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Abstract

This thesis explores Inkatha and National Party politics in the period 1980-1989, focusing particularly
on the relationship between them. It considers the nature of both parties’ political outlook, their
objectives and how they sought to achieve those objectives. It asks what sort of relationship each
party sought with the other and what significance they attached to this. It undertakes a detailed
comparison between the politics of Inkatha and the National Party, thereby bringing each into
clearer perspective.

It is a leitmotiv of accounts of Inkatha that its politics were paradoxical and ambiguous. This thesis
offers a clearer understanding of Inkatha’s ambiguous politics by providing the first characterization
of the coherent philosophical assumptions which underpinned Inkatha’s politics and were reflected
in aspects of its politics which, prima facie, appear irreconcilable or inconsistent. It is argued that
Buthelezi, Inkatha’s leader, articulated a conservative political outlook which resembled that of
philosopher Edmund Burke. It is contended that this form of Burkean conservatism was expressed
not only in Inkatha’s criticisms of the African National Congress and revolutionary radicalism, but
also in its opposition to National Party ideology and policy. By presenting the distinctive and
coherent political outlook of Inkatha, this thesis poses a challenge to the reductionism of many
prominent accounts which seek to understand the party solely in terms of its interests and the
tactics employed in the pursuit of those interests.

A better corroborated account is provided of Inkatha’s political priorities and how these reflected
the changing circumstances of power contestation. New illustrations are offered of how Inkatha’s
priorities and its perception of practical realities manifested themselves in its political approach
towards both the National Party and the ANC.

Previously unstudied Government documents are used to give novel insights into the politics of PW
Botha’s National Party. It attempts to show in greater detail the fundamental differences of
approach and objectives with Inkatha, and to reveal that these contrasts remained stark despite
apparent shifts in the National Party’s politics in the second half of the 1980s. These unused
documents are utilized in a clearer characterization of the politics of senior National Party cabinet
minister Chris Heunis, which highlights many significant differences with the approach of his party
leader, and a number of noteworthy similarities with Inkatha politics. This underscores the
contingency of politics in the upper echelons of the National Party, and is particularly significant
given that Buthelezi expressed hope for the emergence of more reformist tendencies within the
National Party. However, it is argued that even Heunis did not attach the same degree of significance
to Inkatha, and envisage the same role for it, that Buthelezi sought. Despite significant differences in
their political approaches, both Heunis and PW Botha increasingly perceived a solution to the
problems amongst young, urban Africans to be crucial to achieving their objectives. In the second
half of the 1980s, they both believed that changing economic and demographic realities, in
combination with heightened African radicalism, had rendered Inkatha unable to provide the type of
leadership for Africans that was crucial for the National Party to resolve its political difficulties. This
thesis suggests that Buthelezi’s failure to persuade the National Party to adopt his preferred
approach to political change was not due solely to his stark political differences with PW Botha.

Key Words: Inkatha, Buthelezi, Homelands, Apartheid, National Party, PW Botha, Chris Heunis,
Reform, Negotiation, Armed Struggle, Edmund Burke, Mandela.



Opsomming

Hierdie tesis stel ondersoek in na die politiek van Inkatha en die Nasionale Party in die tydperk 1980-
1989, en vernaam die verhouding tussen die partye. Dit belig die aard van die onderskeie partye se
politieke uitkyke, doelwitte en hul strewe om daardie doelwitte te bereik. Vrae word gestel oor die
aard en belangrikheid van hul verhouding met mekaar.’'n Breedvoerige vergelyking word getref tussen
die politiek van Inkatha en die Nasionale Party, om sodoende elkeen te verhelder.

Die leitmotiv wat algemeen voorkom in beskrywings van Inkatha is dat sy politiek paradoksaal en
dubbelsinnig was. Hierdie tesis bied 'n begrip van Inkatha se dubbelsinnige politiek deur vir die eerste
keer 'n kenskets daar te stel van Inkatha politiek se filosofiese opvattings wat in aspekte van sy politiek
weerspieél is en wat met die eerste oogopslag onversoenbaar of teenstrydig sou voorkom. Daar word
aangevoer dat Buthelezi, die leier van Inkatha, 'n konserwatiewe politieke uitkyk gehad het wat
ooreenkomste toon met die filosoof Edmund Burke. Daar word verder aangevoer dat hierdie vorm
van Burkeaanse konserwatisme nie net uiting gevind het in Inkatha se kritiek teen die African National
Congress en revolusionére radikalisme nie, maar ook in teenstand tot die Nasionale Party se ideologie
en beleid. Deur Inkatha se eiesoortige politieke uitkyk aan die lig te bring bied hierdie tesis 'n uitdaging
aan ’'n aantal vername, dog oorvereenvoudigde, beskrywings van die party wat slegs daarop gemik is
om Inkatha te verstaan wat betref sy belange en die taktieke wat ingespan is om daardie belange te
verwesenlik.

‘'n Meer empiriese beskrywing word gegee van Inkatha se politieke prioriteite en hoe dit die
veranderende aard van die magstryd weerspieél het. Nuwe voorbeelde word daargestel wat wys hoe
Inkatha se prioriteite en sy persepsies van die praktiese realiteite uiting gevind het in sy politieke
benadering tot die Nasionale Party en die ANC.

Voorheen onontginde regeringsdokumente word gebruik om nuwe insig te bied in die politiek van PW
Botha se Nasionale Party. Daar word gepoog om die fundamentele verskille met Inkatha in meer detail
aan te dui, en om te wys hoe hierdie teenstellings onoorbrugbaar gebly het, ten spyte van
verskuiwings in die Nasionale Party se politiek tydens die tweede helfte van die 1980’s. Hierdie
onbenutte dokumente word gebruik om ’‘n helderder kenskets van die senior Nasionale Party
kabinetsminister, Chris Heunis, se politiek te gee, wat 'n aantal belangrike verskille teenoor die
benadering van sy partyleier aan die lig bring, sowel as 'n aantal belangwekkende ooreenkomste met
Inkatha. Dit onderstreep die gebeurlikheid van politiek in die hoér range van die Nasionale Party, en
is veral betekenisvol gegewe Buthelezi se hoop dat daar meer hervormingsgesindheid binne die
Nasionale Party na vore sou tree. Daar word egter aangevoer dat nie eens Heunis dieselfde mate van
belang aan Inkatha geheg het nie, en dat hy nie dieselfde rol as Buthelezi daarvoor voorsien het nie.
Ten spyte van vername verskille in hul benadering tot die politiek was beide Heunis en Botha
toenemend daarvan oortuig dat die probleme onder jong, stedelike swart mense opgelos moes word
ten einde hul eie doelwitte te bereik. Tydens die tweede helfte van die 1980’s was hulle ook daarvan
oortuig dat veranderende ekonomiese en demografiese realiteite, tesame met verhoogde swart
radikalisering, dit onmoontlik vir Inkatha sou maak om die tipe leierskap aan swartes te bied wat so
broodnodig was indien die Nasionale Party sy politieke probleme wou oplos. Hierdie tesis voer aan
dat Buthelezi se mislukte poging om die Nasionale Party oor te haal om sy verkose benadering tot
politieke verandering te aanvaar nie bloot te wyte was aan sy strakke politieke verskille met PW Botha
nie.

Vi



Table of Contents

Introduction. 10
Part One- Inkatha Politics, 1980-1989. 36
Chapter One- A Conservative Opposition to both Revolutionary

Radicalism and Apartheid. 36
Chapter Two- Inkatha’s Priorities, Practical Politics, and its Approach

Towards the National Party. 61
Chapter Three- Inkatha Walking a Tightrope. 89
Chapter Four- Interpreting Inkatha. 107
Part Two- The National Party and Inkatha, 1980-1989. 114

Chapter Five- The ‘Golden Threads’ in South Africa’s History. The National Party’s
Quest for ‘Self-determination’, 1980-1989. 114

Chapter Six- ‘We sit over Things over Which we have Jurisdiction’. Channelling
Inkatha’s role in South African Politics and Salvaging Verwoerdian Apartheid,

1980-1985. 147
Chapter Seven- The ‘Anvil on Which Apartheid was Broken’? Abandoning

Verwoerdian Apartheid, 1983-1985. 163
Chapter Eight- Negotiating and Reforming Towards Power-Sharing? 1985-1989. 171
Chapter Nine- The Political Approach of PW Botha, 1985-1989. 183
Chapter Ten- The Political Approach of Chris Heunis and the Department for

Constitutional Development and Planning, 1985-1989. 198
Conclusion. 215
Bibliography. 236

vii



Acknowledgements

I dedicate this thesis to Lydia whose support and self-sacrifice made it possible. | seek to show you
the same love and commitment.

| would like to express my gratitude to Professors Phimister and Roos for their advice and guidance. |
would also like to thank Mrs Le Roux. Mrs Gwena, Jenny Lake and Dr Lindie Koorts for all of their
assistance.

| further wish to convey my appreciation to all of the members of the International Studies Group at
the Centre for Africa Studies, University of the Free State. The group provided an ideal environment
for scholarship. In particular, | am grateful for valuable conversations about my research with Lazlo
Passemiers, Cornelis Muller, Dr Rosa Williams, Dr Andrew Cohen, Dr Lindie Koorts, Tinashe
Nyamunda, Dr Kate Law, Dr Dan Spence, Dr Rory Pilossof and Dr Clement Masakure.

viii



Inkatha and the National Party, 1980-1989.

Introduction

The years prior to the African National Congress’s unconditional unbanning in 1990 were
characterised by mounting challenges to the power and authority of the apartheid Government.
Radicals mobilised more effectively and with greater violence in their efforts to force an end to the
apartheid system. The Soweto uprisings from June 1976, ‘lasted for more than 18 months, and
shook South Africa to its core’. It led to large numbers of youths joining the ANC in exile. In 1984,
ANC leader Oliver Tambo called for a ‘People’s War’ to make South Africa ungovernable and to set
the stage for a revolution in South Africa.? In September of that year, unrest broke out south of

Johannesburg,® and widespread radical violence persisted throughout the decade.*

PW Botha, the leader of the National Party, became Prime Minister in 1978, and State President in
1984 following the introduction of a new constitution. He declared in the early-1980s that South
Africa was threatened by a ‘Total Onslaught’ of Soviet communism in ‘combination’ and ‘interaction’
with ‘the struggle for political power by Black Power organisations’. The latter was being
manipulated and exploited by the former.> In Robert Rotberg’s description, the onslaught was
supposed to be ‘pointed dagger-like at the heart of South Africa’.® As early as 1970, when serving as
Minister of Defence, Botha spoke of a communist onslaught directed not against apartheid, but
‘against stability, security and progress’. This would manifest itself in economic disruption, student
protest, disorder and terrorism.” The Prime Minister told business leaders that Western civilization
has been ‘built on the twin pillars of free enterprise and democratic government’, both of which
were rejected by communism which therefore presented ‘an increasingly sinister threat to our
survival’. Botha intended to maintain Western values within an ‘essential framework of order’.

Freedom and prosperity were not possible without stability, but order itself was not sufficient. A

LA, Jeffery, People’s War: New Light on the Struggle for South Africa (Johannesburg: Jonathan Ball, 2009), xxxii;
Ibid., xxxiii.

2 Jeffery, People’s War, 67-68.

3 H. Giliomee, The Afrikaners: Biography of a People (Cape Town: Tafelburg, 2003), 611.

4 p. Waldmeir, Anatomy of a Miracle: The End of Apartheid and the Birth of the New South Africa (New York:
WW Norton and Company, 1997), 46.

5 PW. Botha, Speech to the House of Assembly, 2 February 1982, in J1J. Scholtz (Compiled by), Fighter and
Reformer: Extracts from the Speeches of PW Botha (Pretoria: Bureau for Information, 1989), 34.

5 RI. Rotberg, Ending Autocracy, Enabling Democracy: The Tribulations of Southern Africa, 1986-2000
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Brookings Institution Press, Washington DC and World Peace Foundation, 2002),
309.

7 PW. Botha, Speech to the House of Assembly, 23 July 1970, in Scholtz (Compiled by), Fighter and Reformer,
33.



Marxist form of order left no space for freedom.® The Prime Minister warned in 1982 that if they did
not handle their relations with other groups properly, then ‘the powers of radicalism and even
revolution’ would ‘disfigure’ the country.® The onslaught was ‘total’ because it was seen as being
much broader than a military challenge to the South African regime. Botha described the onslaught
as being an attempt ‘to lay hold of man’s soul and thinking, of people’s convictions’.1® In the same
vein, Magnus Malan, Minister of Defence, argued that the onslaught concerned ‘every spectrum of
human activity in our country- it is in fact directed at the very moral fibre, the very soul of our

community’. 1!

Botha told parliament that an ‘all-embracing onslaught’ required an ‘all-embracing response’.'? He
stated as early as 1979 that ‘....we need to adapt our policy...otherwise we die’.*3 Partly, this
consisted of taking more effective measures to maintain security. The State Security Council became
the only cabinet committee which Botha presided over personally.’* Government responded to the
huge upsurge in township unrest by imposing of a state of emergency from 1986.%° However,
Botha’s ‘total strategy’ went beyond military action.® At the National Party’s Federal Congress,
Minister for Constitutional Development and Planning Chris Heunis said the Government was

committed to simultaneous reforms in the economic, social and political spheres.?’

A major element of the apartheid project since Verwoerd had been ultimately to deny black people
citizenship of South Africa by the establishment of ethnic homelands which would eventually accept
political independence. Regardless of whether they were resident in the homelands, black South
Africans would only have political rights at the national-level fulfilled by membership of their allotted

homeland. South Africa’s political problems could not be solved in the context of a unitary or federal

8 Jagger library, University of Cape Town (Hereafter JL), Colin Eglin Collection BC 1103, WW2 PW Botha 1979-
89, ‘Towards a Constellation of States in Southern Africa’, Meeting between PW. Botha and Business Leaders,
Johannesburg, 22 November 1979.

9 PW. Botha Speech to the Republic Festival, Rand Afrikaans University, 27 May 1982, Scholtz (Compiled by),
Fighter and Reformer, 19.

10 p\. Botha Speech at National Party meeting, Ellisras, 22 November 1978, Scholtz (Compiled by), Fighter and
Reformer, 33.

11 Archive for Contemporary Affairs, University of the Free State (Hereafter ACA), Magnus Malan Collection
PV634, 3/2/16-35, Speech by General M. Malan, SAVLU Kongres 10 June 1981.

12 pW. Botha, Hansard, Tuesday, 2 February 1982, Column 112.

13 H. Giliomee, The Last Afrikaner Leaders (Cape Town: Tafelburg, 2012), 141.

14 R Schrire, Adapt or Die: The End of White Politics in South Africa (New York: Ford Foundation, 1991), 38.

15 M. Swilling and M. Phillips, ‘The Powers of the Thunderbird: Decision-making Structures and Policy
Strategies in the South African State’, in South Africa at the End of the Eighties: Policy Perspectives 1989
(University if the Witwatersrand: Centre for Policy Studies, 1989), 30.

16 Waldmeir, Anatomy of a Miracle, 44-45; ACA Kobie Coetsee Collection PV357, 1/55/42 1988-99, Brian
Wrobel, ‘First Report to the British Parliamentary Human Rights Groups’, March 1988-9, 217.

17 ACA, Chris Heunis Collection PV895, A1/4/2 Vol. 59 1978-87, ‘National Party: Federal Congress’,
Bloemfontein, 30-31 July 1982.



state.!® This remained the National Party’s aim in the early-1980s, 1° and Africans were excluded
from changes in 1983 which established chambers for coloureds and Indians in the national
parliament on the basis of ‘division of power’. %° Yet, in the mid-1980s, the National Party repealed
several discriminatory laws, such as influx control laws and the Mixed Marriages and Immorality
acts, and announced its support for a common citizenship for all South Africans.?! However, the
National Party continued to reject majority rule for South Africa, insisting that each racial

cultural/racial group must be guaranteed what it called ‘self-determination’.??

