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Reinhart Kossler

From reserve to homeland:
South African 'native' policy in Southern Namibia')

The beginning of South African rule in present-day Namibia? marks an important watershed in
the country's history. The new developments initiated by the change in colonial rulers have
generally been underestimated in existing literature. In the face of the overriding fact that
colonial domination continued for another nearly 75 years, the change of the ruling power has
been considered as little more than mere window-dressing, whereas colonial domination and
exploitation persisted. The pre-eminence of the issue of the Mandate and the 'trust betrayed'
have largely superseded nearly all other issues relevant to Namibia up to independence. Given
the country's particular position in intemational relations, this is quite understandable. After
independence, it is all the more important to take a closer look at the effects of the particular
kind of colonial dispensation instituted by South Africa during one of the longest periods of
colonial rule on the African continent. Not least for the indigenous people of Namibia, besides
the mere fact of colonial dominance, the modalities of that dominance and the policies put into
effect to attain colonialist aims were of importance in evaluating their position and in mapping
out their own approach to deal with a situation, manifestly not of their own making.

When on 19 July 1915, the last units of the German Schutztruppe surrendered to the South Af-
rican expeditionary corps at Khorab in the far North of the Police Zone, the area to the North of
Keetmanshoop, including the regions of Berseba and Gibeon, had been secured by South
African forces already since 19/27 of April (cf. Lenssen 1972, p. 238). The change of rulers
found the indigenous people of southem Namibia in quite divergent conditions, due mainly to
their extremely variegated fates after the great rising of 1904-06. Most of the indigenous groups
had been stripped of their land. This happened to all but the Berseba people who had kept aloof
from the rising, the Bondelswarts who had exacted a treaty from the German colonial power
leaving them in possession of a portion of their old realm, and the Red Nation at Hoachanas
who were left in precarious possession of their old tribal centre and a small area surrounding it.
All other indigenous groups south of Rehoboth had been dispossessed of their lands, and in
particular the Witboois, considered as a spearhead of the rising in the South, had been
deported to various places both inside and outside of Namibia.

! The following paper forms part of a research project under the title of "Nationale Integration und
lokale Identititen in Namibia” conducted under the auspices and funding of Deutsche
Forschungsgemeinschaft, Schwerpunkt "Die Transformation der Ausbreitung Europas vom 16. bis
20. Jahrhundert" 1994-1996 at the Institute of Sociology, University of Miinster, Germany.
Translations from the German and Afrikaans are my own. | would like to thank in particular the
leaders of the traditional communities my study was mainly concemed with, Chief Johannes Isaak,
Chief Stephanus Goliath and Kaptein Hendrik Witbooi. | am also deeply grateful to the people,
mainly in Berseba and Gibeon, who shared their experiences with me. It is a particular pleasure to
gratefully acknowledge the forthcoming help and advice | received at the National Archives of
Namibia, Windhoek and at the Archives of the Vereinigte Evangelische Mission, Wuppertal as well
as the facilities put at my disposal at the State Archives at Cape Town and Pretoria. Last but not
least, thanks are due to my friends in Windhoek for hospitality and company and to NEPRU for
acting as my counterpart institution.

ZIn keeping with prevalent current usage, the country is referred to throughout as Namibia, even
though its official colonial name at the period under discussion was South West Africa. The colonial
designation is retained, however, in reference to institutions and laws and, of course, in direct
quotations.



Various chains of events and developments which may be traced from the early times of South
African occupation, and in some cases also from the great rising and its aftermath, are of great
relevance even for the current post-independence situation. It is therefore with the intend to
contribute towards a better understanding particularly of the current problems conceming
traditional communities, in southern Namibia and in Berseba and Gibeon in particular, that |
shall deal in greater detail with the formation and implementation of 'Native' policy under the
South African dispensation and with the transformation of the former reserve concept into the
homeland policy which was conceived, with respect to Namibia, under the Odendaal Plan in
1964 and carried through up to the formation of the homeland Namaland in 1975/79.

1. Initial steps in 'native policy': The quest for the mandate

Although prompted by the war situation, the South African military occupation of present-day
Namibia was, from the beginning conceived as the conquest of a neighbouring territory which
was pictured as having been occupied before by an inimical power and as the source of
adverse influences for the adjacent Cape Colony. This view had been antedated by earlier
considerations towards incorporation, voiced i.a. by General Smuts who served in British War
Cabinets and as South African Prime Minister during the crucial stages leading up to the South
African Mandate over Namibia (cf. du Pisani 1982, p. 281). Such designs had been re-enforced
by the ill-fated and amateurish attempt of a German-orchestrated Boer rising during the opening
weeks of the war and also by indications for German plans to expand their dominions in
Southern Africa. Over and above such strategic considerations, Namibia was seen as a

~ valuable asset, both on account of its mineral wealth and its agricultural potential, with particular
" reference to the southern parts, which opened up new areas for white settlement. Such
~ settlement had already begun during 1916 and was actively promoted by the administrator put

in charge of the Protectorate as it was styled during the intermediate period of formal military
rule.®> As André du Pisani has pointed out, these objectives have, from the very beginning,
heavily tilted the scales against Namibian blacks, including those who had pinned their hopes
on the South African intervention and takeover, or even had participated in the military
campaign (cf. du Pisani 1989, p. 28).

South Africa was 'designated the mandatory power with the concomitant responsibility to
present an annual report on 7 May 1919 (cf. ib.). Technically, the country passed over under
definite and internationally legitimate South African control only with the official proclamation of
the League of Nations 'C' Mandate on 17 December 1920 (cf. Gill 1984, p. 11). This form of
mandate was designed for former German territories which were not considered to be likely to
pass into independence in the foreseeable future. For Namibia, the mandate construct was

* cf. Report of the Administrator of the Protectorate of South West Africa for the Year 1916, p. 32
(SAB: GG 606: 9/59/143); E. H. L. Gorges [Administrator SWA] to Prime Minister Louis Botha,
21.1.1918 (SAB GG 728, enclosure to file 9/2693); letter of the same date in SAB: Smuts Private
Papers A1 203, pp. 103ff; secret correspondence of the Governor General from the first half of 1918
in SAB GG 728, 9/269/3); Gorges to L. Botha, 31.1.1918 (SAB: Smuts Private Papers A1 203, pp.
103-107); L. Botha to J.C. Smuts, 26.2.1918 (Hancock/Poel 1966, No 815), Memoranda on the
Constitution and Government of the Protectorate of South West Africa, 20.8.1918 (SAB: Smuts
Public Papers A1 115. pp. 2ff); see also, e.g. South-West Africa, n.d.; generally, also for the
following, see Wellington 1967, pp. 270ff; Hubrich/Melber 1977, pp. 59ff.
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clearly seen, for many years, as a step towards incorporation of the teritory into the Union (cf.
du Pisani 19889, pp. 29ff; 1982, pp. 282ff).

Even before that, however, important basic decisions were reached which inevitably affected
the indigenous population. These developments foreshadowed the tension that continued to
exist for the coming decades between the overpowering interests of South Africa in the country
and the local white interests basically linked to it on the one hand, and the tenuous checks
contingent on the need for the South African administration both to appease and above all, to
control, the indigenes and to answer in some ways to the queries that were voiced periodically,
within the League of Nations framewaork.

This tension became apparent already while the war in Europe was still under way. It was very
obvious during the period when the decision over the mandate was still pending. And it surfaced
later in some minor ways, of which the administration of the reserves will be of particular topical
interest here. South African diplomacy also put quite some effort into representing the case of
South African administration of Namibia before the Permanent Mandates Commission. The
same applies to the compilation of the annual reports. Two quotes from the chief architect of the
mandate system, General Smuts, may illustrate this janus-faced approach: Writing for
international public consumption in 1918, he claimed that the mandate meant 'a position of
great trust and honour' and should not be looked upon by the mandatory 'as an office of profit or
a position of private advantage for its nationals'. Even before the mandate had been finalized, in
September 1920, he stressed, as Prime Minister of the Union, speaking in Windhoek, that 'the
relations bzdatween the South West Africa Protectorate and the Union amount to annexation in all
but name.'

To secure the mandate, the South African authorities engaged in a sustained publicity
campaign both inside and outside of Namibia. This encompassed even the 'native’ majority in
the country whom Governor General Lord Buxton addressed, on occasion of the first such visit
in a tone of rather high promise while still making sure that 'natives' knew their place and their
main function, work:

"... you cannot immediately escape the resuilts of the last 30 to 40 years. As you have,
however, conceded in your address, much has already beeen done to improve your
living conditions, and towards increasing protection which you enjoy by law. As you say,
the sjambok has been taken away. Now you have full rights over your stock which has
increased in number. ...

... Some of your demands could not be met, as they have come 20 to 30 years too late.
But | can tell you that a lands commission will be appointed which will concern itself with
all questions of land for natives as well as for European farmers. ..

