drive the Natives 
from the towns and from industry to the farms 
and to the mines. That is why it has been 
Government policy over all these years to 
exclude these Natives from industrial legisla
tion. But there is no justification for that

principle. The hon. the Minister says that 
he has no intention of applying this Act to 
the mining industry. I am certainly opposed 
to the Act. I do not see any purpose in 
applying it to any section of workers. I am 
not going to argue about that and 1 am not 
going to support any of the amendments which 
have been moved, but nevertheless the fact 
remains that the mining workers and the 
African farm labourers still to-day are dis
satisfied with their wages, as dissatisfied as they 
were many years ago. The mine Natives in 
1946 came out in support of their demand for 
higher wages, which was at that time 10s. a 
day. They received a beggarly increase at 
the time of the devaluation of the £, and now 
this year the Chamber of Mines has been 
forced to increase their wages because of the 
shortage of labour. That situation arose from 
the fact that these workers were deliberately 
excluded from the industrial legislation. I 
would argue and urge the Minister to support 
the principle that all workers, irrespective of 
where they are employed, should be subject 
to industrial legislation and should have the 
advantage of collective bargaining so that they 
can take part in discussions about the im
provement of their wages, and not until all 
workers are included under our industrial 
laws will we be able to have industrial peace. 
The African mineworkers’ strike of 1946 was 
the best possible proof of that, because 
demands for higher wages were summarily 
rejected by the employers, and when the mine 
Natives came out on strike, they were shot 
down and clubbed back to work in the most 
revolting fashion. This is due to the fact 
that no adequate machinery is available for 
these workers to state their case and to enter 
into negotiations with their employers to raise 
their wages and to improve their conditions of 
work. A strike of that sort, which ended in 
bloodshed, that sort of thing can happen 
when workers are excluded from the normal 
processes of the industrial legislation, where 
they do not have the advantage of meeting 
their employers and discussing matters. Not 
until that is done will we have the possibility 
of industrial peace in this country.

Mr. HEPPLE: Sub-section (3) of this 
clause makes it permissible for the Minister to 
extend the provisions of this Bill to the gold
mining industry. The hon. member for Green 
Point (Maj. van der Byl) wants it obligatory 
on the Minister to exclude it in the Bill.

Maj. VAN DER BYL: You do not under
stand me.

Mr. HEPPLE: He wants it excluded.

Maj. VAN DER BYL: No.

Mr. HEPPLE: It amounts to the same 
thing. The hon. member for Green Point 
wants the gold-mining industry excluded from 
the operation of this Act. In simple language, 
he does not want this Act to apply to the 
gold-mining industry. I have not heard a
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jnsequently, when the members of the Board 
tend these meetings, they have consultations 
ih the employers.

pr. SMIT: What if there is no Industrial 
uincil?

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Then they 
ust negotiate direct with the employers. If 
dispute arises and the regional committee 
nnot handle it, it is reported to the Board. 
ien the Board, in collaboration with the in- 
ector or the Native Labour Relations Offi- 
r, negotiates with the employers direct on 
half of the Native employees. That is the 
lole intention of the Bill.

An HON. MEMBER: Where is that pro- 
led for?

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: What?

An HON. MEMBER: That they must con
it the employers.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: They do 
t consult the employers. They negotiate with 
: employers. They must settle the dispute, 
•at is the function of the Board and of the 
:gional Committee. Obviously, you cannot 
tie a dispute unless you negotiate with the 
lployer. That should be obvious. But the 
'dy that actually lays down the wages and 
nditions of work is the Wage Board, and 
- Wage Board of course negotiates and con
its with employers as well as employees, 
lat is the final board of appeal and that is 
3 final arbitration. This whole machinery is 
signed to be the mouthpiece of the Native 
lployees. I am giving this in the place of 
eir trade unions. So I think the hon. mem- 
r will understand that his amendment, if 
opted, will really serve no purpose.

Mr. HEPPLE: Mr. Chairman, the hon. the 
inister said that the Labour Board will be 
e mouthpiece of the Native workers. It is 
lazing how this mouthpiece of the Native 
irkers will have no representatives of the 
irkers themselves upon it. I fail to under- 
ind how this can be the mouthpiece of 
e Native workers if they have no delegates 

representatives on the Board. In this 
ause, under sub-section (2) (b), it says—

The remaining members shall be appointed 
by the Minister after consultation with the 
Regional Committees . . . .

ie Regional Committees being one Euro- 
an and not less than three Native workers 
pointed by the Minister—-

. . . .  and shall be Europeans who in the 
opinion of the Minister are competent to 
represent the interests of the employees.

aw. I do not know whether the Minister 
s contemplated the basis upon which the 
pointments are going to be made. I would

like the Minister to tell us whether he con
templates drawing these so-called representa
tives of the Natives from the ex-Native trade 
unions or the Native trade unions which are 
Weeding to death, or whether they will come 
in as officials from the Native Affairs Depart
ment, or whether they will be appointed on 
the recommendation of some organization or 
body of some description. The Minister, in 
introducing this measure, did not make it clear 
from what source he is going to draw these 
representatives of Natives. I think it is very 
™P°rtant t0 know that, because upon that 
will hinge how successful this measure is going 
t0 . .u a ŝo be the measure to what
extent the Natives’ mouthpiece is really going 
to be a Natives’ mouthpiece. In this Clause 3 
read in conjunction with Clause 9, which lays 
down the functions of the Board, the Board 
is going to perform not only the duties of a 
mouthpiece but they are going to be the nego
tiators on behalf of the Native workers. This 
brings me back to the point I raised at the 
second Reading, namely, that without repre
sentation from the bottom up, in other words 
without representation of the Natives in the 
workshop on the lowest bodies and com
mittees, the Minister is completely cutting off 
the Natives from functioning in a healthy 
manner within the orbit of this Bill. I hope 
the Minister will explain to us from where 
he expects to draw the representatives of the 
Natives who will serve on the Regional Com- 
mittees because firstly they are the people who 
will recommend who will be their representa
tives on the Central Native Labour Board and 
secondly, these Natives who will be the 
majority on the Regional Committees are going 
to recommend Europeans to represent their 
interests. Therefore it is important for the 
Natives to know who will be the appointees 
ot the Minister and whom they will recom
mend. Will they recommend people who will 
really be acting in the interests of Native 
workers generally? I hope the Minister will 
clear up this point.

Mr. STUART: Mr. Chairman, I hope to 
move an amendment, but I do not know 
whether the hon. the Minister will accept it 
I almost fear not. But it will certainly clear 
up the difficulties of the hon. member for 
Rosettenville. Clause 3, as it stands at presentcave--- r  *

The board shall consist of so many mem- 
bers as the Minister may determine from 
time to time, of whom—

(a) one shall be a European appointed by 
the Minister to be chairman of the 
board; and

(b) the remaining members shall be 
appointed by the Minister after consul
tation with the regional committees and 
shall be Europeans who, in the opinion 
of the Minister, are competent to repre
sent the interests of the employees.
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Well, I cannot say that in a country like this 
one can object to a European being appointed 
by the Minister as the chairman of the board. 
But I do think that the Minister, seeing that 
he is all-powerful and can appoint anybody 
he cares to to represent the employees, might 
find himself in a position of difficulty after
wards, in that he will not be able to get 
any real contact with the employees. He will 
find the people he has appointed are bored 
stiff with the job, are not getting sufficient 
remuneration; the board is dead from the 
ears up, or something like that and knows 
nothing about the whole subject; and he might 
get to the stage where he will be in despair. 
Then, if the hon. the Minister accepts my 
amendment, the position will be much better. 
My amendment is;

In line 54, to omit “ Europeans ” and to 
substitute “ persons ”.

That would leave the Minister with complete 
freedom to appoint anybody whom he really 
thought was good. Because “ persons ” would 
then be conditioned entirely by the more 
devastating and stronger words “ who. in the 
opinion of the Minister, are competent to 
represent the interests of the employees ”, 

Mr. Chairman, we are passing a Bill which 
really is not just a means to enable the present 
Government to deal with its labour problems, 
but it is supposed to be a permanent contri
bution to the law of South Africa. And other 
Ministers will arise in time to come, and we 
have to take the long view, as the member 
for Kensington (Mr. Moore) pointed out the 
other day. That is absolutely essential. Well, 
taking the long view and considering the life 
of some unfortunate Minister of Labour years 
from now, he might even find that the people 
that he wanted to nominate were too proud 
to serve. Then he will, at any rate, be able 
to get a few people who will be prepared to 
act. In those circumstances, I move.

Mrs. BALLINGER: Mr. Chairman, I would 
naturally like to support the amendment of 
the hon. member for Transkei (Mr. Stuart). 
The hon. the Minister of Labour of course 
knows what our attitude is towards this Native 
labour board. The intention of this Bill, as 
we understand it, was to provide machinery 
for the settlement of disputes affecting Native 
workers and for the establishment of their 
conditions of employment acceptable to Native 
workers. We have held that it is impossible 
to achieve that objective unless that machinery 
does in fact represent the Native workers 
themselves.

This is the primation of the whole system 
which the hon. the Minister is proposing to 
set up, and its outstanding feature is that the 
machinery is entirely manned by Europeans, 
without any obvious line of contact with the 
Native workers themselves. The moment one 
reads this proposition, the establishment of 
a board of this kind which is designed to 
control the conditions of employment of Native

workers, then one asks immediately, how are 
they to know what the conditions of the 
Native workers are? What is to be their con. 
tact with those Native workers so that thev 
can know what their views or their problems 
are? There is no liaison established in this 
clause for the central board between the 
workers for whom they are supposed to act 
and the board itself. And the powers of 
this board are enormous.

In the circumstances, I think it is obvious 
that it is desirable that at the very least it 
should be possible for the Minister to appoint 
some representatives of the workers them
selves on this board: that it should not be 
at any rate, an entirely European board. There
fore it is quite clear that I must support the 
amendment put forward by the hon. member 
for the Transkei.

But, Mr. Chairman, supposing the hon. the 
Minister is not prepared to accept the amend
ment—which I am afraid will be the case- 
will he explain to us how he is going to do 
this, or why. at least, he does not establish 
some liaison in membership between this board 
and the committee that he is going to appoint? 
Why should he maintain all the power to 
select the members of this board without 
consultation with the workers who they are 
supposed to represent? I trust the hon. the 
Minister will give us some indication of the 
reasons which induced him to establish a 
system of this kind?

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Mr. Chair
man, I had expected the hon. member for Cape 
Eastern (Mrs. Ballinger) to be more realistic 
in regard to this matter. The hon. member 
must realize that members of the board will 
attend Industrial Council meetings. It is all 
very well, in theory, to say the Natives should 
be permitted to attend those meetings and 
take part in the discussions, but the hon. 
member should know that in practice prac
tically no Industrial Council will allow that. 
Surely it would be ridiculous to insert a 
provision such as that or to say that we are 
going to allow Natives to attend Industrial 
Council meetings while we know that in prac
tice the Industrial Councils will not allow it.

The hon. member should also know that the 
overwhelming majority of employers will not 
negotiate with Native members of a board. 
They will simply refuse to do it.

Mrs. BALLINGER; Employers?
The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Yes, 

employers. So we have to be realistic, and 
the hon. member for Cape Eastern should 
be realistic, too. I thought she was. That is 
why it is, of course, out of the question to 
accept the amendment of the hon. member 
for the Transkei (Mr. Stuart). And, in regard 
to the appointment of members of this board, 
who will I consult? Well, that is a matter 
to be left to me. I can only give hon. mem
bers the assurance that I will endeavour to 
appoint members who have the confidence of 
the Natives.
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< And this Labour Board is just what the 
Sinister promised in those labour councils. 
Jl'nse labour councils would affect not only 
K?ive employees but also European
^nlovees. If we allow this to pass as it is, 
£mHfear that the procedure will be continued 
*nd will apply itself to the European workers. 
ivL know that the Minister has the right in 
„rms of Section 13 of this Bill to make pro
t o n s  of this Bill applicable to European 
workers. Therein lies the danger. That is 
why we must object.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Have you 
not seen the amendment on the Order Paper 
t0 Clause 13?

Mr. DAVIDOFF: Yes, I have, but it makes 
very little difference. The danger to trade 
unionism is in the whole of this Bill, and the 
start of it is in Clause 3, the creation of a 
board similar to that suggested by the Minister 
as a labour council. In other words, if we 
allow this to be adopted, it is the start of 
State control of labour in the Union of South 
Africa. And if . . . .

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: That is the 
most arrant nonsense.

Mr. DAVIDOFF: The Minister is con
cerned about it because he knows it is true. 
The Minister knows full well that this Bill 
is a direct attack on everything connected 
with trade unionism. It is not arrant non
sense. It is, I reiterate, arrant nonsense on 
the part of the Minister to pretend that he 
is not attacking trade unionism in this Bill.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: I gave you 
credit for more intelligence than that.

Mr. DAVIDOFF: I am prepared to match 
my intelligence with the Minister at any time.

The position is quite clear. We have here, 
in terms of Clause 3, the establishment of a 
board which the Minister professes will be 
the mouthpiece of the workers. That board 
is not representative of the workers in any 
shape or form whatsoever.

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member has 
said that several times, and other hon. mem
bers have said that, too.

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member must 
not repeat that argument again.

Mr. DAVIDOFF: I do not intend to. Sir.
I hope that the Minister, having heard us, 
will withdraw this clause altogether and that 
he will withdraw the Bill.

Mrs. BALLINGER: I am not going to hold 
this up any longer. The Minister knows that 
we do not like this machinery at all. I want 
to make it clear that even if he accepted the 
amendment to substitute “ persons ” for 
“ Europeans ”—which I think would be quite 
ridiculous from the point of view of the inten
tions of the Minister’s Bill—it would not make 
the clause or this machinery acceptable to us.

Before the clause is passed I would like to 
ask the Minister one or two questions about 
the operation of it, because this is the only 
opportunity we shall get to ask these questions 
and to elicit information as to how the 
machinery is going to work. What sort of 
time does the Minister visualize the members 
of this board spending on the job? To what 
extent is it going to be a full-time or almost 
full-time board? It’s going to be a fairly con
tinuous job, it is going to operate over the 
whole country, and in the circumstances the 
people who are on it are, practically, going to 
become employees of the Government, are 
they not? That is one thing I would like 
information on. And the other thing is what 
I asked, incidentally, when I said before how 
is it intended that this board shall keep con
tact with the Native workers and their pro
blems? The only contact that is provided for 
in the Bill is that the Native labour officer 
who is the chairman of the Native committee, 
can come and talk to the board about possible 
labour disputes in an industry. But the mem
bers of this board are going to be appointed, 
so far as the Native workers are concerned, 
after consultation with the Native labour com
mittee. Now the Native labour committee is 
going to be an appointed committee, so there 
is no guarantee that the membership of the 
regional committees will be in close contact 
with the workers. It is a very referred con
nection with the Native workers that is 
involved in the composition of this committee. 
At what point does the Minister assume that 
this board will get its contact with the 
immediate problems of the Native workers. 
I think that these are pertinent questions.

Mr. DAVIDOFF: Mr. Chairman, will you 
excuse me if I just say that it is so important 
that it is worthy of repetition. I am replying 
to the argument of the hon. the Minister 
himself. He says this board—and we know 
that this board is verv important—is a very 
important part of the Bill. The Minister says 
that this board is going to be the mouth
piece of the workers. How can it possibly be 
the mouthpiece of the workers, who have not

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: I do not 
want to put the functions of this board into 
water-tight compartments. The machinery 
must be elastic. I told hon. members during 
the second reading debate that this was in 
the nature of an experiment, and at the begin
ning at least it will be a question of trial 
and error. What I visualize is this: The 
regional committees in the first instance will
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maintain the necessary contact with the Native 
workers. The regional committees will 
endeavour to settle disputes as far as thev 
possibly can in collaboration with the inspector 
who is appointed in terms of the Bill. Most 
of the disputes that arise are over small matters 
and small disputes might be settled by the 
regional committees. It is only when the dis
putes are more serious that they will be 
referred to the central board. This board 
will make an effort in collaboration with the 
chairman or the members of the regional com
mittees together with the inspector to settle 
that dispute. The board, therefore, will have 
continuous contact with the regional com
mittees although it is not provided for sDecifi- 
caffy m the Bill But the board will also 
attend all industrial council meetings where 
conditions of labour affecting Native workers 
are discussed.

Mrs. BALLINGER: So it will be pretty 
well a full-time board.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: It will be. 
As the hon. member will realize we will have 
to start in a small way; we will have to go 
very slowly and build up the machinery 
gradually. We won’t immediately appoint 
dozens of regional committees. We will have 
to build up the machinery gradually as is being 
done with the Native Building Workers Act. I 
do not deny for a moment that eventually the 
members will become full-time members. That 
is how I visualize that the whole machinery 
will actually work. But she can rest assured 
that continual contact will be maintained 
between the regional committees and the central 
board.

Mr. HEPPLE: I would like to ask the 
Minister if he intends to have one central 
Native Labour Board for the whole Union?

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Yes, that is 
what the Bill provides for.

Mr. HEPPLE: Does the Minister not think 
that this will be insufficient to deal with the 
problems that will arise? Let us assume that 
the board is consulting with the Regional Com- 
mitee of the Western Province and that there 
are large numbers of disputes waiting to be 
settled in the Transvaal. This committee will 
have to be travelling around day and night 
m order to attend to its work. The Minister 
knows very well that the Wage Board is a 
couple of years behind with its work already. 
The Wage Board has been quite unable to 
cope with the work that has cropped up and 
that has been the complaint of workers in 
this country for many years. In the light of 
the experience of the Wage Board, I should 
have thought that the Minister would not have 
attempted to set up one central Native Labour 
Board to operate for the whole of the Union. 
The Minister need not experiment as far as 
that is concerned. One board will not be

184!

enough, unless, of course, a considerable 
number of the disputes never reach that board 
which I am afraid is going to happen undej 
this machinery. If this operates as the Minis
ter has told the House it is going to operate 
I say that that one board will not be enougl 
and I think this is the time for the Ministei 
to consider seriously the question of havini 
more than one central Native Labour Board 
otherwise this thing becomes more farcical a 
we go along.

Mr. STUART: I want to say that I do agre. 
with the Minister and accept his propositioi 
that this was intended to be a board o 
employees and for that reason I differ fron 
the view expressed by the hon. member fo 
East London (City) (Dr. D. L. Smit). But 
do hope that the Minister will use onl 
employees and not employers, as suggested ii 
the amendment of the hon. member for Eas 
London (City). The Minister has explainei 
that and I accept that explanation. The othe 
point which I have not had an opportunit' 
of dealing with yet, is the point raised by thi 
hon. member for Benoni (Mr. Lovell). Hi 
raises the question of the proviso in sub-sectioi
(4) of this clause. There are three word 
there that really are, if I might put it tha 
way, intolerably stupid in my opinion I 
says—

Provided that the Minister may at an’ 
time cancel the appointment of any membe 
of the board if in his opinion there an 
good grounds for doing so.

That would be one thing, but the words “ it 
his opinion” make it a cast-iron affair. Hi 
need only say: “ In my opinion there are gooi 
grounds.” He need give no reasons. Hi 
becomes an absolute dictator. I think it is i 
mistake to retain that, for two reasons. Oni 
of them is the inherent weakness of a provisi 
of that description and the second is that 
do not like the idea of any legislation passei 
in this House being pilloried, as it undoubted! 
will be, before the trade unions of the worli 
as being cast with a proviso which mean 
absolute personal dominance and nothing else 
an absolute denial of democracy in toto.

Amendments moved by Dr. D. L. Smit pu 
and negatived.

The CHAIRMAN: Does the hon. membe 
agree that that also disposes of the secont 
amendmerft?

Mr. STUART: I have only one amendmen 
there.

The CHAIRMAN: I am addressing the hon 
member for East London (City).

Dr. D. L. SMIT: I do not intend proceedin) 
any further with my amendment.
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what I feel about it but his speech a moment 
ago has made the situation even more compli
cated to us than it was before. He has gone 
out of his way to say that he is perfectly 
prepared to consult any organization in the 
matter of the appointees to those regional 
committees, except Native trade unions. That 
is such an extraordinary exception. What is 
an organization in that case? The Minister 
must then define what he means by an 
organization. Does he mean a band of hope, 
a church society, a savings bank society or 
something like that? Why an organization 
like that rather than a workers’ organization? 
This is a matter of workers’ organization. My 
own conviction is that this Bill, as I said in 
the second reading debate, cannot be worked 
at all, except on the basis of workers’ organiza
tions. I believe that whatever the Minister’s 
intention is, the moment he starts getting this 
machinery into operation, if it is going to work 
effectively, it must lead to workers’ organiza
tions. It must do so, because I do not see 
how on earth the members of this committee 
are going to do their work unless they gather 
the workers together and discuss problems 
with them, and the moment they do that they 
are on the way to organization. The issue 
arises pertinently in this connection because 
sub-clause (3) says—

The provisions of sub-sections (3) to (6) 
inclusive of section three shall mutatis 
mutandis apply in respect of a regional com
mittee.

And those include the clause to which the 
hon. member for Benoni (Mr. Lovell) took 
exception in regard to Clause 3—that members 
of the Regional Committee may be dismissed 
by the Minister if the Minister feels that they 
are not doing their job. But the point I am 
trying to make in this connection is that if 
the men appointed to this committee go into 
i factory or a workshop, collect together the 
workers and begin by implication to get them 
organized so that they may know what they 
ire doing, won’t the Minister in the circum
stances be called upon to get rid of them at 
mce from the committee? It seems to me that 
hat is a natural corollary.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: We will 
:onsider that when the Labour Party moves its 
imendment.

Mrs. BALLINGER: I am quite willing to 
io so, but I think this is a serious issue that 
he Minister has raised. As I say, to me the 
lause was bad enough before in that it gives 
re workers no share in this representation. 
[ becomes machinery imposed from above, 
ut if he now takes up the stand that in all 
ircumstances he refuses to consult the 
'orkers, I don’t know where we are getting to.

Mr. HEPPLE: I want to straighten the 
finister in relation to the point of view of

the Labour Party. I can assure the Minister 
that it is not our purpose to delay this Bill 
nor it is our purpose to move frivolous amend
ments. I think the Minister was not paying 
attention when the hon. member for Benoni 
(Mr. Lovell) made it quite clear that there were 
two things that made the Labour Party decide 
not to move a number of amendments to the 
Bill. The first was the Minister’s reply to 
the second reading debate, when he made it 
quite clear to the House that he was not 
prepared to accept amendments that contra
dicted the main principles of this Bill, that is 
to say the non-recognition of Native trade 
unions. The other was his refusal to allow 
workers’ officials to be elected. That is the 
reason why we have not moved amendments. 
I am terribly sorry that we should have 
embarrassed the hon. member for Florida 
(Mr. Tighy) but I would suggest to the hon. 
member for Florida and his party that if they 
concerned themselves with principles and not 
with strategy, they would not find themselves 
in any difficulty at all. We are fighting this 
measure purely on principle and I suggest that 
if he did the same, he would not find himself 
in an embarrassing position. I want to tell 
the Minister that there is one amendment 
which we shall move later on and it is not a 
frivolous amendment. We will try to intro
duce the necessary connecting link between the 
workers in the factories and these committees. 
I want the Minister to understand that we do 
not want to delay the passage of this Bill, 
but we notice that whenever the Minister has 
a Bill before the House we seem to come up 
against a great difficulty; it seems that the 
impression is given to the Leader of the House 
that the Minister’s Bill is going through in 
half an hour. That does not happen and the 
Leader of the House then becomes impatient 
because the business of the House is being 
held up.

The MINISTER OF FINANCE: I have not 
complained at all.

Mr. HEPPLE: No, I am not saying that 
the Minister has complained, but I suspect 
that the Leader of the House becomes 
impatient . . .

The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: Order! The 
hon. member must confine himself to the
clause.

Mr. HEPPLE: I was just clearing up the 
difficulty between the Minister and my party. 
This is a very lengthy and important Bill and 
I can assure the Minister that we want to help 
him as far as possible.