Government ministers emphasised ‘consultation, deliberation and cooperation’ with non-whites.?
National Party officials alluded to a ‘power struggle between the forces of moderation and the
forces of extremism’.2* However, only Indians and Coloureds were invited to serve on the
President’s Council to advise on the creation of the tricameral constitution of 1983.2°> Approved
African leaders were invited to participate in a separate Black Advisory Council,?® and then in the
Special Cabinet Committee from 1983.% Yet, in 1986, there appeared to be a shift in National Party
strategy when it was announced that the Government planned to establish a National Statutory
Council, chaired by the State President, to provide a forum for negotiation. ‘Pending the creation of
constitutional structures jointly to be agreed upon for (their) multicultural society’ the National
Council was to ‘consider and advise on matters of common concern, including proposed legislation
on such matters’. As part of this process, Government needed to become more conscious of ‘Black

aspirations and needs’.?® All groups could participate in negotiations, but only provided they

18 ACA, Kobie Coetsee Collection PV357, 1/N1/84 1981-1984, Manifesto of the National Party for Election of
April 1981.

1% ACA, Piet Koornhof Collection PV476, (collection not Indexed), Speech for Women’s Action Gathering, 1983.
20 ACA, Piet Koornhof Collection PV476, (collection not Indexed), GPD. Terblanche, Chief Information Officer of
the Federal Council of the National Party, Questions and Replies on Constitutional Plan N/D; ACA, Kobie
Coetsee PV357, 1/N1/84 1981-1984, Manifesto of the National Party for Election of April 1981.

21R, Harvey, The Fall of Apartheid: The Inside Story from Smuts to Mbeki (London: Palgrave MacMillan, 2001),
82; ‘Still Suspicion on Botha’s offer’, Weekend Argus, 12 October 1985; EG Malherbe Library, University of
KwaZulu-Natal (Hereafter EG), Address by M. Buthelezi, Vaal Industries Association Annual Dinner, 13
November 1986; C. Heunis, ‘The Search for Democracy’, Leadership, 13 January 1986.

22 ACA, Chris Heunis Collection PV895, A1/4/2 Vol. 59, Statement by State President PW. Botha DMS After his
Discussions with Sir G. Howe, 29 July 1986; ACA, Chris Heunis Collection PV895, A1/1/11/1/2 Vol. 32 1986,
Speech by Minister C. Heunis, March 1986.

23 ACA, Willie Kotze Collection PV73 3/1/70, Letter from R. Botha to the President of the Security Council of the
United Nations, 5 June 1980.

24 ACA, Chris Heunis Collection PV895, A1/1/11/1/2 Vol. 36 1988, Speech by C. Heunis, Rand Afrikaans
University, 7 November 1988.

25 ‘Sharing of Power the Only Road Forward- Buthelezi’, Daily News, 9 August 1980.

26 EG, Address by M. Buthelezi, Prayer Meeting for Black Unity, Lamontville, 1 September 1984.

27 ACA, Chris Heunis Collection PV895,A1/4/2 Vol. 46, Letter by C. Heunis Regarding the Inclusion of Black
People in the Constitution, 1983.

28 PW. Botha, Hansard, Friday, 31 January 1986, Column 15-6; PW. Botha, Hansard, Friday, 31 January 1986,
Column 14-5.



officially renounced violence.?® The offer was extended to, and rejected by, the ANC and Nelson
Mandela.3° PW Botha told a visiting US Congressman that a future political dispensation would not

be imposed, but had to be ‘the product of negotiation between our communities’.3!

Against this backdrop was the role played by Chief Mangosuthu Buthelezi. He was a traditional Zulu
leader, the head of the Zulu Territorial Authority from 1970 and the Chief Minister of the KwaZulu
Homeland from 1972 until the end of apartheid.3? Unlike other homeland leaders, he established a
popular political organisation, Inkatha, of which he had been the president since he founded it in
1975. This was a revived and modified version of the Inkatha set-up by the King Solomon in 1928
which had aimed to salvage what had been lost of traditional Zulu values.* The new Inkatha aimed
to ‘foster the traditions of the people’, to cultivate solidarity between Zulus living in the countryside
and in the cities, but to go beyond the old Inkatha by encouraging a ‘spirit of unity’ between Zulus
and ‘all their African brothers in Southern Africa’.?* Polls showed that Buthelezi was amongst the
best supported black political leaders in South Africa in the late-1970s, and by the mid-1980s his
Inkatha movement had become the largest single legal political organisation in South Africa in terms
of formal membership. * In the 1980s, Buthelezi featured conspicuously in public discourse and was
involved in two salient attempts to formulate constitutional proposals for political change within
South Africa- the Buthelezi Commission 1980-2 and the KwaZulu-Natal Indaba 1986. Moreover,
Inkatha was one of the African organisations which the governing National Party sought most keenly

to involve in negotiations and consultations about constitutional change.

Buthelezi’s role is noteworthy not just for its prominence, but because of the distinctive and
paradoxical position he occupied amongst major black leaders and because it defies straightforward
categorisation. As Chief Minister of KwaZulu, he operated from within the structures of apartheid.
He also opposed the violent struggle against apartheid and the imposition of international economic

sanctions against South Africa. Instead, he advocated reform and negotiation.3 Furthermore, he

29S, Friedman, Options for the Future: Government Reform Strategy and Prospects for Structural Change
(Johannesburg: South African Institute of Race Relations, 1990), 24.

30 ACA, Chris Heunis Collection, A1/4/2 Vol. 56, Memorandum from Discussion with Senator Kennedy N/D;
‘Mandela’s rejection “sad’”’, Sunday Star, 3 March 1985.

31 ACA Chris Heunis Collection, A1/4/2/ Vol. 31 1982-6, Memorandum From PW. Botha to Visiting Mission of
US Congressmen Under Leadership of Chairman William H Gray, 3 January 1986.

32 G. Mare, Ethnicity and Politics (London: Zed Books, 1993), 56-8.

335, Bengu, ‘The National Cultural Liberation Movement (Inkatha)’, Reality, September 1975, in HW. van der
Merwe, NCJ. Charton, DA. Kotze and A. Magnusson (eds), African Perspectives on South Africa: Speeches,
Articles and Documents (Cape Town: David Philip Publisher, 1978), 490.

34 B. Temkin, Gatsha Buthelezi: Zulu Statesman (Cape Town: Purnell, 1976), 198.

35 Jeffery, People’s War, 15; Ibid., 22.

36 ‘German talks’, Clarion Call, Vol 1, 1986; ‘For the record’, Clarion Call, Vol 1, 1986.



expressed serious criticisms of the ANC and revolutionary politics. 3 The ANC initially supported
Inkatha,?® but relations between the organisations soured after a meeting between them in London
in late-1979 when Buthelezi refused to endorse the armed struggle or to recognise the ANC as the
dominant party in the struggle against apartheid.3® Buthelezi was denounced by many African
radicals and the 1980s saw a number of violent clashes between supporters of the ANC/the United
Democratic Front and Inkatha.*® Yet, Buthelezi was outspokenly opposed to apartheid and the
National Party’s policies. In the early-1980s, he resisted Government pressures to accept
independence for KwaZulu.** And later he consistently refused to participate in the National Party’s
proposed negotiating forums, demanding first a commitment to the abandonment of all racial
discrimination, and the unconditional unbanning of the ANC and other proscribed political parties. *?
Despite defending African traditions, Buthelezi called for South Africa to develop towards a
‘Western-type, industrial democracy’. ® As such, a recurring theme in academic accounts of
Buthelezi is the ambiguous role he played in South African politics. Inkatha is described by John
Brewer as occupying a ‘paradoxical position in South African politics’ and Buthelezi as having a ‘Janus
face’.** Shula Marks has pointed to Buthelezi’s ‘contradictory role as both critic and collaborator’.*
Also, Mzala characterised Buthelezi as the Chief with a ‘distinct and irreconcilable double agenda’. It

was a contradiction, for Mzala, to claim to oppose apartheid whilst participating in its structures.*®

This thesis provides an account of the politics of Inkatha and the National Party. It focuses on the
period 1980-1989, beginning shortly after PW Botha’s ‘adapt or die’ speech and the rift between
Inkatha and the ANC in London, and ending prior to the release of Nelson Mandela in early 1990. It

examines the nature of Inkatha’s politics and what accounted for its ambiguities. It seeks to

37 ACA, Leon Wessels Collection PV883, 1/BA/1 1985-86, Testimony by M. Buthelezi, Foreign Affairs
Committee, Session 1985-86, 20 January 1986; ‘NSC will not work without Mandela’, Cape Times, 8 May 1986;
‘State President Buthelezi’, The Sunday Star, 20 July 1986; Rhodes House, University of Oxford (Hereafter RH),
Citation of Memorandum for Discussion (with Prelates) at the Commission of Justice and Peace, Bonn, 21
February 1986, in Policy Speech By M. Buthelezi, Fourth Session of the Fourth KwaZulu Legislative Assembly,
March 1986.

38 ), Wentzel, The Liberal Slideaway (Johannesburg: South African Institute of Race Relations, 1995), 220.
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understand Inkatha’s political priorities, motivations and values. It explores the nature of the
approach Inkatha adopted in pursuit of its objectives and how this developed over the course of
time and in response to broader circumstances. It asks what effect Inkatha had on South African
politics. It also asks what approach was adopted by Inkatha towards the National Party. In what ways
did Inkatha forge, or try to forge, a partnership with the apartheid Government? If so, what was the
nature of this partnership? If not, why not? To what extent did the values, objectives and
motivations of the two organisations coincide? How far was the relationship between Inkatha and
the National Party defined by conflict and how far by consensus? To the extent that it was defined

by conflict, how did Inkatha seek to bring about a change in National Party policy?

Furthermore, this thesis examines the National Party’s politics as they developed in this period. It
explores the nature of the party’s political aims and how it sought to achieve these objectives. It
considers the role it wanted Inkatha to play in South African politics. How significant was Inkatha’s
envisaged role and how did it relate to the role which National Party foresaw for other, more radical,
organisations such as the ANC? What were the reasons for Inkatha’s significance, or lack thereof, in
the National Party’s plans? How did the National Party’s approach change over time and what were
the reasons for this? To what extent were the Government’s politics influenced by those of Inkatha?
This thesis will examine the similarities and differences which existed amongst senior National Party
figures and reflect on their significance in connection to the aforementioned questions. It seeks to
improve understandings of Inkatha politics, particularly by characterizing its ambiguous relationship
with the National Party, and by comparing and contrasting the politics of the two parties.
Conversely, it attempts to provide a better account of the National Party, particularly in connection
with African politics, by undertaking such a contrast, and by analyzing its approach towards Inkatha
which was the largest and highest profile homeland organization and African political party which
which explicitly renounced the armed struggle. It should be noted that this thesis does not give a

focused account of the National Party under the leadership of FW de Klerk which began in 1989.

Historiography

A number of academic studies have addressed some of these questions and have sought to provide
insights into the nature of Inkatha and National Party politics and relationship between the two
parties. In interpreting Buthelezi’s apparently ambiguous role in South African politics, most
accounts tend to stress either Buthelezi’s role as an opponent of apartheid whose politics were
guided and tempered by pragmatism or his role as a conservative who feigned or exaggerated his
radicalism. Welsh and Spence, and Temkin, Jeffery and De Kock all emphasise Buthelezi’s pragmatic

aim of bringing about radical change from within the system and his defiance of the apartheid



Government.? Jeffery lays the emphasis on the tactical differences between Inkatha and the ANC.
Inkatha pragmatically adopted a non-violent approach to ending apartheid and also had a broader
conception of liberation which entailed the need also for economic growth.*® Similarly, Wessel de
Kock contended that Inkatha was ‘no less insistent and radical than the ANC in its demands for a
democratic South Africa’ and was a ‘moderate only in terms of his strategy’.*® On the other hand,
John Brewer argued that Buthelezi, ‘by inclination’, placed Inkatha at the ‘Conservative political
centre’ of South African politics. The party was moving to a progressively more moderate position.*®
Similarly, Mare and Hamilton argued that, although Buthelezi opposed some of the ‘most obnoxious
elements of apartheid’, the gulf between Buthelezi and the South African Government lay ‘more in
the detail than in the principles’. Buthelezi’s ‘big prize’ was to be accepted in the reform process and
a ‘future place in a South Africa that will not have been too radically altered’.>! Colleen McCaul
contended that Inkatha was a ‘major conservative force in black South African politics’.>? Mzala goes

further, arguing that Buthelezi was not striving in opposition to apartheid. >3

There is a tendency amongst accounts which emphasise Inkatha’s conservatism to argue that
Buthelezi’s politics were motivated by his personal desire for power and status. John Brewer argued
that black liberation seemed to be ‘secondary to Buthelezi’s accession’. 3 The title of Mare and
Hamilton’s book suggests that Buthelezi was driven by an ‘appetite for power’.>® For Laurence Piper,
Inkatha’s politics in the 1980s were characterised by a defence of ‘elite political interests’ and a
struggle for political hegemony with the ANC in KwaZulu-Natal. Inkatha utilised Zulu ethnicity and
traditional structures of authority in order to retain power and influence.>® Also, Mzala argues that

’ 57

the KwaZulu Chief Minister was motivated by political position and ‘personal advancement’.

Moreover, it is argued that Buthelezi was motivated by the pursuit of elite economic economic
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interests. Shula Marks, for instance, argued that ‘increasingly, Buthelezi appears to represent the
small class of African accumulators, the chiefs and wealthier landowners....His concerns mirror those
of the aspirant bourgeoisie and petit bourgeoisie, although their class interests are masked by his
claims to speak for ""my people" and the need to "temper" the harshness of unfettered capitalism
with the humanity of African communalism'.>® Mare and Hamilton wrote of the ‘class interests
dominant in Inkatha’.>® Mzala also alleged that Inkatha’s policies reflected bourgeois class
interests.®® There is, however, some dissent. For instance, Adam and Moodley suggest that
'‘Buthelezi primarily articulated the fears of his less-privileged constituency of migrant workers and

rural traditionalists who had the most to lose from higher unemployment and economic decline'.®*

It has been asked whether Buthelezi was primarily motivated by a broad African and South African
nationalism or whether he was chiefly concerned with promoting the sectional interests of Zulu
society as perceived by its traditional leadership. This is closely related to the question of whether
the Inkatha leadership was driven chiefly by the objective of regional political change and sought
political structures which, whilst departing from apartheid, offered more power to the traditional
Zulu leadership than would a centralised, unitary democracy. Mzala saw Buthelezi’s politics as part
of a divisive ‘Zulu nationalism’. An ‘ethnic tendency’ and ‘true South African’ nationalism could not
be reconciled.®? Laurence Piper argues that as Inkatha’s national influence waned relative to the

ANCG, its politics became increasingly concerned with a sectional Zulu nationalism and ethnicity.%

Mare argues that Buthelezi put forward an historical narrative which was tailored to suggest that
Inkatha’s policies were a continuity of past African politics and thereby to confer legitimacy on those
policies.®® He contends that Buthelezi’s invented traditions, his denial of class differences and his
concept of the traditional family are used as ‘ideology’ in a ‘competition for power’ against other

groups.%

Those who emphasise Inkatha’s conservative orientation often contend that the different aspects of
Buthelezi’s politics were irreconcilable or incoherent. Inkatha’s ambiguous politics represented its
rhetorical attempts to serve its own political interests and the contradictory political demands

placed on the organisation. Brewer described Inkatha as an organisation with a ‘janus face’ which
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presented two images to the world.® Its role as a ‘political party in KwaZulu requires compromise
and barter politicking with the state, and an alliance with traditional forces in KwaZulu, such as
chiefs.®” By contrast, in order to win widespread support among black South Africans, Inkatha needs,
in its political movement role, to reject the very government with which it negotiates; to transcend
the ethnic base it governs; and decry the traditionalism with which it is in alliance’. Inkatha’s
‘ambiguity in these matters reflects its inability to resolve the contradictory demands of its dual role
and constitutes its Janus Face’.®® For Mzala, Buthelezi was the Chief with ‘a distinct and
irreconcilable double agenda’ in which he claimed to be an opponent of apartheid whilst in fact

serving that system.®°

Academics such as Venter and Welsh argued in the first half of the 1980s that Inkatha was seeking to
play a ‘broker’s role’ or a mediating role in political change, in which it was attempting to form
meaningful relationships with both the ANC and the National Party and to position itself so as to be
able to broker a deal between the two and thereby exert an influence over the process of change.”®
However, by the mid-1980s, historians such as Brewer argued that Buthelezi’s estrangement from
more radical forces had made it unlikely that he could mediate between the Government and the
ANC.” For Brewer, this made Buthelezi more likely to collaborate and compromise with the
Government to the exclusion of the ANC. Moreover, Shula Marks argued that the increasing
radicalisation of black politics, spearheaded by the ANC and its allies, had narrowed Buthelezi’s

political options to the extent that he was walking a political tightrope.”?

