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from that arises all sorts of tension and un
happiness and frustration in our country, and 
it is my duty to point that out to the hon. 
the Minister.

*Mr. GREYLING: Who has authorized 
you to talk?

Mr. LOVELL: Who has given the hon. 
member authority to make an interjection? 
This clause must also be read with Clause 
29 of the Bill. It extends the contact between 
authorized officers having power over the 
Hatives and the Natives. In other words, 
official contact. Clause 29 denies friendly 
contact, it is an attempt to cut off all friendly 
contact between the European population and 
the Native population, and this clause extends 
unfriendly contact. I ask the hon. the Mini
ster, is that going to bring good results to 
race relations in South Africa? In the one 
clause he extends the whole area of hostile 
contact, of official contact, looking for people 
who have contravened the law. It is a case 
of the hunters and the hunted, and the more 
the hon. the Minister multiplies the hunters 
the more he multiplies the hunted. That is 
perturbing not only to the Native population 
of South Africa it is also perturbing the Euro
pean population of South Africa. The Euro
pean population of South Africa is asking it
self this question all over the country: what 
will happen to peace and order in South 
Africa, that peace and order which the hon. 
the Minister always appears to be so keen 
to bring about, to assert? What will happen 
to peace and order if every single year
600,000 Africans are arrested in connection 
with this type of offence? How can the 
European population of our country feel se
cure when they know that they are not crimi
nals, when they know that they have only 
committed a breach of some administrative 
regulation passed through this House by the 
hon. the Minister?

One cannot look with equanimity on 
clauses like this. One cannot allow the hon. 
the Minister, in his blindness, to proceed to 
make these laws more and more multitudi
nous. The only result must be disorder in 
South Africa. And I say these things with 
no other motive save than to warn the hon. 
the Minister before it is too late, to warn 
him that this House he is building will topple 
down about his ears because it is based upon 
blatant injustice to the African population of 
South Africa.

Question pu t: That paragraph (b) of Clause 
1, proposed to be omitted, stand part of the 
Bill.

Upon which the House divided:
Ayes—72: Abraham. J. H.; Barlow, A. G.; 

Basson, J. D. du P.; Bekker, G. F. H.; 
Bezuidenhout, J. T.; Botha, M. C.; Botha, 
P. W.; Brits, G. P.; Coertze, L. I.; Con- 
radie, D. G.; de Villiers, C. V.; de Wet,
C.- Deysel, A. J. B.; Diederichs, N.; du

Pisanie, J.; du Plessis, H. R. H.; du 
Plessis, J. H. O.; du Plessis, P. J. C.; 
du Plessis, P. W.; Erasmus. F. C.; Eyssen,
S. H.; Fouche, J. H.; Fouche, J. J.; 
Frates, T. J.; Froneman, G. F. v. L.; 
Grevbe, J. H.; Greyling, J. C.; Haak, J.
F. W.; Hertzog, A.: Hugo, P. J.; Jonker,
A. H.; Keyter, H. C. A.; Klopper, H. J.; 
le Riche. R.; le Roux. P. M. K.; le Roux,
S. P.; Loubser, S. M.; Louw, E. H.; 
Luttig. H. G.; Malan, A. I.; Mentz, F.
E.; Mostert, D. J. J.; Nel, J. A. F.; Nel, 
M. D. C. de W.; Pelser, P. C.; Potgieter,
D. J.; Rust, H. A.; Sauer. P. O.; Scholtz, 
D. J.; Schoonbee, J. F.; Serfontein, J. J.; 
Smit, E. J.; Strydom, J. G.; Uys, D. C. 
H.; van den Berg, G. P.; van den Berg, 
M. J.; van den Heever, D. J. G.; van der 
Vyver, I. W. J.; van der Walt, B. J.; van 
Niekerk, A. J.; van Niekerk, M. C.; van 
Rensburg, M. C. G. J.; van Rhyn, A. J. 
R.; Viljoen, J. H.; Viljoen, M.; Visse, J. 
H.; Visser, J. H.; von Moltke, J. v. S.; 
Webster, A.; Wentzel, J. J.

Tellers: S. F. Papenfus and M. J. de la 
R. Venter.

Noes—45 : Abbott, C. B. M.; Ballinger, V. 
M. L.; Bloomberg, A.; Bowker, T. B.; 
Butcher, R. R.; Cope, J. P.; Davidoff, H.; 
de Beer, Z. J.; Durrant, R. B.; du Toit, 
R. J.; Eaton, N. G.; Frielinghaus, H. O.; 
Gay, L. C.; Hayward, G. N.; Henwood,
B. ' H.; Hepple, A.; Higgerty, J. W.; 
Hughes, T. G.; Jordan, R. D. P.; Lovell, 
L.; McMillan, N. D.; Malcomess, H. F.
T.; Mitchell, D. E.; Moore, P. A.; 
Pocock, P. V.; Russell, J. H.; Shearer, O. 
L.; Smit, D. L.; Solomon, B.; Solomon, 
V. G. F.; Stanford, W. P.; Steenkamp, 
L. S.; Steyn, S. J. M.; Sutter, G. J.; Suz
man, H.; Swart, R. A. F.; Trollip, A. E.; 
van der Byl, P.; Warren, C. M.; Water- 
son. S. F.; Whiteley, L.; Williams, H. J.; 
Williams, T. O.

Tellers: H. C. de Kock and A. Hopewell.

Question affirmed and the amendment 
negatived.

Mr. HEPPLE: Mr. Speaker, 1 move—

In Clause 1, to omit all the words after 
“ minerals ” in line 55, to the end of the 
definition of “ machinery

If you will look at the definition in paragraph
(d), it will be seen that it defines the scope 
of the application of the Act in certain cate
gories of employment. The words that I am 
asking to be deleted are as follows

but shall not include any engine or boiler 
or appliance or combination of appliances 
which is used or intended to be used for 
private domestic purposes or in any farm
ing operations, including the processing of
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any farming product, conducted by a bona 
fide farmer, other than a company or other 
corporate body.

I am asking for the deletion of these words 
in order to bring farming operations within 
the scope of this particular definition.

When I raised this question with the hon. 
the Minister earlier he was unable to give 
me any valid reason why farming operations 
should be excluded from the scope of this 
Act. The principal Act itself imposes wide 
obligations upon employers of Native labour, 
and it also, of course, imposes a large num
ber of conditions and restrictions upon 
Native labourers themselves. The important 
aspect of this clause is that the hon. the Mini
ster is seeking to exclude a category of em
ployers from the obligations of this law 
while, at the same time, he possesses every 
possible power to control the Native labour
ers themselves. I think it is only fair and 
just that if the employees are to be subjected 
to all the restrictions of these laws then the 
employers themselves should also have to ful
fil the obligations as ennumerated in the 
Native Labour Regulation Act.

I would like to quote one of the things 
that are required of employers of Native 
labourers in terms of the Act. Section 23 
(j) lays down that the Governor-General can 
make regulations—

For the proper housing, feeding and treat
ment of Native labourers, the housing of 
the families of such Native labourers, the 
care of the sick and the injured and the 
inspection of premises in which Native 
labour is housed, and also for the regula
tion of married quarters and compounds, 
the right of entering into and residence in 
such compounds and the rules to be ob
served therein for the maintenance and good 
order, discipline and health.

The hon. the Minister replied to me, when I 
put up this proposition at the Committee stage, 
and said that it would be impossible to apply 
in practice. He offered us as an excuse—and 
a very weak one if I may say so—that it would 
mean that every farmer would have to have a 
compound manager. I answered him then and 
said it was not necessary for every farmer 
to have a compound manager, it was only 
necessary for every farmer to see that he com
plied with the Native Labour Regulation Act 
and the regulations framed thereunder. That 
means that the farmer himself would be 
responsible for compliance with the very pro
visions I have just read out. Then the Minis
ter proceeded to say: “ But the farmers do 
Iook  ̂ after their Native employees, and very 
well.” But that is not the point in issue. If 
they do, he can have no argument against see
ing that bad employers are compelled to do 
the same as good employers.

Mr. G. F. H. BEKKER: The farmers look 
after their Natives very well.

Mr. HEPPLE: If the hon. member for 
Cradock (Mr. G. F. H. Bekker) has a paradise 
for his Native labourers on his farm he should 
be the first to support me in this and say that 
all other farmer employers should be as model 
an employer as he is. We have his word for 
what a wonderful employer of labour he is 
but I am sure he would like to see all other 
employers of farm labour treat their employees 
as he does.

Mr. G. F. H. BEKKER: But they all treat 
them well.

Mr. HEPPLE: If they all treat them well 
then they will have no objection to bringing 
themselves within the scope of “this clause, be
cause it is possible that to-morrow a new type 
of farmer could come into being, a man who 
is a bad farmer, who may come next door to 
the hon. member for Cradock and corrupt the 
very well cared for employees of that hon. 
member. There is no law to prevent farm 
employers from being bad employers and 
evading the regulations.

This is a very .important point and the 
Minister’s reply does not meet my request. I 
‘tpt asking here that if all Native labourers 
within South Africa come within the control 
of the Native Labour Regulation Act or the 
Natives (Urban Areas) Act, and all the other 
laws that affect them, why should employers of 
Native labour not also be obliged to share the 
consequences of such control? It would ap
pear to me that the Minister’s exclusion of 
certain categories of employment is not being 
brought about in the interests of the Africans 
themselves. The Minister seems to forget, and 
forget too often, that his designation is that 
of the Minister of Native Affairs. His minis
terial functions are to look after the interests 
of the Native people and not to look after the 
interests of the people who live off the Native 
people, of those who employ them. The func
tion of the Minister is to see that nobody ex
ploits the Native peoples of South Africa. That 
was the original intention of the policy of 
White trusteeship. Now, however, the Minis
ter merely wants to be the protector of the 
White employers of Black labour. I cannot 
understand why the hon. the Minister is so 
adamant over this particular issue. I do not 
think the hon. the Minister would deny that 
under the present set of laws the scales are 
weighed entirely in favour of the employer 
and entirely against the Native labourer.

If one goes back to the enactment of the 
original Native Labour Regulation Act of 
1911. one will see throughout the debates of 
that time that the desire on the part of the 
Legislature was to see that there was no abuse 
of the employment of Native labour, that there 
was no gross exploitation of Native labour, 
and that every care should be taken to see 
that they were properly housed and cared for.
I am no admirer of the Native Labour Regu
lation Act, but I do admit there are several 
provisions in that Act which are in the in-
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ment of the particular industry into which he 
had been absorbed. It seems to me to be 
auite wrong where those talents exist to 
penalize their possessor by depriving him in 
perpetuity of the right to seek work for which 
he has proved to be particularly qualified. I 
share the hope therefore of the hon. member 
for Parktown that the House in its wisdom 
will decide to accept this amendment.

Mr. STANFORD: I would, like to get clarity 
on the point raised by the hon. member for 
Rondebosch. The hon. Minister says that 10 
(2) (a) covers the point made by the hon. 
member for Rondebosch. As I understand it, 
the hon. member for Rondebosch asked 
whether an African who is in somebody’s 
employ and has a permit to remain in the 
urban area for so long as he is in that person’s 
employ, is not covered by the words “ specific 
period ” in this clause? Now 10 (2) (a) of 
the Urban Areas Act refers to such an African 
and it reads that “ where any Native has been 
permitted to remain in any area for the pur
pose of taking up employment, the period of 
validity of the permit shall be limited to the 
period during which he remains in the service 
of the employer by whom he has been 
engaged ”. Is not that “ a specific period ”? 
The point is that you do not know what the 
period is. It is not exactly the same as the 
example of a labourer who comes in to pick 
fruit and is allowed in for three months. Those 
three months are definitely “ a specific period ”, 
but here the time that he is allowed to remain 
in the urban area is not predetermined but is 
only determined by the termination of his 
employment with the employer for whom he 
is working. Would he therefore not be affected 
by these additional words to this proviso? 
Because these additonal words have been 
added of course to this proviso in this amend
ing Bill. That is the difficulty we are in on 
this side of the Huse, and I think it has been 
very clearly raised by the hon. member for 
Rondebosch. I would be grateful if the hon. 
Minister would explain just how Section 10 
(2) (a) does get out of this difficulty, because 
reading it myself it looks as if the difficulty 
still remains.

Question put: That the words in lines 46 
to 48, page 10, proposed to be omitted, stand 
part of the Bill.

Upon which the House divided:

Ayes—74: Abraham, J. H.; Basson, J. D. 
du P.; Bekker, G. F. H.; Bezuidenhout, 
J. T.; Botha, P. W.; Coertze, L. I.; 
Coetzee, B.; Coetzee, P. J.; Conradie, 
D. G.; de Villiers, C. V.; de Wet, C.; 
Deysel, A. J. B.; Diederichs, N.; du 
Pisanie, J.; du Plessis, H. R. H.; du Plessis, 
J. W. J. C.; du Plessis, J. H. O.: du Plessis, 
P. J. C.; du Plessis, P. W.; Eyssen, S. H.; 
Fouchd, J. H.; Fouche, J. J.; Frates, T. J.; 
Froneman, G. F. v. L.; Greybe, J. H.; 
Greyling, J. C.; Haak, J. F. W.; Hertzog,
A.; Hugo, P. J.; Jonker, A. H.; Keyter,

H. C. A.; Klopper, H. J.; le Riche, R,; 
le Roux, P. M. K.; le Roux, S. P.; 
Loubser, S. M.; Louw, E. H.; Luttig, 
H. G.; Malan, A. I.; Martins, H. E.; 
Mentz, F. E.; Mostert, D. J. J.; Naude, 
J F T.; Nel, J. A. F.; Nel, M. D. C. 
de W.; Pelser, P. C.; Potgieter, D. J.; 
Rust, H. A.; Sauer, P. O.; Scholtz, D. J.; 
Schoonbee, J. F.; Serfontein, J. J.; Smit,
E. J.; Strydom, J. G.; Swart, C. R.; Uys, 
D. C. H.; van den Berg, G. P.; van den 
Berg, M. J.; van den Heever, D. J. G.; 
van der Vyver, I. W. J.; van der Walt,
B. J.; van Niekerk, A. J.; van Niekerk, 
M. C.; van Rensburg, M. C. G. J.; van 
Rhyn, A. J. R.; Viljoen, J. H.; Viljoen, 
M.; Visse, J. H.; Visser, J. H.; von Moltke, 
J. v. S.; Webster, A.; Wentzel, J. J.

Tellers: S. F. Papenfus and M. J. de la R. 
Venter.

Noes—45: Abbott, C. B. M.; Ballinger,
V. M. L.; Bowker, T. B.; Butcher, R. R.; 
Cope. J. P.; Davidoff, H.; de Beer, Z. J.; 
Durrant, R. B.; du Toit, R. J.; Eaton, 
N. G.; Frielinghaus, H. O.; Gay, L. C.; 
Hayward, G. N.; Henwod, B. H.; Hepple, 
A.; Higgerty, J. W.; Hughes, T. G.; 
Jordan, R. D. P.; Lawrence, H. G.; Lovell, 
L,; McMillan, N. D.; Malcomess, H. F. T.; 
Mitchell, D. E.; Moore, P. A.; Pocock, 
P. V.; Russell, J. H.; Shearer, O. L.; Smit, 
D. L.; Solomon, V. G. F.; Stanford,
W. P.; Starke, C. G.; Steyn, S. J. M.; 
Strauss, J. G. N.; Sutter, G. J.; Suzman, 
H.; Swart, R. A. F.; Trollip, A. E.; van 
der Byl, P.; Warren, C. M.; Waterson, 
S. F.; Whiteley, L.; Williams, H . J.; 
Williams, T. O.

Tellers: H. C. de Kock and A. Hopewell.

Question affirmed and the amendment 
negatived.

Mr. HEPPLE: I move—

In Clause 17, to omit paragraph (1).

This clause amends Section 23 of the Native 
Labour Regulation Act, which deals with the 
making of regulations. The principal Act lays 
down numerous items governing the applica
tion of this Act. Now the hon. the Minister 
proposes to add different regulations in respect 
of different classes of Natives or employers. 
At previous stages of this Bill we endeavoured 
to find out from the hon. the Minister the 
necessity for asking for these further powers 
to make different regulations for different 
classes of Natives or employers, but once 
again the Minister was unable to give us any 
clear explanation. In rejecting an amendment 
at the Committee stage the Minister said that 
all he was doing was to make a broader for
mulation of the existing powers; he said he 
was trying to make it easier for the Natives. 
I wonder whether the Minister will take this 
opportunity of explaining to us in what way
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this will make it easier for Natives who are 
entering the prescribed areas? He failed to do 
so at the Committee stage and the whole ques
tion still remains vague in my mind. 1 have 
examined the present Section 23 of the Act, 
and I think that the powers there are wide 
enough to enable the Minister to make suffi
cient regulations in regard to this Act without 
asking for greater powers. What does puzzle 
me is what the Minister means by different 
classes of Natives or employers. I raised the 
question of different classes of workers earlier 
in this clause where reference is made to dif
ferent classes of work. Now the Minister talks 
of different classes of Natives or employers. 
Is it the intention of the Minister to group em
ployers or employees on an industrial basis 
or on an employment basis or on an area 
basis? Section 23 of the principal Act does 
provide that—

Different regulations may be made in 
respect of different Provinces, districts and 
areas.

When the hon. the Minister now refers to dif
ferent classes of Natives or employers I think 
he should make clear what he intends by this, 
and I hope he will take this opportunity of 
throwing some light on the subject.

Mr. DAVIDOFF: I second.

Question put: That paragraph (1), proposed 
to be omitted, stand part of the Bill.

Tellers: S. F. Papenfus and M. J. de la R 
Venter.

Noes 48: Abbott, C. B. M.; Ballineer 
V. M. L.; Bowker, T. B.; Butcher. R. r .’ 
Cope, J. P.; Davidoff, H.; de Beer Z J • 
Durrant, R. B.; du Toit, R. J.; 'Eaton 
N. G.; Frielinghaus. H. O.; Gay. L C •’ 
Gluckman, H.; Graaff, de V.; Hayward
G. N .;  Henwood, B. H.; Hepple. A • His- 
gerty, J. W.; Hughes, T. G.; Jordan R 
D. P.; Lawrence, H. G.; Lovell, ’ L.- 
McMillan, N. D.: Malcomess. H. F. T,’ 
Mitchell, D. E.; Moore, P. A.: Pocock’ 
P. V.; Russell, J. H.; Shearer. O. L.: Smit’ 
D. L.; Solomon, B.: Solomon, V. G F- 
Stanford, W. P.; Starke, C. G.; Steyn’ 
S. J. M.; Strauss, J. G. N.; Sutter, G J ■ 
Suzman, H.; Swart, R. A. F.: Trollip’ 
A. E.; van der Byl, P.; Warren, C. M • 
Waterson, S. F.; Whiteley, L.: Williams!
H. J.; Williams, T. O.

Tellers: H. C. de Kock and A. Hopewell.

Questioned affirmed and the amendment 
negatived.

In Clause 23,

Mrs. BALLINGER: I am afraid there is a 
slight misunderstanding about the phrasing of 
this clause. My intention was to omit para
graph (a). Would that make any difference?

Upon which the House divided:

Ayes—75: Abraham, J. H.; Basson, J. D. 
du P.; Bekker, G. F. H.; Bezuidenhout, 
J. T.; Botha, P. W.; Coertze. L. I.; Coet- 
zee, B.; Coetzee, P. J.; Conradie. D. G.; 
de Villiers, C. V.: de Wet, C.; Deysel, 
A. J. B.; Diederichs, N.; du Pisanie, J.; 
du Plessis, H. R. H.; du Plessis, J. W. j!
C.; du Plessis, J. H. O.; du Plessis, P. 
J. C.; du Plessis, P. W.; Eyssen, S. H.; 
Fouche, J. H.; Fouche, J. J.: Frates, T. J.; 
Froneman, G. F. v. L.; Greybe. J. H.’ 
Greyling, J. C.; Haak, J. F. W.; Hcrtzog!
A. ; Hugo, P. J.; Jonker, A. H.; Keyter, 
H. C. A.; Klopper, H. J.; Knobel, G. J.; 
Ie Riche, R.; le Roux. P. M. K.; le Roux, 
S. P.; Loubser, S. M.: Louw. E. H • 
Luttig, H. G.; Malan, A. I.; Martins! 
H. E.; Mentz, F. E.; Mostert. D. J. J.; 
Naude, J. F. T.; Nel, J. A. F.; Nel, M. d !
C. de W.; Pelser, P. C.; Potgieter, D. J.; 
Rust, H. A.; Sauer, P. O.; Scholtz, D. J.; 
Schoonbee, J. F.: Serfontein, J. J.; Smit!
E. J.; Strydom, J. G.; Swart. C. R.: Uys!
D. C. H.; van den Berg. G. P.; van den 
Berg, M. .1.: van den Heever, D. J. G.; 
van der Vyver. I. W. J.: van der Walt!
B. J.; van Niekerk. A. J.: van Niekerk, 
M. C.; van Rensburg, M. C. G. J.: van 
Rhyn. A. J. R.; Viljoen, J. H.; Viljoen, 
M.; Visse, J. H.; Visser. J. H.; von Moltke, 
J. v. S.; Webster, A.; Wentzel, J. J.

Mr. SPEAKER: The hon. member is pro
posing to amend the whole of this clause?

Mrs. BALLINGER: That was a mistake 
My intention was to omit paragraph (a),

Mr. SPEAKER: The hon. member can go 
on with her amendment.

Mrs. BALLINGER: My intention was to 
move for the removal of paragraph fa), which, 
m fact, is what the hon. member for South 
Peninsula (Mr. Gay) has already moved on an 
earlier occasion, and which he proposes to 
move again now.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I now understand 
that the hon. member only wishes to move the 
deletion of paragraph (a)? She does not want 
to omit the whole clause?

Mrs. BALLINGER: No.

Mr. SPEAKER: Then I am afraid the hon 
member for South Peninsula has the floor.

Mr. HOPEWELL: On a point of order, Mr. 
Speaker, should not the hon. member for Cape 
Eastern (Mrs. Ballinger) withdraw her amend
ment before the hon. member for South 
Peninsula puts his amendment?

Mr. SPEAKER: It was not moved and 
seconded.
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Mr. LOVELL: I am quoting from a trans
lation of the Transvaler—

It is not so much the overwhelming num
bers of the non-Europeans . . .

Which I think would be the question of 
nuisance—

. . but the destruction of the feeling of 
difference and otherness which is the great 
danger for the preservation of the European 
and his civilization in this multi-racial land. 
As long as liberalistic bishops and canons, 
professors, students and politicians can 
freely attend church and hold meetings and 
socials together, apartheid will be infringed 
in this manner. It is high time for this to 
end.

What then is this clause aimed at? Are we 
to believe the protestations of the hon. the 
Minister and some of his more moderate sup
porters like the hon. member for Stellenbosch 
(Dr. J. H. O. du Plessis), for example, that 
there is nothing aimed at the church congre
gation, there is nothing aimed at religious wor
ship; the only thing this clause purports to 
cover is when Natives who go to churches or 
gatherings or to places of entertainment are 
so noisy and so ill-behaved that they constitute 
a nuisance? How does that square with this 
statement in the Transvaler which states “ It 
is high time for this to end ”, meaning mixed 
congregations and gatherings of all kinds?

We must not forget that the clause in its 
original form was where the Minister came 
out very boldly. He said that no church, no 
gathering, no clubs, no hospitals, no meetings 
at which Natives are attending in the urban 
areas shall be permitted without his permis
sion. Then what happened? The Minister 
there indeed grasped the nettle . . .

Mr. MENTZ: In concurrence with the 
local authorities.

Mr. LOVELL: That did not count in that 
clause. In that clause the local authority had 
no power to stop it. The hon. the Minister 
there grasped the nettle, the mischief which 
was mentioned in the Transvaler. There was 
a complete and utter prohibition of all mixed 
gatherings whether in church or otherwise. I 
want to know this: is it now that there is 
no sin against apartheid if there is a mixed 
congregation and there is no nuisance? Is it 
now that it is not a sin against apartheid if 
there is a mixed gathering in the urban area 
where no nuisance is being created? What 
has happened to this sin against apartheid 
which the Minister so glibly spoke about, even 
in the second reading of this debate after he 
had amended the clause? Is it no longer a 
sin against apartheid if Whites and Blacks go 
fo the same church or to the same gathering 
or to the same place of entertainment? Is 
that now permissible?

Sir, the greatest accusation and the greatest 
condemnation of the first clause, the clause 
which makes it an offence for Natives to at
tend mixed gatherings without the permission 
of the Minister, the greatest accusation is the 
Minister’s conduct. Hon. members on that 
side of the House keep on consoling them
selves. “ This is no breach or violation of 
any sacred principle, this is a perfectly reason
able method of social control But the Mini
ster has shown by his own conduct that what 
the member for Ventersdorp wants, and the 
member for Karas and the member for Grob- 
lersdal, is something to be ashamed of, other
wise why has the Minister placed barriers be
tween what they are aiming at and what he 
can now do under this clause? I am grateful 
to the hon. the Minister for his metaphor re
garding the circles in his second-reading 
speech. Let me show him what circles, al
most made of wire, he has placed around the 
objective which is supposed to be the holy 
objective of the Nationalist Party—apartheid.

The first circle is nuisance. There must be 
a nuisance. That is the first circle protecting 
the Minister himself from doing what he wants 
to do, and what other members of his party 
want him to do in respect of the clause as 
it originally stood. Not satisfied with barring 
himself with one circle he places another, 
wider circle round, and he calls that the ap
proval of the municipality. Nothing will be 
done to punish the sin against apartheid un
less the municipality concerned gives it ap
proval.

The Minister is not -satisfied with that, he 
puts another circle around it. He says “There 
is a third circle placing an even wider dis
tance between me and my objective, and that 
is there must be opportunity on behalf of the 
man conducting the church to make represen
tations to me ”. And the fourth circle is that 
there must be available alternative accommo
dation. Look how far the hon. the Minister 
has run from the objective which he says is 
the objective of the Nationalist Party and 
which members of the Nationalist Party—and 
the Transvaler—say is their objective! Who 
has shown more clearly than the hon. the 
Minister how shameful the objective of the 
Nationalist Party really is, if he has to place 
four circles round it so that his own grasping 
hand should not be tempted to carry out the 
objective.

Let us examine these barriers, let us see 
whether they really stop the Minister from 
doing what he wants to do. The first one was 
the one about the nuisance, but there he 
covers himself. He can break through that 
barrier whenever he wants to because the 
nuisance is not an objective nuisance, it is a 
nuisance “ in the opinion of the Minister ”. 
If the Minister says “ I am of opinion that 
there is a nuisance ”—and he has expressed 
so many opinions about what he regards as 
a nuisance, not based on fact at all, that that 
barrier on examination is merely an illusion 
for the outside world and for the more sensi-
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tive members of his own party. He can break 
through that barrier whenever he likes, be
cause as soon as he expresses his opinion as 
to what a nuisance is nobody else’s opinion 
counts.

The same thing applies to the barrier of the 
municipalities. I do not want to repeat the 
argument about how the Minister has most 
municipalities under his thumb. The same 
thing applies to the representations on the 
part of the person conducting the church, to 
which the Minister need pay no regard if he 
so wishes. The same thing applies to the 
availability of alternative accommodation. If 
the Minister wishes to he can over-ride all 
those things, and if he wishes to he can give 
full expression to the wishes of the member 
for Ventersdorp and the member for Grob- 
lersdal and the member for Karas, and other 
members of the Nationalist Party who would 
like him to do what the Transvaler advocates, 
and that is to break mixed gatherings at their 
heart and at their kernel.

Mr. B. COETZEE: How can the Minister 
override the Johannesburg Municipality?

Mr. LOVELL: Just by telling them he will 
not allow them to go on with certain of their 
proposals.

Mrs. SUZMAN: Just as he has done before.

Mr. LOVELL: How did he deal with the 
£3,000,000 that was given to them for Native 
housing? He told them he would not allow 
them to carry on with it.

I have dealt with the first part of this 
clause dealing with the Churches. But when 
you examine the other parts of this clause 
you find that the Minister suddenly loses his 
shame for his objective in Clause 29 (c), the 
one dealing with schools, hospitals, clubs and 
similar institutions. There he is not ashamed 
to say that no such institution may be carried 
on without the approval of the Minister. 
There there are no barriers.

Mr. P. M. K. LE ROUX: Why should there 
be?

Mr. LOVELL: I want to know why there 
were in the first place. Is the Minister 
ashamed of the policy of apartheid? That is 
the point I am making. But when it comes to 
these hospitals, schools and clubs, the Minister 
loses his shame of the objective of which he 
appears to be ashamed in the other parts of 
the clause. What does he say there? He 
says that none of these schools, hospitals or 
clubs can be carried on without his consent. 
In other words, that form of association 
should be directly banned. I would like to 
give the House an example of what that means. 
There is a dental clinic carried on by the Uni
versity of the Witwatersrand. That clinic can
not attend a single Native patient, cannot at
tend to the extraction of a tooth without the 
consent of the Minister of Native Affairs. I

know only of that one example, but I am sure 
there are numerous other examples in South 
Africa, because that clinic was established 
after 1938 and no school, hospital, or club 
established after that date can be carried on 
without consent if Natives are catered for 
there. Whether the Minister will give his per
mission is another matter, but it will be banned 
as soon as this clause goes through and no 
Native can get attention there unless the Mini
ster gives his permission.

Then we come to Clause 29 (e), dealing with 
the places of entertainment, the Minister sud
denly puts this illusory barrier up, showing 
how frightened he is to expose himself and the 
real objectives of his party to the public gaze. 
There must be a nuisance, again in his opinion, 
and there must be the consent of the munici
pality. The same applies in regard to (f). On 
examination of the difference between the 
more extreme members of his party who have 
given utterance to their thoughts here, and 
the Minister’s apparently moderate outlook, 
there is no real difference. The first clause 
in the Minister’s Bill was a direct assault, and 
the present clause is a more devious or in
direct assault against the freedom of religious 
congregation and the freedom of association 
in places of entertainment or gatherings. 
Many other institutions have spoken strongly 
against this Bill, and against this clause in 
particular.

Mr. ABRAHAM: May I put a question 
to the hon. member? What do you regard 
as a place of entertainment?

Mr. HEPPLE: A Nationalist Party con
gress.

Mr. LOVELL: A race course or concert, 
or places of that nature. Many institutions 
have criticized this clause. Most of them 
have been churches, but there are other insti
tutions, too. But there is one interesting view 
which I would like to put to the House on 
this question which seems to horrify hon. 
members opposite, and that is the consulta
tion and the communication between members 
of the White races and members of the non- 
White races. It is interesting to see what 
South Africans, not of my political viewpoint, 
nor of the political viewpoint of any member 
of the Opposition parties, have to say on this 
question. I am reading from the digest of 
a report which was published on 4 April in 
a paper called the Weste in Potchefstroom. 
where a congress of the Afrikaanse Kalvinis- 
tiese Bond was taking place. The names of 
the gentlemen mentioned are Prof. L. J du 
Plessis. Ds. Hugo du Plessis, Prof. J. H. Coet- 
zee and Ds. V. Duvenhage. I am sure those 
names are well known. Ds. du Plessis said 
this, appealing for increased mission action:
“ We will have to lay aside our eternal fear 
of the Bantu and show that we mean well with 
them. Then Prof. Coetzee made this state
ment : “ Precisely, Calvinism demands that the 
old-fashioned idea of the Native in his place,
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of view, I am simply trying to examine the 
bona fides of the Nationalist Party; why could 
they not say: “ Where that period exceeds 
three, four or five years, or whatever it might 
be. then the usual machinery of influx control 
and the labour exchange could operate”? 
But no, that is not th$ approach; the ap
proach, as usual, is to bring in a comprehen- 

, sive and more powerful clause that much 
more than covers the difficulty that is out
lined.

Another purpose of this clause is to route 
as many of the Natives coming into the towns 
through the labour bureaux as possible. In 
other words, where to some extent they go 
both through the influx control officer and 
the labour bureau, the purpose here is to 
canalize them through the labour bureau. 
From one angle this might seem to be a 
logical development in that a “ one stream 
policy”, if I might put it that way, will give 
a clearer picture of what is happening in the 
way of Natives coming in, and possibly an 
easier channel to direct that stream in various 
directions. But I want to examine the so- 
called labour bureaux, and I use the words 
“ so-called ” because I want to compare them 
with what I ordinarily understand by a labour 
bureau. In that regard I think some of the 
arguments put up are a M e  specious, be
cause these bodies are not labour bureaux 
in the ordinary sense of the word. A normal 
labour bureau is a place that men call at and 
can be advised and directed . that their best 
interests will be served if they! chose to look 
for such and such a job in such and such an 
area. Thereafter it is left to that individual 
to choose whether he will actually embrace 
that job or not. Because of, the lack of 
mobility of his family and so on he might 
choose to take a worse occupation and re
main immobile than to take the advantages 
and pick up his roots and move. These labour 
bureaux, as I understand them, do not work 
that way. In another place, I think in May 
of last year, the hon. the Minister indicated 
that this system of directing labour away 
from the towns to unprescribed areas—if I 
can use that word—was working tto a con
siderable extent. Such information as I have 
for the year 1955 is that for the Transvaal 
about 2.000 Natives a month were being di
verted from the urban centres to agricultural 
pursuits, and there were parallel figures for 
the Free State, the Cape and so forth. In a 
free labour market that labour would tend to 
be diverted there, not because the labour 
bureau channelled it there but simply' because 
the labour bureau pointed out the advantages 
of working there, and the Natives ', would 
accept those advantages if they did exist.

Mr. Speaker, I want to suggest that that 
labour has been canalized to areas where it 
is very difficult to get labourers, and for- what 
reason? Where labour is well-treated and 
well-paid there is no need to make artificial 
deviations of labour in that direction. In 
other words, through this labour bureau sys
tem there is a tendency to force labour in

given directions, not directions necessarily in 
its own best interests. I am going to admit 
that although we are in a situation where the 
number of Natives in the towns is steadily 
increasing, the activities of these bureaux may 
have decreased the rate of increase; but there 
is the question of the price in human rights 
and the price in human values at which that 
diversion is being bought. This clause, as I 
have emphasized, has for its purpose that 
canalization. So far as these men are con
cerned who, over a period of years—ten years 
in the one case and 15 years in the other— 
have worked hard, have made their contribu
tion to the community in which they “ tem
porarily ” live, shall we say, in the terms of 
the other side of the House; who have been 
law-abiding citizens and virtually blameless, 
what does this Bill do to them? It introduces 
a new note of insecurity into their lives. And 
as I said on Clause 17, when you introduce 
insecurity into the background of men’s minds 
and you increase their fears you decrease the 
stability of the society in which they live. The 
society in which these men are living, whether 
the hon. the Minister regards them as perma
nent, as a group or as individuals, is our White 
society in the towns.

I want to warn this House that the greater 
the insecurity of the labour on which we 
depend, the greater the dangers to our own 
economic structure and to our own society. I 
am not speaking extravagantly here, I am 
warning this House from the common sense, 
the economic and social lessons of history.

I now want to ask the other side of the 
House this question: When we were discussing 
freehold rights the Minister said “ No, I can
not see my way to grant those because my 
picture is always of a base in the reserves and 
a temporary sojourner in the White areas, no 
matter how long the individual concerned may 
have been divorced frpm that base in the 
reserves ”. But he did s;iy this, “ You ask for 
freehold rights, I will give 30 years’ leasehold; 
surely that is a reasonable proposition, some
thing that spans the life of the generation ”, I 
want to ask, in the face of this clause, who 
are these 30 years’ leasehold men? Where are 
the Native citizens that will be good for 30 
years’ money for housing oh the basis of this 
clause, when, at the end of ten or 12 years 
only under the most extreme circumstances will 
they be regarded as based on the area in which 
they live? I think the hon. the Minister him
self will admit that this is a direct economic 
problem in that if houses are being passed, 
for example by the Housing Board, for 30 
years’ money in Duff’s Road, and the only basis 
on which you can see a 30-year tenant is that 
of a man who remains absolutely immobile, 
who never walks outside the given area, who 
never travels outside—because that is the terms 
of this clause, other than the 12-month return 
period. I see the hon. member for Westdene 
looking at me, but the 12 months is very cir
cumscribed by conditions. He must return to 
the same employer and to the same class of
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work, and the hon. the Minister has the power
in a later clause to say what class of work he 
shall return to.

I say that this clause is unjust to those in 
the towns who have become good citizens; that 
it is creating insecurity in the minds of people 
who might very well be the backbone of a 
solid and constructive approach in relations 
between Black and White, the type that you 
might talk to very reasonably when there is 
something like a boycott on; the type that we 
look for, the responsible Native living in the 
towns. And here you are hitting at his security, 
and hitting at it, in my opinion, in an unjust 
manner. But apart from the injustice this is 
not a practical clause. It belies the facts of 
the South African situation in that we know 
there are thousands that you cannot regard as 
based on the reserves. It is not too much to 
say, and it is my opinion that the purpose of 
this clause is to suggest to those who are al
ready permanently living there that they must 
be regarded as impermanent. In other words 
the hon. the Minister is fitting the Bill to this 
conception of his of the permanency of the 
group but the impermanence of the individual. 
And I say that in the long run it is an unrealis
tic conception, both in the economic and in 
the social structure, and it will have very 
serious consequences for South Africa if it is 
proceeded with.

For all these reasons—I have tried to deal 
with this thing as objectively as possible—we 
think this is a bad clause and we think it 
should be omitted from the Bill.

Mr. R. A. F. SWART: I rise to second the 
amendment proposed by the hon. member for 
Musgrave (Mr. T. O. Williams). The hon. 
member has suggested that this clause is a 
harsh clause, an unjust clause. I want to say 
that as far as the clause is concerned it is com
pletely in line with the policy and the attitude 
of this hon. Minister and of this Government 
towards non-European affairs \generally. The 
clause is completely consistent with the ideo
logical concept of a Government blinded by 
prejudice and fear, a Government which has no 
regard for human feelings or for the facts of 
the situation. I think once again, so far as 
this clause is concerned, the provision of the 
clause emphasizes the principal blind spot of 
the hon. the Minister of Native Affairs when 
he deals with race relations in this country, 
and that is his failure to recognize the perma
nence of the presence of the Africans in the 
urban areas.

Mr. Speaker, I do not want to waste the 
time of this House by indulging in that, argu
ment with the hon. the Minister again this 
afternoon. It is, however, the basis, and it 
should be the basis of our approach to pee 
relations, that is, the recognition of the African 
in the urban areas as a permanent resident 
in those areas. But the clause removes the 
principal benefits which were given to urban 
Africans in the exemptions contained in the 
original Act, those arising out of birth, con

tinuous employment with one employer for 
ten years and continuous residence for 15 
years in an urban area. This clause appears 
to have no regard whatsoever for the human 
feelings of the Africans concerned. It is so 
typical of the attitude of this Government 
that tli^y would treat those Africans as one 
would treat pawns on a chess board, once 
they are'moved they are not allowed to be 
moved back.

What concerns us on this side of the House 
with regard to this clause is the impact it must 
have upon the individual African living in an 
urban area, an African whose whole life is 
governed by a maze of regulations. One 
wonders how that individual' can possibly 
understand continuing amendments which come 
through provisions of this kind. We say this 
is a harsh clause, an unjust clause. We say a 
clause of this nature will do nothing to im
prove race relations in South Africa, and we 
plead with the hon. the Minister that this 
clause should be omitted. I accordingly 
second the amendment.

Mr. HEPPLE; I support the amendment 
moved by the hon. member for Musgrave 
(Mr. T. O. Williams). This clause is one of 
the most important in this Bill, but its signi
ficance may have been over-shadowed in recent 
weeks by the long discussions on Clause 29.
I would like therefore to remind this House 
of the effects of this clause.

This clause contains important extensions of 
the restrictions that are contained in the origi
nal Native Urban Areas Act as amended by 
changes that were made in 1952 and 1955. The 
principal Act, as it exists at the present tunc, 
makes it a criminal offence for a Native to be 
in an urban area for longer than 72 hours 
except on certain specific conditions, and it 
lays down three such conditions. The first is 
that he should have been born and perma
nently residing in that area; the second is that 
he should have worked continuously in such 
area for one employer for a period of not less 
than ten years, or lawfully remained con
tinuously in such area for a period of not 
less than 15 years, and that during such period 
he has not been convicted of any offence. 
The Minister now proposes to take this a step 
further. He is not satisfied with the extreme 
restrictions as they exist in the present law. 
Now, in terms of sub-paragraph (a) he wants 
to make it that not only should a Native have 
been born in an urban area, but he must 
remain continuously in that area for the entire 
period of his life in order to qualify for the 
right to remain in that area. Th.en in sub- 
paragraph (b) the hon. the Minister again 
makes a significant change. Previously, in 
order to qualify to remain in an urban area 
a Native either had to work for one employer 
for a period of ten years, or he had to reside 
continuously in that urban area for a period 
of 15 years, subject to certain conditions. Now 
the hon the Minister makes it obligatory 
upon that Native to have an unblemished
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record, not only in the past to obtain his 
qualification to remain there, but he has to 
maintain that unblemished record for the rest 
of his life. The Minister wants the Africans 
in the urban areas to be permanent angels; 
they must not contravene even a traffic law: 
The Minister is expecting the Africans in the 
urban area, whom he is pleased to consider 
as “ backward, uncivilized people of a 
different and less advanced culture than the 
White man he expects them to be angels 
where we are sinners. He sets standards for 
these backward peoples which no White com
munity in South Africa would ever accept. We 
could not accept such standards for the civi
lized, advanced White community, but we are 
setting them for these people. That is what I 
think makes the proposals in this clause 
heinous in the eyes of any reasonable person.

A further important change is that while in 
the past the local authorities had control over 
the influx of Natives into their areas, now. 
by a change that the hon. the Minister has 
introduced in sub-paragraph (d), the labour 
bureaux are going to take over most of the 
functions of the urban local authorities. Every 
new entry into the urban area will have to be 
directed through the labour bureau, and the 
labour bureau will carry out the directions of 
the hon. the Minister of Native Affairs—and 
we can imagine what will happen in such 
circumstances.

I want now to come to the proviso which 
the hon. the Minister inserted in sub-paragraph 
(d) in the Committee stage, a proviso which 
purports to take care of aged or unemployable 
Africans deemed to be redundant in the urban 
areas. In the course of that discussion the 
hon. the Minister said he was anxious to meet 
the previous complaints that Natives who were 
found to be redundant in the urban areas, and 
found to be unemployable for one reason or 
another, who had become to old or too infirm 
to obtain employment in the urban areas, were 
not taken care of by the Minister. The Minister 
has therefore now added a proviso to sub- 
paragraph (d) to the effect that he will provide 
such Natives with a residential site within a 
scheduled Native area or released area. On 
the face of it this seems to be a very generous 
provision on the part of the Minister, and of 
course we do not reject it on those grounds. 
However, 'let us examine the significance of 
this clause as a whole and of this sub-para- 
graph in particular. What does it really mean? 
It means that instead of permitting sucn 
Natives to remain in an urban area and to be 
taken care of by his own family and his own 
relatives and his own friends, the Minister is 
virtually going to banish him from those 
associations. He is going to be given a place 
in a scheduled Native area, maybe hundreds 
of miles away from those associations, and 
he is going to be provided with a residential 
site. He is not going to be provided with a 
home. He will not be provided with shelter. 
He will be given a piece of land in a Native 
area, a stranger amongst strange people. Let 
us bear in mind the most significant aspect

of this matter, that these Natives are not rural 
Natives. These are urban Natives who will be 
finally disposed of in a rural area. The Minis
ter is now substituting something which is in 
conflict with normal human practice. The 
Minister is now providing what is apparently 
a home, a place, for these expelled Natives to 
live, but when we examine his proposition 
down to the end we find that it is not so 
benevolent after all. How is the Native in 
the urban area to take advantage of this 
proviso? Let us look at this proposition in 
practice. An urban local authority finds a 
Native of this calibre in its community. It 
says that that Native has no place in the 
community and therefore he must be removed. 
First of all, the Native will not know that this 
proviso exists and that he has this right. 
Experience has shown that the officials will 
not go out of their way to tell him that he 
has this right. Let us assume that he does 
discover that he has this right, how will it be 
exercised? The proviso says that the Minister 
shall, if satisfied that such Native cannot 
obtain employment and accommodation, pro
vide that Native with a residential site within 
any scheduled Native area or released area. 
How long is it going to take the communi
cation from this humble Native in the crowded 
urban area to reach the ears of the Minister? 
Through what involved processes must this 
application go? How long will it take for the 
Minister to give it his attention? Of course 
it will take a long time. It will take a con
siderable time and probably in the course of 
waiting for some attention to be given to this 
matter this poor unfortunate Native may dis
appear somewhere where he can no longer be 
contacted in order to take advantage of this 
provision. In any case, by the time he has 
obtained some relief all his associations may 
be destroyed. But I want to stress what to 
me is the most important aspect of it. I do 
compare the reaction of an African to these 
matters with the way in which White people 
would react. I know the Minister finds this 
offensive. He wants me to look upon the 
African as being a strange and alien being who 
does not react to ordinary human emotions in 
the same way that I do. On more than one 
occasion the Minister and other members 
opposite have complained that the difficulty 
that we have on this side is that we treat the 
African as if he is a human being the same 
as a White man. The Minister says we do 
not understand the Native mind. I am positive 
that the Minister does not understand the 
human mind, because human beings react to 
certain situations no matter what their colour 
may be. and it may surprise the Minister to 
know that an African does react to these 
problems in the same way as do White people. 
If I may digress for a moment, let me say 
that the hon. member for Westdene (Mr. 
Mentz) has the same difficulty. In a previous 
stage of this debate he made a complaint 
against me that what I want is uncontrolled 
influx of Natives into the urban areas, that 
I want chaos.
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Mr. MENTZ: You yourself said that you 
did not want any control whatever.

Mr. HEPPLE: The hon. member now repeats 
that complaint. But does the hon. member 
want control over Whites who flock into the 
urban areas? That is the answer.

An HON. MEMBER: It is not necessary.

Mr. HEPPLE: Of course it is not necessary 
in that hon. member’s mind, but similar prob
lems exist among White people who flock into 
the urban areas to find employment. [Inter
jections.] That reveals the great difficulty of 
those hon. members, that they do not know 
the problem. Sir, I will leave this question 
with the hon. members by asking them what 
happened in America and Britain even in the 
recent post-war years, when new industrial 
areas sprang up and people flocked in from 
all over to get employment there? There was 
a lack of housing and overcrowding and un
employment, but they did not say it was a 
racial problem; it was an economic problem. 
The difficulty of the hon. members is that 
they cannot separate an economic problem 
from a racial problem. This is not a racial 
problem but an economic one, and the real 
trouble is that it is dealt with as a racial 
problem. But I will leave that with the hon. 
member for Westdene and come back to this 
question of the Minister’s proviso.

What does an African family in an urban 
area do when a member of the family becomes 
old and cannot find employment? That 
family immediately does all in its power to 
take care of that man. Just as I take care of 
my aged parents, they take care of theirs. 
Usually they take them in under their roofs 
and provide for them. The Minister wants 
to deny them this right and to send such aged 
and infirm persons out of the urban area be
cause he says they have lost their claim to 
remain there. Why have they lost their claim 
to remain there? Because they no longer 
serve the needs of the White people. The 
Minister advanced a rather peculiar argument. 
He said that a Native who is placed on a 
residential site that he may provide in a 
released or scheduled Native area can live 
much more comfortably on the money he gets 
in his own Native area than in the city, where 
the cost of living is high. What a peculiai 
argument1

An HON. MEMBER : Do you not under
stand it0

Mr. HEPPLE: No, 1 do not, and I do not 
understand a lot of other things I have been 
told by members opposite. The Ministei 
ignores many factors. First of all, he ignores 
the human factor, which is so important. He 
ignores the fact that when a family takes in 
another member of the family who has fallen 
on bad times, they care for him and console 
him in his suffering and give him personal 
care and attention and the comforting asso- I

ciation that cannot be measured in economic 
terms. That is an important thing. Let us 
examine this clause to see how many urban 
Africans it affects. On the face of it it may 
apply merely to a handful of persons, but 
when we read the provisions of Section 10 of 
the Urban Areas Act we realize that not a 
single urban African has security. Because 
of the stupid attitude South Africa has to
wards Native labour, they are unable in many 
cases to conform to the requirements of this 
clause. They are unable to become permanent 
employees with any employer for a long 
period of time. Take the typical case of an 
African born in an urban area. Let us say 
that he was born in the Johannesburg 
municipal area. At the age of 17 he finds that 
he can get employment in Germiston, the 
adjoining urban area. So he leaves Johannes
burg and goes to work in Germiston for a 
period. He has already forfeited his right to 
remain in Johannesburg, because he has now 
left that area. He may work in Germiston 
for some time and then, because of the ex
pansion of industry, he finds he can improve 
his position by taking a job in the adjoining 
urban area of Boksburg. Now he loses his 
right to be ;n Germiston. So because of the 
insecurity of this type of labour and the 
attitude of the Government towards these 
people, he continually changes his employment 
in the urban area. As he gets older he has 
to refuse heavier work and accept lighter work. 
He changes his job like a White man might 
do, because first of all the employer will not 
take him on to do the hard work, or secondly 
he cannot keep it up, and so he changes his 
employment, and he immediately becomes dis
qualified under certain provisions of this clause. 
Finally, in his old days, when nobody wants 
him, he now falls under this sub-section fd), 
loses all right to remain in the urban area, 
and the Minister will provide him with a 
residential site in a Native area. He will pro
vide him with an open piece of land, a site. 
The argument usually advanced by the 
Minister is that site-and-service is a wonder
ful thing because it at least gives a Native a 
place upon which he can erect his own home. 
But how is an aged or infirm individual going 
to erect his own home in an area where he 
has no associations whatsoever? When we 
examine this clause in detail we realize that 
what is revealed is the fundamental difference 
in approach between this side of the House 
and the Government side. Hon. members on 
the Government side have been very critical 
of the United Party’s attitude to this question, 
but the United Party is adopting a humanistic 
attitude, as indeed we are. I know the 
Government dislikes that humanistic approach 
and thinks that is what is creating a lot of the 
difficulty in South Africa at present. I think 
the most revealing words spoken during the 
whole of the debate were spoken by the" hon. 
member for Ventersdorp (Mr. Greyling), who 
said that the members on this side are “ under 
the influence of a post-war, sickly humanistic 
spirit, because we went to war against a so-
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called dictatorship and allegedly to preserve 
Christianity and decency His charge against 
us is that we have a sickly humanistic approach 
to this question. Of course we plead guilty, 
but since when is it sickly to be human? And 
what is very interesting is to note the hon. 
member’s words when he says we had waged 
a war against so-called dictatorship. . The hon. 
member was offended, presumably, because we 
had waged that war. He did not look upon 
that as dictatorship. He merely saw what went 
on in Germany as a pattern to be followed 
by his Government, and that is the significance 
of his words. [Interjection.] The hon. mem
ber cannot now run away from his own words. 
That is the crux of the whole matter. We 
want to behave like civilized human beings 
and approach this question in a fine Christian 
manner, and that is offensive to the Govern
ment. If I am accused of being too Christian 
in my attitude and too sickly sentimental and 
too humanistic, I plead guilty a thousand times.
I would rather be guilty of that than be guilty 
of a clause such as this. The Minister him
self has stated, not for the first time, the 
standpoint of his party, and I think I should 
repeat it here in order to be fair to the 
Minister and to let him know that we disagree 
with that approach. The Minister said this—

Our attitude is that when the Native is 
employed in the White area, even if he has 
been here for one or two generations, he is 
here in the service of the White man whose 
territory it is. The security and the per
manency of these people is not based on 
their presence in the White area. They 
cannot have permanent rights in Johannes
burg or in Cape Town or in any other White 
city. They are there as long as they are 
employed there and as long as the White 
community continues to accept them there.

And it is upon that basis that the Minister 
legislates. I want to conclude by reminding 
the Minister and other hon. members that the 
Native has been in those urban areas for 
nearly a century, for as long as those areas 
have existed. For the 70 years Johannesburg 
has been in existence Natives have been there 
m the service of the White man. Natives 
have built up the wealth of those cities; they 
have mined the gold that made us rich; they 
have built and manned the factories that have 
made us prosperous, and they have done all 
the work which produced the wealth of the 
White man. They have a stake in those urban 
areas, because they helped to build the build
ings in those areas and to build the roads. 
They have a clear and undeniable stake in 
those urban areas. Simply to say that they 
are there to serve the needs of the White man 
is lo deny the facts of the situation. I say 
that the Native people have a stake in those 
areas which they helped to build up and they 
have the right to be there, and it is a flagrant 
injustice to say that they have no stake there.
Tt comes ill from the Minister to pretend to 
this House that the Natives have no stake in

the urban areas. When he says that they may 
have been there for one or more generations 
but they have only been there as temporary 
sojourners to serve the needs of the White 
men, he in fact makes himself guilty of the 
charge that he supports the principles of slave 
labour, because on the Minister’s jiroposition 
that is all it means. I say, finally, that I am 
opposed to this clause as it stands at present, 
even more than I was to the original clause.

Mrs. SUZMAM: I would like to support the 
amendment moved by this side of the House, 
and I do so for several reasons. Firstly, when 
this particular clause was being discussed in 
the Committee stage the Minister attempted to 
reassure us on two aspects of this clause 
which, in the words of the hon. member who 
moved the amendment, now seeks to remove 
certain of the privileges which formerly had 
been enjoyed by Natives who were born in 
the urban area or had resided there continu
ously for 15 years or had been in the same 
employment continuously for 10 years. These 
assurances that the Minister gave us, were 
firstly that our interpretation of this clause was 
incorrect. In other words, he told us that his 
law advisers informed him that if a Native 
leaves the urban area temporarily, he does not 
necessarily lose his domicile. In other words, 
the position that we put. where a Native might 
temporarily leave the urban area either to visit 
his family in the reserve or to obtain employ
ment in another area, did not mean that the 
Native bom in the urban area would lose his 
domicile. He said that as long as he only 
leaves the area temporarily there is no diffi
culty about his coming back. I am still not 
reassured by the Minister’s statement. I hope 
that the courts and the officials Who have to 
administer these laws will place as broad an 
interpretation on this clause as the Minister 
does. I am doubtful about it, because I find 
here that the Minister himself is not fully in
formed as to what the word “ temporary ” 
means. He mentions a period of anything 
from one to six months. We do not know for 
how long people will leave and how the offi
cials administering the clause will interpret the 
word. That still wories us.

The other thing that worries me is the glib
ness with which the Minister says that in any 
case all the man need do when he wishes to 
return to the urban area is to apply through 
the ordinary channels. This is a point I can
not stress enough. I do not believe that the 
Minister is conversant with what is known 
as the ordinary channels in this respect. I do 
not think he has the slightest idea of the diffi
culties encountered by Natives attempting to 
get their rights under this clause as interpreted 
by the Minister when he wishes to return to 
his former home in the urban area. As long 
as all the restrictions remain, as long as the 
narrow definitions which are placed on these 
clauses by the Minister’s own officials remain, 
as long as the chaotic conditions in the pass 
offices remain, I do not think we can ever be 
satisfied with what the Minister calls applying
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through the ordinary channels, because those 
channels are so blocked that it is virtually 
impossible for any Native to obtain his rights 
under this clause, even under the wider inter
pretation placed on it by the Minister.

The other reassurance which the Minister 
gave us, which l am prepared^ to accept in a 
more generous spirit, was this provision of 
somewhere for the aged or infirm or unem
ployed Native to lay his weary head if he is 
unable to find accommodation in the urban 
areas because he is not employed there and 
therefore would have to leave the urban area. 
The Minister has at least made some conces
sion here and will provide some place of resi
dence in a rural township in the Native re
serve, of which the hon. member for Wonder- 
boom (Mr. M. D. C. de W. Nel) is so proud.
I do not believe he will be so very proud 
of those towns in future if they are simply 
going to become old age homes for Natives 
who cannot be accommodated in the urban 
areas. That is not my interpretation of the 
ordinary, normal development of towns in the 
Native reserves. But I do not want to quibble 
with the Minister about this, because I think 
it is some concession and I would not like the 
Minister to withdraw this concession simply 
because one criticizes it. But on his first assur
ance I am far from satisfied, and if the Mini
ster feels that he wishes to have this clause 
interpreted in a much wider way, i.e. that the 
Native who was born there or lived in the 
urban areas for a number of years can go back 
to the urban area, he should write it into the 
legislation in such a way that it is not open 
to misinterpretation by his own officials who 
administer the laws in anything but a sympa
thetic manner.

