
owing less do not pay normal rents, high as they are.
They all pay the monthly R5.38 plus an extra amount
to decrease their debt.

It is no easy life for Africans here. Even now, condi
tions have not changed. The sight of a policeman with
a bunch of keys in his hand is common. Even in Notse
Notcha there are people who have been jailed because
they owe rent.

Yet this place is a tourist attraction. Visitors are
shown clinics, police stations, beerhalls and recreation
centres. Rarely, if ever, are they told this story of high
rents, people who cannot pay, constant punishment of
men and women who have no rights, no votes and
therefore no "proper channels". •

South Africa's
Knife-Edge
PATRICK DUNCAN

Violence now may provoke
partition by force

ON 19 NOVEMBER an article by Michael Scott appeared
in The Observer (London). The title was "Can Violence
be averted in South Africa?-" It consisted of a warning
that violence is today much closer than it has been in
the past and that "large-scale violence in South Africa,
whoever starts it, would let loose a holocaust of hatred
and destruction the like of which has not been seen
anywhere in Africa or Asia." It consisted, too, of a
plea that "the Western powers (should) initiate a pro
cess of carefully thought-out pressures and sanctions in
this situation of the White man's making."

This article is just one _of many indications that
violence is forming an ever-increasing part in South
Africa's thinking. Another sign, of course, is the rash
of bomb-explosions up and down our country. And still
another sign is the threatening language used more and
more by the Government. For instance, Mr. Sauer said
at the opening of the present parliamentary session that
only military intervention could deflect the Government
from its apartheid policy.

What should democrats' attitude be to this growing
tendency to violence? Should it be a pacifistic "Never"?
Or should it be an expedient "Sometimes"? Or should
we welcome the advent of violence, on the grounds that
only through violence can apartheid be defeated?

These questions, it seems to me, are about the most
important questions ahead of us. And they will have to
be answered in the very near future.

My own view is not in favour of total non-violence
in all circumstances. I am not a pacifist. I take the view
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that unless mankind had known how to fight we would
never have survived the long journey from the cave to
the city. And, although wars and killings are now nearly
always to be condemned, there are occasions when arms
must be taken up. One example was World War 11. I
defy anyone to go to the recent film of Hitler's life and
come out blaming the western democracies for having
declared war on the most evil regime in human history.
Another, hypothetical, example is that of the armed
nlaniac in a street firing indiscriminately into a crowd.
To me an attitude of total pacifism towards the maniac
is indefensible. He should be shot down, and the sooner
the better.

Having said this I would say that I am nearly a
pacifist, and that I believe that the occasions when
violence is justified are becoming few and far between.
Especially is this now true because of nuclear weapons.

In our present South African situation I am for non
violence. But in view of what I have just said I am for
non-violence on practical, not on theoretical grounds. I
believe that the use of arms by our side, the side of
democracy, would at this time be folly. And this goes
for terrorism (the political use of violence against
human life) and sabotage (the political use of violence
against property), because sabotage and terrorism nearly
always go from bad to worse.

In the future there may come a moment when the
last embers of apartheid have to be quenched by force.
I can envisage this happening, and I can foresee circum
stances in which I should approve. But that moment
has, in my view, most decidedly not yet come.

At this moment, as it seems to me, we in South
Africa are perched on a knife-edge: the knife-edge
between a democratic victory over the whole of South
Africa, and a partition of the country between Black
and White. Most intelligent people know that White
supremacy is dying, and dying fast. They know that
the African people of this country are about to enter
into the political kingdom. The unresolved question is
whether the African vote will be exercised in a central
parliament of a unified country, or whether it will be
exercised in a "Bantustan" parliament after the country
has been partitioned.

The former solution is the solution which democrats
desire. The latter would be a confession of failure,
failure by White and Black to live together in the same
country. It would also be a colossal economic disaster,
for nearly all agree that the Africans would be just as
unable to successfully operate a uni-racial Bantustan as
the Whites would be. unable to operate the existing
factories, farms, Inines and ports without the Africans.

Democrats tend to underestimate the power of South
Africa's Whites and the possibilities of partition. Of
course, so long as peace lasts, Dr. Verwoerd will be as
powerless as have been all his predecessors, to inflict
thoroughgoing partition on our country. But what if
peace were not to last?

If the holocaust spoken of by Michael Scott were t~

happen, can anyone doubt that the hands of the extreme
partitionists would be strengthened? And can anyone
doubt that the heavily-armed White minority would
win the first round? Experience in Eastern Germany
after World War 11 shows that millions of people can
be forced to leave their ancestral lands and to walk
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hundreds of miles to new homes. Can anyone doubt
that, after such a holocaust, White and Black would
reel apart, never wishing to see each other again? Surely
a line would be drawn down the middle of South
Africa and millions would be expelled from both sides
so that all the Whites were in one state and all the
Africans in the other.