Many of these accounts see Buthelezi as inclined towards cooperation, collaboration and
compromise with the National Party Government. For Brewer, the Inkatha leader was ‘seeking an
alliance with the Afrikaner’ and was prepared to make significant compromises in order negotiate
himself into power.”® Mare and Hamilton argued that Buthelezi was a ‘willing ally’ of the
Government’s ‘mission to fight off the “total onslaught””’. 7 Laurence Piper goes as far as to say that

Inkatha fell into an ‘ad hoc alliance’ with the National Party Government.” Mzala went further,

66 Brewer, 'From Ancient Rome to Kwazulu’, 354.

57 Ibid., 364.

68 Ipid., 365.

9 Mzala, Chief with a Double Agenda, 228-9.

70 ‘Inkatha: paradox of apartheid?’, The Star, 14 October 1981; Brewer, After Soweto, 372.
71 Brewer, After Soweto, 372.

72 Marks, Ambiguities of Dependence, 124.

73 Brewer, After Soweto, 372.

74 G. Mare and G. Hamilton, ‘The Inkatha Freedom Party’, in A. Reynolds (ed.), Election ‘94 South Africa: The
Campaign, Results and Future Prospects’ (London: James Curry, 1994), 77.

75 Piper, ‘The Politics of Zuluness in the Transition to a Democratic South Africa’, 79.



arguing that Buthelezi’s participation in the homeland system had bound him to the rules of

apartheid as determined by the National Party Government.”®

But while existing studies of Inkatha provide interesting insights into the nature of Buthelezi’s
politics, many of the claims made in the existing accounts are not substantiated by primary source
material and are not supported by detailed argumentation. The existing historiography is vague and
broad-brushed in its analysis, omitting to bring a careful delineation of categories to bear in its
characterisation of Inkatha politics. It fails to define what exactly it means to be either a
conservative, a pragmatic opponent of apartheid, or any other type of politician. It does not reflect
on similarities and differences between these categories or the variations within them. Many of the
accounts lack clarity, precision and detail in their characterisations. In describing Inkatha as a
‘conservative’ organisation, Brewer and McCaul do not give a detailed description of exactly what
this entailed, and the ways in which Buthelezi differed with, or was similar to, the National Party and
its leaders.”” Similarly, Mare and Hamilton argue that Inkatha differed with the National Party more
in the ‘detail’ than the ‘principles’, but do not enumerate and reflect upon those principles and
details.” Instead, some accounts which stress Buthelezi’s conservatism offer fairly narrow
definitions of the liberation struggle so that Inkatha can be excluded therefrom. Mzala argued that
fundamental change entailed the planned development of the economy, large-scale land
redistribution and affirmative action, and the rejection of any form of power-sharing.”
‘Transformation’, for Mare and Hamilton, necessarily involved not only the implementation of
democracy and the rejection of racial discrimination, but the creation of a society ‘that is non-
exploitative both internally and in relation to its southern African neighbours’.2° These are serious

shortcomings given the ambiguity and paradox of Inkatha politics.

Another shortcoming is that there is no thorough analysis of how the different facets of Inkatha’s
politics related to one another and whether they reflected a coherent political vision. A number of
accounts are reductionist in their analyses which assume that Inkatha’s politics could only have been
motivated by elite political and economic interests, at the expense of popular interests, and shaped
solely by cynical strategic reasoning in pursuit of those interests. These include the aforementioned
studies by Mare and Hamilton, Marks, Brewer and Mzala. These accounts do not give sufficient

consideration to other ways of interpreting Buthelezi’s politics and make no serious effort to reflect
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on how interest and expediency might have interplayed with Buthelezi’s ideas and values in forming
his politics. At the root of this problem is the lack of any serious attempt to discern political and
philosophical ideas which were expressed in his utterances and his policies. As such, the studies
overlook a number of vital insights which provide for a clearer and more profound understanding of
Inkatha’s politics. They fail also to uncover the deep and coherent philosophical core which lay at the
heart of Buthelezi’s politics, and which reconciled different facets of Inkatha politics which appear, at
first glance, to have been inconsistent or contradictory. The pragmatism referred to by Jeffery and
De Kock, is not explored in depth. Although it has some value as a description of Buthelezi’s
approach, it is an inadequate account the philosophical assumptions which underpinned Inkatha

politics.

Furthermore, existing accounts of Inkatha often advance conclusions without adequate evidence or
illustration. Analyses of Buthelezi’s political priorities, his inclination to collaborate with the National
Party, his interaction with broader political circumstances and his approach to achieving his
objectives are not well-demonstrated. For instance, Brewer does not substantiate his claim that for
Inkatha ‘Black liberation is secondary to Buthelezi’s accession’.8! Moreover, Marks argued that
Buthelezi was walking a tightrope without illustrated his perception of hostile realities and without
showing what the Inkatha leader’s politics of walking the tightrope consisted in.?? A final problem
with the existing scholarship on Inkatha is that much of it was produced in the 1980s, before the

period in question had come to an end, and without the benefit of distance of time.

Existing historical accounts delineate in broad terms the stated goals of the National Party’s reform
programme as it evolved over the course of the 1980s. They highlight the principles which
Government spelled out as guiding the search for a new constitutional dispensation and characterise
the key intentions which lay behind these. According to Allistair Sparks this was to reformulate the
old system of racial supremacy and to maintain Afrikaner hegemony.® Hermann Giliomee, quoting a
prominent businessman, characterised Botha’s politics throughout the 1980s as an attempt to share
power without losing control.® Robert Schrire wrote that Botha believed that the ‘unrestrained
pursuit of white interests’ was not sustainable or just, but throughout this period considered the
pillars of white power to be ‘inviolate’.® Similarly, for Robert Harvey, Botha was a pragmatist who

recognised that the Government needed to adapt to changing circumstances. But his main goal was
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the survival of white South Africa. His total strategy was an effort to implement ‘...more flexible,

intelligent policies’ in pursuit of this objective.®

Some studies point out that once the National Party had abandoned its project for homeland
independence, it did not express a precise vision of what power-sharing would consist of. Dubow
notes that the form of the power-sharing which was promised by Government was ‘unspecified’.?’
Waldmeir argues that ‘no ideology, no visions, guided them’,® and Sparks writes that reforms were
piecemeal and ‘no clear vision’ led Botha.?®® Many accounts stress the significance of the 1985
changes. Waldmeir states that such shifts as a ‘radical departure from the notion that blacks would
never have any power at national level’.*° Yet, it is also emphasised that there was a continuity of
the NP’s effort to retain white power. Saul Dubow argued that groups retained ‘ontological
centrality’ throughout the Botha period. Shifts in National Party politics were part of a ‘neo-
apartheid’ project which ‘begged the question as to whether the government intended to reform
apartheid or merely reformulate it’.°* Hermann Giliomee argued similarly that racial/ethnic groups
were seen by Botha as the fundamental ‘building blocks of the political and social system’ and that
there could be no competition between groups.?? In the mid-1980s, many contemporary observers
saw a convergence in the policy objectives of the National Party and those of Inkatha. As has been
shown, Buthelezi sought in the first half of the 1980s to persuade the National Party Government to
abandon its aim of independence for the homelands, to abolish key pieces of apartheid legislature
and to lead South Africa towards a single state dispensation, with majority rule, tempered by
significant power-sharing mechanisms and federal devolution. In a 1985 editorial article named
‘hands across the chasm’, the Sunday Times opined that there were ‘major ideological shifts ....taking
place between the Government and its strongest black establishment opposition — Chief Minister
Gatsha Buthelezi and his Inkatha organisation’.®® Similarly, in 1987, Mare and Hamilton argued that

differences between Inkatha and the National Party were now more of detail, than of principle.%

In accounting for the Government’s abandonment of the homelands independence project in 1985,
some have argued that Inkatha’s opposition to homeland independence and its refusal to participate

in Government discussion forums was a key factor in bringing about this change. Gavin Relly of
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Anglo-American told Patti Waldmeir that Buthelezi was ‘the anvil on which apartheid was broken’. If
Buthelezi had accepted independence, this would have lent credibility to the National Party’s
project.® Also, FW de Klerk emphasised Buthelezi’s refusal to accept independence as a key factor
which ‘sounded the death knell for grand apartheid’.®® Giliomee echoes these interpretations,
describing Buthelezi as the ‘only internal black leader with any mass following who could act as a
counter to the ANC'. His ‘tough stand’ against independence for KwaZulu ‘more than any other
opposition destroyed the government’s hope to construct “a constellation of black states” out of

the homeland system’.%”

There are academic accounts of the National Party in the first half of the 1980s which characterise
the means by which it sought to achieve its ends and how these developed over the course of the
period 1980-5. Accounts such as by O’Meara and Waldmeir describe the nature of the National
Party’s ‘Total Strategy’ against the ‘Total Onslaught’, noting its military, economic and political
facets.®® Waldmeir writes that political reform, particularly the introduction of the tricameral
parliament was the ‘centre-piece’ of this total strategy.?® O’Meara stresses that the ‘entire reform
initiative hinged, firstly, around the expected positive effects of transformed economics policy’.1® It
is a recurring theme that the National Party was seeking to win the allegiance of limited sections of
the non-white populations. O’Meara describes the ‘series of weird and wonderful schemes’ by which
the Government sought to win the loyalty of a small black elite.’® Schrire argues that the 1983
tricameral constitution was a means of gaining allies from amongst a non-white elite.2 Harvey
contends that the National Party was seeking to cultivate a black middle-class to act as a
counterbalance to African radicals.'%® Moreover, Giliomee sees Government’s urban-focused
political reforms as reflecting an attempt to create a ‘stable core’ of relatively privileged blacks in

South Africa’s towns. %

A number of academic accounts have characterised the nature, purpose and significance of the
negotiations, dialogue and co-optation as part of the National Party’s approach to political change,

particularly in the later stages of the decade. One major theme in these accounts is that although
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Government declared itself, in the mid-1980s, willing to negotiate with any organisation which
renounced violence, its aim was merely to entice moderate or conservative black leaders into state
structures and to gain their support and cooperation in the fight against more radical black
movements. Steven Friedman argued in the late-1980s that ‘the reforms described thus far are not
designed to win the support of black leadership in general but of a relatively narrow section of that
leadership’. This was done with a view to strengthening ‘presumed moderates’ at the expense of
those the Government did not ‘yet regard as acceptable negotiating partners’. The Government was
seeking a ‘selective settlement’ which removed the need to reach an accommodation with more
radical leaders.1® For Friedman, these moderate leaders would be brought into such a settlement as
‘junior partners’.1% In the same edited volume, Frederick Van Zyl Slabbert argued along the same
lines that ‘the long term goal is undoubtedly to induce a sufficient number of compliant, co-
operative, “good”’, “moderate’ blacks into the State structure to assist in the administration of a
multi-racial autocracy’.?” Patti Waldmeir also argued that the ANC was ‘excluded’ from the
Government’s plan to ‘lure moderate blacks into state structures’ so as to ‘build a buffer against
militant blacks’.1® For Christi van der Westhuizen also sees Government’s proposal of the National
Council as part of its ‘intensified efforts to create an acceptable class of conservative black leaders’
which would act as a ‘bulwark against resistance’.?®® William Minter contended in 1987 that the
Government was moving towards an ‘internal settlement’ like that which occurred in Rhodesia. The
involvement of leaders with some previous credibility in the Government would ‘impress foreign
observers’ and provide a propaganda tool for the National Party.!'° This echoes Roger Southall’s
forecast in the early 1980s that Buthelezi would find himself in the role of South Africa’s

Muzorewa.'*!

In making these arguments, a number of academics have stressed the importance of Inkatha for the
Government’s plans. In an interview with Patti Waldmeir, Steven Friedman commented that in 1986

and 1987, the National Party was seeking to make an internal deal with Buthelezi. Talks behind the
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scenes with ANC and UDF was merely an ‘insurance thing’ in case things didn’t work out.*!? William
Minter predicted that Buthelezi would play a key role in any Government attempt to forge an
internal settlement.'®> Mare and Hamilton argued that ‘for the state (Inkatha) may be the most
hopeful partner in the first tentative steps beyond or away from the Bantustan policy, steps aimed at
bringing African people into the structure while maintaining a policy based on “power-sharing”
between “groups’”’.114 For Colleen McCaul, Inkatha would ‘undoubtedly be an important actor on
South Africa's political stage...With black politics becoming increasingly radicalised, Inkatha is likely

to become the base around the very possibility of a reformist settlement will turn'. 1%

On the other hand, Richard Humphries and Khehla Shubane emphasise Government’s attempts to
create credible moderate leaders through local Government structures.'® Other accounts have
attached significance to the fact that Government officials were involved in clandestine talks with
both the ANC and the UDF in the second half of the 1980s. Patti Waldmeir also suggests that senior
members of the National Intelligence Service which were involved in talks with Mandela in these
years, were seeking to marginalise radicals by ‘wooing moderate allies’, but was ‘prepared to look
for those moderates within the ANC’.Y7 Allister Sparks ages along with the view that Botha
government intended to ‘isolate militant black leaders and groups, and negotiate a new deal with
“moderates’”.” He argues, though, that they were trying to co-opt Mandela into the moderate
camp.*® Michael Clough also argued that the Botha administration would consider trying to split the

ANC and to find moderates from that organisation with whom to forge a deal.!®

Many academic accounts have also made arguments about how negotiation and political reform was
intended to feature in the broader scheme of the Government’s political programme. It has been
argued that despite the National Party’s reforms, its stated commitment to negotiations and its
suggestion of statutory negotiating forums, its approach was dominated by an effort to suppress the
black uprising militarily. Robert Schrire argues that ‘when Botha’s reform program began to unravel
in late 1984, he had two options: He could attempt to accommodate black aspirations by
accelerating reform or he could try to crush the opposition. He chose the latter course’. ‘The gap

between black aspirations and the limited impact of his policies’ had caused ‘explosive passions’.
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Botha felt it necessary, therefore, restore political stability through repression.*?® Swilling and
Phillips agree, stating that the politics of reform were ‘relegated....to matter of at best secondary
importance to be dealt with at some point in the future’. The Government’s first objective was to

crush the uprising.'?