I want to follow up another point which 
has already been made by the hon. member 
for Rosettenville (Mr. Hepple), and it is one 
with which I wholeheartedly agree. That is 
the point that the whole tenor of this legis
lation is not only unjust but completely im
practicable. It is assuming that total partition 
or apartheid has already been achieved in 
South Africa, and it is giving the Natives in 
their own areas full rights, and the Natives 
who come into the European section of the 
partitioned state get no rights at all. The 
Minister is legislating for a total apartheid 
country, and in fact he is legislating for the 
distant future, for a condition which all of 
us know cannot be achieved by virtue of our 
economy, based as it is on European skill 
and capital and African labour. Here we have 
laws which give the Native who has been 
permanently in the urban area for two or three 
generations no rights whatever, and the only 
rights he can have are in the Native reserves. 
The Minister said in his speech in the Commit
tee stage that the security and permanency of 
these people is not based on their presence 
in the White area; they cannot have perma
nent rights in Johannesburg or Cape Town 
or any other White city. They are there as 
long as they are employed there and as long 
as the White community continues to accept

them there. Now these words have a very 
familiar ring. They are not even original. 
They come from the Stallard Commission, 
which sat as far back as 1921, which sat at a 
time when the movement of Natives from the 
rural areas to the urban areas was going on 
on anything but a major scale, and certainly 
nothing compared with the movements which 
we had in the immediate pre-war period, 
throughout the war and in the post-war period 
owing to the industrial labour requirements of 
the urban areas. The Stallard Commission 
Report was based on an economic situation 
which was completely different from the eco
nomic position obtaining in South Africa to
day. I would like to quote the words of the 
Stallard Commission to show hon. members 
that the Minister is obsessed with this phrase 
which was used more than 35 years ago in a 
Blue Book, which was then attempting to frame 
legislation to suit the character of Natives in 
urban areas in South Africa in the 1920s long 
before these people had moved into the urban 
areas in any great numbers and had become 
permanent industrial workers, who require inci
dentally a degree of security and stabilization 
in order that they may obtain the necessary 
skills which are so essential for Natives who 
are going to be employed not as unskilled 
workers in a vast pool of unskilled labour, 
but as semi-skilled workers for mechanical 
tasks which are to-day obviously the whole 
basis of our modern industry. The Stallard 
Commission said in 1921 that Natives should 
only be permitted in municipal areas m so 
far and for so long as their presence is de
manded by the wants of the White population, 
and should be debarred therefrom when they 
cease to administer to the needs of the White 
man Those are practically the same words 
used the other day by the Minister of Native 
Affairs in the position to-day where South 
Africa is attempting to evolve as a highly in
dustrialized modern state and obviously out 
of keeping with our economic needs to-day. 
Of course this fact was clearly recognized by 
the Fagan Commission, which examined ex
actly this position and which stated, examin
ing this very phrase used by the Stallard Com
mission, that the old cry, “ Send them back , 
so often raised when there is trouble with 
Natives, no longer offers a solution. Of 
course it no longer offers a solution. It did 
not even offer a solution in 1946, when the 
Fagan Commission reported, and it offers still 
less of a solution 10 years later, when we still 
find the Minister of Native Affairs basing his 
hopes on the faint chance that he can stop 
the influx of Natives into the urban areas, 
reverse the whole trend of economic life in 
South Africa, and send back the Natives when 
they are no longer serving the needs of the 
White people. It is not as if we were attempt
ing to supply a certain amount of goods 
from factories with a certain amount of Na
tive labour, and as soon as the demand was 
satisfied you closed down the factory and sent 
the Natives back where they came from. This 
is an economy where we are trying to be a 
proper industrialized country, and for that
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duals are always coming to us, about their 
permit difficulties and about their difficulties in 
getting placed in jobs. We have rather taken 
it that once this clause comes into effect the 
words used in the White Paper will apply. 
And that is what I based my amendment on, 
because the White Paper says—

The new paragraph (d) of sub-section (1) 
of Section 10 will enable a labour bureau to 
exercise sole control over the entry of work 
seekers into urban or proclaimed areas.

I thought that referred to the labour bureau of 
the Department of Native Affairs. It goes 
on—

Under the existing paragraph it is possible 
for the municipal influx control officer to 
allow Native work seekers to enter his area 
indiscriminately without regard to the labour 
position. Labour bureaux have, conse
quently, not been able to function as effec
tively as they should.

I took that to be the opposite of the municipal 
influx officer, and I understand that many of 
the municipalities have interpreted it the same 
way. We would therefore be grateful for 
clarification on that point. That was the reason 
why I moved the amendment, and if that 
clarification could be satisfactorily obtained I 
would be prepared to reconsider my amend
ment.

the labour bureau officer but of the influx 
control officer, and we cannot understand why 
this change is necessary, unless we are also 
under a misapprehension as to the functions 
of the influx control officer of the municipality. 
I wonder if the hon. the Minister could help 
us in that?

The MINISTER OF NATIVE AFFAIRS: 
I have tried to and I cannot give you any 
further information.

Amendment put and negatived.

Amendments in Clause 30, made in Com
mittee of the Whole House, put and agreed to.

In Clause 32,

Mrs. BALLINGER: I move—

To omit this clause.

I have no intention of arguing this case at 
any length. I have already made my attitude 
to this matter quite plain, in the Committee 
stage. My objection to this clause is that it 
increases the penalties for an offence which 
I do not believe we can control by penalties. 
The position as I see it is that the policy 
of influx control runs so essentially counter 
to all the economic and human forces in the 
country that it will be eva.ded in any case. I 
feel that to increase the penalties is simply to 
bring the law into disrepute and therefore I wish 
once more to register my protest against it.

Mrs. BALLINGER: I second.

The MINISTER OF NATIVE AFFAIRS: 
The position is as I stated in my interjection. 
I have gone into the matter with my Depart
ment and I have been given information that 
the position is exactly as I have stated. I can 
only repeat that.

Mr. LOVELL: May I ask the hon. the 
Minister whether he has had any information 
from the municipalities, or any requests from 
them to clarify this position? Has he had 
any information that they, too, suffered from 
the same misapprehension as some of us 
suffered from?

The MINISTER OF NATIVE AFFAIRS: 
Yes, and we have given them the information. 
They were under the same misapprehension.

Mr. LOVELL: There is one other question: 
what makes it necessary to change the control 
from the influx control officer to the labour 
bureau control officer? We always understood 
that the influx control officer was the officer 
whose job it was to see that the entry of 
Natives was such as was required by the labour 
requirements of the town. We always under
stood that was the function, not so much of

Mr. STANFORD: I second.

Amendment put and negatived.

In Clause 34,

Mr. HEPPLE: I move—

In Clause 34, in line 56, after “ or ” to 
insert “ at the option of such Native ”.

At the Committee stage we raised an objec
tion to this clause because we read into this 
clause a threat to Natives who may be re
moved from an urban area. This clause refers 
to Section 14 of the original Act which pro
vides for the removal of Natives found un
lawfully in certain areas. The original sec
tion reads—

A Native who has been convicted under 
sub-section 14) of Section 10 or sub-section 
(2) of Section 12, or has been introduced to 
any area in contravention of the provisions 
of sub-section (1) of Section 11, may, under 
a warrant issued by a magistrate or Native 
commissioner and addressed to a police offi
cer, be removed to his home or his last 
place of residence . . .

38
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The hon. the Minister is now proposing to 
insert after “ last place of residence the 
words “ or to a rural village indicated by the 
Secretary for Native Affairs ”, etc.

At the Committee stage we suggested that it 
might be possible for a magistrate or a Native 
commissioner to remove a Native to a place 
like Frenchdale. The hon. the Minister was 
astounded that we should make such a sug
gestion, and we had some difficulty in con
vincing’ other members of the House as to 
the strength of our suspicions on this matter. 
However, in replying at the Committee stage 
the Minister changed his original amendment 
and then made an attack upon the Labour 
Party. He said that the Labour Party would 
now have to take the responsibility for any 
injustices that might be done to Africans be
cause he was making a change in this clause. 
He said that under his original proposal it 
would have been possible for him to provide 
some place for Natives who may be removed 
from urban areas. The Minister said the clause 
was well-intended and that it was to provide a 
place for those who have nowhere to go, no
where to rest their feet. We listened to the 
hon. the Minister’s argument at the time, but 
l must once again say I was not entirely im
pressed by the Minister, not because f suspect 
his motives but because the Minister keeps on 
insisting that he will not do one thing and he 
will not do another thing, and that his motives 
are of the loftiest. However, 1 am of the 
strong opinion that the Legislature should be 
absolutely clear as to what they mean, and it 
should not be left to the discretion of some 
official in the administration to place a dif
ferent interpretation upon the law from that 
which we intend. For that reason it was sug
gested that this clause was entirely unnecessary.

I was surprised at the attitude adopted by 
the hon. the Minister at the Committee stage. 
If he relishes any chance that he can seize 
upon to indulge in cruelty and injustices 
against the Africans in order to spite the 
Labour Party, there is nothing we can do 
about it. I was surprised at the words used 
by the Minister at the time. He said the
Labour Party would have to take full responsi
bility because he had made changes that will 
have bad effects. That is a most peculiar ap
proach to legislation. The Minister reminds 
me of a suitor who comforts himself by kick
ing his rival’s horse. On consideration of the 
Minister’s argument I decided the best way 
to approach this question was, if the Minis
ter’s intentions were as he originally said, to 
move this amendment. The amendment that I 
move is to insert the words “ at the option of 
such Native,”. The clause will then read that 
if a Native is found to be in certain areas with
out authorization, such Native can then be re
moved under a warrant issued by a magistrate 
or Native commissioner, either to his home or 
to his last place of residence, or to a rural 
village indicated by the Secretary for Native 
Affairs, at the option of the Native. In other 
words I will accept the proposition—although I

may not agree with its basis—that the Minis
ter is anxious to remove such Natives from 
the urban area. In that event that Native can 
be removed to one of these three places.

At the Committee stage, when this clause 
was being discussed, I mentioned that the pro
vision in the original Act that the Native can 
be removed to either his last place of residence 
or his home, was quite adequate. If we assume 
that the Minister now wants, for well-intended 
motives, to have a third alternative m order to 
be of assistance to such Native, in order to 
give the Native some place in which to rest 
his feet, then I want that Native to have a 
choice. ' That is the purpose of my amend
ment. I hope the hon. the Minister will appre
ciate that my amendment is also well-intended, 
that I am also trying to implement the Minis
ter’s own purpose; and that I am anxious that 
in the application of this clause he should pre
vent any suspicion that we may have held in 
the past that Natives can arbitrarily, by a war
rant of a magistrate or Native commissioner, 
be removed without choice to any place in a 
rural area. I think the Minister will admit 
that the amendment is very reasonable, and 
that it meets with the requirements of Section 
14 of the Native (Urban Areas) Act, and at 
the same time it fulfils the requirements stated 
by the Minister himself at an earlier stage of 
the discussion of this clause. 1 hope the 
Minister will accept my amendment.

Mr. LOVELL: I second.

The MINISTER OF NATIVE AFFAIRS: 
l quite clearly cannot accept this amendment, 
but before stating why not, I want to say this.
I did not make this alteration in order to 
“ spite” the Labour Party; that is putting an 
entirely wrong construction on what I said. 
What I did say was that because suspicion 
had been cast upon the word “ place ” by the 
Labour Party, they are the cause for my hav
ing to insert something much more definite, 
although “ place ’ meant to me either some 
place in the rural areas or a rural village. 
The construction put upon the word “ place ” 
by the hon. member for Rosettenville (Mr. 
Hepple) was that it meant a concentration 
camp.

Mr. HEPPLE: It might mean that.

The MINISTER OF NATIVE AFFAIRS:
I did not intend that it should mean a con
centration camp. For that reason, and to make 
perfectly sure that suspicion does not rest 
upon the clause, and to make sure that the 
word “ place ” is not understood in the world 
at large as an intention to remove these 
people to concentration camps, I said I had to 
change the word “ place ”, The only alterna
tive wording I had at my disposal was to put 
in the words “ rural village ”, but that is much 
more restricted. I said that the blame for 
having to put that restricted term in the clause 
instead of the word with a wider connotation, 
‘ place ”, rested on the Labour Party, which is
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Hiilbrow (Dr. Steenkamp) that this clause was 
drafted specially against the English churches. 
That is not the position. I concede at once 
that there are some English churches which 
are going to be affected, and I concede at 
once that very few Afrikaans churches will be 
affected, but people who create the impression 
that this is directed solely against the English 
churches and that is motivated by racialism, 
are rendering no service to South Africa. No
body is going to persuade me that that is the 
interpretation placed upon it by a large section 
of the English-speaking people. That is a bit 
of poisonous propaganda that is being made, 
not with the object of promoting the Christian 
cause in South Africa, but only with the object 
of sowing suspicion against the Afrikaner 
people and against this side of the House. I 
say that it is neither honest nor fair. I just 
want to say this also. I probably go to Eng
lish churches more than most hon. members 
over there, because my attitude is that if the 
two White races can worship together it will 
lead to greatly improved relationships. But 
at the same time we must not forget that 
experience has taught us that there is a certain 
pattern in South Africa, whereby we can best 
place race relations on a sound footing and 
whereby we can best promote the extension 
of the Christian religion, and that is on the 
existing basis of separation between White and 
non-White which applies in the church as well. 
When the Natives are together in their own 
church they are perfectly happy. I want to 
give this House the assurance that a large 
percentage of those people who go to the 
White churches in order to worship, do not 
come in contact there with the Almighty but 
that they go there rather to to satisfy appear
ances, that they do not find a religious atmos
phere there which is good for them but rather 
a sort of political atmosphere. In other words, 
the true cause of religion is not served in 
those mixed services. The Native is a more 
genuine Christian in his own church than in 
the White churches. Moreover, these people 
feel, just as strongly as the Afrikaners felt, 
that they too want to build up their own 
church and it is in that respect that the Minis
ter of Native Affairs has rendered such a great 
service to this country. They want to build 
up their own church just as the English- 
speaking people and the Afrikaners did, and 
there should not be the slightest friction 
between these three churches. To-day there 
are more than 1.850 sects, and this shows the 
yearning of the Native population to develop 
their own church with their own ministers 
and their own organizations. We owe it to 
the Native population and to South Africa to 
guide them along that road; to make it possible 
for them to develop a well-organized Bantu 
church, with its own ministers and bishops. 1 
am convinced that to a large extent this mea
sure will also help to steer opinion in that 
direction. But f want to add also that we 
must remember that there is a certain agitator 
element amongst the Natives, the African 
National Congress, and there is abundant

evidence that they are using every means at 
their disposal to promote this so-called policy 
of equality. I have no doubt that it is pos
sible that they may make use of the church 
in an attempt to put into effect that policy 
of theirs in the church as well, and then the 
same people who are attacking us to-day will 
thank the Minister for having displayed greater 
foresight than they did and for having acted 
timeously to prevent a misuse of one of our 
most sacred institutions, the church. I am con
vinced that the Minister will not misuse his 
powers. If his powers were misused, if an 
injustice were done, if the Minister did what 
it has been suggested he may do, in other 
words, if he refused to allow people to attend 
certain churches, the people of South Africa, 
and specifically the Afrikaners, would revolt 
against it. I have sufficient faith in my church 
and in the independent outlook of the leaders 
of my church to know that no political party 
would dare to misuse this section. But at 
the same time the State has a duty towards 
the broad masses of the community to ensure 
good order in that community. That is the 
sacred duty that rests on the State, and any 
party which evades that duty is doomed. All 
this section does is to ensure that in the future, 
if those dangers do occur—anad this has hap
pened already—if the community is adversely 
affected and church life is also affected ad
versely, the Minister will have the necessary 
power to ensure an orderly society, not only 
in the interests of the community but also in 
the interests of religion. Race relations in 
South Africa can only be put right if we 
approach it from the Christian point of view, 
and here we have a great ask and a common 
task. Why should this sort of game be played; 
why should so much suspicion be created, and 
why should the world be brought under a 
wrong impression in connection with this 
matter? We all know that the Afrikaner 
nation will never allow its religion to be 
violated and treated with contempt. We have 
no right therefore to make these misrepresen
tations to the world. No, we have a duty and 
that duty is to extend this pattern still further; 
to extend in every sphere this pattern which 
our experience in the past has taught us brings 
the greatest happiness, and we can only do so 
if all the churches make an active contribu
tion towards it, as the Afrikaans churches 
have done in the past. Let us rather try to 
see that the Bantu builds up his own beautiful 
church organization, the English-speaking sec
tion their church organization, the Afrikaner 
his church organization, and that the three 
organizations work in unison for the welfare 
and the advancement of this country, for the 
good of the church and in honour of God.

Mr. HEPPLE: The Labour Party will sup
port the amendment moved by the hon. mem
ber for East London (City) (Dr. D. L. Smit) 
Our original objections to this Bill nave not 
been met by the Minister, and the Bill remains 
unacceptable to us because it contains all its 
original bad features. Before I come to the
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speech made by the hon. member for Wonder- 
boom (Mr. M. D. C. de W. Nel), I would like 
to say that this Bill, when it becomes law, 
will worsen the conditions of the African 
people and will prevent the very good relations 
about which the hon. member spoke. It amazes 
me how the hon. member speaks about 
Christianity in dealing with a measure of this 
kind, which is most un-Christian in many of 
its clauses. I wonder how the hon. member 
reconciles the bitter sufferings which will flow 
from this legislation with his talk about 
Christianity? This law will mean increased 
restrictions upon the African people. It will 
further prevent their normal free movement 
and association. It is, as we said before, going 
to prevent freedom of worship, and I do not 
want to get involved in the silly quibbles about 
what “ where ” means. The Minister of Native 
Affairs said that we are not allowed to worship 
in the middle of Adderley Street. Who wants 
to worship in the middle of Adderley Street? 
But people do want to worship in the houses 
of God; they do want to worship in church 
buildings. If the character of my worship has 
to be governed by the colour of the people 
around me then my faith must be very shallow. 
I wonder what kind of faith it is that is 
governed and affected by the colour of others 
who share that faith? I think that is the 
basic feature of this contentious clause which 
has worried the people of this country so 
much. In the past the Minister of Native 
Affairs had unfettered rights to control the 
destinies of the Black people both in their own 
areas and in the urban areas. He is now en
croaching upon the White areas, and he wants 
to decide whether I as a White man shall or 
shall not meet the African people. The tyranny 
of this policy of apartheid is not satisfied 
with dominating the African people only. It 
must now encroach upon the activities of the 
White people. A policy of this kind must 
inevitably lead also to an encroachment upon 
freedom of worship. Not even the churches 
can be free from this policy. Worst of all, 
this Bill finally is going to give the Minister 
the power to sever all connections between 
White civilization and the Black people of this 
country. No longer will we be able to extend 
the beneficial influences of the White man, of 
his customs, of his proved practices to the 
Africans; we are going to be denied that right.

An HON. MEMBER: Arrant nonsense.

Mr. HEPPLE: The hon. member says it is 
arrant nonsense, but like his colleagues he 
approaches every problem of this kind with 
an open mouth. The tragedy that lies in 
legislation of this kind will not be appreciated 
by hon. members opposite until it is too late; 
until we come to reap the harvest of this de
testable policy. During the previous stages of 
this Bill we dealt in detail with our objections 
to the various clauses. We said exactly why 
we were opposed to the various clauses in the 
Bill. I do not want to reiterate our objec
tions now except to say that the Minister

has not met any of our objections. He has 
not made any endeavour to depart from his 
policy. He has insisted going ahead with it 
and the final effect of this legislation upon 
urban Africans will be that there will be a 
mass of people whose conditions will be not 
unlike that of prisoners on parole. Clause 
30 insists that the Africans in the urban areas 
shall maintain an unblemished record during 
the whole period that they may remain there. 
The Minister does not care whether they were 
born there, whether they are urba'n Africans 
of the third and fourth generation. As far 
as the Minister is concerned they are tran
sient people; they are passing through the 
urban area at the whim of the White man. 
They have no stake there, they have no right 
there, they have no claim to be there, and 
on that basis the Minister has formulated his 
demands in this Bill. I have said before and 
I repeat that this is not the last of the Minis
ter’s demands. This is not the end of the 
demands that will be made by him, because 
this policy of a power-hungry Government 
led by this ravenous Minister of Native Af
fairs, will never be satisfied with what powers 
we give them; they will want further and 
further powers, so that we will finally have a 
complete system of despotism in this country 
to serve this policy of apartheid.

I come to the hon. member for Wonder- 
boom (Mr. M. D. C. de W. Nel). I do not 
want to get myself involved in the arguments 
as to what happened with the deputation from 
the Dutch Reformed Churches, which met the 
Minister on the question of their objections 
to the original clause. I repeat that it is in
evitable that all churches in South Africa have 
to be enmeshed in a clause of this kind. After 
hearing the hon. member for Wonderboom I 
may say that I would not be surprised if 
large sections of the congregations of the 
Dutch Reformed Churches are worried now 
as to where the truth lies, as to what actually 
happened. It would be a remarkable co
incidence if the Dutch Reformed Churches 
felt themselves isolated in the face of the 
attitude of the other churches. The hon. 
member for Wonderboom complained this 
afternoon about those who want to make a 
political football of religion, who want to drag 
the churches into the arena of politics. But 
who started this? This debate would not have 
taken place, this controversy would not have 
arisen, if Clause 29 had not been in this Bill. 
The person who stands accused of making 
a political football of religion is the hon. the 
Minister of Native Affairs. The Minister was 
not satisfied with the original Section 9 (7) of 
the Native (Urban Areas) Act. He wanted to 
go further, and I want to take this opportunity 
of reminding the House that the Minister 
changed that clause three times and on each 
occasion he said that he was not making a 
change but that he was merely re-formulating 
the clause. That answers the hon. member 
for Wonderboom who says that the Minister 
met the objections of the deputation from the 
Dutch Reformed Churches. I would like the 
Minister to tell this House what he told that
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deputation. I am not very interested in the 
notes that were made by the hon. member 
for Wonderboom, because his side of the 
House is very contemptuous of notes that are 
made by people who attend meetings. I heard 
them attack the hon. member for Vereeniging 
(Mr. S. J. M. Steyn) because he said he had 
made notes at a meeting.

The MINISTER OF THE INTERIOR: 
The wrong notes.

Mr. HEPPLE: I wonder whether these are 
the right notes. Probably the Minister of the 
Interior is not far from the truth when he 
talks about wrong notes. As far as I can 
understand the situation there is a great deal 
of uneasiness in the circles of the Dutch Re
formed Churches, and it is obvious to me 
that there is greater uneasiness amongst the 
ranks of hon. members opposite.

An HON. MEMBER: Where are they?

Mr. HEPPLE: If I were in their position 
I would also be out of this House, hiding 
my shame. They cannot face the shame to 
which the Minister of Native Affairs has 
brought them in this matter. But I think the 
less I say on this question the better. I do 
not want to pursue it any further. It lies 
on the consciences of hon. members opposite, 
We have not heard the last of this question. 
What right, I ask, has the Minister of Native 
Affairs to prescribe how and where people 
should worship? What right has the Minister 
to interfere as to the form of association for 
worship? He may find it offensive if Black 
and White men want to kneel together and 
worship the same God, but they do not find 
it offensive. As a matter of fact, the leading 
Christians of the world find it offensive that 
the Minister wants apartheid in religion; that 
is the essential factor in this matter. It should 
be noted for record purposes that the churches 
of South Africa have risen in their indigna
tion in this matter; they are not the ones who 
are making it a political issue but the freedom 
of worship is being attacked by this legisla
tion. As good churchmen they are rising in 
their indignation to protest against this inter
ference, because the repercussions of the ap
plication of these dictatorial powers of the 
Minister can have far-reaching effects upon 
the spread of Christianity in South Africa.

Apart from the Dutch Reformed Churches, 
three leading churches have expressed them
selves recently as to their attitude to this legis
lation. They have expressed themselves again 
after the last amendment of the Minister, and 
I want to read to the House what the posi
tion is now. We have the Anglican Church, 
the Methodist Church, the Roman Catholic 
Church, the Presbvterian Church and other 
church groups protesting against this legisla
tion. They stand opposed to-day just as 
they were at the beginning. The Roman 
Catholic Church has expressed its attitude 
through several of its spokesmen. I want to

quote one of them. The Catholic Archbishop 
of Pretoria, the Rt. Rev. J. C. Garner, has 
said—

The latest amendment to the Church 
clause of the Native Laws Amendment Bill 
left the basic principle unaltered. The 
Catholic Church would not allow itself to 
be dictated to in the sphere of who should 
and who should not be allowed to attend 
church.

Then we had the Anglican Church. The 
bishops of the Church of the Province of 
South Africa who recently met in Cape Town 
issued a statement protesting once again 
against the powers of the Minister in this 
regard. They expressed themselves as fol
lows—

The Bill empowers the Minister of Native 
Affairs in certain circumstances to prohibit 
the attendance of Natives at religious ser
vices or religious functions in urban areas 
not specifically set aside for Native resi
dence, “ thus giving an officer of the secular 
State the right to determine whom among 
its members the church may, and whom it 
may not, admit to participate in public 
worship.”

The bishops regarded the Bill in its 
altered form as being even more objection
able in one respect than in its original 
form . . .

“ For these reasons the bishops reaffirm 
their previous statement that, if the Bill 
becomes law, they will be unable to obey 
it or to counsel their clergy and people to 
do so.”

The Methodists have also expressed them
selves through the Rev. S. P. Freeland, the 
General Secretary of the Christian Citizenship 
Department of the Methodist Church. He
says—

If the clause goes through in its present 
form and Natives are directed not to attend 
our services or religious gatherings, merely 
because they are Natives and not because 
they have committed an offence, we shall 
be forced to urge and encourage them to 
disobey such a direction.

This is the deplorable situation to which the 
churches have been brought by the Minister. 
This is the sorry pass to which the hon. the 
Minister of Native Affairs has brought South 
Africa. I wonder how members on the 
Government side can put their hands on their 
hearts and say that they agree with the Minis
ter. I do not believe that they can. In spite 
of the speech of the hon. member for Won
derboom to-day I wonder what the true feel
ings of hon. members opposite are. I cannot 
believe that they honestly and sincerely sub
scribe to a clause like this. But we must leave 
it to their consciences and let us hope that 
they will do the right thing in the long run.
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Finally I want to record our other objection 
to this Bill, and that is the wide respects in 
which it interferes with the freedom of asso
ciation. Freedom of association in South 
Arica is widely circumscribed already, but 
now we have the Minister of Native Affairs 
taking further powers to prevent freedom of 
association. I wonder how many members 
of this House realize the large number of 
groups and bodies in this country who are 
going to be affected by this provision? People 
who see the solution to South Africa’s racial 
problems along the lines of co-operation be
tween members of the various race groups, 
are now going to be prevented from carrying 
on their good work. Those people who want 
to spread White civilization among the Afri
cans will be prevented from doing so by a 
Minister whose deep prejudices are such that 
he is completely out of step with the rest of 
the civilized world. He is trying to maintain 
a mediaeval society and he is not only satis
fied with his own prejudices but he wants 
to use those prejudices to prevent other people 
from spreading civilization and Christianity 
in South Africa. I have listened carefully to 
the arguments advanced by the Minister, not 
only in the debate on this matter, but in 
debates on other matters under his Depart
ment, and I have come to the conclusion that 
the Minister is going to lead this country to 
such depths of indignity, and ultimately, 
despair and perhaps violence, as a result of 
his policy, that it behoves every right-thinking 
South African to oppose him with all the 
power at their command. Clause 29 (f) will 
give the Minister the power to end the activi
ties of the South African Institute of Race 
Relations, a body which has been doing won
derful work in this country. It gives the Minis
ter the power to prevent the spread of trade 
unionism amongst the African people. While 
the Government Party may not like trade 
unionism for Africans, let me tell him that 
the rest of the world is placing its faith in 
the spread of trade unionism amongst African 
people, as one of the means whereby you 
may win the African people over to civilized 
procedures in labour relations. While the 
rest of Africa is marching forward in the field 
of trade unionism, the Minister will have the 
power to prevent it in South Africa, and he 
will prevent experience . . .

The DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Order! The 
hon. member is drifting too far away from the 
provisions of the Bill. He must come back 
to the provisions of the Bill.

Mr. HEPPLE: With respect, I am dealing 
with Clause 29 (f).

The DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The hon mem
ber is drifting too far away from it.

Mr. HEPPLE: Let me come back to Clause 
29 (f) and say that that clause gives the 
Minister of Native Affairs the power to ban 
any gathering or meeting in an urban area 
which may be attended by a Native. This

affects organizations such as the Institute of 
Race Relations, institutions as defined in that 
clause. I want to respect your ruling, Sir, by 
keeping within that clause. I come now to 
the Liberal Party. I am not a member of the 
Liberal Party. I have my disagreements with 
the Liberal Party. But why should the Liberal 
Party not be allowed to expound its doctrines 
in South Africa? Why should it not be 
allowed to offer an alternative to the policy 
of the Nationalist Party? Why should the 
Liberal Party not be allowed to advocate its 
policy of a multi-racial, mixed, equal society? 
Why should they not be allowed to mingle 
with people of all races if they find it suitable 
for them to do so? This is an invasion of 
the democratic rights of people to hold political 
views, and if the Minister exercises his rights 
under this clause, he will have the power to 
prevent people from enjoying political free
dom. He' will have the power to interfere with 
all kinds of study and research groups. He 
will be able to prevent the activities of any
body engaged on what I consider to be neces
sary activities for the salvation of the White 
man in this country. On a Bill of this nature, 
even at this third reading, it would be possible 
for one to talk for a long time, but I will 
conclude by saying that because of all its bad 
features which still exist in the Bill, we are 
totally opposed to it and the Labour Party will 
be glad to support the amendment moved by 
the United Party.

*Mr. MENTZ: 1 want to tell the hon. mem
ber who has just sat down that I am personally 
very disappointed in his speech, particularly 
his reference to the hon. member for Wonder- 
boom (Mr. M. D. C. de W. Nel). I think it 
is deplorable that he should cast doubts on 
the bona fides of the hon. member for Wonder- 
boom. He clearly asked in his speech whether 
he could believe what the hon. member said 
here. Then he should get up and say the same 
about Dr. A. J. van der Merwe and about the 
Rev. A. M. Meiring, the two prominent 
ministers of the Dutch Reformed Church. In 
regard to the statement of the hon. member 
for Wonderboom, I want to say this: No mem
ber who has any self-respect will make a 
statement of this nature, being in a responsible 
position and knowing that when he makes a 
statement here he can be corrected by the 
church within a few hours. Do you think 
that any self-respecting person will ruin his 
whole future by doing that? The evidence 
given by the hon. member for Wonderboom is 
supported by that of Dr. A. J. van der Merwe, 
the Moderator of the Church in the Cape 
Province. He affirms precisely what the hon. 
member for Wonderboom said here, namely 
that the eight-point statement was drafted as 
the basis for discussion. That is precisely what 
the hon. member for Wonderboom said. He 
further also says the same thing that Rev. 
Meiring said, namely that these eight points 
were accepted as general principles. No one 
can object to that, but they both say that the 
last four points fell away because they were 
irrelevant to this Bill.
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brings me to the role of South Africa on this 
Continent. We are a White community which 
has a greater stake in Africa than all these 
other nations who are now trying to meddle 
in the affairs of the African Continent. I don’t 
for instance look with a great deal of hope to 
the interference on the part of America at the 
present time. I can see Africa becoming a 
boiling cauldron of conflict in the struggle for 
world power, just as the Middle East has 
become. And what is going to happen to 
South Africa? It is in this connection that I 
want to ask the hon. the Prime Minister 
whether he does not think that we have reached 
the stage now where we as White South Africa 
must do something practical and concrete to 
take the four-fifths of non-Whites of South 
Africa with us in endeavouring to make our 
stake in the affairs of Africa. We see what 
happened in Ghana. The politicians of Ghana 
have commented upon the plight of the African 
people in South Africa, and they have said 
that they want to do what they can to help 
the non-White South Africans. But surely 
those non-White South Africans must be on 
our side, they must take our part and they 
must say that they don’t want any assistance, 
any help from outside. It is in this regard that 
I ask the Prime Minister whether he does not 
think it is necessary for him to give a lead 
in this matter. The Prime Minister surely 
should be taking steps now to build bridges 
between White South Africa and non-White 
South Africa, not through the Minister of 
Native Affairs, but I think that the hon. Prime 
Minister himself should meet the leaders of 
the African people, the non-White people. The 
tragedy of politics in South Africa to-day is 
not so much the difference in direction between 
the different political groups, but in the fact 
that there is no point of contact between the 
White politicians and the non-White politicians. 
I think that the Prime Minister, without any 
commitment whatsoever, should create oppor
tunities for meeting the non-White people and 
discussing national problems with them. This 
does not mean that the Prime Minister need 
abdicate his policy. I am sure the hon. the 
Prime Minister will agree with me when I 
say that the present situation is one that merely 
creates hostility on the part of non-White 
South Africans who are compelled to look 
beyond our borders for their future and for 
future assistance in their struggle. Therefore 
I ask the hon. the Prime Minister whether he 
does not agree with me that the first step 
towards South Africa making its stake in the 
affairs on the African Continent should be in 
building bridges within South Africa itself, and 
finding ways and means, perhaps even through 
the policies of this Government—I don’t agree 
with their policy—but perhaps even through 
the policy of the Government to make it 
possible to take the non-White people with us. 
I firmly believe that it would be an absolute 
shame if, we, the oldest White settlement on 
this Continent, should find ourselves isolated 
from the developments in Africa, because we 
are not able to speak as a united nation of

all races, as 13,0u0,000 people instead of 
3,000,000 people. The need for us as an ad
vanced area of civilization in Africa is to 
extend our influence as quickly and as far as 
we can in order to counteract the meddling of 
other nations in Africa at the present time.

*Mr. ABRAHAM : In the time at my dis
posal I would like to discuss a very important 
matter this afternoon. However, before doing 
so, I just want to say something on a less 
important subject to the hon. Leader of the 
Opposition with reference to the allegation he 
made that they condemned and deplored the 
bus boycott. I still remember full well how 
the hon. Leader of the Opposition rose in this 
House and spoke about the “ sorrowful plight 
of the poor Africans in Johannesburg ”,

*Sir DE VILLIERS GRAAFF: Read Han
sard,

*Mr. ABRAHAM: I read my Hansard 
carefully. I also remember full well the pleas 
by the United Party and how the newspapers 
supporting the United Party day after day 
encouraged the boycott and how they took it 
upon themselves to tell the Government about 
the economic position of the Natives. I just 
want to tell the hon. Leader of the Opposition 
that he should not make such allegations here 
in the House. It does not behove a Leader 
of the Opposition, even if it is an opposition 
such as we have to-day, to make such mis
representations to the people.

However, I want to put a very important 
question to the hon. the. Prime Minister re
garding another matter. When we in this 
House recently provided by way of legislation 
that the Union Flag would be the only flag 
of South Africa, the people of South Africa 
outside rejoiced. The United Party Opposi
tion wanted to sow some suspicion in the ranks 
of our English-speaking fellow citizens in South 
Africa, but so deep has our own nationhood 
become engraved in both sections of the 
people that that agitation failed and the United 
Party achieved no success in that regard.

However, just as it is impossible for a 
country with two flags to symbolize its 
national unity and loyalty to the State, So is it 
impossible for a nation with two national 
anthems to symbolize one nationality and one 
nationhood. And because that is so, I feel 
the time has now come for this Government 
and the hon. Prime Minister to tell the country 
that we in South Africa are now for the first 
time in the history of South Africa going to 
adopt one National Anthem for the South 
African nation. I also want to ask the hon. 
Prime Minister that the National Anthem which 
should be adopted for the South African 
nation should be “ Die Stem van Suid- 
Afrika ”, We have no hostility towards “ God 
Save The Queen ” as the National Anthem of 
another country. When we attend joint func
tions where “ God Save The Queen ” is 
played, we shall accord it the necessary re
spect, as we as cultured and civilized Wes-
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terriers are accustomed to do in respect of 
the National Anthems of other countries. How
ever, I feel that I want to tell the hon. Prime 
Minister that above all others “ Die Stem 
van Suid-Afrika ” should be the national 
anthem which will interpret the love and devo
tion we feel for South Africa. The music of 
“ Die Stem van Suid-Afrika ” is inspired. It 
is beautiful, it is inspiring. The words, in 
Afrikaans as well as in English (there is an 
English translation in the possession of the 
hon. Minister of the Interior which is very 
good) are inspiring. I feel that the time has 
come for us as a South African nation to 
take this step at this stage in the midst of our 
quarrels and of the minor storms which blow 
like small whirlwinds in our peaceful father- 
land. We therefore ask our Prime Minister: 
Give us a National Anthem for South Africa; 
a National Anthem to which our future 
generations will give their love, a National 
Anthem for South Africa which will echo 
through the halls of time like a mighty refrain 
of our history, a National Anthem for South 
Africa which will unite Boer and Brit and 
everyone who loves South Africa in a common 
expression of love of this fatherland of ours. 
When we have that National Anthem—and 
we now have our flag, and we now have the 
other symbols of sovereign freedom, our 
other symbols of nationhood—what is there to 
prevent us becoming and being a nation in 
the future for all time to come? In asking 
the hon. Prime Minister this question, I also 
address myself to the Opposition and I ask 
them as Afrikaners who also love South 
Africa to join hands with us in this regard 
and that together we should give South Africa 
a National Anthem which will unite and bind 
them together with us, despite superficial 
differences, into a deeper unity and a deeper 
love for South Africa, which can only contri
bute to a great South African future and a 
great South African nation. I thank the Lord 
that it is my lot and my task, my happy task, 
to ask this this afternoon, and I also ask the 
Opposition, that our Prime Minister and our 
Government should give our people and the 
unborn generations of the future a National 
Anthem which will give inspiration from now 
on into the distant future which we cannot 
even visualize.

Mr. WATERSON: I associate myself with 
the regret that the hon. Leader of the Opposi
tion expressed as to the Prime Minister not 
going to London for the forthcoming con
ference. I think that it is very unfortunate that 
the hon. the Prime Minister simply had to say 
that he is not going for personal reasons, 
because it is an unfortunate thing, very 
regrettable, that people in public life, parti
cularly those in high places, in real truth, are 
not allowed to have very much private life. 
T am not going to pursue the subject. It is 
entirely a matter for the Prime Minister, but 
I do feel that in his own interests he must 
have had very grave reasons indeed for con
fining himself to that statement. But the main 
thing is that he is not going, and I think it is

a pity. The hon. Leader of the Opposition 
asked the hon. Prime Minister what his views 
were on the future of the Commonwealth, and 
on Commonwealth relations, and it was quite 
clear from his reply, although he did not com
mit himself to any extent, that this question 
does occupy the mind of the hon. the Prime 
Minister to some degree, and that makes it all 
the more regrettable, I think, that at this 
particular juncture he will not be able to attend 
this conference. The fact is that these confer
ences are of great value. The hon. the Prime 
Minister does not believe in them, he prefers, 
what one would call, “specialized conferences” 
—a conference on Defence to be attended by 
the Minister of Defence, and so on, and so 
forth. But I think the hon. the Prime Minister 
rather misses the point there. At these Prime 
Ministers’ conferences which have been .held at 
irregular intervals and with no regular agenda, 
for no specific purpose as a rule ever since 
the end of the First World War, and this 
Commonwealth set-up took shape, have been 
intended and have been in the past purely 
informal and completely private exchanges of 
views between the leaders of the governments 
of these various countries in order to inform 
each other as to their own particular problems, 
and very often to obtain some kind of general 
alignment on matters of common interest. And 
whilst I would not for one moment suggest 
that the hon. Minister of External Affairs is 
not perfectly competent in the ordinary way 
to attend such a conference, the fact remains 
that he is a subordinate in the Government, 
and I don’t think that there can possibly be 
the same measure of complete frankness and 
informality and consequently the same value 
to such a conference if the head of the 
Government himself is not able to be present. 
For those reasons I think it is very unfortu
nate that the hon. the Prime Minister can’t 
go, especially at this juncture. As the Prime 
Minister himself realizes, this Commonwealth 
is a growth, a formation which has developed 
and changed enormously in t.he 30 years of 
its existence, and it seems to me that just at 
the present time there is the utmost need for 
a very serious taking of stock by the members 
of the Commonwealth. I think the first thing 
that we have got to make our mind up on is 
whether the Commonwealth is a good thing 
or not. Is it really a useful organization? 
Does it possess qualities which we are unable 
to find elsewhere to enable us to play our part 
in the world? If we feel that, then obviously 
it is to our advantage to strengthen it and 
to see that as conditions change, the general 
set-up keeps pace with that change, and that 
it is in a position to render the service which 
we would like to have from it. Now with 
the changes which are foreshadowed, to which 
the hon. the Prime Minister referred and the 
hon. Leader of the Opposition referred, now 
above all it seems to me that the question of 
the place of the Commonwealth in the future 
developments in the world is one of very great 
importance. You see, the hon. Minister of 
External Affairs made a speech the other day 
in Pretoria, a speech which we hope to have
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terriers are accustomed to do in respect of 
the National Anthems of other countries. How
ever, I feel that I want to tell the hon. Prime 
Minister that above all others “ Die Stem 
van Suid-Afrika ” should be the national 
anthem which will interpret the love and devo
tion we feel for South Africa. The music of 
“ Die Stem van Suid-Afrika ” is inspired. It 
is beautiful, it is inspiring. The words, in 
Afrikaans as well as in English (there is an 
English translation in the possession of the 
hon. Minister of the Interior which is very 
good) are inspiring. I feel that the time has 
come for us as a South African nation to 
take this step at this stage in the midst of our 
quarrels and of the minor storms which blow 
like small whirlwinds in our peaceful father- 
land. We therefore ask our Prime Minister: 
Give us a National Anthem for South Africa; 
a National Anthem to which our future 
generations will give their love, a National 
Anthem for South Africa which will echo 
through the halls of time like a mighty refrain 
of our history, a National Anthem for South 
Africa which will unite Boer and Brit and 
everyone who loves South Africa in a common 
expression of love of this fatherland of ours. 
When we have that National Anthem—and 
we now have our flag, and we now have the 
other symbols of sovereign freedom, our 
other symbols of nationhood—what is there to 
prevent us becoming and being a nation in 
the future for all time to come? In asking 
the hon. Prime Minister this question, I also 
address myself to the Opposition and I ask 
them as Afrikaners who also love South 
Africa to join hands with us in this regard 
and that together we should give South Africa 
a National Anthem which will unite and bind 
them together with us, despite superficial 
differences, into a deeper unity and a deeper 
love for South Africa, which can only contri
bute to a great South African future and a 
great South African nation. I thank the Lord 
that it is my lot and my task, my happy task, 
to ask this this afternoon, and I also ask the 
Opposition, that our Prime Minister and our 
Government should give our people and the 
unborn generations of the future a National 
Anthem which will give inspiration from now 
on into the distant future which we cannot 
even visualize.

Mr. WATERSON: I associate myself with 
the regret that the hon. Leader of the Opposi
tion expressed as to the Prime Minister not 
going to London for the forthcoming con
ference. I think that it is very unfortunate that 
the hon. the Prime Minister simply had to say 
that he is not going for personal reasons, 
because it is an unfortunate thing, very 
regrettable, that people in public life, parti
cularly those in high places, in real truth, are 
not allowed to have very much private life. 
I am not going to pursue the subject. It is 
entirely a matter for the Prime Minister, but 
I do feel that in his own interests he must 
have had very grave reasons indeed for con
fining himself to that statement. But the main 
thing is that he is not going, and I think it is

a pity. The hon. Leader of the Opposition 
asked the hon. Prime Minister what his views 
were on the future of the Commonwealth, and 
on Commonwealth relations, and it was quite 
clear from his reply, although he did not com
mit himself to any extent, that this question 
does occupy the mind of the hon. the Prime 
Minister to some degree, and that makes it all 
the more regrettable, I think, that at this 
particular juncture he will not be able to attend 
this conference. The fact is that these confer
ences are of great value. The hon. the Prime 
Minister does not believe in them, he prefers, 
what one would call, “specialized conferences” 
—a conference on Defence to be attended by 
the Minister of Defence, and so on, and so 
forth. But I think the hon. the Prime Minister 
rather misses the point there. At these Prime 
Ministers’ conferences which have been held at 
irregular intervals and with no regular agenda, 
for no specific purpose as a rule ever since 
the end of the First World War, and this 
Commonwealth set-up took shape, have been 
intended and have been in the past purely 
informal and completely private exchanges of 
views between the leaders of the governments 
of these various countries in order to inform 
each other as to their own particular problems, 
and very often to obtain some kind of general 
alignment on matters of common interest. And 
whilst 1 would not for one moment suggest 
that the hon. Minister of External Affairs is 
not perfectly competent in the ordinary way 
to attend such a conference, the fact remains 
that he is a subordinate in the Government, 
and I don’t think that there can possibly be 
the same measure of complete frankness and 
informality and consequently the same value 
to such a conference if the head of the 
Government himself is not able to be present. 
For those reasons I think it is very unfortu
nate that the hon. the Prime Minister can’t 
go, especially at this juncture. As the Prime 
Minister himself realizes, this Commonwealth 
is a growth, a formation which has developed 
and changed enormously in t.he 30 years of 
its existence, and it seems to me that just at 
the present time there is the utmost need for 
a very serious taking of stock by the members 
of the Commonwealth. I think the first thing 
that we have got to make our mind up on is 
whether the Commonwealth is a good thing 
or not. Is it really a useful organization? 
Does it possess qualities which we are unable 
to find elsewhere to enable us to play our part 
in the world? If we feel that, then obviously 
it is to our advantage to strengthen it and 
to see that as conditions change, the general 
set-up keeps pace with that change, and that 
it is in a position to render the service which 
we would like to have from it. Now with 
the changes which are foreshadowed, to which 
the hon. the Prime Minister referred and the 
hon. Leader of the Opposition referred, now 
above all it seems to me that the question of 
the place of the Commonwealth in the future 
developments in the world is one of very great 
importance. You see. the hon. Minister of 
External Affairs made a speech the other day 
in Pretoria, a speech which we hope to have.
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may develop between those states which make 
up this family of nations to-day. Quite clearly 
there must be some plan worked out for the 
future, some better understanding, some closer 
appreciation of each other's difficulties, if the 
Commonwealth is to continue to be a source 
of strength, a source for good and for the 
propagation of Western ideas. The hon. gentle
man has seen fit to interpret what I said as 
criticism of our withdrawal from the United 
Nations Organization. That was not my in
tention this afternoon, although 1 have been 
critical of that withdrawal and I still believe 
that we are in the position to-day, like 
Mohamed’s coffin, suspended between Heaven 
and earth. If it is our thesis that the United 
Nations Organization has failed, then there is 
a reason for withdrawal, perhaps total with
drawal, but if it is not our thesis that the 
United Nations has failed, then there are cer
tain very read disadvantages in this sort of 
situation which has arisen in which we pay 
the club membership fee but do not use the 
club. Firstly, it means a loss of one vote to 
the anti-Communist powers in that organiza
tion and it means that South Africa’s friends 
at U.N.O. still have to stand the barrage of 
pro-Communist powers and deal with criti
cism of South Africa without our help. I 
think that is No. 1.

Mr. BARLOW: The Cape Times article.

Sir DE VILLIERS GRAAFF: Secondly, 
South Africa’s action might very easily be 
interpreted as a victory for the pro-Communist 
group, and thirdly there is a risk of mis
representation of the Union’s position without 
South Africa being there or anybody being 
there on our behalf to put the position right, 
and to ensure that the true facts are placed 
before the world. Now we are in this position 
that we are half in and half out and there 
is no indication as yet as to what we are to 
do in the future. Apparently we are to stay 
out until such time as the spirit of San 
Francisco is revived in the United Nations 
Organization, and I wonder when that will be.

Mr. ABRAHAM: I wonder that myself.

Sir DE VILLIERS GRAAFF: I am not 
in the least surprised about the hon. member 
for Groblersdal (Mr. Abraham) wondering; I 
do not think he would recognize it if he saw 
it; I wonder if he knows what it is. But the 
point I do wish to make is this that there 
have been many of the members of the Orga
nization. including the United States of 
America, who have attempted to smooth the 
path for South Africa’s eventual return. I 
think also that our withdrawal, whatever one’s 
feelings were about it at the time, might have 
alerted members of U.N.O. to the dangers of 
interference in the domestic affairs of other 
nations. But I think that the present position 
is a completely unsatisfactory one, and we 
have to make up our minds now what our 
attitude is going to be in the future, and in

that regard we got no guidance whatever from 
the Prime Minister this afternoon, even though 
he happened on a discussion of the subject on 
a misunderstanding of what I was saying. The 
point 1 made and made very clearly, I thought, 
was the vital importance of understanding 
between South Africa and the Western powers 
because of our withdrawal from U.N.O., but 
the Prime Minister missed that point entirely.
I made it quite clear that it was in many cases 
because of a complete failure on the part of 
the Government to explain its apartheid 
policy in a courageous manner—in fact its 
inability to put across a policy which could 
earn the approval and understanding of those 
people—that South Africa is being so rapidly 
isolated in the world at the present time. I 
am indeed grateful to the hon. the Prime 
Minister for his remarks in regard to the en
larged Other Place. I do not know, Sir, to 
what extent you will permit discussion in this 
House, as to whether that august body has 
or has not performed its functions, but I 
should like to say to the hon. the Prime Minis
ter that I do not think there has ever been 
an Upper House in any other country of the 
Commonwealth of Nations that has been such 
a miserable failure as this one, since it has 
been enlarged. I think that is the opinion, not 
only of every single member on this side of 
the House but of many members on that side 
of the House, particularly those who are begin
ning to have nomination difficulties at the 
present time, and also the opinion of many 
thinking Nationalists throughout the country 
to-day.

Dr. I. H. O. DU PLESSIS: You are wide 
of the mark.

Sir DE VILLIERS GRAAFF: The hon. 
the Prime Minister made what I thought a 
most serious accusation against me, and this 
side of the House, and one which he, of 
course, has no hope of ever justifying. He 
accused us of justifying the bus boycott, and 
he makes that accusation when we condemned 
that boycott from the very moment that we 
said anything about it.

HON. MEMBERS: When?

Sir DE VILLIERS: Let hon. members read 
the Hansard report of the debate and stop 
making noises of that kind and then they will 
see that we not only condemned that boycott 
but we said there could be no negotiation 
until it was called off. But the tragic situation 
in which we now find ourselves is this. We 
find ourselves with time bought by commerce 
and industry, a period of three months, and 
one month has already gone. A period of only 
two months remains to find what I hope will 
be a lasting solution in this matter; and what 
answer do we get from the hon. the Prime 
Minister as to what he is doing about it? 
There is no indication that the Prime Minister 
is taking a single step to try and resolve this
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matter and to find a solution which will be 
permanent and lasting. [Time limit.]

*Capt. G. H. F. STRYDOM: We have now 
listened to two speeches, one by the hon. 
Leader of the Opposition and one by the hon. 
the Prime Minister. The hon. the Prime 
Minister has replied fully to every question 
put to him. However, I just want to tell the 
Opposition that they are not speaking with one 
voice, and they know it. They have no case 
and they should be concerned about the posi
tion of their Party. However, I just want to 
tell the hon. the Prime Minister this: I remem
ber the time in 1938 when with 27 members he 
represented the Nationalists here. To-day he 
has a large majority behind him. The majority 
of his supporters to-day are representatives 
from the Transvaal. Why? Because he has 
looked after the interests of the country: he 
has adhered to his course. I still remember 
the prophesies of the Opposition when the 
hon. Prime Minister went to attend the Con
ference of Prime Ministers last year. Hon. 
members opposite speculated about the recep
tion the hon. Prime Minister would have over
seas in view of what they called his apartheid 
policy. Their newspapers wrote leading articles 
on the matter, and what happened? The hon. 
the Prime Minister sacrificed nothing there. 
He met the representatives of the other coun
tries there and won the admiration of all the 
representatives of the Commonwealth countries 
and of the world. Why? He placed the 
interests of his fatherland first. We are very 
proud of the way in which he represented 
South Africa. I just want to give him the 
assurance that the members of the Nationalist 
Party stand solidly behind him and the people 
outside stand solidly behind him. He should 
continue the good work. The hon. Prime 
Minister does not adopt a half-hearted atti
tude. He has his policy and he implements 
it. Mr. Chairman, I still remember how the 
Opposition attacked the Minister of Defence 
when we came itno power; to-day they admit 
that he is one of the best. They then attacked 
the Minister of External Affairs and they then 
started to attack the Minister of the Interior. 
They are now attacking the Minister of Native 
Affairs. I just want to tell them that they will 
not get anywhere. We shall continue to pro
mote the interests of the country by our policy. 
Whether he goes to London or not, the hon. 
the Prime Minister need not be concerned. 
We have faith in the Cabinet and we have 
faith in the people of South Africa. The 
hon. Prime Minister can rest assured; we stand 
more firmly to-day than ever before.

Mr. HEPPLE: I am sorry that the hon. the 
Prime Minister was in such great haste to inter
vene in this debate. I thought he would wait 
to see whether other questions were going to 
be put to him before replying.

An HON. MEMBER: He can come into the 
debate again.

Mr. HEPPLE: The trouble now is that the 
Prime Minister has been provoked into such 
a state of high emotion that he has spoiled 
the atmosphere which I would have liked to 
prevail when I put some questions to him ] 
should have preferred it if the hon. the Prime 
Minister had waited a while and had allowed 
the atmosphere to remain calm. However, I 
will now endeavour to put two matters before 
him which I wanted to raise earlier. In the 
first place I want to associate myself with the 
comment of the hon. the Leader of the Opposi
tion. I think it is a great piity that the Prime 
Minister finds it inconvenient for personal 
reasons to attend the Prime Ministers’ Con
ference in London. One respects the Prime 
Minister’s good faith and the soundness of his 
reasons, but it is a pity, for his own sake, that 
he finds it necessary to be secretive about this 
matter. I am quite sure that most South 
Africans will be very disappointed that our 
Prime Minister cannot be present at this con
ference. However, the matter does lie with 
the Prime Minister, and we must accept his 
assurance that he finds it impossible to go. 
I only give him my own reaction to the matter, 
that I think it is a pity that he finds it necessary 
to be secretive about it.

The other matter I wanted to raise with the 
Prime Minister was the question of South 
Africa’s role on the African Continent. The 
Prime Minister has rather spoiled what I was 
going to say by his very firm declaration as 
to his attitude towards the development that 
is taking place in Africa. The Prime Minister 
feels that Britain is being over-hasty in grant
ing independence to some of the African states, 
but I think the Prime Minister should realize 
that Britain is achieving a great deal of success. 
If he studies the attitude of Great Britain in 
this matter, the Prime Minister will appreciate, 
even if he may not approve of it, that Britain 
is moving very carefully.

The PRIME MINISTER: Before you go any 
further, and create the wrong impression, you 
probably did not listen well: I said I hoped 
that Great Britain would not be in too great a 
hurry.

Mr. HEPPLE: Yes, I accept that.

Mr. GREYLING: Why don’t you say so?

Mr. HEPPLE: The difficulty with people 
such as the hon. member for Ventersdorp is 
that they are very touchy. I am not trying 
to misrepresent what the hon. the Prime 
Minister said. I accept that the Prime Minister 
said that he hopes that Britain won’t be too 
hasty. I do not want to put it in any other 
way. I am merely saying that I on my part 
hope that the Prime Minister will realize that 
Great Britain is moving very warily in this 
matter, but that in the light of the happenings 
in the world to-day, and particularly in Africa, 
Britain is being forced to take action of this 
kind in order to retain the friendship and 
co-operation of the African states. And that
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have misery. They want things to go badly 
in South Africa, because then they have some 
hope as a vulture party, of fighting an election. 
We come nearer. In 1956, also, an economist 
like Professor Schumann said this—

The White population of South Africa is 
one of the most prosperous in the world 
to-day.

That includes the United Party also. They, 
together with us, enjoy the benefit of the pros
perity under this Nationalist Government, but 
they do not appreciate it. On the contrary, 
it is exploited to arouse sham grievances before 
an election.

Just a word about the industrial workers. 
The International Labour Organization gave 
us a very valuable resume as to the real stan
dard of living and the income of our industrial 
workers, and they say that the average indus
trial worker in South Africa can by working 
58 minutes buy the same amount of food the 
average worker can buy in the U.S.A. by 
doing an hour's work, in Britain by working 
one hour and 37 minutes, and in Switzerland 
by working one hour and 48 minutes. Their 
conclusion is that the standard of living in 
South Africa has risen, in spite of what the 
United Party says and the belittling of South 
Africa they are prepared to indulge in. The 
standard of living of our population is one 
of the highest in the whole civilized world. 
The United Party has decided to concentrate 
on these tactics because they also learn a 
lesson once in a while. Before the last elec
tion they came along with their notorious 
labour charter, in which they dished out pro
mises which would have amounted to 
£100,000,000, like a Father Christmas; but that 
made no impression; on the contrary, the 
workers regarded it as a huge joke, and it 
failed. Now they have decided, evidently on 
the advice of that great strategist, the hon. 
member for Vereeniging, to concentrate on 
only one thing: Tell the people they get too 
little money, and it is the fault of this Govern
ment that they get too little; their standard of 
living is low and they must immediately get 
more money. Of course that is a very popular 
slogan. Who does not want more money? 
But fortunately our people, including the 
workers, realize that receiving more and more 
money does not necessarily mean that the 
standard of living will rise, because if one 
gets more money that money must be obtained 
somewhere, and where does it come from? In 
the majority of cases that money comes from 
the consumer. In other words, the industrial 
worker who manufactures a stove will receive 
more money, but when he wants to buy that 
stove he will have to pay more for it. But 
we and the Government do not stand in the 
way of the trade unions and the industrial 
councils negotiating for higher wages. Last 
year, when we were discussing the Industrial 
Conciliation Act, that Party accused us of 
wishing to stop collective bargaining and of

not wanting to allow the trade unions and the 
workers to negotiate with their employers. In 
spite of that story, the Government ensured 
that this negotiation and collective bargaining 
would be reinforced in the law and now, be
cause they could not get what they wanted 
there, they come along with another story and 
accuse the Government of being responsible 
for the fact that wages are not increased. But 
surely it is in the hands of the workers and 
of the trade unions themselves to bargain col
lectively, and the Government is the last to 
stand in their way. On the contrary, the his
tory and the experience of the past nine years 
has shown that this Nationalist Government 
has sympathy with the worker and does every
thing in its power to improve the position of 
the worker. [Time limit.]

Mr. HEPPLE: The hon. member for 
Afberton (Mr. M. Viljoen) says that raising 
a cry for higher wages will be very popular 
with the workers, but of course he sees things 
only through the eyes of a political propagan
dist. He does not see this as a clear economic 
issue, which affects the workers very much in
deed. It is for that reason that we of the 
Labour Party have raised this matter year after 
year in this House and as often as we can 
during the recess. For that reason I am very 
glad that the hon. member for Vereeniging 
(Mr. S. J. M. Steyn) ha§ set the ball rolling 
this afternoon. There are two points. The 
first is the question of the cost-of-living allow
ances. The statutory cost-of-living allow
ances were fixed by War Measure No. 43 of 
1942 and to-day they are 60 per cent less than 
they should be in order to restore the pur
chasing power of the pound, so of course the 
cost-of-living allowances as such are an illu
sion. They do not recompense the worker for 
his loss of purchasing power. This is a matter 
which should have been dealt with by the 
Government a long time ago.