Your address reads that, with certain exceptions, the conditions obtaining under the
German regime still prevail. That is, however, not the case. As | have already pointed
out the present treatment of the natives is entirely different from that accorded them
under the previous rule, and the longer this Teritory is governed by the Union the
greater the improvement will be.

... Itis to your advantage, and to the nation's, that you should work, and work well. It is
also necessary for you to work, just as everybody else does, to earn his living. It is
against your own interests to suffer in your midst those who are lazy and unwilling to
work. The Government will protect you against maltreatment ... The Government will not

*J.C. Smuts, The Leage of Nations - A Practical Suggestion, London 1918, pp. 11f and Cape
Times, 16.9.1920, both quoted in du Pisani 1982, pp 282 and 283.




allow you to be deprived of wages and every justified complaint will always be heard in
the magistrate's courts. But all this increases your duty to retumn service and good work.”

A salient feature of this campaign consisted in pointing out the harsh treatment meted out by the
German authorities to the 'natives', and also their purported wish to come under British rule
which was spelt implicitely as South African administration. Both strands figured prominently in
the famous Blue Book on German (mal-)administration of the territory (cf. Report 1918). In his
covering letter when sending the draft for the Blue Book to the South African Prime Minister, the
Administrator, E.H.L. Gorges, squarely stated that this document had been compiled with the
intention of 'giving reasons why from our point of view German South-West Africa should
remain under British rule’. Rehearsing the strategic and geographical reasons for an
annexation, Gorges added 'the danger of the existence just beyond the Union border of a native
population in a constant state of dissatisfaction and unrest having close family ties ... with
natives on the Union side of the line' and recalled the situation during the great Nama rising.®
Achieving both control over and at least a modicum tolerable living conditions for the indigenes
especially of Southern Namibia was thus sketched out as a rational policy choice on the side of
South Africa for a whole number of reasons. The seriousness with which this policy was
pursued, as well as the ulterior motives behind it, emerge clearly from a comment by Gorges on
an incident of abuse perpetrated by a South African trooper against a Namibian:

'Great use was made in Paris of the Blue Book ... and the solemn declaration was made
that the care of these helpless undeveloped people is to be one of the primary duties of
the League of Nations and that the custody and tutelage of these people is to be given
to a State which has shewn that it can exercise a conscience in the matter.

'Itis our sincere desire that the control of this country will for all time shortly pass
completely into the hands of the Union but whether the transfer will be effected
without dissentient voices amongst the natives will depend entirely on the quality of
the officials sent here to represent the Union. Chains and the liberal use of the
sjambok by the Police will clearly not secure that clean sheet which | am so anxious
to present when the existing Military Occupation of this country comes to an end."”

Such attempts to curtail 'malpractices' could have very tangible effects for those who had
been primarily affected by them. The same is true of the changes in the forms of control
over the indigenous population. These were, as early as 1916, explicitely designed to bring
'the law into line with that in force in the native territories in the Union'®. Even a year before,
the administrator had pointed to 'the practice of the Transvaal' as the basis for shaping his
'native policy'.” While stressing his administration's endeavours to prevent and punish any
forms of 'personal assault’ and to suppress 'parental control' formerly exercised by
'masters' over servants on account of 'unwritten law',"® the administrator in his report for

1916, also candidly acknowledged continuity in the structural aspects of policy:

* Lord Buxton's Speech to the Natives, 4.10.1919, trans| from Allgemeine Zeitung; NAN:SWAA A
7312711 v2.
S Gorges to Botha, 21.1.1918; SAB: GG 728 9/269/3 (enclosure).

’ Gorges to Acting Prime Minister, 8.4.1919 (NAN: ADM 567/6 v2); simililarly, Gorges to
J.C.Smuts, 11.12.1917 (SAB: Smuts Private Papers A1 200); Gorges's views were, however, not
uncontested, see e.g., Col. Mentz to Minister of Defence J.C. Smuts, 24.8.1915, covering a
statement by one Major Hunt (SAB: Smuts Public Papers A1: 112); L. Botha to Smuts 19.3.1918 (ib.,
A1 203, pp. 29ff))

¥ Report of the Administrator for 1916, I.c. p. 55.
’Administrator to Prime Minister, 1.4.1916 (Report for 1915); SAB: GG 606: 9/59/143.
"Report of the Administrator for 1916, l.c. ., p. 54.
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'The two main principles of the German Law - that every native must carry a means
of identification and be in employment unless he has visible means of support
remain in force ..""

Changes concerned above all the substitution of brass badges by passes, the raising of the
age from which passes were required to fourteen for men and the general exemption of
women except when living in towns. Those to whom the pass law was applicable fell into
three categories: those exempt on account of infirmity or of owning a number of stock
considered sufficient for their maintenance, i.e. ten head of large or fifty head of small
stock: those seeking work and those being employed. Refusal to take up employment
would be punished under vagrancy laws.'> While it is quite conceivable that the effect of
these changes was to 'actually increase the efficiency of the state apparatus' (Silvester
1993, p. 32), the net effect of the change of rulers seems, at first at least, have been apt to
raise hopes amongst the indigenes. In this, the provision of reserves, to be dealt with
extensively below, had a major role to play.

There is no reason, then, to view either the indictments against German malpractices or the
endeavours to formulate a 'native policy' for the newly acquired territory in the benign light
which they ostensibly laid claim to." Rather, they were part of a policy aimed at
safeguarding and consolidating the war-time gains. There was therefore not a shift in policy
after the finilization of the mandate as has been suggested (cf. Wellington 1967, pp. 275ff).
The policy of adding Namibia to the realm of the Union had been successful and simply
was moving onto a new stage. Quite certainly, indigene hopes had been raised by the
propaganda campaign as well as by tangible gains made immediately after the South
African occupation. They were described variously, with widely divergent evaluations, as a
lessening of discipline, or 'new freedoms'.' Basically, such new freedoms consisted in a
lessening of the control exercised over the movements of indigenes and in permitting them
to keep large stock."™ Hopes raised in this way were deeply frustrated once it became™
apparent that the new administration would built on the heritage of German colonialism. _~
This turned out to be the case above all where access to the principal economic and
symbolic ressource was concerned, land. All acts of land alienation, and what is more, of
the confiscation of tribal land during the German period were honoured by the new
authorities. This forestalled any return to the position before 1904 as may have been hoped
for by some communities. Together with the clear policy aimed towards increased
settlement from South Africa, this also set a very narrow framework for a review of the
'native question' and in particular, of the question of reserves, that came under way from
1920 onwards.

""b., p. 58.

2 Cf. ib., pp. 57f.

“ Therefore, a clarification of the goals and strategies of the administration and of the constraints
under which they were pursued, as attempted here, seems more relevant than, if compatible with, a
confrontation of 'liberal' tendencies with settler interests as presented by Gewald 1996, p. 296ff.

" Cf. Blumhagen 1934, pp. 74ff; Wellington 1967, pp. 270f. See for the Witboois, Kdssler 1998;
on the 'Herero New Age', see Gewald 1896, pp. 288-294.

'S See e.g. Gewald 1996, p. 293; his stress on the alleviation of the labour problem by the effects
of the famine in Ovambo 1915/16 certainly is not sustained by the evidence on the Southern farmin
sector, i.a. in NAN:ADM 567/2 v2; see also Herbst to Prime Minister, n.d. [end of 1919]; ib., on
Ovambos being 'averse from accepting engagements with the farming community'.




The tension just mentioned was therefore also apparent in the ‘native policy' actually
pursued by the South African administration in Namibia. The momentary lessening of
control did not forestall effective continuation of central aspects of German administration
in the long run, concerning issues such as the division of the country into a Police Zone
and Northern territories, a pass system but superficially altered, and the ban on private land
ownership for 'natives' (see Bradford 1967, p. 89). In 1920, the Secretary for the
Protectorate stressed that in terms of labour policy,

‘under the German law, which law is still in force in this Protectorate, every native
adult above the age of fourtfeen] years must be in service. There is therefore no
possibi[lity] of such a Reserve becoming a home for idlers'"®.

Consequently, the 'native policy' of the new administration was also marked, besides a
deep inherent ambivalence, by a tilting of the scales. The scales were tilted very definitely
in favour of the white farmers settled in the country and entering it under the auspices of
the mandatory power. As far as the indigenous peoples were concerned, settler interests
were centred around land, labour power and security."” While putting these interests
foremost on its agenda, the new administration also had to cater for various additional
objectives as well. These may be summarised in preserving a minimal measure of
international legitimacy for the mandatory power, above all within the League of Nations
framework. Linked to that was the quest for a minimum of legitimacy or consent on the side
of the indegenes, increasingly so when the mandatory power was put to task for its failing
development efforts on the international stage. Major Herbst, writing as Secretary for the
Protectorate in late 1919, pointed out that there was

"already considerable agitation among the natives ... they will sooner or later
undoubtedly get into communication with members of Parliament in the Union and
elsewhere to press their claims.'