As part of this approach, it is argued, a greater emphasis was laid on satisfying black aspirations by
economic reform than by political reform or negotiating processes. Giliomee claims that ‘Botha
strongly believed that houses, medical care, proper schools, a firm grip on law and order and the
availability of jobs would take much of the sting out of black alienation’.?? Swilling and Phillips echo
this, arguing that for the ‘securocrats’ socio-economic development had to come before political
reform which could proceed from the bottom-upwards.!® Others, such as Dan 0’Meara, have
emphasised the importance to Government of developing a black, property owning middle-class. He

points out a plan to sell one third of state housing by 1989.1%

According to this view, negotiation and political progress was increasingly seen as something to
which could only be successfully undertaken once revolutionary radicalism had been defeated or
significantly weakened. Sparks suggests that ‘increasingly, Botha swung around to their view that the
uprising had to be crushed to make space for a new deal negotiated with the “moderates’””, meaning
those Africans who were already collaborating in the apartheid structures plus any others who might
be co-optable once the uprising was crushed’.'?> Hermann Giliomee argues that the security
establishment increasingly subscribed to the theories of Low-Intensity Conflict which stressed the
doctrine ‘Crush, conciliate, negotiate’. They adopted a strategy which was based on the assumption
that only twenty percent of blacks were committed revolutionaries, thirty percent were ‘moderates’
and half were ‘fence-sitters’. If enough agitators were dealt with, the non-committed group could be
turned away from revolutionary radicalism.!?® It has been argued that, to this end, stability and
prosperity would create conditions in which moderate leaders would be strengthened and gain

o

credibility. Richard Humphries and Khehla Shubane argued that ‘““moderate’ leaders were being
promoted to step into the space from which “popular’”’ leaders and organisations were being

evicted. The October elections were in a sense a way of consolidating these processes with an
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emphasis on the promotion of a moderate leadership, whilst suppressing leaders from the mass
democratic movement’.'?” Swilling and Phillips argued, that the plan was for ‘Constitutional
development (to) begin at local level and proceed upwards’.?? The approach of the Botha
Government, Sparks suggests, was to negotiate and reform only after the forces of rebellion had
been defeated.'? Giliomee argues that this was seen as something to be done in the long-term.*
Swilling and Phillips suggest that negotiation was not a priority for the Botha Government by
pointing out that ‘PW Botha hardly ever mentioned the words “reform’” and “negotiation” in his

7”0

speeches during 1988. ...His talk referred to “deliberations’”, “dialogue”, “talks”, “consultation” and
“social” (read: socio-economic) reform”, but not “negotiation”” or “constitutional reform’”’. 13!
Furthermore, it is suggested that Botha’s Government was shaped by his desire to retain control and
power over the process of change. Willie Esterhuyse comments that Botha was ‘addicted to
power’.?3 Similarly, Robert Rotberg argues that Botha brought a ‘heightened sense of command and
control’ into Government from his years Minister of Defence. Botha placed the State Security

Council and the ‘military mind’ at the helm of South African policy-making. 33

The historiography notes that there were differences in outlook between different elements of the
National Party leadership in the second half in the 1980s, both in terms of objectives and the means
of achieving those objectives. Dan O’Meara writes of ‘the growing Afrikaner disillusionment with
Botha's policies (which) was also reflected in ferment inside the NP’. He cites the four factions
described by former National Party reformist, W Breytenbach. These were the ‘PW Nats’ who
continued to be ‘strong on security and Group Areas Act’, the ‘Fast Nats’ who were increasingly
disaffected with the PW Nats’ lack of reform strategy, the ‘New Nats’ who were similarly alienated,
but remained convinced that the National Party was the ‘best vehicle for reform’, and the ‘Past Nats’
who left the party because of their disillusionment with the Botha leadership.!** Hermann Giliomee
states that whereas Botha, De Klerk and others were opposed to the idea of a fourth chamber in the

existing parliament for black people, Chris Heunis was in favour of it. He also suggests that Heunis
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was a driving force behind the acceptance of South Africa as one country.'* Moreover, Jan Heunis
argues that his father was more reform-minded than PW Botha and more willing to make significant
changes to the system to ensure a better arrangement for Africans. He contends that his father was
the force behind the implementation of the regional services council and the ‘watering down’ of the
Group Areas Act.’3® FW de Klerk’s autobiography also argues that Heunis was less concerned with
the concept of ‘own affairs’ than others in cabinet and that Heunis favoured the possibility of black
president whereas he wanted a rotational presidency.'® It is argued also that Botha’s strategy was
in tension with the approach of key Government ministers, most notably Chris Heunis, who saw
negotiation and political change as being a vital part of the process of reform in South Africa. The
differences and tensions between these two outlooks is emphasised by Swilling and Phillip,
Giliomee, Sparks and O’Meara.*® Jan Heunis also argues that his father was part of reformist
tendency in the Government which to accelerate political change towards a more democratic system

and which came to be increasingly marginalised by Botha.*3®

There are a number of shortcomings in existing accounts. Their conclusions are often poorly
substantiated and most studies do not use official National Party documents. Current scholarship
overlooks a number of important insights into the nature of National Party politics. For instance,
existing analyses of the National Party’s political objectives, its approach to achieving those
objectives, the rationale behind its politics, the differences in thinking between various cabinet
ministers, and how these things changed over time, are often without firm grounding and neglect to
consider crucial National Party cabinet transcripts, memoranda and concept documents. Most
studies fail to draw upon key sources which provide detailed illustrations and more reliable
impressions of the considerations and principles which shaped PW Botha’s vision of a new political
dispensation. They mistakenly assume that PW Botha and his advisers lacked a detailed conception
of a constitutional model to be brought about. Moreover, they do not capture a number of crucial
insights into the differences and similarities of the political objectives, approaches, and assumptions
of various Government ministers. In particular, a much fuller and more intricate account can be
given of the politics of Chris Heunis and his department and how this differed radically from that of

PW Botha and a number of like-minded cabinet ministers. Significantly, the arguments made
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concerning the National Party’s envisaged plan for Inkatha are not grounded on an examination of

primary sources.

Much current scholarship is lacking in detail and nuance in some aspects of its analysis and fails to
give a focused consideration to certain questions with which this thesis is concerned. The existing
scholarship does not undertake a detailed comparison between the political aims and approaches of
leading figures in the National Party and those of Inkatha. Nor does it undertake a focused
examination of National Party politics in the first half of the 1980s as it related to, and were reflected
in, its relationship with Inkatha. Regarding homeland leaders and Buthelezi in particular, the existing
historiography limits itself to a few broad observations about the National party’s political approach.
It is noted that black people were excluded from the tricameral parliament introduced in 1984, and
that even official black leaders were left out of the relevant deliberations in the President’s
Council.¥ |t is stated by Giliomee, that towards the mid-1980s, the National Party Government
established a Special Cabinet Committee for black constitutional development which paid closer
attention to these issues and sought to discuss them with official black leaders.**! Of course, it is
noted broadly that the National Party sought to persuade Buthelezi and others to accept
independence.' Further, there are a few general statements made about the National Party’s
response to the Buthelezi Commission, such as Giliomee’s contention that the Buthelezi Commission
proposals were rejected ‘in the classic apartheid mode’.**® However, no account gives a thorough
and focused consideration of what role Botha’s Government envisage for Inkatha in the first half of
the 1980s. It is not asked how significant Inkatha was to the National Party’s plans in this period, nor
to what extent the ruling party perceived there to be benefits or disadvantages of potential
partnership or collaboration with Inkatha. No account illustrates how the National Party responded
to Buthelezi’s proposals for reform and cooperation. And there is no detailed characterisation of the
nature of the National Party’s interactions with Inkatha or how it sought to influence Inkatha’s
politics. Furthermore, there is not currently a detailed, well-substantiated account of why the
Government came to abandon its plan for the homelands to become independent, and the

significance of Inkatha’s role in that regard.

Contribution and Structure.
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This thesis seeks to build upon the current scholarship, and overcome its shortcomings, in order to
give a detailed account of Inkatha and National Party politics in this period, and the relationship
between them. It does so by giving detailed, focused and more elaborate consideration to the
guestions delineated above. In providing answers to those questions, it draws upon extensive
original primary source research and brings previously unused evidence to bear. The author also
seeks to offer new insights by challenging and refining interpretations of the relevant source
material. The thesis is split into two parts. Part one focuses on characterizing Inkatha politics, and
part two examines the politics of the National Party, giving particular attention to the relationship
this bore to the politics of Inkatha. Each part is subdivided into a number of chapters which address
distinct, if related, themes. Chapters one, two, three and four are contained in part one, whereas

chapters five to ten comprise part two.

Drawing on previously unused primary source material, chapter one examines the ambiguity of
Buthelezi’s opposition to apartheid and the reform policies of the National Party, as well as his fight
against the policies of the ANC and its allies. It not only provides a more extensive exposition of
Buthelezi’s utterances in connection with these two aspects of his politics. It also seeks to provide a
deeper, more illuminating and better substantiated understanding of Buthelezi’s politics by
reflecting upon the ideas which he expressed and the philosophical content of those ideas. It
attempts to demonstrate that Buthelezi’s utterances had greater philosophical substance than has
previously been credited. It contends, moreover, that a coherent set of philosophical assumptions
were expressed in many facets of Buthelezi’s politics which, prima facie, appear contradictory or
inconsistent. It is hoped thereby to provide an improved sense of perspective on Buthelezi’s politics
which have often been characterised merely as a series of cynical tactics employed in pursuit of elite
political and economic interests. In particular, it is argued that Buthelezi’s espoused political
principles bore a strikingly close resemblance to the political philosophy of Edmund Burke, widely
seen as the founder of the modern conservative tradition and the best-known philosophical critic of
a certain type of revolutionary radicalism. It tries to show how these assumptions were reflected in a
range of Buthelezi’s political positions, and to elucidate the way in which Buthelezi applied a
Burkean political understanding to the specific circumstances of 1980s South Africa. As such, it
reveals the deep cleavages between his politics and what he saw as the revolutionary radicalism of
the ANC and affiliated organisations. Yet, it attempts to show that Buthelezi’s conservatism was not
a defence of the status quo or status quo ante, and not incompatible with a strong opposition to
apartheid and a desire for liberalisation and democratisation in South Africa. Indeed, it argues that

Buthelezi’s type of conservative outlook brought him into strong disagreement with apartheid

policy.
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Chapter one of this thesis seeks to provide a clearer and more sophisticated understanding of what
Buthelezi’s conservatism consisted in and how it varied from the National Party outlook. It tries
moreover to demonstrate precisely how this conservatism was compatible with and gave rise to a
pragmatic opposition to apartheid. It attempts to show why Buthelezi was strongly opposed to
certain forms of revolutionary radicalism, but was committed to significant political change. It seeks
to demonstrate that despite Inkatha’s making less radical demands than the ANC, its objectives were
fundamentally different to the National Party’s and constituted an insistence on the end of
apartheid. It argues that despite Inkatha’s defence of ethnic identity and its sympathy for devolution
of power to groups and regions, Buthelezi’s Burkean outlook led him to reject the rigid, ideological
programme of PW Botha which sought the political ‘self-determination’ of groups regardless of
unpropitious social and economic factors. It seeks to provide a better understanding of the liberal
aspects of Inkatha politics, and explains the relationship between these and Inkatha’s conservatism.
It argues that these aspects of liberalism were compatible with, but highly qualified and
circumscribed by, the Burkean conservatism which lay at the foundation of Inkatha’s politics. It tries
to show that Buthelezi’s western liberalism and his Zulu traditionalism were somewhat reconciled by

Burkean assumptions, but existed in a degree of tension.

Chapter two engages critically with existing scholarship to examine the hierarchy of Inkatha’s
political priorities and how these shaped, and were shaped by, its perception of practical politics in
the 1980s. It examines a number of related questions raised by the existing scholarship, undertaking
for the first time a focused primary source analysis to seek a better understanding of these aspects
of Buthelezi’s politics. It seeks to demonstrate that, at least in the late-1980s, Buthelezi’s opposition
to revolutionary radicalism was his most urgent political priority. The chapter attempts to show that
Inkatha’s political priorities changed over time, and in response to broader circumstances. It
contends that Buthelezi’s prioritisation of his struggle against revolutionary radicalism reflected the
context of acute power contestation in which organisations such as the ANC and UDF had gained a
steep ascendency, and apartheid had become moribund. As such, Buthelezi’s anti-revolutionary
focus did not mirror a desire to defend key apartheid structures, but reflected his perception that
white minority regime of which he so disapproved was destined to come to an end in the medium-

long term.

Chapter two undertakes the first fine-grained examination of the extent to which Inkatha’s distinct
objectives of ending apartheid and thwarting revolutionary radicalism came into conflict. It
questions the extent to which practical considerations led Buthelezi to cooperate, collaborate or
compromise with the National Party Government. It enumerates a number of ways in which Inkatha

can be said to have collaborated with the ruling party, not least in matters of security. Yet, it
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contends that these forms of collaboration are not evidence of Inkatha’s positive support for the
Government’s reform and negotiating initiatives, and it stresses Inkatha’s consistent opposition to,
and defiance of, those initiatives. It brings original primary source research to bear to show that this
defiance of the National Party was not simply feigned radicalism, but reflected Buthelezi’s
judgement that more meaningful political change was necessary to thwart the rise of revolutionary
radicalism. This chapter attempts the first detailed characterisation of the nature of Inkatha efforts
to persuade National Party to forge a partnership with them on these terms. It argues that Inkatha
adopted a critical, but non-confrontational approach towards the National Party. It sought to
cultivate a sense of common purpose and mutual interest in the struggle against revolutionary
radicalism. It exhibited a strong and resilient commitment to this task in the face of National Party

intransigence.

Chapter three undertakes an analysis of the nature of Buthelezi’s relationship with the ANC and the
bearing this had on Inkatha’s approach to political change, particularly in the second half of the
1980s. It seeks an improved understanding of the ambiguities of this relationship whereby Inkatha
furiously castigated the ANC, but called for its unconditional unbanning and the release of its
political prisoners. It examines, furthermore, how the context of power-contestation shaped
Inkatha’s approach towards the ANC. It asks the question, whose answer is not properly
demonstrated in the historiography, whether Inkatha was seeking to play a mediating role between
the National Party and the ANC. It argues that Inkatha was seeking to play such a role, despite a set
of increasingly unpropitious circumstances. However, it argues that Buthelezi recognized that
circumstances made his political position more precarious, and provides the first detailed illustration
of how Buthelezi adapted his political approach to overcome or to mitigate the political difficulties
he faced. As such, it corroborates and elaborates Shula Marks’s contention that from the mid-1980s

Buthelezi was walking a political tightrope.

Building on the analysis undertaken earlier in part one, chapter four explores a number of difficulties
in interpreting Inkatha. These difficulties regard what shaped and what motivated its politics. These
questions are somewhat addressed, but not fully resolved, in previous chapters. Chapter four
considers several accounts which have portrayed Inkatha’s politics as being motivated merely by
elite interests, both political and economic, and shaped by the tactical considerations regarding the
pursuit of those interests. It weighs the arguments in favour of these interpretations by reflecting on
new evidence as well as that provided in early chapters and by the historiography. Without denying
the significance of interest and expediency in explaining Buthelezi’s politics, it poses a challenge to
reductionism of accounts which do not look beyond these factors. It draws upon the analysis given in

chapter one, and provides a telling biographical characterization to argue that Buthelezi’s ideas and
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values, in interrelationship with interests and strategic reasoning, played a significant part in forming

his politics.

Chapter five makes use of previously unstudied Government documents to provide an
understanding of the principles which formed the National Party’s vision of a new political order in
South Africa in the 1980s. It undertakes a more detailed examination of the National Party’s
espoused principles on this subject, the rationale it offered for these and the extent to which these
changed over time course of the decade. It offers a vivid and reliable account of PW Botha’s
constitutional inclinations as expressed privately, and analyses Botha’s only departmental document
which sketches a detailed constitutional model for South Africa. Furthermore, it utilises previously
unused documents to provide a much better understanding of the differences which existed in this
respect amongst different cabinet ministers in mid-late 1980s, particularly between PW Botha and
Chris Heunis. Moreover, this chapter will compare with greater intricacy the constitutional
preferences of the National Party, its various leaders, and Inkatha. It will delineate the similarities

and differences, both real and apparent, as they developed over the decade.