The hon. member for Vereeniging mentioned 
that one month before the last election the 
Government increased the statutory cost-of- 
living allowance. I hope they will do it a 
year before the next election, and I hope they 
will do it twice. I do not care if they make 
political propaganda out of it, but I say that 
there is a great deal of economic injustice at 
present because of the Government’s gross 
neglect of this problem. The cost-of-living 
allowances which were pegged in March 1953 
have meant, as the result, that since 1953 
wage and salary-earners who are affected by 
the statutory cost-of-living allowance have had 
their wages and salaries reduced by 10 per 
cent. That is the effect. If the Government 
believes that it can go to the electorate next 
year and talk this away by producing the re
ports of Barclays Bank and of the Chamber 
of Commerce, let them do so, but the man 
who handles his pay envelope every week 
knows the answer to the question, and he 
knows that things are getting more difficult by 
the day.
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But I want to go further. I accuse the 
Government of adopting, as a deliberate policy, 
a reduction in wages and a prevention of the 
increase in wages of the lowest-paid people 
in this country. It is the deliberate policy of 
this Government to see that wages are pegged 
and not increased, and of course the Govern
ment as usual picks on those who cannot hit 
back at them at the election. They pick on 
the large majority of unskilled workers who 
are unfortunately not White and have not got 
the vote. I raised this question earlier in the 
Session. On the question of the boycott, we 
pointed out that all the evidence showed that 
the unskilled workers are pegged to wages that 
were fixed in 1942 and which are so low that 
they cannot be described in any other way 
but starvation wages. What was the Minister’s 
answer to that? He first of all tried to worm 
his way out of the problem by saying that 
these minimum wages were not the maximum, 
and that many employers paid more than the 
fixed minimum. He said that as a result of 
new industrial agreements a large number of 
these wages were increased, and he mentioned 
a few of these wages. It was interesting to 
see what he quoted. He quoted certain indus
trial council agreements which, if we accepted 
them as being a fair reflection, only concerned 
a small number of workers indeed. The first 
response we got to that was from one of the 
industries concerned. The national secretary 
of the National Union of Distributive Workers 
immediately replied to the Minister, and this 
is what he said—

The Minister of Labour stated in the 
House of Assembly last week that in 1956 
certain wages in the commercial distributive 
trade had been increased by as much as 29 
per cent as the result of wage determina
tions. I assume the Minister was referring 
to the new wage determination, No. 174, 
applicable only to the smaller towns, which 
has been the only determination affecting dis
tributive workers since 1953. The Minister 
omitted to mention that the wage determina
tion in question replaced two earlier deter
minations which were 10 and 11 years old 
respectively. In other words, the increases 
laid down in the new determination can only 
be regarded as increases over what the wage 
board regarded as the minimum in 1946. 
Even taking into account the increases of 
cost-of-living allowances from 1946 to 
1953. the new wage levels referred to by the 
Minister will not nearlv compensate the 
workers for the sharp rise in the cost of 
living over the past ten years.

He ends up by saying that he wished the 
Minister would attend trade union meetings of 
any industry, and he would hear what the 
workers were saying about wages and C.O.L.A. 
at present. The Minister has said that he was 
instructing the various divisions of the Wage 
Board to make investigations into all indus
tries, particularly where unskilled workers 
were concerned. The Minister said that he

was asking them to treat this matter as urgent 
and to let him have their reports as soon as 
possible. I hope that in the course of this de
bate, the Minister will give us some good 
news in this regard and tell us that some of 
these reports are in his hands already because 
they are urgent.

The next thing that flows out of this ques
tion of unskilled wages is the general attitude 
of the Government. The Minister at the time 
wanted to make out that the Government was 
all for playing the game with the workers 
especially the unskilled workers. But what 
have I discovered subsequently? I have dis- 
,covered the role that the Department of 
Labour played in the stevedores strike at Port 
Elizabeth, and I think that is an absolute 
scandal. I want to ask the Minister whether 
it is not true that Mr. Mentz, the Chairman 
of the Native Labour Board, told the em
ployers in Port Elizabeth that they must not 
increase the wages of Native stevedores in 
Port Elizabeth? I want to ask the Minister 
whether it is not true that Mr. Mentz warned 
the employers of labour against giving in
creases to the stevedores when they asked for 
increased wages? I want to ask the Minister 
whether it is not true that many of the em
ployers were willing there and then to give an 
increase of 3s. 6d. per day to all their steve
dores, but that Mr. Mentz said that they were 
not to do it, and that Mr. Mentz communica
ted with the Minister who in turn communi
cated with the Cabinet, and the Cabinet said 
that this was a political issue and that the 
employers must not give the increase. It 
appears that the Government had made up its 
mind through the Minister of Transport, that 
it was conducting a war against the African 
National Congress and because the Govern
ment decided that this was a political issue 
between itself and the A.N.C. the Cabinet de- 
decided that they would not do economic jus
tice to these underpaid stevedores in Port 
Elizabeth. In fact, while the employers were 
willing to remedy this serious position, the 
Government decided as a matter of policy, that 
the employers were to be prevailed upon not 
to play the game. The Government prevented 
the employers from paying an increase in 
wages. It shocks me to hear hon. members 
on that side attacking the United Party on 
this question. I do not want to defend the 
United Party, but the Government cannot get 
out of its own responsibilities by asking the 
United Party why the employers whom they 
represent do not do something. I agree that 
the employers should do something. I want 
to sav that at least the Chamber of Commerce 
has offered to do something immediately. The 
Chamber of Commerce has asked the Govern
ment to help them to do something in order 
to remedy this disgraceful state of affairs. But 
what is the role of the Government? Behind 
the scenes the Government is using methods 
of intimidation to prevent employers from 
paying decent wages to their lowest paid em
ployees. I think that the Minister owes an 
explanation to this House as to what went on 
in Port Elizabeth. I can tell him that I have
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information that some of the stevedoring com
panies communicated with their principals 
overseas and the latter told them to pay these 
increased wages to the stevedores. It was 
only because of the pressure that was brought 
to bear on the employers in Port Elizabeth, 
that these increases were not given. Instead 
of allowing the employers to play the game, 
the Government intervened. In so far as the 
Minister of Transport is concerned, his dock 
workers were replaced by convict labour. 
[Time limit.]

*The MINISTER OF LABOUR: The 
attack of the two main speakers of the Oppo
sition parties mainly concerned the cost-of- 
living allowances and the low wages of the 
lowest paid workers of South Africa, the Na
tives. I am going to deal with these two 
matters and I hope the country will realize 
that with regard to both these matters the 
attack was just a sham fight.

*Mr. S. J. M. STEYN: Will you tell that 
to the steel workers also?

*The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Now that 
the United Party has seen the reaction out
side, I do not know whether they still want 
to act here as the advocates of higher Native 
wages. But let us see what the hon. the Leader 
of the Opposition has said. Here is one sen
tence of his: “ Wages of all other groups have 
risen faster than the wages of the Bantu.” In 
other words, they have risen, contrary to what 
the hon. member for Vereeniging (Mr. S. J. M- 
Steyn) said here. The Leader of the Opposi
tion issued a warning that the £25,000 col
lected by the Federated Chambers of Com
merce would last for only three months and 
that the Government would now have to do 
something to ensure that there would not be 
another bus boycott. The whole theme is that 
justice is not done to the Native workers, who 
are the lowest-paid workers in South Africa. 
Hon. members are trying to cause concern in 
the country and they ask for an investigation 
into this matter, or else they say the country 
will face a catastrophe. South Africa has in
dustrial legislation which was placed on the 
statute book with the assistance of the Labour 
Party and the United Party. They were in full 
agreement with that legislation; all that they 
have against this legislation is that we amend 
it in such a way that it no longer gives effect 
to the good intentions originally envisaged. 
But in essence it remains the same, and those 
hon. members, in the beginning of this Session, 
made another amendment to the Wage Act, 
together with us, and they agreed that this 
was one of the best laws ever to be placed on 
the statute book. The wage machinery in this 
country is almost as old as the Union itself 
and we have thoroughly tested it. It has never 
been criticized, but now for the first time, as 
the result of a lack of positive policy, some
thing is taken from the air which is indefen
sible, which is a complete departure from the 
recognized methods of wage control and wage

determination. Suddenly in 1957 we have to 
learn that not only non-White workers but 
numbers of White workers have such a low 
standard of living that they cannot exist. If 
we quote figures to show how the standard of 
living has risen, that is brushed aside with a 
wave of the hand. These workers, as the hon. 
member for Alberton (Mr. M. Viljoen) has 
said, cannot be bluffed because they know what 
the procedure is in South Africa. We have the 
wage machinery, the Wage Act and the Wage 
Board which makes its investigations. After 
every investigation the report of the Wage 
Board is tabled here. It is available to hon. 
members. There has never been any objection 
raised to any determination. Never yet have 
they got up and said: This Wage Board has 
investigated, but it did not take into account 
all the factors, and consequently it has made 
a determination which is not fair or honest. 
But now suddenly for election purposes we 
have this propaganda being made here. The 
ordinary worker must now be brought under 
the impression that his position is very bad. 
Last year hon. members discussed industrial 
matters for 80 hours in this House when the 
Industrial Conciliation Act was debated. Then 
hon. members opposite were more concerned 
to try and put obstacles in the way of the 
Whites who wanted separate trade unions. They 
were concerned because this side of the House 
tried to get work reservation for White workers. 
In order to understand this matter, and par
ticularly this request for an investigation into 
the position of the lower-paid workers’ wages, 
it is necessary for me to give some statistics. 
According to the statistics of 1951 there were 
939,513 Natives, men and women, in all the 
Rand municipalities where we have now had 
all this trouble about the bus boycott. I asked 
the Department of Census and Statistics, with 
the assistance of the local authorities, to give 
me the figures for 1957, and the figures I got 
were that there were 1,111,600 Natives, males 
and females.

*Mr. S. J. M. STEYN: As the result of 
apartheid.

*The MINISTER OF LABOUR: I hope the 
hon. member will concentrate and use his 
brains in order to follow this argument; then 
he will perhaps have sounder facts to give us. 
According to the statistics of 1951 the Natives 
employed in the various industries numbered 
653,000. According to the estimate for 1957,
731,000 of those 1,111,600 were employed. 
This figure of 731,000 who are employed was 
obtained by the Department of Census and 
Statistics on the information of the local autho
rities and it represents an increase of 12 per
cent in the number of Natives, as compared 
with a general increase on the Rand of 18 
per cent. Of the 635,000 Natives employed 
the following could not be covered by wage 
regulations: Approximately 270,000 in the 
mines; on the South African Railways 11,500; 
in other Government service, approximately
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10,000; domestic servants, approximately
115,000; and professionally, approximately 
4,000. That makes a total of 410,500 Natives, 
and if any of the members opposite can tell 
me how a wage determination can beneficially 
be applied to these Natives I will be glad to 
hear it. Therefore the number who could be 
covered in 1951 is the difference between
653.000 and 410,500, i.e. 242,500. They are 
the Natives who could be covered, and the 
actual number covered by wage determinations 
in terms of the law in 1951 was 204,000. The 
rest, who were not covered, amounted to 38,500. 
This balance which was not covered, I am in
formed by Census and Statistics, are Natives 
in the employ of medical doctors, attorneys 
and other professional persons and bodies, Na
tives doing more responsible work than un
skilled work in the service of the municipali
ties, etc. In fact, 204,000 were covered, and 
38,500 were not covered, and I say it is mostly 
these highly paid Natives who consequently 
would not have benefited from a wage determi
nation. I just want to mention that the only 
more up-to-date figures I could have got was 
to ask the Government Mining Engineer and 
the Railways how many Natives they have 
now. The figures for the mines differ from 
the 1951 statistics and show that there are now
241.000 and there are 20,000 employed on the 
Railways.

*Mr. S. J. M. STEYN: From 11,000 to
20,000!

*The MINISTER OF LABOUR; Yes, but 
that is not relevant here. The point is to get 
a figure. But what is relevant is that we can 
take it that the number of Natives not covered 
is approximately 54,000. It may be 50,000 
and it may be 60,000; that makes no difference 
to me, but it is approximately 54,000. If that 
figure is worked out as a percentage of the
731.000 Natives in employment, it represents 
6 per cent of the Natives employed on the 
Rand. Now the question is: Is it for the ben- 
fit of these people that the Commission of 
Inquiry must investigate whether their wages 
can be improved by a different determination, 
or is it in respect of the people who are al
ready working under a wage determination? 
My Department informs me that 203,230 Na
tives on the Rand are covered by wage deter
minations. Industrial agreements made by the 
industrial councils cover 135,519 Natives. Those 
covered by wage determinations number 67,711. 
Those 67,711 covered by wage determinations 
therefore represent 9 per cent of the Natives 
employed on the Rand. One of those wage 
determinations is the one about which the hon. 
member for Rosettenville (Mr. Hepple) is so 
concerned, and it covers unskilled labour and 
was made in 1942—Wage Determination No. 
105. This briefly is the basis for this terrible 
fuss which is made that we are oppressing the 
poor Natives and underpaying them. It is 
Wage Determination No. 105. and now the 
hon. member must listen. This wage deter

mination was made on 13 November 1942 
and to-day it represents at least 25,000 Natives 
or 3.4 per cent of all Natives employed on 
the Rand. The impression that hon. member 
and the United Party want to give the country 
is that there is not even a single Native who 
can keep body and soul together because this 
is an old determination and we do not ensure 
that the wages of these people are kept up to 
date. That is the story. Now I want to ask 
the official Opposition this: They want a com
mission of inquiry. They want something to 
be done. They say this Government is shame
fully neglecting its duty. Now I want to ask 
them: What do they want us to do, and how 
must it be done? Must an investigation be 
made into the position of those 1,111,600 
Natives, whether they are employed or not? 
It would perhaps be advantageous to investi
gate why only 731,000 of them work. We hope 
that the position is that the rest are females 
who cannot work.

*Mr. S. J. M. STEYN: Surely there are 
children amongst them too.

*The MINISTER OF LABOUR: No, those 
are only the male and female adults. Is it 
to cover the mine Natives? There are 241,000 
mine Natives. The hon. member of Kimberley 
(City) (Mr. Oppenheimer), who is the largest 
employer of mine Natives, set the ball rolling 
with his speech outside this House, where he 
complained to the world about how badly 
these Natives were paid. If we consider those
241,000 mine Natives and analyse their wages, 
I think they are paid much less than many 
other Natives are paid under these wage agree
ments. The hon. member does not sweep in 
front of his own doorstep; it is in his power 
to do so, but as soon as he has to pay them 
a little extra the Government must give relief 
because then they cannot manage. That is the 
story we hear. He is the last man to talk 
about that. Does the U.P. want us to investi
gate the position of these 130,000 domestic 
servants?

*Mr. HEPPLE: Certainly.

*The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Are we to 
tell the hon. member for Houghton (Mrs. Suz
man) how much she must pay her domestic 
servant? Do they want control over the wages 
of all domestic servants? That is not what the
U.P. says. It is only the hon. member for 
Houghton who says it. She is always a little 
out of step. But the members of the U.P. 
will not say it. They want to pass a baby 
on to the Government which they know can
not even be reared on mother’s milk, let alone 
condensed milk. Or is this investigation to 
be on the lines of the words used by the 
Mayor of Johannesburg, a United Party sup
porter, who said this: “ I shall apply to the 
Minister of Labour to seek a new wage deter
mination in all the unskilled trades in Johan
nesburg.” In other words, is that what they 
want for this 3.4 per cent? If they tell me
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people to be dissatisfied would be the workers 
of South Africa themselves. And as regards 
the workers of South Africa, the United Party 
should not pose as their saviours. In 1956 
the Government asked the United Party to sup
port it in order to protect the White workers 
on two points. The Government wanted to 
protect the workers so that they would have 
the right to form separate trade unions. The 
Government asked for their assistance in plac
ing provision for job reservation on the Statute 
Book; the Government asked for assistance in 
saving the White workers, but we encountered 
the strongest opposition from that side of the 
House. The United Party says that the White 
workers as such may not have their own 
exclusively White trade unions. The hon. the 
Leader of the Opposition said on the Vote of 
the Prime Minister: “ The Government has 
handicapped the free movement of trade 
unions.” That was his accusation against us.

*Mr. S. J. M. STEYN: He did not say “ free 
movement.”

*The MINISTER OF LABOUR: I think he 
said so, but in any case the Government 
appealed to hon. members opposite for assis
tance. But, no assistance was given. They 
now want something which will involve the 
greatest disappointment for the workers, and 
they want to drag in this side, but they will not 
succeed.

Mr. HEPPLE: It seems to me that the hon. 
Minister of Labour is going to devote a lot 
of time in this debate on making political 
speeches, and if he continues in this fashion, 
we will wish him in the Other Place. How
ever, I want to react to the Minister’s reply 
to me this evening. I raised earlier this after
noon the question of the stevedores’ strike in 
Port Elizabeth, and the action taken by the 
Government. The Minister has to-night ad
mitted my charges, and from the Minister’s 
mouth we have had the shameful admission 
of a cruel action on the part of the Cabinet. 
When the Minister asked me a pertinent ques
tion if I would agree that people earning 
1 Is. 6d. a day should demand £25s., I imme
diately answered “ Of course they should de
mand 25s.” If the hon. Minister thinks this 
unreasonable, I don’t. If the hon. gentlemen 
here, who are so loud in their shouting to
night. would keep quiet I would be able to 
continue. [Interjections.] You got yourselves 
£3 a day for sitting here.

An HON. MEMBER: Why did you not 
object?

Mr. HEPPLE: Of course I did not object 
to you getting £3 a day for sitting here, but 
I just use that as an example.

An HON. MEMBER: You took it. [Inter
jections.]

The CHAIRMAN: Order!

Mr. HEPPLE: The question is a pertinent 
one. I was asked if I agreed or disagreed 
with a demand for 25s. a day, and I can do 
no better than compare it with what we did 
for ourselves in this House. We felt that we 
had to make some demand because of the 
high cost of living. If we were justified in 
doing that, the poor unfortunate stevedores 
in Port Elizabeth were also entitled to get an 
increase in their miserable pay. The Minister 
has very carefully avoided telling the Commit
tee that although they were supposed to be 
paid 11s. 6d. per day, the stevedores did not 
always get a full week’s work. They were 
only paid for the days on which they worked, 
so that over the full month they did not aver
age 11s. 6d. per day, but only averaged 6s. 6d. 
a day. The justification or otherwise of this 
demand should be quite apparent to everyone. 
How can we continue to maintain industrial 
peace with a Government which has a policy 
like this?

Mr. MENTZ: Are you prepared to pay 
your servant 25s. a day?

Mr. HEPPLE: Of course I am, and I think 
it behoves everyone to pay as much as they 
can. [Interjections.]

Apparently I have hit a very sore spot; these 
are very guilty men and they really feel 
ashamed of themselves. They are trying to 
hide behind the Minister who is trying to 
wriggle out of this position. I hope that the 
United Party are not going to be intimidated 
by the crafty propaganda of the Minister who 
tried to switch this whole affair on to the hon. 
member for Kimberley (City) (Mr. Oppen- 
heimer). I hope that the United Party are 
not going to be intimidated against doing what 
is right to the least fortunate workers in South 
Africa to-day, because the need for increased 
wages is very urgent, for White and Black. 
I do not want to discriminate on the grounds 
of colour. I do say that a man who is get
ting 11s. 6d. a day is entitled to have his pay 
at least doubled, irrespective of his colour.

Mr. S. J. M. STEYN: He is entitled to do 
more for the country as well.

An HON. MEMBER: He is entitled to do 
more productive work for the country.

Mr. HEPPLE: This question of productive 
work makes me smile. Tell me how you are 
going to give a wage incentive to a man who 
sweeps up the floor? That is the trouble in 
this country, there is such a wide field of un
skilled labour, yet people talk about increase 
in productivity. Has he got to sweep the 
floors twice; has he got to clean the windows 
three times? Is that increased productivity? 
Increased productivity can only apply in a 
rational manner where people are doing semi
skilled or skilled work, where the rate of their 
output can be measured. This specious talk 
about productivity makes me laugh. If we 
were paid on a basis of productivity in this 
House most of the members would starve! 
[Laughter.]

41
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I must come back to the hon. the Minister 
of Labour. He has tried to pretend to-night 
that the Government acted in a proper manner 
in Port Elizabeth, and he made some mys
terious threats about dealing with agitators who 
are stirring up trouble. Of course, we know 
what an agitator is; an agitator is a man who 
wants half a crown when the Minister only 
wants to pay him sixpence; an agitator is al
ways the man who wants to be paid his worth, 
and any man who is unfortunate enough to 
be in the position of an employee becomes an 
igitator whenever he demands more. Of 
course he is an agitator in the minds of the 
people who do not want to pay reasonable 
wages.

I want to warn the hon. the Minister that 
this question of the stevedores in Port Eliza
beth is only part of the problem. When the 
Minister says: “ If this was not a political 
strike why did not the stevedores of Durban 
and East London and Cape Town also want 
more money? ” He does not even know what 
is going on. There was trouble last year in 
Durban.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: They do 
not want 25s.; they did not ask for that.

Mr. HEPPLE: They do not want 25s. 
They want whatever they can get, and quite 
justifiably too. Is the Minister to decide what 
is reasonable? [Interjections.]

The MINISTER OF THE INTERIOR: Are
you?

Mr. HEPPLE: The hon. the Minister of 
the Interior asks if it is to be me. When it 
comes to being reasonable, the Minister of 
the Interior is the very last person that I 
would come to, because his policy of immigra
tion has landed us . . .

The CHAIRMAN: Order, order! That is 
not under discussion.

Mr. HEPPLE: Mr. Chairman, this even
ing . .  . [Interjections.]

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I appeal to 
hon. members to give the hon. member an 
opportunity of making his speech.

Mr. HEPPLE: The hon. the Minister this 
evening professed a great deal of concern 
about doing something about the cost of liv
ing, and about doing something for the lowest 
paid workers in this country. However, be
hind all his words I could see that the Minis
ter was really putting up a facade of concern; 
he is not really worried, because in this in
stance of Port Elizabeth which I raised here 
this afternoon, the Government had an excel
lent opportunity to set an example to the rest 
of the country. In the end the Government 
actually substituted free labour by convict 
labour; they used convict labour in their own 
department. There sits the guilty man, the 
Minister of Transport, who always tries to

pretend about how he once worked on the 
footplate, he was honest Ben the engine 
driver ”. If he were back on the footplate 
to-day he would not tolerate the conditions 
that he imposes on the majority of the 
workers. [Time limit.]

•Mr. VAN DER WALT: The hon. member 
will forgive me if I do not follow him in his 
arguments. I just want to say that if hon. 
members on the other side continue to advance 
these arguments, then I am sure we are going 
to win the next election by a very wide margin. 
Let them carry on with these arguments; we 
are not going to stop them at all!

I should like to raise another matter here 
this evening. We hear many complaints in 
this country about the shortage of skilled 
manpower. From a survey made by the 
Department of Labour, it appears that the 
shortage about which we hear so many com
plaints is not as great as suggested by people. 
We know that the hon. the Minister and his 
predecessor have devised quite a number of 
plans to wipe out the shortage to some extent 
by training apprentices and adults in greater 
numbers. But it has always been necessary 
in the past to import skilled labour from 
overseas on a fairly large scale. Unfortunately
I have no recent figures that I can give the 
Committee. I could only find the figures 
which Dr. F. J. de Villiers used in a speech 
before the Academy for Science and Art. You 
will recall that Dr. de Villiers was the chair
man of the Vocational Education Commission. 
He pointed out that in the building and engi
neering industries where most of our appren
tices are trained—he mentions the percentage 
of 80—in the five years prior to World War
II (1934-8) almost half the people who entered 
those two industries as artisans were imported 
from abroad, namely 47.5 per cent. At the 
congress of the S.A. Teachers’ Association Dr. 
Meiring mentioned the following figures: 
During those five years 4,707 of the 9,920 
artisans who entered those two industries came 
from overseas. During this period of five 
years, more artisans were imported in the 
building industry than trained locally. As 
against 1,753 apprentices who were trained, 
2,303 artisans were imported. In the engineer
ing industry the position was slightly better. 
More apprentices were trained during those 
five years than the number imported. The 
figures are the following: 2,419 artisans were 
imported as against 3,459 apprentices who 
qualified here. I say that these figures are 
very old. There has certainly been an im
provement in this position, but we cannot get 
away from the fact that in these two indus
tries the position is still the same to-day to a 
large extent. According to the survey made 
by the Department there is a shortage of 
6,427 artisans and 2.500 apprentices in the 
building industry—a shortage of 12.4 per cent. 
In the same industry 3,933 apprentices were 
registered during the years 1948 to 1950 and 
what is remarkable is that during the three 
years from 1952 to 1954, 4,015 were registered
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seas countries. I might just add here that 
when I go abroad I intend visiting special 
institutions, particularly in Belgium and Hol
land, countries which are famous for the train
ing of artisans, in order to acquire first-hand 
knowledge there as far as possible.

The hon. member for Musgrave (Mr. T. O. 
Williams) was concerned about the question 
of productivity and he drew attention to the 
fact that much could be done in the way of 
more scientific and planned use of labour. I 
gather that he had in mind principally the 
more efficient use of Native labour, a subject 
which more properly falls under the Minister 
of Native Affairs.

HON. MEMBERS: Why?

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: That has 
always been so, and hon. members should 
know that. I am sure, however, that we all 
agree that much of our labour force is waste- 
fully used because of a lack of planned place
ment and proper training. This problem affects 
my Department principally in relation to the 
placement and training of European labour.

Mrs. BALLINGER: Oh!

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Surely the 
lion, member knows that. The hon. member 
has been here all these years and it is sur
prising that she does not know that. As hon. 
members are aware, my Department’s juvenile 
placement services have been reorganized so 
as to provide a professional placement service 
which should go a long way towards combating 
the placing of square pegs in round holes. 
By tackling the problem at the source, that 
is upon the first placement of a school-leaver 
in work. I hope to eliminate a good deal of 
the maladjustment and misplacement which 
results in much of our labour force being 
wastefully used.

The Government also attaches great impor
tance to vocational training as a means of 
ensuring the best use of our labour force. 
The fact that my colleague, the Minister of 
Education, Arts and Science, has assumed com
plete responsibility for the running of the 
technical colleges is proof of the earnestness 
with whjch we propose to tackle this question 
of vocational training. Furthermore the train
ing of apprentices is kept under continuous 
review, as I pointed out in reply to the hon. 
member for Pretoria (West). I am convinced 
that the scientific placement and planned voca
tional training will go a long way towards 
overcoming the shortage of skilled labour. We 
are too much inclined to be blinded by globu
lar figures of alleged shortages of manpower 
and forget that if we can improve the efficiency 
of our labour by scientific methods, the short
age of numbers will cease to be significant.

The hon. member for Sunnyside (Mr. 
Pocock) asked whether it was not possible to 
mcrease the coverage of the Unemployment

Insurance Fund. The hon. member will recall 
that when we had a debate on this matter 
earlier in the Session, it was the unanimous 
view of all sides of the House that the fund 
should not deviate from its primary purpose, 
namely the payment of unemployment bene
fits. He will also recall that I was asked to 
consider withdrawing certain exemptions, so as 
to apply the extended benefits in the widest 
possible field. I am willing to do this, but the 
people concerned must of course approach my 
Department. It is my view that the benefits 
provided for in the Act are now so favour
able that we should aim at the widest possible 
coverage, subject to certain basic exemptions, 
such as those which apply to Natives earning 
less than £273 per annum and to members 
of the Public Service. The fund now stands 
at £67.000,000, a figure which will increase 
very slowly in the future, as the most recent 
amendments bring us very near to the stage 
where the yearly income and expenditure will 
balance. These are the most important points 
which were still outstanding after yesterday’s 
debate.

Mr. HEPPLE: I have some further obser
vations to "make on the matter of the steve
dores’ strike at Port Elizabeth, arising out of 
the Minister’s speech yesterday. I am seeking 
some clarification from the hon. Minister. He 
said yesterday that the Government could not 
allow employers to accede to the demands of 
their employees. He said that what was neces
sary was for the well-oiled machinery of 
labour legislation to be used. I find his state
ment rather confusing and I would like to 
know what exactly the Minister means. In 
referring to the strike of stevedores at Port 
Elizabeth, the Minister in relating the story 
said that finally the stevedoring companies 
came with an offer of a 3s. increase and the 
Government said “ That is wrong ” and that 
the stevedoring companies should follow the 
same procedure as the employees have to fol
low. Then he concluded by saying that in 
future instances of this kind the Government 
would act in exactly the same way. Does the 
Minister mean that in future employers will 
not be allowed to settle disputes with their 
employees? Does the Minister mean by his 
statement yesterday that where there is a dis
pute between employers and their Native em
ployees, the Native Labour Board must inter
vene and take over the dispute? Was the 
Minister telling the Committee yesterday that 
once a dispute arises between employers and 
their Native employees, the matter passes out 
of the hands of the employers and the em
ployees and into the hands of the regional 
committees, or the inspectorate under the 
Native Labour (Settlement of Disputes) Act? 
Because that is the interpretation that I put 
on his speech yesterday. If that is so it means 
that employers are now going to be denied 
the right to run their own businesses. I think 
the employers should take very careful note 
of this very important statement by the Minis
ter. It strikes right across the normal em-
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ployer-employee relationship, and I think that 
the Minister will be well advised to give second 
thoughts to this matter, otherwise he will find 
himself running into great difficulties in the 
future. Let me tell him this too, that such 
procedure will be more responsible for dis
putes, for stoppages, for low productivity and 
all the other problems of industry, than any
thing else. I hope that the Minister this after
noon will give us some clarification upon this 
statement.

So far the role of the Native Labour Board 
under the Native Labour (Settlement of Dis
putes) Act seems to have been purely concen
trated upon preventing Natives from getting 
improved wages and better working conditions. 
They seem to have concentrated only on wag
ing a war against Native workers. The whole 
record of the work of the Minister’s Depart
ment under the Native Labour (Settlement of 
Disputes) Act, is one of waging a war against 
Native workers who want to get improved 
wages . . .

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: You know 
that that is not true.

Mr. HEPPLE: Of course it is quite true, 
and the Minister knows it to be true. The 
significant thing about this Act is that in spite 
of a total prohibition of striking by Native 
employees under a heavy penalty, the number 
of strikes among Native workers is increasing 
every year, and last year it nearly reached the 
hundred mark. What is behind that? The 
Minister will say that it is due to agitation, 
but of course no one will accept that exaggera
tion on the Minister’s part, because people 
don’t go on strike for the love of going on 
strike, or because somebody tells them to go 
on strike. Workers go on strike because they 
have good and sound economic reasons for 
going on strike. I ask the Minister to give 
this matter his very serious consideration. The 
way things are going at present under the 
Native Labour (Settlement of Disputes) Act, 
is fraught with disaster, disaster not only to 
the Native employees who are apparently 
going to be treated with the strong arm stuff 
of the Government, but also to industry as a 
whole. When I heard the discussions yester
day afternoon about low productivity and the 
need for a better output and about the duty 
that workers owe to the country, I was wonder
ing what relation that has to the treatment 
they are getting to-day in their disputes with 
employers. It is no use members of this 
House talking glibly about higher productivity 
and greater efficiency and using phrases like 
that when they bear absolutely no relationship 
to the conditions that exist in industry. This 
afternoon the Minister again referred to the 
question of productivity and he said that the 
trouble in South Africa is the large wastage 
of labour. Of course there is a large wastage 
of labour, and that is because of the con
temptuous attitude the White man has got 
towards Black labour—it is cheap and plenti

ful, and so very little attention is paid to the 
training of that labour. Native workers are 
expected to be efficient without being given 
any proper training; too many employers en
gage any Black man and then expect him to 
know what to do.

But I come back to this very important 
matter I have raised. The Government treats 
disputes between Native workers and their 
employers as a challenge to the authority of 
the Government and the Nationalist Party. 
The Government translates everything into a 
war between itself and the African National 
Congress. It won’t deal with burning econo
mic issues on their proper basis., They are 
economic isues that have got to be decided 
on a simple economic basis. The Govern
ment always thinks that it is at war with the 
African people. That is the reason for the 
Government’s action at Port Elizabeth. I con
clude by asking the Minister to please explain 
to this Committee what he meant yesterday 
when he said that it was wrong for the em
ployers, the stevedoring companies in Port 
Elizabeth to make a settlement with their 
employees, that they should have left it in 
the hands of the Government.

*Mr. J. A. F. NEL: The Leader of the 
Labour Party said here that “ people go on 
strike for good economic reasons ”. But that 
was not the case in Port Elizabeth. Can that 
be true when people ask for an increase from 
11s. 6d. to 25s.? Is that for good economic 
reasons? Is it for good economic reasons that 
they say they will no longer work overtime, 
and when they say that they will do no week
end work? And when they say that they are 
going to work only from 8 a.m. to 4.30 p.m., 
is that for good economic reasons? The rea
son for this strike was not for good economic 
reasons, but that strike took place as the result 
of agitators in Port Elizabeth and as the result 
of the inciting speeches made by certain people. 
We must look at the background of that strike. 
When that strike took place in Port Elizabeth 
there was a bus boycott on the Rand and also 
a sympathetic bus boycott in Port Elizabeth, 
and then we had the third strike by the steve
dores. Was that as the result of good econo
mic reasons? All those strikes prove that it 
was an attempt on the part of certain persons 
to do things not allowed by the law of the 
land. But the Leader of the Labour Party 
is not concerned about that. He is not con
cerned about the economic implications that 
strike would have had for Port Elizabeth. Let 
us just see what the Goods Superintendent in 
the harbour said in regard to that strike—

The working of the harbour could be
seriously affected if the threat of the Native
stevedores was carried out.

But the Leader of the Labour Party ignores 
that aspect of the matter. He takes no notice 
of it. The harbour could come to a standstill 
and in so far as the shipping was concerned
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no work need be done. Let us just see what 
happened in regard to the Capetown Castle. 
That ship arrived there and was delayed for 
26 hours in the Port Elizabeth harbour as a 
result of the strike. As the result of the strike, 
this ship had to bring its stevedores from 
East London. The Stirling Castle came from 
Cape Town and had to bring its stevedores 
from there. But that is the s'ort of thing the 
Leader of the Labour Party supports. One 
could have expected that. Just see what the 
attitude of the English Press was in regard 
to this strike in Port Elizabeth. Not a word 
was said about it in the English Press, except 
that headlines were devoted to the strike. But 
in the leading articles no word was said to 
the effect that they were wrong. When con
victs had to be used to solve the problem, 
there was suddenly a furore in the English 
Press in Port Elizabeth, but not a single word 
of condemnation of the strikers. That indicates 
the whole tendency. They are not concerned 
about the welfare and the economic position 
of South Africa and the harbours. They would 
like the strikes to be successful and they want 
to exploit it as far as possible. They want 
the news to be spread abroad that there are 
strikes in South Africa. In other words, they 
want economic sabotage to take place in the 
country. I think the Leader of the Labour 
Party has chosen the wrong grounds on which 
to try and support those strikers.

Mr. KENTRIDGE: I must say that I also 
was very shocked by the Minister’s statement 
with connection with the strike at Port Eliza
beth, that the Government prevented the em
ployers from giving the proposed increase in 
wages to those Natives and possibly in that 
way settling the strike. I would like to remind 
the hon. Minister that when a very much 
greater strike took place in Great Britain a 
few weeks ago. the Government’s attitude there 
was a very different one, and our Government 
should follow their line of approach. They 
did not interfere with employers and prevent 
them from giving an increase in wages. The 
Government there immediately took action to 
bring the parties together with an idea to get 
a satisfactory settlement, and failing that, the 
Government in Great Britain immediately 
appointed a court of inquiry with instructions 
to report immediately on the subject of the 
wages that were paid and the demands that 
were being made, and it was due to that atti
tude that in Great Britain they were able to 
settle a most important strike without any 
delay. Quite apart from the principle 
mentioned by the Leader of the Labour Party, 
and with which I agree, I wished that the 
Minister when dealing with these matters 
should try to settle strikes and not prevent 
a settlement of a strike, and telling the em
ployers that they must not increase wages and 
do anything to meet the demands of the 
workers concerned.

Then the Minister stated that we have not 
got great productivity in South Africa from 
our labour. That is quite true, and I am

certain that the hon. Minister is interested 
in the subject. But that is no reason for 
taking the line that they are doing. I would 
like to remind the Minister of the fact that 
in the latest report of the Department of 
Labour, issued by the Secretary for Labour, 
who has a great deal of knowledge of labour 
matters, after having dealt with these matters 
for years, it is said on the first page, where 
the report deals with the question of pro
ductivity—

It is generally recognized that the pro
ductivity of labour in South Africa is low 
and that one of the ways of combating the 
shortage of manpower is to make more 
effective use of the labour available. The 
problem is essentially one of management, 
but the co-operation and goodwill of the 
workers is indispensable.

Can the Minister say that the attitude which 
he has taken up is likely to secure the good
will of the workers in trying to increase pro
ductivity? The Secretary for Labour goes on 
to say—

The Department advocates the introduc
tion of such schemes (incentive bonus 
schemes) wherever they are practicable and 
subject to the interests of the workers being 
suitably safeguarded.

What has the Government done in connection 
with these matters with the object of securing 
greater productivity on the part of labour? 
Are they training the Natives to be more pro
ductive? Are they showing them a desire for 
co-operation between labour and employers to 
the extent that would bring about probably 
greater productivity on the part of labour? 
In that regard I would like to draw the atten
tion of the House and the Minister to a state
ment which was made a couple of days ago 
by Dr. Norval, the Chairman of the Board 
of Trade and Industries. In speaking in 
Durban a few days ago, he pointed to the fact 
that resources were wasted, and he said—

If better use were made of South Africa’s 
labour resources, not only would it material
ly improve the standard of well-being of a 
large section of the community (that is of 
the Native population), but in addition to 
that fewer workers would need to be em
ployed by particular concerns as a result 
of increased output, and labour would be 
set free for employment elsewhere.

He went on to show that there would be a 
reduction in the use of labour by something 
like 121 per cent, which could be utilized for 
other industries, as well as for the mining 
industry. He calculated that 100,000 workers 
would be released for other activities as a 
result of a incentive bonus system. He went 
on to deal with the question of wages, and 
he made the statement that wages have to be 
in accord with the ability, the productivity of
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labour, and that everything should be done in 
that way in order to improve the industrial 
conditions of the workers, and not to treat 
them as they are often treated by the Govern
ment. They are not really anxious to get the 
goodwill of the workers and to get their co
operation in securing higher productivity in 
this country. As far as the general question 
is concerned the Minister has not stated any
thing to answer the case that was put up by 
the hon. member for Vereeniging (Mr. S. J. 
M. Steyn). What did he tell us? He said as 
far as the cost-of-living allowance was con
cerned there were actually employers who are 
paying workers more than laid down in a 
wage determination or an industrial agreement. 
That is perfectly true, there may be certain 
employers who do that, but why do they do 
that? They do it because of the shortage of 
manpower. There again I would refer the 
hon. the Minister to the statement on page 1 
of the report of the Department of Labour in 
which it is stated—•

One of the consequences of the Union’s 
large scale industrial expansion which causes 
the department some difficulty is the im
possibility of meeting all demands for Euro
pean labour, which has given rise to an 
increase in the proportion of non-Europeans 
employed in manufacturing industries.

That is in spite of the policy of the hon. the 
Minister of Native Affairs. It goes on—

Some industries which started off on a 
White basis are slowly changing colour, not 
by reason of dissatisfaction with the per
formance of White workers but because 
sufficient suitable White labour is not avail
able to meet the growing demands.

When the hon. the Minister tells us that some 
employers pay more than the determination 
lays down for a particular industry, he must 
realize that the reason for that is two-fold: 
first it is on account of the shortage of man
power and, secondly, because the employers 
realize that the wages laid down by the 
determination of either the Wage Board or 
after an industrial agreement, do not cover the 
cost of living and the present standard of life 
of the workers of this country. That is why, 
in some instances, in the competition for 
labour they have to pay more. But the fact 
remains that any wage determination anl any 
industrial agreement does not cover the point 
raised by the hon. member for Vereeniging, 
because usually the wage determination takes a' 
very long time. A Wage Board is appointed 
and it takes a long time for that Board to give 
its report, and by the time the report is given 
the cost of living has again gone up and the 
determination does not in any way meet the 
requirement as far as the cost of living is 
concerned.

I do not think the hon. the Minister can 
get away by saying “ We have an oiled 
system ”. It is very oily coming from the

Minister, but it is not oily as far as the workers 
are concerned. I remember in the earlier 
days, when we tried to get everything done in 
a suitable way, we then realized that the Wage 
Board takes a long time before it gives its 
determination, and in the meantime the cost of 
living keeps going up and up, and the same 
applies to the industrial agreements. The hon 
the Minister said yesterday that they are deal
ing with the question of the Wage Board and 
with agreements which last for two or three 
years. But the cost of living does not remain 
static for two or three years, it keeps going up 
day by day, and there is nothing that can stop 
that unless the Minister and the Government 
take up the attitude that they must readjust the 
cost-of-living allowance so as to give every
one a greater opportunity of meeting their 
requirements. [Time limit.]

. *The MINISTER OF LABOUR: I would 
lust like to reply to the questions of the hon 
member for Rosettenville (Mr. Heppie) with 
regard to the stevedores’ strike in Port Eliza
beth. He asks whether it is my intention in 
tuture to prevent employers from negotiating 
with their employees in regard to disputes and 
to give them the conditions of service which 
they would like to give them. My reply is : 
of course not. Of course the Government 

t 2* °° ' c’° no* have the power to do
it; 1 do not have the power to prevent any 
employer paying his employee a certain wage. 
But I clearly set out yesterday what happened 
there. I would also like to take this oppor
tunity of correcting the Press report. The 
report m the newspaper is that Mr. F. E. 
Mentz, M.P. for Westdene, spoke there. That 
is not true; it was Mr. S. D. Mentz, chairman 
of the Native Labour Board, who advised the 
employers not to make that offer, and in co
operation with the chairman of the Native 
Labour Board the employers did not do so 
I very clearly stated the reasons.

Mr. HEPPLE: Yesterday the hon. the 
Minister said that it would have been wrong 
of the employers to make that offer of 3s. I 
made a note of the Minister’s words and he 
said: Later the stevedoring company came 
forward with an offer of an increase of 3s 
and the Government said that it was wrong-' 
the same procedure exists for the companies.

‘The MINISTER OF LABOUR: I repeat
it and I now come to my point. The reason 
why we acted in that way is because of these 
excessive demands made by these people, 
which are out of all proportion, viz. the de
mand they made that the 11s. 6d. they were 
receiving should be increased to 25s. a day; 
ana that they would determine their own 
hours of work in which they would earn that 
25s. per day. That is why the companies 
were advised not to accede to this because it 
would lead to the greatest difficulty in South 
Africa. _ That is also why the employers took 
our advice and said they would not do it. The 
whole object of this strike was an attempt to 
paralyse the shipping and the goods traffic of
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of doing nothing to increase the productivity 
of labour in South Africa. This achievement 
in the labour sphere was possible because a 
Nationalist Government was in power, be
cause the workers of South Africa were satis
fied, because the workers were doing their best 
because they knew their interests were safe in 
the hands of the Nationalist Government and 
the Minister of Labour. During the past year 
we have heard of strikes throughout the world, 
strikes in Britain, France, the Central African 
Federation, and Australia. We have heard of 
strikes in Britain which have cost that country 
millions of pounds. In South Africa there is 
industrial peace because the workers are satis
fied with their treatment and because they feel 
their interests are safe in the hands of the 
Nationalist Government. Proof of that is the 
fact that wages lost as a result of strikes 
during 1953 totalled £44,103, in 1954 the 
amount dropped to £12,960, in 1955 the 
amount was £4,038 and in 1956 the amount 
was £5,235. I say that the reason for the in
dustrial peace in South Africa and for the 
fact that we do not have strikes like other 
parts of the world, is because proper provi
sion is made for the bread and butter of the 
workers of South Africa and because the Go
vernment protects the worker, and the worker 
knows it.

Mr. T. O. WILLIAMS: I do not wish to 
react directly to the speech of the hon. mem
ber for Bloemfontein (Central) (Mr. van Rens- 
burg) except to say that I think all of us in 
this House know that, whether we are dealing 
with White or Black, there is a great propor
tion that does its duty and does work hard, 
and there is another proportion that allows 
itself to be carried on the backs of those who 
work hard. In that respect I agree with the 
hon. member when he says there should be 
appeals to work harder. If I remember rightly 
the hon. Minister himself issued a warning in 
Pietermaritzburg when he spoke there saying 
that the Afrikaner people must not forget how 
to work, that in the past by working on the 
land with the non-Europeans, by showing that 
they could work as hard and better than the 
non-Europeans, they set an example and won 
the respect that should not be lost. I think 
that is a thing that all of us in this House 
should remember that if we wish to retain the 
leadership, we must show that we can carry 
the responsibility of work, whatever it may 
be, and on whatever level and under whatever 
circumstances, so as to win the respect of those 
that we also ask to work.

I want to say a word about the Minister’s 
reply to my own few words of yesterday, and 
I want to thank him for treating those few 
remarks seriously, and for answering them on 
the very thorough basis that he did. There 
is only one matter in connection with his reply 
that 1 feel it necessary to comment upon, and 
I am not speaking now politically, because I 
think it is a matter that we should have great 
clarity on. He said that the question of Native 
labour was very largely the concern of the

Minister of Native Affairs. Now I cannot for 
the life of me see the situation that way. Who 
administers the Native Labour (Settlement of 
Disputes) Act? The hon. Minister of Labour. 
Under whose jurisdiction falls Clause 77, which 
deals with Natives as well as other non-Euro
peans? The hon. Minister of Labour. Ob
viously, Native labour in its labour aspect must 
be a matter of the greatest concern to him, 
even if he is only thinking of the question 
of defending the standards of living of the 
White man. Where those two groups impinge 
in the machine-minding class, what one group 
doe; must be of the very greatest concern to 
him, even if his interest is for the most part 
in the other. My contention, with the hon. 
member for Cape Eastern (Mrs. Ballinger), is 
that in his capacity as Minister of Labour he 
is concerned with all those who work, irres
pective of race; otherwise we would get into 
a very great confusion in this country. I am 
not saying that the Minister of Native Affairs 
will not impinge on this portfolio. Obviously 
if you have one Minister who is going to con
trol the movement of labour, not in its labour 
aspect but in its human aspect, and another 
Minister who has to build up a working force, 
there will be a point where they touch, but 
I think it ought to be clear as to where that 
point lies, and in what regard they will co
operate, and in what regard they may perhaps 
come to clash with each other, on the ground 
that economics, we will say from the point of 
view of the Minister of Native Affairs, should 
not be the deciding factor, or from the point 
of view of the Minister of Labour economics 
should be the deciding factor. But if the hon. 
Minister is going to hand the full responsibi
lity of the great bulk of our labour force (be
cause after all the great bulk of our labour 
force is non-White) to another portfolio, then 
I think really we are going to run into very 
serious economic difficulties. Generally speak
ing when this particular Vote is discussed, we 
get a much more rational approach from that 
side of the House to non-European labour as 
a labour force than we ever get to the non- 
European as a human being when any other 
matter is under discussion. I have always wel
comed it, because it is in this field that the 
realities of the South African situation lie.

However I leave that for the moment, be
cause there is one other aspect of the use of 
our labour that I should like to tackle here, 
and it arises out of this question of the lifting 
of the consuming power of the lower income 
groups of our country, whether they happen 
to be non-European, that is the bulk, or White, 
where there is only a small number with a 
low purchasing power. Now the Minister re
cently has had a conference on the subject 
of automation, and I don’t want to go into 
that very complicated and technical subject in 
detail. The point I wish to stress is this that 
whether South Africa is heading for great 
development in (hat field or not, it is obvious 
that we are going to increase the degree of 
technology applied in our country. Because 
once you get hold of an industrial machine,
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and start it, you cannot stop it. It causes 
more people to be born, it causes the stan
dard of living of existing people to rise, and 
that situation can only be maintained if you 
can continue increasing ou put. Therefore 
once you start on technological processes, 
whether it is accellerated by matters such as 
automation or not, you are committed to that. 
Now one of the essences of developing this 
process is having a good internal market. I 
think anyone who has studied the development 
of industrial technology, whether it be at the 
level of automation or lower down, realizes 
that the first phase of your development is to 
have a strong internal market, for the obvious 
reason that you have to carry the big capital 
cost of your technical development on an as
sured basis. Exports have never been so im
portant to this country as now, as the hon. 
member for Mayfair (Dr. H. G. Luttig) has 
pointed out. But you cannot succeed in a 
competitive world and have a strong exporting 
position, unless your internal market is strong. 
For that reason any lifting of the standard of 
living of the lower income groups of this coun
try that is not inflationary, but is consistent 
with progress, must lead to the strengthening 
of the economy of this country. I think the 
hon. member for Mayfair appreciates this, but 
I don’t think the bulk of his colleagues on 
that side of the House do realize how necessary 
it is to lift the purchasing power of those 
who are not blessed in that way. I do not 
think the hon. member put his case very well, 
but I think he fully understands the position. 
What he was trying to say was that it was 
no good developing your internal market if 
it did not go pari passu with an increased 
productivity. But if you are to have an in
creased productivity, which means a higher 
technical development, then your starting point 
is a lifting of the standard of living of the 
lower levels of the population. I am not talk
ing sentiment now, I am not appealing now 
on the ground of humanity, but I am appeal
ing on the ground of bread-and-butter econo
mics, and if we realize this, and we realize 
what purchasing power will be let loose when, 
as the hon. member for Bloemfontein (Central) 
has pointed out, we can train and teach the 
less fortunate section of our population (less 
fortunate in material means) to work harder 
and produce more, the results will be astonish
ing. And not only work harder but apply 
their labour more efficiently. It is no good 
just working harder, if you are working on 
the basis of 1830, because then people who 
are loafing but applying the technology of 
the twentieth century can beat you. That was 
the major point I was trying to make in my 
first approach to the Minister, that both in 
the Black group of labour and the White group 
we have to get a more efficient application 
of the resources that we have. By that I do 
not mean simply a kind of anthill, because 
you are dealing with human beings. So start 
your efficiency progress by regarding your 
labour as human beings, not as a series of 
ants or locusts, but as a series of human beings

who respond to the impulses that human 
beings do respond to. That is where a con
flict between the hon. Minister of Native 
Affairs and the hon. Minister of Labour might 
very well arise, because in the approach to our 
non-White labour force as human beings (be
fore we treat them as economic units) in the 
way we push them around and put difficulties 
in their way, we are already decreasing the 
efficiency of our labour force because you 
have not got the willing co-operation of those 
people. And that is one of the essentials apart 
from the lifting of their standard of living. 
Now my view of the future picture of this 
country is that although we are not yet ready 
for this thing which is called automation, none
theless elements of it are already present in 
our industrial organization. Wherever you 
have a continuous process in an organization 
such as Sasol for instance, already you have 
the beginning of automation. Automation is 
not just electronic brains and calculating 
machines. [Time limit.]

♦Mr. P. J. COETZEE: The hon. member for 
Bloemfontein (Central) referred a moment ago 
to the way in which the Opposition have 
retreated. After the Minister of Labour had 
replied to the debate for the first time yester
day, it was clear to anyone that the Opposition 
were then already on the run. It started with 
the introduction of the Budget. The Opposi
tion expected the Government to hand out 
gifts before an election. They would then 
have had the opportunity to show how the 
Government were trying to bluff the public. 
However, on the contrary, the Government did 
not do that. It introduced a constructive 
Budget, and during its regime it has cared for 
the workers. The salaries of the workers have 
been increased, and pensions, including dis
ability pensions, have been improved. How
ever, when one sits and listens to the speeches 
by the other side of the House, but especially 
by the Labour Party, one does not want to 
use the word “ agitator ” . . .

♦The CHAIRMAN: No, it has been ruled 
out of order.

♦Mr. P. J. COETZEE: I shall then use the 
word inciter. By way of interjection the hon. 
Leader of the Labour Party said yesterday that 
it was right for the Native stevedores in Port 
Elizabeth to ask for and to be paid 25s.

♦Mr. HEPPLE: Yes.

♦Mr. P. J. COETZEE: Mr. Chairman, wilt 
you then again allow me to use the word 
inciter, because that is what it amounts to. 
They are the people who are inciting the 
Natives by telling them things which are 
impossible. Those hon. members are supposed 
to represent the workers of the country. But 
what are they doing? Instead of doing that, 
they are trying to create unrest in the country. 
I really think these people should realize that 
they must show a sense of responsibility and 
that they cannot continue in this way. We know
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date between 20 and 30 and, if necessary, at 
the utmost 50 persons, for medical, therapeutic 
and physiotherapeutic treatment. I also want 
to put on record here my appreciation for all 
the specialists in Johannesburg and elsewhere 
who are giving their excellent services for this 
work. When I personally visited the centre 
I was deeply impressed by the seemingly hope
less cases but I was also deeply impressed by 
the large measure of success achieved there. 
In consequence the Government has decided 
to give its support to a pilot scheme at the 
factory for sheltered employment at Johan
nesburg, where a start will be made with the 
application of physical and mental rehabilita
tion to 25 persons. I trust and believe that, 
in view of the enthusiasm displayed by my 
Department’s staff engaged in this matter, we 
shall convince the Government and the coun
try of the value of the scheme and that the 
activities we are starting there will afterwards 
be extended on a much larger scale. In these 
Estimates you will be asked to vote a certain 
amount to this end. I hope that this will be 
the beginning of big things, for with the 
money which is feeing made available for re
habilitation in these Estimates, attempts will 
be made throughout South Africa, at any 
place where people gather, even in the 
cinemas, by means of advertisements and 
propaganda campaigns to get employers, the 
ordinary public and every person in South 
Africa interested in rehabilitation. In America 
they have what they call a “ Rehabilitation 
Week”, during which everything is focussed 
on rehabilitation—float processions in the 
streets, propaganda in the bioscopes, posters 
and even sermons in the churches. The whole 
population is being made aware of the fact 
that it is not enough to tell a person that one 
feels sorry for him, but that something must 
actually be done to lift that person out of his 
position of beggar to that of a self-supporting 
human being with self-esteem. I do hope that 
South Africa stands on the threshold of a 
great movement to assist these unfortunates 
not only with the selfish motive of assisting 
in order to obtain more manpower—even if it 
costs a lot of money, but mainly with the 
idea to restore such a person’s sense of res
ponsibility and self-esteem. Once more I thank 
hon. members who raised this matter and I 
hope that this will be an issue which will 
always be kept outside party politics, and that 
the wholehearted co-operation of all people 
in South Africa will he obtained to do so.

The hon. member for Maitland (Dr. de 
Beer) is a medical man, an tl I am sure he 
frequently comes in contact with babies. This 
afternoon he wanted to palm off a baby to 
me which he obviously is nht prepared to 
keep in his own arms. This is the baby about 
the working woman. He put a question to 
me, namely whether it is going to be a per
manent feature that married woffien take em
ployment. He asked what our plans were in 
regard to women who are working. He imme
diately added that he would not like to ex
press his own opinion on the matter. Well,

neither do I. There are various reasons why 
married .women are working. There are cer
tain economic reasons. There are lots of 
lower-paid employees in this country—we have 
never denied it. 'There are many cases where 
the wife goes out to work in order to assist 
the husband, but there are also cases where 
families have cultivated and accepted a stan
dard of living which actually they cannot afford.
It is a human failing. If your neighbour buys 
a new motor-car, you fail to see why you 
should not \also buy one; if his house con
tains all possible conveniences, why should 
you not have the same? But you never ask 
yourself whether your income can be com
pared to his. Very often it is a question of 
honour which compels the women to work. 
People cannot help themselves; on some occa
sion they were Blunged into debt and the wife 
has to work foA one or more years to save 
the situation. There are many more reasons 
which I could mention. But I do not want 
to fall foul of the women of South Africa by 
telling them that they should go out and work 
or that they should not. This is such a free 
country that everybody can do as he pleases, 
and I shall rather leave it in the hands of my 
colleague, the Minister of Social Welfare, for 
I as Minister of Labour cannot express an 
opinion in this regard.

The hon. member for Umlazi (Mr. Eaton) 
mentioned the training of Natives and the 
complaints of the Mechanics Unions Joint 
Executive that certain of these Natives are 
being trained and might ultimately compete 
with Europeans in thejr own area. Since the 
hon. member for Umlazi left the Labour Party 
he has apparently become a protagonist of 
White labour. I read that article and I am 
also worried, for I have always held the view 
that the Native who is trained, in whatever 
job it may be, is being trained to serve his 
own people and not to compete against the 
White man in a White area. That is also the 
point of view of the National Party. When 
the Government put the Native Building 
Workers Act on the Statute Book it was said 
quite specifically. The hon. member for Cape 
Eastern (Mrs. Ballinger) said that I would ex
perience difficulties in Geneva on that account. 
I shall say there exactly what I say here, for 
I have nothing to hide. I am not going to 
quarrel with people holding a different 
opinion. I hope when I come back that I 
shall be able to tell the hon. member, how 
those people have been persuaded to accept 
the Government’s point of view, something 
which cannot be achieved here with the hon. 
member.

Mrs. BALLINGER: May I put a question? 
How will this competition to which the hon. 
member for Umlazi referred, arise under the 
system of a common source of labour under 
the control of the Minister of Native Affairs?