Such outside allies for the 'natives' seemed quite concrete to Herbst added who that
Senator Schreiner was

‘already ... in active communication with the Hereros on this matter and has
represented to the Administrator the necessity of withdrawing the forced labour
provisions of the existing law.'

At the same time, Herbst stressed that while German laws were ‘foreign to our traditions’,
strict control over existing reserves and vigourous police action should suffice to control 'a

native population so small in numbers',"®

This ambivalence became evident from the very beginning of South African control in
Namibia. The military administration which was incumbent from 1915 to the finilization of
the mandate, pursued, vis-a-vis the 'natives’, a dual objective: As mentioned, there was a
measure of propaganda present in setting currrent administrative practice off against the
brutal German usages. But at the same time, the administration was adamant in
safeguarding its control over the indigenous population and in ensuring an adequate supply
of labour force for a settler agriculture. At the same time, 'native policy' became a field of

'* SecProt (Herbst) to Secretary for Lands, 20.5.1920; NAN:SWAA A 158/1.
' For a systematic exposition of settler colonialism, see Biermann/Késsler 1980.
% Herbst to PM, n.d.; NAN:ADM 567/2 v2.



contention between the administration and important sections of the white settlers. Initially
at least, remaining German settlers were most vociferous in their indictments against what
they saw as excessive leniency on the side of the new authorities. It was also this which
created a measure of ambivalence, in particular during the intitial stages of formulating the
new administration's approach to the indigenes. This was especially evident in the case of
the Witboois who attempted to make use of such marginal opportunities as presented
themselves to reconstruct their communal life and to test the new ground for their own'
ends. (see Kossler 1998).

2.. The reserves: concepts and lands

Under these conditions, the creation of 'native reserves' was clearly a priority matter for the
occupying power. Late in 1919, the Union Lands Department asked for 'full particulars of all
areas set aside as native reserves by the late German Government and the present
Administration’ as well as of any areas ... provisionally earmarked as native reserves'™®. The
Lands Department in Pretoria criticized the administration's practice of establishing
temporary reserves 'in what may be regarded as strictly European Areas”’. Secretary Major
Herbst defended the existing policy as a means both of keeping the old and infirm out of
the urban locations, and ensuring the scarce supply of labour, since 'a large number of
them working on private farms find the owner unable to allow grazing for their stock,' which
would entail the danger of 'the native clearing out into the Desert or squatting on vacant
Crown land in order to maintain his cattle'. Therefore, 'in the interests of the employer and
employee alike it is considered to be absolutely necessary to provide these farms for the
natives working in the particular districts', and Herbst spelled out a distinct policy clearly
related to the pervasive problem of labour supply:

'In order not to disturb the labour supply of the district it has been thought advisable
to have a smal[l] Reserve of this nature in each district, otherwise where they were
unable to find grazing set apart for their stock.'®’

This seemed all the more important since many labourers were paid in kind or used their
wages to buy stock as the usual means to accumulate and safeguard wealth.?> The
widespread and consistent concern about a lack of labour power for the settler farming

" Officer in Charge Lands Department to SecProt, 11.12.19; NAN: SWAA A 158/1, v1.

** Dept. of Lands Cape Town to Gorges, 29.3.1920: ib.

*! All quotes Secretary for the Protectoate (Herbst) to Secretary for Lands, 20.5.1920; NAN: SWAA
A 158/1.

** see e.g., submission by 'WITBOOI PEOPLE' undated (before 22.9.1922); NAN:SWAA A 158/6
v1. This was not limited to the initial phase of South African rule: cf. Minutes of Monthly Meeting of
the Gibeon Native Reserve Board and Residents held at Gibeon on Saturday 7.4.1934, for an official
exhortation to follow this strategy to overcome the effects of drought, and same dated 5.10.1934 for
advice on savings strategy and support of the aged; both ib., v2: cf Mi nutes of Combined Board and
Tribal Meeting Held at Tses on the 27th February 1940; NAN:SWAA A 50/47/5 v1. generally on the
connection between farm labour, stock acugisition and grazing also Silvester 1993, pp.91, 93.




section and also for the mining economy® thus were central concerns in the formulation of
a 'native’, and more specifically, of a reserve policy.

The reserve question was considered as urgent, to be dealt with by a commission which
Jan Smuts in his capacity of Prime Minister of the Union considered as ‘eminently
desirable’.* A commission of three was appointed, after some bureaucratic holdups, on 15
July, 1920. Its terms of reference asked them to

‘enquire into the question of native Reserves in the Protectorate and make
recommendations as to which of the present Reserves should be retained and what
further areas should be set aside for that purpose’;

they were also to evaluate land claims of the Rehoboth Basters.”® This Commission
appears to have carried out some business during August and September,?® but for
reasons not on record, a new two-member commission, consisting of H. W. Drew, then
Inspecting Officer of the Administration, and Lt. Col. J.A.D. Kruger was appointed on 21
December, 1920. lts terms of reference were much more detailed and included the
following main points:

‘(1) The general administration of the native locations and reserves in the
Protectorate, their size and the conditions prevailing therein:

(2) the availability of native labour in such locations and reserves, and generally in
the Protectorate, for farm and domestic purposes;

(3) the extent to which such native labour is so utilised and the methods employed
in the distribution of that labour;

(4) the extent to which female native labour is utilised for domestic and light farm
work;

(5) the reasons why available labour, if any, is not fully utilised for the purposes
described in paragraph (2) ...'"

These terms clearly spelt out the question of reserves as above all, one of labour supply.
The date of the appointment of the new , barely four days after South Africa had been
invested with the definite mandate by the League of Nations, would suggest that the
administration's attitude towards the 'native question' did indeed take on a new colouring
(see e.g. Wellington 1967, pp. 275ff), while remaining true to its former main aims:
controlling the indigenous population and securing its labour force for the 'European’ sector
of settler agriculture and mining industry. Thus, in the administration's view, the question of
labour supply took paramount importance in the entire field of 'native policy' which was in

»See Reports of Administrator 1916 I.c., pp. 35f; Report of the Administrator for the Year, 1918
(SAB: GG 606: 9/59/143), pp. 14ff; UoSA 1920, p.5.

* Smuts to Gorges, 19.4.1920, NAN: SWAA A 158/4.; see also, i.a., telegramme Smuts to
Gorges, received Windhoek, 19.5.20, and intervening correspondence, all ibid.

* Letters of appointment for John Adams, then chairman of the Land Board, as chairman;
M.C.Voss, then serving with the Concessions Commission and J.F. Herbst, as members, by SecProt
(Herbst), 15.7.1920; cf. dto. to similar letters to G. Schneider of the Department of Lands, as
secretary; similar earlier letters of 27.5.1920 to Adams and Schneider; all on A 158/4, |.c. These and
the following appointments were all to 'departmental commissions' which did not require appointment
by proclamation; see Gorges to Smuts, 18.5.1920; Smuts to Gorges, 19.5.1920.

¥ See correspondence on NAN: SWAA A 158/4, especially, Vos to Gorges, 23.5.1920, Schneider
to SecProt, 8.11.1920 (re expenses claimed by Vos).
*7 |dentitcal letters of appointment, SecProt (Waters) to Drew, Kruger, 21.12.1920, ib.
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fact seen as 'synonymous with the labour question'.28 But for the reasons explained earlier
on by Herbst, it was true at the same time that 'the "native question is the land question™,
as the administrator stated in his report for 1921.*° Only by providing some accomodation
for 'natives' not currently employed as well as for their stock could the administration hope

to ensure the necessary supply of labour power for the white farming sector.

The two-men commission reported in June 1921. This report was based on visits to 'every
town and village in this territory' as well as to 'all recognised reserves', except Sesfontein
and the Kaokoveld. The commission had visited altogether '25 locations and reserves' and
had held '17 meetings of Europeans', leaving out locations coming under the management
of municipalities.*® Subsequently, a new commission of six members was appointed on
which sat, besides the former members and the secretary, the Chairman of the Land
Board, Lt. Col. de Jager, the Acting Surveyor General, A.G. Landsberg, and Major Manning
who had served, i.a. as magistrate in Gibeon and as Native Commissioner. The new
enlarged commission was given the task to make recommendations on the basis of the
report by Drew and Kruger.*'

The concerns of 'Europeans' reflected in the report centred around labour supply, blaming
the 'natives' summarily for laziness and idleness. In addition there were various concerns
connected with the control of existing reserves. This referred, besides the mobilization of
'idlers’, above all the control of stock. This, in consonance with the terms of reference,
clearly set the agenda for the commission's recommendations on the administration and
control of 'natives' and their stock. The retention of existing and the establishment of
additional reserves was recommended on account of these overriding considerations.