Chapter 6 will bring original primary source analysis to bear when accounting for the nature of the
National Party’s approach to politics in this period and where Inkatha lay within it. It is argued that in
the early-1980s the National Party fundamentally rejected, and that Botha’s National Party was
rigidly opposed to any role for Inkatha beyond that of a homeland and Zulu-based political party. It
will highlight that there was no sense in the early-1980s of a need to forge an alliance or common
vision with Buthelezi with regard to South Africa-wide issues. The Government only sought to
cooperate on kwaZulu-related issues. In this connection, the Government focused on KwaZulu'’s
movement towards independence, Inkatha’s potential role as a representative of Zulus in urban
elections and the economic development of the homeland as a means of stemming the flow of
Africans into common South Africa. It contends that in seeking independence for KwaZulu, the
National Party’s tendency was towards forcefulness, insistence and self-assuredness. In the face of
criticism and opposition from Inkatha, the National Party displayed great intransigence and little self-
doubt. Despite an emphasis on consultation and dialogue, it did not express understanding of
Buthelezi’s stated concerns, seek to address them or apparently take much cognisance of them. It
responded only to dismiss Buthelezi’s politics and to reiterate dogma. It was hoped that enough
pressure could be brought to bear on Buthelezi that he would accept independence. This chapter
also argues how there were subtle, but significant shifts in National Party politics in the early-mid
1980s, when in response to growing radicalism, there was an increased appreciation of the role of
moderates black leaders and greater efforts made to engage them in multi-lateral discussions about

South Africa-wide questions.
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Chapter seven attempts the first detailed account of the National Party’s abandonment the
homelands independence project and the reasons for it. Unlike previous accounts, it draws upon
official Government documents to undertake this analysis. It seeks to assess the significance of
Inkatha’s opposition to the Verwoerdian apartheid as a factor in this shift and explores other factors
which might have had a bearing. It is argued that Inkatha’s approval of the homeland independence
project was necessary for its viability, and that Buthelezi’s resistance to independence was a
significant factor in bringing about a change in National Party approach. However, it casts into doubt
whether Inkatha’s politics can be seen as the chief cause by attempting to highlight the significance

of a number of other key developments which led National Party leaders to change course.

Chapters eight, nine and ten draw upon a range of useful and previously unstudied official
documents to give a fine-grained and reliable understanding of the National Party’s approach to
achieving its political objectives in the second half of the 1980s. They seek to understand the
significance of the National Party’s purported to commitment to a negotiated political settlement in
South Africa and its apparently greater efforts to engage in formal negotiations with African leaders
who rejected the armed struggle. They attempt to grasp the intended nature of these negotiations,
and their role relative to other aspects of the National Party policy. These chapters seek to discern
the role which the National Party intended for Inkatha in South African politics, in political change,
and in a final political settlement. They ask how this role related to the role envisaged for other
African organisations, such as the ANC. The final three chapters build upon the existing scholarship
to discern the different tendencies which existed within the National Party in this period, and the
significance of these differences. They examine the continuities and discontinuities of the National
Party’s approaches as they developed from the early-1980s to the late-1980s, and show how these

compared to the approach which Inkatha wanted the ruling party to adopt.

Chapter eight offers an account of the broad principles which were espoused by National Party
officials regarding their approach to politics in the second half of the 1980s. It considers the new
commitments to negotiation which were announced, and the reform and negotiation initiatives in
which the National Party were involved, in this period. It reflects on the nature and significance of
these changes, whilst also describing the continuities of the National Party’s approach from the
early-1980s. It seeks further to highlight these continuities and developments by considering the
Government’s response to the KwaZulu-Natal Indaba in comparison to its response to the Buthelezi
Commission. Much of the analysis in this chapter is broad-brushed and based chiefly on a study of
the public pronouncements of various National Party officials. Its main purpose is to set the scene
for the more detailed and deep analyses which are undertaken in chapters nine and ten. These draw

more upon official Government documents to provide a nuanced understanding of the National
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Party’s approach to political change. Chapter nine focuses on the political approach of PW Botha and
similar-minded National Party officials. Chapter ten examines the distinct tendency represented by
Minister Chris Heunis and his Department for Constitutional Development and Planning. It compares
this approach with that of President Botha, and reflects on the nature and significance of these

differences in connection with Inkatha politics.

Source Material

As well as being based on an extensive study of secondary literature, this thesis draws upon a large
volume of original primary source research. The analysis of Inkatha politics draws chiefly on the
public utterances of Buthelezi made to a variety of audiences, ranging from his own party members,
to foreign politicians and diplomats, and a range of civil society organisations in South Africa and
abroad. Many of these statements are taken from the large volume of speech transcripts, of which
the author has undertaken an extensive study. These transcripts were studied at the EG Malherbe
Library on the Howard College campus, University of KwaZulu-Natal, the Alan Paton Centre on the
Pietermaritzburg campus of the same institution, and Rhodes House at the University of Oxford. This
study also makes use of large numbers of South African newspaper and magazine articles which
contain interesting quotations from senior Inkatha officials such as Buthelezi and Oscar Dhlomo, as
well as providing information about key events in the period. These sources were collected chiefly
from the South African Media resource at the Archive for Contemporary Affairs at the University of
the Free State. A large collection of the editions of Clarion Call, the official magazine of Inkatha, from
1983 until the end of the 1980s were accessed at Rhodes House. This thesis also makes use of
recorded private interactions between Inkatha officials and the ANC, and white politicians in the
Progressive Federal Party and the National Party. These dialogues are documented in a number of
National Party politicians’ collections at the Archive of Contemporary Affairs, and in the Colin Eglin
Collection at the Jagger Library, University of Cape Town. Furthermore, the analysis of Inkatha
politics draws upon an interview which the author held with Chief Mangosuthu Buthelezi. Moreover,
this thesis draws on telling biographical details, where appropriate to corroborate its interpretation

of Buthelezi’s political orientation.

One limitation of the available source material is that there is a dearth of evidence which reveals
Buthelezi’s thoughts on South African colleagues as expressed privately to close colleagues
throughout this period. This is a significant difficulty, because it makes the author’s interpretation of
Inkatha dependent on utterances made to various constituencies, interest groups and political

protagonists in a context of acute and shifting power contestation. Therefore, in forming his
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arguments, the author was conscious of the need to give careful consideration to the provenance of
the documents and to reflect on the reliability and usefulness of the evidence uncovered. Moreover,
the author sought to interpret individual sources by cross-examining them with the broader body of

evidence, and the patterns which emerged in that wider range of documents.

In characterizing the National Party’s politics, this thesis makes use of some of the same types of
sources that it employs in its analysis of Inkatha. It makes of a large number of South African
newspaper and magazine articles as sources of information regarding key events, official policies and
the publically espoused beliefs of senior National Party figures. These are drawn from the South
African Media resource at the Archive for Contemporary Affairs. It utilizes a number of official party
publications and speeches given by party officials, which further enrich an understanding of the
National Party’s publically voiced politics. Many of these were drawn from the Archive for
Contemporary Affairs which contains collections of documents from a broad range of National Party
politicians, including PW Botha, Chris Heunis, Leon Wessels and Magnus Malan. It is also based on an
extensive reading of the Hansard transcripts of South African parliamentary debates in the 1980s.
Moreover, it seeks further, more reliable, and deeper insights by analyzing a range of interviews
undertaken by scholars with senior National Party figures. A key resource in this respect was the
collection of Patti Waldmeir’s interviews contained in Hermann Giliomee’'s files at the Jagger Library.
It is also based on a study of Giliomee’s own interviews contained in the same files, and the
interviews conducted by Padraig O’Malley published online. Furthermore, the thesis is informed by
an interview the present author conducted with National Party MP and former regional leader,

Valentine Volker.

These sources have similar drawbacks to the ones noted above, and the author was just as mindful
of these problems and how to mitigate them. However, in its analysis of the National Party, this
thesis makes use of previously uncited private National Party documents, which are also contained
in various collections at the Archive for Contemporary Affairs. These include memoranda, official
correspondence, minutes from important meetings amongst leading Government figures, and
detailed concept documents. They provide important and reliable insights into the thinking and
policy-making of leading party figures, and also serve to corroborate or refute what is reflected in

the Government’s public statements.

These private sources, however, have their own limitations. The range of documents available to
study likely does not constitute a comprehensive collection of the relevant official documents which
were produced during the period. In addition to the many Government meetings which undoubtedly

went undocumented, official documents do not record the informal but crucial interactions and
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communications which took place. Moreover, the available private sources chiefly offer insights into
the political outlooks of PW Botha and Chris Heunis. Despite important glimpses into the other
leading figures, no comparatively detailed documentation is offered for the thinking of these other
characters. Perhaps most crucially, there are very few sources which reveal the nature of FW de
Klerk’s private thinking in the short spell at the end of the 1980s when he was the leader of the
National party and then State President. These sources are illuminating and often demonstrative,

but ultimately an incomplete documentation of National Party thinking in this period.

Part One: Inkatha Politics, 1980-1989.

Chapter One: A Conservative Opposition to both Revolutionary Radicalism and Apartheid.

Opposition to Revolutionary Radicalism.

Buthelezi expressed a number of criticisms of the ANC and revolutionary radical African political
movements in the 1980s. Some of Buthelezi’s utterances from the period suggest, at first glance,
that such criticism was not based on a fundamental or principled conflict between himself and the
ANC, but arose from a disagreement over means rather ends, or that the difference in outlook
between the two organisations was less significant than between Inkatha and the National Party. For
instance, Buthelezi often stated that his opposition to radical violence and sanctions was because
these were not the most effective ways of promoting radical change. He advocated the development
of black economic bargaining power as a better expedient for bringing apartheid to an end whilst
hinting that violent struggle might become justified eventually as a last resort.'** Inkatha rejected
the designation of a ‘moderate’ African party and emphasised its ‘radical’ objectives, as well as
calling for a Black Unity which reconciled different parties on the basis of a ‘multi-strategy
approach’.'® A close inspection of Buthelezi’s politics, however, demonstrates that his criticisms
expressed a fundamental and deeply-felt opposition to the politics of revolutionary radicalism which
he associated with the ANC and its allies. He criticised these organisations stridently, frequently and

to a wide range of audiences.
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These aspects of Buthelezi’s politics are partly described by the existing historiography. Anthea
Jeffery notes Buthelezi’s opposition to apartheid, but points out that the Inkatha leader adopted a
strategy that was ‘diametrically opposed’ to that of the ANC/SACP alliance.* Buthelezi’s opposition
to violence and to sanctions was ‘both principled and pragmatic’.**” As well as warning that they
would be ineffective, Buthelezi opposed violence and sanctions because they would have an adverse
economic effect and he was interested not only in overcoming oppression, but also ‘poverty, hunger
and disease’.}*® Jeffery also comments that Inkatha criticised the ANC alliance for using violence as a
means to replace apartheid with an authoritarian socialist regime.*® Mare and Hamilton argue that
Inkatha had become part of the effort to preserve capitalism in South Africa and in that sense its
‘resistance has been loyal to...reformism and compromise, to capitalism, to anti-communism...”.1*®
However, there are many important insights about Buthelezi’s opposition to ANC politics which are
still to be provided. Particularly, existing accounts do not examine the deep political and
philosophical assumptions which are expressed in Buthelezi’s utterances. Nor do they examine the
relationship which Buthelezi’s opposition to revolutionary radicalism bore to his antagonism towards
apartheid and the National Party. It is significant in this respect that the historiography fails to
discern and to illustrate the fact that Buthelezi’s utterances regarding political change bear a
strikingly close resemblance to the philosophy espoused by the British philosopher, Edmund Burke.
This is noteworthy because Burke is widely considered the philosophical founder of modern
conservatism and also because his strident critique of the French Revolution is the locus classicus of
anti-revolutionary philosophy. Indeed, Burke’s ideas became deeply influential amongst anti-

communists in the twentieth century.>?

Burke was a traditionalist and anti-rationalist conservative who rejected the French Revolution
which he regarded as a utopian endeavour to wipe clean the slate of French society and to rewrite it
in accordance to purely abstract ideals. For Burke, human societies were not completely malleable
entities to be refashioned according to abstract principles, but were social orders comprised by a
distinctive arrangement of traditions, institutions and laws, and the products of unique histories.
Burke argued that attempts to bring about revolutionary change will often produce harmful

unintended consequences, bring political upheaval and tyranny, and destroy much of value which
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had been inherited from previous generations.> Burke believed that societal improvement is
something which can only be undertaken cautiously and with close attention to experience,
inherited wisdom and circumstances. He argued that many of the objectives of society cannot be
achieved in a single generation, but only over the course of many generations. The valuable
inheritance received from previous generations is easier to destroy than to regain and ought to be
conserved, enhanced and passed on to future generations. Hence, his famous dictum that society is

a partnership between ‘those who are living, those who are dead, and those who are to be born’.*>?

Not only did Buthelezi explicitly cite the ‘wisdom’ of Edmund Burke, and allude to the French
Revolution in his critique of South African revolutionaries,** but the Inkatha leader’s attacks on the
ANC and revolutionary radicalism expressed a broad range of deeply conservative assumptions as
propounded by Burke. A recurring theme in Buthelezi’s political pronouncements was his repeated
criticism of the utopianism and idealism of South African revolutionaries. For instance, Buthelezi
frequently denounced those radicals who thought ‘that South African society is like a black-board
which can be wiped clean and a new order of social, economic and political existence can be written
on it’.*>> Moreover, Buthelezi told visitors in Ulundi that the ANC wanted ‘to flatten South Africa as it
has emerged in the twentieth century, and they want to write on a slate wiped clean by violence a
new one-Party socialist State’.*>® Such criticisms are remarkably similar to Burke’s criticism of
revolutionaries who considered their country ‘as nothing but carte blanche, upon which he may

scribble whatever he pleases’. >’

Buthelezi explicitly denounced revolutionary radicalism for not being grounded in the relevant
realities. He lamented the Kairos Document produced by the South African Council of Churches

which supported the politics of the ANC and which he thought sanctioned revolutionary violence.
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This document was ‘Utopian and dangerously removed from the realities which surround us’. ‘It
negates political reality’, he went on, and contained ‘dangerous idealism’. In fact, the Kairos
Document misconceived the ‘nature of man and the nature of society’.'>® Buthelezi criticised
revolutionaries for their ideological approach to politics, seeking to apply rigid, abstract principles
without understanding that the consequences of their policies would be determined in large part by
context and circumstance. He told representatives from the US National Democratic Committee that
African experience had shown that ideologies had had little success in bringing about a reduction in
inequality and an improvement of living standards. ‘Realities prescribe how this best can be done,
not ideologies’, he claimed.® Buthelezi told an Inkatha conference in 1980 that ‘theoretical
approaches, whether they be Marxist or other ideological approaches, constitute a grave threat to
our struggle for liberation, if they regard the struggle as anything other than a pragmatic attempt to
establish the black man in his rightful place in partnership with the whites of this country’.°
Buthelezi told Swiss academics, that ideologues wrongly envisaged ‘some future idealistic South
African State’, because they falsely assumed that ‘present and future...can be shaped by political
philosophies put into practice’. For Buthelezi, circumstances ‘tear dreams apart because they are the
realities which past history has produced and future history will express’. Reflecting on the record of
utopian politics in Africa, Buthelezi contended that it had often destroyed what little the people
had.!®! These comments bear a close similarity to Burke’s contention that ‘circumstances... give in
reality to every political principle its distinguishing colour and discriminating effect. The
circumstances are what render every civil and political scheme beneficial or noxious to mankind’.16?
Burke condemned revolutionary intellectuals as ‘metaphysicians’ who were ‘the most foolish of

men, and who, dealing in universals and essences, see no difference between more and less’.1%3

Buthelezi frequently expressed concerns about the ANC's hostililty to free-market economics. In

late-1987, he argued that the ANC Mission in Exile held ‘that apartheid and capitalism are
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irrevocably intertwined and that the one must be destroyed with the other’.?®* The Inkatha leader
argued that the free-enterprise system needed to be retained for South Africa’s ‘war against
poverty, ignorance and disease’ and that change must be brought about ‘in such a way that the free
enterprise system remains intact’.2® Like Burke, Buthelezi expressed a particular hostility to the
notion of equality as a rigid, ideological commitment.%® Buthelezi argued against socialism in
distinctly Burkean terms in a speech to the KwaZulu Legislative Assembly, stating that those in
favour of reconstructing society in ‘idealistic, socialist terms’ failed to see that ‘Society is not a thing
written on a blackboard which can be wiped clean and re-written to the dictates of any formula you
choose’.1*” He issued a warning to an Inkatha youth rally that ‘if we took all the money out of white
pockets and out of white bank balances, and distributed that money equally among the millions of
Black South Africans, that money would be eaten in a matter of weeks or months........ there is no
Utopian solution to poverty’.1®® For Buthelezi, a radical redistribution from white to black would
only succeed ‘in ensuring national suicide’.'®® He argued that ‘equality has only meaning when
equality is rewarding. What use is equality to people who are starving?’ Instead, South Africa needed
a ‘vibrant and growing economy’.?”® In 1981, Buthelezi stated that ‘we know that in average terms,
South Africa is not a highly developed country and simply insisting on equality will not solve the
problems. We insist on development and equality- the two concepts cannot be separated’.’’* This
echoes Burke’s comment that radical egalitarianism would result in ‘desperate disappointment’,

‘equal wretchedness’ and ‘equal beggary’.}”?