T h e  MINISTER OF LABOUR: When 
Natives are trained in work which they cannot 
perform amongst their own people, it is 
obvious that after the training they have had
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they can sell their labour. And because they 
are not organized in trade unions which can 
enforce certain rights, they can sell their la
bour cheaper and it is possible that in conse
quence the White man will lose his work and 
his standard of living. I am worried about it 
and even before this debate started I gave 
instructions to my Department to supply me 
with a full report on the training of Natives, 
showing where training is taking place, 
whether in locations or anywhere else, and 
under which Department, whether under Na
tive Affairs or under a city council, or at the 
Margaret Ballinger Home near Roodepoort, 
I want to know the met hods of training fol
lowed and the jobs for which the Natives are 
trained. As soon as has been determined in 
what work they are being trained and what is 
in the report, I shall lay this matter before 
the Cabinet and then it will be the latter’s 
responsibility to decide whether it should be 
curbed or not and what further steps will be 
necessary. The hon. member for Umlazi can 
therefore rest assured that something will be 
done.

The hon. member for Constantia (Mr. 
Waterson) spoke about the Coloured people 
of whom we have such large numbers in the 
Cape. I want to tell the hpn. member and 
the hon. member for False Bay (Mr. de Vil- 
liers) that it is not merly a matter of figures, 
of the number of Whites compared to the 
number of Coloureds, but that it is a question 
of a suspicion which the hon. member has— 
and not only he but all hon. members from 
the Western Province have a suspicion; I have 
received many letters in that tonnection—that 
the White man does not wanit to follow the 
same calling as the Coloured ip the same area. 
He does not want to stand next to a Coloured 
man on the same scaffolding and work for the 
same wages. In the northern provinces we 
have no Coloured building Workers. They 
just do not allow a Coloured man being regis
tered in their trade unions. Thai is quite right. 
The White workers do not want to work to
gether with Coloureds. I do not; know whether 
there are certain groups of people in the coun
try who are prepared to do so. I can only 
judge from my personal feelings as a born 
Afrikaner and I would not do it. Apart from 
that it is not only the Afrikaners who feel 
that way. I received a letter from the wife 
of a Dutch immigrant in Sea Point asking 
whether I could not assist her husband getting 
a job in the north, because he cannot see his 
way to work together with Coloureds and 
under a Coloured foreman. The hon. member 
for False Bay said that he has a suspicion 
that with the depopulation of jthe Western 
Province many artisans rather than sharing a 
mixed artisan status, will move rway to Ihe 
northern provinces. I think the Cape has 
already lost two constituencies because the 
Europeans are moving away. The hon. mem
ber asks what can be done. Nothing has 
been decided, except that I sand that the 
Industrial Tribunal has been instructed to in
stitute an inquiry into this problem and the

instructions are that the inquiry should deal 
with the work of Europeans as well as non 
Europeans in certain districts. If the Tribunal 
finds it necessary that certain industries are 
to have a determination, it must decide in 
which industries that is to be done. I auif ‘ 
agree with the hon. member for Constantia 
that the Government is responsible also for 
looking after the interests of the Coloured 
people. The Government does not intend 
when applying the law, to turn the Coloured 
or the Native into the street. The Labour 
legislation knows no discrimination, but the 
Government is not going, seeing that the 
non-Whites hpve a majority in numbers, to 
allow them to turn the Europeans into ’ the 
street; they have the greater opportunity to 
do so; they can work at lower wages than the 
Europeans. The Government is doing all it 
can to protect the Europeans. I just want to 
give the House the assurance that this in
crease in unemployment amongst Coloureds 
which unfortunately is a high figure, is due 
to the “ won’t works ”. The largest number 
of those are to be found amongst the 
Coloureds. They tefuse work that is offered 
to them. Apart from withholding unemploy
ment benefits from ’ a person who does not 
want to work, my Department has been given 
instructions that it will have to devise other 
measures, for if a person is offered work in 
this country and refuses it, he ought to die 
from starvation. The man who loafs about 
and prays at night for work and thanks 
Providence the next day that he did not get 
any work, does not deserve any sympathy.
I once more want to lassure you that the 
Government is well aware that there are 
very many Coloureds performing good work. 
The inquiry which I have announced this 
afternoon is merely to determine certain facts. 
That is what we have an ‘ industrial tribunal 
for. The hon. member referred to a survey 
which was carried out near Stellenbosch. 
These surveys are scientific surveys which lag 
behind developments and are\not up to date, 
but when the industrial tribunal comes along 
it will determine whether therq is an ousting 
of Europeans taking place, ancA if that is so, 
whether it is due to natural causes, and when 
it makes a recommendation to the Minister it 
will be merely a recommendation either that 
the position should be checked or that it is 
no longer possible to keep it in check.

Mr. HEPPLE: I have good news for the 
hoa7 members opposite. I would like to claim 
the second half-hour. The Minister has just 
told the House with a great deal of feeling of 
his concern for the welfare of the White 
worker, and that he will do everything in his 
power to prevent Whites from being displaced 
by non-Whites. That gives me an opportunity 
to raise a matter which I had intended to raise, 
but perhaps I should raise it in a different 
form now. I would like this Committee to 
consider this Government’s policy of protect
ing the White worker by examining its practi
cal results. Throughout this debate we have 
had one Government speaker after another
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trying to make us believe that they are the 
saviours of White civilization. We have heard 
this for a long time, but the chickens are 
coming home to roost. When the hon. member 
for Alberton (Mr. M. Viljoen) says how pleased 
the White workers are with the policy of the 
Government and how they look to the Govern
ment to protect them from the evil machina
tions of the members on this side of the House,
I would like to bring the matter down to 
realities so that we can test the Government's 
policy in its practical application.

The matter I want to deal with is one which 
was discussed in this House before, and I 
make no apologies for raising it again, because 
it has now had a very interesting sequel. In 
the years 1954 and 1955 I raised the question 
of a certain clothing factory which closed 
down in Johannesburg and which had first gone 
to Standerton and subsequently to Charlestown. 
This clothing factory originally employed only 
White workers in Johannesburg. It then went 
to Standerton, where it_ employed mainly 
Native workers, and it is now located in 
Charlestown, in Northern Natal, and it now 
uses 100 per cent cheap Black labour. When 
I raised this question in previous years, hon. 
members opposite rose up in arms and said 
that my only purpose in criticizing this factory 
and attacking this labour policy of that com
pany was because it was mainly controlled 
by Afrikaners. Of course now the hon. mem
bers are landed with this little baby of theirs. 
They claimed possession of this company by 
defending it on the grounds that it was mainly 
an Afrikaans concern. I warned the hon. 
members at the time that they were tying 
themselves to a very dangerous labour policy, 
one which conflicted with all their protestations 
about protecting White labour, and civilized 
standards. The hon. member for Alberton, 
when I raised this matter in 1955, said—

It is especially noticeable that the Labour 
Party has made an attack on an Afrikaans 
factory, on Veka, because it is an Afrikaans 
factory.

Of course the hon. member for Alberton has 
a special job to do for the Nationalist Party. 
That is what he is paid for. We have heard 
this gramophone record of his. It is becoming 
a little worn, but we hear it every time abusing 
the Labour Party, but never answering our 
arguments. His answer to our question about 
defending White civilization in 1955 ended with 
him putting on the old worn-out record, which 
is becoming a little scratchy now, abuse of the 
Labour Party. He was followed by the hon. 
member for Germiston (Mr. du Pisanie), 
who is at present in a very difficult position 
in regard to the clothing industry. Germiston 
used to be the centre of the clothing industry 
in this country. What has happened to 
Germiston? Germiston is now going virtually 
bankrupt, because the opportunities of employ
ment in the clothing industry to-day are 
becoming almost nil due to the policy of those 
hon. members. I want to quote the words of

the hon. member for Germiston, because they 
are germane to the story I want to tell the 
Committee. This is what he said—

The Veka factory at Standerton and 
Volksrust has been chosen in order to 
besmirch the good name of the Afrikaner. 
They make attacks here on Afrikaans-speak
ing people in commerce and industry. The 
Labour Party, who are extreme liberalists, 
concentrate on that factory alone, and that 
with only one purpose, mainly because 
they think the capital of that company is 
mainly in Afrikaans hands. Their whole 
campaign against the Minister and the 
Government in this debate is nothing else 
but a besmirching of the good name of the 
Afrikaner.

What was this campaign of ours which 
besmirched the good name of the Afrikaner? 
That so-called campaign of the Labour Party 
was an accusation against the Government that 
whilst they were pretending to defend decent 
civilized standards and wages paid to the 
Whites, what they were doing in fact was to 
aid and abet a company which was circum
venting the payment of higher wages by the 
employment of non-Whites. The Labour Party 
said at the time, and it always has said, that 
it stands for a policy of equal pay for equal 
work. The hon. members opposite said that 
was their policy, too, but they added an 
additional principle, that there should be job 
reservation, and that certain spheres of work 
should be reserved for'White men. Now we 
have an opportunity of -'examining what has 
happened. How did they secure job reserva
tion? The company reserved jobs for one 
race only by going to a place where they 
could use one race only. Were they concerned, 
as these gentlemen pretend they were, with 
preserving that industry for Whites? No, they 
first went to Standerton where they could 
get Black labour at half the wage rates they 
paid in Johannesburg. What did they do after 
that? After that the factory was moved to 
Charlestown, beyond the jurisdiction of indus
trial council agreements, where they could pay 
not one-half but one-fifth of the usual wages. 
That factory, which was to reserve jobs for 
White workers, is now a totally Black factory, 
employing Black labour at very low rates. 
How does the hon. member for Alberton ex
plain that one away? He explains it away by 
attacking the Labour Party. Now I ask 
Government members how they defend that? 
What is the good of reserving a quota of jobs 
for White workers in Germiston at £13 a week, 
when the companies they defend go to Charles
town and pay £2 a week or 30s., and I believe 
in some categories only 15s. a week? So 
what is the good of job reservation? What 
a pretence, what a sham it is!

But I want to show the Committee the role 
that the Minister of Labour has played in this 
matter. He should be thoroughly ashamed of 
his role. When I hear the Minister in speech 
after speech talking about his defence of the
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White workers and White standards, I feel 
ashamed for him. He said he would not like 
to have a non-White man standing at his side 
and working for the same wages. No, he 
would see that the work was done by a Black 
man at a cheaper rate, and that the White 
man is put out of work. He would not only 
not protect the White worker, but he would 
encourage the exploitation of the Black 
worker. [Interjection.] The Minister should 
keep quiet because I have more to say about 
the role he played. In 1954, when I raised this 
matter first, the present Minister of Transport 
was the Minister of Labour, and he said that 
the fault lay with the industrial council for 
the clothing industry. He said they had not 
applied to him for an extension of their agree
ment to cover the workers in Standerton, and 
the responsibility is theirs. Had they applied 
to him for the extension of the agreement, 
he would have applied it to Standerton and 
would have seen to it that the same wage rates 
were paid there. I want to quote what the 
then Minister said, at Hansard, vol. 86, col.

These employers who are moving away 
from Johannesburg and from the Rand with 
the intention of being able to employ cheap 
Native labour will find themselves in a very 
big difficulty. One of these days they will 
pay the wages laid down in the agreement. 
As soon as I have the power to extend the 
agreement under Section 48 and the new 
Bill comes into force, they will have to pay 
the same wage rates as those payable in 
terms of the agreement. I think it is only 
advisable to warn them at this stage, and 
others who contemplate moving their fac
tories, that it will not benefit them in the 
long run.

The new Bill he was referring to was the 
new Industrial Conciliation Bill which this pre
sent Minister had the privilege of piloting 
through the House. How did this Minister 
carry out the threat of the previous Minister 
in regard to these factories who were moving 
away to get cheap Native labour? Last year 
the Industrial Conciliation Bill became law 
and the Minister got new powers under Section 
48, and how did he use them? He used them 
in order to give a retrospective exemption to 
this Veka factory. Let me go back a little to 
show the effect of that.

In 1955, when we raised this question, the 
present Minister was the Minister of Labour. 
He had already taken over when we raised this 
question again. He also had something to 
say which I must quote to this Committee. He 
said—

After a thorough investigation it was 
ascertained by the Department of Labour 
that this request for exemption by these 
people was a reasonable one.

This was the request by Veka for exemption 
from the Industrial Council Agreement. He 
said—

The Industrial Council considered the 
matter and after considering it they gave 
exemption until 30 April 1955 because the 
industrial agreement would expire on 31 
May 1955. That is all I did. There was 
then an appeal to me as Minister and all 
I did was to extend the exemption for one 
month to 31 May 1955 instead of 30 April 
1955, and I did this for a reason. The 
industrial agreement was to expire on 31 
May 1955. Since then the relevant indus
trial council has not come to an agreement 
and they have asked me to agree to an 
extension of the present agreement until 31 
July. That happened a few days ago. After 
31 July, when the new agreement has been 
made, we will have to consider the whole 
matter again de novo. If the industrial 
agreement is arrived at they will be exempt 
until that date, but the whole idea was 
certainly not to evade the agreement and 
to favour certain people.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Then the 
agreements were extended.

Mr. HEPPLE: The agreement was renewed.

Mr. LAWRENCE: Was the exemption re
newed?

Mr. HEPPLE: I will tell you what the 
Minister did. Once he got the Industrial Con
ciliation Act through, he gave them retrospec
tive exemption, first of all to 31 May and 
then subsequently through the new Act he 
gave them exemption from 1 June to 21 
October, and then subsequently from 1 
November to 15 December 1955. The conse
quence of this is very important, because if 
the Minister had not given this factory exemp
tion they were liable under the law for an 
amount of £14,981 7s. 9d. for under-payment 
of wages. The trade union, on behalf of the 
Native employees in this factory, claimed this 
amount and the industrial prosecutor at 
Standerton had already instituted proceedings 
against the factory to claim this arrear of 
wages amounting to almost £15,000. So the 
effect of the Minister’s exemption was not only 
to condone the under-payment of wages, but 
he saved them £15,000, and he assisted this 
company to defraud the Native employees of 
their just dues under the extension of the 
Industrial Council Agreement. [Interjections.] 
All I know is that when hon. members oppo
site tell us that they are protecting White 
workers, there is the evidence of what they 
are doing. Let us forget the question that 
these were Native workers. If these were 
White workers and the exemption had been 
given, the amount of £15,000 would have been 
underpaid in wages. In other words, the 
Government supports a policy of cheap wages.
It has a cheap wage policy. I want to ask 
hon. members what must be the attitude of 
any industrialist? If an industrialist is em
ploying workers at a certain rate of pay in 
Germiston, and by going to Standerton he can
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pay £15,000 less in a short period of less than 
three months, how can the industry be econo
mic in Germiston? How can they face the 
competition from Standerton? Of course they 
cannot. So not only is this an evil from the 
commercial standpoint, but it is the protection 
of a gross underpayment of wages. Not only 
that, it is a complete violation of the entire 
principle of the industrial council system. 
This Government can no longer pretend to be 
the defender of the industrial council system, 
because here it stands condemned of frustrat
ing industrial council agreements. It is no 
wonder that more factories are going to 
Northern Natal, beyond the scope of industrial 
council agreements. The promise that both 
the previous Minister and this Minister of 
Labour gave, that they would prevent factories 
leaving the Reef industrial areas to go to the 
Native areas to exploit cheap Native labour, 
has been shown to be a complete sham and a 
farce. There is another aspect of this matter. 
These factories that are going to the non- 
White areas to take advantage of the cheap 
Native labourers, are selling their goods to 
the high-class outfitting concerns in the big 
cities of the country. You can walk down 
Adderley Street in Cape Town or down Eloff 
Street in Johannesburg, and you will see the 
trade marks on the goods which are made in 
these factories employing this lowly paid 
Black labour. They are high-class products. 
They are well made and of equal standard to 
the goods made in factories employing White 
labour.

I have a definite policy in this matter. I 
have always made it clear to this House, that 
I believe in the rate for the job, and I believe 
that opportunity should be open for all work
ers. I am against racial discrimination in the 
field of labour. My complaint is not that 
these firms employ non-White labour, but that 
they are allowed to employ cheap non-White 
labour. In other words, they are able to ex
ploit this labour to the detriment of all sec
tions of the community.

Prof. FOURIE: It is discrimination against 
the Whites.

Mr. HEPPLE: Of course it is discrimination 
against the Whites.

Mr. LAWRENCE: I do not think the Tom
linson report recommended it.

Mr. HEPPLE: These hon. gentlemen are 
anticipating the Tomlinson report. This is, of 
course a policy of cheap labour in the reserves. 
I want to say that we are going to see further 
consequences of this. At present the indus
trial tribunal is investigating the clothing in
dustry on the question of the reservation of 
jobs. It has just held a sitting in Germiston, 
and I think Germiston is the only place where 
evidence was led to the effect that they want 
certain job reservations. I am sorry that the 
bon. member for Germiston (Mr. du Pisanie)

is not here, because he has always had a lot 
to say about this matter. What is the position 
going to be in Germiston? What help will it 
be to the White workers in Germiston if all 
the occupations in the clothing industry in 
Germiston are reserved for White workers, 
when the Minister will make it impossible for 
them to get those jobs because all the indus
tries are going to Charlestown?

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: You had 
better leave it to the tribunal and myself; you 
don’t even know what they are going to do.

Mr. HEPPLE: I know what the Minister 
is going to do. The Minister is going to per
petuate this policy of cheap labour. The Mini
ster owes an explanation to this Committee 
as to what his very good reasons were for 
granting this retrospective exemption to this 
factory that is now located in Charlestown. He 
must also tell us at what point he is going 
to stop these exemptions because other indus
tries are going to note that this Government 
supports a policy of getting away from the 
spheres of White labour at higher rates of pay 
and going to areas of the Union where they 
can produce their goods by the use of cheap 
non-White labour, and then sell those goods 
in the White areas. I say that this is a very 
good example to the whole country of the 
hypocrisy of the Government’s policy of 
defending White workers. Every member on 
the Government side who spoke has got up 
and boasted how they are protecting the White 
worker in this country. Is this the way in 
which they are protecting White workers in 
the country? (Interjections.) I have not en
ded the story yet. I want to say that this 
factory was established on Reddingsdaad 
money, the Reddingsdaad that was brought 
into being by Dr. Kestell to help the poor 
White worker. Poor Dr. Kestell would turn in 
his grave if he saw what Reddingsdaad money 
is being used for to-day. He would turn in 
his grave if he saw what the hon. member 
for Roodepoort (Mr. M. C. Botha) and his 
friends are doing to the Reddingsdaad to-day. 
The Reddingsdaad was originated to save the 
poor White worker, and the poor White wor
ker is being sold down the river by these hon. 
gentlemen. Reddingsdaad money has been 
used to establish a factory to employ not poor 
White labour, but poor Black labour. Hon. 
members on that side should be thoroughly 
ashamed of themselves for this travesty . . .

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Utter non
sense.

Mr. HEPPLE: The Minister talks about 
“ nonsense ”. He has a guilty conscience 
about what he did. The hon. the Minister 
was the first one to get his hands on Reddings
daad money to start the “ Blanke Werkers- 
beskermingsbond.” “ Beskerming my voet”! 
The whole miserable story of what these hon. 
gentlemen have done, the travesty they have 
made of a policy that was set out originally
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to protect wage standards in this country, now 
stands condemned. I hope that members on 
this side will not allow the Minister to get 
away with this pathetic attempt which they 
have made in the course of the debate on this 
Vote to set themselves up as the defenders of 
White living standards in this country.

I want to conclude by putting a pertinent 
question to the Minister and to his colleagues. 
I want them to tell this Committee what is 
to be their policy in future in industrial coun
cil agreements. Is this policy that has been 
initiated by the Minister in granting exemp
tions to clothing factories established in the 
rural areas, going to be applied to all other 
industrial council agreements where industries 
have gone away from the normal areas of their 
operation in order to establish themselves 
where they can take advantage of cheap Black 
labour? Is this Government going to grant 
exemptions to those industries? Because if 
that is going to be the policy of the Govern
ment, it won’t be long before there will be 
full employment among non-Whites, and mass 
unemployment amongst Whites. That is going 
to be the outcome of this Government’s policy. 
This Government’s pretence when they link the 
policy of equal pay for equal work with job 
reservation, is now exposed as a hollow sham.

*Mr. VAN DER WALT: The hon. mem
ber for Rosettenville (Mr. Hepple) most cer
tainly sang his swan song on the Labour Vote 
to-night. It is probably the last speech he will 
make on the Labour Vote in this House, unless 
one of two things happens: the first is that 
he will perhaps do what the hon. member for 
Umlazi (Mr. Eaton) has done. The second 
possibility is that he will stand for election 
as a Coloured representative. This is a pathe
tic attempt to infuse new life into the debate. 
The Opposition’s entire attack, both by the 
back-benchers and the front-benchers, was a 
pathetic failure. The attack made here this 
afternoon was a failure and they are now try
ing in this way to drag in Afrikaans institu
tions. What about all the other concerns in 
the country which use Native labour? How
ever, it is beneath me to deal with that matter.
I just want to say two things. In the first 
place I want to say that it is quite wrong to 
allege that the “ Blanke Werkersbeskermings- 
bond ” was given any money by the Reddings- 
daadbond. The Reddingsdaadbond never gave 
any funds to the “ Blanke Werkersbeskerm- 
ingsbond

*Mr. HEPPLE: How do you know?

*Mr. VAN DER WALT: No money of the 
Reddingsdaadbond was ever given to them.

*Mr. MENTZ: I collected every penny.

*Mr. VAN DER WALT: The Opposition 
should produce proof to substantiate their alle
gations. I am stating the facts to-night. The 
Reddingsdaadbond gave no money to the
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“ Blanke Werkersbeskermingsbond ”, In the 
second place the Opposition should produce 
proof to support the allegation made by the 
hon. member that Reddingsdaadbond funds 
were invested in this factory.

*Mr. LAWRENCE: Who are the share
holders in the factory?

*Mr. VAN DER WALT: Hon. members 
opposite cannot make these statements across 
the floor of the House without proof under 
the protection they enjoy in this House. Let 
them prove their allegations. I want to say 
at once that when I spoke yesterday I could 
not complete my speech. I therefore want 
to say two things with reference to the reply 
which the hon. the Minister gave us. In the 
first place I want to thank the Minister . . .

*Mr. HEPPLE: You are now running away.

•Mr. VAN DER WALT: No. I am not run
ning away. I cannot follow in the hon. mem
ber’s footsteps, I cannot sink to the same level. 
I want to thank the hon. the Minister for the 
information he has given us. There is a further 
question I want to ask him in this regard, 
namely, whether he can give us information 
regarding the background to this shortage of 
apprentices in the two industries concerned. 
If the hon. the Minister cannot give the 
information at once I shall be glad if he will 
let me have it later in writing. I also want to 
ask whether it will not be possible for the 
Department of Labour to give us annually full 
details of the number of apprentices being 
trained, the number of artisans imported from 
overseas and the number of artisans in the 
various categories in the country. The Year 
Book gives us certain information, but I feel 
that that information is not sufficient. If the 
Department of Labour cannot do so, is it not 
possible for the Minister to negotiate with the 
Bureau of Census and Statistics to publish that 
information annually in the Year Book? We 
would like to know each year what the number 
of artisans in the country is; what shortages 
there are and how those shortages are supple
mented by means of immigration and training.

*Mr. SUTTER: Immigration?

* Mr. VAN DER WALT: Yes, hon. members 
advocate immigration and we are prepared to 
take immigrants from overseas if we can get 
them. With a view to our industrial expan
sion, the shortage of skilled manpower in the 
country is a matter of importance to us. But 
I urge that we should first try to train our 
own sons and to make use of them as far as 
possible.

Mr. LAWRENCE: But you also said that 
in 1948.

*Mr. VAN DER WALT: A tremendous 
amount has been done to train apprentices in 
this country; much has been done to place
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to protect wage standards in this country, now 
stands condemned. I hope that members on 
this side will not allow the Minister to get 
away with this pathetic attempt which they 
have made in the course of the debate on this 
Vote to set themselves up as the defenders of 
White living standards in this country.

I want to conclude by putting a pertinent 
question to the Minister and to his colleagues. 
I want them to tell this Committee what is 
to be their policy in future in industrial coun
cil agreements. Is this policy that has been 
initiated by the Minister in granting exemp
tions to clothing factories established in the 
rural areas, going to be applied to all other 
industrial council agreements where industries 
have gone away from the normal areas of their 
operation in order to establish themselves 
where they can take advantage of cheap Black 
labour? Is this Government going to grant 
exemptions to those industries? Because if 
that is going to be the policy of the Govern
ment, it won't be long before there will be 
full employment among non-Whites, and mass 
unemployment amongst Whites. That is going 
to be the outcome of this Government’s policy. 
This Government’s pretence when they link the 
policy of equal pay for equal work with job 
reservation, is now exposed as a hollow sham.

*Mr. VAN DER WALT: The hon. mem
ber for Rosettenville (Mr. Hepple) most cer
tainly sang his swan song on the Labour Vote 
to-night. It is probably the last speech he will 
make on the Labour Vote in this House, unless 
one of two things happens: the first is that 
he will perhaps do what the hon. member for 
Umlazi (Mr. Eaton) has done. The second 
possibility is that he will stand for election 
as a Coloured representative. This is a pathe
tic attempt to infuse new life into the debate. 
The Opposition’s entire attack, both by the 
back-benchers and the front-benchers, was a 
pathetic failure. The attack made here this 
afternoon was a failure and they are now try
ing in this way to drag in Afrikaans institu
tions. What about all the other concerns in 
the country which use Native labour? How
ever, it is beneath me to deal with that matter.
I just want to say two things. In the first 
place I want to say that it is quite wrong to 
allege^ that the “ Blanke Werkersbeskermings- 
bond ” was given any money by the Reddings- 
daadbond. The Reddingsdaadbond never gave 
any funds to the “ Blanke Werkersbeskerm- 
tngsbond ”.

*Mr. HEPPLE: How do you know?

*Mr. VAN DER WALT: No money of the 
Reddingsdaadbond was ever given to them.

*Mr. MENTZ: I collected every penny.

*Mr. VAN DER WALT: The Opposition 
should produce proof to substantiate their alle
gations. I am stating the facts to-night. The 
Reddingsdaadbond gave no money to the

“ Blanke Werkersbeskermingsbond ”, in tu 
second place the Opposition should produce 
proof to support the allegation made by the 
hon. member that Reddingsdaadbond funds 
were invested in this factory.

*Mr. LAWRENCE: Who are the share
holders in the factory?

*Mr. VAN DER WALT: Hon. members 
opposite cannot make these statements across 
the floor of the House without proof under 
the protection they enjoy in this House. Let 
them prove their allegations. I want to say 
at once that when I spoke yesterday I could 
not complete my speech. I therefore want 
to say two things with reference to the reply 
which the hon. the Minister gave us. In the 
first place I want to thank the Minister .

*Mr. HEPPLE: You are now running away.

*Mr. VAN DER WALT: No. I am not run
ning away. I cannot follow in the hon. mem
ber’s footsteps, I cannot sink to the same level. 
I want to thank the hon. the Minister for the 
information he has given us. There is a further 
question I want to ask him in this regard, 
namely, whether he can give us information 
regarding the background to this shortage of 
apprentices in the two industries concerned. 
If the hon. the Minister cannot give the 
information at once I shall be glad if he will 
let me have it later in writing. I also want to 
ask whether it will not be possible for the 
Department of Labour to give us annually full 
details of the number of apprentices being 
trained, the number of artisans imported from 
overseas and the number of artisans in the 
various categories in the country. The Year 
Book gives us certain information, but I feel 
that that information is not sufficient. If the 
Department of Labour cannot do so, is it not 
possible for the Minister to negotiate with the 
Bureau of Census and Statistics to publish that 
information annually in the Year Book? We 
would like to know each year what the number 
of artisans in the country is; what shortages 
there are and how those shortages are supple
mented by means of immigration and training.

*Mr. SUTTER: Immigration?

*Mr. VAN DER WALT: Yes, hon. members 
advocate jmmigration and we are prepared to 
take immigrants from overseas if we can get 
them. With a view to our industrial expan
sion, the shortage of skilled manpower in the 
country is a matter of importance to us. But 
I urge that we should first try to train our 
own sons and to make use of them as far as 
possible.

Mr. LAWRENCE: But you also said that 
in 1948.

*Mr. VAN DER WALT: A tremendous 
amount has been done to train apprentices in 
this country; much has been done to place
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Evening Sitting

♦The MINISTER OF LABOUR: The hon. 
member for Rosettenville (Mr. Hepple) this 
afternoon stored up a lot of imflammable 
material and then put a match to it and ex
ploded. I have pot the slightest intention to 
react in any manner to the quite despicable 
insinuations which he made here. I scout it 
with the contempt it deserves. Certain hon. 
members, especially on that side, have a habit 
of making insinuations at every possible oppor
tunity about matters of which they know noth
ing at all, such as the origin of the capital, 
especially Afrikaner Capital. I am sorry that 
the hon. member is trying to stir up trouble 
and put matters in stich a light that all kinds 
of sinister intentions are insinuated as soon as 
Afrikaner business or Afrikaner capital is con
cerned. That can only result in harming the 
country in general. I \ believe, however, that 
our English-speaking friends in general are 
grateful that the Afrikaans-speaking section are 
contributing their share to commerce and in
dustry and the development of our country.

♦Mr. HEPPLE: I, too,

♦The MINISTER OF LABOUR: I am ex
tremely sorry that the hon. member did not 
show that in his words this afternoon. The 
question of the Veka clothing factory has been 
raised here for a number of years. This after
noon the hon. member for Rosettenville made 
it appear as if there has been some underhand 
business and as if I had lent myself, for the 
sake of an Afrikaner business, to doing some
thing which actually was not permissible. The 
hon. member is very welcome to inspect all 
the documents I have here tin regard to all 
the exemptions and the refusal of exemptions, 
the dates on which I granted exemptions, etc. 
He can have a look at these documents. Last 
year and in 1955. in dealing \yith this matter, 
I stated every time that the Industrial Council 
has the right to grant or refuse an exemption 
applied for, and when the Industrial Council 
turns down a request addressed to it, then the 
firm making the application has the right of 
appeal to the Minister, and according to law 
the Minister is entitled to refuse, or grant the 
appeal. In this particular case, and the hon. 
member will have to accept my word for it, 
the Veka factory was already in Standerton 
when I became Minister of Labour, and here 
in the House I endorsed the point of view 
that somebody should not move his factory 
in order to evade paying certain wages. I said 
so in this House. But I added ^hat I had 
granted exemption to that factory tq enable it 
to straighten out matters and to close down 
its factory at Standerton. All the exemptions 
which I granted were given for the purpose 
of being valid until such time as the factory 
had been closed and the firm had had an op
portunity of settling its own affairs \ without 
loss of capital. I have here the file in which 
the various exemptions have been noted. The 
last one was signed on 31 October 19X5, and

\
\

I added the remark that the exemption was 
being granted until such time as the factory 
had irone4 out matters and had moved from 
Standerton. The note here says that I asked 
the firm to, do so as speedily as possible. I 
now want to say, and I am sorry I have 
to say so—I have consulted the Secretary for 
Labour, for 1 should rather have taken all the 
blame upon myself for any delay that has 
occurred, but he asked me to say what I am 
going to say now, namely that as a Minister 
I am not in the least to blame, but that the 
blame rests with the Department as the result 
of a delay. The delay that has occurred is 
that the Department adopted the view that ex
emption cannot be granted with retrospective 
effect. Thereupon the firm concerned, the Veka 
factory, questioned this decision of the Depart
ment and insisted on calling for legal advice. 
That was done and the law advisers of the 
Government decided that the Minister’s deci
sion, as I gave it here, was automatically of 
retrospective effect. All this took time, but 
the parties were informed of the legal position 
as quickly as possible. Thereupon the Depart
ment, immediately after having been informed, 
sent off this letter. I have here a copy of the 
letter and it came from the head office in 
Pretoria, but it is undated and the Secretary 
for Labour, Mr. Hannah, also cannot say 
exactly what the date of the letter is; it is, 
however, of a recent date, and this is the 
letter against which the hon. member for 
Rosettenville is raising objection. This letter 
was sent, and I should like to read it to you, 
because it reflects the facts of the case—

The General Secretary, Industrial Council for 
the Clothing Industry, P.O. Box 5102, 
Johannesburg.

Dear Sir,

Appeal to the Minister: Veka-werksklere 
(Edms.) Bpk., Standerton.

With reference to the above matter, the 
Department is anxious to remove any mis
conception which my letter of 11 April 1957, 
might tend to create when read with my 
letter of 2 November 1955, and to this end 
the circumstances of the case are set out 
below in more detail than has hitherto been 
furnished:

Veka-werksklere (Edms.) Bpk., Standerton, 
made timeous application to your council 
for exemption from certain of the provisions 
of the then operative agreement for the 
periods 1 June 1955, to 31 July 1955, and 
1 August 1955, to 31 October 1955.

The council refused the application for 
exemption in respect of the two periods 
mentioned, and it was against these decisions 
of the council that the firm appealed in 
terms of Section 55 of the Industrial Con
ciliation Act, 1937. The Minister, after due 
consideration of all the facts before him, 
decided to uphold the firm’s appeal. Accord
ing to the said section of the Act, the
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Minister may either confirm the decision e/t 
an industrial council on an application for 
exemption or give such other decision ai  in 
his opinion the council ought to have given. 
In upholding the appeal, the Minister ia fact 
decided that the council ought to / have 
granted the firm’s application for exemption. 
As the application covered the p/riods 1 
June 1955, to 1 July 1955, and I August 
1955, to 31 October 1955, the effect of the 
Minister’s decision was to gran/ the firm’s 
application in respect of the yhole of the 
period referred to. This decision was not 
correctly conveyed to you ifi my letter of 
2 November 1955. /

The matter was only recently brought to 
the Minister’s attention by the Department 
as the result of the ii/estigation into the 
legal position, and the' Minister then con
firmed that the intention of his decision was 
as set out above. The delay in dealing with 
the employers’ apheal in respect of the 
period 1 November to 15 December 1955, 
was due to a misunderstanding in regard to 
the legal positit/i which was only recently 
clarified.

This letter was' signed by the Secretary for 
Labour.

Mr. LAWRENCE: That letter must have 
been written during the past three weeks?

*The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Yes, more 
or less. /That is the position. I am not going 
to discuss the merits of the case again. That 
was d/ne in 1955 and 1956. Hon. members 
thought that it was not necessary for me to 
have/given the exemption. I followed my own 
judgment which was that it was necessary, and 
as /most probably the hon. member for 
Rosettenville did not have all the facts before 
him, all I can ask him is to accept my word 
fdr it. This was not a question of bad 
intentions; neither is it something which I 
have tried to put straight after the event. 
/These are the true facts of the situation as it 
developed. I am definitely not happy to make 
use of the request of my Department to 
explain—I do not want to say that there was 
negligence—that as a result of circumstances, 
the matter dragged on and attention was not 
given earlier to the legal advice; otherwise 
this would never have happened.

Mr. HEPPLE: Let me assure the hon. 
MirfiStSfUiaTE accept without reservation the 
explanation he has given us. When I raised 
this matter earlier, I did not try to attribute 
ulterior motives to the Minister. I merely 
pointed out the effect of the policy he had 
adopted in this connection. I have not sug
gested that the Minister has done anything 
underhand. On the contrary, he has done 
something quite openly, and something that 
I think is to the greatest detriment of White 
workers in this country, as a matter of fact, 
of all workers. That was my complaint. In 
regard to the information that the Minister

has given now, the Minister says that only 
recently the full legal effect has been dis
covered of his original exemption. I would 
like to remind the hon. Minister what he 
told the House in this connection in 1955. In 
dealing with this matter in 1955 the Minister 
said this (Hansard, vol. 89, col. 7158)—

I agreed to an extension of the present 
agreement until 31 July. That happened a 
few days ago. After 31 July, when this 
new agreement has been made, we will have 
to consider the whole matter again de novo. 
If the industrial agreement is arrived at, 
they will be exempted until that date. But 
the whole idea was certainly not to evade 
the agreement and to favour certain people. 
In view of the fact that the Industrial 
Council itself agreed to an exemption until 
30 April, it would have been a very stupid 
thing to do to refuse the extension for that 
one month.

The Minister then left the impression here 
that he was only granting a temporary ex
emption until 31 July.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: The indus
try did not arrive at an agreement. That 
was the difficulty. They only made an agree
ment towards the end of last year.

Mr. HEPPLE: But the point is that the 
Minister left this Committee under the im
pression last year that he did not intend to go 
beyond 31 July.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: That was 
not my intention. I thought an agreement 
would have been arrived at by 31 July.

Mr. HEPPLE: I just cannot understand the 
Minister’s reasoning. I certainly was left 
under the impression that all the Minister 
was doing was to try not to be unfair towards 
this concern, and I agreed with the Minister 
that it would have been quite wrong to sud
denly spring upon this firm the demand for 
the extension of the industrial agreement and 
make it impossible for the firm to continue 
in business. My impression was that that was 
quite enough time. But the Minister decided 
(and I disagreed with that decision) to go 
far beyond that, the result being that this firm 
was able to save something like £15,000 in 
wages, which they would have had to pay if 
the agreement had been extended. That was 
my criticism. The obvious effect of that is 
that the Minister personally, in the applica
tion of the law, is making a complete sham 
of the protestations of him and his Govern
ment that they are out to protect the White 
worker, because the net result of what the 
Minister has done in this particular case, has 
merely been to. grant permission to a manu
facturing concern to pay lower wages to non- 
Whites. The Minister is shaking his head, 
but that is the effect. It simply has the effect 
of encouraging the utilization of cheap non- 

I White labour. I ask the hon. the Minister
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the same question I asked earlier to-day: 
What does the Minister think will be the 
effect on the clothing industry in Germiston 
or any of the industries in the big cities? An 
hon. member got up this afternoon and 
pointed out to me that there are two other 
factories at Charlestown. Of course there will 
be many more factories at Charlestown, and 
when the Minister of Native Affairs is finished 
all the factories in the areas utilizing cheap 
labour and all their products will be sold in 
the White areas. This is the first practical 
evidence we have got of the real effect of the 
Government's policy of apartheid. Here we 
see it in practice, and that is why I ask the 
hon. members on the Government side of the 
House to consider very carefully what they 
are doing. This is not a political issue. It 
is of no benefit to me to make political 
propaganda out of it. but I warn hon. gentle
men opposite of the final outcome of this sort 
of policy. It may win a few votes as a pass
ing bluff, but in the long run it will mean 
the death-knell of civilized labour standards 
in South Africa. I have never supported or 
advocated a policy of differential wages on 
the basis of colour. I can see where it leads. 
I think this matter I have raised this after
noon should help this Committee to under
stand where the Government’s policy is lead
ing us, and I hope we won't hear any more 
from hon. members on the Government side, 
as to how the White workers of South Africa 
are proud of the policy that the Government 
is following. They can only be proud of it 
if they don’t understand it. If they do 
understand what this Government is doing 
with this foolish policy, they will soon stop 
supporting this Government.

them to pay not equal pay for equal work, 
but lower wages to Black Native workers as 
against the wages that should be paid in that 
particular industry, when the Minister takes 
upon himself the right to protect the workers 
with his so-called colour bar, what happens 
to the workers? The White workers who 
were getting civilized wages in Germiston and 
in Johannesburg, their position is completely 
jeopardized by the Minister’s action. Let us 
get this thing very straight. Factories are 
going to move to Charlestown and are going 
to employ non-European or Native workers 
at ridiculously low rates of pay. What is 
going to happen to the factories that are 
established in the more normal areas of South 
Africa? What is going to happen to their 
employees? And when the Minister will be 
approached, as no doubt he will be, to de
marcate certain areas and certain trades for 
White workers, I know what he is going to 
do. He is going to say: All workers in Ger
miston, White; all workers in Johannesburg, 
White. He is going to say that those are 
the jobs reserved for White workers, but 
there won’t be any factories to work in, be
cause all the factories will move to Charles
town. And if they go to Charlestown and 
the Industrial Council and the trade unions 
ask for the agreement to be extended to 
Charlestown, then the hon. Minister is going 
to exempt them from the payment of the 
correct wages. I want to ask the hon. Minister 
a question: When he granted the further ex
emption to the Veka Factory, at Standerton, 
did he know they were going to move to 
Charlestown?

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: No.

Mr. LOVELL: I accept fully what the hon. 
Minister has told us, but I think it is neces
sary to remind the hon. Minister of warnings 
that we issued at the time when he was pilot
ing the Industrial Conciliation Act through 
this House. We warned him that by virtue 
of the changes he was making in the law in 
the definition of what a trade union was, he 
Was now putting himself in the position of a 
trade union. We warned him against doing 
that, and I am telling this House that what 
the Minister is doing in this particular case 
that was mentioned by the hon. member for 
Rosettenville, is having taken away the func
tion of the trade unions to protect the econo
mic interests of the workers; he poses him
self as the great protector of the workers 
who can no longer protect themselves. He 
said that the Government would now take on 
the job and the trade unions—I am now quot
ing the previous Minister of Labour, the pre
sent Minister of Transport—could look after 
the spiritual well-being of the workers. This 
sham should be exposed to everyone in South 
Africa. What has the Minister done now? 
When the trade unions had the right and the 
power to protect their own economic in
terests, this could not have happened. But 
when the Minister takes upon himself the 
right to grant exemptions to firms to enable

Mr. LOVELL: Everybody else knew about 
it. The Minister told us this evening that 
he gave them exemption in order to enable 
them to put their affairs in order and to close 
down the factory. Did the Minister have no 
knowledge that they were going to close the 
factory and move to Charlestown? Let me 
put a further question to him: Is he going 
to extend the industrial agreement to Charles
town now that they are there?

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: If they ask 
me for an extension . . .

An HON. MEMBER: Who?

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: The Indus
trial Council . . .

Mr. LOVELL: Good, I am going to ask 
the Industrial Council to ask him to do that, 
and if they do that, I want to know whether 
the hon. Minister is going to exempt this firm 
from paying proper civilized wages?

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: Wait and 
see. That is my business.

Mr. LOVELL: It is the country’s business. 
You see, Sir, the interests of the trade unions
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and the interests of the workers are the Minis
ter’s business, not mine, not Parliament’s busi
ness—his private business! That is what the 
hon. Minister has told us. Sir, it is the busi
ness of this country. We want to know whether 
this new regime of labour in this country is 
going to smash all the standards that our 
people fought for in this country, because 
they will now be at the mercy of the Minis
ter. That was achieved with his wonderful 
new Act, with his reservation of occupations.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: That was 
always the case, under the old Act too.

Mr. LOVELL: Yes, but under the old Act 
it could happen once, and under the old Act 
you could not reserve occupations as you will 
be able to do now. There is no doubt what 
the hon. Minister will be asked to do. He 
will be asked by the factories at Charlestown 
to reserve the occupations in connection with 
that trade for the Natives in that area, and 
as there will be no White workers competing 
for the work at these ridiculously low wages, 
the report will be that there are no White 
workers in Charlestown to be protected, and it 
will be easy enough to reserve those trades 
in Charlestown and places like that for Natives 
at rates, which could not have been applied 
before. The whole point is this: Equal pay 
for equal work was laughed at by hon. mem
bers there. The hon. member for Alberton 
told us how equal pay for equal work was a 
farce. It meant that European workers would 
get low wages and Natives would get slightly 
higher wages. But if the hon. Minister had 
honoured “ equal pay for equal work ”, this 
could not have happened in Standerton and 
could not have happened in Charlestown. So 
I say that the Minister and his party may get 
away with it in this instance, but I want 
to tell him that the workers of this country 
will watch the Nationalist Party and see 
whether they will try to get away with another 
example like this. Speaking about the protec
tion of White workers, does the hon. Minister 
protect the White workers by refusing to in
crease the cost-of-living allowance when the 
cost of living goes up? Is that how he pro
tects the White workers? The only way you 
can protect the White workers or Black 
workers, or any workers, is by protecting their 
standard of living, not by asking them to eat 
the colour bar for breakfast, lunch and din
ner. That won’t protect their standard of liv
ing, and instead of protecting their standard 
of living, the hon. Minister is giving them 
apartheid three times a day.

Mr. DAVIDOFF: I would like the Minis
ter to be good enough to stand up and reply, 
not by way of interjections but by speech, to 
the questions put by the hon. member for Be- 
noni (Mr. Lovell)? Let us examine the ques
tion as calmly as we possibly can. If the In
dustrial Council asks for an extension of the 
industrial agreement to Charlestown, T under
stand from the Minister that he will be pre

pared to extend it to Charlestown. But, Sir 
I want the Minister to tell this Committee with
out any equivocation whatsoever, that if the 
industrial council agreement is extended to 
Charlestown, the rate of pay for a similar 
class of work that is done in Charlestown will 
be the same as the rate of pay for that class 
of work if it is done in Germiston or Johan
nesburg, or anywhere else. Because if that is 
not going to be the case, and I would like my 
friends opposite to realize the position, you 
are going to get a job of work done in Johan
nesburg at let us say £7 or £8 a week, and 
that same class of work is going to be done in 
Charlestown at £1 or £2 a week. The dif
ference is this that in Germiston and Johan
nesburg, the people earning £7 or £8 a week 
will be Europeans, in the majority of cases 
females, but in Charlestown the people doing 
that work and earning £1 or £2 a week, will 
be Africans, and commerce and industry being 
what it is in this country, and competition be
ing what it is in this country, it is not neces
sary for me to tell this Committee what will 
happen through that unfair competition. Sooner 
or later all those industries operating in the 
urban areas, and having to pay their employees 
£7 or £8 or £9 a week will close up their fac
tories in those urban areas and will move 
to the country areas, to Charlestown.

An HON. MEMBER: You will lose your 
voters.

Mr. DAVIDOFF: South Africa as an indus
trial country will disappear. And, Mr. Chair
man, the European workers in the urban areas, 
will be thrown out of employment and the 
employment that they were engaged in will 
be undertaken by Africans at a third and a 
quarter of the rate of pay. I turn round to 
my friends opposite and ask them: Is that 
what they want to happen in this country?

Then I want to come back to the Minister. 
The Minister has given us his explanation 
which we have accepted. The Minister has 
told us under what terms and what conditions 
he granted the exemptions, and he emphasized 
one point. He said that he granted the ex
emption because of the fact that he wanted 
Veka to put their affairs in order and he did 
not want to ruin them. He went further, and 
by way of interjection he told us that he did 
not know that they were going to move to 
Charlestown at the time. I want to put 
a simple question to the Minister: Had the 
Minister been aware of the fact that it was 
the intention of the Veka factory to move 
to Charlestown under these circumstances, 
would he have granted that exemption? It is 
a fair question and I would like the Minister 
to answer that. Because if the Minister was 
aware of the fact that the Veka was going 
to overcome their difficulties by moving to 
Charlestown where they would not be sub
ject to the terms of the industrial agreement, 
where they could get cheap Native labour, I 
submit that the Minister would never have 
granted them that exemption. In view of the
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*The MINISTER OF LABOUR: I have very 
much pleasure in explaining this matter and I 
want to thank the hon. member for Salt River 
(Mr. Lawrence) most cordially for giving me 
the opportunity to explain the great work 
which the National Party is doing in this 
respect. This is a unique opportunity. When 
I took over the portfolio of Labour, there 
was a Veka factory at Standerton. That was 
an accomplished fact. I took over on 3 
December 1954, and early in 1955 this firm 
made application to the Industrial Council for 
exemption. It set out its reasons extensively 
for making the application. The type of cloth
ing the firm manufactured there was work
men’s clothing and was not competing with 
other factories manufacturing in the Rand area. 
When I considered this exemption, I went into 
several aspects. The first one was the firm 
itself which had its business there; whether it 
was an Afrikaans or English or Jewish firm 
did not come into the picture. I immediately 
took up the attitude that it would be unfair 
to refuse to give the firm an exemption. In 
the case of refusal, thousands of pounds of 
capital would have been lost, but that is not 
all. I immediately let my Department deter
mine, whether, since the firm came to Stander
ton and from the time the appeal reached me, 
any White workers had become unemployed 
and I could not find a single unemployed 
European in that whole area or the Witwaters- 
rand. When the firm started in Standerton, it 
did not start with Native labour. The first 
thing it did was to try and get European 
women to work in the factory. The firm did 
everything in its power. The Department of 
Labour assisted, but the firm simply could not 
get the White women. There is not one single 
White worker on the whole of the Witwaters- 
rand who has suffered any disadvantage from 
this exemption. If unemployment should pos
sibly have occurred as a result of this exemp
tion, I would definitely have thought twice 
before granting it. Those are my reasons, and 
I shall grant it again if a facory, being in 
similar circumstances, were to apply. I want 
to repeat here that I was not informed that 
the firm wanted to move the factory. I do 
not know whether the factory was restarted 
at Charlestown or at Standerton after it had 
been moved. Neither do I know whether it 
was the firm’s intention to keep an additional 
factory going at Charlestown: moreover, that 
is none of mv business. AH I know is that 
I gave this firm an opportunity to close the 
factory as soon as possible. My honest opinion 
was that the factory should have been closed 
by the end of 1956 already. The firm explained 
its difficulties to me. It bad certain materials 
winch they showed to my inspectors who went 
to inauire in the factory. I am fully convinced 
that this case is a hare which they have chased 
un on the other side. I am convinced that 
this was an attempt not only on the cart of 
my bon, fri'ends opposite, but also of other 
mischief-makers outside, to see whether in this 
manner they could not rouse the White workers 
against the Government. Hon. members know 
that an Industrial Tribunal has been instructed

to inquire into the clothing industry. The 
Tribunal has completed its inquiry, is busy 
deliberating now and will report to me in the 
near future. Most likely it will put a recom
mendation before me, and whatever its recom
mendation may be or whatever the report may 
contain, it will be tabled here in this House 
and hon. members can then on the basis 
thereof discuss what the future of the clothing 
industry will be and what the Government’s 
contribution should be to assist the White 
workers in the clothing industry, or where the 
Government has failed to serve the interests of 
the White workers. When the Industrial Coun
cil applies to have its area extended over the 
whole of the Transvaal including Charlestown 
and it appears that the council is sufficiently 
representative as laid down in the Industrial 
Conciliation Act, then the extension will be 
granted. This Government has not yet refused 
to extend the area of jurisdiction of an indus
trial council On the contrary, we have tried 
to see whether the Industrial Council for the 
Building Industry in Natal could not extend 
its area to the north of Natal. My Department 
assisted in bringing this about, because in 
northern Natal the Indians have completely 
ousted the Europeans from the building 
industry. In order to give protection to those 
Europeans, my Department tried to bring 
about an improvement in the representation 
of the parties, so that the Europeans could be 
protected. Why should the Government put 
any obstacle in the way of a council if it 
wishes to expand? It merely has to conform 
with the law as far as representation is con
cerned, and then my Department will grant the 
extension. But to try and create the impres
sion and it is a very cheap impression—that 
by my action of granting an exemption the 
interests of all the White workers have been 
neglected is nonsense. Surely, those are the 
last people whose interests 1 would neglect. 
I want to tell the hon. member on the other 
side that I sacrificed everything for these White 
workers; I resigned from a job and undertook 
to become the secretary of the “ Blanke 
Werkersbeskermmgsbond ”. That was in 1937 
These are the very people for whom I fought 
with whom I fought against Solly Sachs and 
the others who wanted to bring about our 
downfall. And do you think I would now 
leave these workers in the lurch bv doing 
something hke this? Surely it is the limit even 
to thmk of it.

If newsHaPers were to take the trouble 
to publish this, those workers would reallv 
emoy hearing what has been going on in this 
House.

ML—H.FPPLE: Apparently the hon. the 
Minister has mistaken the gentle manner in 
which we have handled him. [Laughter,] He 
has come back now with an aggressive speech 
trying to justify himself in a different manner 
from what he d<'d earlier. I would like to 
complete the picture that the Minister began 
to paint about this question before us. Tn 
reply to the hon. member for Salt River (Mr 
Lawrence) the Minister first of all said that
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these workers were unskilled, then he modified 
that by saying that they were semi-skilled. I 
think that I should inform this Committee as 
to what the position was in Standerton at the 
time . . .

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: They all 
started as unskilled persons.

Mr. HEPPLE: Will the Minister please give 
me a chance. May I tell him that everybody 
starts somewhere in life? I am not dealing 
with the origins of the family, I am getting on 
to deal with what happened in Standerton. 
When this factory started in Standerton it could 
not operate with unskilled workers only, it 
had to work with skilled operators as well. 
These workers were paid an average of Is. 8|d. 
an hour for a 46-hour week, totalling £3 5s. 9d. 
per week. The comparable wages for the same 
type of work on the Witwatersrand were 4s. 2d. 
an hour for a male for a 42-hour week, making 
an amount of £8 15s. 9d., and for females 
3s. 2d. an hour for a 42-hour week, making 
an amount of £6 14s. 2d. So in Standerton—
I am not now dealing with Charlestown—these 
workers were getting £3 5s. 9d. a week, whereas 
if the factory had been on the Witwatersrand 
they would have been paid from £6 14s. 2d. to 
£8 15s. 9d. per week for the same work. Now 
the factory has gone to Charlestown, and that 
factory and some others at Charlestown are 
paying even less. I think they are paying 
about one-fifth of what they are paying in 
other industrial centres, which is a very 
important point.

That is the one thing I wanted to clear out 
of the way. The second thing I want to 
clear out of the way is that the Minister 
says that when he had this application for 
exemption in front of him he had to take 
all factors into consideration, and he found 
that this factory was not really in competi
tion with the other factories. The surprising 
thing is that the products of this factory 
can be found in all the high-class outfitters 
in Johannesburg and Cape Town.

The MINISTER OF LABOUR: They have 
a very large factory in Johannesburg also. 
This was a small factory in Standerton.

Mr. HEPPLE: With nearly 200 workers. I 
do not know the figures of Johannesburg, but 
I do hope the Committee is noticing how the 
hon. the Minister is now wriggling, which 
shows that the Minister feels very guiltv on 
this point. I want to ask the hon. the Mini
ster what the Johannesburg factory has to do 
with it? I do not want to make any asser
tions but I understand that the Johannesburg 
factory merely does a portion of the assembly 
and the sales; it is not a manufacturing con
cern in the full sense of the word. I am 
given this information by my colleague here.
I have not the full facts here, but that has 
nothing to do with the factory in Charles
town.
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I want to ask the hon. the Minister another 
very pertinent question. If the Minister was 
justified, as he said, in giving exemption at 
this time, why does he discriminate between 
the Johannesburg factory and the Standerton 
factory? I could not understand what the 
difference was, and I cannot now understand 
why the Minister has to do this. Then the 
Minister said that when the factory first went 
to Standerton it tried to get White labour, 
but it could not so it had to use non-White 
labour. Nothing wrong with that, excepting 
the fact that they could get the non-White 
labour at a third of the rates that they were 
paying to the Whites. It was a very con
venient shortage for them. That will be the 
explanation that will be given to all these 
factories that go to the reserves or near the 
Native reserves. They will say they cannot 
get White labour therefore they have to get 
Black labour at one-third or one-fifth of the 
usual wage rates. This proves my argument 
even more strongly. The Minister in fact 
has entrenched differential wages that are 
going to react to the detriment of the White 
worker.

This evening the hon. the Minister made a 
statement that if application is made to him 
on behalf of the factories in Charlestown he 
will have no hesitation in extending the Indus
trial Council agreements to the factories 
there, but he added a very important pro
viso which I want this Committee to note: 
he said “ Providing that the Industrial Coun
cil can show that it is fully representative 
of the Charlestown area ”. Of course the 
hon. the Minister has opened a wide escape 
door for himself because, first of all, these 
are African workers who are not allowed to 
belong to Industrial Councils. Their trade 
unions are not recognized. From the em
ployees’ standpoint they can never be repre
sentative in Charlestown. Because of the in
dustrial legislation of this Government they 
can never be representative because they have 
no share on the Industrial Council. All the 
employers have to do is to stay out of the 
employers’ organizations and then the Mini
ster has his escape, and that is what the 
Government is going to do. I ask the Com
mittee to remember this reservation of the 
Minister’s. I can foresee that the Govern
ment will not extend the Industrial Council 
agreement to the Charlestown factories.

I want to conclude. I presume this will 
be the last thing to be said on this Vote, and 
I do owe the gentlemen opposite an ex
planation in regard to my charge this after
noon. I said this afternoon that the Blanke 
Werkersbeskermingsbond received money 
from the Reddingsdaadbond, and hon. mem
bers wanted to know what right I had to 
say that. The hon. member for Westdene 
(Mr. Mentz) said it was a lie and you, Mr. 
Chairman, had to ask him to withdraw those 
words, and another hon. gentleman here used 
similar words, I think it was the hon. mem
ber for Roodepoort (Mr. M. C. Botha). I
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got my information from a newspaper 
dated . . .

HON. MEMBERS: Which one?

Mr. HEPPLE: Does it matter what news
paper?

HON. MEMBERS: Yes, of course.

Mr. HEPPLE: Well, the newspaper is the 
Vaderland. [Laughter.] It is dated Donder- 
dag, 24 Februarie 1949 and it reads—

R.D.B. HET BLANKE 
WERKERSBOND GELD 
GELEEN: SCHOEMAN

Mnr. J. C. B. Schoeman, waarnemende 
hoofleier van die Reddingsdaadbond en ’n 
bestuurslid van die Blanke Werkersbesker- 
mindsbond het vanoggend onder Kruisver- 
hoor voor die Wolfaard-Kommissie ver- 
klaar dat hy die geld uit die fondse van 
die Reddingsdaadbond aan die B.W.B. voor- 
geskiet het sodat Mnr. G. H. van der Walt 
vanaf 1 Julie verlede jaar £11 18s. per week 
betaal kon word. Hy het beheer oor die 
B.W.B. se fondse gehad en dis die gewoonte 
dat die R.D.B. die geld voorskiet wanneer 
die B.W.B. ’n tekort het.