The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: Order! The 
hon. member must confine himself to the
clause.
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Mr. HEPPLE: As far as this clause is 
concerned, I asked the hon. the Minister in 
the second reading debate where he expected 
to co-opt the members referred to in sub
section (4) of Clause 4, because members can 
be co-opted to this committee, and the 
Minister said that he would decide. I would 
like him to tell us—the hon. member for Cape
Eastern (Mrs. Ballinger) has raised this point_
if he has given any thought to the question 
from what source he will co-opt these 
members.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: From the 
particular industry in which there is a dispute.

Mr. HEPPLE: From the particular industry 
or from the particular factory?

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: If there 
is a dispute in a factory obviously when the 
committee investigates the matter and 
endeavours to settle the dispute, they may co
opt workers in that factory.

Mr. HEPPLE: And will they only be 
members of this committee as long as the 
dispute lasts?

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Yes.

Mr. HEPPLE: And once the dispute is 
settled, then they are removed from the com
mittee?

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Yes.

Mr. HEPPLE: Amazing.

Mr. BUNTING: I have been neither frivo
lous in this debate nor have I tried to waste 
time, but nevertheless the hon. the Minister 
and members on the other side have paid 
no attention to what I have tried to say. All 
I have done has been to represent the point 
of view of my constituents as to the merits 
or demerits of the particular clauses of this 
Bill. I raise this point because in this clause 
the whole question at issue is the form of 
representation which is to be accorded to the 
African people. The hon. the Minister said that 
he was not prepared to negotiate with African 
trade unions. He wants them to bleed to 
death. He says that the Africans are either too 
barbarous to manipulate trade unions properly 
or else so advanced that if they had the 
weapon of trade unionism they would dominate

the whole sphere of industrial relations in no 
time—two arguments which cancel each other 
out. The hon. the Minister is afraid of any 
form of organization amongst the African 
people, and that is why he does not want 
African trade unions, and that is why he does 
not want elections. The Africans are as 
capable of electing people as anybody else.

The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: Order! The 
hon. member is now dealing with trade unions- 
he is not dealing with the details of the clause!

Mr. BUNTING: The hon. the Minister 
dragged in the question of refusing to accept 
African trade unions, and I am replying to 
the specific point that has been raised by the 
hon. the Minister in the discussion on this 
clause.

The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: Order! The 
hon. member must confine himself to the 
details of the clause.

Mr. BUNTING: The clause provides for 
members to be nominated by the hon. the 
Minister, and I am suggesting that the objec
tion to that is that there is no provision for 
elections. The Minister has replied to that 
that he does not want elections because he 
has no confidence in the ability of Africans 
to elect people, and I am trying to deal with 
that argument in order to further jny argument 
against the nomination of people on these 
committees. The hon. the Minister, as I have 
said, opposes elections, because he does not re
gard the African as capable of electing people 
who will represent the hon. the Minister’s 
point of view. Africans have elected people 
in the past to trade unions, to various boards, 
to committees and representatives to this 
House, but under all circumstances the hon. 
the Minister and his party have rejected every
thing that such representatives have said.

At 10.25 p.m. the Deputy-Chairman stated 
that, in accordance with the Sessional Order 
adopted on 24 July, he would report progress 
and ask leave to sit again.

House Resumed:

The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN reported pro
gress and asked leave to sit again.

House to resume in Committee on 19 
August.

The DEPUTY-SPEAKER adjourned the 
House at 10.27 p.m.
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The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: The hon. mem
ber can only propose amendments to the clause 
moved by the hon. the Minister. He cannot 
propose a new clause as an amendment to the 
Minister’s clause.

Mr. EATON: The Minister has proposed a 
new clause and my purpose is to move an 
amendment to the new clause. To do that 
it is necessary for me to move the deletion 
of the Minister’s amendment and to substitute 
in lieu thereof . . .

The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: The clause 
proposed by the hon. the Minister must be 
disposed of first. If the clause proposed by 
the Minister is negatived, then the hon. mem
ber can move his new clause.

Mr. DAVIDOFF: On a point of order! Can 
we at this stage not move any amendment to 
the new clause proposed by the Minister?

The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: Yes, amend
ments can be moved.

Mr. DAVIDOFF: It is the intention of the 
hon. member for Umlazi to move an amend
ment to the proposed new clause of the hon. 
the Minister.

Mr. EATON: That is my intention.

The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: The hon. mem
ber can move amendments which fit in with 
the proposed new clause of the Minister, but 
he cannot move a new clause as an amend
ment.

Mr. EATON: Then I have to move as an 
amendment—

To delete all words after (1) of the Mini
ster’s proposed new clause and to substi
tute . . .

The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: Order! The 
hon. member is now evading my ruling.

Mr. EATON: Sir, your ruling was that I am 
not allowed to move a new clause at this stage.
I am, however, moving an amendment to the 
hon. Minister’s amendment.

The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: The hon. mem
ber can vote against the proposed new clause 
and if the new c'ause is defeated, he then 
can move a new clause to follow Clause 6.

Mr. HEPPLE: But if the Committee agrees 
to the Minister’s new clause, there will be 
nothing before the Committee.

The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: If the clause 
is approved of.

Mr. HEPPLE: That is why the hon. member 
desires to move the amendment. He cannot 
move amendments line by line, but he desires 
to move an amendment to substitute the Minis
ter’s new clause by another clause.

The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: The hon. mem
ber cannot do that. He is allowed to move 
amendments, but they must be in the proper 
form.

Mr. HEPPLE: The hon. member for Umlazi 
(Mr. Eaton) has moved a new clause as an 
amendment to the Minister’s clause, by moving 
the deletion of all the words after (1).

The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: I cannot accept 
that amendment.

Mr. HEPPLE: Is it your ruling that we can
not amend the clause moved by the hon. the 
Minister?

The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: No. Amend
ments in the proper form can be moved to 
the Minister’s proposed new clause.

Mr. HEPPLE: But that is what we are doing.

Mr. A. E. TROLLIP: May I asisst the hon. 
member. The hon. the Minister has moved 
a new clause and that clause has been put by 
the Chair. So that the only matter that is 
before the Committee is that clause which has 
been moved. Now the hon. member for 
Umlazi seeks to move a new clause himself.

Mr. HEPPLE: An amendment.

Mr. A. E. TROLLIP: It is a new clause and 
it appears on the Order Paper. That is what 
the hon. the member is seeking to move. The 
hon. member says that he is doing that for 
the purpose of discussing the amendment of 
the hon. Minister. It is quite unnecessary for 
him to move that as a new clause if he wishes 
to discuss the amendment of the hon. Minis
ter. If he is vague and doubtful about the 
amendment of the hon. the Minister, then the 
right thing for him to do is to ask that the 
clause stand over until he has had an oppor
tunity of considering the new clause. That 
is all he can do. But he obviously can’t move 
a new clause as an amendment to a clause 
which is before the Committee. I think Mr. 
Chairman is perfectly correct. The Committee 
cannot have two clauses before it. Then on 
the other point: The hon. member seeks to 
move his clause as an amendment, but 
obviously it is not an amendment, it is a new 
clause which more or less, as far as I can see, 
embraces the same principles as the hon. the 
Minister’s amendment. So that if the hon. 
member is doubtful, the correct procedure is 
to ask for the Committee to give leave that 
the clause stand over until he has had an 
opportunity of considering it.

Mr. STUART: Mr. Chairman, I propose to 
move an amendment to the new clause.

Mr. EATON: On a point of order, Mr. 
Chairman, I have the authority to proceed. 
Poin’s of order have been taken and I now 
ought to continue, but you told the hon. mem
ber for Transkei (Mr. Stuart) to continue. I 
do not know whether he is rising on a point 
of order or not.
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The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: But the hon. 
member sat down.

Mr. DAVIDOFF: On a point or order, Sir,
I want to explain this clearly, that while the 
hon. member for Umlazi (Mr. Eaton) was 
addressing you, I first raised the point of order. 
Subsequently two or three other hon. members 
also raised points of order, but the hon. mem
ber for Umlazi had the floor. He had not yet 
sat down, nor had he finished addressing you, 
so it is my intention that having held the floor 
at that stage he should now be permitted to 
continue before you ask any other hon. mem
ber to continue.

The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: The hon. 
member sat down and after another hon. 
member had dealt with a point of order, the 
hon. member for Umlazi did not rise again.
I had then already called upon the hon. mem
ber for Transkei to take the floor.

Mr. STUART: Procedure is one thing and 
intention is another matter, and in this case 
I do not think the two are very closely con
nected. I rise in order to move, as an amend
ment to the proposed new clause:

To omit all the words after “ not less 
than ” in the second line, to the end of the 
clause, and to substitute: “ ten employees, 
such employees shall be entitled to elect 
from their number a committee (hereinafter 
called a “ works committee ”) consisting of 
not less than two and not more than five 
members, one of whom (hereinafter called a 
“ liaison member ”) shall in particular be 
deputed to act as a link with any regional 
committee that has been appointed in respect 
of the area concerned, or where no regional 
committee is in existence in such area, with 
the inspector carrying out the functions of 
a regional committee in such area.

(2) (a) As soon as a works committee has
been elected in terms of sub-section 
(1) the liaison member shall with
out delay inform the regional com
mittee concerned, or the inspector, 
as the case may be, either in writ
ing or by word of mouth, that such 
a works committee is in existence 
and that any communications with 
such works committee may be made 
through him.

(b) A regional committee, or inspector, 
as the case may be, shall keep a 
true and proper record of all works 
committees of which notification is 
given, in terms of paragraph (a), 
together with the name and address 
of the liaison member.

(3) Whenever a labour dispute occurs in
which the employees represented by a 
works committee are involved, the 
regional committee, or the inspector (as 
the case may be) shall consult such

works committee in regard to such dis
pute, and the regional committee may 
co-opt a member of such works com
mittee in terms of sub-section (4) of 
Section 4, for the purpose of carrying 
out its functions under this Act in 
relation to such dispute.”

I submit that as far as procedure is concerned, 
this is an absolutely fit and proper amendment 
for me to move.

Mr. LOVELL: On a point of order, the 
hon. member for Umlazi (Mr. Eaton) had an 
amendment on the Order Paper in his name 
to the new clause. Has not that amendment 
precedence over any amendment moved by 
the Minister from the floor? It seems to me 
that if it is on the Order Paper it should 
have preference.

The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: No notice is 
required.

Mr. LOVELL: I know that. Sir, but the 
fact is that the hon. member for Umlazi had 
his amendment printed on the Order Paper. 
Should that not take precedence?

The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: The hon. the 
Minister moved his new clause first.

Mr. LOVELL: But his amendment was not 
on the Order Paper.

The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: It does not 
matter.

Mr. EATON: The position having been 
somewhat clarified, Mr. Chairman, I now pro
ceed to debate the question whether or not 
it is desirable to have this works committee. 
Now, the purpose of the Minister’s new clause 
and also the amendment that I have printed 
on the Order Paper, was to create some liaison 
between the workers and the regional com
mittee. The Minister, in replying to the 
Second Reading debate, indicated that he would 
have no objection to the formation of works 
committees but he did not indicate that he was 
toying with the idea of introducing an amend
ment to give effect to that wish. In consider
ing this measure from the practical point of 
view, it became quite obvious that unless such 
a works committee, such liaison, were estab
lished, it would be very difficult to make this 
measure work at all. It is necessary because 
unless there is some direct machinery between 
the workers and the regional committee, it is 
difficult to see how a dispute could come to 
the ears of the regional committee except by 
a cessation of work, and publicity in the Press 
to that effect, but then the damage would 
have been done. The dispute would have 
been carried on to the point where those who 
have ceased to work would have been liable 
under this Bill to certain penalties. It is 
because of that that I foresaw the difficulty 
which the Minister has now given effect to 
by providing provision for this works com
mittee.



The other point in connection with the Bill 
„  jt was before this amendment was moved, 
was that the spokesman for the workers would 
be in a very invidious position if he were 
asked to communicate the fact of a dispute to 
the regional committee. At a later stage I 
intend moving an amendment to give some 
protection to the members of this liaison or 
works committee against victimization. That is 
necessary now that the Minister has moved this 
amendment, because the actual mechanics of 
the dispute make it necessary that the workers 
elect a speaker or spokesman to represent 
their grievances to the employer, in the first 
instance, and then to the regional committee 
in the second instance, and it would appear 
that if the workers did elect such a spokes
man, that spokesman is open to victimization 
if we have no protection given in this Bill. 
Now in the mechanics of a dispute it is hard 
to realize or to anticipate a dispute arising 
without someone being in the lead. Someone 
has to act as the spokesman. There has to 
be a meeting of some sort to determine 
whether or not any sort of action should be 
taken against any decision which may have 
been taken, or any grievance which may be 
felt. Therefore, without this clause which the 
Minister has proposed, the Bill could not really 
work without grave risk to the workers them
selves in deciding that they should take some 
action against the employer or against the 
conditions of work with which they are dis
satisfied. Therefore, the thing develops in 
this way, that the workers, after having decided 
amongst themselves that they have reason to 
be dissatisfied, would then have to take some 
steps to bring that dissatisfaction to the notice 
of the employer or of this regional committee, 
and to do that they have to elect or propose 
a leader. Now the Minister has given way on 
this point and they will be able to do this 
in the normal way before the dispute occurs. 
That being the case, on that portion of the 
Minister’s amendment I have nothing to say. 
He has accepted the principle of the election 
of works committees. The difficulty that I 
now see, is how to give the information to 
the workers that they have the right to elect 
these works committees. I envisaged the 
dispute doing that. The dispute would drive 
them to take some action which, in turn, 
would lead to further action, and the Minister 
has now said that before a dispute exists, if 
the workers themselves want to have this works 
committee formed, they must approach the 
employer, and the employer will contact the 
regional committee or the inspector, who will 
come down and take the chair at such a 
meeting for the purpose of electing this liaison 
committee or works committee.

If that is to be the position, I will ask the 
Minister whether he intends displaying these 
conditions in some very prominent place in 
the factories where there are workers, more 
than 20 workers, so that the workers will be 
iiware of the position1 and thus be in a posi
tion to take advantage of the Minister’s amend
ment. If the Minister is not going to do that,

then I say that the workers’ wishes would lie 
in the discretion of the management. The 
management would have no incentive and no 
legal imperative to approach the regional com
mittee and thus have this machine set up.
I think it is important that the Minister should 
indicate now what he intends doing in this 
regard, and if necessary introduce a further 
amendment to give effect to what I have sug
gested, namely, the display in a prominent 
place of the provisions of this Bill or the new 
clause, in factories where Natives are 
employed. Otherwise the ends the Minister 
has in mind will be defeated.

The establishment of these committees, I 
think, is a big step forward, because without 
them I cannot see how disputes will be pre
vented. I can see disputes arising in ignor
ance of the provisions of this Bill, and that 
is why I ask the Minister to give some clear 
indication of what he is going to do to bring 
the provisions of this particular clause to the 
notice of the workers concerned.

Mr. HEPPLE: Mr. Chairman, at the Second 
Reading of this Bill I pointed out a very grave 
deficiency, and that was a link between 
workers in a factory and the machinery set 
up by the Minister, i.e. the Regional Com
mittees and inspectors and the Native labour 
officers. In an attempt to rectify this 
deficiency, the Labour Party decide to move 
its one amendment to this very distasteful 
Bill. We hope to provide this missing link. 
As the result of that, the hon. member for 
Umlazi (Mr. Eaton) had a new Clause 7 
placed on the Order Paper. The Minister, 
having studied that clause, has now moved 
his own new Clause 7, which is now before 
this committee. In the very short time avail
able to us to consider all the implications of 
the new clause moved by the Minister, and to 
compare it with the proposal that came from 
the Labour Party, I want to say that imme
diately two grave defects strike one. There 
are two grave defects in this proposed new 
clause by the Minister.

The Minister proposes that in any establish
ment in which there are employed not less 
than 20 emplbyees, the employees shall advise 
their employer that they are desirous of elect
ing a works committee, and the employer shall 
then take certain steps. This is placing the 
workers in an undesirable position, an in
tolerable position. It places them in the posi
tion that before they can take any action in 
their own interests, they are compelled to 
inform their employers that they are desirous 
of forming themselves into a works com
mittee. This immediately sets up an iron cur
tain between the workers and the Regional 
Committees and the inspectors set up under 
this Bill. An unsympathetic employer can 
immediately deter the workers from setting 
up such a committee. We knqw what the 
practice is. In many establishments employers 
have certain favoured workers who look after 
their interests among especially the lower class 
of workers. These employers will put every 
obstacle in the way of workers in setting up
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these committees. In other cases employers 
will use this machinery in order to set up com
pany unions, because it will enable the 
employers, when application comes to them 
from the employees, to hand-pick certain 
favoured employees and tell them to get busy 
and to get this works committee going, and 
they will have their own people elected to 
these committees. Then we will have com
pany unions, and instead of the workers having 
duly and properly elected representatives 
democratically elected representatives, to speak 
on their behalf, they will have individuals who 
will be virtually nominated by the employers 
The new clause provides that the employer 
shall notify the inspector defined by the regu
lation that such a workers committee has been 
set up. But how will the employees know 
that the employer has carried out the instruc
tions, unless inspectors or committees demand 
from every employer of labour to know 
whether such opportunity has been given to 
the employees and whether these works com
mittees have been set up? Unless that is done, 
there will be no means of determining whether 
such committees have been set up or whether 
the employees have been prevented or dis
couraged from doing so.

Another difficulty in this amendment moved 
by the Minister is in sub-clause (3), which 
reads—

The works committee so elected may in 
the presence of the Native labour officer 
concerned appoint one of its members, 
hereinafter referred to as a liaison member, 
to maintain contact with any Regional Com
mittee established for the area.

I would like to know why the Minister thinks 
it is essential this works committee should 
elect this liaison officer in the presence of the 
Native labour officer? Why must the Native 
labour officer be present when they appoint 
one of their number to be their spokesman? 
What is in the Minister’s mind? What is he 
afraid of? In this sub-clause the Minister 
must be afraid that certain things will happen 
which will be undesirable. I want to tell the 
Minister that this proviso itself is undesirable 
because immediately an official is present 
when workers have to perform a certain duty, 
like electing a certain person, there is a feeling 
of intimidation and pressure and a feeling of 
suspicion. The Minister knows as well as I 
do that, particularly among Native workers, 
immediately an official is in the vicinity, they 
suspect the motive. While this Native labour 
officer may be the greatest friend of these 
workers, they will immediately be suspicious of 
his motives in being present, and it will dis
courage the Natives from making the best 
choice. It will discourage them from utilizing 
the machinery provided for in this new clause 
submitted by the Minister. I think that nothing 
can be more designed to destroy the effect of 
this whole clause than to put in provisos in 
sub-clause (1) which says that the employees 
can only operate through the employers, and 
in sub-clause (3) that they have to make the 
appointment in the presence of the Native

labour officer. For these two obvious reasons 
I have advanced, this proposal by the Minister 
must be unacceptable. We have not had an 
opportunity of considering all its other 
implications. We have not had the time for 
that. But on those two points alone we find 
this proposal by the Minister unacceptable 
It does not measure up to the standard which 
is contained in the proposed amendment which 
was on the Order Paper in the name of the 
hon. member for Umlazi, and I hope the 
Minister will realize the importance of the 
two points I have raised and give us some 
clarification on them and meet us on those 
points.

Mr. STUART: Mr. Chairman, there is more 
than was pointed out by the hon. member for 
Rosettenville (Mr. Hepple) in this Bill and 
there is an important and cogent reason under
lying that amendment, starting at that par
ticular moment by cutting out the word 
“ twenty ”, The reason is that it is not a case 
in which the ten suggested originally by other 
hon. members in this House has been increased 
to twenty just by accident. It is actually a 
very carefully and skilfully drafted measure 
the Minister has now introduced, and I hope 
and pray that it is not intended to be as skil
ful and as clever as it actually is. Let me 
analyse the second line of it. If the amend
ment I move goes through, then the position 
will be this, that where an employer employs 
more than ten employees, such employees 
shall be entitled to elect from their number 
a committee. Actually, the Minister has not 
doubled the number. What he has done is to 
say that where there are employed not less 
than 20 employees—it may be any num ber- 
such employees may advise their employer 
that they want to elect someone. In other 
words, I have the same objection as the hon. 
member for Rosettenville to the fact that they 
cannot elect, that they have to advise the 
employer, and when they advise the employer 
I trust the Minister proposes to put into Clause 
23 the non-victimization clause that anyone 
s? . advising the employer shall not be 
victimized, because that will be absolutely 
necessary, because when I look at that 
victimization clause I do not think it covers 
employers acting in this particular way. But 
the point put by the hon. member for 
Rosettenville is that under all circumstances 
people should be able to elect freely, and that 
they should be able to do it if there are 10 of 
them who want to, but there is no reason why 
they should not be more. The amendment 
is that where more than 10 employees are 
employed, they shall be entitled to elect a 
committee. As far as that is concerned, I 
wish with the leave of the House to withdraw 
the word “ such ” in the amendment standing 
in my name, and my reason is that I want the 
employees to be able to elect, lest it be sug- 
8ifS tonthat “ such employees ” means 10, or 
that 20 employees in the amendment. Because 
l * 1? not necessary that it should be 10. The

1S»!r- - measure °f  the size of the business.
I he Minister has doubled the size of the busi
ness. In addition to that, can the Minister
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The chairman of any regional committee 
. . .  the chairman of such of those com

mittees as may be designated by the Board, 
may likewise attend any such meeting.

In the first place you have the intrusion of 
officers from outside, designated by the Native 
Labour Board, who may attend any meeting 
of an Industrial Council. Although they may 
not vote there, they may take part in the 
discussions. Now an Industrial Council may 
reach a certain decision in regard to matters 
affecting employment of Africans, and that 
decision has no validity whatsoever, or may 
have no validity whatsoever because the chair
man of the Board may submit to the Minister 
a report on the decision of the Industrial Coun
cil, and may point out that that decision is 
not a good one, is not acceptable, is not in 
the interests of the African workers—or for 
any other reason is not acceptable to the 
Native Labour Board. And he may suggest 
that a recommendation should be obtained 
on this specific point from the Wage Board. 
Now after the whole procedure has been gone 
through, the Minister is in a position to issue 
a recommendation from the Wage Board which 
will take precedence oyer any decision of the 
Industrial Council. There you have a process 
whereby an Industrial Council can engage in 
a discussion over matters affecting the workers 
in the industry, and their decision can be 
nullified by the intervention of parties from 
outside, who do not take part in the dis
cussions of Industrial Councils on a free and 
equal basis. It is not as if the hon. Minister 
is bringing in a third party who will take 
part in Industrial Council discussions and who 
will be able to vote, if necessary, on those 
discussions, and abide by the decision of the 
Industrial Council. What is happening is that 
the hon. Minister is bringing in from outside 
an authority to which the Industrial Council 
must bow down. The Industrial Council can 
reach a decision which is valueless. The 
Minister can set it aside from outside on the 
recommendation of the Wage Board.

In those circumstances it seems to me to be 
pretty useless for an Industrial Council to dis
cuss the conditions of employment of African 
workers at all. It is true that in the past, 
most Industrial Councils have not given ade
quate attention to the conditions of employ
ment of African workers. There is no ques
tion about it that on the whole the wages and 
conditions of work of African workers have 
been neglected by Industrial Councils. But 
the machinery proposed by the hon. the Minis
ter does not seem to me, and does not seem 
to the trade union movement, to be the best, 
under the circumstances, which could be 
designed to meet that difficulty. Under the 
circumstances the trade union movement is 
very much afraid that an invasion is going 
to be made of their right to discuss condi
tions pertaining in any industry, without any 
guarantee that they are going to have the 
same freedom to reach decisions which they 
have enjoyed in the past. And there is no

indication anywhere else in this Bill that the 
machinery which has been proposed by the 
hon. Minister will meet the difficulties which 
have arisen in the past. There is indication 
in other clauses that the Minister intends that 
certain rights- and privileges which have been 
enjoyed by Industrial Councils in the past, 
shall be taken away from them. Clause 8, 
read with Clause 13 and with Clause 17, pro
vides for very much more serious infringe
ments of the rights of Industrial Councils to 
function freely and to engage in collective 
bargaining. And the objection of the trade 
union movement to Clause 8 is that some
thing is taken away, and that nothing is given 
in return which provides equally for free dis
cussion on Industrial Councils of wages and 
conditions of workers whereby a decision can 
be reached by the Industrial Council subject 
to no outside interference. If the hon. Minis
ter had put forward a proposal whereby wages 
and conditions of work of African workers 
were to be discussed by an Industrial Council 
in the same way as any other matter, and 
a decision reached there should be respected 
in the same way as any other decision of 
the Industrial Council, then there would not 
have been the same objection from the trade 
unions; but the Minister has brought in this 
interference and has given no indication that 
what he is putting in its place is going to be 
any better in the interests of the African 
workers.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR; Mr. Chair
man, I don’t know who that hon. member 
(Mr. Bunting) is really representing. Appar
ently he is now not concerned about justice 
being done to the Native workers in industry, 
he is merely concerned with the views of the 
trade union movement.