Starting from the assumption that many of the perceived problems stemmed from the lack
of direct 'European control' over the reserves, the commission called for an administrative
structure reaching down to each individual reserve. At the top, 'a capable official of hand'.
considerable experience in native government' was to be 'granted practically a free This
central official, subsequently named ‘native commissioner and later, ‘chief native
commissioner’, was to be 'represented in the reserves by superintendents working through
the Magistrates of the various districts'. Besides, he was to have the right to inspect also
locations and compounds under municipal control. This structure was motivated by the
assertion that 'the native wants some chief,' but at the same time, 'has by now recognised
the futility of any endeavour to attain the tribal status which he enjoyed in the past': Thus,
what became the (chief) native commissioner was to 'be recognised by the natives as their
"chief"."”* The image of a 'tribal' polity was thus invoked, much as it had been conceived
one and a half decades earlier by the South African Native Affairs Commission.* But the
present commission was far from inferring from this an advocacy of anything like indirect
rule, as instituted elsewhere in southern Africa and also in the Union; in the case of the
Namibian zone of white settlement,, the reference to 'African' characteristics of government

** Report of Administrator 1920, p.13, qu. by Silvester 1993, p. 37.

? UoSA 1922, p. 13, and handwritten marginal on carbon copy of original report of the
commission, p. 2, NAN:SWAA A 158/4.

A Report of the Native Reserve Commission, dated 8.6.1921, carbon copy (partly torn) and 'copy
mjade 28.7.1953' from the damaged copy on NAN:SWAA A 158/4, p. 1f (page numbers refer to the
original).

*! Letters of appointment, dated 27.5.1921, NAN:SWAA A 158/4, |.c.

* Report of the Native Reserves Commission, I.c., pp. 12f.

* see especially § 212 of the commission's report, qu. by Schmidt 1996, p. 146.




served merely to legitimate a patriarchally conceived administrative structure which was to
reach down to the local level in the persons of the superintendents. To this, the commission
added the financial recommendation

that all revenue derived from native sources should be expended upon native
requirements as this will serve as a check upon unreasonable demands and at the
same time it will be a source of satisfaction to them to know that they are receiving
the benefit of their contributions to the revenue of the country™.

This was later to implemented in the form of the reserve trust funds, an important feature in
the economic as well as the political set-up of the reserves.

The wide-spread complaints about 'vagrancy' and stock theft attributed to indigenes the
commission found by and large justified. It proposed to enforce stricter control of
indigenous people by the introduction of written labour contracts. This was an explicit
reversion, even in name, to the dienstbuch which had been in use under German rule. As
will be seen presently, this document was conceived as a fairly comprehensive means of
constant surveillance. The commission recommended also a tightening of the pass law and
its stiffer application. 'Residential passes’ entitling bearers to live in a reserve were to be
linked, not only to a stock qualification as before, but to 'the labour requirements of the
district as well and also to the applicant's character as could be gauged from his
dienstbuch.® The control of their stock was seen as 'intimately connected' with the 'control
of natives' themselves. Also in order to better follow up alleged stock theft, the commission
called for the branding of all stock which they saw fallinginto two categories, stock owned
by workers on farms being kept there, and stock in the reserves. In the former case, a
special brand for 'native owned stock' for each district was recommended as well as a
record in the owner's dienstbuch. The reserves were to be given each their specific brands,
the branding irons. The branding and registration of the animals all to be placed under the
charge of the respective superintendents. Indigenes were thus to be excluded from any
control of the registration of stock and made more or less completey dependent for all
matters related to the acquisition and, as will be seen further, also to the sale of live stock,
from the superintendent as the local representative of the state bureaucracy in the reserve.

These considerations established important parameters for the territories which the
commission recommended should be proclaimed as reserves. In its notes for the
commission, the Native Affairs Department had specified already that

‘where possible large areas should be provided away from European inhabited parts
as this gives better opportunities for healthy family life, future control and
autom%tically complies with Segregation Policy, so much advocated in parts of the
Union".*

Ib., p. 13
*lb., p. 16
% Miscellaneous Notes for Native Reserve Commission, Windhoek, 19.4.1921; NAN:SWAA A
158/4; see also the letter to the same effect from the Department of Lands, Cape Town to
Administrator Gorges, 29.3.1920; NAN:SWAA A 158/1 v1; note that the aim of segregation later was
explicitely denied when responding to questions by the U.N., see i.a. SecSWA (Neser) to D. Sole, c/o
Secretary of External Affairs, 26.8.1948, NAN:SWAA A 73/27/1, v2.
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In their report, Drew and Kruger claimed that 'this policy is favoured alike by the European
and the native', and also stressed that

‘we have studiously avoided the creation of "black islands" in the various districts
and for this reason have selected large areas in outlying parts of the country'.

The principle of segregation was variously reaffirmed by the commission. The fullest
statement of its principles listed:

‘(@) The necessity for the removal of native settlements from essentially European
areas.

(b) The desirability of obviating "Black Islands".

(c) The necessity of preventing renting of land to natives, commonly known as
"Kaffir Farming".

(d) The desirability of providing healthier and more natural living conditions for the
native population.

(e) The ensuring of facilities for better and more efficient control of reserves."

Of these five headings, the first three all addressed different aspects of segregation. This is
to be noted also in the face of later disclaimers for international public consumption. The
Commission saw this policy in basic agreement with the generally prevalent opinion in
South Africa. But it emphasised, things were more complicated in the Union: Therefore,

‘South West Africa still offers the unique opportunity of carrying out a policy of
segregation without disturbing vested rights'.*

The stance on segregation was reaffirmed later when the basic set-up of the reserves was
already in place. Thus, the acting secretary for S.W.A. noted on the occasion of the first
major policy review in 1928:

‘The Administration has endeavoured to follow the policy of the Union in regard to
land segregation which owing to the less advanced state of the Territory it has far
greater chance of putting into successful practice than in the Union."®

The commission in 1921 faced a dilemma in the demands of white farmers to which it gave
thorough attention. While anxious to alleviate their labour problem, farmers generally
objected, at the same time, 'to the establishment of a reserve in their midst'. This
amounted, as the commission noted, to the erroneous expectation 'upon the part of the
farmer ... to have his cake and eat it'. But again, such sentiments proved as persistent as
they were vociferous. In this conjuncture, the commission took the position of an arbiter
advocating the over-all interests of the white settler community in the country which might
well come into conflict with particularist, local interests. But the commission also took
farmers' fears and objections into account and remarked that

*7 Report of Native Reserves Commission, I.c., p. 19.
** Minutes of Meeting of the Native Reserves Commission for South West Africa: Held at
Windhoek on the 21st of June 1921; NAN:SWAA A 158/4; see also UoSA 1922, p. 13.
* Acting Secretary to Deputy Administratro, 1.11.1928 (submitting memorandum by the native
commissioner on the report of the Native Reserves Commission of 1928); NAN:SWAA A 158/3 v1.
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'we have been forced to select areas situated at greater distances than we should
otherwise have done'.

It was therefore in a defensive vein that the commission remarked in its report not only that
'the native is a valuable asset of the country' which should prompt the administration 'to
make such provision for the future as will contribute to his contentment'. The commission
also argued on account of the historical record that

it does not take the memory of the oldest inhabitant to remind one that the natives
owned the whole of this territory, so that the extent required by us is not
unreasonable - in fact it is infinitesimal in comparison with the area occupied by
Europeans or available for European occupation - especially as the sites selected
are ... in sparsely populated parts.'®

Obviously, this line of reasoning was not directed towards a redress of the wrongs of the
past. Rather, it was meant to justify in the eyes of the administration and especially, in the
eyes of the settlers the spatial extent the reserves would eventually reach according to the
recommendations of the commission. Thus, we can gauge the resistance encountered by
the commission when it came to concrete recommendations for sites, especially on a local
level. But the strategy to procure at least the larger part of the labour power needed within
the white settler farming economy and for domestic services inside the Police Zone
necessitated, as the commission pointed out time and again, also the creation of reserves -
at least as long as the labour recruiting strategy was linked to an explicit policy of 'racial
segregation. As has been indicated, the commission considered Namibia as something of
an near ideal laboratory or a testing ground precisely for this kind policy.

Segregation was considered by the commission as a prerequisite not only for labour
recruitment but for proper control of the 'natives' as well. The commission noted difficulties
to control 'most of the reserves' in terms of labour supplies and 'idleness', due to their
remoteness from administrative centres. It also came out strongly against the 'unfortunate
and unsavoury' fact 'of the cohabitation of European males with native women' which was
‘certainly not ... calculated to stimulate respect.*’ This was clearly in line with the general
directive given to the commission to create reserves preferably outside the area of white
settlement, thus creating 'a controlled population on the Eastern side of S.W.A.' which also
was seen as 'a remedy against the alleged lawlessness of the Bushmen there'.*?