That is my information, and that was the 
basis upon which I made the statement this 
afternoon. If hon. members want to dis
agree about lending money or giving money, 
I do not want to quarrel with them. I will 
accept that it was lent, but I did say that 
they financed the Blanke Werkersbeskermings- 
bond. If this does not mean financing them 
I do not know what it means. I promised 
that I would bring my evidence and there 
it is to the hon. gentlemen; if they want to 
quarrel with it let them quarrel with the 
Vaderland.

*Mr. MARTINS: The hon. member who 
has just sat down apparently does not know 
the difference between lending and giving. 
He wants to tell the House that when some
one has lent money to another person, he has 
given it as a present and for nothing. If that 
is his method of interpretation and of pro
ducing evidence, then not only this House but 
the electorate should know what attention 
thev should pay and what value they should 
attach to the allegations the hon. member 
makes and to the proof he produces, because 
his proof has so little substance that it means 
nothing.

However, I want to deal with another mat
ter. Hon. members apparently want to tell 
the House that the non-Whites in Veka are 
doing skilled work . . .

*HON. MEMBERS: Yes.

*Mr. MARTINS: I made it my business 
to investigate personally what was happening 
there. Not one non-White in that entire fac

tory can make a jacket, a shirt or a pair 
of trousers. The one can make a sleeve, the 
other can sew the buttons on a shirt and 
the other can make buttonholes, but not one 
of them is a skilled worker who can make 
a suit of clothes, a shirt or a pair of trousers.
I also want to put this to the House. The 
hon. member himself in the speech he has 
just made said he did not have the facts.

*Mr. HEPPLE: No, I did not.

*Mr. MARTINS: He said he did not have 
the facts regarding the factory at Standerton, 
at Charlestown and at Fordsburg. He did not 
have the facts regarding the staff working 
there, the numbers working there and the 
work they did there. Without having the 
actual facts, what right do they have on the 
basis of a mere supposition to make an 
accusation against the Minister regarding a 
matter about which they do not have the 
facts? However, this matter goes much 
further still. The hon. member for Rosetten- 
ville and the entire Labour Party are trying 
to pose in this debate as the champions of 
the White worker, as the protector of the 
skilled White worker in South Africa. That 
is what they want to do. However, one 
should at least be consistent and one should 
not forget one’s past history. One should 
not forget what one said yesterday. I want 
to ask the hon. members when they aban
doned this policy of theirs which they pub
lished in the Natal Mercury of January 1953, 
the policy which they considered so impor
tant that they distributed it in pamphlets 
throughout South Africa*,,“ Labour view: Un
hampered revolution or evolution ”, and in 
which they said this—

Clearly opportunity must come first and 
this means the abolition of oppressive laws 
and the right to avenues of employment 
and occupation which are to-day closed to 
the non-Europeans.

Those are the people who said that that field 
of employment should be open to the non- 
Whites, and they referred there to skilled 
work. That should be open to the non-White 
and he should have equal status there. Other
wise there would not be evolution but revo
lution, strikes, etc., as they said about the 
boycott. They now want to act to-night as 
the champions of the White workers, whereas 
they have never yet been that in South Africa. 
They now say : “ Equal pay for equal work ”, 
namely that the Whites should sink to the 
wage level of the non-Whites. That was the 
policy of the United Party. [Interjections.] 
The hon. member for Queenstown (Dr. 
Steytler), who is now becoming so nervous, 
and the hon. member for Salt River (Mr. 
Lawrence) have now used this weapon the 
Labour Party offered them, this weapon for 
the making of political propaganda. I now 
want to ask them: On the basis of the inte
gration policy which the United Party advo
cates, namely dynamic integration in order to



5747 ASSEMBLY DEBATES 5748

attract the non-Whites to the cities, are they 
prepared to allow industrial development to 
continue in such a way that, as the Mentz 
Commission showed very clearly, another
59,000 morgen will be needed for Native loca
tions within the next five years and 5,250,000 
Natives will be attracted to the zoned areas 
within the next decades. The hon. members 
for Salt River and Queenstown through their 
interjections and their acceptance of the 
policy of the Labour Party, are merely 
spreading the idea of a boycott of Afrikaans 
businesses which was started by the hon. 
member for Rondebosch (Col. Jordan). It is 
merely because this is a firm with an Afri
kaans name that they have sought out and 
are concentrating on this firm. However, we 
now want to ask the United Party who are 
so opposed to this company which employs 
non-Whites, not as skilled workers but as semi
skilled and unskilled workers, where they 
stand as a party regarding the policy of their 
colleague who forced them to get rid of the 
hon. member for Germiston (District) (Mr. 
Strauss). He said the following in a speech 
in which he set out his principles—

There is, I am afraid, no doubt that the 
White wmkers in South Africa have been 
on occasions, and in many cases still are, 
unfair and unreasonable in their attitude 
towards African advancement. That attitude 
must change not only in fairness to the Afri
cans, but in the economic interest of the 
whole population, Black and White.

I also want to ask: What is the attitude of 
the United Party towards this idea of their col
league who gave them a new leader in the face 
of the four provincial congress resolutions, 
namely—

Gradually the gap between European jobs 
and African jobs will be bridged and more 
and more jobs will in practice as well as in 
theory become open to Africans until the 
present sharp distinction between Black jobs 
and White jobs becomes blurred and per
haps finally disappears.

Here we have the United Party which in the 
one instance is thinking of abolishing the 
colour bar, which is what the hon. member 
for Houghton has already said in the House, 
namely that she does not mind if the colour 
bar disappears as a result of integration. The 
hon. member for Kimberley (City) (Mr. 
Oppenheimer) has already stated that it should 
be abolished. On the instructions of that hon. 
member the United Party deposed their former 
leader and elected a new leader. To-night 
they are trying to use the Labour Party who 
are here by their grace as a means of venting 
their hatred of the Afrikaners. [Time limit.]

Vote put and agreed to.

On Vote No. 49,—“ Public Works”, 
£7,859,000,

Col. McMILLAN: I wish to put a few 
questions to the hon. the Minister in his capa
city as Minister of Public Works. The first 
question I have in mind is in connection with 
the question of the magistrates’ courts in Dur
ban. I raised this question first of all in 1951.

The CHAIRMAN: Is it in connection with 
the construction of new buildings?

Col. McMILLAN: Yes.

The CHAIRMAN: That is a Loan Vote.

Col. McMILLAN: I can assure you that 
this question has nothing to do with the Loan 
Votes. There have been conflicting state
ments made by the Minister and the Press 
which I want to read. The Minister, after 
years of argument, made this statement on 
28 February in the Other Place that—

“ The planning of the new Magistrate’s 
Court in Durban has been proceeded with 
and we should be able to hand over the site 
to the successful tenderer in January 1958, 
and the building will take more or less two 
years to complete.”

That was on 28 February this year, but to my 
amazement on 7 March, just a week later, in 
the Natal Daily News appeared the follow
ing article, and I would like some clarifica
tion from the Minister—

“ Durban gaol issue delays new court.”

It then goes on to say that the law courts 
cannot be proceeded with due to some mis
understanding about the gaol, and this is all 
due to the fact that the Director of Prisons, 
Mr. Verster, had made a statement. I shall 
be very brief. It just says this at the end:
“ Now the Council has been asked to tell the 
Department what its attitude will be if the 
Government decides to go ahead with build
ing the new court on the proposed site, even if 
the gaol is not moved elsewhere in the future ”. 
When I went home during the recess I was 
inundated with telephone calls from the legal 
fraternity and my constituents about this matter 
of the magistrate’s courts. Here the Minister 
made a clear statement, and here we have 
another statement appearing in the Press a 
week later. I ask, on behalf of the legal 
fraternity of Durban, on behalf of the people 
working in the magistrate’s courts in Durban 
and on my own behalf, whether the Minister 
will now give us once and for all a clear 
and consise statement on these two points: 
Are you proceeding with the building of the 
new magistrate’s courts, and where will they 
be built, and when? That is all I want to 
know.

Mr. BOWKER: We would be pleased if the 
Minister would give us some information re
garding his policy in connection with State- 
assisted museums, and if the Minister contem-
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\  The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: Major 
Spengler’s act was done when he had a reason
able suspicion.

Mr. LOVELL: No. Before you can get a 
warrant to arrest a man, you must state on 
affidavit that there is evidence upon which he 
could be arrested, in other words, evidence 
which could be placed before a court showing 
that he was guilty of an offence. No such 
evidence was available in this case . . .

Mr. B. COETZEE: That was not the rea
son why they did not get a warrant.

Mr. LOVELL: Well, why did they not get 
a warrant then?

Mr. B. COETZEE: Because they thought 
this was a case where they could arrest with
out a warrant.

Mr. LOVELL: That is what the hon. the 
Minister told me, but this is what was said 
at the application for bail: an application 
was made for bail at 9 o’clock in the evening 
in the Judges’ Chambers in connection with 
this case, and this is what the Crown said in 
opposing the bail: the Crown said they had 
a strong case against Mr. Lang and that if 
he was released, certain investigations would 
be hampered. What right did the Crown have 
to say that in connection with the application?
I assume that the Deputy-Attorney-General, 
who appeared for the Crown, was instructed 
by the Police that they had a strong case.

Dr. COERTZE: Police do not instruct the 
Attorney-General.

Mr. LOVELL: The Police informed the 
Deputy-Attorney-General that they had a 
strong case, but they had no case at all._ This 
is the position, and it is no use quibbling in 
this matter: it is now quite clear to every
body concerned that there never was a prima 
facie case against Mr. Lang, that there should 
never have been an affidavit upon which a 
warrant could have been issued, a truthful 
affidavit upon which a warrant could be issued, 
that there was a case against him, because no 
case was ever presented against him. And if 
there was a prima facie case, one would as
sume that the Crown would have presented 
that case.

What comes out of all this is that the hon. 
the Minister refuses to set an example to the 
Police Force of South Africa. The Minister 
refuses to tell the Police, as he should tell 
them, that there is a law for the citizen and a 
law for the Police, and it is the same law.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: Well, that 
is why the man was paid damages. You tell 
me what I must do with Major Spengler, I 
want your advice.

Mr. LOVELL: I will tell the hon. the 
Minister what he must do with Major Speng

ler. He must have an inquiry in terms of 
the Police Act.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: And?

Mr. LOVELL: And on the results of the 
inquiry he must take further action.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: What do 
you suggest an inquiry ought to find? You are 
now so clever, you have all the facts, what 
would you do?

Mr. LOVELL: I would see that if a police 
officer of the experience of Major Spengler 
acted lawlessly as he did in this case, that he 
should come up before a Police tribunal in 
terms of the Police Act, and that the police 
court should act. I am not going to dictate 
what it should do.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: You are 
now judging it on the facts, what would you
say?

Mr. LOVELL: Oh no, you cannot make 
me the judge.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: But you are 
putting yourself up as a judge.

Mr. LOVELL: No, I am not. The position 
is this, that some steps should be taken, but 
whether it be a reprimand or whatever the 
punishment be, I am not going to tell the 
tribunal what to do. But at least there should 
be an inquiry into this matter.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: But there 
was an inquiry, and we know all the facts, 
and now you know all the facts.

Mr. LOVELL: Was there an inquiry be
fore the Police?

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: Yes, that 
is why we are able to give you the particulars.

Mr. LOVELL: No, I asked the hon. the 
Minister whether there would be an inquiry 
or disciplinary action would be taken, and he 
said no.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: Not by a 
board or commission, but by senior officers, 
and now you have the facts.

Mr LOVELL: The point is this, if any 
member of the Police Force in the course of 
events commits acts which are illegal, what is 
the penalty for him, a reprimand or a tine 
there are certain penalities laid down and I 
am not concerned what it is, but I do say that 
if an ordinary member of the Police Force, 
not an officer, commits even the most technical 
offence he is taken before his officers and dealt 
with in accordance with the Police Act. Why 
should that not happen to Major Spengler?
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The next point is this, who is now safe in 
South Africa from actions of the Security 
Branch of the police . . .

Mr. B. COETZEE: You can get damages.

Mr. LOVELL: That is the whole point. The 
police and the Government have great powers, 
but they must not abuse these powers.

Mr. B. COETZEE: If they do them then you 
get damages against them.

Mr. LOVELL: But that is not sufficient . . .

Mr. B. COETZEE: Do yo want to bring 
them before a judge or what?

Mr. LOVELL: Action must be taken. The 
person who is responsible for the lawless act 
gets off scott-free; it is the Government who 
has to pay the money; it is the people who 
pay the money.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: I will pay 
you back your portion if you are worried 
about it.

Mr. LOVELL: The Minister must not be 
frivolous, this is a serious matter.

Mr. LAWRENCE: Is it not really the hon. 
the Minister who has encouraged a number of 
persons to believe that they can do what thev 
like? 3

Mr. LOVELL: That is the point. By the 
Minister refusing to take some action, he has 
given the green light to all those who have 
power in this country either to abuse it or 
not to abuse it as they please. That is the 
accusation that I am making. I want to tell 
the hon. the Minister that although he has 
every right to protect his Police Force, to pro
tect the force which he administers, from any 
sort of attack, if they act contrary to law they 
are not above the law and they must come 
before the ordinary tribunals that are set up 
for policemen who do not do their duty or 
exceed their duty or abuse their powers. And 
it is not for me to say what punishment the 
man should get.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: I am asking 
you for your advice, you have all the facts.

Mr. LOVELL: I do not have before me the 
list of legal punishments which can be meted 
out.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: Wise and 
noble Judge, what punishment would you 
give?

Mr. LOVELL: I might demote the mem
ber, if that is within the powers, but I do 
not know what the provisions are, and in any 
case it is irrelevant. All I can say is that it 
is the duty of the hon. the Minister, especi

ally when a senior member of the Police Fore 
acts like that, arrests people and uses thin 
degree methods on them, it is the Minister’ 
duty to strongly disapprove of that action an< 
to take the ordinary disciplinary steps such a 
are laid down in the Police Act. If a pri 
vate citizen commits an unlawful act he i,< 
thrown into a cell; if a reputable attorney i< 
suspected of committing an unlawful act hs 
is thrown into an insect infected cell; but wher 
a superior member of the Police Force acts 
unlawfully he gets off scott-free and nothin; 
is done to him. I call that a condonation ol 
lawlessness and I want the hon. the Ministei 
to say something about it.

Mr. B. COETZEE: You forget that Mr. 
Lang got £1,200 damages.

Mr. LOVELL: I am not interested in Mr. 
Lang, I am interested in the fact that the 
police are just as responsible to act lawfully 
as any other citizen. If other citizens act 
unlawfully disciplinary measures are taken 
against them, and if the police act unlawfully 
exactly the same law must apply. I ask for no 
greater justice nor lesser justice for the police 
than I ask for the ordinary citizens of this 
country. [Time limit.]

*Mr. HAAK: One can only be surprised 
at the irresponsible way in which the allegation 
has been made to-day that the police can do 
what they like and that they are inspired and 
assisted by the behaviour of the Minister. It 
reminds one of the attack made earlier this 
year on the police. That was an unfortunate 
and most unjustifiable attack, but it was especi
ally striking to note the reaction of the Press 
to that attack made by the hon. member for 
Rondebosch (Col. Jordan). When he made 
that attack, two articles appeared in the Press.
I want to refer especially to the reaction of 
the Cape Times. Articles appeared on two suc
cessive days under the heading “ Police and 
Politics”. The first was on 16 January, 1957 
and the next on 17 January. In the first article 
reference was made to the meeting held by 
the hon. member for Rondebosch and where 
he alleged the police were present. What was 
the reaction? The next day the question was 
asked in the Cape Times “ What is going on 
in this country?” After the paper had given 
a whole description of that meeting as though 
police were present, while in actual fact no 
police were present, the paper then came to 
this conclusion as regards South Africa—

The other is that the Nationalists are 
deeply in error if by any chance they think 
that South Africans will be intimidated by 
a parade of the apparatus of tyranny of the 
kind which brings discredit to the more dis
reputable of the Central American banana 
republics.

We therefore find that on the basis of an 
incorrect allegation—something which never 
happened—the Cape Times thought fit on the
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basis of that attack on the police and the alle
gations which had been made, to make an 
attack on South Africa and to compare us with 
•‘Central American banana republics”. That 
is why I say that that allegation by the hon. 
member was an unfortunate and irresponsible 
allegation. However, it was especially in
teresting to note the reaction of the Cape 
Times after the hon. member for Rondebosch 
withdrew the allegation the next day and said 
that he had made a mistake. He said he 
accepted the explanation by the police—as 
though the police really owed the hon. mem
ber an explanation after that allegation! I 
think the opposite was more the case. The 
hon. member owed the police and the Minister 
of Justice an explanation after he had made 
that allegation. However, another article 
appeared in the same paper on the following 
day: “ Police and Politics ”. That was done 
after an attack on South Africa had been pub
lished the previous day which was sent abroad 
and which played its part in arousing the out
side world against South Africa. After the 
hon. member for Rondebosch had said he 
had made a mistake, one would have expected 
the newspaper, after making such an attack 
on South Africa, would at least say that a 
mistake had been made. However, that was 
not the reaction of this paper. It says here 
that it was “ totally unfounded ”. It then says 
that the hon. member for Rondebosch made 
the attacks “ and there is not the slightest 
doubt that it was made in the utmost good 
faith”. The hon. member did nothing to as
certain whether it was correct. He did not 
telephone the police and ask whether their 
officials were there. Those people were at 
the meeting and he never asked them whether 
they were members of the police; he simply 
accepted that that was the position. What 
is more, after the hon. member had explained 
that he was wrong and after the police had 
confirmed that they had not had any officials 
at that meeting, the Cape Times said—

What is important is not that a mistake 
has been made but that a mistake could 
have been made. It is significant that when 
a senior member of Parliament observes a 
stranger taking notes, he naturally assumes 
that they are policemen sent there in defiance 
of ordinary ideas and civil liberties.

After it had been found that the facts were 
incorrect and after they had taken no trouble 
to confirm them, I think it was really far
fetched on the part of a paper such as this, to 
make an attack on South Africa’s good name 
and to say “ a mistake could have been made ” 
while they knew that that was not the position. 
I therefore say, to put it mildly, it was an un
fortunate and an extremely irresponsible alle
gation which was made, but what was worse 
was the reaction by the English Press, by the 
Cape Times, to that allegation made by a 
member of the legal profession which resulted 
in South Africa being attacked from our own 
ranks in a most irresponsible way. When the

facts were corrected, they did not even have 
the moral courage to put the matter right in 
their own papers, but they tried in this most 
reprehensible way to justify their misrepresen
tations It is for that reason that we find that 
this statement by the hon. member for Ronde
bosch was an unfortunate and irresponsible 
attack on the police, and we cannot but take 
this opportunity to express our strongest dis
approval of the attack he made and at the 
same time to express our indignation at the 
way in which the Press dealt with it to the 
bitter end.

Mrs. S. M. VAN NIEKERK: I find that 
in the debates of 1947 there is the following

In recent times cases of housebreaking, 
robbery, etc., have assumed enormous pro
portions. Housebreaking in and in the vici
nity of the big cities has developed into one 
of our most serious problems.

I also find these words—

People in cities like Cape Town, Johan
nesburg and Pretoria no longer go to bed 
with an easy mind, because there is always 
the danger of burglars. In a place like Jo
hannesburg people’s furniture and clothing, 
etc., are removed from their homes in broad 
daylight.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE; I think I 
said that.

Mrs. S. M. VAN NIEKERK: Yes, and I 
find further that speaking to the then Minister 
of Justice, the present hon. member for Salt 
River, the Minister of Justice says—

The Minister is not taking sufficient notice 
of this. The Minister is treating the matter 
too lightly. He states that the position is 
not so serious and he does not say what he 
proposes to do in this connection.

The man who said that in 1947 now has been 
the Minister of Justice for nine years. I ask 
the Minister what he has done about this 
crime which is as high as it has never been. 
I have here a few cuttings from the Press, 
they are headed “ Illicit liquor racket has shot 
up to 1.000,000 bottles a year on Rand ”. In 
Durban, “ Assault with intent to commit 
grievous bodily harm has in one year risen 
from 1,724 to 2,489”. “ Rand faces era of 
violence and fear: Crime in Johannesburg and 
its environs, which has long been worse than 
anywhere else in the Union, is rapidly taking 
on an aspect of wholesale lawlessness, violence 
and fear, which is probably without parallel in 
any other comparable city in the Western 
world”. “ Reign of terror and violence on 
Rand; 2,500 victims a month taken to hospi
ta l”. In Cape Town “ Thieves steal 350 
vehicles every month ”. In this morning’s 
newspaper I find several items. I find that in 
Cape Town a man was killed in a Brooklyn
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or tax receipts, and sleeping children are dis
turbed. Their first conscious relationship with 
authority in uniform is one of terror. That 
is what I am objecting against. Are we going 
to instil hatred and terror in the minds of 
young Black children because of the first 
contacts they have with the police in the 
middle of the night? This is a very serious 
matter and I appeal to the Minister to find out 
whether there is not some means of dealing 
with this problem. [Interjections.] I am pre
pared to offer suggestions at the right, time 
if the Minister is prepared to investigate the 
matter. I merely want to bring it to the 
Minister’s attention now and ask him whether 
he does not think the time has arrived to 
reconsider the whole question of how these 
raids are conducted.

Now I want to come to the second matter.
I want to raise the question of the Minister’s 
administrative actions under the Riotous 
Assemblies Act and the Suppression of Com
munism Act. I take the case of two trade 
union officials who are amongst the accused 
appearing at the treason trial in Johannesburg. 
When these people were granted bail certain 
conditions were attached to the granting of 
bail. One of these was a prohibition on their 
attendance of any kind of meeting. These two 
accused made application to the Supreme Court 
for a variation of the bail in order to allow 
them to attend industrial council and trade 
union meetings. Their case was set down to 
be heard on Tuesday, 8 January. The Special 
Branch of the police filed affidavits opposing 
the application. On the Monday before the 
judge gave his judgment, the police served 
banning notices on these two accused. The 
one notice was under Section 9 of the Sup
pression of Communism Act, prohibiting him 
from attending gatherings anywhere in the 
Union for a period of five years. The other 
was a notice under the Riotous Assemblies 
Act, confining him to the magisterial area of 
Johannesburg, also for a period of five years. 
Neither of these persons is a listed Communist, 
and the effect of the Minister’s administrative 
action on these men has been to restrain the 
decision of the Supreme Court. In other 
words, these people made a successful appli
cation to the Supreme Court for a variation 
of the bail order, but they have been unable 
to enjoy the benefit of that successful appli
cation because of the Minister’s administrative 
action. I raise this matter in the Committee 
to-night to appeal to the Minister to recon
sider this matter. These people asked for per
mission to attend industrial council meetings. 
Those are not meetings at which they can talk 
politics or make political propaganda. They 
are merely meetings of employers and em
ployees to consider the conditions and wages 
of the employees in an industry. These per
sons cannot violate any of the policies of the 
Minister by attending these industrial council 
meetings. I think the Minister's action was 
unduly severe in this particular case and I 
hope he will reconsider it. In so far as being 
confined to the magisterial area of Johannes

burg for five years is concerned, I do not need 
to tell the Minister what that means to an 
ordinary human being—not to be able to leave 
the area, not to be able to visit family or 
friends outside the area or to go on a holi
day; that is serious. I hope the Minister 
realizes how severe it is. It is even worse than 
imprisonment. I appeal to the Minister to 
give this matter his earnest consideration and 
I ask him to give these persons some relief 
which he can do without violating his own 
standards of undesirable political activity.

*Dr. COERTZE: The hon. member for 
Smithfield (Mr. J. J. Fouche) has correctly 
said here that we have had a remarkable 
phenomenon in this House to-night. The hon. 
member for Drakensberg (Mrs. S. M. van 
Niekerk) reproaches the Minister for not com
bating crime, but the hon. member for Roset- 
tenville (Mr. Hepple) reproaches him because 
he combats crime.

*Mr. LOVELL: What crime?

*Dr. COERTZE: The searching of houses 
is not in order to demand tax certificates, 
but to see who has no pass and who cannot 
give an account of themselves. The people 
who commit these crimes are the vagrants 
who have no work. They are the people who 
live by stealing, and housebreaking. They are 
the people who commit violence. [Interjec
tions.] But what is even more peculiar is 
this. If the Minister of Native Affairs tries 
to establish a Native township for the law- 
abiding citizens and to keep the vagrants out, 
it is the hon. member for Drakensberg and 
her party who object to it. [Interjections.]

*The CHAIRMAN: Order! When those 
hon. members speak, they do not want other 
hon. members to interject. They even ask 
for protection against interruptions before
hand, but now they continue to interject.

Mr. HEPPLE: On a point of order, you 
accused me of interjecting, but I did not say 
a word.

*The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member may 
continue.

*Mr. LOVELL: On a point of order, I in
terjected, but 1 did not ask for protection.

*The CHAIRMAN: That is not a point of 
order.

*Dr. COERTZE: If the Minister of Native 
Affairs wants to remove from a Native town
ship the people who should not be there, the 
people who are responsible for crime, it is 
the hon. members for Rosettenville and Be- 
noni who object. But now the hon. member 
for Rosettenville says the Minister of Justice 
must not raid those Native townships, and on 
the other hand the hon. member for Drakens
berg complains that the Minister does not
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basis of that attack on the police and the alle
gations which had been made, to make an 
attack on South Africa and to compare us with 
“ Central American} banana republics That 
is why I say that (hat allegation by the hon. 
member was an ui fortunate and irresponsible 
allegation. Howe- er, it was especially in
teresting to note the reaction of the Cape 
Times after the hoi. member for Rondebosch 
withdrew the alleg; tion the next day and said 
that he had mada a mistake. He said he 
accepted the explanation by the police—as 
though the police really owed the hon. mem
ber an explanation after that allegation! I 
think the opposite Was more the case. The 
hon. member owed t he police and the Minister 
of Justice an explanation after he had made 
that allegation. Ifowever, another article 
appeared in the sarrte paper on the following 
day: “ Police and Politics ”. That was done 
after an attack on S}>uth Africa had been pub
lished the previous (Jay which was sent abroad 
and which played it: part in arousing the out
side world against South Africa. After the 
hon. member for Rondebosch had said he 
had made a mistake one would have expected 
the newspaper, after making such an attack 
on South Africa, would at least say that a 
mistake had been Made. However, that was 
not the reaction of Ithis paper. It says here 
that it was “ totally Unfounded ”. It then says 
that the hon. member for Rondebosch made 
the attacks “ and tljerc is not the slightest 
doubt that it was ntede in the utmost good 
faith ”. The hon. m dm her did nothing to as
certain whether it wls correct. He did not 
telephone the police land ask whether their 
officials were there. 1 Those people were at 
the meeting and he nejyer asked them whether 
they were members of the police; he simply 
accepted that that wis the position. What 
is more, after the honJ member had explained 
that he was wrong ai d after the police had
confirmed that they h; d not had any officials
at that meeting, the C ipe Times said

What is importan 
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facts were corrected, they did not even have 
the moral courage to put the matter right in 
their own papers, but they tried in this most 
reprehensible way to justify their misrepresen
tations. It is for that reason that we find that 
this statement by tlfe hon. member for Ronde
bosch was an unfi irtunate and irresponsible 
attack on the police, and we cannot but lake 
this opportunity to express our strongest dis
approval of the att ick he made and at the 
same time to expre s our indignation at the 
way in which the Press dealt with it to the 
bitter end.

Mrs. S. M. VAN 
in the debates of 194

In recent times 
robbery, etc., have

■ NIEKERK: I find that 
■7 there is the following—

cases of housebreaking, 
__ , ___  assumed enormous pro

portions. Housebreaking in and in the vici
nity of the big cities has developed into one 
of our most serious problems.

I also find these wonds—

People in cities like Cape Town, Johan
nesburg and Pretofia no longer go to bed 
with an easy mind, because there is always 
the danger of burglars. In a place like Jo
hannesburg people’s furniture and clothing, 
etc., are removed from their homes in broad 
daylight.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: I think I 
said that. |

Mrs. S. M. VAN NIEKERK: Yes, and I 
find further that speaking to the then Minister 
of Justice, the present hon. member for Salt 
River, the Minister of Justice says—

The Minister is (not taking sufficient notice 
of this. The Minister is treating the matter 
too lightly. He states that the position is 
not so serious an$l he does not say what he
proposes to do ir

The man who said jthat in 1947 now has been 
the Minister of Justice for nine years. I ask
the Minister what 
crime which is as

he has done about this 
ligh as it has never been.C l  1 I1 1 C  w h i c h  CIO ^  *-------~

I have here a few cuttings from the Press,
they are headed “ I

Durban, “ Assault 
grievous bodily ha 
from 1,724 to 2,4r

its environs, which 
anywhere else in tl

this connection.

CUU1H6V " *•*   '
licit liquor racket has shot

H i c y  d i e  i r e a u v u  “  t v  J  »  T n
up to 1.000,000 bottles a year on Rand . In

with intent to commit 
■m has in one year risen 

Rand faces era ofirom I, / a-h m z,,,-rtxv • . T , i j
violence and fear: Crime in Johannesburg and

has long been worse than 
any wncie ciat ,1, L.ie Union, is rapidly taking 
on an aspect of wholesale lawlessness, violence 
and fear, which is probably without parallel in 
any other compaffible city in the Western 
world”. “ Reign of terror and violence on 
Rand: 2.500 victinis a month taken to hospi
ta l”. In Cape Town “ Thieves steal 350 
vehicles every month ”.  ̂ In this morning s 
newspaper I find several items. I find that in 
Cape Town a man was killed in a Brooklyn
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■flat. Two men died in a Rand riot. In Jo
hannesburg a middle-aged man died of brutal 
head injuries. In Cape Town a man was shot 
dead in Claremont. In/Johannesburg drive-in 
bandits grabbed £1,300'i i  a cinema raid. In 
Johannesburg a nurse was attacked in a flat, 
and in Cape Town one 4afe owner was shot 
and £200 stolen. [Interjection.] The hon. 
member for Ventersdorpj (Mr. Grey ling) as 
usual wakes up too late and asks me what I 
want to prove by that. I am proving that 
crime has never been so serious in South 
Africa as it is now, after nine years of the 
Minister of Justice who criticized his predeces
sor in 1947. I am then riot taking into con
sideration that there have to be more raids 
than then. I am thinking of the dagga raids, 
where in one district alone 85 tons of dagga 
were destroyed. The Minister was criticizing 
his predecessor—and I remember that it was 
not only the Minister of Justice whom he was 
criticizing nine years ago, but the whole of 
the United Party. There were pamphlets 
issued, one showing a mail who came home 
and found his wife murdered and the caption 
to that picture was . . . [Interjections.] That 
is supposed to be the chief organizer of the 
Nat. Party, and all he can; ask me is whether 
it is dagga grown in Drakensberg. It was 
not. It was a pamphlet issued by the Nat. 
Party and the caption to that pamphlet was:
“ Away with the United Party. They cannot 
protect your women and children ”. I want 
to know to-night from the Minister of Jus
tice what he is doing to protect the women 
and children of South Africa. In 1947 he 
spoke about flogging and stricter sentences and 
he said those were the Remedies for these 
evils. Well, he has applied both, and why is 
the incidence of crime higher than it has 
ever been before? I will jtell the Minister of 
Justice why it is higher, f It is because the 
police force is not sufficient. There are in
sufficient police to do thfeir job. They are 
overworked. The Minister of justice must 
not put the question to fne he put a while 
ago in a recent debate [when he asked me 
where he would get the; men, especially in 
Natal. When they stopped immigration the 
Minister of Justice must have known that he 
would get fewer men. When he was criticizing 
nine years ago and talking about the high 
incidence of crime, he ^should have known 
that he would need more policemen. I say 
there are not sufficient policemen to do the 
patrolling in the towns arid on the platteland.
I know of stations, and I quote Kingsley 
Police Station, near where I live, where there 
are_ two policemen together with five Native 
police who have to patrol an area where there 
are 11,000 Natives apart from the White 
people. I ask the Minister whether that is 
humanly possible? I say the police are over
worked. [Time limit.]

*Mr. J. J. FOUCHE: This is really very 
funny. Now the hon. member for D/akens- 
berg (Mrs. S. M. van Niekerk) holds it against 
the Minister that in 1947 he made that speech

which she read out here. I want to ask whether 
the Minister did not have the right to make 
that speech because in/ that year, which in 
her wisdom she selected, there was a serious 
increase in crime by 11.02 per cent as com
pared with the previous year, while in the last 
year, namely 1955, fof which figures are avail
able there was an increase of only 5.6 per cent 
in serious crimes. llie  hon. member made a 
great fuss about the poor police having to work 
so hard that there were not enough of them, 
and she blamed the Minister for it. In the year 
which the hon. member chose, under their re
gime, there were only 1.55 policemen per 1,000 
of the population df the country. Now this year 
the Minister has 1.63 policemen. But that is 
typical of the Unjted Party. The hon. mem
ber is alarmed at the crimes which are com
mitted but whenever the Minister proposes to 
grant the police1 greater powers ,to combat 
crime and to protect the women and children 
to whom she referred, she and her party al
ways become terribly upset. She is also very 
concerned about dagga smuggling. She is 
a member of the United Party and last year 
when the Minister proposed to pass a law 
allowing the police to enter a house without 
a permit to search it, if they suspected that 
it contained illicit articles, she joined her 
leader, the hefn. member for South Coast (Mr. 
Mitchell), in /fighting that Bill. Then she and 
the hon. member for South Coast made a 
great hullabaloo and stated that this country 
was becoming a Police State. I must say it 
is certainly i  curious state of affairs; The hon. 
member fofr Drakensberg speaks about the 
protection bf women and children while that 
party objects strenuously when the hon. the 
Minister proposes to take powers or to grant 
powers in order to give that protection.

Mr. HEPPLE; I want to raise two matters 
with the Minister. Firstly, I want to ask the 
Minister whether it is really necessary for the 
police to conduct raids on Native townships 
at four o’clock in the morning? The Minis
ter is probably well aware that these raids 
are very distressing to the law-abiding citizens 
of those towns. The police may have very 
good reasons for wanting to raid these town
ships occasionally, but I want to emphasize 
to the Minister the devasting effects these raids 
are having particularly on children. The child
ren are terrified. They are awakened by these 
raids which take place with increasing inten
sity, and it is having a demoralizing effect on 
the children.

Mr. MENTZ; Are you referring to what 
happened at Dube yesterday?

Mr. HEPPLE: I am not referring to one 
isolated instance. I am talking about these 
raids generally. I would like the hon. mem
ber to realize that I am talking about all 
raids that take place around 4 a.m. in the 
Native townships, when the police knock 
and demand entry and search for either unlaw
ful residents or lodgers or for permits or passes
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or tax receipts, and sleeping children are dis
turbed. Their first conscious relationship with 
authority in uniform is one of terror. That 
is what I am objecting against. Are we going 
to instil hatred and terror in the minds of 
young Black children because of the first 
contacts they have with the police in the 
middle of the night? This is a very serious 
matter and I appeal to the Minister to find out 
whether there is not some means of dealing 
with this problem. [Interjections.] I am pre
pared to offer suggestions at the right time 
if the Minister is prepared to investigate the 
matter. I merely want to bring it to the 
Minister’s attention now and ask him whether 
he does not think the time has arrived to 
reconsider the whole question of how these 
raids are conducted.

Now I want to come to the second matter.
I want to raise the question of the Minister’s 
administrative actions under the Riotous 
'Assemblies Act and the Suppression of Com
munism Act. I take the case of two trade 
union officials who are amongst the accused 
appearing at the treason trial in Johannesburg. 
When these people were granted bail certain 
conditions were attached to the granting of 
bail. One of these was a prohibition on their 
attendance of any kind of meeting. These two 
accused made application to the Supreme Court 
for a variation of the bail in order to allow 
them to attend industrial council and trade 
union meetings. Their case was set down to 
be heard on Tuesday, 8 January. The Special 
Branch of the police filed affidavits opposing 
the application. On the Monday before the 
judge gave his judgment, the police served 
banning notices on these two accused. The 
one notice was under Section 9 of the Sup
pression of Communism Act, prohibiting him 
from attending gatherings anywhere in the 
Union for a period of five years. The other 
was a notice under the Riotous Assemblies 
Act, confining him to the magisterial area of 
Johannesburg, also for a period of five years. 
Neither of these persons is a listed Communist, 
and the effect of the Minister’s administrative 
action on these men has been to restrain the 
decision of the Supreme Court. In other 
words, these people made a successful appli
cation to the Supreme Court for a variation 
of the bail order, but they have been unable 
to enjoy the benefit of that successful appli
cation because of the Minister’s administrative 
action. I raise this matter in the Committee 
to-night to appeal to the Minister to recon
sider this matter. These people asked for per
mission to attend industrial council meetings. 
Those are not meetings at which they can talk 
politics or make political propaganda. They 
are merely meetings of employers and em
ployees to consider the conditions and wages 
of the employees in an industry. These per
sons cannot violate any of the policies of the 
Minister by attending these industrial council 
meetings. I think the Minister's action was 
unduly severe in this particular case and I 
hope he will reconsider it. In so far as being 
confined to the magisterial area of Johannes

burg for five years is concerned, I do not need 
to tell the Minister what that means to an 
ordinary human being—not to be able to leave 
the area, not to be able to visit family or 
friends outside the area or to go on a holi
day; that is serious. I hope the Minister 
realizes how severe it is. It is even worse than 
imprisonment. I appeal to the Minister to 
give this matter his earnest consideration and 
I ask him to give these persons some relief 
which he can do without violating his own 
standards of undesirable political activity.

*Dr. COERTZE: The hon. member for 
Smithfield (Mr. J. J. Fouche) has correctly 
said here that we have had a remarkable 
phenomenon in this House to-night. The hon. 
member for Drakensberg (Mrs. S. M. van 
Niekerk) reproaches the Minister for not com
bating crime, but the hon. member for Roset- 
tenville (Mr. Hepple) reproaches him because 
he combats crime.

*Mr. LOVELL; What crime?

*Dr. COERTZE: The searching of houses 
is not in order to demand tax certificates, 
but to see who has no pass and who cannot 
give an account of themselves. The people 
who commit these crimes are the vagrants 
who have no work. They are the people who 
live by stealing, and housebreaking. They are 
the people who commit violence. [Interjec
tions.] But what is even more peculiar is 
this. If the Minister of Native Affairs tries 
to establish a Native township for the law- 
abiding citizens and to keep the vagrants out, 
it is the hon. member to r Drakensberg and 
her party who object to it. [Interjections.]

*The CHAIRMAN: Order! When those 
hon. members speak, they do not want other 
hon. members to interject. They even ask 
for protection against interruptions before
hand, but now they continue to interject.

Mr. HEPPLE: On a point of order, you 
accused me of interjecting, but I did not say 
a word.

*The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member may 
continue.

*Mr. LOVELL: On a point of order, I in
terjected, but I did not ask for protection.

*The CHAIRMAN: That is not a point of 
order.

*Dr. COERTZE: If the Minister of Native 
Affairs wants to remove from a Native town
ship the people who should not be there, the 
people who are responsible for crime, it is 
the hon. members for Rosettenville and Be- 
noni who object. But now the hon. member 
for Rosettenville says the Minister of Justice 
must not raid those Native townships, and on 
the other hand the hon. member for Drakens- 

I berg complains that the Minister does not
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rid the country of crime. I cannot understand 
it.

One must just note the way in which the 
hon. member for Rosettenville stated his case. 
I think the way in which he did it was un
worthy of a member of Parliament. He said 
that certain accused persons in the high treason 
trial had managed to have the conditions of 
the bail amended, but immediately the Minis
ter of Justice intervened and prohibited them 
administratively from holding meetings. That 
was removing something which had been ob
tained under the amended conditions of bail. 
Now he says the Minister of Justice should not 
have taken these steps. The court and the 
administration of justice grant what the Minis
ter withholds. As good as the judge was, so 
bad is the Minister. Sir, they should have 
known beforehand what would happen to them 
if they contravened the Suppression of Com
munism Act. They should not come after
wards with pleas ad misericordiam. To say 
that the penalty is a little too heavy is no 
plea at all. And to say that if someone is 
confined to the magisterial district it is worse 
than being imprisoned is not true either.

I would like to reply to the allegations 
of the hon. member for Benoni. According to 
him, the Lang incident is really an incident 
in which an important principle of justice 
is contravened. But what are the facts? There 
is Mr. Lang. He goes into a radio shop. He 
pays for certain parts used for broadcasting. 
He requests the shopkeeper not to say that 
he had paid for those parts. He is arrested 
illegally. Can he now say that he knows noth
ing about those broadcasts, just because there 
was insufficient evidence? The hon. member 
for Benoni now wants Maj. Spengler to be 
punished for his error in judgment, although 
Mr. Lang received damages as the result of 
the mistake made by the police. The hon. 
member for Benoni does not want justice but 
vengeance. It happens that the police make 
mistakes. I want to give examples of how 
many mistakes the police make. The first great 
Appeal Court judgment was in 1921, and 
thereafter there was constantly cases before 
the court where the police had done something 
wrong. In 1921 there was such a case, and in 
1926, and in 1929 there were two cases, and 
in 1930 one case, and another in 1931, and 
in 1933 two cases, and in 1940 there was one 
case and again in 1945, and in 1946, and in 
1950 there were two cases. And I have only 
mentioned the cases where the police com
mitted wrongful acts in one sector of the ad
ministration of justice. I have not yet men
tioned the cases where the police illegally 
arrested people. Therefore the police do make 
mistakes. They are also human. But now 
I want to ask the hon. member for Benoni 
this. He has been in this House for a long 
time. Has he ever before criticized the 
Minister if the police commit an injustice? No, 
not once. I know the hon. member was 
not here in 1921, but he was here in 1950 and 
1956. In 1956 we had the case of the illegal 
arrest of a Native woman, but then he kept

quiet. Do you know why he opens his mouth 
now? Because that radio transmitter made the' 
same sort of speeches that he and the hon. 
members for Rosettenville and Transkei and 
Cape Eastern would like to make, except for 
the fact that they do not think it is quite 
decent. Now they plead for those people. I 
think it is a scene I would rather not have 
seen in this House.

Mr. LOVELL: First of all, let me deal with 
the last point made by the hon. member for 
Standerton (Dr. Coertze). I have never heard 
those radio broadcasts. The hon. member 
says it is the sort of thing I would like 
to do. I know nothing about those broad
casts. I do not know what they contain. But 
that is not the point of the accusation. The 
point is that when the Minister finds that one 
of the senior officers has to admit in a court 
that he acted unlawfully, I say the reasonable 
thing to do is to get up in the House and say 
so, and to discourage it. But the Minister 
does not adopt that attitude. I have never yet 
heard the Minister disapprove of these things. 
The hon. member for Standerton spoke about 
other cases. We have brought those up. When 
a magistrate was thrown into a truck, did we 
not talk about it? And I never asked for 
revenge.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: If I were 
the hon. member, I would not refer at all to 
that case of the magistrate being put into the 
truck.

Mr. LOVELL: The hon. member dealt with 
the question of bail. He did not listen to 
what the hon. member for Rosettenville said. 
He just closes his ears and talks. What the 
hon. member for Rosettenville said was that 
the judge was asked to vary the bail order 
to allow these persons to attend meetings of 
the Industrial Council, but that affidavits were 
placed before the court by the police to oppose 
it. The court granted the order and it was 
therefore frustrated by the Minister through 
administrative action. [Interjection.] All I 
am saying is that if you get justice from the 
courts it is not right to spoil it with adminis
trative action.

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: The two 
things have nothing to do with each other.

Mr. LOVELL: They have. Then the other 
point was the great logic displayed by the 
hon. member for Standerton. He asked how 
the hon. member for Drakensberg could com
plain about crime, and theh we come along 
and complain about raids in the location. The 
hon. member for Drakensberg spoke about 
the increase of serious crime. We are on en
tirely a different subject, the indiscriminate 
raidings of locations, not on information that 
a crime has been committed, but the throwing 
out of a dragnet to catch the innocent and 
the guilty. All the people are disturbed and 
the children are terrified. The representations
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*Mr. LOVELL: What were these “ sub
versive activities”?

*The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: I said the 
police had received reports that the woman 
was engaging people from overseas in con
versation and that she was engaged in sub
versive activities.

Mr. LOVELL: What were they?

*The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: That was 
what the police had to investigate. The Oppo
sition’s attitude is that, when the police receive 
such reports, they should not investigate them. 
Eventually it was ascertained that the woman 
had made a large number of statements 
against the Government and the country’s 
policy.

Mr. RUSSELL: What is wrong with that?

*The MINISTER OF JUSTICE : The hon. 
member was not even here. The matter was 
simply reported to the Railways. This woman 
who had received a concession from the Rail
ways through which she was making money, 
was criticizing the country’s colour policy 
there. I repeat that this report in the Cape 
Times is a deliberate distortion and a false
hood. I never said it. [Interjections.] The 
Cape Times in its headlines which attract 
attention makes no mention of the fact that I 
referred to subversive activities. I ask the 
hon. member for Rosettenville (Mr. Hepple) 
whether that is correct.

Mr. HEPPLE: I cannot see the difference.

*The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: If the hon. 
member cannot see the difference between an 
allegation that a person may not criticize the 
Government’s colour policy and the fact that 
he may not engage in subversive activities, I 
cannot help him.

Mrs. BALLINGER: May I ask the hon. the 
Minister a question? Does the hon. the Minis
ter not think that it was natural for the 
reporter to link the first part of his speech 
which referred to statements about the colour 
policy to the points the Minister is now mak
ing?

*The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: He sat 
here and he heard the entire speech. I com
menced by saying—

Complaints were received that, when
people came ashore there, she was making
statements which were very much against
South Africa’s interests. . . .

I then furthermore said that she was criticizing 
the colour policy of the Government most 
strongly. In the same paragraph I said that 
she had every right to express her opinion, but 
I said inquiries were instituted because it was 
alleged that she was engaged in subversive 
activities. I deplore it most strongly that

speeches by Ministers in this House can be 
exploited in this way by so-called responsible 
newspapers to the detriment of the country. 
They are always misreporting me; I usually 
do not correct them, but here it is not I as 
a Minister who is affected, but South Africa.

I now come to the point the hon. member 
for Benoni (Mr. Lovell) raised in connection 
with Mr. Lang. After I had spoken last 
night, I remembered something which I had 
forgotten, and I also made further inquiries. 
I said here that a secret illegal transmitter was 
making all sorts of attacks on the Government 
and was making the most unsavoury state
ments about certain Ministers. It was broad
casting slander. After months of effort and 
through a wonderful piece of detective work 
in co-operation with the Department of Posts 
and Telegraphs certain people were then 
apprehended. Certain apparatus was confis
cated. On the following day the police tried 
to ascertain in Johannesburg where the 
apparatus had been purchased. They, of 
course, knew of certain firms which carried 
on this type of business. They went to a cer
tain firm and they found a certain person pay
ing an account. That person told the shop 
assistants that they should remove his name 
from their books; they should not record that 
he had paid. The police did not know why 
he was doing that, but they then asked the 
assistants whether they recognized the appara
tus. They then told the police that they had 
sold it to the man who had just paid the 
account. That person was Mr. Lang. Later 
his office and his home were searched. A 
piece of recording tape was found on which 
the following words were recorded “. . . The 
Nationalist Party has now been in power for 
eight years . . .” There the tape had broken 
off. It was clearly a tape which could be 
used for broadcasting. That also corresponded 
to statements which had been broadcast in 
the past over the radio. But he is innocent. 
These people used a certain radio apparatus 
for transmission purposes. The particular 
machine which was confiscated was bought 
overseas by the firm at the request of Mr. 
Lang. These were the grounds which led to 
the 'arrest of Mr. Lang. Firstly he had pur
chased the apparatus which was used for the 
transmissions. Secondly, he said in the shop 
that they should not record his name. I repeat 
that the technical mistake the police made was 
that they arrested him without a warrant. 
That is why we had to pay compensation. 
However, I ask hon. members: If a person is 
murdered and a pistol is found and the police 
later find a person in the_ act of Paying tor 
that pistol and he says his name should be 
deleted, do they not think the police should 
immediately arrest that person? The police 
then go to that person’s home and they find 
property belonging to the murdered person or 
something connected with the murder . . .

Mr. LOVELL: Tell us why you agreed to 
pay £1,250 to a guilty person?
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*The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: Because a 
technical mistake was made in that the police 
official arrested Mr. Lang without a warrant. 
I go further. Mr. Lang was formerly the 
Regional Leader of the Torch Commando in 
Pretoria. One of these persons who were 
apprehended and who was concerned with the 
transmissions, was also a leader of the Torch 
Commando in Pretoria. Just after Mr. Lang’s 
arrest, information was received that a secret 
meeting had been held in Pietermaritzburg 
shortly before, where the Freedom Radio was 
organized and where Mr. Lang played a lead
ing role. Under cross-examination Mr. Lang 
admitted that he attended this secret meeting, 
but he alleged that it was a meeting of the 
Anti-republican League, and that no Freedom 
Radio matters were discussed. He furthermore 
also denied that he had any connection with 
the Freedom Radio. I repeat that the police 
have to act on the basis of reasonable 
suspicion. Here an illegal act was taking 
place. A man is found in the act of paying 
for the apparatus with which the illegal acts 
were being committed. He says his name 
should be deleted. At his home, a recording is 
found which corresponds with attacks made 
on the Government over the Freedom Radio. 
Must the police not do anything? Mr. Lang 
received compensation from the State because 
a technical error was made. However, if he 
tells me that he, the former Torch Commando 
leader—the person who ordered the apparatus 
from overseas—knows nothing about the 
Freedom Radio, I do not believe him. He 
can give no explanation of these matters. We 
could not take him to court, because it is not 
an offence to pay for apparatus. It is not 
an offence to order such apparatus, or to 
import it from overseas. It is only an offence 
when one transmits without a licence. It 
could not be proved that Mr. Lang had 
actually made the broadcast. However, I say 
that two and two make four. Hon. members 
are now pleading for and protecting this man. 
I say he cannot honestly say he knows nothing 
of this matter. He cannot give any satisfactory 
explanation of this recording tape. etc. Those 
are the circumstances under which the police 
acted. Major Spengler made a mistake and 
he unfortunately committed an illegal act. 
However, I am not going to take action against 
him, because I think that, apart from the 
technical mistake he made, he had reasonable 
grounds for arresting this person. Had it 
been a murder and had he not arrested the 
person concerned, hon. members would have 
asked why the police were not doing their 
duty. I hope the House will now understand 
why the police had to take action.

The hon. member for Zululand CMr. 
R. A. F. Swart) raised the matter of witnesses’ 
fees. Witnesses’ fees were recently increased. 
His difficulty is, however, that the fees are not 
paid in advance. My Department informs me 
that the case he mentioned is exceptional. It 
does not happen very often. If a witness can
not support himself, he can make application. 
I am sorry he did not bring this matter to

my notice at that time, because we would have 
investigated it. If a witness cannot support 
himself, he can receive an advance from the 
State.

I now come to the matter raised by the hon. 
members for Port Elizabeth (West) (Mr. Hayl 
ward) and Drakensberg (Mrs. S. M. van 
Niekerk). I find the attitude of many members 
opposite very strange. The hon. member for 
Port Elizabeth (West) said the police should 
go to the farms and search the huts to see 
whether they can find beer, etc. We passed a 
law to give the police those powers. We then 
nearly had a riot here in the House. Some 
members made a big hullabaloo about the 
wide powers being given to the police to act 
without a warrant. I want to congratulate 
the hon. member for Smithfield (Mr. J. J. 
Fouche) on the drubbing which he gave the 
hon. member for Drakensberg. I want to tell 
the hon. member for Drakensberg—my good 
friend from my young days—that when she 
raises a matter, she should not become 
hysterical. She should do so calmly. She 
really became hysterical here, and quoted what 
I said here in 1947. I did say that, and I 
made certain suggestions which I put into 
effect when I came into power. When we 
came into power we gave the police wider 
powers and they opposed us. When we passed 
a law that people who had committed the 
crime of house-breaking for the third time 
should receive the indeterminate sentence, they 
also opposed us. When compulsory corporal 
punishment was introduced and when the 
police were given wider powers, they opposed 
us. However, the hon. member for Port 
Elizabeth (West) says the police should enter 
and should search the Natives’ huts. What 
does the Opposition then want? The powers 
of the police have been greatly extended since 
the days when that party was in power. 
Many thousands more police have been re
cruited. Heavier penalties have been imposed: 
they opposed all that.

The hon. member for Rosettenville raised j 
the matter here of the visits at night by the 
police to locations. It is true that that is an 
inconvenient time for these raids. The police 
duties are numerous; they have to search the 
locations for people who are living there 
illegally. Those people are only found there 
at night. It is of no avail searching there 
during the day. The police have to search 
for illegal liquor, weapons and criminals. It 
is of no avail going during the day. The best 
time is at night. When the police know that 
for example there are criminals in a certain 
location, they search the location at the best 
time. It is pointless going there and for 
example finding illegal weapons, but the 
criminals have escaped. The people there say 
they know nothing about the matter. It is 
a pity that that has to be done, but the police 
have to go during the night when the guilty 
persons are there.

Mr. HEPPLE: Is it necessary to have these \ 
mass raids? If the police have information
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that there are criminals in a certain house or 
houses, is it necessary for the police to knock 
up all the residents of that township and to 
search all the houses?

*The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: The diffi
culty is this: The police do not know where 
those criminals are. They merely receive in
formation that they are in that location. They 
do not know in which particular house they 
are. I can assure the House that numbers of 
people are apprehended in this way. This is 
the only way in which they can be caught.

The hon. member also raised the matter 
regarding two persons who are being tried in 
the high treason case. I just want to tell him 
that the two matters have nothing to do with 
one another. I knew nothing of the applica
tions those people made to the court in which 
they asked for certain leave. This matter has 
been going on for a long time. People have 
been prohibited from attending meetings for a 
long time past. Normally my Department 
reports to me and I sign the order. However, 
it really has nothing to do with that high 
treason case. I do not think there are any 
further points to which I must reply.

Mr. LAWRENCE: It is unfortunate, from 
his own point of view, that the hon. the 
Minister of Justice should have now fulminated 
in the manner in which he has this afternoon 
about this unfortunate occurrence at East 
London. While listening to him, I wondered 
whether it really was a case of the Minister 
having the jitters, or whether it was merely 
another manifestation of the fact that so many 
hon. gentlemen opposite believe that they have 
been put into office by Divine Providence and 
that they can do what they like in this country. 
The hon. gentleman has objected to a report 
of the debate yesterday in this Committee 
which appeared in a local newspaper. What 
is his objection? His objection is that he was 
reported as saying that exception was taken 
to this old lady of 69—this widow in the 
twilight of her life, carrying on this simple 
innocuous existence at the whaitf at East 
London—exception was taken to her criticizing 
the Government’s colour policy. There were 
what the hon. the Minister called “ berigte ”, 
Apparently in consequence of these reports all 
the cloak and dagger machinery of this 
Government had to go into action. The Secret 
Police had to be sent to this old lady and 
they had to interrogate her. The report which 
appeared in the Press this morning was to the 
effect that this lady had expressed some 
criticism of the Government’s colour policy. 
The hon. Minister takes exception to that 
report. He says it is inadequate. He went 
much further in that he claimed that it did not 
correctly reflect what he said. The hon. 
Minister did say that she had been indulging 
in “ ondermynende bedrywighede ” (subversive 
activities), and he then went on to talk about 
the Government’s colour policy. He repeated 
that this afternoon. He spoke about her talk
ing against South Africa’s interests. However,

even in his second version of what took place, 
he has not explained what the original com
plaint was against this lady. There were 
reports; what sort of reports? Anonymous 
reports; were there unsigned letters? To whom 
were these reports submitted? What was the 
nature of these reports? He has spoken of 
subversive activities which were threatening the 
welfare of the country. As a result of that all 
the paraphernalia of this cloak and dagger 
organization went into operation. A member 
of the Secret Police, posing as a passenger of 
a passing ship, went and discussed South 
Africa’s affairs with her. We have not yet 
been told what she said. Supposing that she 
said that she did not like this Government. 
Are we to understand that a person in South 
Africa who says that he or she does not like 
the policy of the Government, and who 
happens to be on Government property at the 
time, is likely to have a visit from the Secret 
Police ? In this particular case there was 
apparently incitement to commit a crime. Or 
at any rate to do something which would gain 
the disfavour of the present Government. The 
Minister has stressed this point. He says that 
in the report of his speech nothing was said 
about his reference to subversive activities. 
Whenever he spoke about subversive activities 
he linked it with colour policy, and he did it 
again this afternoon. The irresistible inference 
which arose from what he told the Committee 
to-day and yesterday was that this unfortunate 
old lady, intimidated in this way, had apparent
ly criticized the Government’s colour policy. 
The Minister went on to say that it was against 
the interests of South Africa. Is it against the 
interests of South Africa to say that he or she 
does not agree with Dr. Verwoerd? Is that 
against the interests of the country? I think a 
very important principle is involved here. 
What, in the view of the present Minister, con
stitutes subversive activities? Because if the 
Minister is correct in what he has said, every 
member on this side of the House may be in 
danger of having a visit from the Security 
Police. Let me again emphasize what I said 
yesterday, namely, that my objection is not 
against members of the Security Branch. There 
must be a Security Branch in this country in 
peace and in war.

Mr. ABRAHAM: You called it a cloak 
and dagger organization.