Now what has been the practice in the 
past? The Natives had no representation on 
Industrial Councils at all. They are repre
sented in a way by one of the inspectors of 
my Department. He can attend Industrial 
Council meetings, he can take part in the dis- 
cussions, but he has no vote. And that is 
where the matter rests. The Industrial Coun
cil has the right to lay down wages and con
ditions of work for all occupations, including 
the occupations in which Native are employed. 
At their request, I can extend the agreement 
to Natives In other words. Natives have no 
protection at all unless that particular agree
ment, in terms of Section 48 (4) has been 
extended to Natives.

I have found in the past that occasionally 
agreements have been arrived at where the 
European wages had been increased and the 
Native wages decreased by an Industrial Coun
cil. I have refused to publish that agreement. 
The hon. member for Cape Western (Mr. 
Bunting) wants that state of affairs to con
tinue.

Mr. BUNTING ; No, I don’t.
The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Then he 

doesn’t know what he is talking about.
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Mr. BUNTING: You don’t understand what 
I am talking about.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: No, I don’t 
think that any member in the House does. 
Mr. Chairman, the hon. member is concerned 
about the functions of the Industrial Council, 
but there is an identical provision in the War 
Measure, that any arbitration award takes 
precedence over any wage regulating instru
ment.

Mr. BUNTING: But you don’t approve of 
the War Measure?

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: No, but 
there has been no objection from the trade 
union movement for the past 11 years as 
regards the provision. They have suddenly 
started objecting now. This is very neces
sary, and this will act as a spur on the Indus
trial Council to see that the Native workers 
are treated with justice. Because they know 
that if they do not do that the Wage Board 
can make investigations and lay down equit
able conditions of work and decent wages. I 
envisage that it will very seldom be necessary 
to ask the Wage Board to make such an 
investigation. The Industrial Councils, know
ing what can be done, will see that equitable 
conditions of work are laid down. It is there
fore necessary that this provision should be 
there in spite of the objections of the trade 
unions.

Mr. HEPPLE: The Minister criticizes the 
Industrial Councils because they make agree
ments where Natives have no representation 
at all. But nor have they any representation 
under this Bill; they have no direct repre
sentation. They are going to have appointees 
from the Department to represent them under 
this Bill just as a representative of the Depart
ment of Labour at present attends Industrial 
Council meetings. I want to say that the 
Minister has now repeated for the umpteenth 
time that there has been no criticism of War 
Measure No. 145. I want to say that year 
after year we of the Labour Party have criti
cized War Measure No. 145. If the Minister 
refers to Hansard he will see that whenever 
that War Measure has come up for renewal 
in this House we have objected to it, and the 
last time that it came up the Minister of 
Finance replied that legislation was going to 
be introduced to do away with War Measure 
No. 145 and he suggested that we should post
pone our criticism until that legislation came 
before us. I want it on record that we have 
objected year after year to War Measure No. 
145. The Minister must remember that War 
Measure No. 145 has operated over a period 
of full employment and there is a vast dif
ference between a measure like that operating 
over a period of full employment and a period 
when there is a slackness in trade, because 
the attitude of employers is quite different 
to-day to what it might be when there is 
plenty of labour. To-day employers will pay 
any wage; they will pay as much as they feel

compelled to pay. Employees, on the other 
hand, if they are dissatisfied, can move on to 
another job, but at a time when there is a 
slackness of trade the employers are much 
more independent and they are inclined to 
treat employees in a very unfair manner. This 
Clause 8, read with Clauses 13 and 17, reveals 
our basic objection to this Bill, and that is 
that the Minister is setting up conflicting 
machinery for two-thirds of the labour force 
in the country, that is to say, the Natives who 
are going to have this measure which is now 
before the Committee. For the other one- 
third of the labour force, i.e. the Europeans 
we have the Industrial Conciliation Act. The 
Minister, in this measure, tries to provide 
clauses to eliminate over-lapping and friction 
as far as possible, and the more he tries 
the more difficult the job becomes, because 
it is almost impossible, humanly speaking, for 
him to do so. The present arrangement is 
that where Industrial Councils arrive at an 
agreement, they have the power to apply to 
the Minister to extend that agreement to 
employees not covered by the Industrial Con
ciliation Act. I have never heard it before, 
but it is deplorable if Industrial Councils have 
provided for improved conditions for Euro
pean workers, and worse conditions for Native 
employees. If the Minister has examples of 
that, I think it will be illuminating if he let 
the country know where this has occurred.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: I would not 
say so if it were not true.

Mr. HEPPLE: It will be interesting for the 
trade union movement to know which of its 
constituent members are busy improving the 
conditions of white workers and lowering the 
conditions of non-European workers. I believe 
that that may have happened in only one 
instance and probably only by accident. I 
do not think it could have been done by 
design.

What this machinery is going to set up is 
going to be friction. There will constantly 
be friction between the Industrial Council and 
the Native labour machinery set up under this 
Bill, and I am quite sure that the outcome 
of it will be that neither the European workers 
nor the Native workers will get justice.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: That is 
a matter of opinion; you are entitled to your 
opinion.

Mr. HEPPLE: It is a matter of opinion 
based upon experience.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: What 
experience have ybu had?

Mr. HEPPLE: The Minister asks what 
experience I have had. I am beginning to ask 
myself what experience the Minister has of 
anything because the legislation he brings 
before this House seems to indicate that he 
has no experience. He cannot envisage the



further troubles may arise. When a dispute 
nes to the Wage Board, then the Minister 

fssues an order and it is published. But when 
t dispute is settled by the regional committee 
or the Labour Board, no order is issued. Will 
that not be a possible weakness in the Act?

♦The MINISTER OF LABOUR: . If. a 
dispute is settled, an industrial conciliation 
board may ask that it be published, but m 
many cases they say that it is not necessary. 
That has been our experience.

♦Mr. TIGHY: In other words, the hon. the 
Minister works on the assumption that when 
there is a dispute about wages, for instance, 
and it is settled, say for example by the 
regional committee or the Labour Board, then 
they decide the question of its retrospective 
force by mutual agreement?

♦The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Yes, then 
it is a gentlemen’s agreement.

Mr. HEPPLE: The point raised by the hon. 
member for Umlazi and the hon. Minister’s 
reaction to it, makes me feel that the hon. the 
Minister has not quite understood some of our 
objections earlier on.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: I know all 
your objections to the Bill.

Mr. HEPPLE: I am now discussing the 
Wage Board. It is no good the Minister being 
short-tempered.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: You’ll be 
surprised to know how patient I am.

Mr. HEPPLE: We are, because the Minister 
has been in a bad temper ever since he brought 
this Bill to the House and I am not surprised 
at that. The reason why we raise the question 
of the Wage Board not being able to attend to 
these matters, is because according to the 
Bill, not only will the Wage Board have to 
deal with the question of wages and conditions 
of employment, but with all disputes. That is 
a new departure. At the second reading the 
hon. the Minister pointed out that the majority 
of disputes are really trivial ones, but the hon. 
the Minister also knows from experience that 
trivial disputes grow into major ones. An 
employee is dismissed, workers are called upon 
to do overtime or they feel that they are being 
called upon to do overtime too often; it may 
be a question of a foreman who has done 
something which the employees consider to 
be unjust. All these matters are matters of 
dispute and that is the reason why we raise 
the question of the Wage Board. It will be 
swamped by all these matters that may not be 
solved lower down the ladder. When we 
come to the application of Section 9 of this 
Bill, the Minister may himself be surprised at 
the tremendous amount of work that will be 
loaded onto the Wage Board. In considering 
this, the thought struck me that the difficulty 
that has been raised bv the hon. member for 
Johannesburg (City) (Dr. Davidoff). may be 
solved by laying down a time limit for the

reporting of these disputes. Clause 9 (3) 
reads—

Whenever a settlement cannot be effected 
under sub-section (2) the Board shall report 
accordingly to the Minister and indicate 
whether in its -opinion the matter should be 
referred to the Wage Board for a recom
mendation as to the conditions in accordance 
with which a settlement should be effected.

Now, if the Minister were to say that the 
Board shall report within so many days to the 
Minister . . .

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Why?

Mr. HEPPLE: To ensure that the matter 
would be dealt with as a matter of urgency.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: The Board 
surely would have enough sense of respon
sibility to know that it should do so 
immediately.

Mr. HEPPLE: I think the Minister has lived 
as long as I have and he knows as well as I 
know that people are apt to do extraordinary 
things, but when it is made obligatory, then 
the officials under this Act will see to it that 
they carry out their duty.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: I will have 
a very responsible official as chairman of the 
Board, you may be sure of that.

Mr. HEPPLE: The Minister may have a 
very responsible officer, but I would advise 
the hon. the Minister never to take the 
responsibility for anybody else, because he 
may be very sadly let down. But we are 
making the law. We are not dealing with 
individuals. We must be impersonal. The 
Minister might find the most wonderful 
person in the world, but we don’t know that, 
and the Minister may be acting as Minister 
of Labour on borrowed time. We have 
already heard members suggesting that the 
hon. member for Krugersdorp (Mr. M. J. van 
den Berg) should be Minister of Labour. We 
can’t deal with persons. We have to make 
the law and we want to satisfy ourselves that 
it will be applied efficiently and justly to all 
those who are affected by it.

Mr. DAVIDOFF: I think the hon. the 
Minister must show a little more patience. By 
now he must realize that he cannot accuse us 
of just being frivolous or talking nonsense. 
This is an important Bill and the Minister 
must recognize that some flaw does exist here, 
and he should think of some way out. We 
cannot help him in the matter to suggest some
thing to rectify what we consider to be 
altogether wrong. But he has got this 
imaginary machinery for the settlement of dis
putes, and we have pointed it out to him that 
there is something lacking, that there is some
thing that is incomplete. The hon. members 
for Umlazi (Mr. Eaton) and Rosettenville (Mr. 
Hepple) have raised the point that the Board
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may decide that the matter should not go to 
the Wage Board, and nevertheless the Board 
cannot settle the dispute on different issues. 
The Minister’s reply was that the Board would 
consist of responsible men and that they 
would make some recommendation. That is 
the point that I want to impress upon the hon. 
the Minister. He should give them an alterna
tive, but he should not leave the gap as it 
exists now. He should be prepared to say to 
the Board: If you yourselves cannot settle the 
dispute, then you must indicate to me whether 
I should refer it to the Wage Board, or if in 
your opinion it is not of so serious a nature, 
or that for any other reason it should not be 
referred to the Wage Board, then the Minister 
should give them some other directive in the 
Bill. That is the point I want to make and 
I do so to assist the Minister and not just as 
a frivolous suggestion.

An HON. MEMBER: What is your sug
gestion?

Mr. DAVIDOFF: It is not for me to make 
any suggestion. Hon. members opposite should 
appreciate that I am pointing out that there 
is a gap, that there should be an alternative, 
that there should be a directive. I am pointing 
that out to members on the other side in an 
attempt . . .

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member has
already said that several times and he should 
not repeat himself.

Mr. DAVIDOFF: I am replying now to 
what the hon. the Minister said to me. His 
reply to me was that the Board would be 
responsible and would at all times indicate 
whether the matter should be sent to the Wage 
Board. Since then, further arguments have 
been adduced by this side of the House to point 
out to the hon. the Minister why in some 
cases there is no recommendation that it 
should go to the Wage Board. Then I asked 
the simple question as to what would be the 
position in such cases, and I suggest as a 
material solution that there should be con
tained in this clause some directive as to what 
the Board should do under such circumstances. 
The question was put to me what I am going 
to suggest? I did not introduce this Bill; I 
would never introduce such a Bill; but the 
hon. the Minister should find a way out.

Clause put and agreed to.

On Clause 10,

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: I desire to 
move two amendments to this clause. My
first amendment is—

To add the following proviso at the end
of sub-section (1):

Provided that any request made to the 
Wage Board in pursuance of a report 
under sub-section (4) of Section 8 may 
be withdrawn by the Minister if before

the Wage Board has submitted to him a 
recommendation in connection with anv 
matter forming the subject of that 
request, he is advised in writing by the 
chairman of the board that it agrees with 
any revised decision arrived at by the 
industrial council concerned in regard to 
that matter after the date of the decision 
to which the report relates.

In other words, that the Wage Board will 
consult the Industrial Council. I have a 
further amendment—-

In line 20, after “section ” to insert “ and 
every withdrawal of such a request, either 
wholly or in part,”; and to omit all the 
words after “ consulted ” in line 26, up to 
and including “ concerned ” in line 28, and 
to substitute “ and, where an industrial 
council has been registered under the In
dustrial Conciliation Act in respect of the 
trade and area or any portion of the trade 
or area to which such request relates, also 
with that industr’al council,”.

These amendments have been moved at the 
request of the Chambers of Industry. This 
amendment amounts to this: It has been 
suggested that when an industrial council is 
negotiating an agreement and they lay down 
wages and conditions of work for occupations 
in which Natives are employed, the members 
of the Board might be dissatisfied, and, 
obviously, when they are dissatisfied, they 
would inform the Industrial Council at those 
discussions that they are not satisfied with the 
wages and conditions of work for the Native 
workers. Then in terms of the Bill they report 
to the Minister, and once they have reported 
to the Minister, the Minister is compelled to 
immediately instruct the Wage Board to make 
an investigation. I have no option. Now it 
has been suggested that after reporting to the 
Minister, the Industrial Council might see the 
light and agree to improve those conditions of 
work and to amend the agreement, and then 
it would be a waste of time after they have 
acceded to the request of the members of the 
National Board, that the Minister should ordei 
an investigation. To meet that position that 
after the Minister has received the report anc 
the Industrial Council on its own motion 
decides to amend that agreement to the satis 
faction of the Board, that it will not be 
necessary for the Wage Board to go on witl 
its investigation.

Dr. D. L. SMIT: The action of the hon 
the Minister in reading out these long amend 
ments. without having given notice of these 
amendments, makes it quite impossible for u 
to follow what is going on. I must say tha 
I do protest against that. It is impossible fo 
anybody on this side of the House to follov 
really what is taking place or to gauge th 
significance of the amendments.

Mrs. BALLINGER: I entirely agree witl 
me hon. member for East London (City) (Di 
D. L. Smit) that normally it woulel be quit
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clause, any agreement reached under the 
Industrial Conciliation Act can be disregarded. 
That is the legal position, irrespective of 
whether it is in a war measure and what is in 
the Minister’s mind or what he intends to do. 
In terms of this Bill, the whole labour struc
ture of our country and the whole structure 
0f wages and conditions of work can simply 
be upset by the dictate of the hon. the Minis
ter. If the Minister can tell us that that is 
not so, I am sure the labour movement will 
be reassured.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: I can give 
them that assurance.

Mr. BUNTING: The legal position is such 
that the power is there for the Minister to 
lay down wages and conditions of work for 
every section of the workers where Africans 
and non-Africans 'V/ork together.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: May I 
explain again? What happens in terms of 
Section 48 (4) of the Industrial Conciliation 
Act. There is an application from the Indus
trial Council that the agreement be extended 
to Natives. If that agreement is not extended 
to Natives, it means that in all those occupa
tions in which wages have been laid down, 
Natives can be employed at a lower wage. 
Directly it is extended to the Natives it means 
that the employer of the Native has to pay 
him the wage laid down in the agreement. 
In regard to the provision in this Bill an 
order is made for wages in particular occupa
tions in which Natives are employed. If this 
protection is not there, if this clause is elimin
ated, it will mean that the employer can dis
charge the Natives and replace them with 
any other race at a lower wage. There is no 
ulterior motive. There is no intention of lay
ing down lower wages for Europeans.

Mr. BUNTING: But that can never happen.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Of course 
it can happen. They can employ them in 
semi-skilled occupations at a wage of £4 or 
£5 a week. The order can lay down wages 
rf £5 a week for Natives in operative jobs, 
[f there is no protection, the employer can 
lischarge them and employ Asiatics at £3 a 
veek. It is merely a protective measure. 
There is not the slightest intention of the 
Wage Board laying down wages for Europeans, 
lut if Europeans are employed in those occu- 
jations where Natives are employed and an 
irder is made, then those Europeans must 
eceive the wages laid down in the order.

Mr. TIGHY: Mr. Chairman, there is one 
dause which has caused a lot of ^concern to 
he trade union movement, and it is this one. 
[ want to say at once that this side of the 
House does not associate itself with the atti- 
ude of the Trades and Labour Council in 
•0 far as it threatens to report South Africa 
to UN over the Bill. I want to make it 
perfectly clear, and I hope the Trades and

Labour Council will understand it. I think it 
is most unpatriotic and most un-South African 
and a most ridiculous statement by a body like 
the Trades and Labour Council to threaten to 
report the Government to UN. But never
theless there is some concern and fear with 
regard to this clause, not from the point of 
view as put by the hon. member over there 
a moment ago and as replied to by the hon. 
the Minister. There is the other side of the 
picture. Whether the Minister has thought 
about it or not, I do not know. It is very1 
difficult to explain it, but let me give an 
example. Let us take the clothing industry in 
South Africa. A very large percentage, the 
majority, of workers in the industry are Euro
peans, but there is a certain percentage of 
non-Europeans and Natives, too, in that indus
try. Let us take pressing. Pressing in the' 
old days, when the industry started in the 
depression years of 1932 and onwards, and 
until quite recently, was done mainly by Euro-’ 
peans and mostly by married men, but some
how Natives got into the job. In that industry, 
having got there, Europeans and non-Euro
peans, the position is to-day controlled to a 
large extent by the trade union for that indus
try, with the result that in any wage agreements 
protective measures are taken under the agree
ment to protect the interests of the Europeans.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: They are 
not doing it in that industry. That is my 
quarrel with them. That is why the Europeans' 
are being driven out.

Mr. TIGHY: I did not know that, but the 
fear they have is that whilst they as a union' 
of employees negotiate an agreement under 
this Act a different body comes along and 
makes an agreement, either the Regional Com
mittee or the Labour Board created by this 
Bill, or possibly by the Wage Board, which 
will then be made an order by the Minister. 
That wage level might be such that it might' 
pay an employer rather to pay two Natives 
than one European to do the same work. I: 
know it is a bone of contention in the labour- 
world as to whether one should have equal, 
pay for equal work. It is something we could 
never make up our minds on. But whilst you 
have not got that, there is this danger, and 
the only way I can see out of it is that the, 
Minister, in applying this Act, should keep a 
watchful eye on the situation and see to it 
that the European standard of living is not 
undermined in terms of this clause. That is 
the main thing. I am not concerned about 
the other fear expressed here. I do not think 
that is a real fear, but there is a danger of 
undermining the standard of living and wages 
of the European where you have European and 
Native employees. The same applies in the 
tobacco industry, in the engineering industry. 
You have also a percentage. There, of course, 
your Natives are in the majority. But I do not 
think that the danger lies there, because your 
Europeans in the engineering industry d o ' 
highly skilled work. However, when it comes 
to the clothing industry, and the tobacco' 
industry and a number of other smaller indus- -
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South Africa and European civilization. That 
js the most pessimistic bit of nonsense that I 
have ever heard anybody commit himself to 
on the floor of this House. That really is the 
limit. He has only got to consider the type of 
European. I do not agree with the views of 
the type of person that elects the hon. member 
and his friends, but they are pretty tough. It’s 
a good, tough stock. But there is nothing 
really the matter with the stock that elects a 
certain number of members on this side of the 
House either. And if a little bit of trade 
unionism is going to do that, then I am very 
sorry for him . . . [Interjections.]

In semi-conclusion, Mr. Speaker. I do not 
want to be driven into further talk by inter
ruptions from the Government back benches

An HON. MEMBER: Thank God.

Mr. STUART: Charming manners here on 
my left. 1 want to thank both the member 
for Sait River (Mr. Lawrence) and the 
member for East London (City) for putting 
the stress which they have put upon a most 
important feature of this Bill, and that is the 
implicit recognition of the integration of 
Natives with our industrial economy. They 
have both stressed that. I don’t know who 
invented it. I find it first in Mr. Lawrence’s 
speech, but it is a most important point and 
I like it enormously. I am very grateful that 
the Minister has impliedly recognized that. I 
suppose I must thank the Minister for not 
having executed the Native trade unions as 
such, and for merely having ignored them. I 
thank the Minister again, and enthusiastically, 
for having accepted the works committee 
clause. I would have liked it stronger; I 
would have liked it broader; I would have 
liked it initiated at will by a smaller number 
of people; but those are criticisms that he 
might possibly regard as captious. I won’t 
press them.

Mr. Speaker, trade unions are not capable 
of being eliminated. They cannot be wiped 
out. I do not believe that they will be 
eliminated by anything that the Minister does. 
Under those circumstances I do hope that 
when the Minister finds that he has not laid the 
ghost or the scare or the spectre of the trade 
unions, that he will come back to this House 
and cope adequately with the necessary small 
adjustments which this Bill requires. They are 
small but vital adjustments which are required 
to make it work properly in connection with 
the Native trade unions of South Africa, in 
conformity with the habits of the world.

Mr. H. J. WILLIAMS: Mr. Speaker, now 
that the Bill has been reported from the Com
mittee stage with certain amendments, there 
are a few points which I would like to put to 
the hon. the Minister. Before I do that I 
would ask him to pay heed to the eloquent 
appeal made by the hon. member for Durban 
(Central) (Col. McMillan) in regard to the 
question of administration and the employment 
of officials with an understanding of the

Natives and particularly their language. I 
think it is rather an important point. The 
Minister is breaking new ground here m the 
field of Native administration and I think that 
if he wants to make a success of this measure 
he should give attention to that particular 
point.

1 have been associated with secondary indus
try in this country for the past thirty or thirty- 
five years, and in that connection I have seen 
the growth of the Native .trade union move
ment. I have seen it growing during the last 
thirty years. I have seen the Native labour 
movement gradually integrated into our indus
trial economy, and for that reason I am under 
no illusions as to the immensity of the problem 
with which the hon. the Minister is faced in 
this particular issue. I have seen Native trade 
unions in their earlier stages aping, in one way 
and another, the European trade unions. As 
the Minister knows, these trade unions have 
been there for a number of years. They have 
received a certain amount of what we may 
call the defects of the movement. I do not 
need to go into that, it has been handled in 
the second reading.