All these considerations may be seen as elements foreshadowing future, much more
sweeping policies along the lines of segregation.” To these must be added an important
point of precision which the commission included into its report. This also foreshadowed
some of the salient problems which, during the following decades, the inhabitants in
particular of the southern reserves had to face. In its over-all policy statement, the
commisision stressed that the reserves had been planned 'with a view also to accomodate
therein natives belonging to more than one tribe’* On the other hand, the commission met

anticipated criticism that the rather remote areas recommended for reserves might mean

“* All foregoing quotes: Report of the Native Reserves Commission, I.c. p. 19.

“Ib., p. 10.

“Native Affairs, Miscellaneous Notes for Native Affairs Commission, Windhoek, 19.4.1921, ib.

“ On the earlier roots of Apartheid that may be discerned during the German period already, see
Melber 1982, pp. 104-118.

* Report, I.c., p. 19; emphasis added.
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‘denuding certain districts of their labour supply' by pointing out that 'this report ... restricts
accomodation in the reserves to certain persons only and not to all natives'.* The latter
phrase referred, of course, to the 'idlers' that were to be 'combed out' of the reserves and
put to waged labour on the farms. Taken together, this meant a clear assertion of ultimate
control for the administration. This gave a pivotal position to the superintendents who were
to be placed in charge of each reserve, in terms of the report. As will be seen, they were
conceived of as the lowest echelon of a line of administrative command leading, via the
magistrates, up to the Native Commissioner, later called Chief Native Commissioner in
Windhoek when the local magistrates were styled as native commissioners for their
respective districts. During the 1930s and 1940s, this office was held, mainly for lack of
funds, concurrently by the secretary for S.W.A. This arrangement may be seen to testify
both to the low priority of 'native affairs' in the administrative set-up and to the high degree
of centralization of the department's operations.

The enumerated provisions made it clear that, in contradistinction to the Union, the
reserves created upon the recommendations of the commission were not 'tribal' reserves in
the same sense as this was true of the South African reserves at that time (see also
Silvester 1993, pp. 42ff). But the concept of native reserves as proposed by the
commission and carried through subsequently, was by no means totally devoid of such
tribal connotations. This is certainly true in the case of the Berseba area which exhibits the
clearest case of continuity in the southern part of the country. But it also holds true of the
newly created Krantzplatz or Gibeon reserve.*® There were deep ambivalences in this
conception which will be detailed in the following. This ambiguous framework set the stage
for responses and strategies both by, the administration or its local representatives and by
the reserve inhabitants with their 'headmen'. Both sides were moving uneasily, or in a
tactical fashion as the case might be, back and forth between claims for 'tribal identity
connected to a particular reserve on the one hand and been mentioned in the commission's
report also covered only a fairly limited area, but contrary to the main thrust of the report's
proposals it occupied a central position, directly adjacent to the district centre and
straddling the railway line as well as the motor road which was administrative fiat over
admission and land use on the other. This ambivalence contained important potentials for
the further development of reserves in Namibia up to the last phase of colonial occupation
with its shift towards social engineering on a much grander scale in terms of the 'homeland'
policy with its shift toward a decidedly ethnic and tribal language. The latter point is borne
out by some of the recommendations of the commission for the creation of new reserves.

In territorial terms, the commission made recommendations mainly for the Police Zone.
Basically, at least one reserve was to be created within each administrative district. The
size and quality of these reserves varied widely, ranging from the half-desert farm of
Neuhof in the district of Maltahéhe, never accomodating more than a few tens of people, to
the extensive areas that were occupied by Hereros east of the Waterberg. But even in the
larger reserves with comparatively high potential there were problems as the administrator
admitted in his report to the League of Nations for 1923:

‘The nature of the country which still remained [for the creation of reserves] is
waterless for the most part, and ... needed careful inspection ... before it would be
possible to select suitable tracts ... .' (UoSA 1924, p. 13)

“Ib., pp. 19f.
“ see Kossler 1998; the spelling of 'Krantzplatz' varies widely; generally the above version has
been adopted, but in direct quotations, the original forms have been preserved.
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The reserve commission recognized formally existing rights of groups of indigenes, namely
the Damara reserve of Okombahe, and the areas owned respectively by the Bersebaners
and the Bondelswarts in the South. These were based on formal treaties with or grants by
the former colonial power. The commission explicitely did not recognize any claims to land
lost during German rule, although it was clear, as the administrator noted, that

‘the Natives ... had formed the expectation that this Administration as the natural
result of the war would confiscate German owned farms and thus the Natives would
recover the lost land ... previously occupied by them" (ib.).

The policy defined in broad terms by the Native Reserve Comission took, without any
concession, as its point of departure the territorial status quo as it had been defined during
the last decade of German colonial rule. This implied above all final sanctioning of the
wholesale confiscations of African lands that had taken place after the great rising in 1904-
07. Given the stated objectives of South African occupation of the country, this could hardly
be otherwise, since this involved a massive inflow of settlers. This did not bar that South
African propaganda as well as some concrete steps immediately following military
occupation may well have been read as justification for hopes to the contrary.

In the South, the commission recommended the retention of the small Soromas reserve
near Bethanié and the creation of a reserve at Neuhof, further the closing of the 'temporary
reserves' at Hoachanas, Witbooisvlei and Vaalgras.*” In 1924, Krantzplatz reserve was
added in the vicinity of Gibeon. This reserve which had not rapidly gaining importance.® In
addition Krantzplatz figured rather prominently on account to its albeit somewhat precarious
connection with the Witbooi group.

The ambivalence of the reserve conception and the potential consequences of the policy of
segregation came out with particular clarity in the commission's recommendation for the
creation of the Tses Reserve in Southern Namibia. Initially, it was to be called the Fish
River Reserve and only after the commission noted to its surprise that that landmark river
did not even so much as touch the intended reserve did they change the name which was
now taken from the intended headquarters. This spot also housed a railway station with a
few maintenance workers and from the 1926 onwards, mainly due to its good traffic links,
developed from an 'infinitesemal settlement' into an important Catholic church and school
centre (Wehrl 1994, pp. 399-403). Tses reserve was to be formed on a large area of land
upwards of 200.000 ha which the administration intended to purchase from the Berseba
tribe. The Bersebaners had incurred very heavy debts to traders since late German times
and were offered to clear themselves of this burden by alienating just under a quarter of
their land guaranteed them under the German treaty of protection. The land in question is
cut off from the present-day Berseba area by the railway line running in a fairly straight
North-South direction and stretches from there eastward to Vaalgras with the village of
Tses on its Western rim.

7 Up to the mid-1920's Vaalgras, where Hendrik Witbooi had been killed in action in 1905, was
mostly known as Witbooisende. On the establishment of these reserves, see OG No 76 (dated
23.6.1921), on NAN:SWAA A 158/1 v1.

* cf. the early sentiment also by farmers calling for close police surveillance of a proposed
reserve in Gibeon district, which would be achieved by a reserve 'as close to the town as possible';
MilMag Capt JJ de Wit to SecProt 10.4.1919; NAN:SWAA A 158/6 v1.
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The Native Reserve Comission proposed to use the Tses area as a kind of receptacle for
all the indigenous groups in the Southern part of the country they apparently could not
accomodate elsewhere. Besides the Vaalgras group,® their plans for removal to Tses
included the Witboois, then settled provisionally at Witbooisvlei (cf. Kssler 1998) and also
the Red Nation who were holding on to their ancestral seat of Hoachanas, then in
Rehoboth district.*® Another plan, which was eventually pursued with some vigour by the
administration lateron, envisaged the Red Nation to be removed to either the Aminuis or
Epikuro gf;:‘serve in the eastern central part of the country and eventually settled mainly by
Hereros.

In the view of the commission, Tses recommended itself as 'an area practically segregated
from the Europeans' while 'the old police station at Tses would be available as quarters for
a superintendent’.” Lateron, however, they felt a need to add that the proposed closing of
the reserve 'Witbooisende' would have to be subject to the results of an inspection carried
out by their member Kruger.” At the same time, altogether six farms, known as the
Daberas bloc and situated in the North-Western corner of the future rerserve which had
been either included in the original transaction or were yet to be purchased to be
purchased from the Bersebaners, were now earmarked for later sale to settlers.>* A few
years later, the native commissioner reported after a visit to the reserve which had been
formed in the meantime that this was 'the poorest ground | have ever seen'. He further
bemoaned the alienation of the Daberas farms, mostly unoccupied at that time, which he
thought was 'the best part of that land', although even there several boreholes had been
unsuccessful.”® He further regretted to have turned down the advice of the superintendent
two years earlier to include at least Klein Daberas and strongly advocated to include at
least Klein Daberas which was vacant at the time into the reserve.*®

This episode stands out for two reasons. Firstly, it is a fairly blatant example - but not by
any means the only one - of where the administration pursued a ‘grand' design in 'native
policy' without ascertaining first the most vital and basic prerequisites, i.e. in this case, the
suitability and viability of the proposed reserve. In southern Namibia, this concerns above
all, the long-term quality of the grazing and the availability of water. This of course, also

* At present known as Stephanus group or Nama speaking Hereros; Vaalgras was eventually
retained as their home area and included into Tses reserve; see i.a. correspondence between Jan
Apollos and the administrator 1925/1926 on NAN: SWAA A 217/1 v2.