Buthelezi also espoused a Burkean understanding of social improvement. That is to say, Buthelezi
regarded many aspects of social improvement as things which could only be achieved over the
course of generations. He asked Inkatha youths to seek gradual, cumulative economic gains and to

be ‘the link between past poverty and future prosperity’ in a ‘great human chain which spans
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time’.17® Also, Buthelezi emphasised the importance of retaining those things of value which they
had inherited from previous generations, which were easier to squander than to regain. Speaking to
the Inkatha Youth League, he reminded them that ‘life is always continuity’ and that there is never
ever an escape from the past. ‘The very present we are living in is determined by the past, and when
the present becomes the past sometime in the future, you will see that your future is determined by
your present today’. He warned that ‘no matter how well a chain is forged, it is only as strong as the
weakest link in it. When it is put under tension, the strong links fall into the dust because of the
weak links. The youth of today dare not to be the weak link in the human chain from the past to the
future, from the present to the future’.?’* The Inkatha leader declared in Soweto in 1980 that ‘our
fathers before them suffered and struggled on their suffering to make a better world for us. Ours is
the task of making a better world for our children’.’® Similarly, he told a commemoration service for
Albert Luthuli that it was they ‘the living who are storehouse for the dead....The present is ours for

the fleeting time of the present, and it will soon merge with those who have gone before us’.1’®

Buthelezi further emphasised the partnership between the living, the dead and the unborn, by
arguing that an understanding of present realities, which were so important in shaping policies
which would contribute to a better future, could only be achieved by a grasp of history. The Inkatha
leader told Transkei and Ciskei officials that the common history of different African ethnic groups in
South Africa bound them together into a broader community. Indicatively, he said ‘l am always
conscious, as Edmund Burke stressed, that in order to understand the present, we must look at our
past. | am only paraphrasing Burke’s words of wisdom here’.'’” Buthelezi told reporters that each
country is the product of history and that ‘the history of the development of South Africa as we

know it today, is a driving force in the totality of South African politics’.1”® Buthelezi also spoke of
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learning the ‘lessons of Africa’ which taught of the dangers of poverty and radical violence.'”®

Gerhard Mare and Paul Forsyth emphasise that the Inkatha leader often referred to the past when
legitimising his politics.’® Yet, they do not recognise that Buthelezi argued not only for a

partnership between the living and the dead, but between the living, the dead and the yet unborn.

The Inkatha leader argued that the politics of negotiation ‘must salvage the best that there is and
jettison the worst that there is in order to get continuity in progress towards a really democratic
South Africa’.*® In Clarion Call, Inkatha’s official magazine, he suggested that sanctions could be
effective in bringing about apartheid’s demise, but ‘for sanctions to work they would have to be so
comprehensive and so rigorously applied that they would end up destroying the foundations of
future economic growth’.1®2 For Buthelezi, political victory against apartheid would be ‘hollow’ if at
the expense ‘social, economic and political reconstruction’.'® Senior Inkatha official, Oscar Dhlomo
argued that to advocate sanctions and disinvestment at the cost of rising unemployment was ‘sheer
cruelty’.’® As such, in opposing sanctions and radical violence, the Inkatha leadership greatly
emphasised factors other than expediency in the struggle against apartheid. Indeed, they were keen
to stress that there was much to be conserved in South Africa. Buthelezi said that ‘By international
standards we are a little back-yard somewhere in the world, but by African standards by which we
should be judged in the first instance, our achievements on the ground do have a vastness about
them...South Africa is not a Banana republic’. In fact, things worked better in South Africa than
across the ‘length and breadth of Africa’. 18> He declared that ‘nowhere in Africa is there more to
build on than there is in this country’. South Africa had the foundations of a good education system,
a developed economic infrastructure, and a sound judiciary. This inheritance needed to be

safeguarded against ‘violent politics’.28 To the Inkatha Youth Brigade, Buthelezi spoke in
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condemnation of young ‘comrades’ who were fostering violent confrontation and who were
boycotting schools. These so-called comrades were ‘shitting in the doorstep through which they will
have to step into the future’ and were ‘destroying the future which they themselves will have to live
in’. They were part of a ‘hideous political disease’ which would cripple the whole country for future
generations.'® In 1979, Buthelezi warned a conference that the chances were ‘50-50’ that all that
had been built by ‘White initiative and White capital as much as with Black brawn’ could be lost.*® It
was a recurring theme in Buthelezi’s political commentary that how apartheid was brought to an
end would determine ‘events for generations to come’ and ‘the quality of life for future
generations’.!® In a telling phrase, he warned in 1981 that ‘children yet unborn’ could have their

future security endangered by the nature of political change.!®

As Jeffery suggests, Inkatha accused the ANC of being authoritarian. In 1988, Buthelezi met with
Progressive Federal Party politicians and said that the ANC was aiming to bring about a one-party
state with a socialist-economy.! Speaking in Ulundi in 1983, Buthelezi declared that South Africans
would not swap ‘white apartheid masters for black Marxist masters’.22 In a 1985 letter, Buthelezi
denied that all ANC leaders were communists, but expressed concerns that the ANC Mission in Exile
had 19 out of 30 communist executive council members.** This comment was made in the same
year that the ANC’s Kabwe conference appointed national executive committee members of whom
only five were not members of the South African Communist Party, and in the year that Chris Hani, a
senior figure in both parties, remarked that ‘we in the Communist Party have participated in and
built the ANC. We have made the ANC what it is today and the ANC is organisation’.® The year
prior, he stated that he was ‘frightened of people with closed minds within our own black family

particularly if they have political ambitions’ and would be as fearful a black hangman as of a white
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hangman. In a private meeting with National Party officials, KwaZulu representatives argued that
communists were probably the strongest of the factions of the ANC, but were hiding under the dress
of African nationalism.'®® The Inkatha leader also claimed that the ANC Mission in Exile was ‘totally
opposed’ to black democracy if that democracy was exercised in defiance of the ANC.*®” The ANC
was interested in ‘supremacy’ was the tail that tries to wag the dog’.X®® In a policy speech to the
KwaZulu Legislative Assembly in 1987, Buthelezi spoke of the ‘brutal dictatorial methods’ used

against Inkatha by the ANC’s allies. 1*°

Condemning the French Revolution, Burke argued that revolutionary radicalism would lead to
upheaval, anarchy, violence and tyranny.?? Similarly, Buthelezi warned that violent struggle had a
radicalising and destabilising effect which would ‘boomerang’ on black communities. Revealingly,
Buthelezi told the Inkatha Youth Brigade that radical violence would ‘consume its own children...as
happened to the children of the French Revolution’.?°? Also, he argued that radical violence had an
‘awesome inbuilt propensity of all revolutionary violence to spread beyond all control’. ‘Gangs of so-
called comrades will ever-increasingly become ugly fragments of force which will develop a way of
life which is neither the ANC Mission in Exile nor the UDF could direct or control’.2® Moreover,
Buthelezi characterised the behaviour of revolutionaries as destructive and disorderly and warned
that ‘If these behavioural patterns are going to become accepted norms of our society, | can see a lot

of destruction of black property by other blacks’.?%

Chief Buthelezi argued that ‘poverty is the enemy of democracy’. Where governments lacked ‘the

means to uplift the people’ they would become threatened by discontent and seek to protect their
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power by descending the ‘downward road into dictatorship’.2%* In Clarion Call, Buthelezi stated that
the ‘total economic isolation of South Africa’ and the resulting mass poverty would contribute
towards creating the ‘circumstances in which violence overtakes democracy’ and would tip the
balance in favour of a revolution.?® Buthelezi claimed that the indirect result of increased poverty
would be the establishment of a ‘one-party state over a devastated land and people’.?% This threat
was particularly grave because of the Utopian expectations of economic improvement which many
black people had. 7 Moreover, a 1988 edition of Clarion Call opined that ‘the international
experience has been that poverty radicalises, criminalises, is a health hazard and undermines youth
education. These effects are already very apparent in South Africa’s black townships’.?%® Indeed, the
Inkatha leader seems to have been warning against a vicious cycle of violence, poverty, and political
instability and disorder. To illustrate, he asked the Inkatha Annual Conference to ‘look nationally,
continentally, internationally at the extent to which the growth of violence is accompanied by the
growth of poverty and the extent to which the growth of poverty becomes the enemy of
democracy’.?% For Buthelezi, it was ‘not simply a question of bringing about a democracy’, but of
‘bringing about a democracy that can last’.?'° Buthelezi told an American audience in 1986 that it
was ‘absolutely vital that South Africa be turned into a bastion of liberty and stability’.?!
Furthermore, Buthelezi expressed a particular worry that poverty would create increasing pressures
for the radical economic policies which he opposed. He commented to Inkatha youths that ‘If the
Black struggle against apartheid does no more than vanquish apartheid without alleviating the
massive poverty of Blacks, we really will have struggled in vain because a new struggle will emerge
between the haves and the have-nots’.?!2 Buthelezi warned in 1979 that ‘as long as the majority of

the people of this country have no stake in your free enterprise capitalist system, its future is in
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balance’. 22 Indeed, the Inkatha leader alleged further that the creation of poverty was a deliberate
strategy adopted by revolutionaries to promote their agenda. He told a conference of the Inkatha
Women'’s Brigade that ‘The ANC Mission in Exile has always led the call for sanctions because it is a
measure which enhances the prospects of a final violent showdown between Black and White in this
country.....They actually want Black South Africa to suffer more so that the Black population gets

more desperate’. 24

Buthelezi seems to have been particularly concerned by the prospect of a radicalised youth. As
mentioned above, he specifically criticised young ‘comrades’ for their revolutionary approach to
political change. He often addressed his concerns about revolutionary radicalism with particular
vehemence to Inkatha’s Youth Brigade. When expressing his broad concerns about radicalism and
radicalisation, Buthelezi frequently warned that ‘half the black population is 15 years old and
under’.?¥> On another occasion, the Inkatha leader said the radicalisation and brutalisation of youths
was one of his ‘gravest concerns about the future’. It was imperative to ‘shape a new generation
capable of looking after peace’ and the fact that so many had been born into conflict dragged this
into doubt.?'® Clarion Call opined in 1986 that it was improbable, given the increased conflict in black
politics, that ‘out of school youth in the urban areas are going to be satisfied with menial tasks in
rural development’. He had great concerns about the role of ‘power hungry and politicised youth’
after the end of apartheid.?'” The demographic trend in South Africa made it more important for
Buthelezi to maximise economic growth. Even if this happened, he cautioned, it would still be
difficult alleviate deprivation given the rapid population growth.?'® Also, he told an American

audience, that the growth of the economy was essential because, inter alia, this was the only means
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of reducing population growth.?® Conversely, he said, the destruction of South Africa’s productive

capacity would serve to accelerate population growth.2?

Chief Buthelezi claimed it was necessary to maintain certain Zulu traditions. He expressed concern
about the breakdown of traditional ‘norms and values’ and of the “fabric of community life’. 22
Buthelezi was a staunch defender of the authority of adults over children. He was keen to defend
the wisdom and authority of tradition and experience, making strong condemnations of young
people who rejected the authority of adults in favour of a radical intellectualism. Addressing the
Inkatha Youth Brigade, Buthelezi complained that ‘ever since 1976, some celebrity leaders started
saying that the Youth by themselves were going to liberate this country....The energy of youth is vital
for the struggle but it would not be of much value without the wisdom and experience of adults’.?2?
Buthelezi also criticised some mothers for failing to assert authority over their children, particularly if
those children were educated. A university education was not a reason for the ‘roles of parent-child
to be reversed’. Buthelezi warned that if children were allowed to dictate to parents, then this would
lead to instability.??® Without normal family life, Buthelezi commented, there could not be the level
of discipline which was needed as the foundation of a peaceful struggle against apartheid. A change
in conduct amongst young people was ‘the main source of our problems’.??* In 1982, the Inkatha
leader said that he was deeply distressed by declining respect by the young of their elders. Such
respect was one of the ‘golden threads in our culture’.??> Buthelezi criticised radical student politics
and said in 1980 that ‘...those who destroy school buildings defile their parents and their elders, with
their dirty hands’. He condemned ‘teenage thuggery’ and called for a ‘combined effort of pupil,
parent, teacher and authority’ to overcome these problems.??® Buthelezi lamented the erosion of

respect for elders amongst the urban youth in particular and proclaimed that it was ‘an honour for

me that | was once ridiculed by the late Biko as someone who is supported only by the oldies. To me
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this is a blessing | value’.??” He explained radical student politics, inter alia, in terms of a lack of
authority of teachers over children. In 1980, he lamented influence of the Paulo Freire’s radical
Pedagogy of the Oppressed on students at the University of Zululand. The influence of such theories
helped to explain why students at the university were ‘so politically rabid’.??® He also lamented that
‘it is almost tragic that the brighter an intellectual is, the more devastating the mistakes of his
thinking can become’.??° In this stance, Buthelezi’s politics again echo Burke’s conservatism which, in
Nisbet’s description, holds that wisdom and authority often reside in tradition and which defends
‘the unconscious, the pre-rational and the traditional’ against the view that wisdom is to be gained

purely from individual rationality.2°

Buthelezi argued strongly in favour of conserving ethnic identities, traditions and authority. He
claimed that the ANC and the Black Consciousness movement were doing ‘their damndest to
annihilate Zulu identity’ and saw this as the expression of an idealistic political understanding. %! In
response to the ANC’'s comment that they could have a closer relationship with Buthelezi so long as
Inkatha was de-Zuluised, Buthelezi asked ‘how can a Royal Prince, a descendent of King Shaka be
deZuluised?......Are we to be neither fish nor fowl just for the sake of getting recognition by those
who claim to be “holier than thou’’?’232 He argued that ‘...mature politics works with realities and
shapes the future out of these realities... Politics ....which leaps theoretically into Utopias and denies
the nature of South African society is destructive politics....You cannot talk Zuluness out of the hearts
and souls of six million people’.?? Inkatha’s full name was the ‘National Cultural Liberation
Movement’ and its leader saw KwaZulu not as an apartheid construction as an historic ‘kingdom’ and
spoke frequently of a distinctive Zulu identity and history.?** He even spoke favourably in the mid-
1980s of the ‘emergence of Zulu political life’.?3> Moreover, an approved biographer of Buthelezi’s,
states that one of the main reasons for Inkatha’s establishment in 1975 was the desire to ‘establish a

base for solidarity between those Zulu living in the country and those in the cities’.?*® Furthermore,

the KwaZulu-Natal Indaba and Buthelezi Commission recommended for that region some counter-
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balances to pure majoritarian democracy and implied a preference for a federal devolution of

power.%’

On this basis, it has been asked whether Buthelezi was primarily motivated by a broad African and
South African nationalism or whether he was chiefly concerned with promoting the sectional
interests of Zulu society as perceived by its traditional leadership. This is closely related to the
guestion of whether the Inkatha leadership was driven chiefly by the objective of regional political
change and sought political structures which, whilst departing from apartheid, offered more power
to the traditional Zulu leadership than would a centralised, unitary democracy. Mzala saw
Buthelezi’s politics as part of a divisive ‘Zulu nationalism’. An ‘ethnic tendency’ and ‘true South
African’ nationalism could not be reconciled.?*® Laurence Piper argues that as Inkatha’s national
influence waned relative to the ANC, its politics became increasingly concerned with a sectional Zulu
nationalism and ethnicity.?*® For Gerhard Mare, Inkatha’s politics in the 1980s can be summarised as
‘regional consolidation’ characterised by a number of efforts to integrate KwaZulu with the white
Natal Provincial Administration and by a ‘blatant and dangerous ethnic mobilisation’.?*° Moreover,
John Brewer comments that it is possible to interpret initiatives like the KwaZulu-Natal Indaba as

either the beginnings of non-racial democracy or as an attempt at regional separatism.?*

However, not only did Buthelezi insist throughout the 1980s that South Africa was one country, but
he sought to refute the premise that ethnic identity is regressive and foments conflict between
groups. He stressed that his struggle was part of a broader national struggle for liberation and that
‘Zulu political life’ did not mean ‘blowing out the flame’ of a single South Africanism.?*? The cultural
identity associated with ethnicity was important for cultivating solidarity and harmony within
cultural groups.?*® Buthelezi was quoted in Clarion Call, arguing that culture ‘distinguishes man from
beast...and....cements human beings into cohesive achievement orientated communities’.?** Deep-
rooted culture provided the self-awareness that allowed groups to better resist oppression and cope

with adversity.?*® Moreover, culture was ‘not an insular thing which divides one group from
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another’, but a rich cultural identity was something which cultivated a respect for the identity of
others and could be the basis for a ‘fabric of unity’ in South Africa.?*® South Africa’s different cultural
identities made for a ‘rich South Africanism’.?*” He claimed that ethnic identities were at the
foundation of such broader identities, telling a gathering on King Shaka day that ‘l for one cannot be
a black person without being a Zulu black person. | cannot be a South African without being a Zulu
South African’.2*® For Buthelezi, different African cultures of South Africa were united by Ubuntu-
Botho which formed the basis for a ‘brotherhood’ between the different groups.?*® Here there are
striking parallels with Burke who defended French provincialism against centralising radical
nationalism. For Burke, ‘the love of the whole is not diminished by subordinate partialities’ and the
love of particular communities was “....the first link in a series by which we proceed towards a love of

our country and to mankind’.?*®

Nevertheless, the distinctive ‘Zulu political life” and identity of which Buthelezi approved at least had
the possibility of coming into tension with broader South African nationalisms even if it was not as
divorced from, or in conflict with, them as has been alleged. Seeing that he was deeply immersed in
Zulu traditions and his power, prestige, and status were bound up in traditional Zulu society, it is
hard to imagine that Buthelezi did not have a preponderant interest in Zulu and regional politics.
This is especially likely given the strength at the national level of revolutionary radical parties whose

politics were anathema to him.