In its final form this Bill seeks, I am afraid, 
in one way, to rather encourage the growth 
of those trade unions. I am aware that the 
Minister has said—he has made no secret 
about it—that it is his object to—using a 
rather inelegant phrase—“ bleed the Native 
trade unions to death ”. In other words, he 
quite frankly wants to kill Native trade unions. 
But has he studied this point, that by the 
acceptance of the amendment that was put 
in the Committee Stage, by the formation of 
these works committees and the appointment 
of two or three Natives, is it not possible that 
the two or three Natives that are appointed to 
these works committees may become the 
emissaries of the unofficial trade unions? The 
Minister is aware, as I have indicated, that the 
trade union movement is there and has been 
there for a long time. They have their own 
official shop stewards; they have their secre
taries; they send out their notices, and so on. 
As I have said, they have aped the form that 
European trade unionism has taken in this 
country. I do not think that in this legisla
tion the hon. the Minister is going to kill them 
in the very least. I think they are going to 
grow. I am concerned that in this measure 
the hon. the Minister may even go so far as 
to encourage their growth. For that reason I 
am wondering whether it was wise. I have 
said that the Minister has a difficult problem, 
and I think he has faced it courageously. We 
on this side of the House are prepared to 
accept that he did make a sincere and 
courageous attempt to face a difficult problem, 
and as far as the United Party is concerned, 
we are prepared to support the measure as it 
comes through now. We are not dealing with 
it in a political light. We regard it as a sincere 
and genuine and an honest attempt to meet 
a difficult situation. But the Minister is well 
aware that it is not a static situation. It has 
been developing over the last two or three 
generations, and it will continue to develop.
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, relation to every sphere of activity. Because 
elected officials of any organization, the spokes- 

en of any organization, surely speak in the 
name of such organizations. If they did not 
leak in the name of their organizations they 
Jould be removed from office. But the hon. 
member for Krugersdorp wants to make out 
that the officials of the trade union movement 
jo not represent the people who elected them.

Mr. Speaker, that is the old Nationalist Party 
attack upon the trade union movement in this 
country.

An HON. MEMBER: Nonsense.

Mr. HEPPLE: Of course that is correct. 
The hon. Minister need not say this is non
sense, it is quite true . . . .

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: I did not 
say a word.

Mr. HEPPLE: I beg your pardon. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to apologize to the hon. the 
Minister in a great hurry because it is the first 
time that he has not used that word.

This criticism, that the officials of the trade 
union movement have no right to speak for 
the trade unions, is just another attempt to 
undermine the trade union movement in this 
country. For the benefit of the hon. member 
for Krugersdorp I want to inform him that 
the South African Federation of Trade Unions 
took a different stand from the Government 
on this Bill, and expressed an opinion about 
this Bill; and they felt so strongly about it 
that they sent a telegram to the Minister. For 
the edification of the hon. member for Krugers- 
dorp, let me read the text of that telegram. 
That telegram read as follows—

The South African Federation of Trade 
Unions executive committee meeting to
day . . .

That was last Thursday—

. . . strongly reiterates its previous views 
regarding the Native Labour Bill, and urges 
the amendment of the following points

Grant official recognition to Native trade 
unions, to enable them to nominate members 
of the regional boards and present the col
lective viewpoint.

Grant the right to strike subject to similar 
restrictions as applied to Europeans.

Reference to the Wage Board under 
Section 8 of the Bill should not unduly delay 
publication of agreements under the Indus
trial Conciliation Act.

Extensions of orders to Europeans under 
Section 13 of the Bill is not acceptable.

Now these recommendations of the South 
African Federation of Trade Unions do not go 
as far as we would like. We want the Native 
worker recognized under the Industrial Con
ciliation Act. The South African Federation

of Trade Unions want Native trade unions 
recognized, but not under the existing Indus
trial Conciliation Act machinery. But it is a 
very important difference from what the hon. 
member for Krugersdorp is looking for I want 
to ask members on the Government side of 
this House, now that they see this amended 
Bill which is going to become law, do they 
really believe that this machinery is going to 
work when the million workers who are 
affected by it have no say in it whatsoever? 
Would they accept legislation to deal with their 
activities if they had no say? It is being 
unreasonable It is quite unrealistic. I take 
exception to what the hon. the Minister said 
at the second reading, at the conclusion of 
his second reading debate. He made this 
charge against my party. He said of the 
Labour Party: “ I admit that much prejudice 
will have to be eliminated. I am sure that 
attempts will be made by the Labour Party 
and the Left trade unions to ruin the scheme.” 
I want to ask the Minister if he really thinks 
that we would be so stupid as to try and 
wreck anything where we would even hope 
to get some benefit, however miserable it may 
be, for the workers?

At 10.25 p.m., the business under considera
tion was interrupted by Mr. Speaker in accord
ance with the Sessional Order adopted on 24 
luly, and the debate was adjourned; to be 
resumed on 27 August.

Mr. SPEAKER adjourned the House at
10.26 p.m.

THURSDAY, 27 AUGUST 1953

Mr. SPEAKER took the Chair at 2.20 p.m.

NATIVE LABOUR (SETTLEMENT OF 
DISPUTES) BILL

First Order read: Adjourned debate on motion 
for third reading, Native Labour (Settlement 
of Disputes Bill, to be resumed.

[Debate on motion by the Minister of 
Labour, adjourned on 26 August, resumed.]

Mr. HEPPLE: When this debate was ad
journed I was dealing with the Minister’s charge 
that the Labour Party and certain Left trade 
unions would do their utmost to sabotage the 
Bill in its working. He said that European and 
Native agitators would do everything they 
possibly could to prevent this Bill from being 
successfully applied to Native labour in this 
country. I wonder whether the Minister stopped 
to consider the seriousness of the charge that 
he was making against us. Does the Minister 
really believe that it is the desire of the Labour 
Party or any of the trade unions to sabotage 
this law, however miserable it may be? The 
Minister knows full well that his real difficulty
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S-n ^  this is a bad Bill; he knows that this 
will be a bad law and that he will run ud 
against insurmountable difficulties. What he is 
trying to do is to find scapegoats upon whom 
to place the responsibility because this ridicu
lous machinery will not work. We told the 
Minister in the second reading debate that the 
mam reason why it cannot work is that the 
million Natives to whom it is going to apply 
have no say in the election of those who are 
supposed to speak on their behalf. We also 
told him that this was a negation of usual 
trade union practice. It is an evasion of the 
system of collective bargaining and it violates 
the principles of the charter of the International 
Labour Organization. But, Sir, it has become 
a habit with the Minister in replying to debates, 
in dealing with Bills introduced by him in this 
House, to heap insults and abuse upon the 
Labour Party instead of replying to the points 
we have raised. In this particular instance he 
at least had the courage to accept a suggestion 
which came from these benches, and he intro
duced a new Clause 7 which in some degree will 
ameliorate the hardships against Natives in the 
application of this particular measure. But it 
was significant that in his uneasiness the Mini
ster turned to his erstwhile enemies, the United 
Party, and he showered praise upon them. He 
concluded his speech on the second reading 
by saying that if the two major parties in this 
country, i.e. the Nationalist Party and the 
United Party, co-operate in regard to this very 
important matter, if they are going to assist 
in making a success of it, then he had not the 
least doubt that it would be a success. He 
said that after saying that it was going to be 
sabotaged. The Minister Is becoming a master 
of inconsequential argument. He hurls all 
sorts of insults against the Labour Party, then 
turns to the United Party and says that if they 
help him this is going to be a great success. 
But it cannot be a success. The Minister does 
not need the support of the United Party; what 
the Minister needs is the support of the people 
who are going to be affected, the Natives. If 
he got the unanimous support of the United 
Party—and I am not sure that he will get it— 
he still would not have the Native support 
that is necessary. I am surprised that the 
Minister is now resorting to the tactics of giving 
the United Party his bear hug in order to get 
this measure through the House. I do not 
think that is going to help the Minister, but 
most important of all, it is certainly not going 
to help the non-Europeans of this country.

We reiterate what we said at the second 
reading and that is that this measure has no 
hope of success, because it is based on the 
fallacious argument that you can have one 
set of laws for the Native people and another 
set of laws for the whites. It is based on the 
principle that there is one economic standard 
for Native workers and a different economic 
standard for European workers. It sets up 
friction and conflict between workers which are 
not only not in the interests of the workers 
themselves but which will detrimentally affect 
the economy of the country as a whole. We 
are going to vote against this Bill at the third
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reading, because in addition to the nr»„ 
that have been put forward by mv crm mec 
the hon. member for Benoni (Mr Lovem8" 
moved an amendment at the second rein-' 
in which we put forward reasoned areum. 
against this measure and I want to com ?  
those arguments with the Bill as it now auSt 
before the House at the third reading. 3 

We objected to the Bill because firstlv 
fails to give the legal right to Native worke 
to negotiate and settle disputes with their er 
ployers through trade unions. That is st 
lacking in the Bill. The Minister has not m 
that objection. Secondly it fails to apply tl 
well-tried procedures of the Industrial Co 
dilation Act for the settlement of Nati 
labour disputes, by excluding Natives from th 
Act. That position remains. Thirdly it deni! 
Native workers the right to choose their oh 
delegates to negotiate on their own behalf, ]■ 
imposing upon them representatives appoints 
by the Minister. To a very small degree t! 
Minister met this objection by his new Clau 
7 where he has agreed to recognize Nati’ 
works committees in individual establishmen 
and also shop stewards in the course of neg 
tiations, but they have no powers. In tl 
whole of this machinery there is room for on 
three Natives appointed by the Minister—noi 
elected by the Natives themselves. Fourth! 
it will compel Native workers to submit to tl! 
most intolerable conditions by its total pr 
hibition, under harsh criminal penalties, of tl 
right to strike. That is where the Minist 
is going to meet the greatest difficulty, becau 
you cannot totally prohibit workers anywhe 
to exercise the right to strike. When the 
ultimately reach breaking point with the en 
ployer they must have some further machinei 
which they can utilize, some final weapc 
which they can utilize, in order to achieve wh; 
they are asking for. To deny them that rig! 
completely is asking for trouble. Our fifi 
objection was that this Bill grants arbitral 
powers to the Minister to upset agreemen 
arrived at between employers and Europe! 
workers under the Industrial Conciliation A( 
Despite the Minister’s small amendment 
Clause 13, that objection has not been me 
Sixthly, we said that it would engender rath; 
than settle disputes between Native worke 
and their employers. The Minister has m 
none of these objections, so all the bad featur 
of this Bill remain. For that reason we of tl 
Labour Party are going to vote against tl 
third reading.

In conclusion I want to take this opportuni 
of clearing up a point that has been raisf 
here, a point which, it seems to me, has be< 
gravely misunderstood in this House, and th 
is South Africa’s international responsibility 
its legislation. Hon. members on the Gover 
ment side of the House seem to believe th 
any suggestion that we have internatior 
responsibility is an attack on South Afric 
and the right of South Africa to determi 
its °wn affairs. But that is not what is 
stake here. The Minister is quite correct wh 
he says that not only South Africa but ma 
other countries have not carried out all t
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mentions of the International Labour Organi- 
c°!ion But that is not what is at stake here. 
Shat is of interest to the rest of the world 

d to the trade union movement all over the 
3” rid is whether South Africa is making a 
Genuine attempt to move progressively towards 
on lying those conventions, whether South 

Africa’s philosophy is in the direction of 
honouring those conventions. In the preamble 
t0 the charter of the International Labour 
Organization special reference is made—and I 
want to quote here

to the conditions of labour involving in
justices to large numbers of people as to 
produce unrest so great that the peace and 
harmony of the world is imperilled.

That is the significance of South Africa’s 
obligation internationally. We in the southern 
part of Africa cannot isolate ourselves and 
legislate in relation to the workers of South 
Africa, completely ignoring the rest of the 
workers in the African continent, to say 
nothing of the rest of the world. If we are 
going to apply legislation to African workers 
in South Africa, completely ignoring the atti
tude of the rest of Africa, then we are cer
tainly going to throw the searchlight upon 
what we are doing here, and I emphasize— 
and the Minister must accept that fact—that 
South Africa has international obligations. We 
are gonig to be judged in the light of what 
we do to these black workers in South Africa.

An HON. MEMBER: By India.

Mr. HEPPLE: Not only by India by all 
nations. I want to remind the hon. member of 
what I quoted at the second reading and that 
was a decision taken at the Interntional Con
federation of Free Trade Unions in Stock
holm recently, where they condemned the 
trend of labour legislation in South Africa. 
Those are South Africa’s friends who are con
demning us. That is why we fee! that we 
must not antagonize our friends, that we must 
not legislate in this country in such a manner 
that we lose all the friends that South Africa 
has. It is no good the hon. member pointing 
to India and creating further complications 
in our international relations. We are going 
to be judged on the laws that we pass in this 
House. L am not suggesting that we must 
change our principles, because of what others 
say. but in framing legislation we must do 
so in the light of our responsibility to workers 
all over the world. I say that on this legisla
tion South Africa is going to be judged and we 
are going to be judged adversely. We are in
viting harsh criticism of ourselves as the result 
of this legislation, and when that criticism 
comes the Government must not point a finger 
at press correspondents; it must not point a 
finger at hostile non-white nations in the 
rest of the world; it will be its own legisla
tion that will be responsible for that criticism.

Mr. EATON: During the Committee stage 
of this Bill I put a question to the Minister

in relation to the effects of the ban imposed 
by this measure upon African workers as far 
as strikes, etc., are concerned, and when the 
Minister replied he dealt specifically with the 
possibility of a danger existing between Afri
cans and Europeans. He said that he could 
not visualize European employers or any 
employers for that matter, engaging Africans 
as strike breakers, thus undermining the strike 
action of European workers. But when I raised 
the issue I asked him to deal in his reply 
with all those who are at present entitled to go 
on strike in terms of the Industrial Conciliation 
Act, and in his reply he made a point of 
referring to Europeans. 1 want him to cast 
his mind back to the development that has 
taken place particularly in the Cape and Natal 
in relation to the employment of Coloured 
and Indian labour, and I want to ask him 
specifically whether this prevention of Africans 
to go on strike, is not a direct threat to the 
employment of Coloureds and Asiatics. He 
has met the point as far as Europeans 
are concerned in his own mind. I am not 
satisfied with that reply as far as the Euro
pean trade unions are concerned, but I am 
less satisfied with the position that will develop 
in the Cape and in Natal in particular, when 
Coloureds or Asiatics who are in the position 
to go on strike do go on strike. I can imagine 
how weak their action will be if their employ
ers under this Bill can engage Africans as strike 
breakers. It is a very pertinent point as far 
as the Cape and Natal are concerned, not only 
when it comes to the question of strike 
breaking but also to the employer who is look
ing for labour that cannot possibly disrupt his 
industry, and that labour in terms of this Bill, 
will be African labour. It is quite possible 
that employers will prefer, once this Bill has 
been passed, to engage Africans in preference 
to Coloureds and Asiatics, because they will 
know in advance that these people cannot go 
on strike and thus disrupt his industry. This 
is a very important matter particularly to the 
Coloureds and the Asiatics, and I think the 
Minister, even at this late stage, should give 
a clear indication as to whether he is not con
cerned about Coloureds and Asiatics, whether 
his interest is mainly to see whether Europeans 
are protected in every possible way. I think 
if that is the outlook it is extremely unfor
tunate for the thousands of Coloureds and 
Asiatic workers in this country. We on these 
benches are convinced that once the strike 
weapon is withheld from one section of the 
labour force in this country, the whole of the 
labour force is in danger, and I have high
lighted the danger that must and will exist 
towards the Coloureds and Asiatics, because I 
want the Minister to give his particular atten
tion to it when he replies to the third reading 
debate, because I think it is of paramount im
portance.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR- There is 
really very little to reply to. I think that the 
majority of speeches made by hon. members 
have merely been a repetition of the arguments 
they used during former stages of the Bill.
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the views of their members. I think if a r , . 
rendum were held amongst trade union m e'' 
bers I would receive overwhelming suppon^n' 
the principles of this Bill. pport for

M , DAVIDOFF: You cannot help it. ^  ^  “  ° P~

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Well there 
are times and there are times I
during fhh° .iV hey have behlved1 fai ly * 1  during the debate on this Bill in 11,-r Ci
the fact that they were opposed to^he Bill ?n 
principle, they nevertheless1̂ offered quite con" 
structive criticism when the Bill was

1S ‘“.a1, .they interpret the views of the 
workers of this country. I hate referrine to the
recent by-election in M ayfair-a w w kiL  ckss
constituency, where you had a t7 w 8 d  . 
candidate who had the backing Party
Party as well a s t h f  t  T 8 , the Labourt~r y dS weu as of the Trades and the Tahnnr
Council and who received the grand total of 
172 v°tes in a constituency where there are 
at least 7,000 to 8,000 voters of the working
5laSh* /u thlnk that sh°uld prove beyond anv 
doubt that not only does the Labour Pa^v
iT h a f13 re/hthe V‘eWS ofcthe workers, but that
country SUpport of. the workers of thiscountry I also agree with the hon. member 
for Krugersdorp (Mr. M. J. v d Reral , , ^  
said that very frequently the views of the 
leaders of the trade unions do not necessarily 
reflect the opinion of their members Y

organizations*?^’ D°eS *hat not apply to a11

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: I think that 
fir.n°Th-0Ut by the resuIts of the general elec-
beforê h e PelerS e BiI1 W3S PlaCed pertinently

•Mr. HEPPLE: This one?

d e ^ ew^hN!hIEm,,OF L^ B0UR: This Bill, I 
whirh r 'i^ /b 6 j ‘*i at almost every meeting 

addressed; I dealt with the Bill in the 
jndtu ‘speec i that 1 made; I dealt with the Bill 
“ the newspaper articles that I wrote. There 
as no doubt in the mind of anybody that this

Parliament^ the' ° 7 n’ WOuId -be p̂ ^nted  to nfthY tE * 1 th.e fir,st. opportunity, and in spite
the num ber P frty Wuh-Ich 1 represent, increased 
n Y th eY r*  5 Work;n8 elass seats held by it on the Witwatersrand from 8 to 14.

Mr. DAVIDOFF Not on this issue.

bei^heJ ^ t NhSTE^  0F  LABOUR: Hon. mem- 
reoresSit ln, .mind ‘hat the seats we
mainlv of the i WOrkmg-J cIass constituencies, ™ l of ‘he lower paid working classes. In
?7 0 0  fromnth,tUency 1 received a majority of 
show t T J j 16 ,Y°r̂ e?- 1 think ‘hat should,!t , r7 “ d aU shadow of doubt that the
that traA. ty -d°GS £ ° f  represent the workers; that trade union officials very seldom reflect

The MINISTER OF LABOUR- Th u 
member for Benoni (Mr. Lovell) stated th”’
TheP dXffiS ,T6re -al Wl yS hostiIe ‘o ‘rade unions' The difficulty with those hon. members is th,;
their arguments are based on the assumnt.vf1 
that all employers are rogues and scoTnd °k
thaf thne ° h ' t0 expI?‘‘ ‘he workers. T sh * w
tnn!-hth' h o n .  members are completely out of touch with realities. That might have 
position in years gone bv but T have f” *5  
that employers welcome workers’ organizations 
to-day, that they do everything in their power 
to encourage the workers to organize

An HON. MEMBER: Why then don’t 
recognize Native trade unions? y

The MINISTER OF LABOUR* Frv»«i 
are concerned about the effidency of tteir 
wooers; they are concerned about the fm 
knoweifh^0thUCtlVlty of their workers, and they
f a ;
workers, workers who are satisfied, are workers 

‘ivity isreuseu*nyenveraynhigWh0rkerS Wh° Se Pr° duc'

ow ^BilLEPPLE: Y° U ar® condemning your

[ » UD
th f tetIhP ° yerS ‘hemselves, and I did not expect 
th a tth ey  would condemn themselves P 
R J h e  main objection of the hon. member for 
t- *ba‘ according to him this is the first
time that wages will now be fixed on a racial

as'V nstead ° f  an occupational basis Surelv 
the hon member knows that this is not so
Z T L r T u been<fixed in relation to Natives a racial basis for the past eleven vears in
he,rniSfi° f War Measure No. 45 arbitrators 
have fixed wages for Natives on a racial bads
done 1S DOt *he fifSt time that this has been

ma^entL° VELL: Y° U are nOW makin8 it per- 

The MINISTER OF LABOUR- The i,™

country a„ -  ̂ European workers of this 
might hav^h3111 Y ay that that is not so. That m gm have been the position in years gone bv
payfor e S Cat,°vn of tbe Principle 08f equal 
EuropeanqwnrVW° rk 1S to"day no protection for 
P e a n w o l h i f w h ^ ? '  f° r hi-ghIy paid Euro- 
occup,lions in
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■ -ages are laid down and those wages laid down 
!nr those occupations usually conform to the 
standard of living of the Natives, consequently 
[he Europeans are completely ousted from 
jjjose occupations. But what is even worse is 
this. In practice it usually happens that in 
occupations in which Natives and Europeans 
are employed, the wages laid down are usually 
wages that conform to the Native’s standard 
0f living and gradually the Europeans are 
pushed out. I can quote examples to illustrate 
this. The motor vehicle driving trade used to 
be confined almost exclusively to Europeans. 
To-day the overwhelming majority of workers 
employed in that particular trade are non- 
Europeans.

Mr. LOVELL: There has been no change in 
wages.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: I can also 
quote another example in the garment industry. 
There used to be European pressers in that 
industry, but as a result of the fact that wages 
have been laid down conforming to the 
Native’s standard of living the Europeans have 
gradually been pushed out. The application 
of the principle of equal pay for equal work 
is no longer a protection for Europeans; they 
cannot withstand the competition of the Native 
and they are gradually pushed out.

An HON. MEMBER: Not necessarily.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: If the hon. 
member doubts that I will show him the file 
I have in my possession of complaints that I 
have received about Europeans being pushed 
out of their occupations by Natives, in spite 
of the application of the principle of equal pay 
for equal work.

Mrs. BALLINGER: How are you going to 
guarantee the position of the Native?

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: There is 
only one method that can be adopted to avoid 
friction between European workers and 
Natives. To-day you have the position that 
European workers are continually living in fear 
of being pushed out of their occupations by 
Natives. There is only one possible way of 
protecting all races and allowing Natives to 
progress economically without instilling fear 
in the mind of the European worker, and that 
is by an extension on the lines of the provi
sions of the Mines and Works Act to all 
occupations.

An HON. MEMBER: Why don’t you try it?

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: The hon. 
member for Benoni also again made a point 
about the strike prohibition. I do not want 
to go into that again; I dealt with it in the 
second reading debate. But I would like to 
refer him to the recent press reports in regard 
to a strike in Nyasaland. I do not̂  think that 
any person would want the conditions which 
prevail in Nyasaland at the present time to 
prevail in South Africa.

Mr. HEPPLE: It happened in 1922, in 
1913-4, in the case of white workers.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: The hon. 
member apparently wants those conditions to 
prevail in South Africa. That is why he is 
pleading for the prohibition on Natives strikes 
to be removed.

The hon. member for Umbilo (Mr. Whiteley) 
raised the question of the employment of 
Natives when Europeans and Asiatics and 
Coloureds are on strike. To-day employers 
are at liberty to employ Natives when other 
workers are on strike. There is nothing to 
prevent them from doing so, and they have 
been in precisely the same position for the past 
eleven years. Under war measure 145 all 
Natives were prohibited from striking and em
ployers were at liberty to employ Natives 
where the Europeans, Coloureds and Asiatics 
were on strike, but I do not know of one 
instance where that has been done. I do not 
think it will be done in the future. I do not 
think any employer will make use of Natives 
as scabs when other workers are legitimately 
on strike. The hon. members need have no 
fears on that score.

Mr. EATON: Were employers not afraid 
because of the fact that the war measure was 
a temporary one?

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: I do not 
know what went on in the minds of the em
ployers, so I cannot reply to that question, but 
I do say that I do not think that there is any 
possibility that employers will make use of 
Natives as strike breakers in the future.

I come now to the hon. member for Cape 
Eastern (Mrs. Ballinger). I realize that the 
hon. member for Cape Eastern and the hon. 
member for Transkei (Mr. Stuart) are to a 
very great extent compelled to interpret the 
views of the extreme section of the Natives 
if they want to ensure their re-election. The 
hon. member for Cape Eastern was very 
concerned about the international repercussions 
as a result of the passing of this Bill by Parlia
ment. She said that I would find myself in 
serious difficulties with the International Labour 
Organization. The hon. member for Rosetten- 
ville also spoke in that strain. I want to tell 
the hon. member that the constitution of the 
International Labour Organization and the 
Declaration of Philadelphia set out in the pre
amble the objects for which the organization 
was established, and the organization was 
established to promote these objects. This is 
done by framing conventions which members 
are free to ratify or not as they see fit. A 
proposal to frame the constitution in a manner 
which would bind every member state which 
accepts it forthwith to enact in its legislation 
each and every object, was specifically dis
carded when the constitution was revised in 
1946. The reason for this is obvious as no 
member state could have accepted such a con
stitution. Furthermore, it is significant that the 
Declaration of Philadelphia itself in Part Five 
recognizes specifically that the manner of the
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application of the principles must be deter
mined with due regard to the state of social 
and economic development of its people and 
that progressive application is visualized In 
short, the Declaration of Philadelphia itself 
recognizes that methods and practices which 
are suited to highly civilized people cannot 
similarly be applied to a primitive people I 
can give the hon. member the assurance that 
we are quite prepared to meet any case that 
might be raised at the International Labour 
Organization Conference in this regard next 
year.