% See Report, l.c., pp. 20, 21: Draft Memorandum [by the Administrator] Regarding Native
Reserves Commission Report dated 8th June 1921, and subsequent recommendations by enlarged
Commission, 19.8.1921, NAN: SWAA A 158/4; Minutes of the Native Reserves Commission for
South West Africa, Windhoek 21.6.1921, ib.: Minutes of the Native Reserves Commission,
Windhoek 12.9.1921; ib.

*! see Draft Memorandum, I.c. The struggle for the retention of Hoachanas as the traditional centre
of the Red Nation eventually extended until well into the 1970s.

% Report, I.c. p. 20.

¥ Minutes, 21.6.1921, |.c.; Minutes, 12.9.1921.

* Minutes, 12.9.1921, I.c.; the farms concerned were Dorn Daberas, Groos Daberas and Daberas
Ost, while Daberas Pforte, Daberas Sud and Klein Daberas were still to be purchased by the
administration.

% The yield of one such borehole, on Daberas Siid inside the reserve, had been reported 'as bad
as sea water'; Sup Tses (H.N. van der Made) to Mag Kh, 1.8.1924: NAN:SWAA 158/2 v1.

* Memo by T. Edwards, NC to Sec on Tses Native Reserve (26.10.1928); NAN:SWAA A 158/3
vi,
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flies into the face of the attempts to legitimize the South West Africa Administration's 'native
policy' on an international scale and above all towards the League of Nations. The
impressive hectarages presented for public consumption internationally only feigned a
success of this policy. In reality, they were next to meaningless. Secondly, the original
plans for the Tses reserve laid down for the first time a feature of that 'native policy' which
pointed towards the future: It amounted to a conception of fairly large-scale removals,
involving at least two or three tribal groups, in order to implement ‘segregation’ in the sense
of creating large and contiguous reserves well removed from the centres of white
settlement and farming agriculture. It may be surmised that failure on the first count
contributed somewhat to failure on the second. In the case of the Witboois at least, the
barrenness of the Tses area was adduced against moving into the reserve. Tses reserve
eventually took on a somewhat different complexion than envisaged. Its inhabitants
consisting mainly of Damaras, Hereros and a group of Namas which were referred during
the 1920s as belonging to the Veldskoendraers tribe.”” As has been mentioned, Vaalgras
was eventually included into this reserve against the original plans.

In the southern part of the country, Tses may be seen as exemplary for the thrust of the
policy laid down by the Native Reserve Comission, as far as it aimed to dissociate the
reserves from tribal connotations. This ran counter to central aspects of reserve policy not
only in South Africa, but in British colonies in Southern Africa as well. Here, the installation
of indirect rule was tantamount to strengthening tribal rulers, or even creating that office
where it had not existed before. In many cases, this involved a thorough redefinition of
tribal boundaries and identities which was justified by referring to supposedly unshakable
‘ethnic' units.**The Native Reserve Comission in Namibia as well as the administration
claimed on the contrary, that 'unbroken tribes' did not exist at all within the Police Zone
(UoSA 1923, p. 12). Thence, they did lay claim to creating a kind of surrogate for what they
took as tribal government by installing an authoritarian local administrative structure. Over
and above that, they considered it largely unnecessary to pay attention to the collective
identities and loayalties of the people that were primarily affected by administrative design
and action. The reserves in Namibia south of the Red Line therefore were conceived, in the
first place, as administrative units to ensure labour supply and act as a sort of a strictly
guarded and reglemented receptacle for those indigenes who were temporarily or
permanently out of waged employment. But this is not where the matter ends.

3. Reserve Regulations and their contradictions

The creation of reserves in the sense of administratively closely monitored, economically
functionalized reservoirs and receptacles of labour power may be regarded as the over-all
guideline of the policy formulated by the Native Reserve Commission. However, this was by
no means congruous with the actual situation pertaining in the various areas so
designated. It rested on a number of false assertions. In particular, the assumption that
there were no 'unbroken tribes' in the southern and central parts of the country was central
to the policy concept as it afforded the rationale for the kind of planning envisaged in the

*7 Sup Tses (H.N. van der Made) to Mag Kh, 1.8.1924; NAN:SWAA A 217/1, v2.

** For South Africa, see Schmidt 1996, chpt. IV; on two cases from Malawi (Tumbuka, Ngoni), see
Vail/White 1989; for North-Western Zambia (Lunda, Luvale), see Papstein 1989 and von Oppen
1996.
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proposed kind of reserves. But this assumption, if it could be upheld at all, at least would
have to be qualified in a number of ways: Amongst the tribal and ethnic groups who had
taken part most prominently in the great rising and therefore also had been subject of the
devastating measures of the German colonial power, various forms of what | shall term
revindicative politics were clearly apparent, at the latest after the South African
occupation.* In addition, there remained, as an outcome of a different and rather defensive
strategy in dealing with colonial domination, yet clearly 'unbroken' tribal units, with Berseba
as an exemplary and singular case in the South. Besides, the Bondelswarts under an
accord with the German government, had also managed to remain on their ancestral
ground after the great rising. Even the brutal suppression of their renewed revolt in 1922
did not challenge the onwership rights over the reserve which were vested in the tribe.

For the 'native policy' as defined by the administration during the early 1920s, these
processes may be considered as inconsistencies that had to be accomodated in some way.
This emerges most clearly in central issues of control over the reserves. These concern,
first, the rights of the headmen as well as in certain cases their designation as Kaptein,
and their position vis-a-vis the various echelons of administration, and further, the
imposggion of grazing fees on the reserves in terms of the Native Reserves Regulations of
1924.

In these regulations, magistrates, superintendents and medical officers were given
sweeping powers to control practically all aspects of life in the reserve. Especially the
position of the superintendent appeared overwhelming: He was to allot land, collect fees
and grazing fees in particular, issue passes, brand stock and supervise sanitation as well
as the felling of trees, and he alone could authorize people to keep dogs. This involved
also comprehensive control of movements of people and stock in and out of the reserve,
hut registers including occupants and their stock. Reserve inhabitants were required to
report any changes in personal affairs, especially births and deaths. There was a strict ban
on any alcoholic drink,”" including 'kaffir beer’, and superintendents, headmen and police
were given full powers of search without warrant upon a corresponding suspicion. Coffee
shops, eating and boarding houses were also strictly reglemented and made subject to
permits by the superintendent. He was also given power to authorize any public gathering.
The magistrate and the administrator were made responsible for the eviciton of
‘undesirable persons' and for the permission to hawk or trade in a reserve.

The headmen put into charge of the reserves or of wards within them were defined in the
regulations above all by what they were not allowed to do. Four out of 13 items on their
duties were outright prohibitions for them such as to treat criminal cases themselves (a), to
ask for fees without authority by the magistrate (b), to allot land or evict occupants from the
land (c), to give permission of residence in the reserve (f). These strategic functions were
all vested in the superintendent; for the rest, headmen were to report on all kinds of
matters, ranging from vacant allotments to stock disease and stray stock to venereal
disease and the appearance of strangers on a reserve. Needless to say that the
regulations also ordered them summarily to 'obey all instructions given [them] by the
Magistrate or Superintendent'.

% See Kossler 1998 for the Witbooi group; on the Hereros, see e.g. Werner 1990.

“ Government Notice 68/1924, OG 16.6.1924.

¢! Combatting alcohol consumption among 'natives' had been made incumbent on the mandatory
power in terms of the mandate.
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One of the most important provisions of the Native Reserve Regulations were the grazir
fees imposed by them, along with the limitations on stock: Individuals were not to own moi
than 100 head of large and 300 head of small stock and pay, according to numbers owne:
between 2d and 3d (upwards from 26) a month for every head of large and from Vid to ¥
(upwards from 101) p.m. for small stock, according to the size of the flock or herd. Th
represented 'a marked increase' from the previous rates fixed in the beginning of 191
uniformly at 2d per head of large and 2d per ten for small stock (Silvester 1993, p. 5C
These fees were seen by the administration, besides as a means of controlling stoc
numbers, also as one main lever to mobilize the young and middle aged, mainly mal
inhabitants of the reserves as migrant labourers. This concern had been at the centre «
'native’ policy from the beginning of South African rule (see also Werner 1993, p. 136). TfF
meaning of the reserves for those living in them and willy-nilly making them their homes |
however, quite a different question.62

In this respect, the control of the reserves and their ressources and the fashion in whic
day-to-day affairs were regulated were of great importance. This was also affected great
by the institutional and financial provisions incorporated in the legislation of the 1920s. Th
most important instrument of raising revenue from the reserves were grazing fees, and |
contradistinction to the second largest source of reserve income, the dog tax, this we
specific to the reserves. Grazing fees were only collected from inhabitants of reserve
according to their stock, while dog or wheel tax was also levied on the population at large.