Mr. LAWRENCE: That is the Minister’s 
organization which I am calling a cloak and 
dagger organization, because I want to know 
what part the Minister takes in these affairs. 
It would have been very simple if the Minister 
had risen yesterday or to-day and said: In 
the light of all the circumstances and the 
evidence which has come to light since this 
incident took place, I realize that there was a 
mistake. I do not blame this member of the 
Security Police, but this was obviously an in
appropriate occasion for the use of the services 
of a member of the Security Branch. Had the 
Minister said that, he would have given some
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confidence to the people of this country and 
the people overseas. However, what do we 
deduct from this? I repeat that either the 
Minister has a guilty conscience—he has shown 
a certain amount of jitteriness this afternoon 
or otherwise he is quite satisfied that this sort 
of conduct should continue. If that is so, it 
is no good the Prime Minister throwing up 
his arms in horror when people talk about a 
police state, because this incident has shown 
that they have all the machinery of a police 
state ready to go into action. Merely  ̂because 
of some anonymous reports, “ berigte ”, which 
are submitted to the Minister or some other 
person in the Government, the machinery of 
the police state comes into operation; and 
not a member of the ordinary Police Force, 
but an agent provocateur, goes there. He 
concealed his identity. Here you had this 
innocent lady and an attempt apparently to 
bring her within the scope of the Suppression 
of Communisim Act. The hon. Minister was 
quite indignant, instead of saying that this was 
a mistake and that he would do his best to 
see to it that incidents of this sort are not 
repeated. But from the Minister’s statement 
this afternoon it is quite apparent that these 
incidents can go on occurring and peaceful and 
innocent citizens of South Africa . . .

The MINISTER OF JUSTICE: You are the 
right one to talk like that!

Mr LAWRENCE: Yes, Mr. Chairman. I 
had to deal with certain cases, and I have 
here this afternoon a book written by Dr. 
Hans van Rensburg who says this—

In doing so, we often broke the law and 
broke it shatteringly. In a monarchical 
system, a national republican struggle, and 
what the law calls high treason must in
evitably often be distinctions without clearly 
defined differences.

When that sort of thing happened, do you 
blame me for taking measures? But we are 
not in a state of war at the present time, but 
in a state of peace, and I repeat that the hon. 
Minister has lamentably failed to measure up 
to his responsibilities.

*Mr. UYS: The hon. member for Salt River 
(Mr. Lawrence) has now with great indignation 
attacked the Minister over “ this innocent old 
lady ” who was visited by the Security Branch 
of the police, because she had made certain 
statements. However, I would like to know 
from the Opposition, and especially from the 
hon. member for Salt River: Where we have 
an Act to combat Communism in South 
Africa, and where the Opposition supported 
it how can they now adopt such an attitude? 
The hon. member for Green Point (Maj. van 
der Byl) is now laughing, but he is one of 
those who had people investigated by the 
Security Police during the war, people whom 
he knew in his heart were innocent. He is one 
of those who had his chief agent in Bredas-
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dorp send the police to me to question me. 
He should therefore rather keep quiet. I want 
to ask the hon. member for Salt River: Where 
we have legislation to combat these matters, 
especially Communism, and where they adopted 
such a strong attitude towards Communism 
that when the legislation was before Parlia
ment, they even wanted to hang people under 
the Suppression of Communism Act, I want to 
ask him whether he does not also want the 
Security Branch of the police to take action 
when information is submitted to them? 
Should they simply ignore it and act as though 
it did not exist? If there is a single instance 
where an innocent person is perhaps also 
visited because certain statements had been 
made, should the Minister for that reason not 
have any investigations carried out in this re
gard. Is that the attitude of the United Party? 
However, I want to ask the hon. member for 
Salt River how many people he had investi
gated during his period of office merely on the 
basis of hearsay and stories? They then al
ways said: “ There is a war on ” but the posi
tion of many innocent people was investigated 
in this way. If subversive activities are being 
carried on in the country, of which the Gov
ernment and the Opposition are aware, and a 
single innocent person is also visited and ques
tioned—I do not know if that woman is so 
innocent, but I am assuming she is innocent— 
does the Opposition for that reason not want 
the activities and statements of these people 
investigated? Because a single innocent per
son may perhaps be investigated? I think the 
Opposition, and especially the hon. member 
for Salt River, who holds a responsible posi
tion in the Opposition—he should at least act 
responsibly—should not make such statements 
in the House. It is a scandal that the hon. 
member has spoken of the “ cloak and dagger ” 
organization of the Minister. He furthermore 
said that this branch of the police was already 
an indication of the police State we had here 
in South Africa, and he said this machinery 
was being created in order to be able to estab
lish a police State immediately. Does the hon. 
member think that those statements will do us 
any good? And then they are so terribly in
dignant when we accuse them of sabotaging 
South Africa! The hon. member for Ronde- 
bosch (Col. Jordan) said the same things in a 
speech. He saw a ghost at his meeting and 
then accused the police of attending his meet
ing. He has not yet even had the decency 
to apologize in this House to the Minister 
and the police for making such a false accusa
tion. I think that, where they have every right 
to criticize the Minister, the hon. member for 
Salt River and the Opposition in general should 
also show some sense of responsibility.

Vote put and agreed to.

On Vote No. 6.—“ Superior Courts ”, 
£759,000,

*Mr. J. W. DU PLESSIS: On this Vote I 
just want to refer to the subsistence and trans-
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Mr. WATERSON: It has become apparent 
in the course of the discussions on this Bill that 
the effect of the Bill as it is now before us 
is that the opportunity is being taken of an 
innocuous and innocent little Bill, as the 
Minister called it, to introduce potentially far- 
reaching results in line with what the Minister 
has called on other occasions the pattern of 
apartheid of his Government. Nothing that 
the Minister has said, none of his lame and 
halting contradictory explanations, has altered 
our opinion in that respect. The Minister has 
assured us that this Bill has nothing to do with 
the colour bar or with apartheid. Of course 
on this side of the House we have no con
fidence whatever in any assurance, undertaking 
or promise given by any member of the pre
sent Government. We are concerned with the 
Bill and not with the assurances of any parti
cular Minister. The Bill contains a provision 
which enables the Minister, if he cares to do 
it, through the boards which he nominates, to 
introduce complete apartheid in any of the 
14 cultural institutions mentioned in this Bill. 
It is not sufficient for the Minister, who as far 
as we are concerned is sure to jump to the 
tune of his colleague the Minister of Native 
Affairs, to say that he has no intention of 
using those powers. We are not concerned with 
the Minister and his intentions; we are con
cerned with the powers being placed in the 
hands of the hon. member who holds his posi
tion. It may be the present Minister of Native 
Affairs, for all we know, who becomes the next 
Minister of Education, and for those reasons 
we oppose the third reading of the Bill.

Mrs. BALLINGER: 1 also want again to 
record my objection to this Bill. The Minister 
gave us an explanation of his own intentions 
in regard to this Bill. In order to establish that, 
I proposed an amendment in the Committee 
stage which would have given the Minister 
exactly the powers he said he wanted. He 
explained meticulously to this House that all 
he wished to do with the Bill was to place the 
onus for the regulations of each institution 
on the board of that institution, because he 
had found it impossible to make uniform 
regulations to cover all the institutions, a per
fectly reasonable proposition to which no one 
can take any exception. But that is not what 
he did in the terms of this Bill, as the hon. 
member for Constantia (Mr. Waterson) has 
pointed out. It is true that he has taken 
power to make the boards responsible for 
framing regulations, but he has also extended 
the powers of the boards by giving them the 
power to draw their regulations on the colour 
bar basis. We raised that point with the 
Minister and he assured us that there was 
nothing at all in that, that he had no intention 
of applying colour bar regulations in this Bill, 
and that the thought had never entered his 
mind. On the assumption that he was telling 
us exactly what he wanted to do, I proposed 
this amendment but the Minister refused it. 
Now in my opinion it is very bad government 
to take more powers in any Bill than the

relevant Minister wants, that a Bill should 
be drawn in such a way as to implement the 
intention of the Minister and no more. It is 
bad government in any country to do more 
than that. It is particularly bad government 
in this country where the powers now implicit 
in this Bill are powers which we cannot fail 
to regard with considerable suspicion and 
alarm. They are not powers we can concede 
to any Minister, particularly not to a Minister 
of this Government, especially in view of the 
insistence by this Government that it proposes 
to establish the apartheid pattern in every 
aspect of our national life. In the circum
stances we are compelled to vote against this 
Bill. In doing so I wish to express my oppo
sition to this Bill and my grave regret that 
the Minister did not live up to his own declara
tion, but has continued to give the Bill this 
sinister character which we must oppose.

Mr. HEPPLE: The Labour Party will also 
vote against this Bill. I agree with the two 
previous speakers. The debate on this measure 
in its previous stages has revealed a completely 
unsatisfactory state of affairs, and we are not 
satisfied with the assurances given by the 
Minister. We oan see flowing from this 
measure a large amount of friction for the 
community generally and a great deal of 
humiliation in the application of it to wide 
sections of the community. We are completely 
dissatisfied with the whole procedure and we 
will vote against the third reading.

*The MINISTER OF EDUCATION, ARTS 
AND SCIENCE: Whilst the Bill was before 
the House the hon. member for Constantia 
(Mr. Waterson) took every opportunity to 
create suspicion against it. They simply would 
not accept my assurances that this is an em
powering Bill which gives the boards who 
control these institutions certain powers and 
that they act in accordance with the circum
stances prevailing at each institution which they 
control. An attempt has even been made to 
allege that this measure will be used to im
plement Government policy. Section 5 of the 
principal Act, No. 23 of 1931, lays down the 
functions of the boards of control and the 
Act further provides how these boards will 
be constituted. They represent municipalities 
scientific associations and other organized 
bodies which are interested in these institutions. 
May I say that, unlike the Opposition, I have 
every confidence in these boards of control be
cause political considerations never entered 
into the matter when they were appointed. 
On the contrary in a city like Cape Town and 
in other cities where such institutions are 
situated, we have appointed eminent scientists, 
artists and people who are interested in such 
institutions. Political interference has never 
been given a thought for one moment by them 
or by me. These institutions belong to the 
nation and are run on behalf of the nation. 
It is in the interests of the public and of every
one that proper order should prevail in those 
institutions and that they should continue as
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Bill read a third time.

PUBLIC SERVICE BILL
a source of pleasure to get the general public 
and not an irritation. It is for that reason that 
we are here trying to maintain them on that 
basis. I am sorry that hon. members have 
tried here to arouse suspicion against an 
innocent measure which grants those boards 
the power to maintain order.

Motion put and the House divided:

A yes— 79: Abraham, J. H.; Barlow, A. G.; 
Basson, J. D. du P.; Bekker, G. F. H.; 
Bezuidenhout, J. T.; Botha, M. C.; Botha, 
P. W.; Brits. G. P.; Coetzee, B.; Coetzee, 
P. J.; Conradie, D. G.; de Wet, C.; Deysel, 
A. J. B.; Donges, T. E.; du Pisanie, J.; 
du Plessis, H. R. H.; du Plessis, J. W. J. C.; 
du Plessis, J. H. O.; du Plessis, P. J. C.; 
du Plessis, P. W.; Erasmus, F. C.; Eyssen, 
S. H.; Faurie, W. H.; Fouche, J. H., 
Fouche, J. J.; Froneman, G. F. v. L.; 
Greybe, J. H.; Hertzog, A.; Hugo, P. J.; 
Jonker, A. H.; Klopper, H. J.; Knobel, 
G. J.; le Riche, R.; le Roux, P. M. K.; 
le Roux, S. P.; Liebenberg, J. L. V.; 
Loubser, S. M.; Luttig, P. J. H.; Malan, 
A. I.; Martins, H. E.; Mentz, F. E.; 
Mostert, D. J. J.: Nel, J. A. F.; Pelser, 
P. C„ Potgieter, D. J.; Potgieter, J. E.; 
Sauer, P. O.; Schoeman, B. J.; Scholtz, 
D. J.; Schoonbee. J. F.; Serfontein, J. J.; 
Shearer, V. L.; Smit. E. J.; Steyn. J. H.; 
Strydom, G. H. F.; Uys, D. C. H.; van 
den Berg, G. P.; van den Berg, M. J.; 
van den Heever, D. J. G.; van der Merwe, 
J. A.; van der Vyver. I. W. J.; van der 
Walt, B. J.; van Niekerk, A. J.; van 
Niekerk. M. C.; van Nierop, P. J.; van 
Rensburg. M. C. G. J.; van Rhyn, 
A. J. R.; Venter, M. J. de la R.; Viljoen, 
J. H.; Viljoen, M.; Visse, J. H.; Visser, 
J. H.; von Moltke, J. v. S.; Vosloo, A. H.; 
Waring, F. W.; Webster, A.; Wentzel, J. J.

Tellers: W. A. Maree and S. F. Papenfus.

Noes—49: Abbott, C. B. M.; Ballinger,
V. M. L.; Bloomberg, A.: Bowker, T. B.; 
Butcher, R. R.; Davidoff, H.: de Beer, 
Z. J.; Durrant, R. B.; Eaton, N. G.;
Fourie, I. S.; Frielinghaus. H. O.: Gay, 
L. C.; Gluckman, H.; Graaff, de V.;
Hayward, G. N.; Henwood. B. H.; Hepple. 
A.; Higgerty, J. W.; Jordan, R. D. P.; 
Kentridge, M.; Lawrence, H. G.; Lovell, 
L.; McMillan, N. D.; Mitchell, D. E.; 
Moore, P. A.; Oppenheimer, H. F.; 
Pocock, P. V.; Russell, J. H.; Shearer, 
O. L.; Smit, D. L.; Solomon, V. G. F.; 
Stanford, W. P.; Steenkamp, L. S.: Steyn, 
S. J. M.; Steytler, J. v. A.; Strauss,
J. G. N.; Suzman, H.; Swart, R. A. F.; 
Tighy, S. J.; Trollip, A. E.; Trollip.
R. A. P.; van der Bvl, P.; Warren, C. M.; 
Waterson, S. F.; Whiteley, L.; Williams, 
H. J.; Williams, T. O.

Tellers: H. C. de Kock and A. Hopewell.

Motion accordingly agreed to.

Third Order read: Report Stage,—Public
Service Bill.
Amendments in Clauses 2, 7, 11, 12, 14, 15, 

18 and 29 put and agreed to and the Bill, as 
amended, adopted.

The MINISTER OF THE INTERIOR: I
move as an unopposed motion—

That the Bill be now read a third time.
Mr. P. M. K. LE ROUX: I second.
*Mr. H. C. DE KOCK: I just want to make 

a few observations with reference to Clause 
29 in particular. It concerns the question of 
regulations in the Public Service. I have al
ready raised the matter on a previous occasion 
and I think the Minister said that he would 
go into the matter. I refer to the question 
of the codification of the regulations in the 
Public Service. I know that it does not affect 
this Bill but it is affected by the Bill and it 
is the great difficulty which is experienced in 
connection with the codification of all the 
Public Service regulations. We hear from all 
sides in the service that this is one of the great 
difficulties facing the Public Service. The 
Public Service regulations to-day comprise 
what could practically be called a scrap-book 
which is like a labyrinth in which it is difficult 
to find one’s way. I should like to know from 
the Minister whether he cannot see his way 
clear to instruct the enlarged or to-be-enlarged 
Public Service Commission to consider certain 
plans for the proper codification of the Public 
Service regulations. Most of the departments 
complain that in most cases there is only one 
administrative official in each department who 
has in bis possession the Treasury notices 
which are issued from time to time. They 
have great deal of trouble in connection with 
this matter. Would it not be possible to codify 
the regulations so that there will be no diffi
culty? This is a suggestion which is being put 
forward after complaints have been received 
from various quarters in connection with this 
matter. I should like the Minister to consider 
this suggestion and I hope that he will see his 
way clear to do something in this connection.

*The MINISTER OF THE INTERIOR: 
Now that the Act itself has been consolidated 
the next logical step is to consolidate the re
gulations as well. To my mind it is not even 
necessary for me to issue instructions. It is 
so obvious. From time to time the regulations 
have been changed and we did not want to 
consolidate the regulations on a large scale 
until we were certain of this Bill, but now 
that the Bill has been accepted it stands to 
reason that the regulations should be conso
lidated for the convenience for all concerned.

Motion put and agreed to.
Bill read a third time.



6275 ASSEMBLY DEBATES 6276

a source of pleasure to get the general public 
and not an irritation. It is for that reason that 
we are here trying to maintain them on that 
basis. I am sorry that hon. members have 
tried here to arouse suspicion against an 
innocent measure which grants those boards 
the power to maintain order.

Motion put and the House divided:

Ayes—79: Abraham, J. H.; Barlow, A. G.; 
Basson, J. D. du P.; Bekker, G. F. H.; 
Bezuidenhout, J. T.; Botha, M. C.; Botha, 
P. W.; Brits, G. P.; Coetzee, B.; Coetzee, 
P. J.; Conradie, D. G.; de Wet, C.; Deysel, 
A. J. B.; Donges, T. E.; du Pisanie, J.; 
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du Plessis, J. H. O.; du Plessis, P. J. C.; 
du Plessis, P. W.; Erasmus, F. C.; Eyssen, 
S. H.; Faurie, W. H.; Fouche, J. H., 
Fouche, J. J.; Froneman, G. F. v. L.; 
Greybe, J. H.; Hertzog, A.; Hugo, P. J.; 
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Loubser, S. M.; Luttig, P. J. H.; Malan, 
A. I.; Martins, H. E.; Mentz, F. E.; 
Mostert, D. J. J.; Nel, J. A. F.; Pelser, 
P. C., Potgieter. D. J.; Potgieter, J. E.; 
Sauer, P. O.; Schoeman, B. J.; Scholtz, 
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Walt, B. J.; van Niekerk, A. J.; van 
Niekerk, M. C.; van Nicrop, P. J.; van 
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A. J. R.; Venter. M. J. de la R.; Viljoen, 
J. H.; Viljoen. M.; Visse, J. H.; Visser, 
J. H.; von Moltke, J. v. S.; Vosloo, A. H.; 
Waring, F. W.; Webster, A.; Wentzel, J. J.
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Butcher. R. R.; Davidoff, H.; de Beer, 
Z. J.; Durrant, R. B.; Eaton, N. G.; 
Fourie. I. S.; Frielinghaus. H. O.; Gay, 
L. C.; Gluckman. H.; Graaff, de V.; 
Hayward, G. N.; Henwood, B. H.; Hepple, 
A.; Higgerty, J. W.; Jordan, R. D. P.; 
Kentridge, M.; Lawrence, H. G.; Lovell, 
L.; McMillan, N. D.; Mitchell, D. E.; 
Moore. P. A.; Oppenheimer, H. F.; 
Pocock, P. V.; Russell, J. H.; Shearer, 
O. L.; Smit, D. L.; Solomon, V. G. F.; 
Stanford. W. P.: Steenkamp, L. S.; Steyn, 
S. J. M.; Steytler, J. v. A.; Strauss, 
J. G. N.; Suzman, H.; Swart. R. A. F.; 
Tighy, S. J.: Trollip, A. E.; Trollip, 
R. A. P.; van der Bvl, P.; Warren, C. M.; 
Waterson, S. F.; Whiteley, L.; Williams,
H. J.; Williams, T. O.

Tellers: H. C. de Kock and A. Hopewell. 

Motion accordingly agreed to.

Bill read a third time.
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Service Bill.
Amendments in Clauses 2, 7, 11, 12, 14, 15, 

18 and 29 put and agreed to and the Bill, as 
amended, adopted.

The MINISTER OF THE INTERIOR: I
move as an unopposed motion—

That the Bill be now read a third time.
Mr. P. M. K. LE ROUX: I second.
*Mr. H. C. DE KOCK: I just want to make 

a few observations with reference to Clause 
29 in particular. It concerns the question of 
regulations in the Public Service. I have al
ready raised the matter on a previous occasion 
and I think the Minister said that he would 
go into the matter. I refer to the question 
of the codification of the regulations in the 
Public Service. I know that it does not affect 
this Bill but it is affected by the Bill and it 
is the great difficulty which is experienced in 
connection with the codification of all the 
Public Service regulations. We hear from all 
sides in the service that this is one of the great 
difficulties facing the Public Service. The 
Public Service regulations to-day comprise 
what could practically be called a scrap-book 
which is like a labyrinth in which it is difficult 
to find one’s way. I should like to know from 
the Minister whether he cannot see his way 
clear to instruct the enlarged or to-be-enlarged 
Public Service Commission to consider certain 
plans for the proper codification of the Public 
Service regulations. Most of the departments 
complain that in most cases there is only one 
administrative official in each department who 
has in bis possession the Treasury notices 
which are issued from time to time. They 
have great deal of trouble in connection with 
this matter. Would it not be possible to codify 
the regulations so that there will be no diffi
culty? This is a suggestion which is being put 
forward after complaints have been received 
from various quarters in connection with this 
matter. I should like the Minister to consider 
this suggestion and I hope that he will see his 
way clear to do something in this connection.

*The MINISTER OF THE INTERIOR: 
Now that (he Act itself has been consolidated 
the next logical step is to consolidate the re
gulations as well. To my mind it is not even 
necessary for me to issue instructions. It is 
so obvious. From time to time the regulations 
have been changed and we did not want to 
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until we were certain of this Bill, but now 
that the Bill has been accepted it stands to 
reason that the regulations should be conso
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Motion put and agreed to.
Bill read a third time.
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French scientists are warning that much 
more experimenting will be needed . . . be
fore we can call on the vaccines to make us 
change shape, colour and size. But one 
distinguished biologist claims that the results 
already achieved suggest that it may Tte pos
sible very soon to turn white men into 
black and black men into white.

The CHAIRMAN: How does the hon. 
member bring that in relation with the Vote?

Mr. SUTTER: 1 will explain that to you, 
Mr. Chairman. I am not dealing with this 
lightly. If for instance that vaccine were to 
be smuggled into this country, which it can 
be, and non-Europeans chose to have them
selves injected with it and thereby turn them
selves into apparent Europeans, how is this 
Government going to apply its policy of apart
heid? That is what I want to know. I don’t 
know what my friends are laughing about. I 
am serious. And what is more, this Secretary 
of the French Academy of Sciences declares 
that it can not only turn a black man into 
a white man but a white map into a black 
one.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! 1 am sorry, I 
cannot allow the hon. member to proceed on 
those lines. He is treating this Committee 
with frivolity, and I cannot allow the hon. 
member to proceed on those lines.

Mr. SUTTER: I want to assure you. Sir, 
that I am concerned about this matter.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I have given 
my ruling.

Mr. SUTTER: Well, Sir, as far as I am 
concerned, your ruling is damned unfair.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! Will the hon. 
member withdraw that reflection upon the 
Chair?

Mr. SUTTER: I will not withdraw. You 
think I am playing the fool, b̂ it I am not.

The CHAIRMAN: Then the hon. member 
must withdraw from the Hous^ for the re
mainder of the day’s sitting.

Mr. SUTTER: I will. \

Whereupon Mr. Sutter withdrew!.

*Mr. DE VILLIERS: I hope to be forgiven 
for not replying to the petty and personal re
marks of the last speaker. During this debate 
we have had the phenomenon that members of 
the Opposition have made various icontradic- 
tory statements and strange allegations. The 
hon. member for Edenvale (Prof. Fourie) told 
us that the cause of our Native problem did 
not lie in the Reserves, but in the cities. On 
the Prime Minister’s vote that saAie hon. 
member said that the platteland was\ not the

difficulty as regards the Native problem, but 
that the city was the breeding place of revo
lution. That is a condemnation of their own 
policy. This allegation by the hon. member is 
a condemnation of their own policy because 
it is exactly their policy to aggravate that 
breeding place of revolution in the cities. 
After all, it is their policy to allow millions 
more Natives to come to the cities which he 
says are the breeding places of revolution. I 
want to refer to-night to another factor which 
hon. members are perhaps forgetting. They 
are always referring to the economic factor. 
During this debate they have again accused 
the Government of restricting the economic de
velopment of the country by its policy. How
ever, by tips policy of theirs they are placing 
and. if it Should be applied, they will place 
a method in the hands of the Natives whereby 
the White man can be forced to his knees 
long before the Native enjoys political rights. 
In terms of this policy whereby they want to 
absorb millions more Natives into our eco
nomic life, iiito our economic structure, our 
economic structure will be made ever more de
pendent on the Native. We have already seen 
that the Native leaders and the A.N.C. have 
threatened that they will use this power in 
their political struggle against the Whites. The 
threats, the strikes and the resistance measures 
which we have had in the past were the writ
ing on the wall. We have seen that they have 
said at their congresses, the so-called freedom 
congresses, that they would use this method, 
this economic power which they would obtain, 
in their political; struggle. That is an aspect 
which is often forgotten. This policy of the 
United Party will place tremendous economic 
power in the ha'pds of the Natives and the 
Natives will use lit in their political struggle 
against the Whites. The passive resistance 
campaign, the bus boycott and other actions 
by non-White organizations are the writing 
on the wall. It is jpi indisputable fact that an 
overwhelmingly non-White labour force will 
be able by using this power and industrial 
strikes to compel the White minority to grant 
concessions which call bring about the destruc
tion of that White niinority. I want to deal 
with another argument which is repeatedly 
used. I want to refer to some aspects of it. I 
am referring to the repeated allegation which 
is made against the Nationalist Government, 
and especially against this Minister, that it is 
their actions which are causing the deteriora
tion in the relationship; between the Natives 
and the Whites. This rise of Black national
ism in Africa and in South Africa as well, this 
movement which we find in the cities especially 
—because we have heard that satisfaction pre
vails in the reserves—has nothing to do with 
the Government. That process and that anti- 
White movement which t we are also ex
periencing to a certain extent would have been 
the same no matter what government had been 
in power in South Africa to-day. I want to 
allege that it would have been worse had the 
United Party remained in power. That move
ment could only have been tamed if the White 
man was prepared to capitulate. However. I



6635 ASSEMBLY DEBATES V*

want to point out that even before this Govern
ment came into power, the non-White was 
already gradually becoming more and more re
bellious, their demands ever greater, and the 
relationship between White and non-White was 
becoming worse. [Quorum.] I say that this 
process would have taken place, no matter 
what Government was in power. I just want 
to show how the relationship between White 
and non-White deteriorated during the United 
Party’s regime. 1 want to refresh their memo
ries a little because they are continually mak
ing these accusations. I want to mention one 
or two incidents which took place during the 
United Party’s regime to show how the re
lationship between the Natives and the Whites 
deteriorated during their regime. We remem
ber that well-known strike by the Native Re
presentative Council in 1946. In 1946 the 
A.N.C. also decided to boycott all functions 
in honour of the British Ring as a result of 
their dissatisfaction. In 1946 the Native or
ganizations decided to bufn all passes. In 
August, 1946, 50.000 Natives in the Rand 
gold mines went on strike. In 1946 we had the 
resistance campaign amongst the Indians. In 
1947 there were further facial conflicts at 
Moroko in which Natives were involved and 
during which three White constables were 
murdered. That happened during the regime 
of the United Party. Now. however, they say 
we are responsible for this bad feeling. In 
1947 the Daily Mail, writing about these mat
ters. said, inter alia: “ The storm signals are 
up ”, and they spoke of “ the spirit of hatred ”. 
On 13 December 1947 the Forum referred to 
“ hostility and antagonism which has grown 
up between the races in the Jast ten years ”. 
A Nationalist Government was not then in 
power. Thus I could quote many other ex
amples to show that this deterioration in race 
relationships has nothing to; do with the 
Nationalist Government or this Minister. A 
man such as the late Mr. Rheirialt Jones, who 
at that time was chairman of the Institute of 
Race Relations, said inter alia this: “ The re
belliousness of non-Whites had. already com
menced before 1948 and the Smuts Govern
ment’s difficulties would have increased had 
they remained in power ”. We say that as 
a result of their half-hearted actions their 
difficulties would have been much greater than 
the difficulties of this Government because 
they would not dare to implement the policy 
they advocate to-day. In conclusion I just 
want to say this: We all accept that the 
Native problem is a great national problem 
in South Africa, a problem which over
shadows our whole future. The members oppo
site are the people who are alwlays speaking 
about national unity. Where we have a large 
measure of unanimity in regard to this mat
ter. we have an opportunity of strengthening 
national unity. But what are they doing? In
stead of strengthening the unity amongst the 
Whites in order to preserve the White man’s 
supremacy, they are creating greater confusion 
and division, and they are evep doing so 
abroad. On the other hand they qre arousing

and encouraging suspicion and lack of confi
dence ambrqjst the Natives towards the White 
G o v c rn m e n n s te a d  of promoting national 
unity they are tntoqrting the national will which 
this Minister is putthig into effect. In addition 
we have the most viblqnt language and the 
wildest of statements sucnNus we have also had 
during this debate. [Time limit.]

l\fr HF.PPI.F: [ want to raise the question 
of influx control with the Minister. 1 want 
to refer specifically to the question of the in
troduction of 300 labourers from the Transkei 
into the Port Elizabeth area. Perhaps the 
hon. Minister of Native Affairs is not aware 
of the fact that the Minister of Transport 
has brought in 300 scab labourers into the area 
of Port Elizabeth.

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT: Not 
scab labourers.

Mr. HEPPLE: The hon. Minister of Trans
port has a marked partiality for scab labour.

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT: They 
are not scab labourers. You can have no 
scab labour if there is an illegal strike.

Mr. HEPPLE: The Minister can try and 
wriggle out of it as much as he likes, but the 
fact of the matter is that the Minister of Trans
port brought in 300 scab labourers from the 
Transkei. Now the Minister of Native Affairs 
has often complained in this Committee that he 
has a great deal of difficulty in the applica
tion of the influx control measures because 
employers of labour insist on bringing these 
labourers into the urban areas. The Minister 
of Native Affairs says that his greatest job is 
to keep them out. In this morning’s Rand 
Daily Mail, there appeared a letter from a 
man outside Johannesburg, complaining that 
he has had great difficulty in obtaining suffi
cient African labour. This man, according to 
his letter, is a small-holder, and he says he is 
producing goods for the export market. He 
is an agricultural producer and he says that he 
is having a considerable amount of difficulty 
in getting African labour, and among other 
things he says the following—

Another question for the dictatorial Dr. 
Verwoerd: Why, when I try to be law- 
abiding, must 1 be treated like a criminal 
and subjected to lectures by his minions? On 
being told by one of them that I was bring
ing all Africa into the Union, I pointed out 
that I only wanted labour for my small
holding and was promptly told with glee 
“ You won’t get i t ”.

Presumably this man's complaint is that he 
cannot get labour for the essential job of pro
ducing food, whereas the Minister of Trans
port. it appears, can at will introduce large 
numbers of Africans into any given area of 
South Africa in order to replace under-paid 
and under-privileged dock-workers and railway-
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workers employed by the Minister of Trans
port. This to my mind is a matter that re
quires the intervention of the Minister of 
Native Affairs. I don't know whether the 
Minister of Native Affairs knows that at No. 
12 shed in the docks of Port Elizabeth. 300 of 
these African labourers are housed in squalid, 
disgraceful, unhygienic conditions?

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT: Have 
you seen the conditions there yourself?

Mr. HEPPLE: According to the reports 
that I have they are inside the sheds where 
they are sharing one sanitary bucket amongst 
30 labourers.

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT: You 
do not want to believe everything you hear, 
go and look for yourself.

Mr. HUGHES: Have you been there?

Mr. HEPPLE: The hon. the Minister of 
Transport is hoping to cover up his shame 
by pretending that I know nothing about 
the matter. I am glad the Minister is in this 
Committee because I would like to ask him 
whether it is true or not that 300 imported 
workers have been brought in from the Trans- 
kei and are housed in a large open shed at the 
docks at Port Elizabeth? Yes or no?

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT: They 
are not compelled to work; if they do not 
like the conditions they can go.

Mr. LOVELL: That is not the question.

Mr. HEPPLE: The Minister says that they 
are not compelled to work, if they do not like 
it they can go. This is a problem for the 
Minister of Native Affairs who is devoting 
his entire attention to preventing this flow of 
labour into the urban areas and out again. 
The Minister of Transport says if they do not 
want to work they can go. What happens if they 
do not want to work? Are they taken back to 
the Transkei at the expense of the Department 
of Transport, or are they thrown on to the 
labour market, the labour pool of the urban 
area of Port Elizabeth? Here we have a 
typical example of what is happening with 
the present Government. We have two Minis
ters. one sitting in front of the other to-night, 
and each one of them has a policy of his own. 
If the Minister of Native Affairs is dealing with 
an ordinary private employer he wields the 
big stick and accuses the private employer 
of trying to make rules of his own; he accuses 
the private employer of creating all kinds of 
racial problems by bringing in unwanted num
bers of Africans to the urban areas. Yet the 
Minister of Transport can do exactly as he 
likes.

1 think that this Committee is entitled 
to some sort of explanation from the Minister 
of Native Affairs as to what role he played 
in this matter; whether he was consulted and

asked for permission to bring these Natives 
into the urban areas of Port Elizabeth; whether 
he has any arrangement or understanding with 
the Minister of Transport as to what will hap
pen to them once their services are no longer 
required? We would like to know whether 
they got individual permits, or was a blanket 
permit given to the Minister of Transport 
over the telephone? Is there one rule for the 
Minister of Transport and another for the 
rest of employers in South Africa with regard 
to African labour? This is a very important 
question and I think the Minister of Native 
Affairs should make a statement as to his 
policy in regard to the introduction of labour 
of this kind generally into the urban areas, and 
specifically in regard to this case that I have 
raised in connection with these labourers who 
have been imported from the Transkei by the 
Minister of Transport to be scab labour in the 
Port Elizabeth area.

*Mr. GREYLING: The Opposition has now 
moved that the Minister’s salary should be re
duced. I believe that the reasons for their 
moving this motion are to be found in certain 
legislation for which this hon. Minister is 
responsible. 1 also believe that one of the 
pieces of legislation for which he was respon
sible, and which they opposed here, is the 
Bantu Education Act. an Act to which they 
are not yet reconciled. The House will allow 
me just to read a testimonial given by the 
Star in connection with present Bantu educa
tion system. We read in a leading article in 
the Star of 11 May—

Dr. Verwoerd is often his own worst 
enemy. The terms in which he justified 
the Bantu Education Act led many to be
lieve, not unreasonably, that it was designed 
to fit the Natives for a station in life that 
would for all time be a lowly one. apart 
from whatever opportunities they might 
find in the reserves.

Whatever the intention, Bantu education 
in practice has turned out to be very like 
any other. Educationists who gave their 
views on it yesterday testified that the sylla
bus is an enlightened one and in many ways 
an advance on the old system. Much will, 
of course, depend on the quality of the 
teaching, but there is nothing in the course 
of studies prescribed that will prevent the 
children attaining a standard comparable 
with Europeans of the same grade.

The Star then continues—

The use of the vernacular is _ in itself 
educationally sound. The obvious dis
advantage is that it does not open the door 
to the wide field of culture and learning

*Mrs. BALLINGER: Hear, hear!

*Mr. GREYLING: I hope the hon. member 
will again say "hear, hear” just now.
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. . . but, again in practice it is unlikely to 
prevent the advance of the able and ambi
tious. Indeed, once they are given the 
implements of literacy, nothing can stop 
them.

Here again we have evidence that the hon. 
the Minister has led them out of the maze of 
uncertainty and darkness. Here we have con
vincing proof that the Minister was right. 
Here one of the newspapers which was in the 
forefront of the attacks on the Minister when 
that Act was before the House, testifies that 
the syllabus is an enlightened one and that it 
has been described by educationists as educa
tionally sound.

*The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: 1 want to 
point out to the hon. member that there is 
another Vote dealing with Native education. 
If he wants to discuss this matter any further, 
I suggest that he does so when that Vote 
comes up for discussion.

*Mr. GREYLING: No. Mr. Chairman. 1 
do not want to discuss it any further. 1 
merely quoted it. When they moved the reduc
tion of the Minister's salary, I think, they also 
had in mind the much-discussed church clause 
which we discussed so thoroughly here and in 
regard to which they tried so hard to arouse the 
country against the Minister personally. I read 
an article in to-night’s Argus dealing with this 
same matter, in which the following appeared. 
It is a report from Canberra. Australia, deal
ing with church apartheid in Australia. I
think the hon. member for Parktown (Mr. 
Cope) who had so much to say about the 
church clauses can go in a flat-bottomed boat 
to Australia. He can go and fight there.

*The MINISTER OF NATIVE AFFAIRS: 
And the bishops in England can go there as 
well.

*Mr. GREYLING: J just want to quote 
what is happening in Australia. When we 
listen to the blood and thunder outcry going 
on here in South Africa about the so-called 
Church clause, the attitude of these people 
surprised us. I read here—

W’e get on with the job quietly and it is 
done.

They are here discussing church apartheid, 
apartheid in the churches in the northern 
areas of Australia, with which this article 
deals.

When it was suggested to a good church 
lady that we were our dark brothers’ keepers, 
she was horrified. Although she is known 
to do many deeds of kindness, she drew 
the line there and said that if mixing with 
Blacks was Christianity she wanted nothing 
to do with it.

When I participated in the debate and quoted 
a letter which an English lady wrote to me. 
they ridiculed it. This comes from Australia. 
However, I want to continue—

A year or so back a cleanly dressed 
aborigine presented himself at a large 
country church, but was turned away and 
told that the Minister would go to see him 
at the camp where he lived. The Minister 
feared he might lose his White congregation 
if he allowed Black people into his church. 
Mr. Bond said the world stood at a new 
cross-roads, where there was a slow stirring 
and awakening to the need of Coloured 
people, many of whom had waited in vain 
for a clear call to Christianity.

Will the hon. member for Transkei (Mr. 
Stanford) not rather go to Australia? He can 
there emit his poison and get rid of it. While 
I am dealing with the hon. member for Trans
kei I want to tell him this. I know I cannot 
tell him he is an agitator because the Chair
man will call me to order. However, the 
sooner those people leave this House, the 
better. Now that the Bantu Authorities Act 
has been accepted by the Transkei and the 
Zulus, and will, as 1 expect, be accepted by 
the Bantu of the Northern Transvaal, I say 
they are no longer necessary here. They have 
become unnecessary and redundant in this 
House. The speech made by that hon. mem
ber was nothing else but the speech of an 
agitator.

*The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: 1 do not 
think the hon. member should use that word.

*Mr. GREYLING: 1 shall then say “ that 
inciting speech ”,

Mr. STANFORD: On a point of order, Mr. 
Chairman, the hon. member has not with
drawn that word. I am not going to allow 
him to say here that I am an agitator. He 
should withdraw it.

*Mr. ABRAHAM: On a point of order, the 
word “ agitator ” was recently ruled to be 
permissible by the Chairman of Committees.

*The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: It was not 
allowed in the past, and 1 am now ruling that 
it is not allowed. The hon. member must 
withdraw it.

*Mr. GREYLING: I withdraw it. I can only 
say that he made an inciting speech here.

Mr. STANFORD: I merely spoke the 
truth and you know it.

*The DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN: I shall be 
glad if hon. members will not use such sharp 
language in their speeches. It makes it diffi
cult for the Chair to maintain order when 
such expressions are used.

•Mr. GREYLING: 1 have withdrawn it. 
Mr. Chairman. All those hon. members sitting 
there do not see anything of this new mental 
attitude and relationship which is developing 
between the White man and the Black man.
I wonder if their eyes are shut? We notice it
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European areas and should be able to read it 
easily.

*Most of the questions put by the hon. 
member for Cape Eastern (Mrs. Ballinger) 
were of a contentious nature and I do not 
want to go into them deeply now. But I will 
try to reply to them as speedily as possible. 
She asked whether I was concerned with the 
improvement of the conditions of Native 
workers. I do not think she quite understood 
the Minister of Labour. She quoted an iso
lated sentence. I was not present on that 
occasion, but I understand that the Minister 
of Labour, either then or on another occasion, 
very clearly said that the ordinary labour 
legislation, in so far as Natives are concerned, 
obviously falls under him, and also the wage 
legislation. There has been no change in that 
position. I am only interested in the influx 
control of Natives entering the cities, and the 
system of labour bureaux. Therefore except 
in so far that we improve the general condi
tions of Natives by better housing conditions 
and lower rents, I have nothing to do with 
the labour problems themselves, and certainly 
not with Native wages. Then the hon. mem
ber asked whether the system of labour 
bureaux can operate in such a way that it 
does not hinder skilled Native labour. I do 
not know to what extent it would really be 
a hindrance. I have no experience of it. I 
have never received complaints that such 
hindrance takes place. The Natives falling 
into the category she describes as skilled ob
viously have caused no problems in regard to 
their presence in the cities. If, however, she 
wants to bring specific difficult circumstances 
to my notice, 1 will investigate it with pleasure.

In regard to welfare work, she asked 
whether I am now going to interfere in the 
joint activities, as she calls it. I see no reason 
at all why welfare organizations cannot con
tinue to do the work they have to do without 
there being one joint European body and 
without being under joint executives. We have 
set a good example in connection with the 
Bantu training schools which we are unable 
at this stage to hand over to Native bodies, 
just as many of these welfare organizations 
say they are unable to do so. In these cases 
an advisory body of Natives has been estab
lished and there is a controlling body of Euro
peans to train them to be able to take over 
these obligations in due course. Europeans 
and Bantu therefore work together in that 
sense of the word. The chairman of the con
trolling body of Europeans attends the meet
ing of the advisory body of Natives which 
has a Native chairman in order to advise 
them. In that way co-operation can be ob
tained and maintained, and the Europeans 
can continue to control the financial matters 
as long as that is necessary. It is not neces
sary to lose those forms of control, but in 
that way the White guardian at the same time 
does something positive. He gradually guides 
the Bantu welfare organization so that even
tually they can take over their own organiza

tions. The other system leads to the ever
lasting control of a mixed organization re
maining in the hands of the White people, 
which I do not think is sound. If the in
terested parties have the goodwill to co
operate with my Department, I see no reason 
why these Bantu welfare organizations cannot 
be a success. Any welfare organization 
which finds itself in difficulty and seeks advice 
will receive it. I think I have now explained 
matters sufficiently. I hope hon. members
will not feel insulted if I now resume my 
seat.

Ayes—36: Abbott, C. B. M.; Ballinger, 
V. M. L.; Bloomberg, A.; Bowker, T. B.; 
Butcher, R. R.; Cope, J. P.; Durrant,
R. B.; Eaton, N. G.; Fourie, I. S.; 
Frielinghaus, H. O.; Henwood, B. H.;

Amendment put and the Committee divided: 
Hepple, A.; Higgerty, J. W.; Jordan,
R. D. P.; Kentridge, M.; Lawrence, H. G.; 
Lewis, J.; Lovell, L.; McMillan, N. D.; 
Moore, P. A.; Pocock, P. V.; Shearer,
O. L.; Smit, D. L.; Solomon, V. G. F.; 
Stanford, W. P.; Steytler, J. v. A.; 
Sutter, G. J.; Swart, R. A. F.; Tighy,
S. J.; Trollip, A. E.; van der Byl, P.; 
Warren, C. M.; Whiteley, L.; Williams,
T. O.

Tellers: A. Hopewell and T. G. Hughes.
Noes—55: Basson, J. D. du P.; Bekker, 

G. F. H.; Bezuidenhout, J. T.; Brits,
G. P.; Coertze, L. I.; Coetzee, B.; Coetzee,
P. J.; Conradie, D. G.; de Kock, J. A.; 
de Villiers, C. V.; Deysel, A. J. B.; 
Diederichs, N.: du Pisanie, J.; du Plessis,
H. R. H.; du Plessis, J. H. O.; du Plessis, 
P. J. C.; du Plessis, P. W.; Eyssen, S. H.; 
Frates, T. J.; Froneman, G. F. v. L.; 
Greybe, J. H.; Greyling, I. C.; Haak, 
J. F. W.; Hertzog, A.; Hugo, P. J.; 
Keyter, H. C. A.; Knobel, G. I.; Ie 
Roux, P. M. K.; Liebenberg, J. L. V.; 
Loubser, S. M.; Malan, A. I.; Mostert, 
D. J. J.; Nel, J. A. F.; Rust, H. A.; 
Sauer, P. O.: Scholtz, D. J.; Serfontein, 
J. J.; Smit, E. J.; Steyn, J. H.; Strydom, 
J. G.: Swart, C. R.; Uys, D. C. H.; van 
den Berg, G. P.; van der Merwe, J. A.; 
van der Vyver, I. W. J.; van Niekerk, 
M. C.; van Rensburg, M. C. G. J.; 
Venter, M. J. de la R.; Viljoen, J. H.; 
Viljoen, M.; Visse, J. H.; Visser, J. H.; 
Wentzel, J. J.

Tellers: W. A. Maree and S. F. Papenfus.
Amendment accordingly negatived.
Vote No. 37.—“ Native Affairs”, as

printed, put and agreed to.
House Resumed:

Progress reported and leave asked to sit 
again.

House to resume in Committee on 27 May. 
The House adjourned at 5.48 p.m.
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MONDAY, 27 MAY 1957

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

N ATIVE T AWS FURTHER AMENDMENT 
BILL

The MINISTER OF NATIVE AFFAIRS: I 
move—

For leave to introduce a Bill to amend the 
Native Administration Act, 1927, the Native 
Trust and Land Act, 1930, the Natives 
(Urban Areas) Consolidation Act, 1945, the 
Native Services Levy Act, 1952 and the 
Natives (Abolition of Passes and Co-ordina
tion of Documents) Act, 1952.

*Mr. P. M. K. LE ROUX: I second.

Mr. MITCHELL: I want to object on behalf 
of this side of the House to the introduction 
of this Bill so late in the Session. Here comes 
the Minister of Native Affairs with a Bill to 
amend no less than five separate Acts at this 
late time in the Session, when we are about 
to sit in the mornings, and when Select Com
mittees will have to sit in the mornings, during 
the sittings of this House, and after having 
given an enormous amount of time already 
to legislation of the Minister of Native Affairs 
in this Session. Now. without warning, the 
Minister comes along with a Bill to amend five 
separate Acts of Parliament, and heaven alone 
knows how far-reaching this measure will be.
I think this is not the way to deal with this 
House. The Minister is treating us completely 
with contempt and it is impossible to expect 
from us to give sufficient time and considera
tion to measures at this stage, where we have 
the experience that we have to be very care
ful about measures introduced by the Minister 
of Native Affairs. My experience has taught 
me that measures coming from that Minister 
require the most careful scrutiny. We have 
to deal with this measure as a responsible 
Opposition, but the Minister comes along with
out any explanation at all and he simply moves 
that leave be granted forthwith to introduce 
this Bill. I say that it is completely unreason
able. and I voice our objection from this side 
of the House to this procedure.

Mrs. BALLINGER: No section of the 
House has more right to complain about this 
kind of procedure than this section here. We 
are particularly concerned about this measure.
I feel, as apparently the official Opposition 
feels, that this is an extremely unreasonable 
request on the part of the hon. the Minister 
of Native Affairs. He has already held this 
House in thrall for days and days on end 
this Session with amendments of the most ex
treme and extravagant kind in the existing 
laws of this country. The Government itself 
has complained bitterly from time to time 
shout the time that has been taken up on
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measures which were of vital importance to us, 
and in respect of which it was impossible for 
the Opposition to do other than have a lengthy 
discussion which in the end was not even a 
full discussion. The Minister’s inability to 
bring before us a measure, without having to 
come now again with further amendments, is 
a reflection of the inefficiency and the incom
petence of the Native Affairs Department. I 
think we are quite entitled to say that now. 
We are in the position that we can’t even see 
the officials of the Native Affairs Department 
in the course of the Session, and yet the Mini
ster cannot bring legislation before us in a 
proper form and at a reasonable time. The 
hon. Leader of the House has only himself 
to blame if the Session trails out unnecessarily, 
because we are quite determined to do full 
justice, as far as it lies in our power, to the 
amendments to be brought forward by the hon. 
Minister.

Mr. HEPPLE: We also want to object to 
the introduction of this measure.

An HON. MEMBER: Why?

Mr. S. J. M. STEYN: Because we want 
to deal with the affairs of the White people 
for a change.

Mr. HEPPLE: This Bill that the Minister 
proposes to introduce is very much similar, 
on the face of it, to another measure we have 
just disposed of. The hon. Leader of the 
House mentioned last week that we spent a 
considerable amount of time on the Native 
Laws Amendment Bill, and this seems to me 
to be another Native Laws Amendment Bill. 
It seems also to me that the hon. Minister of 
Native Affairs does not know from day to day 
what he wants to do with the measures that 
come under his control. I hope that the Leader 
of the House is not going to use the fact that 
we were compelled to devote a considerable 
amount of time to discussing a previous ob
jectionable Bill of this kind, in order to curtail 
the amount of time that we may need in order 
to discuss this further Native Laws Amendment 
Bill that the Minister now wishes to bring 
before the House. I want to warn the Mini
ster of Native Affairs, that if it is a contentious 
measure, we are going to insist upon a full 
measure of time, in order to do justice to it.

The MINISTER OF NATIVE AFFAIRS: I 
only want to say that hon. members were 
notified about this Bill from the beginning of 
the Session, and all the amazement shown now 
is fictitious.

Motion put and agreed to.

Bill brought up and read a first time; second 
reading on 28 May.
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cause they thereby want to increase the mag
netic attraction of the city for the non-Whites. 
They want to increase the magnetic power 
which the city has to attract non-Whites in 
order to promote their integration in the cities. 
That is why they want to increase Native 
wages in the cities—to promote their policy of 
integration. That is also the purpose of their 
plea for improved transport facilities to which 
the hon. member has referred, as though suffi
cient transport facilities are not available. I 
am sorry hon. members opposite have let slip 
this opportunity to adopt a statesmanlike atti
tude in respect of this Bill, and I hope there 
will be members opposite who will adopt a 
more reasonable attitude towards this matter.

Mr. HEPPLE: We shall not oppose this 
measure, and I will try to discuss it without 
unduly embarrassing the Minister. We will 
have something to say in the Committee stage 
because we do not agree with some of the 
provisions in the form in which they appear 
in the Bill. It may seem paradoxical that we 
are now in favour of this type of legislation 
when we opposed it so strenuously in 1952. 
But, of course, as the Minister himself has 
correctly pointed out, the circumstances to-day 
are quite different. The Minister is now doing 
something which he should have done six 
months ago. We have not changed our attitude 
to this type of discriminatory taxation, this 
type of legislation. We still hold the same 
views that we held in 1952 and we are still 
opposed to this principle, but in the circum
stances under which this measure is being 
introduced, as a temporary remedy for the boy
cott conditions which arose on the Rand and 
in Pretoria, we feel it incumbent upon us to 
support it. As l said earlier in this Session, 
the boycott on the Witwatersrand and in Pre
toria arose from the fact that the African 
workers in the urban areas found it impossible 
to pay higher bus fares and for that reason 
they boycotted the buses. Unfortunately, at 
that time the Minister of Transport and the 
rest of the Cabinet decided that the best way 
to deal with the boycott was to declare war 
upon the African National Congress whom 
they blamed for the situation. The Minister 
has made that same charge here to-day, but it 
is quite apparent to me that the Minister 
realizes that he was wrong in the beginning 
and that he is now trying to meet the new 
situation and for this he must be commended. 
I think in the special circumstances which 
exist at the present time, we have to look at 
this measure in a special way. We have to 
realize that the passing of this measure is 
necessary in order to prevent a renewal of the 
boycott first of all. and secondly, to provide 
continued relief for the bus users in these 
areas. The Minister has said this afternoon 
that upon the passing of this measure the levy 
payable on the Rand and in Pretoria will 
immediately be made Is. The Minister has 
argued that this will merely be to continue 
the self-imposed levy which the employers in 
those areas have placed upon themselves during 
•he past three months. The Minister has not

referred, however, to the permanent solution. 
In 1952 when the original Native Services Levy 
Bill was introduced in this House, I criticized 
that measure, and said that it merely scratched 
at the real problem of housing and transport 
as it affected the urban African. I said at the 
same time that we were opposed to discrimi
natory legislation of this kind, and hoped that 
the Government would take special steps to 
deal with the pressing problem of Native hous
ing in the urban areas. The measure that was 
introduced in 1952 is being divided under 
the present Bill which deals specifically with 
the question of transport levies. This is a 
form of subsidization and subsidization is no 
substitute for decent wages. When we have 
argued this matter in the House before, the 
Minister of Transport has said: “ Well, if 
employers want to pay decent wages they 
should do so; they should not wait for the 
Government to act ”. In this Bill the Govern
ment itself is acting in a temporary fashion, 
but the real basic problem that is with us all 
the time, the payment of decent wages, has 
not yet been tackled properly by the Govern
ment. In a previous discussion in this House, 
the hon. the Minister of Labour informed us 
that the question of wages and cost-of-living 
allowances was being investigated by the Gov
ernment and that the wages and cost-of-living 
allowances of most of these workers in the 
urban areas would, he hoped, be improved. 
He gave us no undertaking; he merely said 
that he hoped they would be improved. I raise 
this question to impress upon the Minister of 
Transport that what he is'doing here is only 
going to scratch at the real problem. The 
question of transport for workers in the urban 
areas is one which must be tackled in a 
different way. We accept this Bill merely as 
a palliative, but it is not the long-term solu
tion. I hope that the mere passing of this 
Bill is not going to give the Minister the 
impression that we will accept this as a solu
tion. We think that the Government should 
press on to compel the emloyers to pay decent 
wages, and we hope that the Minister will see 
that cost-of-living allowances are adequately 
increased in order that this form of subsidiza
tion will be abandoned in favour of the better 
system of paying decent wages. The real prob
lem that has to be solved, and which is not 
being solved by this Bill is to change the 
attitude of South Africa generally to the 
question of urban African workers. All of 
us have a tendency to look upon these workers 
as birds of passage. The whole scheme of 
legislation of the Government is based on that 
and we never sit back to assess the real prob
lem. Here the Minister comes forward with a 
Bill to subsidize transport for African workers. 
Under previous legislation we have a scheme 
to subsidize housing. The local authorities 
and the Provincial Administrations have other 
schemes to subsidize social amenities for the 
non-European workers in the urban areas, all 
because the country refuses to face up to the 
basic need, which is to stop discriminating in 
the labour field on the ground of colour. This 
discrimination on the ground of colour is
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resulting in this type of legislation. It never 
really solves the problem as it should do, but 
worse than that, it means that we never 
measure the indirect cost in ill-health, slums, 
low productivity, unrest, and agitations such 
as we had in the form of the recent boycott 
which we are now trying to overcome in this 
present legislation. Sir, it would be churlish 
of me not to recognize the changed attitude 
on the part of the Minister of Transport. I 
want to say that J congratulate the Minister 
on being big enough to swallow his pride and 
to come to the House with this legislation in 
due time in order to meet the necessities of 
the present situation. This is a welcome change 
from the Minister’s attitude in February 1957 
when I raised the question of the boycott with 
the Minister and the only reply I could get 
from him was: “ If the boycotters want a 
showdown they will get it; the Government 
will not give way, no matter whether the 
boycott lasts a month or six months.” I want 
to congratulate the Minister on his changed 
attitude to-day. He made a half-hearted 
attempt to justify his previous standpoint, but 
we are willing to let that pass and we con
gratulate the Minister on his present approach 
to this problem. For that reason we are not 
going to hold up this measure. We will support 
this measure with the same grace that he has 
come forward with it. I hope that the Minis
ter’s way of introducing this Bill will be an 
example to hon. members of that side and that 
we will leave old scores out of this debate and 
concentrate upon the greater good and that is 
the good of the bus users and the good of 
the country generally.

Dr. COERTZE: Why don’t you practise what 
you preach?

Mr. HEPPLE: I can say to the hon. member 
that I am willing to have a political argument 
with him if he is anxious to have it. I am 
trying to save the face of the Government if 
he would only understand it. The hon. member 
provokes me to remind him that it is because 
of the attitude such as that displayed by him 
now that we had these months of misery on 
the Rand in Pretoria. We had a boycott that 
continued because of this type of intransigent 
attitude on the part of the Government. I 
think the Government behaved in a disgraceful 
way at that time, and I am surprised at the 
hon. member trying to raise this question now.

An HON. MEMBER: You tried to defend 
it.

Mr. HEPPLE: The hon. member says that 
I tried to defend it.

*Mr. SPEAKER: Order! Cannot hon. 
members realize that they are delaying the 
proceedings by these unnecessary interjections. 
These interjections elicit a reaction and merely 
prolong the debate.

Mr. HEPPLE: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
You have also assisted me to resist the

temptation to react to some of these pro
vocative interruptions.

Mr. SPEAKER: The hon. member must 
not be so easily provoked.

Mr. HEPPLE: I need hardly say that this is 
a very provocative Chamber. I will conclude 
by saying that I will not follow the bad 
example of the hon. member for Standerton 
(Dr. Coertze). I will merely say that I hope 
this measure will be supported by all sides 
of the House, and that the Government will 
see that the question of wages and cost-of- 
living allowances is quickly investigated and 
that the permanent solution of decent wages 
will be applied to urban workers throughout 
South Africa.

Mrs. BALLINGER: Like other hon. mem
bers on this side of the House, I must of 
course, say to the hon. the Minister that I 
am prepared to support his Bill, but also 
like other hon. members on this side there 
are corollaries I want to make to that. The 
first is that while I appreciate, as other hon. 
members do, the Minister’s courage in coming 
forward with this temporary solution at this 
time, I do regret the way in which the Minis
ter introduced this Bill. I suppose one ought 
to be tolerant about that, but I feel that the 
attitude in which the Minister approaches his 
own concessions is one which does not 
promise as well for the future as I had hoped. 
The implication of the hon. the Minister’s 
suggestion is that he still takes his stand 
on the contention that the bus boycott was 
purely a political move, and that commerce 
and industry who were vitally affected by it, 
were really silly in making the concessions 
which they did make to a solution of this 
matter, and that they are responsible them
selves for the burden that he is now imposing 
upon them. I do not like any of these 
ideas because I think they are all misleading. 
My only hope is that they are merely an 
attempt by the hon. the Minister to get out 
of the difficulties in which he placed himself 
by his original attitude and that they do not 
reflect his real appreciation of what is in
volved in this situation. My second corollary 
is that I do not like this solution at all. I 
have never liked this method of approaching 
this particular problem. I also opposed very 
strongly the Native Services Levy Act when 
it was first introduced, and I opposed it on 
one very particular ground and that was that 
I regarded the Native Services Levy as simply 
an unpaid part of the workers’ wage. I hope 
that the United Party will perhaps be able 
to settle the rest of its business some other 
time. I never can understand why Whips 
need to speak to Ministers when they are in 
the middle of a debate. 1 wanted the hon. 
the Minister’s attention in this regard for two 
reasons, firstly that he has been a Minister of 
Labour in the past, and I believe, has some 
appreciation of labour problems, although 
there were plenty of people who criticized him 
in that regard, and the second is that the
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Mr. HEPPLE: Introduce a minimum wage.