The hon. member for Cape Eastern, as well 
as the hon. member for Rosettenville, again 
predicted that this scheme was not going to 
work. They say that for various reasons I 
won’t be able to obtain the support of the 
Natives who are mainly affected and that the 
whole scheme is cumbersome and unworkable 
and they predict a very early break-down of 
the scheme. My reply to that is this: I am 
going to make this scheme work and hon 
members may rest assured that it will work 
unless members go out of their way.

Mr. HEPPLE: Leave it unsaid.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: . . .  to 
sabotage the scheme and agitate against the 
scheme; to incite the Natives not to support it.

Mr. LOVELL: We will give you enough 
rope to hang yourself.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: I can assure 
hon. members that the scheme will work, and 
the fact that this Bill has the support of the 
two main parties in this House will go a very 
long way to make this scheme work and to 
make it successful.

Mr. HEPPLE: What about the Natives 
themselves?

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: We are 
going to obtain the confidence of the Natives.

Mr. HEPPLE: How?

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Hon. mem
bers will see that the Natives on the whole will 
accept this scheme. We are giving them some
thing that they have never had before; we are 
not taking away any rights. They have never 
previously had any machinery that they could 
use to canalize their grievances and to bring 
their grievances to the attention of the authori
ties. The hon. member talks about Native 
trade unions but he knows that Native trade 
unions never carry any weight amongst the 
Native workers, and that very few of them are 
organized into Native trade unions. The Native 
trade unions have on the whole been ignored. 
The majority of employers refuse to negotiate 
with Native trade unions.

Mr. HEPPLE: That is not true.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: I say the 
majority of employers refuse to negotiate with

Native trade unions. They want to hav 
nothing to do with them; those are the facr 
and that is why the Native trade unions hav' 
never progressed. They are mushroom organ 
zations; you find a number to-day and with/ 
a month or two you find that they have di 
appeared. Once the Native workers have coj 
fidence in this new machinery, once they s< 
that they are treated with justice and equit 
they are going to support this scheme and the 
will have no further interest in Native trae 
unions. Hon. members are very fond of quotir 
the commission’s report and its recommend; 
tions but it is very significant that in spi; 
of the recommendations of the commission the 
nevertheless, in the annexures, attach an extra; 
from a speech by one of the better-know 
employers. It is an extract from an addre; 
delivered before the Johannesburg Rotai 
Club by Mr. Vernon Atkinson of Africa 
Explosives and Chemical Industries Ltd. H 
gave practical hints on the formation c 
workers’ councils. I am only going to quol 
one paragraph from his speech. He says—

The non-European is shrewd and liki 
value for his money. Trade unions will l 
interested in him only as long as he pays h 
membership’s subscription. Do not levy ar 
fees for membership.

That is membership of the Native workei 
council—

If the non-European finds that his requir 
ments are met through this automatic mer 
bership of the council, he is not likely 
remain a strong supporter of the trade unio 
On the other hand, there is no need 
denounce openly trade unionism.

Now, Sir, in spite of their recommendatioi 
they nevertheless appended this extract fro 
Mr. Atkinson’s address to their report. Th 
has been my argument too that once you crea 
alternative machinery, machinery that w 
ensure justice and equity to the Native workc 
and they realize that their grievances can 
brought to the attention of the authoritii 
when they know there is a body dealing wi 
their grievances and their disputes, they w 
have no interest in trade unions. I pred 
that within a year after this scheme has be 
in operation, there will be very few Nati 
trade unions left. There might be a numt 
of officials left, but they will be trade unic 
without any members.

The hon. member for Durban-Central (C 
McMillan) referred to the appointment 
officials. I want to fully endorse what he sa 
It will be essential to appoint officers who c 
obtain the confidence of the Natives, and p 
ferably officers who are conversant with one 
other Native language. I am quite prepared 
recommend that an inducement should 
offered to officers who are conversant in c 
or more Native languages. I think that is v 
necessary. That also is the reply to the h 
member for Boksburg (Mr. H. J. Williar 
who made the same point.
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Now, Mr. Speaker, I wonder if hon. mem
bers, and the public outside, realize the signifi
cance of the manner in which this Bill has 
passed through the House. I think it is the 
first time in many years that contentious 
legislation dealing with our vexed and complex 
racial problems has received so much general 
support and so many expressions of goodwill 
from all sides of the House. Even the hon. 
member for Rosettenville (Mr. Hepple) took 
the strongest exception to my statement that 
the Labour Party might attempt to sabotage 
this scheme. Even he admits that the scheme 
does confer some benefits on the Natives. I 
think this is a very good augury for the future, 
ft shows that there is a lot of common ground 
between the two main parties in this respect, 
md I only trust that this approach will be 
continued in future when we deal with our 
•acial problems. I want to say that the pre
requisite to obtaining the support and co- 
iperation of the non-Europeans is unity and 
co-operation among the Europeans. I think 
hat above all unity and co-operation among 
he two sections of the European population 
vhen we are dealing with these complex racial 
iroblems are absolutely essential if we wish to 
naintain European civilization in South Africa.

Mr. SPEAKER: That is in the discretion of 
Mr. Speaker.

, Mr. LAWRENCE: May I ask whether the 
“° n- Mtmster of Justice will be prepared to let 
the discussion on Clause 1 stand over until the 
other clauses hgve been disposed of?

Mr. SPEAKER: The whole Bill is now be
fore the House.

Mr- LAWRENCE: I was wondering 
whether that could not be done by the leave 
ot the House as an unopposed motion. There 
are certain amendments on the Order Paper in 
my name in respect of Clause 1, and they are 
really consequential upon amendments which I 
have in respect of Clause 2. My difficulty is 
that 1 cannot speak on the merits of the 
amendments, which I have in my name on 
Clause 2, on the amendments in respect of 
Clause 1. I move—

In Clause 1, to insert the following defi
nitions to precede the definition of “ public 
premises ” :

Motion put and a division called.

fewer than ten members (viz., Mrs 
lallinger, Messrs. Bunting, Davidoff, Eaton, 
lepple, Lovell,  ̂Stuart and Whiteley) voted 
gainst the motion, Mr. Speaker declared it 
greed to.

Bill read a third time.

RESERVATION OF SEPARATE 
AMENITIES BILL

econd Order read: Report Stage, Reservation 
of Separate Amenities Bill.

local authority ” includes any muni- 
cipal or divisional or borough or town or 
vil age council, town board, local board, 
village management board and also any 
board of management or committee or 
° u 6 body (including any body of persons 
which the Governor-General is authorized 
m terms of sub-section (4) of section seven 
of the Public Health Act, 1919 (Act No. 
36 of 1919), as amended, to constitue as. 
and declare by proclamation in the 
Gazette to be, a rural local authority for 
all or any of the purposes of that Act), 
which is constituted in accordance with 
any law.

Amendments considered.

Mr. STUART: I desire to move— 

That the debate be adjourned.

“ public carrier ” includes any person 
who lawfully carries or offers to carry for 
reward any passenger in any public vehicle 
having a seating capacity of not less than 
nine, excluding the driver and conductor.

do so for certain reasons which I want to 
ate. They are these: The debate curiously 
mcerns the African representatives in this 
ouse. At the moment there is a Committee 
:ting upstairs in which the position of one is 
mg considered, one of the other members is 
ting . . .

Mr. SPEAKER: Order! Under Standing 
der 36 (2) I cannot accept such a motion

Mr. STUART: Mr. Speaker, may I be heard 
' a moment.

Mr. SPEAKER: No. I don’t think so.

Mr. DAVIDOFF: On a point of order. Can 
nember not move the adjournment of the 
late?

I am sufficiently optimistic to feel that, because 
°f the difficulties I am in at the present time, 
the hon. the Minister will be persuaded when 
we come to deal with my amendments on 
Clause 2 to accept those amendments; and in 
that fond hope I propose to address just a few 
remarks to the amendments in respect of 
Clause 1. It will be seen that these amend
ments seek to improve two new definitions 
into the definition clause, namely a definition 
of “ Meal authority” and a definition of 

public carrier ”. If these two new definitions 
are accepted, the way will then be paved for 
the amendments which I propose to move to 
Clause 2. The purpose of these amendments 
is to ensure that the permissive powers given 
under this Act should be exercized solely by 
' public bodies ” in the accepted sense of the 

words should be characterized by public autho
rities in the generally accepted sense of those
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words, namely, State Departments, Provincial 
authorities and local authorities. Now, Sir, 
“ local authorities ” is not defined in the Bill 
now before the House. Therefore, Sir, if the 
hon. the Minister is prepared to accept the 
limitation which I suggest national considera
tions demand, then it is necessary in advance, 
in Clause 1, to lay down specifically what one 
means by the term “ local authority” if we 
are going to use that term in a later stage of 
the Bill. In terms of this definition, it will 
be seen that “ local authority” includes all 
those bodies from village management boards 
to town boards, local boards, village councils, 
divisional councils up to city councils. The 
Bill, as it stands, confers powers on any person 
who may be in charge of or have control of 
any “ public premises ” or “ public vehicle ” as 
defined. In those circumstances it enables 
individuals who may be in charge of public 
premises, which includes any land or enclosure, 
to exercise the powers under the Bill, to decide 
to demarcate portions of public premises or 
public vehicles in such a way that they may 
be used only by one particular race or group 
of a community, or may set them aside in 
such a way as to provide separate facilities 
in respect of public premises or public vehicles. 
These are very far-reaching powers indeed. 
But this House at the second reading has 
accepted the principle that, because of the 
complexities of our multi-racial society in 
South Africa, it is not always possible, not 
always practicable and not always necessary 
that where a State Department or a public 
authority sets aside certain amenities in respect 
of public premises or in respect of public 
vehicles, for one section of the community, 
there should always be similar amenities for 
other sections. In fact, the House by accept
ing the principle of the Bill at the second 
reading went so far as to agree that there may 
be circumstances where special facilities may 
be provided, if such is in the interests of the 
country, for one section of the community, 
and that no facilities at all need be provided 
for other racial groups. One thinks of the 
example of the Native territories where the 
public amenities are used only by Natives and 
where a waiting-room or some public con
veyance is required for the Native population, 
but where there is no need for any similar 
amenity for Europeans. In those circum
stances it is accepted by the majority of the 
people of South Africa, not only by Euro
peans but by the non-Europeans as well, that 
in those circumstances it would be absurd to 
demand that because facilities are provided for 
the group which requires them, therefore some 
similar facilities should be provided for another 
group. The principle of differentiation is 
accepted, the principle is accepted that there 
may be differentiation without doing any injus
tice to those persons for whom no facilities 
are provided. But it is felt by the Opposi
tion, and the point was brought to the notice 
of the hon. the Minister at the second-reading 
stage and was brought to the notice of the 
hon. the Minister during the Committee Stage

very forcibly, that where these powers of dis
crimination—although I do not like to use the 
word “ discrimination ” in this sense—that 
where these powers of setting aside separate 
amenities are given in a Bill of this sort, 
they should be exercised only by public autho
rities who are accountable to some form of 
electorate. State Departments are adminis
tered by Ministers of State. Those Ministers 
of State are responsible to Parliament, and if 
there is any criticism of the manner in which 
the Minister of Posts and Telegraphs, for 
instance  ̂ provides facilities for the various sec
tions of the population in post offices, Mem
bers of Parliament can come to Parliament 
and can raise these matters in the House, and 
the Minister of Posts and Telegraphs will have 
to answer those criticisms. A similar argu
ment can be applied in respect of Provincial 
authorities and of local authorities, such as 
city councils and town councils. But when 
it comes to allowing individuals to exercise 
the powers conferred under this Act, there is 
no over-riding authority, no public forum 
where public opinion can be expressed in 
regard to the administration of those powers; 
and it seems to members on this side of the 
House that, for those reasons, it is unwise to 
allow these very wide powers to be exercised 
by private individuals. They can be exercised 
in an arbitrary fashion, they can be exercised 
in a fashion which is grossly unfair, grossly 
unjust, manifestly inequitable and capricious. 
And yet in terms of this Bill there is no 
redress. If those powers are exercised in a 
manner which is manifestly inequitable or 
unjust, even though, as the Bill now stands, 
and in the absence of the acceptance of an 
amendment which I shall move at a later stage, 
and while the courts cannot interfere, there 
will yet be the forum of Parliament, the forum 
of the public authority to which the public 
can appeal in respect of these matters. But 
how can one deal with this matter in regard 
to a private individual? I repeat what I said 
to the hon. the Minister at the Committee 
Stage, that the definition of “ public premises ” 
is so wide as to include my private property, 
my home, a farm, a Native hut in a Native 
territory. The definition of “ public 
premises ” . . .  .—-

. . . .  includes any land, enclosure, building.
structure, hall, room, office or convenience
to which the public has access, whether on
the payment of an admission fee or not.

“ To which the public has access.” That is 
very wide. The public has access to my home. 
The milkman comes to my home.

Mr. SPEAKER: Is the hon. member now 
discussing the definition of “ local authority ”?

Mr. LAWRENCE: Mr. Speaker, with the 
greatest respect, in order to impress upon the 
Minister the need for accepting this amend
ment, I had to show how far the Bill goes in 
its present form, if there is no limitation placed 
in the Bill in respect of those persons who may 
exercize the powers under it.
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the passengers were crowded enough 
kn°,q52 and it seems a pretty tough prospect 
? 1 ,he additional 5,000.000 who have to get 
“tn ‘this one coach to try to find accommoda- 

in This year. I know that the Minister is 
u0“ athetic. I know that he is going to do 
i  j-est he can for his strapless hanging 
'Wengers; they haven’t even a strap to hang 
P„ when they stand; they travel on their own 

trust that he will see that everything 
hat can possibly be done will be done in 

mnnection with the very early implementation 
of the suggested improvements and that every
thing will be done even at this stage with a 

,o anticipating the delivery dates, 
hope that the Minister will be able to hold out 
some hope for the public that their long period 
of very patient waiting is at least nearing
an end.

Mr. MOORE: I am sorry I cannot join 
wholeheartedly in the chorus of approval but 
I wish to refer very briefly to the reply th 
hon the Minister gave on the subject of 
language tests which I raised together with 
the hon. member for Florida (Mr. Tighy). 
think the Minister has rather 
the position. He says m his reply, referring
to my remarks— v

Now my hon. friend wishes to know why 
we do not accept Matriculation certificates.

I never made any reference to the MatricuH- 
tion certificate. I have not stated that _th t

“  &  V.
but this is the point: I want thc
which should go together with any »ests_ Th
test should not be associated with a speaal
post The Minister said that they requirea 
one kind of test for a driver. I agree; but at

& T ^ E p o Sr o f «

ment That is the point I am trying to make 
The hon. the Minister refers to the factt that 
he does not know Latin or High Outch to day 
as he did in the days of his youth. I hope he 
does know a little about the logic that he 
learned in the days of his yo

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT: That 
is only because I have practised it ever since.

Mr MOORE- That is exactly what I am 
trying m iUustrate. I am glad that the Minister 
is following so attentively. The point is that

when we are dealing with Afrikaans and 
English we are dealing with two official 
languages which are in constant use. and 
therefore the arguments which the Minister 
applied to Latin and High Dutch do not apply.

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT: It does 
in practice very much.

Mr. MOORE: 1 shall be very glad if the 
Minister will give me an opportunity of in
vestigating these tests more closely so that I 
will be able to see eye to eye with him. Ihe 
Minister uses the occasion to refer to what 
the policy was of these people on this side 
when they were in power. We know that 
Afrikaans did not become an official language 
until many years after Union. Afnkaans as 
we know it to-day was not established at the 
time of Union. There was a transition period, 
and during that transition period in the early 
twenties’ it was necessary to be more liberal 
in our outlook. Let me give one example. 
When the hon. the Prime Minister in those 
days became Minister of Education there was 
never any Minister who gave such complete 
satisfaction to his staff in this matter of 
language qualification. I should like some of 
the spirit which he infused into his Department 
in those days to be infused to-day into the 
Railway Department. When a man is in his 
fifty’s I do not think he should be subjected 
to a language test, if he has done his job well 
up till then. If he has done his job well and 
has an opportunity of a little promotion to
wards the end of his career to sweeten up his 
pension, I think the Minister should be in a 
position to grant it. Therefore I say hat th s 
system of tests can be persisted m but these 
tests should not be associated with the posts  ̂
They should not be subjected because A is 
applying for a job and B might get it. They 
should be divorced from any Partic£lar 
That was my point and I hope I have ex 
plained it more carefully now to the Minister.

w ,  HFPPLE: I want to assure hon. mem- 
be^  that I am going to be very brief I want 
to ask the Minister a question. This afternoon 
I sot a reply from him to a question I had 
asked about a special train that was run from 
Burghersdorp to carry spectators to the Rugby 
test at Ellis Park, and I was pleased to see that 
the result of the running of that special tram 
was a profit to the Administration. In view 
rf that I hope that the Minister will consider 
the question of restoring excursions for work- 
ing people from the inland areas to the coast 
fol their annual holiday I am sure he Minis
ter will be very sympathetic when I tell him 
that there are thousands of workers in up-
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country towns who get a miserable two or 
three weeks’ holiday once a year and who 
because of the high cost of travelling are un
able to take their families to the coast. I 
hope that the Minister, in view of the fact 
that he can run such special excursion trains 
at a profit, will re-introduce excursion rates for 
holidaymakers from inland towns to the coast.

glad that those reports will be made aval 
and I will certainly avail myself of 
opportunity. 1

Motion put and agreed to.

Bill read a third time.

LOAN AGREEMENTS WITH INTERNA
TIONAL BANK FOR RECONSTRUCTION 

AND DEVELOPMENT

years ago. Since then no committee or com
mission has sat and where the newspapers got 
this information from, I do not know But 
the Government is going to consider this matter 
during the recess. I can set the hon. member’s 
mind at rest by saying that we do not intend 
doing anything with regard to the Durban 
workshops in the way of decreasing its capacity 
or the number of people working there; and 
as tar as the Booth Line is concerned, that is 
a parochial matter which I do not propose to 
deal with here.

Motion put and agreed to.

Bill read a second time.

House in Committee:

Clauses, Schedules and Title of the Bill nut 
and agreed to.

House Resumed:

The CHAIRMAN reported the Bill without 
amendments.

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT; I move 
as an unopposed motion—

That the Bill be now read a third time.

Mr. SERFONTEIN: I second.

Mr. EATON: I want to thank the Minister 
for the very courteous reply he gave me in 
connection with departmental reports. I am

Mr. GAY; I would like also to ex 
appreciation to the Minister for having , 
my advice and for having taken the n 
into his confidence in the manner he has 
with regard to the suburban railways. T he 
It is a step in the right direction, and will 
“.s 8et somewhere. I would like to sa 
the Minister that I have not yet had tin 
study the report which he kindly made 
able and I would like to reserve any discu 
on that. I would say to him that he 
anticipate that the audience to whom he 
issued that report will be a very critical 
L will be the eighty odd million passei 
who have suffered severely in the last 
years on the suburban railways and thev 
no likely to accept even a Ministerial r] 
unless they see some tangible evidence c 

.lnt0 effect- I realize the difficulty 
the Minister and I realize the difficulties o 
Administration. I have no doubt that he 
do all m his power to see that the sugges 
put forward are carried into effect as soo 
possible. But I would ask the Ministe 
continue to exert pressure in order, if pos‘ 
to anticipate some of the dates that he 
mentioned. In 1950, in reply to quest 
certain suggestions were made by the Min 
with regard to an improvement of t 
services. It was dependent on the electri 
bon of other areas—the northern suburbs 
Touws River. Apparently difficulties 1 
arisen and it has not been possible for 
improvements forecast for 1952 to materia 
t know that to some extent the hon 
Minister is dependent on overseas delive 
We know that 92 coaches were ordered, 
the Peninsula itself quite a lot of work
new6 KnC •" 0rd.er t0 8et the benefi™ stoc.k wbfni it arrives, and we hope 
that work will be implemented now. I r 
particularly to the track situation between C 
Town and Wynberg. It is quite clear fi 
replies given to questions a day or two 
that in the peak periods, whilst over a port 
of that period additional trains can be in 
duced, there is a critical period of si 
duration but of tremendous importance to 
passenger service where no additional tra
tfnn ^  lntr° duced; ft is true the ac tional coaches will permit of longer tra
They will permit of full trains instead of h 
trams. But I think any work which is dc 
now ," advance will shorten the time that 
public will have to wait. The passen 
increase of just over 5,000,000 in the Cs 

emnsula area alone in the past 12 mom 
. . een catered for by an increase of o 

additional first-class coach. Heaven oi
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Mr. LOUBSER: I said it was my personal
view.

Mr. T. O. WILLIAMS: . . . you cannot suc
ceed. You cannot prevent men from getting 
knowledge. The Minister has said that the 
policy of apartheid, if applied in the academic 
field, will be no limitation to academic free
dom. I venture to take issue with the Minis
ter on that. To my mind, a university in its 
own field is something greater than a demo
cratic government. The Government repre
sents the people here, but it is a university 
which provides the intellectual leadership of 
the people. The normal representatives of the 
people can hardly dictate to the cultural heads 
of the nation. I want to plead here for the 
principle of the universities being allowed to 
make their own individual choice in this mat
ter. I am a member of the Council of the 
University of Natal, and it has already been 
mentioned here that in Natal a considerable 
measure of separation exists. I therefore do 
not plead for the fact; I plead rather for the 
principle that a university is sufficiently great 
to make its own decisions in this matter, and 
if you presume to dictate policy to it by rea
son of the fact that it receives a subsidy, it 
will cease to be a university and cease to have 
that cultural leadership which we desire it to 
have.

*Mr. DE VILLIERS: Mr. Chairman, it is a 
recognized fact that education is a powerful 
weapon or instrument, an instrument or a 
medium which can be utilized for the advance
ment, the improvement and the development of 
the State, but it is also an instrument which can 
be used to undermine the established and recog
nized way of life, to undermine existing values 
and also to undermine the authority of the 
State. In this respect, since we have our 
particular problems in South Africa, a multi
racial country, this aspect deserves our atten
tion. We have millions of non-Europeans, the 
majority of whom are still undeveloped, people 
who as a result of their standard of living and 
their standard of civilization are more sus
ceptible to wrong influences and over whom 
the Europeans still have to exercise guardian
ship. I say that in this respect it is a question 
which must receive our attention. It is there
fore of the utmost importance that we should 
guard against these wrong influences, especial
ly as far as education is concerned, influences 
which may lead not only to the undermining 
of the authority of the State, of our existing 
sense of values and way of life, but influences 
which may endanger our entire future and 
which may also spoil the future of the non- 
Europeans and harm their own cause. This 
is a serious matter and I should like to men
tion a few things to substantiate this statement. 
On 23 June 1947, E. C. Roberts, chairman 
of a non-European teachers’ association, 
the Teachers’ League of South Africa, made 
the following speech at Kimberley and I should 
like to quote a few extracts from it.

*The CHAIRMAN: What bearing has that 
on the Vote?

*Mr. DE VILLIERS: This is a matter of 
policy. I wish to point out that in the sphere 
of education we should guard against teachers 
who spread wrong ideas.

*The CHAIRMAN: That is not a question 
of policy and the hon. member cannot discuss 
it.