In the 1980s, Buthelezi’s advocacy of federal devolution and checks on conventional majority rule
were often presented as a compromise and an expediency- a way of making political progress which
could gain the cooperation of the whites.?*! Buthelezi said that he was committed to the ‘cherished
ideal’ of one-man-one vote in unitary state.?> The Buthelezi Commission and the Indaba proposals
were portrayed as compromises designed ‘to avoid bloodshed’.?>® He claimed that a conventional
one-man-one-vote democracy was his ‘cherished ideal’.?>* This portrayal of Inkatha’s preferences,

however, seems not to be accurate. These statements are contradicted by a number of utterances
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made by Inkatha official, Oscar Dhlomo, who remarked in 1986 that Inkatha had ‘unflinching
commitments to power-sharing at the local and regional level’, and in 1988 lamented that the ANC
favoured centralisation which would lead to ‘social conflict’ and a less ‘participatory democracy’ .%>°
Furthermore, Buthelezi’s authorised biographer, Themba Nzimande, states falsely that Buthelezi has
‘from the onset pronounced his preference for a federal formula, because the power of the state is
distributed equitably under a federal form of government’. Federalism ensures that ‘tyranny does
not arise. Since South Africa consists of a diverse society, it is wise to devolve power to all the
components of the state’.%°® Indeed, Buthelezi confirmed his preference for federal devolution in an
interview with the present author.?” There is no statement explicitly linking Buthelezi with a
preference for consociational government, but given the espoused preference for dispersal of power
and participatory structures in the aforementioned sources it is likely that the Inkatha leadership
favoured both power-sharing mechanisms and federal devolution, not just as expediencies, but as a
political preference. However, even if Buthelezi’s concern for regional developments was
paramount, it would have been understood by him that politics in KwaZulu and Natal would be

determined in the 1980s to a significant extent by broader South African political developments.

Inkatha’s conservatism, it can be seen, was not merely or primarily an attempt to preserve a free-
market economic system. It was concerned more broadly with an effort to conserve or to restore a
particular social order in South Africa and specifically amongst Zulu-speaking Africans. This social
order was constituted by traditions, values and hierarchies, rather than merely by material realities.
This poses a challenge to Mare and Hamilton’s account which stresses above all Buthelezi’s desire to

conserve a capitalist economic order.?®

Opposition to Apartheid.

Mzala argues that Buthelezi was not seeking to challenge apartheid in any fundamental way and was
seeking to retain the Bantustan structures. For Mzala, the Inkatha leader was not charting a course
independent of both the ANC and the National Party.?° Also, Mare argues that in speaking of the
importance of the past, Buthelezi was ‘providing a romanticised model for a static present’.?*® An

analysis of Buthelezi’s utterances in the early-mid 1970s produces a complex picture of his
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relationship to the apartheid project. Although he consistently declined to accept independence for
his territory, and criticised National Party policies, Buthelezi was not absolute in his rejection of
separate development. He told a Swedish audience that he had ‘great reservations about the
apartheid philosophy’.?%! Buthelezi told the Johannesburg Chamber of Commerce that the homeland
system seemed incapable of providing ‘separate but equal’ facilities. He implied that he had
sympathised at one point with at least some aspects of the National Party’s project, commenting
that ‘it might also be pointed out that all of us including myself, may be indulging in self-hypnosis by
even trying to believe we can successfully create several ethnically oriented economies in South
Africa instead of one’.?%2 He did however criticise the apartheid Government for seeking to cut
Africans off from the wealth of the South African national economy,?®® for allocating 13% of land to

265

80% of the population,®* for imposing degrading influx controls,?® and for over-emphasising the

significance of ethnicity. ¢

Inkatha’s demand for system with some group protections and with federal dispersal of power in the
1980s was less radical than the demands of many popular Africans organisations, such as the ANC.
Yet, from the mid-1970s, Buthelezi definitely rejected and stridently criticised homeland
independence and Botha’s reform objectives. Inkatha leaders told Government parliamentarians in
an informal discussion in 1979 that a solution had to be based on one citizenship and one state with

representation for all in a single legislature.?®” Buthelezi told a prayer meeting that the ‘the notion of
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ethnicity as a criteria for nationality is rejected by us’.?%® He described the prospective independence
being offered to KwaZulu by the National Party as ‘pseudo-independence’.?®® A confederal South
Africa would leave whites in control of 87 percent of the country, and blacks could not allow
themselves to be excluded from decision-making in what the National Party wrongly called ‘white
South Africa’.?’® As such, Buthelezi opposed the Government’s tricameral constitution which
included Indians and Coloureds in central decision-making organs, but not Africans. The logical
extension of this reform was a confederal system of Government, and because it was not leading to
‘genuine power-sharing’, Inkatha opposed the new constitution.?’* Buthelezi stated that one South

Africa with one citizenship was ‘totally non-negotiable’.?”2

The Inkatha leader spoke of apartheid as an ‘evil ideology’.?”® In a paper presented to Government in
1980, Oscar Dhlomo declared that ‘we stand opposed to and we will remain opposed to apartheid in
its present or in any other form’.?’* Buthelezi wrote in a 1983 pamphlet that ‘the only direction in
which political progress can be made in this country is by moving away from racialism in politics and
moving towards an open and democratic society’.?’> And he often called for South Africa to be
reformed into a ‘Western-type, industrial democracy’.?’® Although a defender of ethnic identity and
traditional authority, Inkatha consistently rejected the National Party’s fundamental notion that
ethnic and racial identities should be enforced by law. Inkatha leaders told Government
parliamentarians in private discussions in 1979 that they could not accept any form of statutory
discrimination.?”” Inkatha’s Statement of Belief said that ‘we believe that the identity of an individual
within a particular cultural milieu is essential to his identity as a South African, but we believe also
that culture belongs to all men and that no social, economic or political impediments which hinder

the free movements of individuals from one cultural milieu to another are in any respect justified’.?’®
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Furthermore, Buthelezi pointed out that the new constitution imposed a rigid distinction between
‘own’ and ‘joint’ affairs and did not in practice empower even the Indian or the Coloured

communities to overrule white decision-making.?”

Once the National Party had accepted the premise of a single South African nationality and
citizenship in 1985, Inkatha continued to express significant disagreements with the Government’s
objective of non-majoritarian power-sharing and ‘self-determination’ guaranteed for each group. As
will be shown in chapter five, the Government sought a system in which racial/ ethnic groups would
form the building blocks of political representation and in which the Population Registration Act and
Group Areas Act would remain intact. Inkatha opposed this and rejected the idea that different
groups should remain entirely in control of their ‘own affairs’ whilst there would be consensus
decision-making in matters of ‘joint affairs’. Contrary to Mare and Hamilton’s claim in 1987 that for
Buthelezi’s opposition to the National Party Government lay ‘more in the detail than in the
principles’ and that he would accept power-sharing between a ‘plurality of minorities’,?®° the Inkatha
leader firmly insisted that it was ‘fundamental’ that there was a black majority and that South
Africa’s development must be aimed at a system of majority rule.?! He stated that Africans were
entitled to a ‘share of what is available in the National kitty’,?®? and that there had to be one,

undivided, sovereign parliament.?

Buthelezi also expressed a consistent opposition to all forms of racial discrimination. Inkatha’s
Statement of Intent stated that it sought a constitutional framework in which there was no
discrimination on the basis of ‘colour, sex or creed’.?* The Population Registration and Group Areas
acts needed to be abolished. 2% Inkatha officials told Government parliamentarians that enforced

ethnicity was wrong and ‘doomed to utter failure’.2®¢ He criticised Influx controls until their abolition
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in 1986.2%” He described as ‘totally wrong’ the Government legislation in 1980 which created harsher
penalties for those contravening influx controls. ‘This nullifies the title Black Community
Development Bill, 1981, which should rather read Black Community Discrimination Bill, 1981’28
Buthelezi also furiously criticised Government’s attempts to excise Ingwavuma, a part of KwaZulu,
and to give it to Swaziland.?®° This episode showed ‘how bestial Mr Botha’ was prepared to
become.?® As such, the allowances Inkatha was prepared to make for what Mare and Hamilton
called a “plurality of minorities’ were fundamentally different to those demanded by the National

Party. There were differences of principle and not merely of detail between the two parties.

Much of Inkatha’s politics in this respect seems liberal or liberal-democratic. Did liberalism shape
Buthelezi’s politics and reconcile his opposition Buthelezi’s rejection to revolutionary radicalism with
his opposition to apartheid? His authorised biographer, Themba Nzimande, argues that Buthelezi
‘subscribes tenaciously to the basic tenets of liberalism and has always actively promoted the idea of
a multiparty democracy and a market-orientated economy’.?! Buthelezi had a close association
with a number of prominent reformist liberals, such as his former headmaster Edgar Brookes,?** and
prominent former member of the South African Liberal Party, Alan Paton, with whom he shared his
opposition to economic sanctions, violent struggle and his advocacy for federal devolution.?®* And in
the Indaba, Inkatha worked alongside a range of prominent liberals, such as John Kane-Berman, and
Lawrence Schlemmer.?%* In criticising white minority rule, Buthelezi quoted Lord Acton’s famous

liberal maxim that ‘power tends to corrupt and absolute power absolutely’.?%>

The elements of liberalism in Buthelezi’s politics were not in contradiction to his Burkean
conservatism. The conservatism of Burke is not necessarily supportive of the status quo and does
not preclude a desire for political change where oppression and injustice can be removed without

destroying what is good in society’s inheritance in an attempt to reconstruct the social order along
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utopian lines. Burke attacked the Irish penal laws and was an early advocate for the abolition of
slavery.?®® Despite condemning the French revolution, he retrospectively endorsed the Glorious
Revolution of 1689 which established the supremacy of parliament in England and expressed
sympathy with the American Revolution. Russell Kirk argues that Burke did not oppose these
developments because they were not ‘the sort of political and social overturn that the word
“revolution” has come to signify nowadays’. The American Revolution was not trying to overthrow
the ‘institutions, customs and beliefs’ of the American colonies.?’ Also, as Michael Oakeshott
argued, conservatism is not a ‘creed or a doctrine, but a disposition’.2®® Burkean conservatism is a
number of key assumptions about politics and human society which influence and guide a political

programme, but which do not themselves constitute a comprehensive political agenda.

Inkatha did not advocate liberalism in a rigid, ideological form. Buthelezi’s advocacy of liberalism was
shaped and qualified by the conservatism which lay at the foundation of his outlook. Inkatha officials
stated that western cultural patterns ought not to be imposed on a society without taking into
account local circumstances and without being adapted to the particular character of social order
which existed in South Africa. In 1975, an Inkatha official wrote an article which said ‘Inkatha accepts
the fact that we as Africans have many things to copy from the western economic, political and
educational patterns of development’.?®® However, he argued, ‘certain western patterns have...to be
put to the test to see if they work in an African situation’. ‘National unity and models for
development should be based on values extrapolated from the people’s culture and adapted to
present-day needs and situations’. 3% Also, Buthelezi declared in 1971 that he was educated in the
Western tradition and saw the advantages of democracy, but his Zululand Authority could not yet be
democratic in the Western ideal, with multi-party opposition. It needed to be remembered that
Westminster model was a product of Britain’s unique history and ‘was not artificially and
deliberately created’. As circumstances changed he would seek to move towards greater
freedom.3%! Buthelezi placed a great deal of emphasis on the significance of ‘Ubuntu’ or ‘African

communalism’ in his thinking. Inkatha’s constitution stipulated that the ‘patterns of thought’
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associated with Ubuntu were to be retained and blended with Western ‘patterns of

development’.302

Buthelezi stated explicitly that his support for a free-enterprise and democracy in the 1980s were
pragmatic, rather than ideological. 3 Inkatha’s Statement of Belief declared no rigid commitment
to a particular economic model, but a belief that that the resources and the wealth of the country
should be utilised for the ‘greatest good of the greatest number’. 3°* This was an implicit reference to
the utilitarian thinking of Jeremy Bentham and JS Mill, which stresses ends rather than means in
moral and political thinking. Buthelezi also described how a broadly free-enterprise system should
be ‘diluted with African communalism’ so that all could benefit from it.3% Constitutions, Buthelezi
told Lawyers in Pretoria, were based on a practical attempt to find ways of ‘regulating conflict, and
relating people to each other and to the state’.3% Stability in democracy, Buthelezi stated at the
launching of the Buthelezi Commission, was not so much achieved by the franchise itself, but
‘through the balance of lobbies, interests, concerns which both inform government and curb
potential excesses’.3%” The reasons stated for such support were distinctly Burkean.3% Western
institutions had ‘evolved over great lengths of time’ and were the ‘product of centuries of
striving’.3% Buthelezi warned the South African Government in 1987 that the country had ‘no option’
but to ‘emulate what Western democracies have distilled out of their own past experiences as the
essentials of democracy’ (author’s italics). Western institutions had brought about a ‘substantial
increase in standards of living...for a number of generations’.31° Exact constitutional models did not

need to be copied, but South Africa needed to learn from ‘the wisdom of mankind’, and to adapt
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democratic principles from around the world to South Africa’s particular circumstances and

heritage.3!