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT: Even 
a minimum wage will not solve the problem. 
The minimum wage is often much lower than 
the subsistence level. The hon. member knows 
that in every industry where there is a wage 
determination, a minimum wage is provided 
for. There is no general minimum wage 
throughout the country, but for every industry 
in regard to which a wage determination is 
applicable, there is a minimum wage provided 
for. We have to make use of the wage regu
lating machinery, the wage board and indus
trial councils. Every industrial council on 
which both employees and employers are 
represented can fix wages for their Native 
workers, and the hon. member knows that.

Mr. WATERSON: But you do not accept 
their recommendations.

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT: Can 
the hon. member point to any one of their 
recommendations which has not been 
accepted? There was one recommendation 
of the Wage Board in 1948 that was held in 
abeyance and that only dealt with a very small 
number of Native workers on the Witwaters- 
rand. Hon. members cannot point to any 
other wage recommendation which has not 
been accepted by the Minister and which have 
not been published as a determination. We 
have to make use of the wage regulating 
machinery and I am quite convinced in my 
own mind that the employers in this country 
and the trade unions would take the strongest 
exception to any arbitrary decision on the part 
of the Government to force employers to 
increase wages.

Mrs. BALLINGER: You can set an ex
ample in Government services by increasing 
basic wage rates.

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT: The
Government is continually increasing wages. 
Directly I took over as Minister of Transport 
I increased Native wages on the Railways. I 
agree, that every man is worthy of his hire, 
but there is such a thing as the value of the 
job and here I agree with the hon. member 
for Houghton (Mrs. Suzman) that when in
creasing wages, productivity must also increase.

Mrs. BALLINGER: You cannot do one 
without the other.

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT: You 
can increase productivity by way of incentive 
bonus schemes. That is being done in a large 
number of industries to-day.

The hon. member also wanted an inquiry 
into the general transport requirements of the 
Native population. The hon. member for 
Houghton referred to the inter-departmental 
committee. That committee is still functioning. 
As a result of its recommendations, Parlia
ment has agreed to the building of railway

lines for the conveyance of Natives at a cost 
of almost £45,000,000. To-night again the hon. 
member will have an opportunity of assisting 
me in passing another Bill to provide for the 
construction of railway lines for the convey
ance of Natives. All this is the outcome of 
the recommendations of the inter-departmental 
committee. A general inquiry apart from that, 
is not necessary.

Mr. DURRANT: What about the point I
raised?

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT: Every 
municipality will be treated on its own. No 
arbitrary amount will be fixed that they can 
debit against the Levy Fund for adminis
trative expenses. Every case will be treated 
on its merits.

Motion put and agreed to.

Bill read a second time.

House in Committee:

Business suspended at 6.30 p.m. and resumed 
at 8.5 p.m.

Evening Sitting

On Clause 5,

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT: I move 
the following amendment—

In lines 47 and 49, respectively, after “ to ” 
to insert “ or by ”.

This is merely a misprint. As hon. members 
know municipalities also have to pay the levy. 
As the Bill reads at present they don’t pay, 
but they should pay as provided for in the 
original Act.

Mr. DURRANT: May I ask what the posi
tion is in regard to State contributions?

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT: The 
State is also liable to pay.

Amendments put and agreed to.

Clause, as amended, put and agreed to.

On Clause 10,

Mr. HEPPLE: I rise to discuss sub-section
(2) of Clause 10, and I wonder when the 
Government will stop putting clauses like this 
in Bills. This sub-section says—

Any regulation made under this section 
shall be laid upon the Tables of Both Houses 
of Parliament within 14 days after promulga
tion thereof if Parliament is then in ordinary 
session, or if Parliament is not then in 
ordinary session, within 14 days after the 
commencement of its next ensuing ordinary
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session, and shall, if both Houses of Par
liament pass resolutions disapproving there
of or if any provision thereof during the 
session in which it is so laid upon the said 
Tables, cease to have effect to the extent 
to which it is so disapproved of on the 
day on which the last of such resolutions is 
passed.

This inserts a safeguard in the legislation, 
apparently to be made use of by the Opposi
tion. The regulations are made by the Minis
ter. So it is obvious that the Minister will not 
ask for a resolution of Both Houses of Par
liament to disapprove of his own action. 
Therefore this is inserted as a safeguard, for 
use by the Opposition parties. However, it is 
quite illusory. We cannot make use of it. In 
the first place if a member on this side of the 
House would wish to disapprove of any regu
lation, he would have to introduce a motion 
in this House and if it so happens that private 
members’ days have disappeared for the rest 
of the session, then such a resolution can never 
be discussed unless the Government gives of 
its own time for the discussion of such a 
motion by the Opposition. There is another 
difficulty and a very important one. Even if 
the Opposition would be fortunate enough to 
get the approval of this House for a motion of 
this kind, how would it get a motion through 
the packed Senate? It would be impossible.

Mr. ABRAHAM: Order!

Mr. HEPPLE: The hon. member for 
Groblersdal apparently prefers “ packed Other 
Place ”, and I won’t disagree with him. But 
I mention this in all seriousness. I am sure 
that the hon. Minister as a sensible man will 
agree with me that this provision will be of 
no use. Therefore I want to appeal to the 
hon. Minister to give us something more 
realistic than this illusory concession which we 
cannot make use of. I do not want to move 
an amendment at this stage, but I think it is 
incumbent upon us to draw the attention of 
the House to the fact that this safeguard is 
useless.

Mr. DURRANT: The Minister has just 
now told us that he is in an accommodating 
mood, and I hope that he will also be accom
modating in meeting this side of the House. 
I wish to move an amendment in regard to 
this clause. In my second-reading speech I 
referred to the fact that right through the 
Bill in its various aspects the Minister would 
have to consult the National Transportation 
Commission. Now I want to move the fol
lowing amendment—

In line 12, after “ regulations ” to insert 
“ after consultation with the local authori
ties and the commission ”.

In other words the Minister will then make 
regulations after consultation with the local 
authorities and the Transportation Commis
sion, and the regulations must not be incon

sistent with the Act. Because if we look in 
respect of what matters the hon. Minister can 
make regulations, then we find that regulations 
can be made in respect of three main factors, 
as enumerated in sub-sections (a), (b) and (c). 
Now it must be clear to the hon. Minister 
that regulations can only be effective if he has 
the co-operation of the local authority. I 
therefore want to ask the Minister to accept 
this provision that he may to consult them.
I am quite sure that the hon. Minister himself 
does not desire an arbitrary approach in lay
ing down the method in which the records are 
to be kept and in determining the amount of 
the contribution payable, etc. I move the 
amendment.

Mrs. BALLINGER: I do not want to dis
cuss the matter raised by the hon. member for 
Turffontein. I take it the hon. Minister will 
reply to the point raised by him, but I want 
to ask the hon. Minister in his reply also to 
deal with the point raised by the hon. member 
for Rosettenville (Mr. Hepple). The hon. 
member has raised an important point, namely 
whether the mechanics of this House are ade
quate under which use can be made of the 
safeguard in sub-section (2). Now I take it 
that under normal circumstances the Minister 
would feel compelled to secure time from 
the manager of the House to discuss any pro
position put forward in regard to regulations 
which he has framed. That is a very impor
tant point and I support the hon. member for 
Rosettenville in that respect. I think the pro
vision in the Bill is a good one if it can be 
made to work. In the past we have had no 
opportunity of discussing regulations in the 
ordinary way in this House, regulations framed 
under various Acts. I think that the inclusion 
of a provision of this nature is useful provided 
that the mechanics of the House can be so 
adjusted as to make it effective. My question 
is whether, if we should want to discuss regu
lations, it would be incumbent upon the Minis
ter to see to it that time for discussion is made 
available? If so, then the objection of the 
hon. member would fall away. The point is 
that there should be an opportunity to discuss 
these regulations and if the Minister can give 
us a guarantee to that effect then we would be 
satisfied.

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT: In reply 
to the hon. member for Rosettenville (Mr. 
Hepple) I just want to say that sub-section (2) 
has been taken over word for word from 
the Native Services Levy Act, 1952. I can give 
no assurances that time will be made available 
for a discussion. That is a matter for the 
Leader of the House. I am convinced in my 
own mind that if serious objections are raised 
against any regulation under any Act, time 
would be given for a discussion. But as I have 
said just now, I have taken over this provision 
from the Native Services Levy Act and that 
has worked satisfactorily so far. Therefore 
I am afraid the provision must remain as it 
is for the present.
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I cannot accept the amendment moved by 
the hon. member for Turffontein (Mr. Durrant) 
because it would merely mean delay in the 
operation of the Act. If I have to consult all 
the local urban authorities before making regu
lations . . .

Mr. DURRANT: That is not necessary.

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT: But 
that is what the hon. member says in effect. 
As far as the National Transportation Com
mission is concerned, as the Secretary for 
Transport is chairman of that commission, it is 
obvious that the National Transportation Com
mission must have full knowledge of the regu
lations. Therefore I do not think the amend
ment of the hon. member is necessary.

Mr. DURRANT: Can I assist the hon. 
Minister by making it a permissive power?

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT: I do 
not think it is necessary. I think we should 
leave the Bill as it is now, and see how it 
works, and if there are serious objections, I 
shall always be prepared at a later stage to 
consider an amendment.

Mr. HEPPLE: May I just say that my objec
tion in regard to the uselessness of sub-section 
(2) is well-founded. There are similar provi
sions or so-called safeguards in other Acts and 
they are just as illusory. A couple of years 
ago I tried to object to certain regulations in 
regard to the Witwatersrand University, but 
because private members’ days had already 
been taken away, I was not in a position to 
do so. Therefore I have had personal experi
ence of this matter. In all fairness, let me 
say that in the Other Place, the Leader of 
the Other Place was good enough to 
make time available for a discussion. But that 
was only due to a friendly gesture of the 
Leader of the Other Place that the question 
could be discussed, but it was impossible to do 
it in this House, and to get time to this 
House for a discussion. I am only mentioning 
this so that hon. members will know that I 
am not raising an imaginary difficulty.

Mr. DURRANT: I appreciate the hon. 
Minister’s haste in introducing this Bill, but I 
want to point out the ridiculous situation 
which is now being created. I refer the hon. 
Minister to sub-section (d) of Clause 10, 
which refers to the powers, functions and duties 
of inspectors. The Minister can make regula
tions in regard to such powers and functions 
and duties. But who appoints these inspec
tors? Clause 6 lays down—

An urban local authority to which con
tributions are payable may appoint one or 
more inspectors who shall exercise such 
powers and perform such functions and 
duties as may be prescribed by regulation 
under this Act.

Therefore you have the ridiculous position that 
inspectors are appointed by the local authority 
but the Minister can direct how those officials 
have to carry out their duty. I suggest that 
that is a ridiculous position. I therefore feel 
that there should be consultation with the local 
authority otherwise this can never work effi
ciently and satisfactorily. The hon. Minister 
should accept my amendment, at least in the 
permissive form, so that he can consult the 
local authority. The Minister need not go 
further than perhaps consult a member of the 
United Municipal Executive through the secre
tary of the department, but there should be 
some form of consultation.

Amendment put and negatived.

Clause, as printed, put and agreed to.

Remaining clauses, Schedule and Title of the 
Bill put and agreed to.

House Resumed:

Bill reported with an amendment.

Amendment in clause 5 considered, put and 
agreed to and Bill, as amended, adopted.

Bill read a third time.

MOTOR CARRIER TRANSPORTATION 
AMENDMENT BILL

Third Order read: Third Reading,—Motor
Carrier Transportation Amendment Bill.

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT: I 
move—

That the Bill be now read a third time.

Mr. WATERSON: After the discussion we 
have had just now in this House on a previous 
Bill, the Bill before the House now seems to 
be an anachronism. It seems to us that after 
the Bill we have approved of just now, this 
motion now before us is out of date, and not 
necessary, and we are at a loss to understand 
why the hon. Minister finds it necessary to 
move the third reading of this Bill. When 
the second-reading debate took place, we ob
jected to this Bill because in our view the hon. 
Minister was approaching the problem on the 
wrong lines. Then, after the second reading 
of the Bill, there was a long gap and in the 
interim various incidents took place. Then we 
had the Committee Stage, and again we raised 
queries in regard to the Minister’s tactics. 
During the Committee Stage the hon. Minister 
indicated that he deprecated a long discussion 
as negotiations were taking place and I take 
it that as a result of these negotiations the 
Bill we have just dealt with has come before 
this House.

Now we have the third reading, and it is 
the duty of the House to now consider
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whether in the light of the changed circum
stances it is necessary to proceed with this Bill 
any further. The Bill we were discussing 
prior to this one, had as its basis the idea of 
subsidizing transport for the Native workers, 
and admitting that such a subsidy was neces
sary. This Bill has quite a different approach 
to the problem. This Bill was brought for
ward by the hon. Minister at the second read
ing as a means of strengthening his hand in 
dealing with what he regarded as a political 
question. What is the position to-day, now 
that we have reached the third reading stage? 
The hon. Minister in introducing the Bill made 
it perfectly clear what his intention was—to 
give the hon. Minister his due, there is never 
any doubt as to what he means when he 
says a thing. There is no legal finesse in what 
he says. He said straight out, in plain terms, 
what he meant. He made it perfectly clear 
in his second-reading speech and throughout 
the debate on the Bill in the various stages 
that he regarded the particular dispute 
which had led to this Bill as of purely political 
origin and a test of strength between certain 
bodies and the Government, and that he as 
representing the Government was determined 
to meet that threat. Well. Sir, the Minister, 
as we have said all along, was wrong in inter
preting that particular incident as purely a 
political question, and I think that subsequent 
events, right up to to-day, show that the hon. 
Minister was misjudging the situation in the 
line that he took. The Minister himself has 
it on record, and quite rightly on record in 
my opinion, that where in pursuit of a 
national polity Native workers have to be 
housed a long distance from the place where 
they work, it is quite essential that adequate 
transport services should be provided for them 
to come to their place of work and that if they 
can’t pay for it, ways and means haye to be 
found whereby that transport is available to 
them. The hon. Minister has borne even 
greater testimony in that respect. This after
noon he told us that in his other capacity he 
was spending something like £45,000,000 in 
providing Railway services for the non-Euro
pean workers to get to their work from the 
places where they are compelled to live.

Sir, there is a very well-known couple in 
literature, Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde, and the 
trouble with regard to Dr. Jekyll and Mr. 
Hyde, who were extremely different in their 
approach to life, was that their different ap
proach to life landed them both in disaster. 
Now the hon. Minister willy-nilly is in the 
position of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde and I 
think that he would be well-advised to reflect 
upon the fate that awaited Dr. Jekyll and Mr. 
Hyde and to realize that if he wants to escape 
the fate of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde he must 
follow a definite line of policy in the dual role 
that he plays. Therefore, having as Minister 
of Railways made great efforts—and let me say 
at once that I think the efforts of the hon. 
Minister of Transport in his capacity as Minis
ter of Railways in coping with this question of

transport for the Natives is one which I think 
is very commendable indeed, and I do not 
think anybody could have tackled the thing 
more vigorously than he has done—but if he 
is going to do that then in his capacity as 
Minister of Transport, he has to adopt the 
same attitude. He has done so up to a point 
in the Bill which we have been discussing this 
afternoon. He has accepted the principle that 
we should entrench a system of subsidizing 
road transport in respect of the Native popula
tion who have to live far away from their 
place of work. In other words, it is now 
common cause—and I do not want to be con
troversial—that in this question of transport, 
economics do play a very substantial part, 
and the hon. Minister has shown clearly in 
both his capacity as Dr. Jekyll and as Mr. Hyde 
that he appreciates that and he accepts that. 
That being so, the question arises why is it 
necessary to proceed any further with this Bill, 
which represents an entirely different approach 
to the problem than the one which the Govern
ment has now decided to follow? The Govern
ment has decided that railways must be pro
vided for the Native worker from his place 
of living to his place of work, and they haye 
provided moreover that if those rail
ways show a loss, the loss should be borne 
by the Consolidated Revenue Fund. They 
have now provided that the Minister will have 
very wide powers to subsidize road transport 
in order to make it possible for the Native 
worker to get to his place of work at a price 
that he can afford to pay. The question there
fore arises: why is it necessary to burden the 
already overladen Statute Book with this Bill 
in the form of an Act? I am not a vindictive 
sort of person, and the Minister this afternoon 
claimed to be exercising a good deal of self- 
restraint when he was replying to a certain 
debate, and I am prepared to exercise a similar 
amount of restraint, because I think that inci
dent which occasioned this Bill was probably 
one of the most portentous things that has 
happened in South Africa for many, many 
years. I think that that particular inci
dent was so portentous for the country, 
so possibly fraught with dangers for this coun
try, that I do not think any of us should give 
way to recriminations or to attacks of any 
sort. But what will happen if this Bill is 
passed? So far as I can see it will serve no 
useful purpose because it is not in line with 
what is now Government policy, and 
that is to make sure that the Native worker is 
enabled to get to his place of work on condi
tions which he is able to meet, having regard 
to his economic position and to the 
wages which he is earning. That, I take it, 
is the policy of the hon. the Minister. I hope 
it is, because if so he will have the full support 
of this side of the House. But, that being 
so, what is the point of placing this Bill on 
the Statute Book? It will be a dead letter. 
It is not intended to carry out the present 
policy of the Government, which is to 
subsidize transport, and I want to suggest to
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the Minister that he should reconsider this. I 
brood about the Minister in my spare moments 
because I think that he has certain qualities 
which can be of great benefit to this country 
Nobody will question his ability for hard work 
and nobody will question his readiness to 
tackle a task or a problem. Many of us ques
tion his way of going about tackling a pro
blem, that is true, but if this Bill goes on to 
the Statute Book it will not be used, and I 
suggest it will simply be a monument, as my 
hon. friend for Vereeniging (Mr. S. J. M. 
Steyn) says—a monument to a mistake which 
the Minister made.

Mr. LAWRENCE: It will really be a legis
lative white elephant.

Mr. WATERSON: I did not want to drag 
in the Minister’s hobby of murdering defence- 
less elephants, because that is a controversial 
question. But quite seriously I want to put 
it to the Minister that from his own point 
of view he would be very much wiser not 
to place this Bill on the Statute Book. If it 
does go on to the Statute Book it will stand 
* iiS Hnuset ’̂ ;ind to people who are not as 
well disposed towards the hon. the Minister as 
I am and as this side of the House is gener- 
ally, it will simply stand as a landmark of a 
mistake which the hon. the Minister made 
it he would allow me to give him a little 
advice which is intended in the very best of 
spirit, I would strongly advise him not to pro
ceed with the third reading of this Bill but to 
forget about it; to let it sink into oblivion, and 
et us all forget about the appalling mistake 

that might have been made had it been put 
into effect and if the Minister had used those 
powers Let us forget about that and proceed 
along the lines which were adumbrated this 
afternoon by the hon. the Minister in the Bill 
which he introduced and which we supported.
.. FoJ' ?hat reason, in the interests of the hon. 
the Minister as well as in the interests of 
the country, we cannot agree to the third read
ing.

Mrs. BALLINGER: I wish to add my plea 
7?, that of the hon. member for Constantia 
(Mr. Waterson). As a matter of fact I 
was very much surprised to discover that the 
non. the Minister proposed to go on with this 
measure. 1 also thought that when the hon. 
the Minister had decided to introduce the Bill 
ot which we gave him all stages to-day, he 
would not go on with this measure, because 
there seems to be no purpose in doing so. I 
should have thought that the Minister would 
nave had sufficient confidence in the step which 
ne has now taken to make it unnecessary for 
tm to pursue the sort of course it looked as 

't he might be going to pursue when he origin
ally introduced this Bill. Now that we have 
S*f.se2. thls. measure I should have assumed 
n j  ® crlsis has not only passed now but passed for good.

This is a measure simply to deal with trans
portation. It is not a case of the Government 
saying it is going to face all challenges 
by this type of legislation. This has a limited 
application; and the necessity for the occasions 
on which it might be used has now gone. At 
least I assume that is so. That is why we 
agreed to give the hon. the Minister the 
passage of the Bill that we have given him this 
afternoon. And I thought that that was the 
basis on which he put it through; that he is 
now not going to face that sort of crisis again, 
that he has accepted the analysis of the situa- 
tion made by commerce and industry, 
fu6*1 i! u c*oes not entirely agree with it; and 
tnat he has accepted an entirely new pro
gramme in respect of transport where it falls 
outside the railway set-up.

I object to this going on the Statute Book 
because I thought at the time it was not 
only an unfruitful approach to a particular 
crisis, but that it was a particularly dangerous 
approach to a particular crisis. It did not 
attempt to solve anything. It was simply an 
attempt to show the African National Congress 
that the Government had certain views about 
it and that they were going to handle it with 
firmness wherever they met it within this 
narrow context. But that is not a policy. It 
was not even a proposition to meet the parti
cular case. And while I thought it was an 
unfortunate approach at that time, I think it 
is particularly unfortunate to continue with it 
when there is no necessity for it at all. It 
seems to me that there is no advantage in the 
Government making challenges to any section 
of the population, just out of the blue, or just 
tor the sake of a challenge. And that is all 
that this piece of legislation involves. I had 
hoped for the sake of—I am not going to 
say ‘ good relations ” because that is too much 
to ask—for the sake of better relations and 
the possibility of better relations between the 
Government and the African population that 
the Minister would not go on with this Bill 
It is entirely useless and it can only be 
dangerous. I feel that the hon. the Minister 
has nothing to lose by letting it go. He has 
redeemed the situation to a very large extent 
by his action to-day, and I think both he and 
we would be satisfied to see this particular 
episode closed. But it will not be closed if 
this goes on to the Statute Book. It will 
remain an empty challenge; it simply leaves a 
bad taste, and I think the necessity for this 
has now passed. I support the proposition 
that the hon. the Minister should not go on 
with this Bill. 6

Mr. HEPPLE: Why does the hon. the 
Minister insist on going on with this Bill? I 
expected that when we reached the third read
ing stage the Minister would have announced 
m the House that he had decided to abandon 
this Bill, in spite of the time that we spent 
on the previous stages. I say that because, 
after the happy atmosphere of this afternoon 
when the House was in accord on a measure
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to close the unhappy incident of the bus boy
cott on the Witwatersrand and in Pretoria I 
thought the Minister would have been satis
fied. Now it seems that the Minister is de
termined to fire this bullet that he loaded in his 
gun earlier in the Session, and I cannot see 
what he hopes to achieve.

Let us examine the possible result if this 
House passes this measure to-night. What use 
will the hon. the Minister be able to make of 
it? What use does he possibly foresee for 
this measure in the future? Even when the 
boycott was in progress we felt that the hon. 
the Minister would not find an opportunity to 
make use of the powers that are contained in 
this Bill. Now we see even less need for this 
particular measure. I looked upon the pre
vious measure as being an act of contrition on 
the part of the Minister, but it now seems that 
he is not satisfied with that, he wants to have 
this further act of justification in a hopeless 
endeavour to put himself in the right where 
he was in the wrong. I think the hon. the 
Minister should be satisfied to let bygones be 
bygones, and let him appreciate the fact that 
the House treated him very kindly this after
noon and did not try to score off him despite 
his past anger and misdemeanour over the 
question of the boycott. I do not want to 
rake over the coals, I merely want to ask 
the hon. the Minister what is the necessity 
for going on with this measure? He knows 
what is going to happen; the Opposition will 
vote against him, he will score a victory on 
his majority in the House and from there 
where will he go with this measure?

An HON. MEMBER: He may not proclaim 
it.

Mr. HEPPLE: The hon. member suggests 
that the Minister may not proclaim it, but I 
do not know; the Minister might do anything.
I feel the hon. the Minister is not acting con
sistently this evening. In view of what has 
happened already I hoped that the Minister 
would have shown a more reasonable attitude.
I do appeal to him, even at this atage, to 
accept it not as conceding anything to the 
opposition, not as a victory for the opposition 
but merely as an act of statesmanship on his 
part, by withdrawing this measure and not 
pushing it through the third reading.

Mr. POCOCK: I want to support the re
marks made by my colleague this evening, par
ticularly as this Bill was brought forward for a 
very special purpose, and as it introduced a 
new principle giving the Minister power oyer 
the boards set up under the Motor Carrier 
Transportation Act.

I want to refer to a statement I made in 
the second reading of this Bill and to which 
the hon. the Minister, in his reply, referred, 
drawing special attention to the fact that I had 
allegedly stated that the Whites would never 
fight against the Blacks. He said he was 
shocked that I should have made such a state

ment. I want to draw attention to what was 
said on that occasion and to indicate where a 
slip was made by me, and I am going to 
ask the Minister to accept my statement as t0 
what the real position was. In that speech 
I pointed out what the effect of this Bill would 
be, and referring to one of the hon. members 
who had spoken I said this—

The hon. member knows very well that a 
very different situation exists in this country, 
and it was quite impossible for us at any 
time to go into action to support the non- 
European on a matter of such vital import
ance to the country as a whole, and if we 
did not make any declaration at that parti
cular time it is very clear that we were not 
going to be a party to any action which 
would create the impression of Whites taking 
up a stand against the Blacks.

It is correct that I did say “ against the Blacks , 
but as I said afterwards, it was obviously a 
slip because the whole of my speech was 
directed to the other side, the question of 
Whites fighting Whites. I ask the hon. the 
Minister to-night to accept that statement, that 
it quite obviously was a slip. I saw it after
wards but I would not alter my Hansard so 
that there should be no question of any mis
understanding at all. That is why I make this 
statement to-night.

The MINISTER OF TRANSPORT: I have 
no hesitation in accepting the hon. member s 
statement. There is one reason and one
reason only why I wish to have this Bill placed 
on the Statute Book, and that is that I regard 
this as a precautionary measure for the future. 
It is quite possible that the powers granted the 
Minister in the Bill might not be used, but it 
is also quite possible that it might be very 
necessary to use those powers. I agree with 
the hon. members that the boycott has been 
settled. This afternoon we have decided to 
pass legislation providing for an increase in the 
levies payable by employers, which will enable 
the Transport Commission to pay an increased 
subsidy to the transport undertakings. However, 
there are such things as political boycotts and 
1 am not satisfied in my own mind that the 
boycott that has just ended is the last. Only a 
week or so ago attempts were made in Sophia- 
town by intimidation to restart the boycott and 
shots were even fired at one of the buses. The 
only purpose in starting a new boycott is to 
get the European company out and to have it 
substituted by a Native company. The Afri
can National Congress has already announced 
that they are going to start a boycott of certain 
Afrikaans firms. I repeat what I have said in 
previous debates, that we must accept the posi
tion that the Natives, and especially the African 
National Congress, are going to make use ol 
the boycott weapon. Parliament is going tc 
adjourn within a few weeks and during the 
recess it is quite possible that action such a' 
that might he taken by the African National
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Will the Minister tell us how he can cut the 
pip of the mango out of the other half? I 
would like the Minister to give us a demonstra
tion. So the solution of the problem of eating
mangoes is also given—

The solution of the problem of eating 
mangoes which are too large for one person:

The solution apparently is to pull off the skin 
of one half, then to take a serrated knife and 
cut it in half, then to turn it over and you 
cut the pip out of what is left. And then you 
divide it up between two people—

. . . Cut in half this way there are two
good servings, and the price seems more
reasonable too.

This is what we are voting as far as I can 
make out £20,000 for, for publicity. [Time 
limit.]

*Mr. M. D. C. DE W. NEL: 1 rise to say 
something in defence of the Department of 
Nutrition. My first reason for doing so is that 
the Department of Nutrition has really done 
more than any other body to make South 
Africa nutrition-conscious. Since the Depart
ment of Nutrition has been established, the 
people of South Africa have begun to think 
about nutrition. That was not the position 
formerly. That is a very great service which 
has been rendered to South Africa. There is 
the fact that it is recognized to-day throughout 
the scientific world that we know how to pro
duce the food, but we do not know how to use 
that food. In other words, the science of nutri
tion is a young science, but it is one of the 
most important present-day sciences in the 
world. It has been proved that it is the duty 
of scientists to concentrate all their energies 
on it to ascertain how mankind can be pro
perly fed. Not only that. In addition man
kind has to realize how important it is that he 
ensures that from the day he is born to the 
day he dies he is fed in the proper way. There 
is the unfortunate position that we in South 
Africa especially know more about feeding our 
stock, even our pigs, than we do about feeding 
ourselves. That is an unfortunate fact, and I 
say the Department of Nutrition has made a 
tremendous contribution to enlightening the 
people in that respect and to making them 
food-conscious. It is very easy to ridicule such 
elementary statements here, but do not let us 
forget that 9.000,000 to 10,000,000 people in 
South Africa do not know those elementary 
facts. The Native population and a large sec
tion of the Coloured population do not know 
those elementary facts. I have had personal 
experience of that. Those people really need 
it. just as a section of the Whites also urgently 
require to be made aware of these matters. 
Allow me just to say this: A few years ago 
one had to describe exactly how to eat a paw
paw to a person from the Eastern Cape. He 
did not know it. A taste for pawpaws has to

be cultivated. There are Whites in South 
Africa to-day who have never even seen a 
mango and one also has to learn how to eat 
it. How much more so does not that apply to 
the non-Whites? It is a fact that it costs a great 
deal to produce the food, but when one 
examines how much is lost from when it is 
produced until it really becomes of value to 
the country, one sees it is an enormous 
amount. It is one of the important duties of 
the State to ensure that the necessary scientific 
research is undertaken, but at the same time 
that the necessary scientific guidance is given 
to the people so that they can feed themselves 
properly. I do hope that all this ridicule will 
not make an impression on the Minister, that 
it will help to place it on a sound basis, but 
I hope the Department of Nutrition will not 
be abolished but will on the contrary be de
veloped into one of our important Depart
ments.

Mr. HEPPLE: 1 think we all enjoyed the 
little diversion of the hon. member for Springs 
(Mr. Sutter), but I want to support the hon. 
member who has just sat down. I want to say 
that the Department of Nutrition, in the light 
of all circumstances, is doing a very valuable 
job in these circulars which it sends out every 
week. In spite of the fact that some ridicule 
the simplicity of these circulars, the Depart
ment is rendering a very valuable service to 
South Africa. My only regret is that the very 
valuable information that they are providing 
for the people of South Africa on the question 
of proper nutrition, it is impossible even for 
the European community to get their hands on 
South African fruit and vegetable products 
that are so well advertised. That is the only 
difficulty. But in so far as scientific data is 
provided. I think it is very valuable indeed, 
and I hope that the Department will not be 
discouraged by diversions such as we have had 
here this afternoon, although we quite enjoyed 
it. I would like to say that one look at the 
people of South Africa shows there is a neces
sity for a Department of Nutrition. The last 
two speakers I think are evidence of that. The 
Department’s circulars deal particularly with 
the types of food that result in obesity, which 
we always associate with very cheerful people. 
We have seen two people this afternoon that 
are direct contrasts, and perhaps I might sug
gest that the Department of Nutrition might 
be able to discover what type of food it is that 
makes one fat man jovial and another man 
over-serious.

Col. O. L. SHEARER: When the Depart
ment of Nutrition was created, many of us 
welcomed its creation. We felt that here was 
a sincere attempt on the part of the Govern
ment to counteract the increasing incidence of 
malnutrition in the Union. But due to some 
of the Department’s activities, a considerable 
number of people are now getting very scepti
cal as to whether the Department is still fulfill
ing its true function, namely that of limiting 
the incidence of malnutrition in South Africa. 
Reference has been made here to rice, and in
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this connection during the Session I tabled a 
question in regard to the importation of rice, 
and the figures relating to rice are colossal. 
From 1 April 1954 to 31 March 1955, no less 
than 80,184 short tons were imported; during 
the same period up to 1956, 31,248 short tons 
were imported, and for the period 1 April to 
31 December 1956, the importations amounted 
to 32,643 short tons. Now the Department 
imported this rice and sold the rice at a profit 
of £2,239,293. The point I wish to make is 
that it seems to be a misnomer that a product 
such as this should be imported by the Depart
ment of Nutrition, because the nutritionists in 
the Minister’s Department realize fully that 
rice has little or no nutritional value. Tn a 
further answer to the question the Minister 
more or less admitted that it has a negligible 
nutritional value, but apparently one of the 
reasons why rice has been imported is to 
counteract black market selling. Surely the 
Department of Nutrition has no right to go in 
to counteract black market selling. It would 
seem that the importation of rice, if it is to 
be the function of a Government Department, 
should be the task of the Department of Eco
nomic Development. Personally 1 feel that it 
is really a matter for private enterprise. That 
is one aspect of what is a major activity of 
the Department, based on these colossal 
amounts which are being imported.

The second aspect is the question of mobile 
vans. We have had criticism in the past with 
regard to mobile vans that these vans go 
into areas where there is little or no mal
nutrition. In other words the comparatively 
well to do people go and purchase the com
modities sold by these mobile food vans, with 
the result that the distribution in that regard 
is obviously most unsatisfactory. Here again 
it is the Government, through its Department 
of Nutrition, that has become a competitor of 
private enterprise and. in this instance, unfor
tunately a competitor of the small retailer who, 
in most instances, has a difficult job in ekeing 
out a satisfactory living. Take for example 
the question of fortified bread. I notice under 
the item “ feeding services ” that the amount 
contributed to the enrichment of foodstuffs is 
growing less, therefore I feel entitled to ask 
whether the demand for enriched foodstuffs is 
growing less? In any event, is the Minister 
satisfied that fortified bread, Bremer bread, is 
reaching the people who most need it, the 
malnourished people? The Minister's Depart
ment has carried out a series of surveys in
volving small groups, but as I understand it 
those are controlled groups. By that I mean 
that these people are adequately fed on a 
balanced diet and then the survey is taken in 
order to establish whether or not their nutri
tional standards have improved. But what is 
the overall picture? Is the hon. the Minister 
satisfied that his fortified bread is, on the 
overall picture, as far as the distribution in 
South Africa is concerned, reaching the people 
who most need it?

The next item of enrichment deals with the 
question of mealie meal. I do not know what

the distribution is or whether the Minister is 
satisfied that his enriched mealie meal is going 
to the people who most need it, but in this 
country the most important and essential foods 
are those which we call the dairy products; 
milk, butter, cheese; those are the necessary 
things. And what has the Department done 
to step up production of dairy products? I 
do not want to go into the statistics, but from 
time to time in years gone by I have quoted 
one item alone, and that is the production of 
milk. What liaison is there with the Depart
ment of Agriculture? What steps are taken 
in order to see that the production capacity 
of our cows is being increased? The figures 
indicate that the capacity of milk gallons per 
cow in South Africa is probably lower than 
in any other dairy producing country. And 
in relation to milk, may I say that milk is a 
natural food in itself. Some years ago when 
I spoke on this subject, it was no less than 
an authority like the hon. member for Gezina 
(Professor Malan) who got up and extolled the 
virtues of milk as a natural food. But I 
want to go further. A member of the Depart
ment of Nutrition, speaking at a Health 
Congress had this to say with regard to milk—

For Governments come and Governments 
go, but the nation goes on for ever and 
must necessarily “ march on the feet of its 
children ”—all its children—to whom milk; 
wholesome safe quality milk, is a better 
“ staff of life ” than even enriched bread. It 
is their birthright on the strongest physio
logical grounds and it is up to us to see 
that they get it, even if it brings us into 
conflict with the delinquent parent, munici
pality, State department, politician, or—the 
greatest menace of all—vested interests.

In view of that statement from an expert I 
would like to ask the hon. the Minister what 
his Department has done to increase the pro
duction of milk and. also, what he has done 
to distribute milk at a cheap price in view of 
the modern technique in the preservation of 
milk, and particularly in so far as children 
are concerned? What representations has the 
Department of Nutrition made in so far as 
Native feeding is concerned in the schools? 
Because in nutrition it is in the early forma
tive years that it is effective from a physio
logical point of view.

Taking the long range view, we have gluts 
and we have surpluses, but the Department of 
Agriculture, in a report given to the World 
Health Organization had this to say in 1953—

“ Consumption of foodstuffs ”, warns the 
report. “ is increasing at a rate which 
threatens to outstrip production within the 
next ten to 20 years.” The prospects for the 
immediate future are no less disquieting.

That brings me to this point: Surely the 
Department of Nutrition has other functions, 
quite apart from research and quite apart from
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if it is opposed to the type of regulation which 
the Minister frames in terms of the Bill. Now 
I myself think that it is a very good provision, 
and I welcome the inclusion of this sort of pro
vision. But experience suggests that it is, 
under the present Rules of the House, practi
cally a dead letter; that it is almost impossible 
for Parliament to make use of the privilege 
which the! Minister is apparently conceding 
here.

The othir day when the matter was raised 
in another Context I asked whether, in order 
to overcome the difficulty and to make the 
proposition a. practical one, the Minister in 
charge of the Bill would regard it as an obli
gation upon him to see that the Minister in 
charge of thevHouse provided time for a dis
cussion of the\regulations. The reply of the 
Minister, who Was the hon. the Minister of 
Transport upori\ that occasion, was that he 
could do nothing about it, that he had no 
responsibility in me matter, that he had simply 
taken over the clause from another Bill and 
assumed that it involved a real practical con
cession to the righffc of members to control the 
operation of the ^3ill. I think that closer 
inquiry into the matter suggested that that 
statement of the bon.\ the Minister of Transport 
leaves the matter exactly where it was. That 
inquiry has suggested \that, in fact, there is no 
provision under our Standing Rules and Orders 
whereby a member of the Opposition could 
force a discussion on regulations to which he 
was opposed.

I put that proposition to the hon. the Minis
ter now because I assum^ that, in moving this 
clause, the hon. the Minister really does intend 
to provide the House with the right to discuss 
his regulations, if anybody on the Opposition 
side feels that the regulations should be dis
cussed; that, in other word|, he believes he is 
making a genuine concession to the House to 
control the operation of a measure of this kind 
which so largely depends Vor its practical 
application on the type of regulations which 
are drawn up. However, in\ fact, as things 
stand, unless the Ministers arelthemselves pre
pared to help members to secure some modi
fication of the Rules of this (House this is 
apparently an empty concession A motion 
in this regard would be a motion by a private 
member, and a private member would find it 
extremely difficult to get any place on the 
Order Paper, even early in the Session. That 
is the point at issue. I wish to putlto the hon. 
the Minister that while we nattorally and 
willingly accept the proposition thal he is in
corporating in the Bill, we also feal that he 
himself and other Ministers should realize it is 
no good putting this in as a generallformula 
in our Bills unless some sort of provision is 
made to overcome this particular difficulty. In 
fact, any attempt now to make this proposition 
work would be an attempt by a privatelmem- 
member who has no control over the procedure 
of the House. I hope I have made my point 
to the hon. the Minister. \

Mr. DAVIDOFF: While we also welcome a 
provision of this nature, I want to endorse all 
that the hon. member for Cape Eastern (Mrs. 
Ballinger) has said in this respect. I would 
particularly like to draw the attention of the 
Minister to his amendment as printed on page 
697 oil the Order Paper. Sub-section (3) 
reads—-A

If bath Houses of Parliament by a resolu
tion passed in the same session (being a 
session (during which copies of such pro
clamation have been laid on the Table of 
both Houses of Parliament in terms of sub
section 02)) disapprove of any such pro
clamation^ . .

Then it goes) on to say—

. . . such provision thereof shall thereafter 
cease to be\of force and effect to the extent 
to which it\is so disapproved, but without 
prejudice to khe validity of anything done in 
terms of such proclamation.

The hon. member for Cape Eastern has 
pointed out quite clearly how difficult and 
almost impossible it will be for both Houses 
of Parliament, by resolution, to pass any such 
resolution. It would be almost impossible 
unless the Government concedes the time or 
unless arrangements are made whereby a pri
vate member is allowed not only to table a 
resolution, but the Government goes further 
and undertakes to; see that that resolution will 
be discussed. Unless that takes place the 
whole meaning and effect of the Minister’s 
amendment becomes meaningless and useless.

There is another aspect of the matter to 
which I would like to draw the attention of 
the hon. the Minister, and I know it is an 
almost insuperable (difficulty. After a reso
lution has been passed and accepted by the 
House, which will ba without prejudice to the 
validity of anything done, it does strike us that 
however well-intentioned the Minister may be 
the introduction of tan amendment of this 
nature can prove absolutely of no effect be
cause the mischief will have been done. It 
may be a case of closing the door of the 
stable after the horse hks gone. I would like 
the hon. the Minister tolconsider the question 
from the aspect that has been put to him by 
both the hon. member fsr Cape Eastern and 
myself, and to see whether something much 
more effective cannot be worked out.

The MINISTER OF THB INTERIOR: Mr.
Chairman, the matter that! has been raised 
here is a matter that. I think, could profit
ably be raised before the Committee on Stand
ing Rules and Orders, where |he general ques
tion could be discussed. As Var as this par
ticular case is concerned, apant from any rul
ing that may be given by thelCommittee on 
Standing Rules and Orders. itlseems to me 
that it could be brought before Ythe House in 
one of three ways. First of all, ill the Govern
ment were to give time for such a motion;
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and I understand that that was done in the 
Other Place two years ago. Secondly, it could 
be done by means of a private member’s 
motion. The third way in which it seems it 
could be raised is under the general No Con
fidence debate; although it would not then be 
specifically directed to this provision, there 
would be an opportunity of calling the Minis
ter to account and getting an explanation from 
him.

Mrs. BALLINGER: That would be very 
unsatisfactory.

The MINISTER OF THE INTERIOR: I 
say that you could call the Minister to account 
for his actions, for whatever he has done by 
way of regulation or proclamation. You could 
get an explanation from him in that way, but 
it would not be a specific resolution. Those 
are the three ways in which it could be done.

I want to say that I think that in a proper 
case the Government will be prepared to give 
time for such a motion, and if Clause 1 (4) 
—which is now standing over—is accepted as 
it is, then I undertake that the Government 
will give an opportunity for it. Because of 
the very wide nature of that clause 1 am quite 
prepared to bind the Government, if that 
clause is accepted as it is. If, however, it is 
accepted in another form it will very much 
depend upon what other safeguards there are. 
If it is passed in its present form, then I 
undertake that the Government will give an 
opportunity for discussion of a motion of that 
kind. As I say, it depends entirely on what it 
is for. I introduced this particular amend
ment because of the far-reaching effect of 
Clause 1. Hon. members will recall that in 
the report of the Royal Commission on Minis
ter’s powers, some time in the ’thirties, this 
was one of the formulas which they discussed 
and rated higher than the ordinary one of 
laying any regulations on the Table of the 
House for 14 days, so that there is some dif
ference between the procedures.

Mr. MITCHELL: Can you bind the 
United Party by that?

The MINISTER OF THE INTERIOR: 
Well I think the chances of the United Party 
Government coming back next year are about 
as remote as the chances were of Crepello 
losing the Derby.

Mr. MITCHELL: It is only one year, you 
know.

The MINISTER OF THE INTERIOR: If 
the clause is passed in that form, then I 
can give that assurance to hon. members.

Mr. HEPPLE: Whilst I appreciate the good 
intentions ot the hon. the Minister in placing 
this safeguard in Clause 14, I feel that I must 
pursue the matter a little further. I had occa
sion to raise-this question two days ago on 
another measure that was before this Com

mittee, and I pointed out to the Committee 
then that these apparent powers are really 
illusory. There is no possibility of Parlia
ment getting any further than having, at best, 
a discussion on the proclamation or regula
tion that may be applied under laws of this 
kind. I pointed out the considerable difficul
ties that face Parliament in trying to make 
use of these particular powers.

The hon. the Minister of the Interior has now 
told us that there are three ways in which we 
could overcome this difficulty, but of course 
the three ways that he mentioned are really 
only one way. Let us take a practical ex
ample; let us assume that at the next session 
of Parliament I wish to make use of the powers 
under this clause and I want to move a reso
lution of disapproval in the House. I will 
have to table a motion and that motion will 
have to take its place amongst all the other 
motions that are put before Parliament, and 
being a private member’s motion it probably 
will never be reached. Therefore 1 would 
have absolutely no opportunity of disapprov
ing of the proclamations in this case, or regu
lations in another case, that may be issued 
by the hon. the Minister. We have to bear 
in mind that these proclamations and regula
tions are the work of the Minister. The Minis
ter will not be anxious for Parliament to dis
approve of his actions. I cannot imagine any 
Minister being willing to give time for that. 
If a Minister admits that he is wrong then he 
will immediately change his proclamations or 
regulations; he will not waste the time of Par
liament .and face parliamentary disapproval 
of his actions. If the Minister really sees it 
in that way he will take action without the 
intervention of Parliament.

The hon. the Minister has said that he will 
give us an assurance that he will see to it that 
time is given to Parliament to discuss the mat
ter. I think that that is the chief difficulty 
we have in Parliament, that people will talk 
in personalities, as if the Minister is the per
son we are dealing with. We are dealing 
with the figurehead of the Ministry. This 
Minister may decide to leave the country . . .

An HON. MEMBER: He cannot, he would 
not be given a permit.

Mr. HEPPLE: Well, he might leave as 
some of his victims leave, illegally. But we 
are not dealing with this Minister per se, we 
are dealing with the Ministry. I refuse to 
accept assurances from individuals in this 
House.

The MINISTER OF THE INTERIOR: If 
you like I will withdraw the assurance.

Mr. HEPPLE: Please do, because it will be 
more realistic. I do not want personal assur
ances from this Minister. They are absolutely 
valueless. I think that what we have to do 
is to enshrine in the legislation something of 
which we can make use.
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' Mr. MITCHELL: It may be a matter of 
good faith.

Mr. HEPPLE: Good faith on whose part?

Mr. MITCHELL: On the part of the 
Minister.

Mr. HEPPLE: The Minister’s good faith is 
not important in a democratic Parliament. 
We are dealing in groups, we are not dealing 
in individuals. This Minister might, for in
stance, find himself becoming unpopular in his 
own party, he might be deposed by the ex
tremists of the Transvaal—but I do not want 
to go into that.

The hon. the Minister has quite rightly 
suggested that one of the solutions may be for 
this matter to be considered by the Committee 
on Standing Rules and Orders. I may inform 
this Committee that I once endeavoured to get 
this question discussed on that Committee in 
relation to other measures, but unfortunately 
the matter was never pursued and we never 
got any further with it. I made an appeal 
in Committee the other day to another Minis
ter, asking if the Government would not stop 
this practice of inserting this type of proviso 
in Bills unless they were able to give Parlia
ment the necessary machinery to make use of 
it, and I think the initiative should come from 
the Government. 1 accept the Minister’s good 
faith and I accept his assurances, but I am 
sure that if he were in my position he would 
approach it in exactly the same way as I do. 
We are sure to want to use these powers but 
we will not be able to use them. I suppose 
what the Minister now wants us to do is to 
employ all our ingenuity to keep him in power 
so that he may be able to carry out the assur
ances he has given us to-day, but I have no 
desire to do that. I want to be able to use 
this provision whatever Government is in 
power and whatever Minister may hold this 
portfolio. I will leave the matter there in 
'.he hopes that the Government will appre- 
:iate the points which we have made and will 
try to do something about it.

Amendment put and agreed to.

Clause, as amended, put and agreed to.

On Clause 18.

*The MINISTER OF THE INTERIOR: I 
move—

In line 52, to omit “ examination ” and to
substitute “ execution ”.

it was obviously a mistake in the wording, 
rhe Registrar of Deeds may withhold the 
txecution of the deed of transfer whilst an 
examination is in progress. It is not the 
examination of the deed which must be with- 
teld while the examination is in progress!

Amendment put and agreed to.

Clause, as amended, put and agreed to.

On Clause 19,

*The MINISTER OF THE INTERIOR: I 
move the following amendment—

In line 59, after “ proceedings ”, to insert
“ under this Act or any law repealed by
this Act ”.

I said in the second reading that certain words 
were omitted here which were contained in 
the original Section 35. What I propose now 
is in order to make it clear that the presump
tion in the Bill is limited to matters in con
nection with the Group Areas Act.

Mr. BLOOMBERG: The amendment 
moved by the hon. the Minister does help the 
matter in that it restricts the provisions of 
Clause 19 to proceedings under the Group 
Areas Act, or any law repealed by this Act. 
To that extent it does ameliorate the general 
applicability of what has previously been 
described as a pernicious clause. But I sub
mit that even as amended this clause is still 
an unconscionable one. I say that this clause 
may cause a great deal of harm and humilia
tion to many innocent people. I want hon. 
members to bear with me while I tell them of 
the implications of this clause. Under the 
proposed new clause, in any proceedings under 
the Group Areas Act, whether they be 
criminal or civil proceedings, it now need only 
be alleged that a person was at any time a 
member of a Coloured group—it need only be 
alleged and that allegation is presumed to be 
correct and the onus is cast upon that in
dividual to prove the contrary. This is a new 
principle which was never brought into the 
previous Act. We discussed the principle very 
fully on numerous occasions previously, and 
Parliament decided that that principle should 
apply only to a company, because it is was 
quite an easy thing for a company to establish 
whether its shares were held by Europeans 
or non-Europeans. But where it affects human 
beings we, in the exercise of our discretion in 
this Parliament, decided that that test should 
not apply.

! want to say again for the benefit of hon. 
members, that it need now only be alleged that 
a person at any time was a Coloured person, 
and the allegation is presumed to be correct 
until that person can prove to the contrary. 
1 say that a provision of this sort opens the 
door to poison-pen letter writers; as I indicated 
previously it will open the door to black
mailers, it opens the door to informers and it 
encourages people to take advantage of the 
distant past in regard to a host of innocent 
people. We in this Parliament have discussed 
the human tragedy of these borderline cases 
on innumerable occasions, and I want to say 
that, speaking for myself. I take a very strong 
line in this regard. I think that if these people 
have, throughout the generations, outlived their 
ancestry, there is no reason at all why we 
should now open the dor to informers and
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blackmailers to initiate proceedings against 
them as they can do under this Act. We know 
that there are countless families in the Cape 
and in other parts of the country who have, 
during the course of generations, come to be 
acknowledged as Europeans, and nobody has 
questioned them. But under the clause sugges
ted by the hon. the Minister it need only be 
alleged that at some time or other—at any 
time, using the Minister’s own words in this 
clause—at any time if a person was a member 
of a Coloured race he then has to go through 
the humiliation of disproving that allegation. 
And unless he can disprove it he stands con
demned for all time as a Coloured individual, 
despite the fact that for many generations he 
may have been accepted as a European. This 
may have most serious repercussions in some 
of. our most well-known European families in 
this country. I make an appeal to the Minister 
not to allow this clause to go through in this 
form. I repeat that we can go back for gene
rations, because as the clause stands now if it 
is at any time alleged—and you need only 
allege it—that a man is Coloured, the onus is 
cast upon him to prove the contrary. To my 
mind, the most objectionable aspect of this 
thing is. that this will also apply to criminal 
proceedings. Where the onus is shifted on to 
an individual in criminal proceedings he does 
not discharge that onus by the preponderance 
of probabilities; he then has to prove his 
innocence beyond reasonable doubt. In other 
words, the entire onus is cast upon the un
fortunate person to prove his innocence. The 
Minister has been reasonable up to now in 
many respects in regard to this Bill, and I 
make an appeal to him to consider the repre
sentations v/e now make to him not to proceed 
with this clause in its present form. The 
Minister has given consideration to some of 
the other clauses; perhaps he might reconsider 
this clause. I can see no reason why we should 
amend the law as it stands at the moment. In 
the case of companies we met the Minister 
when he suggested a couple of years ago that 
unfortunately through the manipulations of 
Indians in the Transvaal it could not be deter
mined whether the owners of property were 
actually Indians or Europeans, and we agreed 
to amend the law so that the onus should be 
thrown on the company. But where you deal 
with human beings there should be a different 
approach. I appeal to the Minister to consider 
the human tragedies to which I referred. I 
sav it is quite wrong and unconscionable to 
allow these people to be attacked in the way 
they may be attacked if this becomes law. If 
the Minister can advance reasons why the law 
should be changed in this respect, we will con
sider those reasons, but I suggest that up to the 
present no adequate reasons have been ad
vanced. As the law stands at the moment 
there are certain presumptions and I think they 
should suffice. The presumptions at the mo
ment are that if a person is obviously a White 
person he shall for the purposes of this Act 
be a White person until the contrary is proved, 
and the same applies to Coloureds and Natives. 
There is already a presumption against them.

In other words, if a man looks Coloured he is 
Coloured unless the contrary is proved, 
suggest it is quite wrong to extend these pre
sumptions further because it will lead to hard
ship and humiliation. Further, even if the 
Minister wants to go ahead with this clause 
and retain these invidious presumptions against 
human beings, then I earnestly appeal to the 
Minister to eliminate the words “ or at any 
time was ” because that is absolutely indefens
ible. It opens the door to utter blackmail on 
the part of people and enables them to throw 
accusations at people who have been accepted 
as Europeans for many years. If this remains 
the law you can go back 50 or 100 years to 
prove that these people are of Coloured 
origin. I appeal to the Minister to reconsider 
the matter.

*The MINISTER OF THE INTERIOR: I 
just want to explain that in terms of the 
Group Areas Act itself the position is differ
ent in this respect from what it is in the Popu
lation Registration Act. In terms of Clause 
2 when a European woman is married to an 
Indian or Native, then for the purposes of 
this Act she adopts her husband’s group classi
fication. In other words a person’s group 
classification can change on her marriage and 
can change again when the man dies or when 
she is divorced. It is for that reason that we 
say here “ is or was at any time ”. It is to 
facilitate the position in regard to such a woman 
who has to assume the group classification of 
her husband and again loses that classifica
tion when her husband dies. We have to 
do here with cases of illegal possession, but 
also to ascertain that it is not illegal. It may 
be legal, and all we say here is that in such 
a case the onus of proof rests on the person 
who can most easily prove the facts. There 
are other presumptions in the Act in favour 
of a person in regard to his physical appear
ance. The hon. member has "eferred to that. 
What we want here is that in any case where 
there is a question as to whether the posses
sion is legal or illegal there should be this 
presumption, and it is a natural application 
of the legal rule that it is something peculiarly 
within her own knowledge. She can say: I 
say I am European; I know I was classed as 
a non-European when I was married to an 
Indian, but that marriage has been dissolved 
and now I am a European again. Those are 
things in regard to which she has more know
ledge than any other person.

Mr. T. O. WILLIAMS: In a case where 
the racial grouping changes to the more ad
vantageous race, will this word “ was ” not 
count against such a person?

*The MINISTER OF THE INTERIOR: 
No. Whilst she is married it does not benefit 
her to say that she is a European woman. 
But if her husband is dead and there is doubt 
as to what she is, if it is alleged that she is 
not European, then she is in the position to 
say that her husband is dead, and that is 
something she is much better able to prove



754 i 7 JUNE 1957 7542

vote against the second reading which we shall 
certainly do.

There are a number of other points which 
will be raised by other speakers on this side 
of the House, and which I do not want to go 
into in any detail, but Clause 13, to which the 
Minister has referred, amending Section 66 of 
the principal Act, is an instance of how neces
sary an overhaul of our income tax law is. The 
Minister pointed out that this only provides 
for extending the right to reduce assessed 
losses back to 1941, and he points out that the 
Commissioner already has that power in 
respect of ordinary assessments. He has the 
power of going back to 1941. If I Remember 
correctly, the income tax commission which 
went into this thing recommended that the 
Commissioner should only have the right to 
go back for three years, and that he must do 
his business within three years. The Select 
Committee went further into it and recom
mended six years. The view of the Committee 
was that a period of six years was quite long 
enough and that there was no reason why the 
Commissioner should have unlimited powers 
to go many, many years to the time when this 
Act was first passed to rectify any mistakes 
which may have been made. Whilst this clause 
itself may not be very important, because there 
is no new principle in it—it is simply extend
ing the right which the Commissioner has now 
—it does show how necessary an overhaul of 
our income tax law is. I hope that the Minis
ter in replying will be able to give us some 
hope that his Department is busy on the new 
law. Of course, ft won’t be the privilege of 
his party to introduce it. Nevertheless he 
could do a lot of useful spade work and make 
the work of thq new Government next year a 
little simpler if he will get on with it now.

/
*Dr. DIEDERICHS: I do not think it is 

necessary to/say much about the remarks by 
the hon. member for Constantia (Mr. Water- 
son) on the Income Tax Act. In the first place 
I want to /agree with him that the time has 
come for the hon. the Minister of Finance to 
consider jetting us have this complicated In
come Ttdt Act in a consolidated form. Any
one who has had dealings with that Act from 
time to/time will realize what a maze it is and 
how difficult it is to find one’s wav through it. 
I thinlf it will be in the interests of the country 
if we/ can at some time or other consolidate 
that Act. However, I want to say a few words 
about the remarks by the hon. member on the 
principle of the savings levy which he in effect 
tried to describe as a new discovery of this 
Government.

/
j *Prof. FOURIE: It is a bad example you 

. are following. t

/  *Dr. DIEDERICHS: I just want to point 
j  out to him that it is an examole they /set 
! during their regime. If they want to accuse 

this Government of weakness and of poor 
financial management, we c?,n only poipt to 
the poor financial management which existed

during their regime. Sir, I do not always 
understand that side of the House. I do not 
always understand the hon. member for Con
stantia. He is one of those who a little while 
ago described this Government as being a 
Government which was “ milking  ̂ the tax
payer ”. 1 just want to remind the hon. mem
ber that the average taxation, expressed as a 
percentage of the national income, was 20 
per cent under their regime. Under our re
gime it is between 12/ per cent and 13 per 
cent. During the last (year of their regime it 
was practically 30 per /cent of the national in
come and this Government has reduced it to 
12 per cent. Where/ the hon. member has 
spoken of “ milking tile taxpayer ”, I just want 
to say that for everyj gallon of milk we have 
extracted, they extracted two.