Mr. HEPPLE: Mr. Chairman, I want to 
pursue the matter dealt with by the hon. mem
ber for Musgrave (Mr. T. O. Williams), and 
that is the question which follows from the 
statement made by the hon. the Minister this 
evening that he intends to have an investigation 
into the question of segregation in the univer
sities. I notice that a number of members on 
the Government side of the House have dealt 
with this matter. I agree with him that it is 
a matter of great importance, but I differ from 
the point of view which he put forward. In 
spite of what the Minister has said, this will 
constitute interference with the freedom of 
choice inside universities. The question of 
segregation is a burning one with the students 
in our universities as well as with leaders of 
thought in other sections of the community. 
I disagree with the Minister when he says that 
this is a violation of the traditional policy and 
outlook of South Africa. I want to remind the 
Minister that it has always been the policy of 
the University of Cape Town and of the Wit- 
watersrand University to practice academic 
non-segregation. There have never been facili
ties at other universities for non-Europeans to 
acquire all higher learning that is necessary. 
In the past we had no trouble and no difficulty 
as the result of these non-European students 
attending the universities. But in recent years 
the position has been aggravated as the result 
of political pressure and political propaganda. 
The cry against non-European students at 
European universities is loudest outside . the 
universities and amongst those who do not 
know what is going on at the universities. 
Unfortunately in the last year there have a- 
risen at some of the universities small bodies 
of student opinion, which is whipping up 
racial feeling and which will lead to a great 
deal of trouble. I agree with the Minister 
that the generally accepted policy in South 
Africa is social and residential separation, 
but in so far as students attending universities 
are concerned, there has been no difficulty, 
but there will be considerable difficulty if we 
as legislators attempt to interfere with the 
attitude and the thinking of those in our uni
versities. We must understand that the best 
of a nation comes out of free thought amongst 
students at the universities. If there is no free 
thought and free discussion amongst the 
students, we will produce men like sausages 
out of a sausage machine. We will not be 
producing the best minds. What we will be 
doing is to send our children to the universities 
with instructions that they should have one- 
track minds and no freedom of discussion. 
Does South Africa believe that we can get the 
best out of our universities if we put the minds 
of our students in chains, if we are going to 
prevent them from having free mental inter
course with those of other races? Many of
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our best thinkers in South Africa have been to 
universities overseas, where they associated 
with people of different colours There are 
Cabrnet Ministers in this, country who havl 
been to overseas universities and who had 
intercourse with those of different colour I 
say that we are now embarking upon a verv 
dangerous path if we are goihg to interffm 
with the freedom of thought and discussion in 
pur universities. I also want to add that ffiere 
is another very important aspect w hich 'was

f c!th b,y tbe bon- member for Transkei 
(Mr Stuart) and that is the shortage of 
facilities There are inadequate facilitfes at 
our universities for non-Europeans We 
recently had great difficulty in regard to 
medical students at the Witwatersrand Uni- 
versity which was unable to provide facilities 
for the training of those non-Europeans In 
the apartheid policy of this Government, it is 
clearly stated that the non-European must be 
given an opportunity to develop and m serve
be lnKtereSS  of his own P.e°Ple- How will they be able to serve their own people as

meli°ifSwa"d denti s,ts and . other professional men if we are unable to tram sufficient of them
T w  "der those services to their own people? 
That is an important aspect that has not been
h?QSVv r1d’ and 1 uhope that the Minister, before b's-ny ot? foes through, will elaborate on the 
P°!n‘ ° V he Provision of adequate facilities 
tor non-Europeans at the universities

2612

ANDhesrtF N rp ER 1UF e d u c a t io n , a r t sA IN U  SCIENCE. Mr. Chairman, I think I 
l - o  -phed sufficiently to the references to 
apartheid at the universities. I do not intend 
replying to it any further, because I made my 
attitude very clear. But may I perhaps just 
add this It is inconceivable that the Govern
ment will take action at the universities in 
connection with students who are there already 
without creating the necessary facilities, there’ 
or elsewhere, for those students who are 
already there to continue with their studies 
Ihe Government will not be so malicious; 
and I think I can state on behalf of the 
Government that in this regard, as far as 
finances permit, care will be taken not to act 
too harshly towards those people. But the 
whole matter is under consideration and I hope 
that the universities themselves will tackle the 
matter and see to it that the necessary steps 
are taken to make provision and to give effect 
to public opinion and to the expectations of 
the country.

J h<L  bon'. member for Pretoria (East) 
(Mr H. C. de Kock) referred to the Afrikaans 
Dictionary and asked that more etymological 
information should be given in the dictionary.

to ted b*m that we already find it 
difficult to afford to issue the dictionary in 
its present form, and we are in a hurry to 
issue i t  as s o o t  as possible. The Board' has 
therefore decided that it is impossible to 
extend it on the basis suggested by him. be
cause we want that dictionary made available 
to the public as soon as possible.

The hon. member for Ventersdorp (Mr. 
Greyling) referred to technical education. The 
technical colleges and the technical high schools 
always do the same work, but the technical

colleges provide the educational facility 
mostly m he bigger cities, while the techfficl 
high schools do it in the rural areas. In r e S  
to undesirable courses at technical collier  
I just want to say that a committee has now 
been appointed which has been asked to make 
recommendatmns in regard to the subsidization 
of technical colleges and to devote attention to 
seeing that subsidies are not given to un 
desirable courses. He asked me three questions' 
, h°Pp he 'idl not Marne me for not replying 
to them. The replies are contained in the
!hfn°a h? uh- he quo,ted and if tb« e  is any thing which is not clear to him, the Depart
ment will give him the information.

The hon. member for Kensington (Mr 
Moore) again raised the question of the sub
sidization of the University of South Africa 
In dealing with the Estimates last year, I gave 
a df, ailed explanation of the position, and that 
position is still precisely the same to-day There 
has been no change.

In regard to the National Theatre Organiza-
on thl Cr n JUSt SaI  that a Pr°mise was made on the recommendation of National Council 
for Extra-mural Education to make £45 ooo 
available for the National Theatre Organiza-
are merf f PTf°d ° f threC years- Those funds are used for the promotion of the drama in
our country, to enable plays to be produced
because^ n°th ^  ^  many Pe° ple aS possibIe- S T , ?  the same waT as educational insti-
amt ft thf y c?nnot stand on their own feet. 
f„nd ‘l 1S f°r that reason that the State is giv-
ffn non1? that subsldy of £15,000 a year. The 
£-.0 GOO to organizations is an amount which is 
™ df  available annually to educational organi-
mnraf c ! fr0Ut®h National Council for Extra
mural Education Organization. The Organiza- 
t on gives amounts to various organizations 
in the country. It is only at the end of the 
financial year that we know the full details of 
the amounts made available. If the hon
^ w d ld  1St 'ntf|reStCd what amounts are
pwfltelt VhX f i f Ver hlm • the information privateiy. The full information will be avail
able only on 31 March 1954.

The hon. member for Albany (Mr Bowker)
the'En  I' qU<jStV°,n ln regard t0 'he award to the National Monuments Commission. My
reply is simply this, that owing to the 
accumulated funds of the Commission, it wal 
decided to decrease the award. If the Com
mission cannot cover their expenditure from 
the accumulated funds plus the Government 
allowmice of £ 1 ,000. the Department will make 
Fsffm°fa u ds available in the Additional
For TheeSRP nC a Sr- r?ferred to the Library ior the Blind at Grahamstown. The £250
F an.t 1S "o' made for the purchase of new 

ooks, but only to cover administrative
finffenthSV If the management of the librarv nnds that it cannot manage on that £250, we
n1 t w nSffer 'nc;;casing il if the>' apply to us 
thatch e^CCt' Bui  at the moment we think that they are satisfied with that amount It
tiv f°lv°r equ'pm,ent. It is only for administra- 
tive expenses. I think I have replied to all
repliede to°nS "0W' The ° therS 1 haVe aIready
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At 10.25 p.m. the Chairman stated that, in 
accordance with the Sessional Order adopted 
on 24 July, he would report progress and ask 
leave to sit again.

House Resumed:

The Chairman reported progress and asked 
leave to sit again.

House to resume in Committee on 1 Sep
tember.

Mr. Speaker adjourned the House at 10.27 
p.m.

TUESDAY, 1 SEPTEMBER 1953

Mr. SPEAKER took the Chair at 2.20 p.m.

REPORT OF SELECT COMMITTEE ON 
SUPPRESSION OF COMMUNISM ACT 

INQUIRY

Dr. HERTZOG, as Chairman, brought up 
the Report of the Select Committee on the 
Suppression of Communism Act Inquiry.

Report, proceedings and evidence to be 
printed and to be considered on 7 September.

QUESTIONS

I. Mr. BUNTING—Reply standing over.

Amount Collected under Native Services 
Levy Act

II. Mr. BUNTING asked the Minister of 
Native Affairs:

(a) What amount has been collected under
the Native Services Levy Act, 1952, and

(b) what amount has been expended to date 
and for what purpose.

The MINISTER OF NATIVE AFFAIRS:

I would refer the hon. member to my 
reply to the hon. member for East London 
(City) on 14 July 1953, when I gave the 
collections under the Native Services Levy 
Act at certain centres up to 30 June, 1953.

I cannot ask local authorities to furnish 
statistics continuously whenever questions 
are asked, since full details of income and 
expenditure must now be supplied quarterly 
by them, viz., at the end of March, June, 
September and December in each year. The 
information asked for will reach my Depart
ment in due course for the period ending 30 
September 1953, and can be supplied to the 
House on request during October next.

Mr. BUNTING: Arising from the hon. the 
Minister’s reply, may I ask him whether any 
of this money has been spent?

The MINISTER OF NATIVE AFFAIRS: I 
shall reply to that when I receive these statis
tics.

Hospital Beds Available for T.B. Patients

III. Col. O. L. SHEARER asked the Acting 
Minister of Health:

(1) What number of beds are available in 
the Union for the hospitalization of (a) 
Europeans and (b) non-Europeans suf
fering from pulmonary tuberculosis in 
Central Government hospitals, local 
authority hospitals, mission hospitals 
and tuberculosis settlements, respec
tively;

(2) whether the number of beds available is
adequate for (a) Europeans and (b) non- 
Europeans; if not, how many more beds 
are required for each race group;

(3) what steps does he intend taking to pro
vide additional accommodation;

(4) whether the accommodation so provided 
will be adequate to hospitalize all active 
cases of tuberculosis; if not,

(5) whether he has any plans for the domi
ciliary treatment of tuberculosis and 
what will the cost per patient per day 
be;

(6) whether this cost includes provision for 
additional essential foodstuffs; and

(7) whether he has any plans for the early 
detection of tuberculosis; if so, what 
plans.

The ACTING MINISTER OF HEALTH:

(1) (a) 403 in Central Government hospi
tals,

283 in local authority hospitals,
2 in mission hospitals, and 

18 in tuberculosis settlements;

(b) 1,793 in Central Government hospi
tals,

1,731 in local authority hospitals, 
866 in mission hospitals, and 
386 in tuberculosis settlements.

(2) (a) Yes.

(b) No.
In the case of non-Europeans it 

is impossible to state with any 
degree of accuracy the number of 
beds required as no reliable statis
tics either of incidence or deaths 
from pulmonary tuberculosis are 
available.
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(3) It is proposed—

(i) to provide for additional ward 
accommodation at certain existing 
Government hospitals;

(ii) to utilize for tuberculosis patients 
such accommodation as is no longer 
required for hospitalization of 
venereal disease patients;

(iii) to utilize for tuberculosis patients 
such accommodation as is no longer 
required at certain leper institutions.

(4) No.

(5) Yes, for treatment of persons suffering
from certain stages of the disease, at 
approximately 5s. per patient per day.

(6) Yes.

(7) Yes. In addition to the extension of the
existing methods and facilities for early 
detection, the establishment of radiolo
gical facilities at selected centres and 
the operation of suitably equipped 
mobile mass X-Ray units.

IV. Mr. G. P. VAN DEN BERG (for Mr. 
M. Viljoen)—Reply standing over.

Percentage of Postal Votes

The MINISTER OF THE INTERIOR 
replied to Question No. XIII by Mr. DavidofE, 
standing over from 18 August:

Question:

(1) What was -the average percentage of
voters who applied for postal votes in 
the recent general election in the Trans
vaal, Cape Province, Natal and the 
Orange Free State, respectively;

(2) what was (a) the highest percentage in
any constituency in each Province and 
(b) the number of postal votes issued in 
each of such constituencies;

(3) whether he has had reports of alleged
irregularities in regard to postal votes 
in the recent by-election in Johannes
burg (City); if so, what is the nature of 
such reports; and

(4) whether he intends introducing legislation
to amend the relative sections of Act 
No. 46 of 1946, as amended, in regard 
to voting by post; if so, what amend
ments are contemplated; if not, why not.

Reply:

Transvaal ......... ... ............... |l-2%
Cape Province.........................  Jf.2%
Natal ........................................  J2.0%
Orange Free State ................ >2-6 %

(2) (a) (b)
Highest Number of
percen- postal votes

tage issued
Transvaal .......... 19.2% 1,536
Cape Province ... 20.6% 1,918
N ata l.................... 20.1% 1,774
Orange Free State 17.0% 1,809

(3) No.

(4) No. Amendments are not considered
necessary at this stage.

Average Consumption of Protein per Head of 
the Population

The ACTING MINISTER OF HEALTH 
replied to Question No. Ill by Col. O. L. 
Shearer, standing over from 21 August:

Question:

(1) What is the average consumption of pro
tein per head of the population by Euro
peans, Coloured persons, Asiatics and 
Natives, respectively, through the
medium of (a) meat and (b) fish; and

(2) what is the average consumption of fats
per head of the population by Euro
peans, Coloured persons, Asiatics and 
Natives, respectively, through the
medium of (a) milk, (b) butter, (c) mar
garine and (d) vegetable sources (exclu
ding margarine).

Reply:

(1) The information requested by the hon.
member is not available. According to 
the most recent statistics the average per 
caput per diem consumption irrespective 
of racial groups is:— (a) meat, 14.29 
grammes, (b) fish, 2.46 grammes.

(2) Consumption by racial groups not avail
able. Per caput per diem consumption 
irrespective of racial group is:— (a) 
6.81 grammes, (b) 6.48 grammes, (c) Not 
available, (d) 21.95 grammes.

Calorific Value of Bremer Bread

The ACTING MINISTER OF HEALTH 
replied to Question No. IV by Col. O. L. 
Shearer, standing over from 21 August:

Question:

(1) What is the calorific value of a loaf of
Bremer bread;

(2) what number of calories are derived
from the various fortifying ingredients, 
namely, (a) proteins, (b) fats and (c) 
carbohydrates; and

(3) whether the Department of Nutrition
has carried out research to ascertain
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criminals. There are a great number of these 
dealers in second-hand goods who are honest 
;ind decent people and I hope they will not 
raise objections to measures taken by us to 
compel them to comply with certain demands 
which will enable us to catch these receivers 
of stolen goods. What do the criminals do 
with all the goods they steal? They cannot 
sell them on the streets. Goods taken from a 
shop or from a house disappear overnight. 
Those goods must go somewhere and they go 
into the hands of receivers.

There are other matters in connection with 
the police which I shall rather discuss when 
we come to the Police Vote. I think I have 
now replied to all the questions that have thus 
far been put to me.

Mr. HEPPLE: The Minister has very 
briefly and in a very roundabout way replied to 
the questions raised in connection with his 
activities with regard to the Suppression of 
Communism Act. I would like to pursue this 
matter a little further with the Minister. I 
do not want to criticize the Act; we have done 
that already.

Mr. A. STEYN: Don’t go too far, old chap.

Mr. HEPPLE: Mr. Chairman, I hope the 
hon. member for Kroonstad (Mr. A. Steyn) is 
not going to be allowed to continue in this way.

The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: Order! The 
hon. member may proceed.

Mr. HEPPLE: I do not know, Sir, whether 
you can hear what is going on in this corner. 
[Interjections.]

*The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: Order! I 
want to ask the hon. member for Kroonstad to 
stop making these interjections.

*Mr. A. STEYN: On a point of order, is 
the hon. member entitled to complain about 
interjections from this side when members from 
that side are continually making interjections.

*The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: That is not 
a point of order; the hon. member may pro
ceed.

Mr. HEPPLE: I want to pursue this matter 
a little bit further with the Minister. On 21 
of July the Minister replied to a question 
which I had put to him in connection with this 
\ct.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: Last year?

Mr. HEPPLE: No, this year. I asked the 
Minister how many persons had been placed 
on the Liquidator’s list since the passing of 
:he Suppression of Communism Act, and how 
Tiany of the persons concerned were trade 
anion officials or members. The Minister 
replied that 516 persons had been placed on 
the list up to that stage and that 53 were offi
cials of trade unions but he was unable to 
state, as he had no records, how many of

these persons were members of trade unions. 
In connection with the 53 who are officials of 
trade unions, the Minister has tonight quoted 
a long list of trade unions which he said were 
in the hands of Communists or who had Com
munists as their secretaries or officials. What 
the Minister has said tonight shows an abysmal 
ignorance of the practice of trade unions. The 
members of trade unions elect their officials, 
and either these Communists are very, very 
clever or they are able to be so convincing and 
persuasive in their manner, that they can get 
thousands of members of trade unions to elect 
them to official posts. The Minister knows 
that that is absolute nonsense because that is 
not what happens. Despite our political dis
agreement with the Communists we must ad
mit that in so far as the trade unions are con
cerned they have had the support of the rank 
and file because of their ability to do a good 
job of work in the trade union movement. 
What is happening to-day because of the action 
of the Minister under the tyrannical powers 
he possesses under this Act is that the trade 
union movement is being broken up; that is 
what is happening. Sooner or later the trade 
unions in South Africa will reach the position 
where the only type of trade union that will be 
allowed to remain will be those subservient to 
the policy of the Nationalist Party. That is 
what is happening very rapidly. I can tell 
the Minister that there are considerable num
bers of very good people in the trade union 
movement who are afraid to open their mouths 
to-day because they do not want to fall foul 
of the Government. There is a reign of terror 
amongst the trade unions in this country.

Mr. A. STEYN: That is nonsense.

Mr. HEPPLE: That is quite true, and I want 
to tell the Minister that in some unions they 
are having a great deal of trouble to replace 
the officials who are removed by the edict of 
the Minister. These trade unions are placed 
in a very difficult position in bargaining with 
their employers. I speak very strongly in this 
matter because the Minister knows that I have 
take up some of these cases with him with ab
solutely no success whatsoever. I have asked 
the Minister either to withdraw his ban on these 
trade union leaders or to postpone the applica
tion of such orders for a period of about six 
months in order to enable these trade unions 
to conclude negotiations with their employers. 
I want to draw attention now to a very serious 
development that has taken place. In reply 
to a request which I made to the Minister in 
relation to two trade union officials, the Minis
ter very courteously listened to my plea and 
then he called for an up-to-date police report 
on the two officials concerned. I naturally 
assumed that on those grounds the Minister 
was amenable to reason and that if these up- 
to-date police reports showed that these two 
trade union officials had behaved themselves 
and were not in any way violating the laws 
of the land, the Minister would show some 
compassion in dealing with these matters. But 
what was the result? After receiving the police 
reports, the Minister decided that he could not 
change his original orders. This is a very sig-



Mr. M. J. VAN DEN BERG- Are von 
acquainted with the reports? ' Are y

v  EPPLE: The hon. member for
Kragersdorp (Mr. M. J. van den Berg) aTks me 
whether I am acquainted with the report. No 
£at 's. *.hf  tyranny of this law. Nobody but

T h k ^ r  r 1S a,cquamted with these reports. This police report must contain some damning 
evidence against these officials. 8

you* d0MENTZ: SUreIy they knOW better than

better than *7"^: 1 w 11? know they do know better than I do but I want to say that the
tyranny of this law is that people are being 
judged and punished under secret orders and 
on the strength of secret reports. There is no 
means for these individuals to find out where 
they are transgressing the law; these people are 
being punished under the secrecy of the law.

Mr. M. J. VAN DEN BERG: No.

Mr. HEPPLE: Yes, they are and hon. mem
bers on the Government side who protested 
so vigorously against Star Chamber methods 
m Africa, are to-day defending such
methods. I am not concerned with the politics 
or these individuals but I do say that it is a 
disgrace to this country that people can be 
punished under secret laws, on secret reports 
that are used under a law that gives the 
Minister tyrannical powers. The Minister is 
answerable to no one. He has powers under 
this Act to do whatever he likes and he is not 
even answerable to Parliament.

: That is the way to deal
with Communists.

Mr. M. J. VAN DEN BERG; They will be 
able to get access to the report.

Mr. HEPPLE: I hope the Minister heard 
the interjection from the hon. member for 

LÛ.crs ■r-p' J hope the Minister will tell us 
whether it is true that these individuals will be 
able to get access to these reports; whether 
they will be given an opportunity to read those 
reports and find out what it is in those reports 
that have put these individuals in this position. 
\i7uanV °  ma ê a Plea to the Minister tonight. 
w oen I put my question to which he replied 
on 21 July I specifically asked how many of 
these people were trade union officials. I fur
ther asked—

In how many cases did the Minister of 
Justice consult with the Minister of Labour 
ut terms of Section 53 of the Suppression 
of Communism Act.

In all cases where trade union officials wen. 
concerned the provisions of the law 
carried out. cre

I accept that, but I want to tell the Minister 
of Justice of my own experience. I went J  
the Minister of Labour with these cases n 
which I am referring and I said to the Minister 
of Labour Here is the information from 
these two trade unions; they are being put £  
a very difficult position as a result of the e 
orders; which have been served on their secre
taries. The Minister of Labour replied: “ r 
cannot do anything about it; once their names 
have been placed on the list it is entirely a 
matter for the Minister of Justice.” Now we 
see the whole farce of that law because it re
mains in the hands of the Minister of Justice 

IS tbe Judge and the jury and the execu- 
limit ] He 1S everythlng rolled into one. [Time

*Mn VORSTER: This evening I was in- 
th!e hon- member for Hottentots- 

Holland (Sir de Vilhers Graaff), referring to 
my contention last night that 91 persons were 
declared innocent by the Supreme Court and 
were afterwards arrested and interned by the 
previous Government, replied that Sachs who 
was named as a Communist by the Minister 
of Justice, was declared by the Court not to 
be a Communist. What I know about the 
matter is the following, and I am addressing 
this to the leader of the Labour Party in this 
House as well, that in the case of Sachs v. Du 
Preez, the hon. Mr. Justice Neser said of Solly 
Sachs who has often been defended by hon 
members on that side of the House, and not 

* *  ° < ,he ' ° h“ -

*Mr. LOVELL: That was a later case.

*Mr. VORSTER: I do not care if it was a 
later case or not. All I know is that in 1946 
Judge Neser gave this ruling . . .

*Mr. LOVELL: In 1950 there was another case.

*Mr. VORSTER: The hon. member wants 
to get away from this decision, but all the 
same I am going to read it to him, and rub it 
in. Judge Neser said the following—

That plaintiff has used the Garment 
Worker, the official magazine of the Garment 
workers Union for the purpose of spread
ing Communism among the garment workers, 
was established by the production of num
bers of issues of the Garment Worker, and 
' r adT.l(,ted that Plaintiff is the editor 
ot the English portion of that magazine.

But the hon. judge went further and said this—

Plaintiff in evidence admitted that he was 
a Communist, but stated that Dr. Diede-
but propagTnda1 C° mmUnism were n° tbing
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take place, but I would say to that hon. mem
ber that he is not the only person who has 
had experiences of police forces in difficult 
times. The hon. the Minister, in an expansive 
moment, once admitted that he had been in 
prison on one occasion. I, Sir, have had 
unpleasant experiences with the Police in 
several countries of the world. Unlike the 
Minister, I once had a price on my head, but 
it was not in South Africa and I am not 
ashamed of it.

An HON. MEMBER: How much was it?

Sir DE VILLIERS GRAAFF: It was con
siderable. I heard it was in the region of 10,000 
Marks. But I would say this, that as the result 
of that experience and certain other experi
ences, my respect for the South African Police 
Force and the administration of justice in 
South Africa is very great, and I am convinced 
that even if there were injustices in difficult 
times during the war, I think they were fewer 
in this country than in most other countries 
in the world involved in hostilities.