As had been envisaged by the Native Reserve Commission of 1921, grazing fees becam
the main source of income for the Reserve Trust Funds which had been established &
proclanmation,""3 shortly before the regulations themselves were promulgated. The tru:
funds had a triple purpose and effect. First, as stated in the proclamation, they constitute
a fairly narrow financial base, mainly for 'improvements' in the reserves. Such measure
included in particularm the procurement of breeding animals; the erection of roads, fence:
dams and other irrigation works, well-sinking, the procurement water-pumping equipmen
the preparation of garden land. Further stated aims included combatting stock diseast
advancement of mainly agricultural knowledge, and the erection of hospitals. In th
southern reserves forming the subject of this investigation, the emphasis lay clearly on th
improvements.

All activities and expenditures of the funds were made strictly subject to control by th
central administration in Windhoek. Here, the accounts of the trust funds were kept, and fc
any expenditures, the approval of the administrator was prerequisite. Thus, the office of th
Chief Native Commissioner admonished a magistrate after nearly a quarter century ¢
experience with the trust funds,

'that the only expenditure which can be debited against the Reserve Trust Funds i

the one which has been approved by His Honour the Administrator ... A

apé)lications for expenditures come from you and you are advised of the approval
164

52 In this sense, the criticism directed against Namibian 'resistance historiography' recently fc
making this emphasis (Pankhurst 1996), must be qualified, although | would agree that this must nc
be seen as the sole point of reference when studying the reserves. For further documentation on th
administration's attitude, see below.

% Native Reserves Trust Funds Administration Proclamation 9/1924, OG 131, 1.4.1924.
% CNC (Eedes) to Mag Gobabis, 21.8.1948; NAN:SWAA A 158/2 v1.
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This underscores also that the inhabitants of the reserves, the members of the reserve
boards and even the headmen were effectively kept out of the administrative decision
making process, being mere recipients of central decisions conveyed to them by the
magistrate and dependent on which of their requests he deemed necessary or opportune
to pass up to Windhoek. Dealings between different trust funds were also regulated within
the central administration, e.g., the division of the proceeds when used equipment in the
property of three reserve trust funds was about to be sold.*® By the imposition of grazing
fees and their subsequent adjustments, which was consistently done by administrative
proclamation, the administration created for itself a potentially powerful instrument of
controlling economic developments in the reserves, of course above all, stock numbers.
This was of course subject to effective control by superintendents, which was, however, not
uniformly realized in the reserves.

The measure of imposing some ceiling on stock kept on a particular area of land was
closely connected with the overriding concern about mobilising labour power. By building
up sufficient large herds, people would be put into a position to evade the necessity of
taking up waged labour. They would command an independent means of livelihood and
also meet the statutory requirements for being recognized as a reserve resident and
therefore exempted from compulsory wage labour. For this reason alone, stock limitation,
especially when applied to individual herds, was necessarily an important instrument in the
hands of the administration to ensure sufficient labour for settler agirculture. But at the
same time, stock ceilings corresponded, at the same time, to definite ecological
requirements prevalent on Namibia. In this country of extremely uncertain and generally
scanty rainfall, the overgrazing of land and the concomitant long-term destruction of
pasture constitute a very real problem. The two-pronged problem of stock limitation and
conservation, as it emerged during the ensuing decades, was therefore attributable not
only and not necessarily in the first instance to the quest to reglement indigenous stock-
keeping, but rather, to heeding the unevitable consequences of an arid and even half-
desert environment. Where the policy decisions of the administration come into this causal
framework is the allotment of areas as reserves that were often marginal in quality and in
many cases, especially where the new reserves in the South are concerned, pitifully small
to begin with (see also Adams/Werner 1990, pp. 26-35). Therefore, the onus should not be
put on the policy of stock limitation as. such, and ecological considerations at the very least
would have to be weighed against 'the reluctance of officials to countenance pastoralism as
an economic option for the local black population in the reserves' (Silvester 1993, p. 47).
Rather, it was the pre-set parameters under which the reserves operated and which
inevitably generated degradation of living conditions as well as of natural resources and
eventually, protest and conflict.

A third and very important effect of the establishment of reserve trusts was the provision for
reserve boards contained in the proclamation. They were to be presided over by the district
magistrate or superintendent, and consist of the headman and up to six members. Active
as well as passive suffrage qualifications included ‘'adult native males domiciled or
possessing substantial interest in such reserve'; this encompassed people owning stock but
not actually living in the reserve besides residents. Election was provided for by a
representative meeting', but appointment was by the administrator, without any limitation of
tenure. In addition, the proclamation called for annual general meetings as well. These

% Dir of Works (O. Wipplinger) to CNC, 24.6.1942; CNC to AssNC Wh, 25.9.1942; AssNC Wh to
CNC, 24.10.1942; CNC to Mag Mt, 10.11.1942; NAN:SWAA A 158/87 v1.
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meetings were, i.a., given power to levy a poll tax. While instituting a measure
representative consultation, these provisions, at the same time, re-enforced the over-:
centralist thrust of South African administration, vesting in the administrator the power «
appointment and in the magistrate, viz., superintendent, powers of convening tr
respective bodies.

Thus, by widening the personal basis on which the headmen could operate, the reserv
boards might add administrative efficiency and they might be thought to resemble forms «
former tribal government such as the council known to have been in existence amon
various Nama and Orlam groups (cf. Budack 1972, pp. 172ff, 265ff). But it is clear at fir:
sight that these older bodies were linked to the kinship system and worked in connectio
with a functionally quite differentiated tribal government, all of which can hardly be said ¢
the reserve boards.®® Thus, the reserve boards were far from representing any structure
upon which something like 'traditional' leadership might rest. Headmen as well as reserv
boards were precisely not 'traditional leaders' (Adam/Werner 1990, p. 31), but in the fir:
instance, they were made subaltern officials of the administration. Nor can it be said, strict|
speaking, that by the implementation of the administration's native policy, 'institutions of th
pe-colonial ruling class were derogated into low-echelon functionaries of the coloni:
administration' (Gottschalk 1978, p. 79). Rather, the administration created a loc:
apparatus in the reserves as well as in the locations which was situated clearly below th
lowest echelons of white officialdom, subject to the orders of the superintendent an
allowed to report solely through him. This apparatus was recruited, at least in the reserve
under particular study, from among the descendants of tribal leaders. The 'headmer
appointed, in particular in Krantzplatz Reserve, certainly did lay claim to being Witboc
Kapteins at the same time, but the administration took care to skirt any form of officic
recognition of this claim (cf. K&ssler 1998). In respect to Berseba, which had managed t
evade most of the infringements of German and to some extent also of early South Africa
rule, the administration followed a sustained policy to enforce its control. In this strateg)
the administration could avail itself of internal conflict and was successful when the las
Kaptein was disposed in 1938 and replaced by two ‘headmen’' (cf. Silvester 1993, pp. 201
207, Kossler forthc.)

The reserve board and the annual general meetings stipulated in the proclamation dir
provide an outlet for grievances and were used that way during the following decades. |
might be surmised therefore that the new administrative structures represented somethin:
similar to neo-tribal institutions in other parts of Africa. But viewed within the whole set-y;
of the reserve structure, this arrangement resembled indirect rule, as promoted in othe
British colonies in Africa and also in the Union of South Africa at the time, in outwar
appearance only. Above all, headmen in the Police Zone under the legislation enacted b
the South West Africa Administration during the 1920s, lacked the decisive powers o
controlling land and acting as judges, even on minor cases. This position came ou
graphically in the refusal of the administration to recognize the title of Kaptein where thi:
was applicable on account of the tribal office and in its insistance upon using the resentec
term of 'headman’, the term applicable to the capacity of a lowly official in the Departmen
of Native Affairs.