I
Mr. RUSSELL: When was it 20 per cent?

*Dr. DIEDERICHS: That hon. member 
who has spoken of “ milking the taxpayers ” 
now wants to attack the savings levy. On the 
one hand they say the Government is over
taxing the people/and on the other hand they 
are always demanding new services from the 
State for the public, whether from ordinary 
revenue account or from capital account. 
When we ask .them where the money is to 
come from, they say “ put us back into 
power”. We know that, were they to come 
into power, it /would perhaps mean a doubling 
of taxation. A want to ask them where they 
would find t]4e money if they were in power 
and were to; do these things. I just want to 
point out td the hon. member that in other 
countries off the world the State’s accounts are 
paid in fujt from the State’s revenue. In a 
country like America one does not find a
capital’ aqfcount and a revenue account as 
separate accounts, but the entire budget is
taken as/ one budget and is paid for from 
taxation /and the revenue of the country. The 
House $ill see that a great struggle is taking 
place in' America at the moment where they 
have a/record budget, one which is unequalled 
in the/ history of America. Yet the capital 
works/ and the ordinary services are all fi
nanced from taxation and no distinction is
drawn between the two accounts. Hon. mem
ber^ know that an agitation is also taking place 
to-dav for a reduction in taxation and the
President is adopting the attitude that the time 
is-not ripe. I want to point out to the hon. 
member that the Union Government provides 
fhe public with more services than most other 
.Governments, except a purely Socialist Go
vernment. When we compare South Africa 
with a country like America, we find that 
many of the services which our Central Go
vernment finances and which it must finance 
from taxation or from savings levies are pro
vided in America by private enterprise. The 
Railways are one example. The supply of 
electricity which is a semi-Siate undertaking 
here is in the hands of private enterprise there. 
Many services which are undertaken here by 
the State are undertaken there by private enter
prise. In the second place I want to point
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out that in certain Federal States that financial 
burden is divided between the Central Go
vernment and the governments of the separate 
States. In reply to my hon. friend, I want to 
point out that universities, for example, in 
America are mainly financed by separate States 
or cities and are not financed on a large scale 
by the Central Government, Jlere the Central 
Government has to finance all those services. 
There are many services which are undertaken 
by the Central Government .'here but which 
are undertaken in other countries by private 
or subordinate bodies. Despite all 'that the 
percentage which the Union/of South Africa 
asks its public to pay in the form of taxation 
is much lower than in those countries. Here 
it is 12 to 13 per cent; in some of those 
countries  ̂it is from 20 to 30 per cent of the 
national income. Income tax in this country 
is one of the lowest in the world. As far as 
the savings levy is concerned, I just want to 
point out that an extremely small percentage 
ot the population in South Africa pay income 
tax. About 7 per cent of the total population 
pay income tax. Twenty/ 30 and 40 per cent 
pay income tax in other countries, and here 
the small White population is called upon to 
pay income tax to provide services to the en
tire population.

*Mr. RUSSELL: The others are too poor.

*Df- DIEDERICHS: Yes, they are too 
Poor- E'ghty per ceht of the population are 
non-Whites who do not pay income tax. Or 
is the hon. member Unaware' of that9 Despite 
their low incomes, those non-Whites of South 
A -have a higher income than the
non-Whites in oth^r colonial territory. I just 
want to point out/that this Government pro
vides great servic^. These services which it 
provides m the fofm of railways, roads, build
ings, and posts and telegraphs, either have to 
be paid for out? of the capital account or 
partly out of revenue. Is that not what all 
other countries ido? Those services are for 
the benefit of the individual, but are also for 
the benefit of the large businesses in the 
country which thereby increase their profits. 
What is the solution of hon. members oppo- 
site? Their solution is to borrow more. On 
the one hand the hon. member for Constantia 
says we should rather have added 10 per cent 
to taxation instead of introducing the savings 
levy. Had we done so. what would he have 
said to-day? He would then have made the 
accusation that after nine vears the Govern
ment has had to increase taxation bv 10 per 
cent.

*Maj. VAN DER BYL; He did not say that.

*Dr. DIEDERICHS: He did say so.

Mr. WATERSON; But the 10 per cent is not 
all; there is also the surcharge of. I think 15 
per cent. “ 9

*Dr. DIEDERICHS: The hon. member said 
we could just as well have made that 10 per

cent an ordinary tax. Had we done so, thev 
would have said outside that the Government 
had increased taxation by 10 per cent. On the 
one hand they say we should .borrow .

*Mr. HUGHES: Where can we borrow?

*Dr. DIEDERICHS: We/know hon. members 
opposite. Were we to borrow abroad, they 
would do what they did a/few years ago. They 
would say this Governnjfent had increased our 
foreign debt. Some of them are already going 
around the country shying thy  the national 
debt has been increased under this Government

/
*Prof. FOURIE: \yhat is wrong with that?

*Dr. DIEDERICHS: This savings levy is one 
of the methods being used in most countries of 
the world to-daw because it is a compromise 
between loans and taxation. It is a com
promise in this/respect because it is a form of 
saving which ,ts safe but which at the same 
time helps thd State, which helps the taxpayer 
and which the taxpayer knows he will get back 
one day. There are very few countries in the 
world where this form of taxation is not used. 
That party can go to the public with this 
story; they will find that the public, as is the 
case with any type of taxation, will complain 
a little about this tax, but the public will even
tually accept this Government as the best 
available under the circumstances.

Mr. HF.PPT F - This Bill has two noteworthy 
features. One is that the Government is now 
compelling the ordinary taxpayer to lend money 
to the State, and the other is that it makes a 
nice fat donation to those who really should be 
giving or lending money to the State. I refer 
to the remissions in so far as the donations 
tax is concerned. The 10 per cent compulsory 
savings levy which is being imposed under this 
Bill is a tax that is being resuscitated by the 
Government after it had shown itself to be com
pletely unpopular in the past. In the light of 
the present economic circumstances in South 
Africa, I think there is no call for a tax of this 
kind at all. One thing that the Government 
seems to have lost sight of is that the lowest 
income taxpayer is going to be comDelled to 
make his contribution, no less than the very 
rich, and the argument that he may be paying 
on a pro rata scale, of course, is no justifica- 
*u0r,r. -r ^1*s âx' are living in times when the £ is worth less than half of what it used to 
be. and there are large numbers of people in 
this country who are paying income tax on 
incomes on which under normal circumstances 
they would not be taxable. On the other hand the 
exemptions which are conferred under this Bill 
to those who are liable for the donations tax 
are considerable. I think that this House should 
-ruar*T- !?1'nc* .the history of this particular tax.

mister is now raising the exemption from 
£2,000 to £5,000, and the effect of that will be 
virtually to wipe out this tax altogether. The 
small number of taxpayers who were liable for 
this tax in the past, were not sufficient for the



h l  m l '
in c o m e  - r« *  3 i U -

7545 7 JUNE 195'JSc2C***rt» « e » p „ o e > )  7546

Government to worry about, but I can quite 
understand why the Government did worry 
about them. They worried about them first 
of all, because such people are valuable sup
porters of big political parties, and once the 
Opposition began to make political capital out 
of this tax, because it proved to be unpopular 
with the rich sections of the community, the 
Government immediately rushed forward with 
this change in order to protect the very rich. I 
think this provision is absolutely uncalled for. 
We are in favour of taxing the rich. A country 
like South Africa especially needs a steeply 
graded tax system so that the very rich will pay 
a great deal of money to the country, and 
we also believe that the rich people who have 
a paradise on earth should not have a paradise 
when they die. We do not want them after 
they are dead to continue to escape paying their 
obligations to the country.

Mr. FRIELINGHAUS: What do you call 
rich?

Mr. HEPPLE; 1 call the hon. member rich. 
Of course, I accept that richness is a relative 
term. To a hungry man a dry crust of bread 
is wealth, but we are not talking in those 
terms. We are talking in terms of the realities 
of finance, and the realities of finance are 
simply that a man needs a certain minimum 
amount upon which to live, and anything 
beyond that amount is luxury. I do not care 
whether the hon. member wants to put it at 
£1,000 or £2,000 per year. We are talking 
here about people whose riches run into tens 
and hundreds of thousands of pounds. What 
I am saying now, of course, upsets members on 
both sides of the House, because both the big 
parties here represent big money. They repre
sent the very rich, and what I am asking for 
here is not popular, therefore. When the 
Government imposed a tax on Estate Duty 
and a donations tax, they struck at a small but 
powerful group in this country. There is an 
old saying that money talks. Well, it never 
spoke louder than it did on this occasion when 
it compelled the Government to grant this re
bate. as is being done under this Bill. [Inter
jections.] The hon. member for George (Mr. 
P. W. Botha) apparently does not study 
political history in other parts of the world. 
He does not seem to know that in the next 
government of Britain will be a Labour 
Government which will be in power for many 
years to come. I am not guessing in saying 
that; that is a fact which is accepted by every
one. But I am not discussing what goes on 
in England, I am only saying that it is a pity 
that this party here which makes an appeal in 
the urban areas to the urban worker, who 
speaks the way I do on these issues, should 
now rush in to defend these concessions to the 
very rich. However, I leave that point and I 
merely want to comment on fhe speech made 
by the hon. member for Randfontein (Dr. 
Diederichs). In reply to an interjection from 
this side of the House, the hon member 
pointed out that South Africa was one of the

most fortunate or unfortunate countries (de
pending upon one’s viewpoint) because only 
7 per cent of its people are paying income tax. 
He pointed out that 80 per cent of the poor 
people in this country are non-White. In 
saying that he unwittingly put his finger on the 
economic pulse of South Africa. Of course, 
that is our real trouble in this country. We 
have not yet reached that stage of economic 
development where we realize that the wealth 
of the nation comes from the wealth of the 
people and not from the wealth of a few 
fortunate individuals. As long as South Africa 
pursues a low wage policy based on the policy 
of cheap Black labour, so long will we continue 
to have difficulties in financing the needs of 
the State. So I say that if this Government, 
or its successor, continues to believe in a policy 
of cheap Black labour and of a low wage 
policy, we will continue to have all the financial 
difficulties that we have had in the past. It 
will be impossible for us to build up a strong 
internal market, and it will also be impossible 
for us to keep in step with the rest of the 
world. Of course there are passing advantages 
in this policy of cheap Black labour, because it 
makes a few people rich and they are prepared 
to defend that system to the end of the line. 
What we are needing in South Africa is a 
change from that past policy, and in view of 
what the hon. member for Randfontein has 
said here this afternoon, I hope that he will 
support the point of view that I have put for
ward, and that is to tax the rich and to tax 
them very heavily and allow the lower income 
groups wider scope in order to get the full 
benefit of the money which they earn by the 
sweat of their brow.

*Mr. VAN DEN HEEVER; I want to ask 
the hon. member who has just sat down why 
he does not go a little further and say we 
should cut the throats of all rich people and 
take all their possessions for the Labour Party? 
That is more or less the attitude he is adopting. 
It is all very well for the hon. member to 
adopt certain Marxist theories, but he should 
in addition at least try to be sensible. Were 
all Marxists to act as he does, I do not think 
any of them would ever have come into power 
anywhere in the world, no matter how sorry 
we are that some of them are ruling in Russia.

However, I want to deal more specifically 
with what the hon member for Constantia 
(Mr. Waterson) said this afternoon. He has 
attacked the savings levy. His second allega
tion is that we are overtaxing the people. I 
do not feel it is necessary to say much about 
the savings levy. That has been done on many 
occasions in South Africa. However, the hon. 
member would very much like us to make it 
a tax instead of a savings levy. They could 
then have told the people: Look, the taxes 
have been increased. I want to put it to the 
hon. member that many people see the State 
requires capital and they are also in a position 
to make loans to the State, but they say “ Why 
should I do so, let my neighbour do so ”. For 
that reason the States does not obtain its pro
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rata share of the capital available in the 
country for undertaking the necessary capital 
works. That makes it necessary for a govern
ment sometimes to take steps of this nature. 
Everyone knows it is purely a temporary step. 
Everyone knows that the world at this stage— 
not only South Africa, but the entire world—• 
is suffering from a tremendous capital shortage 
and that for this reason special steps must be 
taken to obtain capital. I just want to say a 
few words about what other countries are 
doing in this regard. The hon. member can
not tell me that the taxpayers of South Africa 
do not have the money to pay the amount the 
State is asking here, to lend it to the State. 
When one examines our development, we find 
that more or less £475,000,000 is being saved 
annually in South Africa. It is now merely 
a matter of the State having to obtain its pro 
rata share of essential capital services.

I now come to the story of the hon. member 
for Constantia that the people are being over
taxed. We all know that that is one of the 
stories the United Party wants to use in 
fighting the next election.’ The Leader of the 
United Party and other members are going 
around the country telling the people that we 
have overtaxed the people to an amount of 
more than £130.000,000. We are now adding 
£30,000.000 or £35,000,000, and we will there
fore have overtaxed the people by £165,000,000.

*Mr. WATERSON: I am talking about this 
year.

*Mr. VAN DEN HEEVER: Yes, the hon. 
member only wants to talk about this year to
day, but when they go outside, they add it all 
together and they say it is £165,000,000. The 
hon. member is actually deploring something 
of which he should be very proud. When we 
came into power we were a country with a 
great unproductive debt. Our debts totalled 
£609.000.000 and, as against that, the State’s 
total direct assets totalled £415.000,000 a 
deficit of about £200.000.000. The present 
Government has systematically followed the 
policy of transferring a portion of our taxation 
revenue to capital account in order to reduce 
the unproductive debt. The Government has 
achieved great success in this regard. The 
position is that at 31 March this year we had 
a total net national debt of £981,000 000 as 
against assets of £1,125.000.000. The deficit of 
about £200,000,000 has now been converted 
into a surplus of £144.000,000 on capital ac
count. The national debt has increased by 
£372.000.000 while our assets have increased 
by £710.000.000 on that loan account. That 
means that we have taken £338,000.000 from 
other sources and transferred it to loan ac
count. The hon. member talks about over
taxation! I want to ask him: Were this 
£338.000,000 to have been distributed amongst 
the people over these years, what would he 
have said about the inflation it would have 
caused? Of course he does not think about 
that at all.

Mr. RUSSELL: Did not the Minister say 
inflation was a sign of prosperity?

*Mr. VAN DEN HEEVER: The hon. the 
Minister did not say that in the form the hon 
member has put it. I want to know this from 
the hon. member for Constantia: Had that 
£338,000,000 been made available for free use 
by the poeple, where would the cost of living 
index figure have stood to-day? It is a pity 
the hon. member for Kimberley (City) (Mr. 
Oppenheimer) is not here at the moment. I 
would have liked to ask him how many of 
his gold mines would have been forced to 
close because he could not produce gold as a 
result of the high cost of living which would 
have resulted.

*Maj. VAN DER BYL: Take another 
£6,000,000. and the cost of living will then 
drop further.

*Mr. VAN DEN HEEVER: The hon. 
member is trying to be funny, but I wish he 
would rather confine himself to his wheat lands 
m Bredasdorp and other matters of which he 
has some knowledge, such as Suurbraak’s fleas.

*Maj. VAN DER BYL: I think the hon. 
member should come take some lessons.

*Mr. SPEAKER: Why is the hon. member 
making interjections? That only causes trouble 
again and then he feels badly about it.

*Mr. VAN DEN HEEVER: Hon. members 
opposite regard this achievement—and I des
cribe it as one of the greatest achievements ol 
the Nationalist Government during its nine 
years in power that it has eliminated the un
productive debt of £200,000,000 and to-day has 
a credit balance of £144,000.000 in its loan 
account . . .

*Mr. TIGHY: Of which we gave them 
£80,000,000 in gold.

*Mr. VAN DEN H E E V E R :  That 
£80.000.000 has nothing to do with this matter. 
Hon. members opposite are trying to disparage 
this great achievement. I now want to ask 
them, however: When we took over, we had 
what we would in normal business call a loan 
account bond of 145 per cent. We have re
duced it until the bond to-day is about 80 per 
cent on our loan account. What does that 
hon. member do in his own business? Does he 
also borrow everything there or does he try 
to consolidate and pay off his debt? And let 
me say here as a general premise, which should 
be valid for every member of this House, if 
one tries to do anything different to what one 
finds is sound in one’s own business, one is on 
the wrong road.

*Mr. WATERSON: Hear, hear!

*Mr. VAN DEN HEEVER: I am glad the 
hon. member has said that. Let me tell him 
that if he foil tws a different policy in his busi-
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will inevitably combine to isolate us. At the 
best they will ignore us, and at the worst they 
will isolate us if they find that what we are 
doing here in any way hinders the policies 
they are carrying out in the rest of Africa, 
and if they do that, then our fate here in the 
Union will inevitably be an uneasy, mortifying, 
humiliating and ultimately fatal isolation 
which, as long as we follow the present line 
of policy, is inevitable. I think the hon. the 
Minister has put his finger quite unerringly on 
the spot of the Achilles’ heel of his Govern
ment and of the Union, and I hope that he 
will stick to his guns. I hope that in the 
interest of the Union he will stick to his guns 
and insist that the policy he has laid down 
to enable the Union to become a link and to 
become an active partner in the enormous 
work which is going to take place in the next 
few years and which is already beginning, in 
the development of \our continent—1 hope he 
will insist that that is absolutely fundamental 
to the well-being and' to the carrying on of anv 
Government in this country and that he will 
insist that any other policies which his Govern
ment may be carrying on which interfere with 
that, shall play second fiddle and that the 
Government will urgently and agonizingly re
appraise its whole attitude towards non-Euro
pean policy in the light of what the Minister 
of External Affairs has made perfectly clear 
to them and to the country in his speech at 
Pretoria.

*Dr. J. H. O. DU PLESSIS: I do not 
think the hon. member for Constantia (Mr. 
Waterson) will blame me if I do not try to 
reply to the questions he put to the Minister. 
The Minister will himself deal with those mat
ters later. Before bringing a few matters per
tinently to the notice of the Minister. I just 
briefly want to refer to a remark by the hon. 
member for Salt River (Mr. Lawrence) in re
gard to U.N.O. The hon. member put this 
question: “Why does South Africa not march 
in step with the United States of America and 
Britain?” I just want to draw the attention 
of the hon. member for Salt RivCf to the fact 
that last week Mr. Selwyn Lloyd, the British 
Foreign Minister, addressed the Unjted Nations 
Association at a dinner at the Mansion House 
in London, and inter alia said the following: 
I quote from the official bulletin issued by 
the United Kingdom’s Department \of Infor
mation in South Africa—-

The greatest danger to the UnitedVNations 
was that it should appear to accept double 
standards of conduct.

That is precisely what the hon. the Minister 
said here. He then continued to say-

We have to recognize the fact the United 
Nations is confronted at present with t^e 
most critical challenge of its existence

That is precisely what the Minister said here 
to-day. He referred to U.N.O.’s actions in re-1

gard to the Middle East and Hungary, and 
then Mr. Selwyn Lloyd made this important 
statement—-

The contrast between these two cases is 
alarming. Does it mean that the United 
Nations has one law for the reasonably fair- 
minded and another for the unjust and the 
bully?

Precisely what the Minister also said here to
d ay ^

Does it mean that the organization is 
powerless when its authority is flouted and 
can only make its views effective with autho
rity and with those states which are pre- 
pered to be influenced by it? If that is to 
be accepted as a basis for United Nations 
action, I think few of us here could main
tain our faith in its useful continuance.

That is precisely what the Minister said. He 
continued to say—

\\
Unless the United Nations is prepared to 

act in this Way . . .
\

In other words; as was stated here, to measure 
with one yardstick—

. . .  it will be not a deterrent but a po
sitive encouragent to the law-breaker.

Here we have the British Foreign Minister 
supporting the standpoint adopted by the hon. 
the Minister here.

,
Mr. LAWRENCE: Not necessarily to walk 

out.

*Dr. J. H. O. DU PLESSIS: I am dealing 
with the serious warning issued by the 
Minister. Mr. Selwyn Lloyd added this—

The most formidableX difficulty, however, 
in the way of the success of the United 
Nations is the fundamental division in the 
world between the Communist bloc and 
the West.

He also spoke in the direction that the West 
should now stand together and. in that regard 
he supported the Minister very strongly.

But there are a few other matters I would 
like to bring to the notice of\the Minister. 
On 3 June last it was precisely HO years ago 
that the Department of External) Affairs was 
established by Proclamation No. 915 dated 31 
May 1927 in the Government Gazette, when 
the late General Hertzog for the first time be
came Minister of External Affairs'.and Dr. 
Bodenstein Secretary for External Affairs, a 
development with which the Minister had 
much to do. Thirty years after the establish
ment of this Department, I now make this 
plea which I ask the Minister to consider, 
namely that we should change the finglish 
name of our Ministry of External Affairs\from

/
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what it is to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 
Whatever the original reason was for using 
the phrase “ External Affairs ”, I am not going 
to talk about that. I just want to point out 
in the first place that English is one of the 
official languages used at U.N.O. The rest of 
the world adopts it as the yardstick and in 
spite of the fact that our official term is the 
Ministry of External Affairs, we find that in 
many of the U.N.O. documents and even in 
the world Press there is often reference to the 
“ Minister of Foreign Affairs ”. In this re
gard I hope I have the support of hon. mem
bers opposite, because the Cape Times on 16 
August 1956 published an article under the 
heading: “ The Foreign Minister ”, and I
want to quote it because in my opinion it 
also reflects the attitude of hon. members 
opposite. The Cape Times said this—

Now that Mr. Eric Louw has taken over 
the Department of External Affairs as a 
whole-time responsibility there is a small 
matter of nomenclature to which he might 
consider giving his attention. South Africa 
is one of the few nations of the world which 
refers to the political head of the Depart
ment as the “ Minister of External Affairs ”. 
In England it is the Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs colloquially called the 
“ foreign secretary ” and in most countries 
outside the Commonwealth it is the 
“ Foreign Minister ”. In formal French our 
Minister is probably “ . . . des Affaires Ex- 
terieures ”, but it is significant that in less 
formal context the Ministers of South 
Africa and other Commonwealth countries 
are always referred to as “. . . des Affaires 
Etrangeres ”. As Mr. Louw’s preoccupations 
are very much with foreign affairs, it seems 
illogical to retain a distinction which serves 
no useful purpose. Historically the term 
seems to have been introduced by the Irish 
Free State when that country first estab
lished independent foreign relations and 
appointed a Minister of “external affairs ”. 
This is a matter only of English usage, as in 
Afrikaans the word “ Buitelandse ” happens 
to mean both “ foreign ” and “ external ”. 
Unless there are reasons which have not 
occurred to us, it would seem to be desirable 
to drop the clumsy “ Minister of External 
Affairs ” in favour of the more concise and 
more generally accepted “ Foreign Minis
ter ”.

So that is the attitude of the Cape Times. I 
think it is an attitude all of us in this House 
can subscribe to. I now want to ask the 
Minister, in view of the fact that our Depart
ment has developed in this way, as the result 
of the constitutional development which has 
taken place, whether he will not consider in 
future allowing this Department to be known 
as the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. There 
may perhaps be a technical objection here and 
there, but I think that those technical objec
tions can easily be eliminated. In this regard 
I want to mention a second aspect of the 
matter in view of our development. The

Department of External Affairs has experi
enced great development in the past 30 years. 
Since 1948 we also had ambassadors, which 
we did not have before. Previously we only 
had diplomatic representatives, Ministers pleni
potentiary and other representatives. Since 
1948 we have reached the stage where our 
High Commissioners in the Commonwealth 
were given the status of an ambassador, but 
they remained “ High Commissioners ”. I 
now want to ask the Minister whether he will 
not give serious consideration to our ambas
sadors in the Commonwealth, the High Com
missioners in the Commonwealth who to-day 
have the status of ambassadors, in future also 
having the title of “ Ambassador ”. In that 
respect there may also be technical difficulties 
here and there, but in my opinion they will 
not be insurmountable. I think that as a sove
reign independent state we have reached the 
stage where we can call our Department of 
External Affairs the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs to the rest of the world, and where we 
will only have ambassadors not only in coun
tries outside the Commonwealth, but that our 
representatives inside the Commonwealth, our 
High Commissioners, will also be called am
bassadors and have all the rights and privi
leges enjoyed by our other ambassadors.

Mr. HEPPLE: The Minister’s statement this 
morning on South Africa’s relations with the 
United Nations has not really taken us very 
much further than we were before. I was 
hoping that the Minister would have been able 
to tell us more than he has done. He has 
merely recapitulated the series of facts which 
are well known to us all. I think we require 
something more than that, and in this respect 
I support the hon. member for Constantia 
(Mr. Waterson) who has correctly pointed out 
that South Africa has a real difficulty in the 
councils of the world, and that difficulty is 
the colour policy that obtains in South Africa. 
It is on that point that I think this Govern
ment must sooner or later make up its mind 
what it is going to do. So far all the Govern
ment has done has been merely to make airy 
statements as to where the Government stands. 
What the Government has done, that is much 
worse, is to treat the non-European people 
who dislike its policies as being subversive 
elements, and the small European section of 
this country which supports the non-Europeans 
in their ambitions for an equal society is also 
regarded as a subversive element. Of course, 
when one tries to put that story over in other 
parts of the world, it does not go over so well, 
and I think that the Government would be on 
far stronger ground if it admitted that it has 
a policy which is unpopular but also admitted 
that that policy is not shared by everybody in 
South Africa. I am sure the Government 
would get much further if it followed that 
procedure—not that I want the Government 
to convince other people that their policy is 
right, because all of us in this country do not 
agree with it. In this connection I would like 
to take up with the Minister a statement which

* l l o l f '
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he made at the General Assembly of the 
United Nations in November 1956 and which 
he repeated here again this morning. The 
Minister said—-

One wonders whether the more respon
sible delegations at the United Nations rea
lize what the etfect is of their support of 
India’s vendetta against South Africa and 
what harm they are doing to the cause of 
co-operation between the different racial 
groups in my country.

This statement, of course, is not by any means 
accurate, because the cardinal difficulty we 
have internally is that there is no sign of 
racial co-operation at the present time. One 
of the main causes of that lack of co-opera
tion in this country is the Government’s per
sistent refusal to have any dealings with the 
chosen leaders of the non-European people. 
There is an obvious reaction to a situation of 
this kind. If the non-European majority in 
this country cannot get the ear of the Govern
ment, they are going to seek the ear of other 
governments and of other peoples in other 
parts of the world.

Mr. J. W. DU PLESSIS: For what pur
pose?

Mr. HEPPLE: For the purpose of further
ing their own ambitions. It is no crime for 
people to want to further their own ambitions. 
The hon. member for Bloemfontein (City) 
(Mr. J. W. du Plessis) queries their right to 
sek this support outside South Africa, but I 
want to ask this hon. member why he won’t 
meet these people and discuss their difficul
ties with them.

Mr. J. W. DU PLESSIS: We discuss it with 
them every day.

Mr. HEPPLE: They cannot meet the hon. 
member for Bloemfontein (City). The hon. 
member and his party are actually passing 
laws which will make it impossible for White 
people to meet non-White people.

HON. MEMBERS: Nonsense.

Mr. HEPPLE: During the current Session 
we passed in this House the Native Laws 
Amendment Bill under which the Minister of 
Native Affairs has arbitrary power to prevent 
meetings between Whites and non-Whites in 
the urban areas. It is on this basis that I 
point out to the Minister of External Affairs 
one of the cardinal difficulties which he has 
and which will grow. There is nothing wrong 
in the Government having a policy which is 
unpopular with the majority of the people in 
the world, but let the Government openly ad
mit it, instead of trying to justify those poli
cies by putting everybody else in the wrong 
and by condemning them as being subversive. 
That is just going about things the wrong way. 
The White groups in South Africa which hold

views which are different from those of the 
Government strongly resent being treated in 
this fashion and naturally they too, outside 
South Africa, state their position to rectify 
the misrepresentations of the Government and 
members of the Government party. I think 
it is necessary for me to state this position to 
the Minister on this occasion so that he can 
understand what one of his major difficulties 
is. The hon. member for Constantia has said 
this morning that South Africa’s difficulties in 
the councils of the world will continue unless 
we change our colour policy and I agree with 
him. He says that the emergent Black states 
in Africa and the Western powers will com
bine against South Africa if our policies con
tinue to be an embarrassment to the majority 
of the countries of the world. Let us face that 
fact, because it is a fact. Later on under the 
Minister’s Vote, I want to deal with this par
ticular aspect in relation to the work of the 
State Information Office. I conclude by ask
ing the Government to recognize the fact that 
there are White people in South Africa who do 
not agree with the present policies of racial 
discrimination, and that all the non-White 
people disagree with those policies. It is on 
that basis that the Government has to ap
proach the other countries of the world and 
try to sell the policy which they seem to 
have a great deal of difficulty in selling at the 
present time.

*Dr. J. H. O. DU PLESSIS: In view of the 
fact that the hon. the Minister of External 
Affairs will in the near future attend the con
ference of Prime Ministers of the Common
wealth in London, there is a third matter I 
would like to bring to his notice, and that is a 
matter which concerns, or should concern, not 
only the members on this side of the House, 
but also members opposite. The matter I wish 
to refer to is the continual interference in 
South Africa’s domestic affairs by the leaders 
of the potentially next Government in the 
United Kingdom, the continual interference by 
the leaders of the Labour Party, the Socialist 
Party,  ̂ in the United Kingdom with South 
Africa’s domestic affairs. I raise it because it 
is a matter which in my opinion can have only 
one result, and that is the disturbing of the 
good and hearty relations between South 
Africa and the United Kingdom. I want to 
point out that in the past year there were no 
fewer than 21 motions at the congresses of the 
Labour Party in England which asked, inter 
alia, that South Africa should be kicked out 
of the Commonwealth; in which venomous 
attacks were made on South Africa’s internal 
colour policy, in which inter alia the accusa
tion was made against South Africa that we 
are becoming a police state, that we are 
fomenting a great revolution here, that we 
adopt a policy of suppression, etc. But I 
do not want to deal with all the statements 
made there; I do not even want to deal with 
the statements of the Leader of the Labour 
Party, Mr. Gaitskell, in regard to what the 
Labour Party will do in Africa if they should
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come into power. I just want to refer to a 
few incidents. Firstly I just want to direct 
attention to the fact that a former member of 
the British Labour Government, Mr. John 
Dugdale, said the following inter alia—

There are only two people who would like 
Ghana to fail as an independent state, 
Khrushchev and Mr. J. G. Strydom, Prime 
Minister of South Africa.

John Dugdale, ex-Minister of Colonial Affairs 
and now again a potential Minister in England 
if there should be a change of Government, 
makes this personal attack on our Prime Mini
ster. I also want to draw attention to the 
fact that a demonstration took place at South 
Africa House against our racial policy and the 
participants in that demonstration were inter 
alia Mr. Fenner Brockway, Mr. Anthony 
Wedgwood Benn, Mr. Anthony Greenwood, 
Mr. Bevan, Mr. James Griffiths, Mr. James 
Callaghan and Mrs. Barbara Castle, all pro
minent members of Parliament who protested 
against the high treason trial. I want to refer 
to a statement made by Mr. Bevan when he 
and Mr. James Griffiths, the deputy-leader of 
the Labour Party, took part in a television talk 
about South Africa. Mr. Bevan inter alia said 
this—-

The Labour Party finds the racial discri
mination in South Africa quite abhorrent. 
Freedom, so we hope, is universal and ought 
to be defended everywhere. We are, for ex
ample, collecting money to assist the victims 
in Hungary. If there are people in South 
Africa who require assistance to get their 
rights in the courts, what objection can there 
be if we do it?

Bevan and Griffiths offer assistance, even finan
cial assistance here in South Africa where the 
court is doing its duty in the normal way with
out any interference from the side of the Go
vernment. That investigation is taking place 
unrestrictedly, but here they come and offer 
assistance! It is the same Mr. Bevan who 
recently, when it was announced that there 
would be a Conference of Prime Ministers, 
said that when the Commonwealth Prime Mini
sters come together again he would enjoy see
ing Dr. Kwame Nkrumah of Ghana sitting 
next to Mr. Johannes Strydom of South Afri
ca. That is nothing but a gibe at the Prime 
Minister of South Africa. And listen to what 
Mr. John Dugdale also said—

Most of the British Protectorates in South 
Africa were an oasis of humanity in a desert 
of cruelty that is South Africa to-day.

I do not want to deal with the further ex
amples. but here we find that people like Mr. 
Gaitskell. Mr. Dugdale, Mr. Brockway, Mr. 
Bevan, Mr. Griffiths and others, prominent 
members of the Labour Party, are interfering 
in our domestic affairs, whereas not a single 
Minister in South Africa throughout all these 1
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years has ever interfered with Britain’s domes
tic affairs. That did not take place under the 
previous Government nor under this Govern
ment. Now I ask myself this question: If 
the Labour Party in England comes into power 
at the next election, how will they co-operate 
with South Africa, how will they co-operate 
with the Government in South Africa seeing 
that they are now creating a position which 
makes it almost impossible for them to co
operate? And as the result of it, will it be 
very easy for us to co-operate with them? If 
that is the position being created, if this con
tinual interference is to be continued, it can 
only harm the good and hearty bonds of 
friendship between South Africa and the Uni
ted Kingdom. I think the time has arrived 
that we in Parliament should strongly protest 
against it. I think the time has arrived for 
us to tell the leaders of the official Opposition 
in Britain that we note these continuous at
tacks, the sneers and the interference, and that 
we regard it as something which in future can 
only be to the detriment of the friendship 
between us and England. I raise this matter 
here to-day, not knowing how the Minister 
of External Affairs will handle the matter, but 
I do so because of the fact that he is going 
to the conference in London.

*Mr. LAWRENCE: Is that not sabotaging 
the Labour Party before the next election?

*Dr. J. H. O. DU PLESSIS: I say very 
clearly that we do not interfere with their 
policy. When they adopted a policy of na
tionalization in Britain, not one of us on this 
side of the House criticized it or interfered in 
it. When they followed the policy which was 
described by Sir Winston Churchill as the 
liquidation of the British Empire, we did not 
concern ourselves with it. I must say that the 
former Labour Government, with Mr. Attlee 
and Mr. Noel Baker and others, never inter
fered in this way with South African affairs, 
but in recent times we have had these attacks 
and gibes by leaders who will possibly form 
the next Government in England, and I think 
that not only we on this side of the House 
but I hope also hon. members opposite will 
join us in protesting against these actions 
against South Africa’s interests, actions which 
are also contrary to the interests of the United 
Kingdom.

Mr. DU TOIT: When the Prime Minister’s 
Vote was before the House, I referred to the 
statement issued by the hon. the Minister of 
External Affairs when he addressed the students 
at the graduation ceremony at the University 
of Pretoria, a statement which was subse
quently published in the Digest under the title 
of “ Union's Africa policy ”, a statement 
which, I believe, has been in the hands of every 
single member of this House, and one which 
I think merits very careful consideration. I 
congratulated the Minister at that time on the 
very comprehensive statement that he had
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that our High Commissioner’s Office annually 
had to renew 25,000 passports. We can there
fore state without fear of contradiction that 
our High Commissioner’s Office in the Federa
tion does more consular work than any other 
foreign office we have anywhere in the world. 
In Northern Rhodesia our consular work is 
still being done by the Northern Rhodesian 
Government. We should be grateful for the 
assistance of the Northern Rhodesian Govern
ment, and my plea should not be regarded as 
an unfriendly gesture, but I consider that the 
time has arrived when our High Commis
sioner’s Office should take over that work also. 
In 1954 the staff of our mission there was in
creased by one, and I am told that there 
are plans for increasing the staff further. We 
are thankful for that. But in my humble 
opinion it is not only necessary for us to in
crease our staff in the Federation, but also to 
increase the status of certain of the posts. In 
the first place I want to plead that we should 
create the post of Assistant Commissioner with 
the rank of Counsellor or Consul-General, 
depending on in what category it falls. The 
Federation is a widespread area and one of 
South Africa’s most important markets lies in 
the Copper Belt. We recently read what big 
contributions South Africa has made to the 
development of the Copper Belt. We should 
make the best use of that market. That is 
why I say we should enable our High Com
missioner to move about more freely away 
from his office so that he can make and main
tain important contacts for South Africa.

I am gratified by and grateful for the good 
neighbourly spirit which exists in the Federa
tion. It is my opinion, and I think it is also 
the policy of the Government, that that spirit 
should not be obstructed and that we should 
do nothing to the detriment of this good neigh
bourly spirit. But there is one adage which is 
equally applicable to nations as to persons, 
namely “ onbekend maak onbemind ”. There
fore it is essential for us to send more mis
sions to the Federation, and to Africa generally, 
but I am now speaking more specifically in 
regard to the Federation, official as well as 
unofficial missions. We should make contact 
with more leaders in the Federation and in 
Africa. Many European countries and even 
Eastern countries are sending numbers of mis
sions to those territories, and T feel that we 
should do no less. I want to direct attention 
to a report appearing in the Press which states 
that the U.S.A. has established a service in 
the Federation to promote trade with the 
Federation. The report read as follows—

A service to foster and broaden two-way 
trade between the Federation and the United 
States has been launched in Salisbury under 
the auspices of the American Consul- 
General.

The service, known as the “ contact clear
ing house service ”, is designed to assist firms 
to engage in international trade, to exchange 
industrial technique, capital and equipment.

This service is part of the so-called Inter
national Corporation Administration in the 
United States of America. In other words it 
is an official service.

I mentioned the large number of Rhodesians 
who visit the Union every year. I said that 
between 5,000 and 6,000 students and scholars 
attend our universities and schools every year. 
But it has come to my attention that certain 
Provincial Administrations (I do not wish to 
mention names) to some extent put obstacles 
in the way of these children attending our 
schools. I wish to make an appeal that no 
obstacle should be laid in the way of any 
scholar or student who wants to attend a South 
African university or school. During our visit 
we were also impressed by the wide contacts 
built up in the sphere of sport between the 
Federation and the Union. Various high 
schools here last year sent teams to the Federa
tion, and I may say that those high school 
teams were good ambassadors for South Africa 
in the Federation. Also concert groups of 
several of our universities visited the Federa
tion last year while we were there, and we 
were glad to see that those concert groups 
had a very good reception. Therefore I think 
we should try to encourage this contact be
tween the two countries in every possible way. 
We should encourage mutual visits in the 
sphere of sport. We know that on the rugby 
field there is the closest co-operation, and I 
feel that in regard to other sports we should 
also co-operate closely with the Federation. 
In my humble opinion we should also seek 
more contacts with the Federation culturally. 
Our populations are descended from the same 
races, and I wonder whether we should not 
send cultural missions. English as well as 
Afrikaans, and whether we should not encour
age the N.T.O. to visit the Federation. Seeing 
that the State has now increased its subsidy 
to the National Theatre Organization I think 
we can do much to make contact with the 
Federation in that way, and to put South 
Africa on the map. It is the policy of the 
Government to send strong missions to the 
C.C.T.A. Conferences, but I want to pose the 
question whether it has also not become time 
that together with such missions members of 
Parliament should be sent. [Time limit.]

Mr. HEPPLE: I want to take up the ques
tion of the United Nations Children’s Fund 
with the Minister. On 22 February, I 
asked the Minister a question in this regard. 
I asked him—

What is the total amount contributed by 
South Africa to the United Nations Child
ren’s Fund since 1946 to date; when was the 
last payment made; and whether the Gov
ernment intends to make further contribu
tions; if not, why not?

The Minister replied—
The Union Government has contributed a 

total of £118,280 during 1948 and 1949 to



7683 ASSEMBLY DEBATES 7684

Hon. MEMBERS: Ah ha!

Mr. HEPPLE: What happened? We notified 
the convenors that we would take our seat at 
the conference table. We felt that we as 
South Africans, having a major stake in the 
affairs of the African Continent, should be 
there to put the point of view of South Africa. 
Mrs. McPherson applied for her passport in 
January to go to Britain. She got no reply. 
She asked time and again what was the dejay 
but she got no reply, and eventually she asked 
me to intervene with the Department of the 
interior. I got in touch with the Department 
of the Interior. They were very vague, but 
they finally said that they would let her have 
a reply. She got that reply a few days before 
the conference was to take place, and the re
ply was that her passport was refused. That 
was at the end of May, this year . The South 
African Labour Party was in the position that 
it had to say why it was not attending that 
conference, and it had to say that it could 
not attend because its chosen delegate had been 
refused a South African passport. It was then 
too late for our party to make other arrange
ments. The result was that we had to send 
a message to that conference and tell them 
why we were not represented there.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The hon. mem
ber is now discussing a matter that does not 
fall under this Vote, namely the selection of 
a candidate for a certain conference.

Mr. HEPPLE: I am not going further into 
that, Mr. Chairman. I merely quoted this to 
show who the saboteurs are. The point is 
that the delegates from 23 countries at that 
conference were told that there was one coun
try that could not be represented there because 
of the action of its Government. That was 
South Africa. Now I want to know: Is it the 
South African Labour Party that is sabotaging 
South Africa? Is it the United Party? Is it 
the misrepresentation of the English press? 
Who is undermining the work of the State 
Information Office? This £330,000 that we 
are being asked to vote here is like a drop of 
water in the ocean. It won’t help to counter
act the vast bad propaganda that will be dis
persed to all corners of the Commonwealth as 
a result of the refusal of Mrs. McPherson’s 
passport. I cannot deal with the question of pass
ports here, but I am asked to give an expla
nation. my party is asked to give an explana
tion. What are we to say in the circumstances? 
I say that this is another illustration of how 
this Government is sabotaging the work of 
the State Information Office. The hon. mem
ber for Stellenbosch must not pretend that 
we are undermining the State Information 
Office. I want to assure the hon. member 
that I spend a great deal of my energy and 
my ingenuity trying to talk myself out of 
embarrassing situations, with questions coming 
from all over the world, trying to justify 
situations that I cannot justify. The hon. 
members sneer. They are not socialists, they

deny the right of existence of socialists anv. 
where in the world. They want to pretend 
that such a thing as a good socialist does 
not exist. s

The CHAIRMAN: Order! That is not under 
discussion now.

Mr. HEPPLE: I merely want to make the 
point that the State Information Office is 
trying to do a job of work to sell South 
Africa to the rest of the world, and everv 
time there is the slightest sign of success 
they are frustrated. They are like men in 
an angry sea. As soon as they are within 
sight of the shore, they are hurled back by 
some excess or stupidity on the part of the 
Government. As a result they can never show 
any progress. It is useless for hon. members 
on the Government side to lay the blame at 
the door of other people. The blame rests 
with the Government. The hon. member for 
Kensington is quite right. My one com
plaint against the State Information Office 
is that they are too often tempted to please 
a Government that is impossible to please 
They are constantly trying to put over the 
standpoint of the Government to try and 
paint a picture for the outside world that 
does not reveal the diversity of viewpoints 
that exist in South Africa. It is not unhealthy 
for people to disagree in South Africa. But 
hon. members on the other side want to pre
tend that there is only one point of view and 
that is the Government point of view, and 
that every other point of view is misrepresen
tation and distortion and sabotage. That is 
the difficulty of the State Information Office, 
and as long as this attitude persists on the 
part of the Government, the State Information 
Office will show no progress whatsoever, and 
any progress that they might show will be 
dissipated immediately because of the actions 
not of this side of the House, but of the 
Government.

*Dr. J. H. O. DU PLESSIS: What the hon. 
member for Rosettenville (Mr. Hepple) has 
now advocated is that the Government should 
have allowed Mrs. Jessie McPherson to go 
overseas to sabotage South Africa, as she has 
sabotaged South Africa there in the past That 
is what his plea amounts to. I do not now 
want to deal with the matter because it would 
be out of order but Mrs. Jessie McPherson 
was in England in 1954. She there gave the 
newspapers an interview, inter alia to the Lon
don Daily Herald, the organ of the British 
Labour Party. Allow me now just to quote 
the last paragraph of that interview which 
she gave—

I shall return (that is to South Africa)
. t e r  * “aXe the Labour Party here what
is happening, and will continue to do so
until the time comes when we are silenced.
But when that happens, do not think we
shall be defeated. We have our plans.

When Mrs. Jessie McPherson was in England 
m 1954, her actions were such that they could
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Association. To sum up, I refer to a circular 
sent by the S.A. Nursing Association to all 
branches in South Africa dated 1 May 1957. 
[ read the following—

In the representations made to the Com
mittee your Executive has faithfully carried 
out the mandate entrusted to it by the Asso
ciation on the occasion of the biennial con
gresses in 1954 and in 1956. The standpoint 
of the majority of nurses in the country has 
been stated and is on the point of being 
approved, in most respects, by Parliament.

I do not think there can be the least doubt 
that the Nursing Association in this regard 
stands four-square behind the Government. But 
let me conclude by saying this. In regard to 
the Select Committee which sat for three years, 
no single person who appeared before that 
Select Committee—and we received memo
randa from 29 individuals and bodies—gave a 
single bit of evidence against the separation of 
the races. In the second place everyone who 
gave evidence asked for the separation of the 
races; and in the third place not a single non- 
White nurse asked to give evidence before the 
Select Committee. I go further. In 1944, at 
the time of the passing of the first Act dealing 
with the nursing services, only the White nurses 
asked for the institution of control over the 
profession. That request came from the Whites 
only, and since then no one can deny that the 
guardianship of the White nurses over the 
non-Whites was not for the benefit of the 
non-Whites. It is now being laid down in the 
legislation, namely this guardianship and 
leadership of the Whites in regard to the non- 
Whites. Therefore I have the fullest confidence 
to say that the legislation we are passing here 
is in every respect just legislation, whereas the 
standpoint of the U.P. is a very unjust one, 
and particularly is it unjust towards the White 
nurses. To plead here that the non-White 
nurses will sit on the executive of the Asso
ciation or of the Council is unjust towards 
the White nurses. But what is peculiar is 
that the two members of the Opposition who 
spoke did not make an alternative suggestion. 
Nor did they make an alternative suggestion 
in the Select Committee. They simply voted 
against all racial separation. They never told 
us what the alternative was; nor have they 
done so to-day, and they should tell us that. 
They went further. Clause 49 prohibits a 
White nurse standing under the control or 
supervision of a non-White nurse. They did 
not even vote against that. They were in 
favour of it.

*Dr. DE BEER: I said so last night.

*Dr. CAREL DE WET: I mention it in 
order to show that in this case the Opposition, 
just as they do in regard to many other things, 
adopt a standpoint which favours social inter
mingling, but they do not vote against one or 
two things so that in certain places in the 
country they can say that they also voted for

segregation. That is the reason why they did 
not vote against Clause 49. But I say that 
the attitude they adopt and interpret in this 
House is not in consonance with the views of 
the supporters of the U.P. outside this House. 
I now want to read what the Cape Times of 
18 August 1955 said—

U.P. motion on nursing apartheid: The 
Free State Congress of the United Party 
adopted a motion here yesterday asking that 
Native patients in hospitals should not be 
attended to by European nurses.

That is much worse than what we do here—

A delegate speaking in support of the 
resolution said: “ We are definitely for
apartheid and we hope apartheid will be 
applied here.” An amendment that this 
should be done where possible was 
adopted.

That was done at a United Party Congress. 
That is why 1 say that the standpoint they 
adopt is not their real standpoint. Whilst in 
this legislation giving protection to the White 
nurses, we are creating points of contact with
out causing friction, and we are eliminating 
the causes of friction between the Whites and 
the non-White races, and thereby we are ren
dering South Africa a great service. Let me 
say this: Intermingling causes friction. As a 
result of this legislation there will be no inter
mingling and therefore friction is eliminated.

I conclude by saying this. I believe that 
with the support of the Whites the non-White 
nurses in South Africa will also have justice 
done to them and that we will have peace and 
quiet and build up a bigger and even more 
important nursing service than we have had 
thus far. I am deeply convinced that this 
legislation will be a great success, so much so 
that any successive Government which tries to 
remove this legislation from the Statute Book 
will be opposed not only by the White nurses 
but also by the non-Whites.

Mr. HEPPLE: This Bill is another apart
heid measure. It is the fourth one we have 
had this Session, and obviously hon. members 
opposite are very pleased with themselves. 
There is one think about this Bill and that is 
that it is a variation of this theme. I think 
this House and the country is getting used to 
the Government’s manv interpretations of 
apartheid. It means what the Government 
wants it to mean. It varies from Bill to Bill 
and from opportunity to opportunity, but one 
thing all these Bills have in common is that 
they heap humiliation and indignity upon the 
non-Whites of this countrv. The speech we 
have heard from the hon. member for 
Vereeniging (District) (Dr. Carel de Wet) was 
merely a naked appeal to prejudice. When 
the hon. member savs that separation is essen
tial in all spheres in order to maintain racial 
harmonv. he obviously has no idea as to the 
susceptibilities of the non-Whites. I wonder
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whether the hon. member himself would 
accept all these indignities and never feel re
sentment. What is it in the mentality of such 
people who think that while we as White 
people must be susceptible to humiliation the 
non-White people have no such feelings? Do 
they realize that they are building up a great 
mass of hostility against the White people 
because of this thing? Have they ever taken 
the trouble to talk to the non-Whites and to 
ask them what their reactions are? [Interjec
tion.] Of course the reactions of the White 
people are important, but are they the only 
things that count in this country? If we are 
going to legislate on that basis we must accept 
the fact that we will create an anti-White 
nationalism in this country, which those hon. 
members do not seem to realize.

The Minister, in introducing this measure, 
said that this was mainly a consolidating 
measure with the introduction of one or two 
additional features, but the additional features 
make all the difference to this legislation. The 
1944 Act was something which gave prestige to 
the nursing profession, but this Bill lowers 
that prestige.

HON. MEMBERS: Why? Prove it.

Mr. HEPPLE: I have 40 minutes in which 
to prove it.

An HON. MEMBER: That will not be 
enough.

Mr. HEPPLE: South Africa has the 
honourable distinction of being the first 
country in the world to grant legal recognition 
to the nursing profession. The old Cape Par
liament in 1894 gave legal recognition to the 
nursing profession. We were the first country 
in the world to do so. That was 28 years be
fore even the British Government recognized 
the nursing profession legally in 1919. But 
now we are going to destroy that by being the 
first country in the world to differentiate, not 
on the grounds of qualifications but of colour. 
We will have first-class nurses and second-class 
nurses, not on the basis of their qualifications 
but on the basis of the colour of their skin. 
That is going to bring disrepute upon the 
South African nursing profession in the minds 
of nurses in all parts of the world. I will 
deal with that later. On this side of the House 
the hon. members for Maitland (Dr. de Beer) 
and Queenstown (Dr. Steytler) have made the 
charge that this Bill will lower the status of 
the nursing profession. The hon. member for 
Vereniging (District) says that that has not 
been proved in any way, and he says in any 
case the protection is there; the Nursing Coun
cil will still make the decisions and will not 
allow such things to happen. Apparently the 
chairman of the Select Committee, the hon. 
member for Vereeniging (District), forgets 
what happened in the Select Committee and 
could not hear what the hon. member for 
Queenstown was saying last night. So for his 
edification I want to read again what one of 
the members of the Nursing Council said,

Adv. van Reenen. I quote from the 1955 
Select Committee’s report at page 48, and this 
is what he said—

It is the policy that there should be racial 
separation. My Council wholeheartedly 
agrees with this. We find it necessary to 
effect such separation in all aspects of the 
nursing services. We do not have the power 
at present and that it why we ask for it 
now. We want the power to differentiate 
between the training of the different races, 
to keep separate registers for Europeans 
and non-Europeans, and to be able to dif
ferentiate in respect of training according 
to existing needs, in other words, for skil
ful and less skilful nurses.

In other words, we have this outrageous pro
position that the nursing profession will have 
first-class nurses and second-class nurses, skilful 
and less skilful nurses. What kind of nurs
ing profession will that be? What type of 
nursing can such nurses administer to the sick? 
It is an astounding proposition. I wonder 
what the nursing profession of South Africa 
really feels when they examine this in the light 
of the Florence Nightingale pledge the hon. 
member quoted last night. I wonder whether 
a White nurse can put her hand on her heart 
and say that she is being honourable to her 
profession in agreeing to sections of the pro
fession being trained to be less skilful nurses 
because they did not happen to be born 
White. It is an outrageous proposition and I 
am surprised that intelligent members should 
try and persuade us that this is something we 
should support.

There is another aspect of this Bill which 
has to be remarked upon, and that is that 
this is apartheid of a new character, apart
heid not with justice but with injustice. The 
hon. member for Maitland said that this is 
naked “ baasskap ”, and so it is. The pro
position that is stated here, in divesting non- 
Whites of all privileges of membership of the 
Association, and at the same time demanding 
that they should have all the obligations of 
compulsory membership of the Association, is 
a proposition which will take a great deal of 
justification in any circles, even in the 
Nationalist Party circles, because this is the 
first time we have had such a clear proposi
tion from the Government that we must now 
have apartheid which is really integration. In 
other words, the proposition in this Bill is that 
nurses must only have apartheid in rights but 
not in contact. This Bill proposes "that all 
nurses, no matter what their colour may be, 
must be compelled to be members of the 
Nursing Association. They must all be com
pulsory members of one organization, but the 
minority of Whites will have all the voting 
rights and will be the only ones who can 
take decisions, while the non-Whites will be 
mere figureheads and will have no say at all. 
Last year when the Minister of Labour intro
duced an Industrial Conciliation Act to apply 
racial separation in the trade union movements, 
he made great play of the fact that while the
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Government believed in separate development, 
it believed that separate development should 
only take place in a spirit of justice towards 
the non-Whites; and the Minister of Labour 
said that he was setting up the framework 
whereby, if the non-Europeans did not want 
inferior status in their existing trade unions, 
they could go and form their own trade unions, 
and he gave them the right to do so. He gave 
them full autonomy in separate trade unions. 
Now the Government, having met a different 
situation, decides that it has a different type 
of justice.

The few additional provisions in this Bill 
which the Minister slurred over in introducing 
it must be emphasized. They are all dis
criminatory against the non-Whites. First of 
all, the non-Whites are excluded from the 
Nursing Council. They cannot be members 
of it. Secondly, they are denied the right to 
take part in the election of members of the 
Council. They cannot vote for candidates 
eligible for membership of the Nursing Coun
cil. Then the Nursing Council is permitted 
to prescribe different uniforms, badges and 
insignia for the different races.

An HON. MEMBER: And what is wrong 
with that?

Mr. HEPPLF.: If a person is qualified to 
have a degree, he is entitled to that degree. 
Then the next point is that there are to be 
separate registers for each of the different races 
—discrimination not on the basis of qualifica
tion but of colour. Further the South African 
Nursing Association is to be compelled to have 
separate racial branches and separate meetings 
of the races, and in addition, what I call the 
most disgraceful proposition of all, that only 
the Whites can take decisions. Only decisions 
taken by the White members of the Nursing 
Association will be valid. In other words, 
the non-White members of the nursing pro
fession are being dispossessed of all their 
rights in the Association, even though they 
are compelled to be members of that organi
zation. Finally, it will be a criminal offence 
for anyone to permit a White nurse to work 
under the direction of a non-White nurse or 
doctor. The Minister has said that he would 
introduce an amendment to this clause, so I 
will not deal with that aspect of it at this 
stage, but will leave it for the Committee 
stage.

This Bill has finally arrived at this House 
after we had three Select Committees on it 
and after a great deal of activity. There was 
the well-known referendum taken by the nurs
ing profession in 1950, and it was a very sig
nificant one. In addition, we have had a 
great deal of activity on the part of National
ist organizers who have not hesitated to use 
the F.A.K. for their own ends.

Mr. MENTZ: You are just talking a lot of 
nonsense. Does the Nationalist Party control 
the F.A.K.?

Mr. HEPPLE: Those hon. members do not 
like the truth, but they will get it, and I will 
quote chapter and verse as to the activities 
of the gentlemen of the F.A.K. in regard to 
this Bill. I will not make any charge which 
I cannot substantiate. Let the hon. members 
be patient. [Interjections.] I cannot answer 
questions if my time is taken up by the 
ignoramus from Mossel Bay.

*Prof. MALAN: On a point of order, is 
it in order for an hon. member to call another 
hon. member a “ stupid ignoramus ”?

The DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Order! The 
hon. member must withdraw the word 
“ ignoramus ”,

Mr. HEPPLE: With pleasure. Sir, I hope 
you will give me time off for injuries. Now, 
the framework of this organization is interest
ing. We have the nursing profession con
trolled by the South African Nursing Council 
of 31 members. It will have no non-Euro
peans on it, nor will non-Whites be able to 
elect the members of that Council. But there 
will be two non-White advisory boards to 
advise the Council. Let me say that such a 
facility will of course be quite valueless be
cause on the whole basis of this Bill, if the 
intention is not to give any rights to the 
non-Whites because we are afraid of their 
demands, it is obvious that any suggestions 
that might come from these two advisory 
boards of Coloureds and Natives will also be 
ignored by the Council if the Council does 
not like the requests made. Then underneath 
that we have the South African Nursing As
sociation which will be controlled by a board 
of 16, which will have no non-Europeans on 
it but which again will be advised by two 
advisory committees, one for Coloureds and 
one for Natives. Here again the Nursing 
Association is not obliged to take any notice 
of any of the recommendations made by these 
advisory committees. In other words, the 
Nursing Council and the Nursing Association 
can completely ignore these advisory commit
tees and nothing whatever can be done about 
it.

I want to say in this regard that it is a 
great shame that the South African Nursing 
Council, and particularly the Board of the 
Nursing Association, were so ready to ac
quiesce in the proposals of the Government 
to discriminate against the non-White members 
of their profession. I must say I regret that 
the nurses have been so misled by political 
activities that they have been prompted to act 
against the best interests of their own profes
sion. The hon. member for Queenstown has 
referred to the fact that the Nursing Council 
did have some dissentients on this question. 
He referred to the meeting of the Council in 

I March 1955, at which, when the Council voted 
on this question of apartheid, the vote came 
out evenly 8—8, and it was necessary for the 
chairman to use a casting vote in order to 
carry this proposition. The hon. member for
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