*Mr. MENTZ: Mr. Chairman, unlike the 
hon. member who has just resumed his seat, who 
gave some praise to the Police, the hon. mem
ber for Parktown (Mr. Cope) rose here and 
launched a tremendous attack on the Special 
Branch of the C.I.D. and on the Minister. In 
regard to the Special Branch, he said, inter 
alia, that—

The Minister is creating a dangerous
weapon.

That is the respect the hon. member has for 
the Police, but that is typical of the United 
Party. One United Party member praises the 
Police and the other condemns them.

But the hon. member went much further. He 
is really condemning the Special Branch of the 
Police which has to deal essentially with Com
munism, because they are supposed to have 
cross-examined certain spiritual leaders. What 
is wrong with it?

*Mr. LOVELL: What is right about it?

•Mr. MENTZ: There are certain spiritual 
leaders who have to be watched. A man can
not be allowed to do just as he likes because 
of the fact that he is a spiritual leader. That 
is no excuse for the attack launched on the 
Police and on the Minister by that hon. mem
ber. In the same way as they have the right 
to interrogate any private person, they have the 
right to question a spiritual leader. Then he 
also told us about the other case where an 
individual was cross-examined and what a 
terrible night the man had. What about it? 
Many of us experienced even worse nights 
than that during the war. I myself was sur
rounded by detectives every day and if they 
had reason to cross-examine me I had no objec
tion to it. But I do not blame that hon. mem
ber. We have known him for years. Is it not 
that same hon. member who, when he was

Editor of the Forum in 1947, wrote that the 
United Party should in future lay down as its 
policy firstly—

To review the colour bar in industry.

He recognizes absolutely no colour bar. 
Secondly, did he not in the same leading article 
write that he wants to abolish all passes in 
South Africa?

*The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: Then there 
will be crime.

*An HON. MEMBER: What has this to do 
with the Vote?

*Mr. MENTZ: The hon. member should rise 
if he wants to say something. Therefore I say 
that we will not take much notice of that hon. 
member.

But I want to deal with the hon. member 
for Albany (Mr. Bowker). He made an attack 
on the new members of the House who are 
now so precocious as to criticize the older 
members in the House. Were those new 
members elected to come and sit here with 
their hands around the necks of the United 
Party members? In passing, I just want to say 
that for the whole of this Session the House 
has been dead, even when the hon. member 
for Salt River (Mr. Lawrence) was present. 
What will it be like without him? Now he 
wants these new members to do the same. No, 
these new members have a responsibility to
wards their constituency and it is their duty 
to act here as they did. Now the hon. member 
for Albany blames the hon. member for Nigel 
(Mr. Vorster) for his speech. He says: In 
Heaven’s name, let us forget the past, it was 
war-time. I want to tell the hon. member 
that if he has to experience what many of the 
Afrikaners have had to experience I wonder 
whether he would be prepared to forget it. If 
he were to experience what that hon. member 
experienced, he will say as I do, that we will 
forgive but never forget.

*Mr. B. COETZEE: Have you forgotten 
about the post offices you blew up?

*Mr. MENTZ: Just listen to the nonsensical 
remark of the hon. member for North Rand 
(Mr. B. Coetzee).

*Mr. B. COETZEE: Who blew up that post 
office?

*Mr. MENTZ: Let him rather look at “ Fyn 
Goud ”. I just want to tell the hon. member 
for Albany this. He should not expect too 
much. We do not always ask you to forgive 
us. After all the injustices done to the Afri
kaners—and they were thrown into gaol inno
cently—he complains to the Minister that his 
motor car was damaged. What he said further 
I could not even understand.

But I want to turn to the hon. member for 
Rosettenville (Mr. Hepple) and tell him this, 
that if ever an irresponsible speech was made,
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he made it here, and he is the Leader of his 
Party. In the beginning of his speech he 
wanted to protect the people named as Com
munists on the list. [Interjections.] The hon. 
member for Benoni (Mr. Lovell) also said so. 
Now I want to know: How can one in a time 
of crisis such as we have in South Africa at 
present, in dangerous times, sit in the same 
House with such people, people who take the 
Communists under their wing? He complains 
and says the Minister should keep his hands 
off the trade unions. But it is just there where 
all the trouble starts in the country if there are 
Communists in control of the trade union.

*Mr. LOVELL: There is no trouble.

*Mr. MENTZ: If that hon. member were to 
know a little more about the workers, it would 
be a good thing. I do not believe that there 
ever before was a time when the trade unions 
were as satisfied with a Minister as the present. 
But I want to tell hon. members this. They 
can complain and do what they like. This 
Government is determined to eradicate Com
munism completely. However much we protect 
the trade unions and try to meet them, this 
Government will not allow any Communist to 
be the leader of a trade union. He complained 
about two trade union leaders and asked the 
Minister to take them off the list, but the 
Minister has the Police reports and according 
to those reports they cannot be assisted, and 
he now complains that the Minister does not 
want him to have the information. Is it in the 
interests of the country to publish all those 
reports? That is a reflection on the good faith 
of the Police who deal with the matter. His 
whole attitude to-night was protective towards 
the Communists in South Africa. I therefore 
say that the Government will not take any 
notice of it.

But I want to turn to a few of the hon. 
members who spoke last night, namely, the 
hon. member for Fort Beaufort (Mr. V. G. F. 
Solomon) and the hon. member for King 
William’s Town (Mr. Warren). They attacked 
the Minister. The hon. member for King 
William’s Town complained to the Minister 
because the penalties imposed on young 
Natives are not heavy enough. He should 
rather quarrel with the courts which impose 
those penalties, and not with the Minister, but 
he is a man who regards the courts as holy. 
But two years ago he and his whole party 
opposed the legislation submitted by the Minis
ter to impose heavier penalties. He then had 
the opportunity to assist the Minister in this 
respect, but it just shows what the attitude of 
those members is. Then I want to deal with 
their real leader at present, the hon. member 
for Salt River (Mr. Lawrence). [Time limit.]

Mr. HEPPLE: The hon. member for West- 
dene (Mr. Mentz) has a facility for making a 
number of general statements and never trying 
to substantiate them. He has accused me of 
making an irresponsible speech here tonight.
I want to tell him that I stand by every word 
I have said. I want to remind the hon. mem

ber for Westdene that he is hiding behind a 
law which deprives people of the right of 
access to the courts. I want to know whether 
the Nationalists of South Africa are proud 
of that law and proud of hiding behind a 
law which does not give people the right to 
defend themselves in a court of law.

♦Mr. J. E. POTGIETER: On a point of 
order, is the hon. member entitled to criticize 
an existing law?

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member is not 
entitled to attack the law.

Mr. HEPPLE: I attacked the law when it 
came before this House. I am not attacking 
it now.

♦Mr. MENTZ: On a point of order, the 
words of the hon. member were that we are 
hiding behind this law.

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member should 
not say that.

Mr. HEPPLE: I say that this law makes it 
possible for the gentlemen on the Govern
ment side to deal with people in this country 
without giving them the right of access to the 
courts. That is what I said. Now I want to 
deal with the point raised by the hon. mem
ber for Nigel (Mr. Vorster). I sympathize 
with the hon. member for Nigel and others 
who have suffered from injustice in this coun
try, but I appeal to them not to defend injus
tices today. [Interjections.]

The CHAIRMAN: Order!

Mr. HEPPLE: We do not want to perpet
uate injustice in South Africa and the hon. 
gentleman at the back there should be re
minded of the fact that it was the hon. member 
for Krugersdorp (Mr. M. J. van den Berg) 
who was the Deputy-Leader of the Labour 
Party in those days, and he should discuss the 
Labour Party's policy of those days with him 
and not with me. [Interjections.] Throughout 
the war years the hon. member for Krugers
dorp was the Deputy-Leader of the Labour 
Party and he was a captain in those days so 
they should discuss it with him in their 
caucus. I want to tell the hon. member for 
Nigel that he is quite right in quoting the 
case he did, but one can keep on quoting cases 
in relation to Communism. The latest decision 
in that regard was taken in the Witwatersrand 
local division of the Supreme Court in May 
1951. That was a case which the hon. mem
ber for Ermelo (Dr. Hertzog) should remember 
very well. Sachs sued the Werkerspers for 
heavy damages because that press had accused 
him of being a Communist, and this is what 
the judge said—
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In this case I can but agree with the argu
ment for the Plaintiff that the attack has 
throughout been defamatory because it was 
persisted in . . .  up to and after the issue 
of summons . . . and it showed malice on 
the part of the Defendant.

Then in giving judgment, the judge said—

Claim No. 10 is, I consider, serious, not 
only because of the allegation that the Plain
tiff (Sachs) is a Communist but because of 
the way in which this is made, by suggesting 
that he is a concealed one and because of 
the attributes given to such a person by the 
definition of ‘ Communist ’.

And the damages were £500. I leave that 
matter there.

An HON. MEMBER: Was the man given 
damages because he is not a Communist?

Mr. HEPPLE: For the edification of the hon. 
member, let me tell him this. You are not 
dealing with Communists as Communists. You 
are dealing with statutory Communists.

An HON. MEMBER: How many types of 
Communists have you got?

Mr. HEPPLE: Under the definition of the 
Act . . .  it is no good hon. members shaking 
their heads about it. The test as to who is a 
Communist is not if the man is really a Com
munist but whom the Government says is one. 
That can include anyone, because the power 
vested in the Government is to name anyone as 
a Communist. So we are not dealing with real 
Communists but with people who are called 
Communists by the Government, and that is 
our protest. The hon. member for Westdene 
cannot rebut that argument because that is a 
fact. The law says, and the courts have up
held it, that is is not for the courts to interpret 
it. Whoever is named by the liquidator as a 
Communist is a Communist.

At 10.25 o’clock p.m. the Chairman stated 
that, in accordance with the Sessional Order 
adopted on 24 July, he would report progress 
and ask leave to sit again.

House Resumed:

The CHAIRMAN reported progress and 
asked leave to sit again.

House to resume in Committee on 3 Septem
ber.

Mr. SPEAKER adjourned the House at
10.27 p.m.

THURSDAY, 3 SEPTEMBER 1953

Mr. SPEAKER took the Chair at 2.20 p.m.

REPORT OF SELECT COMMITTEE ON 
CROWN LANDS

Mr. LOUBSER, for the Chairman (Mr. 
Liebenberg), brought up the Report of the 
Select Committee on Crown Lands.

Report to be considered in Committee of 
the whole House on 10 September.

IMMIGRANTS REGULATION AMEND
MENT BILL

Leave was granted to the Minister of the 
Interior to introduce the Immigrants Regula
tion Amendment Bill.

Bill brought up and read a first time; second 
reading on 7 September.

COMMITTEE OF SUPPLY

First Order read: House to resume in Com
mittee of Supply.

House in Committee:

[Progress reported on 2 September when 
Votes Nos. 1 to 19, 26 to 29, 40 to 43 and 47 
had been agreed to; precedence had been given 
to Votes Nos. 20 to 24 and Vote No. 20— 

Justice ”, £266,000, was under consideration.]

Mr. HEPPLE: When the Committee ad
journed yesterday I was dealing with the ques
tion of the administration of the Suppression 
of Communism Act. I would like to ask the 
hon. the Minister if he would elaborate on the 
explanation which he made last night in regard 
to the changes which he has made in the 
notices which he is serving upon individuals in 
terms of the Suppression of Communism Act? 
Originally, under Section 9 of the Act, the 
Minister was serving a notice which read as 
follows:

Under the powers vested in me by Section 
9 . . . you are hereby prohibited from attend
ing any gathering whatever within the 
Union of South Africa or the territory of 
South-West Africa for a period of two years 
from date hereof, other than gatherings of a 
bona fide religious, recreational or social 
nature.

Very recently the hon. the Minister has 
changed the wording of that prohibition, and 
the prohibition to-day reads as follows:

Whereas in my opinion there is reason to 
believe that the achievement of the object 
of Communism would be furthered if you 
were to attend any gatherings in any place 
within the Union of South Africa, now 
therefore, I, Charles Robbert Swart, in my
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capiacnyasMimsler of Justice in the Union 
of South Africa, by virtue of the powers 
conferred upon me by Section 9 of the 
Suppression of Communism Act of I9sn 
(Ac‘ 44 of 1950) as amended, do hereby 
prohibit you from attending during the 
period of two years as from the date that this 
notice is delivered or tendered to you anv
Saouhtehr A8fricaany Within the Uni° n of

Last night the hon, the Minister exDlainert 
that there had been difficulty in the application 
of these orders because it had been found that 
where political gatherings were taking place 
people suddenly began to pray at the appear- 
ance of the police, and that, therefore, it?was 
difficult to implement that section of the notice 
dealing with religious and social gatherings I 
fail to understand why the hon. the Minister 
has made this very peculiar change, because it 
does not seem to me to meet the difficulty that
hefiU nnd “Vu® .and, mi8ht have had in the future. The Minister s blanket prohibi

tion of the individual under the Suppression 
of Communism Act has been explained by the 
Minister as overcoming an administrative diffi- 
^ ' ty. . . r. would . l]lke ‘o quote what the hon. 
the Minister said in an interview with the 
Press recently. The Press suggested this:

It has been suggested that the orders in 
their new form would technically prevent 
people concerned not only from attending 
political or industrial meetings but also from 
going to church, the cinema, to the races, to 
dinner with their families, or joining a bus 
queue.

And the Minister explained as follows:

But Mr. Swart told me to-day that this 
was neither the purpose nor the intention. 
Ihe purpose of the change was to overcome 
differences in the provisions of the Suppres- 
SA10n of.Communism Act and the Riotous 
Assemblies Act. People had had their activi- 

r̂ s n̂c ê<̂  under both these measures, 
and because the two Acts said somewhat 
different things, the simpler and wider form 
of restnction was used for all. Mr. Swart 
said that anyone on whom this general 
restriction was placed might apply to him 
tor such social, religious or recreational 
exceptions as he might require, and these 
siderd*10118 Wou^  '3e sympathetically con-

What I would like the hon. the Minister to 
explain to the House is this: If a person has 
this prohibition placed upon him. must he, in 
T rV in-8le mstance, if he wants to go to 
church or to the bioscope, or to the races or 
gatherings of that kind, must he in each single 
instance make an application to the Minister? 
[Time limit.]

f ' DU PLESSIS: Mr. Chairman, 
the day before yesterday the hon. member for 
Fort Beaufort (Mr. V. G. F. Solomon) 
expressed his regret in this House that young

members on this side dare rise here and sav 
what they feel on the Justice Vote. He even 
went so far as to refer to the hon. member 
for Nigel (Mr. Vorster) as a young member 
who has been in the House hardly a month 
He evidently wanted to create the impression 
that in order to qualify as a speaker in this 
House an hon. member should have years of 
experience and sit here for years before making 
a speech. I want to give the hon. member for 
Fort Beaufort the assurance that I respect his 
grey hairs. We younger members on this side 
have much respect for him and for his 
experience. But I just want to ask him this 
I want to ask him to remember that this side 
ot the House has expanded considerably during 
the last few years, so much so that we have 
overflowed to that corner over there. I want 
to draw his attention to the fact that thirty 
per cent of the new members on the Govern
ment side are legal men.

*An HON. MEMBER: What a pity.

*Mr. P. W. DU PLESSIS: I hear somebody 
who does not know much about law say that 
it is a pity But we who are legal men take 
no notice of that. Those people will come to 
their senses even though it takes a long time 
and even if it does not happen in their life
time it will happen in the hereafter. We who 
are m contact every day with the admini
stration of justice in South Africa have got to 
know our Minister of Justice. We have got 
to know his officials, and when people living 
m glass houses continually throw stones and 
eY?n. ,mud at ^ e  hon. the Minister and his 
officials and the people who serve under him 
we dare not remain quiet. It is not so much 
that we like to speak but it is our solemn duty.
I can give that hon. member and others who 
continually say that the younger members 
should remain quiet the assurance that they 
are hearing the voice of young South Africa 
and they will never again be able to dam the 
stream of nationalism as long as they live.

The hon. member for Parktown (Mr. Cope) 
made a plea here. He was very serious and he 
complained about cases where members of the 
Criminal Investigation Department questioned 
certain people, people in the service of highly- 
placed persons. He referred, inter alia to 
bishops and parsons. I do not want to attack 
the hon. member in any way, but as a member 
representing a Rand constituency, I want to ask 
him whether he realises what a difficult task the 
L.t U.. the Police and the Department of 
Justice have on the Rand, especially in view 
ot the fact that even to-day still thousands of 
ivatives are coming in; we can almost say that 
they are still daily flowing into the cities. I 
want to ask him whether he does not realize 
tne danger of Communism in our country. If 
he realises it, I want to ask him whether he is 
opposed to the combating and eradication of 
Communism. If he is, I want to ask him to 
accept my assurance and to be satisfied that the 

Communism is in the able hands 
or the C.I.D. in South Africa, that they do their 
f  vf ry well and that in that direction they 
have already rendered invaluable services to
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Mr. HEPPLE: Yes. there are plenty.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: Let me ask 
him whether Mr. Sam Kahn was a Communist. 
No, he does not know. In this House and on 
the committee he and his party said that Mr. 
Sam Kahn was not a Communist and if Sam 
Kahn is not a Communist who on earth is a 
Communist?

Mr. HEPPLE: Not according to the defini
tion of Communist in the Act.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: They tried 
to make the world believe last year that Sam 
Kahn was not a Communist.

Mr. HEPPLE: Not in terms of the definition 
—not a statutory Communist.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: No, my hon. 
friend cannot get away with that. In this 
House we find that they keep on defending 
Solly Sachs. It is very strange that the Oppo
sition should be so concerned about Solly 
Sachs. One would swear that he was their 
close friend, one of their bosom friends, judg
ing by the way they continually defend him.

Mr. DURRANT: Where do you get that
from?

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: Of course 
that is so. Whenever Solly Sach’s name is 
mentioned they rush to his defence. Last night 
the hon. member for Nigel (Mr. Vorster) 
quoted from a judgment by Mr. Justice Neser 
to show that Solly Sachs is a Communist. 
What happened? The hon. member over there 
got up and quoted another judgment to show 
that Solly Sachs was not a Communist. Last 
night I quoted from a report by the previous 
Government dealing with Solly Sachs and the 
Garment Workers’ Union. In their own report 
they say—

The Garment Workers Union is under
Communist control, under E. S. Sachs, a well
known Communist member.

Now they come along and say that the courts 
have found that he is not a Communist. Of 
course, they always choose only those judg
ments which suit their book; what is said in 
other judgments they ignore.

The hon. member for Rosettenville dealt 
with the question of trade unions and the re
moval of Communists from trade unions. 
According to him that is a great sin. He says 
that members ought to be free to elect their 
secretaries. When I took steps against Mr. 
Sachs the South African Trades and Labour 
Council cabled the World Trade Union Organi
zation urging them to protest against the rise 
of Fascism and to defend the South African 
trade unions. They called in the assistance of 
the whole world outside and amongst others, 
the assistance of the British Trade Union 
Congress. I quote from a report which

appeared in the Cape Times of 20 May, 1952. 
It is interesting to see the following report 
which appeared three years earlier, to the fol
lowing effect—

The Central Council of the Trade Union 
Congress served notice last night on British 
Communist that they would be removed 
from positions in which they might influence 
trade union policy and activity.

That is what the British Trade Union Congress 
does, but when I do it here, it is a mortal sin.

Mr. HEPPLE: But they do it themselves.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: Yes, they do 
it themselves but the trade unions in South 
Africa won’t do it so I have done it because 
it is in accordance with the policy of the 
Government and the policy of the country, a 
policy approved by the electorate. Here they 
appealed to the British Trade Unions for assist
ance but the British trade unions themselves 
realized that the position was so serious that 
they banned Communists from their own 
organizations. We have to be very careful of 
the Communists in South Africa. Hon. mem
bers pointed out at the time of the passing of 
the Act that the Communists would go under
ground. We were well aware of the fact that 
they would go underground, and to-day they 
have large numbers of societies and councils 
and committees, which have been established 
ostensibly for peaceful purposes, organizations 
with fine-sounding names and with lovely 
ideals. Now, of course, there is the Liberal 
Party. The hon. member for Cape Eastern 
(Mrs. Ballinger) would not refuse admission 
to her Party to Communists, would she? Let 
me mention a few of these organizations: You 
have the South African Society for Peace and 
Friendship with the U.S.S.R., you have the 
African National Congress, the African 
National Congress Youth League, the Indian 
Congress, the Coloured Franchise Action 
Council, various Indian congresses, the Con
gress of Democrats of South Africa, the 
People’s Congress, the South African Peace 
Movement, the Transvaal Peace Council, the 
Cape Vigilance Assembly, the Springbok 
Legion, the United Action Committee, the 
Africa Club, the Modern Youth Society and 
other organizations with such sweet-sounding 
names and beautiful ideals. These are the 
methods to which the Communists are now 
resorting.

Mrs. BALLINGER: Would it not have been 
better to leave the Communist Party above 
ground?

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: Certainly 
not. In our Orders we are now prohibiting 
named Communists from taking part in the 
deliberations and discussions and activities of 
any of these bodies because they are using 
these organizations merely as a blind to enable 
them to carry on with their Communist propa-
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ganda. I repeat that it is not the policy of 
this Government to break up or to attack the 
trade unions, but to take out those Communists 
from positions of control within the trade 
unions, and in every case, according to the 
provisions of the Act, I have consulted the 
Minister of Labour, and in every case he has 
agreed that it is necessary to do so. If the 
Minister of Labour tells me that in his opinion 
an order should not be served on a particular 
trade union leader, I would certainly not do 
so.

Mr. HEPPLE: He will never say that.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: Why not?

Mr. HEPPLE: Because he is your colleague.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: I have more 
faith in the independence and common sense 
of my colleague. I have never been able to 
get a reply to this question but I want to ask 
the hon. member again, why is it that in so 
many of these trade unions we find that Com
munists occupy the controlling positions of 
secretary or some other post of control? Is it 
not strange? You have a trade union consist
ing of thousands of members and only 10 or 
12 or 15 of the members are Communists, but 
you find that the man in control is a Commu
nist. He holds the reins. Those are the inter
nationally known tactics of the Communists. 
The hon. member can take it from me that 
we shall go on with this policy of removing 
Communists from the trade unions as far as 
possible.

Mr. SUTTER: All except Pettersen.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: He is not a 
member of a trade union; don’t talk nonsense.

Mr. SUTTER: All except Pettersen.

*Mr. POTGIETER: On a point of order, is 
the hon. member for Springs (Mr. Sutter) in 
order in casting reflection on a member of the 
Other Place by suggesting that he is a Com
munist. I should like to have your ruling. He 
has cast a reflection on a member of the Other 
Place. He describes Senator Pettersen as a 
Communist.

*The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member has 
no right to make such accusations.

HON. MEMBERS: He must withdraw it.

Mr. SUTTER: I naturally bow to your 
ruling, but under the circumstances I would 
like enlightenment on the subject. If you are 
right on this occasion, how is it that on one 
occasion for forty minutes I was allowed to say 
identically the same thing in a speech while 
Mr. Speaker was in the Chair. If it was in 
order then why is it not in order now?

The CHAIRMAN: Is it not in order. It has 
been raised now as a point of order, and my 
ruling is that the hon. member is not in order.

Mr. SUTTER: So, we get two different 
rulings.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The hon. member 
is now reflecting on the Chair.

Mr. SUTTER: No, I am not reflecting on the 
Chair; I am merely saying that there are two 
different rulings.

The CHAIRMAN: There was no ruling in 
that case but I have given a ruling now, and 
the hon. member must observe it.

Mr. SUTTER: With all respect, I bow to 
your ruling.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: No, you are 
not bowing to it.

Mr. SUTTER: I accept it but I am faced 
with the position that there are two rulings 
on this matter.

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member must 
accept my ruling unconditionally. He must 
not argue the point.

Mr. SUTTER: I have said that I accept it 
unconditionally but I say that there are now 
two rulings.

*Mr. SERFONTEIN: On a further point of 
order, if your ruling is that what the hon. 
member has said here is not in order, then 1 
take it that where a member of this House has 
accused a member of the Other Place of being 
a Communist he will then be asked by the 
Chair to withdraw that imputation and in the 
circumstances I should like to ask you to order 
the hon. member to withdraw what he said 
with regard to a member of the Other Place.