Such a partition would be on the terms of the White
extremists.

As I see it, therefore, the oppressed should not take
up arms at this stage against apartheid, for to do so
would be to risk handing the best parts of South Africa
to Dr. Verwoerd, to risk a partition of the country on
the White minority's terms.

It may be objected that to refuse to use violence now
is to leave White supremacy unchallenged. This is not
so. Already such great pressures, mostly non-violent,
have built up here and abroad as to profoundly disturb
the Government. Dr. Verwoerd's words at the' beginning
of the Transkei debate were: "We live in serious times."

Dr. Verwoerd's concern is realistic. It is a concern
which has resulted from non-violent pressures, from
mounting non-co-operation and isolation. I know, tbat
it is being said that non-violence has failed, but I deny
it. Externally non-violent pressures are being tried, and
are working. Ant.i-,apartheid pressures will probably
culminate within a year in oil sanctions against South
Africa, enforced by a United Nations blockade. The
expulsion from the commonwealth is not yet one year
old, and it has already contributed greatly to the grow
ing weakness and isolation of Dr. Verwoerd's govern
ment.

And, even internally, the 1961 stay-at-home cannot
be written off. Although it only succeeded in pockets,
the ,mere threat of a political general strike brought
about a total mobilization of the police and army. Has
it been proved that another attempt-particularly if
there is a real issue and not a phoney anti-republican
issue-would not succeed?

I know that in Europe and elsewhere dictatorships
have been set up under which resistance has been diffi
cult or impossible. But this country has no equal in the
world, and what is true of uni-national Spain or
Germany is not necessarily true of multi-racial South
Mrica, with its indefensible frontiers, and its promise of
freedom to the' Transkei.

Remember, too, that apartheid has become a world
issue in a way Spanish fascism did not. There are
perhaps three thousand million people in the world
whose very being is insulted by the arrogant assumption
of White superiority in South Africa, and by Dr. Ver
woerd's proclamation that the only South Africans
worthy of being included in his idea of the nation are
the Whites. Apartheid's symbolic status means that even
though the internal democratic struggle remains weak
it can call on devastatingly powerful aid from abroad.
Such aid would be less willingly given to violent
terrorists than to non-violent democrats.

Perhaps this is the biggest reason for us to control,
for 'another few years, our natural anger in South
Africa, for us to use, for another few years, weapons of
which we will never be ashamed, for us to learn the
power of non-violence and to learn to use it.
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Contributions should be sent to Africana,
P.O. Box 2068, Cape Town

e Mr. Peter Potgieter, of Lang Street, Rosettenville:
1 don't think much about the Transkei plan. But
when J d'o it strikes m,e that the idea of splitting up
the country into different self-governing sections
cannot work. It's not fair to the Whites. It is like
expecting a n'larried couple to share separate bed
rOO11'ls.-Sunday Express.

e I have a young baboon to swop for a baby's pram
and baby clothes, including shoes.-Swop column,
Rand Daily Mail (D. A. Higgs).

e Youth of 24 looking for a clerical job, just from
school.-Situations wanted, The Star.

e "An African from the kraal-if he has the brain
can become an Einstein, but that won't necessarily
mean he is civilised in the true sense of the word."
-Major Piet van der By!, MP (UP)-Evening Post.
(Samuel Smiles)

e Mr. Leibbrandt said the Bantu would have to be
trained to take over positions of responsibility over
a number of years. "I don't see anyone who would
be capable of taking over my job, for example."
Cape Times (D. Cleminshaw).

e Is Luthuli a Bantu Statesman or another Native
Agitator?-leaflet issued by W~. Collins (Africa)
(Pty.) Ltd. to advertise Chief Luthuli's Let My Peo
ple Go.

e The fact was that South Africa had done more for
the development of its Bantu, both in their "home
lands" and in th~ rest of South Africa, than any
other country in Africa or the !Middle East.-Mr.
M. D. C. de Wet Nel M.P., Cape Tilnes.

e Mr. Mitchell: What have I done?
The woman: You are the most hated man in Natal.
Mr'" Mitchell: What Indians have you been speak
ing to?-Cape Argus.

e "I will not deny that South Africa's external posi
tion is not serious, but the United Party is panicking
and trying to force measures on South Africa which
could only make the situation worse. It wants to
pacify world opinion. But what is world opinion?
It i~ a mixture of Liberalism and Communism,
Buddhism and other unchristian ideologies."
Senator H. J. Steyn ~P)-Rand Daily Mail.

e Will the gentleman that gave me his telephone
number as I boarded the bus in Eloff Street on
Saturday 13 January, contact 44-6596.-Personal
column, Sunday Times.
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