%This becomes also clear in comparison to the abortive attempt to re-institute the triba
government of the Witboois after the return of |zak Witbooi to Gibeon in 1915, cf. Silvester 1993, pp
159f; NAN:SWAA A 396/8.
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This crucial difference between the lowest echelon of reserve administration and traditional
leadership was not bridged by the fact that both were united frequently within one person.
This difference was most obvious in cases where reserves did not resort to any particular
traditional community, because they were settled by people belonging to several tribes or
ethnic groups. Where there was some measure of congruence between tribal allegiances
and the reserve set-up, the senior traditional leader indeed was likely to be appointed
headman. But from this, an uneasy dualist structure resulted as can be seen most
graphically in the developments on Krantzplatz reserve. For a brief period, significantly at a
time when ethnic distinctions were being increasingly stressed by the administration,
Krantzplatz actually had two headmen; besides David Witbooi, a Damara school teacher,
Markus Korasip, was appointed specifically to represent the Damaras living in the reserve.
Again, Korasip who resigned after a few years, had no apparent tradittonal claim to
leadership but suggested himself rather as a literate and articulate person " This episode
underscores the malleability of the headman institution in the hands of the administration
and also the uncertain relationship between the reserves and the collective identities of
their residents. The former is of course borne out by the struggle around the captaincy in
Berseba as well.

All these major or minor, more day-to-day struggles and squabbles revolved around the
decisive issue of control over people and over land which was intimately bound up both
with the objectives of the administration's 'native' policy on the one hand and with the
aspirations of indigenous people for a worthwhile and dignified life on the other. In this, the
role and position of the exponents of these aspirations, which may in many cases be seen
as traditional leaders in a strict sense, were of particular importance, and it was for this
reason that the administration's drive toward styling reserve 'headmen' effectively as
subaltern officials was so important. For the same reasons, the institution of reserve
headmen cannot be construed simply as one 'co-opting indigenous leaders' (Werner 1993,
p. 136), since this misses precisely the tension between subaltern government service and
authentic leadership which was experienced, in various ways, by a number of communities
and their leaders.

This drive was given particularly clear expression in the last major piece of legislation which
set the parameters of 'native affairs' as far as the South West Africa Administration was
concerned, the Native Administration Proclamation of 1928.°® This proclamation, while
dealing with a wide array of matters ranging from tribal government to marriage and
inheritance, contained important clauses concerning the position of 'headmen' and ‘chiefs'
and especially, the powers of the administrator in their regard.

In the proclamation, which obviously covered not only the reserves inside the Police Zone
but the Northern tribal territories as well, the administrator was invested with the sole right
to

'recognise or appoint any person as a chief or headman in charge of a tribe, or of a
location or a native reserve',

7 see esp. petition by Damara residents, 14.2.1949 and ensuing correspondence, NAN:SWAA
158/6 v3; the whole affair was also in connection with the church split of 1946, since there was
ambagwty between Korasip representing ‘Damaras' or 'Rhenish Mission peaple'.

¥ 15/1928, OG 284, 16.7. 1928, following references in brackets are to this proclamation.
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subject to withdrawal 'at any time' (.1.a). Leaders thus appointed could also be removed

for 'any political offence or for incompetency or for other just cause', and such leaders
could be transported to any other part of the territory (.1.b). The administrator was given
the right to define and alter boundaries 'of the area of any tribe or of a location' (I.1.c) and
to order

'the removal of any tribe or portion thereof and of any Native from any place to any
other place of the mandated Territory' (I.1.d).

Finally, the administrator assumed

'generally ... all political power and authority which according to the laws, customs
and usages of Natives, are held and enjoyed by any supreme or paramount native
chief' (I.1.g).

This echoed both the sentiments of the South West African Native Reserves Commission
of 1921 in favour of conserving the patriarchically conceived political traditions of the
‘natives' while transferring them to the colonial administrative structure and the similar
solution recommended earlier by the South African Native Reserves Commission of 1903-
1905, to transfer chiefly power to the Crown (cf. Schmidt 1996, p. 147). In a later reading,
the administrator's position according to this legslation was construed as

‘the Administrator who by delegation was the representative of the Governor-
General and was clothed with the powers and functions of the Supreme or
Paramount Chief'

while the 'power of alienation or disposal' of land, i.e. penultimate decision making over the
reserves, rested with the Union Parliament.®®

This legal and institutional framework remained in place basically up to 1955, when
responsibility for 'native affairs' was transferred to the central South African Department of
Bantu Affairs. The provisions developed during roughly the first decade of South African
rule were centred clearly around the main objectives of securing an adequate labour force
for commercial settler agriculture, and of controlling the ‘native’ population. It is now
indicative that apparently, in the eyes of the settlers and in particular of settler farmers, the
administration failed rather abysmally on both counts.

4. The issue of idleness

As has been indicated before, there was resistance by settler farmers against reserves
being established in their vicinity. The administration further found itself under continuous
pressure by farmers claiming

“ Notes on Points Raised in Minute 1/18/59 of the 8th July, 1955, from the Secretary for External
Affairs Concerning the Draft Observations of the Committee on S.W.A. Regarding Conditions in the
Territory of S.W.A.; NAN: SWAA A 73/27/1 Annexure B.
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large numbers of young and able-bodied natives living in the various native
reserves in a state of idleness.'

In September 1924, the Native Commissioner therefore requested all magistrates to report
on the matter.”® The returns showed generally very low incidences indeed of 'idling' or
'loafers’. For Gibeon reserve, only one youth was reported as 'unemployed', in the Bondels
reserve, five persons were 'warned to go to work' while 28 people not in waged
employment owned stock or tended their mothers' animals etc.”’ Still, the Native
Commissioner maintained the need to increase labour recruitment while noting a definite
difficulty:

"... there is no law at present in force which provides for the granting of exemption
certificates in respect of labour as natives are not obliged to seek employment. We
must use moral suasion and rely on the economic conditions to prevent ablebodied
men "loafing" in the Reserves and at the same time restrict the issue of resident
passes.

The Le_azgue of Nations will not countenance any law which savours of forced
labour."

Consequently, grazing fees levied on stock kept on the reserves were considered by the
administration as a main instrument in the mobilization of labour. Any political measures
were evaluated first from this overriding concern. Thus, in May 1927, Native Commissioner
Edwards warned the Secretary for S.W.A., the chief executive officer, that increased fees
would be viewed as 'frankly repressive' and confessed his misgivings: that this

'will achieve the object in view, which is to increase the number of labourers
available for farm work, | very much doubt. My own observations have convinced
me that the only natives who remain in the reserves are those whose presence is
necessary for the herding of stock.'

This meant that labour reservoirs in the reserves were actually depleted. But Edwards saw
additional limitations to the idea of alleviating the much-bemoaned labour shortages on
white farms merely through increased grazing fees. Even if a mobilization of additional
labourers were effected by such a move, this would not necessarily relieve the white
farming sector. There was, as Edwards pointed out, the additional restraint of gross
sectoral wage differentials:

‘Should the increased tariff of fees serve to make the natives more industrious it will
also drive them to work where the highest wages are paid, and it will be the
industrial and mining concerns which will benefit, not the farmer.’

Farm wages in Namibia in the late 1920s, as in all other settler economies in Southern
Africa for decades to come, were so pitifully low that they could not possibly attract workers
except in extreme need for cash. Edwards added further that the envisaged increase in
grazing fees of nearly 50%

" NC to Mags, 15.9.1924; NAN: SWAA 158/2 v1.

! Returns, from Gobabis, Karibib, Bethanié (9.10.1924); Mag Warmbad to Native Commssioner,
2.10.1924; Mag Gib to NC, 25.10.24; NAN:SWAA A 158/2 v1.

" NC to Mag Okahandja, 24.10.1924; NAN:SWAA A 158/2 v1.
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‘cannot be applied to the reserves in Gibeon, Keetmanshoop and Bethanie districts.
| am satisfied that the grazing in these districts is so poor that the present rates are
sufficiently high.'

Labour recruitment and grazing fees were also the main concerns of the Native Reserves
Commission which reported in 1928." This commission recommended. in the interest of
'supplying native labour to farmerq ald other bodies,' besides 'stricter control .. over the
natives themselves' by police and native constables, more effective control over reserve
stock by enforcing branding laws and dipping and by fencing the reserves, for which half
the costs would fall on the shoulders of the reserve inhabitants. This was to be
complemented by a steep rise in grazing fees for people below 55 years of age, bringing
the sum due for 150 head of small stock to 10s5d p.a., whereas before, 6s3d had been
charged for 200 head which the commission was confident 'they can easily pay' 'even in
more difficult years' (South West Africa 1928, pp. ii-iii). With particular reference to Tses
reserve, the commission stated that 'two thirds of the natives can go out working' and this
number might be increased 'if the water facilities were improved ... by means of windmills
with reservoirs of galvanised iron or cement' (ib., p. iv). A certain measure as well as a
certain kind of 'development' were thus considered as a means to reach the functional
objective: to set free more adult men for migrant labour which in the eyes of the settler
farmers and also in the predominant view of the administration was the main purpose of the
reserves. Not to be mistaken for benevolence, this commission also recommended the (re-
)introduction of a 'number-disc' to be carried by reserve residents (