Mr. SUTTER: I have withdrawn it. I 
merely ask for an explanation. Mr. Chairman, 
am I not entitled to an explanation? I with
draw what I said unconditionally. I accept 
your ruling and if I am not entitled to an 
explanation, will you tell me so?

The CHAIRMAN: No further explanation 
is necessary. The hon. the Minister may pro
ceed.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: I come now 
to the hon. member for Parktown (Mr. Cope) 
who raised the question last night of the 
Special Branch of the Police. The hon. mem
ber was quite fair in raising that point; he had 
every right to raise it and to mention incidents 
which he regarded as unjustifiable interference 
with the private affairs of the people. But I 
want to point out that there has been an agita
tion, especially in the newspapers and I believe 
by certain public speakers in the past few 
months against this special branch. I want to 
mention one incident which happened before 
the election to show-how far people will go in 
fouling their own nests. The Special Branch 
has existed all these years; it has been used by 
both Governments and the Special Branch of
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Mr. STARKE: Can the Minister not give 
them guidance?

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: No, I have 
no say in the matter whatever.

Mr. STARKE: May I then refer to it in 
another way? I would like it to be regarded 
from the viewpoint of apartheid. I am thinking 
of a particular bottle store that was so situ
ated that the Coloured people going from that 
bottle store to the areas in which they live 
had to by-pass the European area. There was 
then an application for the transfer of that 
licence to another site. Strenuous opposition 
from all sections of the community was brought 
to bear against its removal from that site, but 
to no effect. The position to-day is that this 
particular bottle store is now in the centre of 
a European area, and the traffic of the 
Coloured people coming to that bottle store is 
right through that area.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: I have no 
remedy for that. I have no say in it at all, it 
is a matter for the Liquor Licensing Board.

Mr. STARKE: I would then like to deal 
with another matter. I believe this matter has 
been dealt with before. I refer to the question 
of the slaughtering of dairy cattle in the Cape 
Flats. We know that this slaughtering of dairy 
cattle occurs everywhere, but the position has 
become extremely serious in the Cape Flats 
recently. Admittedly, it is not as bad to-day 
as it was a little while ago when there was a 
far greater number of cattle in that area, but 
with the squatting of Natives in the Cape Flats 
this has become a matter of considerable con
cern to the people in that area. Dairy cows 
are stolen from the kraals at night and before 
they can be traced they are slaughtered, the 
meat is disseminated and there is no evidence 
as to where that meat came from. Members 
of the Cape Flats Farmers’ Association of 
which, until recently, I had the honour to be 
chairman, went as far as to say that if nothing 
could be done about the matter they would 
take the law into their own hands; they would 
arm themselves and they would shoot at sight. 
They were constrained not to take such drastic 
action, but the time will come when, unless 
something can be done, these people might 
take steps that they would not otherwise like to 
take. However, this matter has been dealt 
with before, and in view of the fact that I may 
not elaborate on the question of bottle stores, 
I shall leave it at that.

*Dr. J. H. O. DU PLESSIS: I am sorry that 
the hon. member for North Rand (Mr. B. 
Coetzee) is not here at the moment, because I 
would have liked to give him a brief reply. 
In passing I would like to tell him this, that 
our objection during the war was never that 
persons who had committed crimes or who 
were spies, were taken to court. What we ob
jected to in particular was that during the war 
years, apart from the Police, they made use of 
a system of eavesdroppers who listened at key

holes to make life unpleasant for innocent 
people, to persecute innocent people, as a re
sult of which many of them landed in intern
ment camps without a hearing. That was the 
system we objected to, a system which was the 
cause of many people in those days strutting 
around crying war, people who hid behind 
chairs and desks, took refuge behind the blood 
of men at the front, while they themselves were 
too cowardly to don uniform. Those people 
by their conduct were the cause of our legal 
system coming under suspicion during the war.

I rose in particular to reply to my hon. 
friend, the member for Parktown (Mr. Cope). 
Unfortunately he is not here either. He asked 
the hon. the Minister questions about the 
special branch of the Police and he referred 
to certain incidents which took place. Now 
I would just like to provide the Committee 
with proof of a Communist who to-day travels 
round in the United States of America and re
lates in public how he came here to South 
Africa to organize for the Communists. Mr. 
Chairman, I hope that you will allow me to 
touch on it briefly so as to demonstrate what 
the task is of this special branch of our Police. 
I quote here from a document that came from 
the South African Information Office in New 
York. It is a copy of a radio broadcast which 
took place in the United States on 15 June 
1952. On that occasion a certain announcer, 
Fred Robbins, invited from the audience a 
person called Harvey Matusso—I take it that 
he was a non-European; he came to the micro
phone because he said from the audience that 
he had been a Communist but was no longer 
one. He came to the microphone and told the 
audience—and it was broadcast over the entire 
network of the United States—how the peoples 
of South America, Africa and other countries 
are treated and how they are discriminated 
against. I am going to read two paragraphs—

I’ve gone through Latin-America while I 
was a Communist, and they can’t understand 
and they don’t like the treatment that the 
people from those countries receive when 
they get there, and it’s being used as a ques
tion of not only Negro people but the 
coloured peoples of the world are being dis
criminated against by the American “ im
perialists ” . . .  And at the same time that 
the Korean war started, Mr. Malan of South 
Africa said, well, I’m taking over South West 
Africa. You all remember the Seretse 
Khama incident. Well, at that point the 
United Nations, I believe the court, the 
world court in The Hague, said no, you can’t. 
Mr. Malan said well, you can just try and 
stop me, and nobody stopped him. But we 
went into South Africa at that time. I was 
still in the Communist Party then, and the 
propaganda machine started rolling.

Now this Communist testifies in America that 
a few years ago he succeeded in infiltrating into 
the Union. Whether he came in under the 
name of Harvey Matusso or under an alias, 
we do not know, but he came in to come and 
help set the Communistic propaganda machine
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going. He helped their organization here, and 
now he has returned and boasts about it in the 
United States. I quote it merely as a single 
piece of evidence, in reply to the statement of 
the hon. member for Parktown, to prove how 
essential it is to have that special branch of 
the Police Force to attend to Communistic 
activities in the Union. I think that the hon. 
the Minister deserves the thanks of our nation 
for the manner in which he called that special 
branch into being to deal with this danger in 
our national life.

Mr. HEPPLE: When the hon. the Minister 
of Justice got to his feet this afternoon he 
failed to reply to the two questions which I 
had raised with him. The first was in con
nection with his action on police reports and 
the other was in connection with the changes 
in the orders which he is serving on persons 
under the Suppression of Communism Act. I 
do not want to go into the whole question 
again, but I hope the hon. the Minister will 
reply to those questions. I presume that he 
lost his notes on them? Does the Minister 
remember the points I raised?

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: Yes, I noted 
them down somewhere. I shall get them now.

Mr. HEPPLE: If the Minister likes, I will 
very briefly repeat them. The first question 
was in connection with the two cases which 
I took up with him and on which he called 
for up-to-date police reports. On those reports 
the Minister decided that he could not change 
or vary the orders that he had issued against 
the two persons concerned, and I said that 
his action following upon police reports left 
a slur on the persons concerned.

The other question I raised concerned the 
variation of the orders issued under the Sup
pression of Communism Act. I hope the hon. 
the Minister will reply to those questions.

Now, the hon. the Minister said that I had 
failed to explain to him why it is that so 
many of the trade unions have Communists 
as their officials. Well, that is only one of 
the millions of questions that I cannot answer.
I am sorry, but there are a lot of questions 
I cannot answer. For instance, I cannot say 
why it is that so many people are foolish 
enough to vote for Nationalists.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: You ought 
to be able to answer that.

Mr. HEPPLE: However, I want to say to 
the Minister that the difficulty that I find in 
dealing with members of the Government in 
relation to the trade union movement is that 
they do not seem to have the foggiest idea 
of what happens in the trade union movement. 
They seem to believe that it is possible for a 
Communist to come along, to establish him
self as the chairman or secretary or some 
high official of the union, or they seem to 
believe that the rank and file members of 
trade unions are quite oblivious of and do not 
understand what Communism means.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: The fact 
that so many are Communists is curious.

Mr. HEPPLE: No, it is not a bit curious. 
I want to say to the hon. the Minister that 
it is a very simple matter, and I have tried 
to explain it to the Government so often. It 
is merely this: In these cases Communists 
play a very active part and make a deep study 
of the affairs of their trade unions. That hap
pens not only in South Africa, it happens all 
over the world. They are always very active 
and very diligent members of trade unions. 
And as a result of being very active and 
very diligent members of the trade unions they 
rise to the top and they get official positions. 
But that is something that members on the 
Government side of the House cannot under
stand. The Government fear is, once they are 
in that position, what can they do? There 
are a lot of charges made that in those posi
tions they are able to bring the country to 
a standstill, they are able to do all kinds of 
things which are evil. But those matters are 
in the hands of the rank and file of the trade 
union movement. Officials of the trade unions 
cannot alone call strikes. Officials of the 
trade union movement cannot do things arbi
trarily and on their own. The rank and file 
of the trade unions make the decisions, and no 
man is going to be so stupid as to go out on 
strike unless he has very strong cause to go 
on strike. That is what the Government has 
got to understand. I see reports, for instance, 
in this morning’s Cape Times that a trade 
union in Britain which is termed “ Communist 
controlled ”, because it has a Communist in an 
official capacity, is calling strikes among elec
trical workers. But that is a distortion. That 
is something that is said in order to pretend 
it is because they have a Communist in an 
official position they are on strike. That is 
not true. Workers do not go on strike and 
penalize themselves and go without pay merely 
for the satisfaction of pleasing a trade union 
leader who may be a Communist. There are 
causes for people doing these things and the 
Government must understand that.

Now, in the course of the Minister’s appli
cation of the Suppression of Communism Act. 
my argument with the Minister amounts to 
this: It may not be the intention of the 
Government, but what, in fact, is happening 
to the trade unions because these people are 
now being removed, is that the trade unions 
are being placed in a very difficult position 
in the conduct of their affairs. The hon. the 
Minister of Labour has often said that no 
man is irreplaceable. I agree with the Minister 
that no man is irreplaceable, but in the mean
time, whether it is the intention or not, the 
actions of this Government are emasculating 
the trade union movement of South Africa. I 
warn members on the Government side of 
the House that when the bad times come and 
the workers of South Africa—supporters of 
the Government Party as well as of other 
parties—are faced with difficulties with their 
employers, and when they have to fight their
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employers, they will be reduced to such a 
weak position that they will be unable to 
fight back. That will definitely happen. And 
I issue the warning to the Government mem
bers in this House to-day that they will live 
to regret what they are doing to the workers 
of this country. They are going to reduce the 
workers of this country to a position in which 
they will be completely at the mercy of their 
employers. To-day in the trade union move
ment, no strong and powerful elements are 
arising to replace these people who are going. 
We can disagree with these Communists who 
have been holding these official positions, but 
not all of them are Communists anyway. What 
I fear is that the hon. the Minister in the 
application of this Act will feel that he has 
got to keep up the pressure. Now he says 
he is dealing only with those who, he is quite 
confident, are Communists, but because the 
definition of Communist under this Act is so 
wide, the Minister will gradually go much fur
ther than that. What 1 said yesterday stands, 
that there is a feeling among workers in the 
trade union movement to-day that they do 
not want to leave the bench and take an 
official position because they feel that at the 
bench they are safe, they are only at the 
mercy of the boss, but if they take an official 
position in the trade union they are at the 
mercy of the arbitrary law of the Suppression 
of Communism Act. I would like the hon. 
the Minister to take a greater interest in this 
matter. If he were to study the effects of the 
application of this law in a practical way 
instead of in a theoretical way in fulfilling the 
ambitions and desires of his Party, he would 
realize the great harm he is doing to South 
African workers. I do hope that the hon. the 
Minister will study the application of this Act 
and be more reasonable in the matter.

*Mr. HAYWARD: I shall be very brief. 
There is one urgent matter for which I wish 
to request the attention of the hon. the Minis
ter, and that is the illicit liquor trade, especi
ally in the small towns where perhaps there 
are only one or two European police and one 
non-European. These persons are known to 
the Coloureds and Europeans who take part 
in the illicit trade, and as a result they can
not catch the illicit traders. I wish to ask 
whether it is not possible for the hon. the 
Minister to give this matter special attention 
and whether he would in such cases consider 
the possibility of bringing police in from out
side so that they could trace these persons, 
so as to put an end to the illicit trade in this 
manner.

Then there is another point. I am one of 
the persons who consider that in our legal 
system the penalties in some cases are too 
light for the crimes committed, and I wish 
to ask the hon. the Minister to appoint a com
mission to go into the entire question of 
punishments.

♦The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: You mean 
that the penalties are not severe enough?

♦Mr. HAYWARD: I take it that the hon. 
the Minister understands what I mean by the 
two points I raised.

♦The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: I agree with 
what the hon. member for Port Elizabeth (Dis
trict) (Mr. Hayward) said. It is unfortunate 
that there is so much illicit liquor dealing in 
the small towns. It means that one must 
employ traps to combat the evil. If one were 
to invade a town with traps from elsewhere 
then there would be a great deal of trouble. 
The police are very strict and I may add that 
there are numbers of cases that never appear 
in Court. A person is caught with 20 bottles 
of brandy or 60 bottles of wine in his posses
sion, for instance. We cannot prove that he 
bought that liquor for the purpose of illicit 
dealings. All we can do is to confiscate that 
liquor. There are numerous cases that never 
appear in Court. It is obvious that persons 
who earn £20 per month, for instance, or who 
in some cases have no income, would not buy 
such large quantities of liquor for lawful pur
poses. They sit with 20 or 30 bottles of 
brandy in their homes and the police simply 
confiscate the liquor. Later they all apply 
to the police for the liquor to be returned to 
them, and they come to light with all sorts 
of excuses. In one case the person’s child 
had a birthday and another’s grandfather was 
getting married for the fifth time, and similar 
excuses, and then they want the liquor back, 
but we confiscate it. In this way we combat 
the evil to a large extent.

Then the hon. member referred to the ques
tion of punishments. It is very difficult to 
prescribe to the Courts what penalties they 
should impose. Hon. members will remember 
that when the Bill was introduced, the argu
ment was raised that we should not prescribe 
to the Courts what penalties should be 
imposed. But I am of the opinion that magis
trates and judges should heed the general feel
ing among the public. If there are crimes 
that constantly recur and the punishments do 
not help, then I think that judges and magis
trates should take it into consideration and 
impose heavier penalties. The hon. member 
knows, too, that requests are often received 
by way of congressional resolutions for the 
imposition of heavier penalties. In the years 
that lie ahead I shall go into the matter to 
see whether heavier penalties cannot be 
imposed for crimes such as stock-theft and 
motor-car theft. The only way to discourage 
criminals is by imposing heavier penalties. We 
must do as in the case of housebreaking where 
the criminal gets the indeterminate sentence if 
he is found guilty of housebreaking for the 
third time.

In connection with the terrible spy stories 
we heard from the hon. member for North 
Rand (Mr. B. Coetzee) that a certain person 
wanted to blow up the bridge over which 
Gen. Smuts travelled each day to Irene, I 
would just like to tell the Committee that 
during the war Gen. Smuts never travelled
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the route mentioned in the article. Therefore 
the story cannot be true, or otherwise those 
people must have been very poor spies if
travelled. k“OW what r0ute Gen- Smuts*

May I refer to what the hon. member for 
Kensington (Mr. Moore) said in connection 
with external studies. This amount k
S e e t h e  °r student5 of our department who take the Lower Law examination The 
amount is paid to the extra-mural division of 
the University of South Africa or some other 
approved university but not to correspondence 
colleges. Their tuition fees are paid whether 
they pass the examination or not. But of 
course if the department is convinced that the 
person concerned is not seriously trying to pass 
the examma.ion then the amount is stopped 
Of course if he resigns the money has to be 
paid back The other point raised by the 
hon. member, which was also raised by the 
hon. member for Cape Eastern (Mrs. Ballinger)

°f ?pUrSe’ a VeTry serious matter and a very interesting one. In our courts of law people 
are charged with crimes or offences from time 

Imc and they are sometimes declared 
mnocem. Sometimes after a trial lasting for 
days the public prosecutor or the Attorney- 
General withdraws the charges because there 
‘ ™ eVtden“  go to a jury. The accused 

is then penalized in that he has to meet all 
his own expenses. It is an impossible task for 
n^LiG°fVerl?meVt t0 undertake to compensate people for legal expenses incurred by them in 
those circumstances, or to compensate them 
for any suffering they have had. I know the 
case which the hon. member has quoted That 
case was before a committee of this House.
It was referred to me and the matter was 
referred by me to the Cabinet and we dis
cussed it. Here the Crown takes the case to 
court on the definite evidence of a medical 
d°f; orV His expert evidence points to the 
guilt of the accused. When the matter comes 
before the Supreme Court ultimately he is 
confounded by the evidence of other doctors 
and he comes to the conclusion that he has 
given wrong evidence and he retracts his 
former evidence. The fact remains that the 
Crown brought that case before the Supreme 

-?n, definite and satisfactory evidence 
which it had, and that is why the magistrate, 
after the preparatory examination, sent the 
record to the superior court. The Crown 
cannot be blamed for the fact that the doctor 
ln Question retracted his evidence.

The case mentioned by the hon. member 
for Cape Eastern . . .

Mrs. BALLINGER: . . .  is slightly different.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: . . .  is a 
very strange case. This person was convicted 
and imprisoned. While he was in prison 
somebody else suddenly confessed to that 
crime. Naturally we released the man who 
uad been convicted immediatelv. The man 
who had confessed was tried and it was found 
tuat there was no substance in his confession 
and he was found not guilty, so we had

released the first man and the second man 
was innocent, too. n

Mr. MITCHELL: You lost two birds with 
one stone? un

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: That is so 
You can hardly expect the Government in that 
case to pay the first man compensation for 
having been in gaol for some months.

Mr. MOORE: I am sorry I omitted to 
Cabinet011 f° r refernng the matter to the

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: Hon 
members will realize that this is a very hard 
case But once we start giving compensation 
m those cases we would have to give it in all 
cases where the Crown charges the man and 
the evidence is insufficient to secure a 
conviction.

With regard to the point raised by the hon 
member for Cape Eastern about the banning 
of three teachers, I agree with her that it is 
rather unfortunate. The Director of Edu
cation m the Cape in his report last year 
expressed concern over the fact that Com
munism was being preached in the Coloured 
schools in the Cape Province to such a large 
extent. According to the evidence we have 
these teachers are very active in propagating 
subversive dodrmes. They were devoting 
probably 25 per cent of their time to teaching 
anV R P ,er/ ent t0 Propaganda. They were 
prohibited from attending meetings and I 
nope that this will serve as a warning to them. 
Ultimately I withdrew the ban as far as school 
teaching was concerned. The police were 
very concerned about them. They felt that the 
ban should not be raised so soon but we 
decided u Innately to raise the ban, and. as 
I said, I hope it will be a warning to these 
people not to mix teaching with propaganda 
in favour of Communism. I have no funds 
to pay them compensation for the two or three 
months during which they were not paid. They 
tell foul of the existing law, so they have to 
be satisfied. They had no right in the first 
instance, since they are teachers, to expose 
themselves by their conduct to prosecution 
under the Act.

‘Hrs- BALLINGER: The Education Depart
ment had no case against them.

The MWISTER OF JUSTICE: I have no 
Cape °Ver thS Educatlon Department of the

Mrs BALLINGER: But they had no charge 
against them.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: No the 
charges came from our side. They fell foul
? L .the law and they have to face the consequences.

t -.?pol ^ ,ze to the hon- member for 
renlfin?V'ilp (Mr' • HePPIe> for not having 
™P,ied to his question. He asked me to post-" 
pone certain notices which had been sent to '
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one or two trade union officials. I may say 
that in every case where a trade union official 
is banned they come along and ask for a 
postponement for three or six months under 
various pretexts. In this case, as in all others, 
I referred the matter to the police to find out 
whether the position was actually as difficult

( as the trade unions say. They point out that 
they cannot find substitutes to do the work. 
The police report was to the effect that these 
people had been very active in the last few 
years, even after the passing of the Suppression 

' of Communism Act, and they say that the 
excuse that the trade unions could not get 

! any substitutes to do the work in the mean
time was merely a blind. We decided there- 

j fore not to give any extension.

Mr. HEPPLE: Just on those grounds?

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: Yes, on 
those grounds. We had decided to ban them; 
why then should we give them an extension 
of time. I think I gave an extension in the 
case of the Hairdressers’ Union where good 
grounds were put up to me as to why the 
person concerned should continue in his post 
for two or three months. I can assure hon. 
members that some of the members of these 
trade unions have approached us and asked us 
not to give any extension but to let these men 
go because the longer they stayed the greater 
harm they do.

Mr. HEPPLE: Their own unions?

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: Yes. Not 
all the members of the unions are in favour 
of the Communist secretaries they have.

Mr. HEPPLE: Have any members of the 
trade unions approached you privately?

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: No, not 
privately, but this request was conveyed to me.

Mr. HEPPLE: From what source?

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: I am not 
prepared to give the hon. member any names. 
These people expressed that opinion and it 
was conveyed to me. As far as a change in 
the prohibition is concerned, the hon. member 
knows that under the Riotous Assemblies Act 
the Minister of Justice may ban a person from 
attending any meeting other than religious, 
recreational or social meetings. Under the 
Suppression of Communism Act I can ban 
persons from attending any gathering whatso
ever. Where we issue a notice under the 
Riotous Assemblies Act it is worded in the 
terminology of the Act and the person con
cerned is banned from meetings other than 
meetings of a religious, recreational or social 
nature. Where we issue a notice under the 
Suppression of Communism Act we use the 
words “ any gathering ”. We have found that 
persons have tried to abuse the privilege of 
attending other meetings. We have found that 
meetings which are supposed to be of a 
religious or social nature are not religious or 
social gatherings. They are propaganda

meetings or organizational meetings—in fact 
anything except religious meetings. But in 
certain cases these people have applied to me 
for exemption and I have given exemption in 
certain cases to enable them to attend bona fide 
religious gatherings.

Mr. HEPPLE: Particular gatherings or 
generally?

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: No, 
generally.

Mr. HEPPLE: Do you grant indefinite 
exemptions?

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: Yes. We 
have said to these people: “ This will not 
apply in your case if you attend bona fide 
church meetings of the church to which you 
belong.”

Mr. HEPPLE: What about recreational 
meetings?

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: I cannot 
remember any case where exemption has been 
granted in respect of sports meetings.

Mr. HEPPLE: Will you consider it?

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: Yes, I will 
certainly consider it. When people apply to 
me for general exemption I go into the matter 
and see whether it is feasible to grant it.

Mr. DAVIDOFF: I want to raise an 
entirely new matter.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: That would 
be refreshing.

Mr. DAVIDOFF: I hope the Minister will 
feel refreshed. I want to refer to the question 
of the police raids on the Native hostels which 
have taken place in Johannesburg, particularly 
in the last month. I want to make it perfectly 
clear that in raising this matter I am not by 
any manner or means attacking the police. As 
far as this matter is concerned I appreciate 
that the men carry out the orders of their 
superior officers, but the superior officers are 
carrying out a policy laid down by the Minister 
and it is that policy laid down by the Minister 
that I propose attacking. I want to emphasize 
that the Minister, in this particular case, 
cannot pass the buck nor can he turn round 
and say that in raising a matter of this nature 
we are attacking the police. It is accepted 
that the object of these raids is to discover 
whether there are any illegal tenants in 
occupancy at the hostels or if there are any 
passless Natives or Natives in possession of 
liquor or Natives guilty of some other trivial 
statutory offence. I mention particularly the 
fact that these are trivial and statutory 
offences because I appreciate that if the police 
have any suspicion that a man wanted for a 
serious crime is residing or hiding in any 
particular place the police would be quite 
justified in obtaining a warrant and searching 
that place. But I submit that in cases such as
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