There are a number of other sharp distinctions between Buthelezi’s outlook and a fundamentally
liberal outlook. Jesse Norman contends that liberalism ‘emphasises the primacy of the individual:
Burke emphasises the importance of the social order’.3!? ‘Liberalism believes above all in the power
of reason; Burke believes in tradition, habit and “prejudice”. Liberalism stresses universal principles;
Burke stresses fact and circumstance. Liberalism is unimpressed by the past; Burke quarries it’.3!3 In
these respects, Buthelezi is most justifiably characterised as a Burkean conservative rather than a
liberal. Moreover, the particular traditional Zulu social order which Buthelezi sought to conserve,
brought his conservatism into greater tension with his liberalism than would be the case for most
Western Burkean conservatives. In the early-1970s, Buthelezi spoke of the tradition of ‘Zulu
democracy’ being ‘based on a consensus of opinion’.3¥* And in 1975, Buthelezi stated that ‘Western
civilisation is impressive in its emphasis on the rights of the individual. On the other hand our culture
stresses the rights of the individual as a member of a group’.3™® In the same year, an Inkatha official
wrote that in terms of its politics in KwaZulu, Inkatha did not regard itself as a political party,
because it did not accept partisanship.3!® Despite Buthelezi’s criticism of revolutionary
authoritarianism, Inkatha’s governance of KwaZulu in the 1980s can be seen as authoritarian in
important respects. As early as 1980, Buthelezi argued that the situation required Inkatha to ‘pursue
its growth and its consolidation by every means possible’. This meant the training of Inkatha
youngsters in the ‘employment of anger in an orderly fashion’ and creating incentives for people in

KwaZulu to join Inkatha.3!’

Buthelezi’s defence of traditional tribal authorities might also be said to be illiberal. He argued that
these structures were essential for the foreseeable future in helping communities to ameliorate
their impoverished conditions. Tribal authorities were the only structures which contained the

wisdom which made them ‘social, economic and political blocks for everybody, who would possibly
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attempt to rule’, and conflict and instability would ensue without them. 38 For Buthelezi, the erosion
of ‘the structures of local authority’ and ‘Zulu mechanisms for political and social control’ reduced
the ability of Zulu communities to create wealth for themselves and contributed to increased
instability and turmoil.3!® Buthelezi may have had an abstract admiration for ‘Western values’ and
for liberal democracy. He undoubtedly supported the liberalisation and democratisation of South
African politics as a means of increasing the power of the African populations, stopping certain
humiliating and degrading interferences in black lives, and as the only feasible means of balancing
different interests in the country. However, his support for liberal values was highly circumscribed
and qualified, at least as far as his regional constituency and traditional Zulu society were concerned.
These two positions could be reconciled philosophically by a Burkean anti-rationalism, but were

nevertheless in tension.

Many of Buthelezi’s attacks of National Party policy were Burkean, rather than liberal-democratic.
One of his main a criticisms of Government policies was that they were rigidly ideological and
therefore insensitive to relevant realities and circumstances. The National Party’s attempts to make
apartheid work were causing suffering to black people for ‘the sake of an unrealistic dream’.32° The
National Party was often criticised for this in the same breath as revolutionaries. In 1984, Clarion Call
opined that ‘in the final analysis, the future is not going to be shaped by National Party ideology.
There are, among Black leaders and Black opinion-formers those who believe that the future can be
shaped through Africanist ideology, Black consciousness ideology, or Socialist or Marxist ideology. |
believe that together they err with the National Party in thinking that specific Party political
ideologies can author the future and determine Black and White political relationships in the long
run’.32! Although Buthelezi may have thought cultural self-determination and the dispersal of power
amongst groups to be a good thing ceteris paribus, he opposed the National Party’s project to
impose an abstract concept of self-determination onto circumstances which were not conducive to
such forms of political organisation. He rejected the implementation of rigid forms of separation
when other considerations pushed strongly in the opposite direction. The National Party, like the
revolutionaries, were abstract metaphysicians, ideologues, concerned in Burke’s phrase with

‘universals and essences’ and neglecting to consider the differences between ‘more and less’.
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He lamented the Government’s lack of realism in supposing that homelands such as KwaZulu could
be viable independent states. The fact that Africans were expected to find their future in
unconsolidated and impoverished homelands, which would be economically in hoc to white South
Africa made ‘nonsense of the view that we have the scope to indulge in self-determination’.
Afrikaners wrongly believed that self-determination was ‘related to the divine will’ and that this
ideal should be imposed on human societies at all costs.3?2 South Africa was, in fact, one society with
a single economy and it was not possible in such circumstances to ‘have one economy and separate
political solutions for people who despite their diverse ethnic backgrounds are one people in one
land’.32® Buthelezi argued that ‘economic and political realities support Black political aspirations,
whereas they militate against the kind of apartheid policies which have made South Africa a pariah
in the world at large’. Economic integration demanded political integration.3?* In Buthelezi’s view,
the National Party’s understanding of political realities was distorted through its ideological lens
which exaggerated the significance, and caricatured the nature, of ethnic and racial identity in
politics. He criticised the governing party for thinking that ethnic origins played a ‘dominantly
determining role in the creation of and in the direction of African political aspirations’. For the
Inkatha leader, ‘ethnic based politics super-imposed on reality will unmeasurably compound our
problems in facing up to the need for radical change and bedevil political relationships between
Black and White’.3% It was also incorrect for the Government to believe that ethnic identity

necessarily entailed conflict between different ethnic groups living in the same society. 326

Anthea Jeffery characterises Buthelezi as a pragmatic opponent of apartheid, referring not only to
his tactical expediency, but to his preference not to damage the economy in the struggle for
economic change.3?” And when asked to summarise his political approach in an interview with the
present author, the Inkatha leader described himself as a pragmatist.3?® Moreover, an approved
biography of Buthelezi lays emphasis on his pragmatism.3?° This description of Buthelezi does not

fully capture the nature of his political philosophy. Yet, in terms of its anti-utopianism, its
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assumption that radical change will cause unintended consequences and conviction that the
objectives of society can only be achieved over the course of many generations, Burkean
conservatism can be seen as pragmatic. Paradoxically, the categories ‘pragmatic opponent of
apartheid’ and ‘conservative’ are not mutually exclusive. Buthelezi’s politics can be seen to be lying

in the overlap of the two categories.

Chapter Two: Inkatha’s Priorities, Practical Politics, and its Approach Towards the National Party.

In 1980-1989, Chief Buthelezi opposed apartheid and Government reform policy on the one hand,
whilst vehemently rejecting revolutionary radicalism on the other. These two positions are not
philosophically contradictory. However, these aims were distinct, if not incompatible. As such, John
Brewer correctly points out that such aims were ‘potentially contradictory’.33° That is to say,
practical politics could bring Inkatha’s objectives into conflict with one another. For Brewer,
Buthelezi’s desire to bring apartheid to an end was in practical conflict with his aim of maintaining
the stability and prosperity of South Africa.33! Given that the revolutionary radical organisations
which Buthelezi so opposed had such a prominent role in the struggle against apartheid, and given
that, in certain respects, the apartheid Government was the strongest bulwark against such
radicalism, there was great potential for different elements of Buthelezi’s politics to come into
practical conflict. As noted in the introduction, the accounts given by Brewer, Mzala, and Mare and
Hamilton, suggest that Buthelezi’s opposition to revolutionary radicalism was his foremost priority.
Laurence Piper goes as far as to say that Inkatha fell into an ‘ad hoc alliance’ with the National Party
Government.?? However, these characterisations of the Inkatha leader’s priorities are either
asserted or inadequately demonstrated. Indeed, this point is inherently difficult to establish, not just
because of the ambiguous nature of Buthelezi’s politics, but because of the scarcity of sources which

reveal Buthelezi’s thoughts as expressed privately.

Nevertheless, there is evidence which demonstrates that Buthelezi’s opposition to revolutionary
radicalism was his foremost priority in the second half of the 1980s and constituted the key focus of
the Inkatha President’s political efforts. Not only did Buthelezi make a large number of statements
condemning revolutionary radicalism comprehensively and in strong terms. Almost all of Buthelezi’s
speeches, memoranda and articles featured criticism of revolutionary radicalism, and in a significant

majority it constituted the overwhelmingly dominant theme. Indeed, a member of the British
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Foreign Affairs Committee informed Oscar Dhlomo that ‘the greater part by far’ a memorandum
sent by Chief Buthelezi ‘consists of attacks on the ANC' which amounted to ‘massive denigration and
denunciation’.3® Furthermore, Buthelezi often stated that his opposition to revolutionary radicalism
was his key political priority. Buthelezi told the KLA that whether South Africa brought apartheid to
an end by revolution or by a negotiated transition was ‘the basic question, the deep down
fundamental question, the question taking priority over all other questions...”>** Writing in Clarion
Call, he argued that ‘it is not a question of whether apartheid can be eradicated. It is a question of
how finally it is going to be eradicated and what kind of society we are going to have after
apartheid’.3*® Similarly, Buthelezi said that white intransigence and racism had yet to be eradicated,
but ‘...by far the more pertinent truth is that apartheid can now no longer possibly survive for any
length of time.” Too many people in the sanctions debate failed to see that ‘the way in which
apartheid is eradicated holds vital implications for the future’.3% It was in the second half of the
1980s that Buthelezi’s condemnations of his black opponents became more vehement and
condemnatory. For instance, he told the KwaZulu Legislative Assembly that he was ‘staggered by the
extent to which the ANC emulates South Africa’s apartheid masters’,37 and argued that ‘in our
circumstances revolutionaries are doing no more than escaping the responsibility of being human’.
He also told the Assembly that he wondered ‘whether it is the ANC which is beyond reform and not
the National Party’.33® Buthelezi even wrote to PFP politician Colin Eglin that ‘divisions between the
UDF and Inkatha may well be divisions which can only be settled by a political fight to the death.
They rest on the divisions between Inkatha and the ANC which could also well be divisions which can

only be settled by a political fight to the death’.3%

The evidence relating to the early years of the 1980s is less clear. Buthelezi made substantive
criticisms of both the National Party and revolutionary radicalism, but his opposition to the ANC was
less strident than in the later parts of the decade and there was not the same degree of focus on
revolutionary radicalism as would subsequently become the case. Indeed, many of Buthelezi’s

criticisms of the Government carried a venom that seemed to be less present in his later utterances.
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For instance, he called a National Party cabinet minister a ‘skunk’.3*® Moreover, the Inkatha leader’s
criticisms of the ANC in the early-1980s were more reluctant and qualified than would later be the
case. When criticising the armed struggle against apartheid, Buthelezi would often add that that
ANC's decision to opt for violence was ‘not a decision which any patriot can fault given the
circumstances of White recalcitrance which resulted in the banning of these then legitimate mouth-
pieces of Black South Africa’.3*! Acts of violence ‘must ultimately be laid at the feet of apartheid’.3*?
Although the Inkatha leader expressed concerns about socialism and Marxism in the early-1980s, he
also criticised the National Party’s rhetoric on communism. He told a West German audience that it
was a ‘fallacy’ to assume that the black-white conflict in South Africa was caused largely by
communism. Buthelezi said that he did not share Botha’s concern that wherever the white man
vacates power, communism would fill the vacuum.3*® Furthermore, Inkatha in the early-1980s was
more inclined than later in the period to emphasise its common cause with the ANC. Buthelezi
stressed in 1980 that he had ‘no quarrel’ with the ANC, but only with the Pretoria regime.3* In 1983,
he appealed to Oliver Tambo and others for a ‘political marriage of convenience even if we differ on

strategy’.3®

This is better understood when Buthelezi’s activities are considered in the context of shifting power
contestation. As noted in the introduction, the mid-1980s saw an intensification of the violent
struggle against apartheid in the townships. Also, the United Democratic Front and the Congress of
South African Trade Unions were established in 1983 and 1985 respectively.3*® Both were supportive
of the ANC and were mobilised to great effect. This ‘people’s war’ also involved hostility towards
those African individuals and organisations which were critical of it. As Jeffery demonstrates in her
forensic examination of political violence in the 1980s, ‘as the people’s war intensified from

September 1984, intimidation and political killings accelerated’.3*” This period saw an intensification
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of violent clashes between Inkatha members and members of ANC-alighed movements.3*® The ANC’s
Chris Hani told the The Times of London that the organisation’s policy was to ‘isolate and destroy’
Chief Buthelezi.3* Buthelezi, in turn, spoke of taking an ‘eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth’, and
he told the Inkatha Women’s Brigade that he would die before being forced out of the liberation
struggle by other organisations.3*° He warned the ANC that his people came from ‘warrior stock’.>*!
Surveys throughout the decade showed increasing radicalisation amongst Africans and a
corresponding decline in the popularity of Inkatha.3>2 Moreover, the ANC gained a significant degree
of recognition and prestige in the international community, amounting to what Pauline Baker called
‘the status of a government in waiting’.3*> This included shifts in policy in relatively conservative
countries such as the United States, which passed the Anti-Apartheid Act and imposed greater
sanctions on South Africa in 1986,%4 and in the United Kingdom, whose Government met with Oliver
Tambo, having dropped its previous demand that the ANC first renounce violence.3>® Buthelezi
lamented the prestige of freedom fighters in Western society, calling this ‘white liberal romanticism
at its very worst’.3°® He expressed concern to his central committee members that ANC-affiliated
movements were gaining influence amongst his KwaZulu constituents and exhorted them to
mobilise more effectively at grass-roots level. Furthermore, Buthelezi frequently identified a political
‘battle’ for the minds of black South Africans.®” As an organisation dependent upon popular
support, Buthelezi argued, Inkatha needed to mobilise more effectively at grass roots level and to

‘spread our message for peace amongst the people’.3*® Indeed, he told the Inkatha youth brigade
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that the lies spread about their organisation at home and abroad constituted ‘the biggest of our
man-made problems as a Movement’.3*® The Inkatha accused the ANC and UDF of politicising the
trade union movement.3*® And in 1986, Inkatha supporters founded the United Workers Union of
South Africa.?®! The context of the late-1980s caused Buthelezi to perceive the ANC as a very serious
threat to his political objectives and interests. He recognised that international and domestic
developments had elevated the ANC to the status of ‘government in waiting’ whilst rendering
apartheid moribund. It might be expected that this context of power contestation would increase,
for Buthelezi, the importance of opposing the ANC and its politics, and would shift his priorities away

from opposing apartheid and towards opposing revolutionary radicalism.

Even prior to the launching of the UDF in 1983 and the mass uprisings of 1984, Inkatha came into
conflict with, and seems to have felt threatened by, radical black organisations. Cordial relations
with the ANC soured following a meeting in London in late-1979.3%2 And from 1980, Buthelezi was
denounced by radicals as an ‘enemy of the people’, a ‘junior partner in Gestapo repression’, and a
‘snake that needs to be hit over the head’.3%® Buthelezi stated in 1980 that he would not ‘under any
circumstances buckle under any pressure merely because those who attempt to terrorise me
politically-speaking are black like me’.3%* Prior even to its rift with the ANC in late-1979, Buthelezi
had come into conflict with the Black Consciousness Movement and with radical student groups. In
discussions with the ANC in London in 1979, Buthelezi complained bitterly that he had been abused
by the Black Consciousness Movement. He censured the ANC for failing to issue a condemnation
when Black Consciousness activists tried to kill him at Robert Sobukwe’s funeral.3%> In 1980,
Buthelezi spoke of the pressures being placed on Inkatha by the ANC, ‘its black consciousness
cohorts and the western liberal lunatic fringe’.3%® Indicatively, when speaking in 1984, Buthelezi

warned that the UDF was ‘attempting to mobilise Black opinion in to its 1976 mood’.3*” As noted in
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the previous chapter, Inkatha was willing to resort to authoritarian means to bolster its position in

this context of power contestation.

However, the threat of revolutionary radicalism to Inkatha and its objectives was significantly less in
the first years of the 1980s than it became from late-1983 when it gained greater power and
influence internationally and domestically. This might partly explain why opposition to revolutionary
radicalism became a greater and more urgent priority as the decade progressed. Indeed, the nature
of the National Party’s policies in the first half of the decade may illustrate further why Inkatha’s
opposition to Government policy was a relatively high priority in the early stages of the 1980s.
Although there were disagreements between the two parties throughout the decade, the gap was at
its greatest in the first half when the National Party had not accepted the premise of a single South
African nationality and was seeking to impose a new constitution which enshrined the exclusion of
blacks from central decision-making structures. Buthelezi argued that the implementation of the
tricameral parliament left him in ‘a kind of cleft stick, and Mr PW Botha with his Constitutional plans
which exclude Africans has made my position even more tenuous than it was before’.3%8 It was in the
aftermath of the November 1983 white referendum which gave a resounding endorsement to the
National Party’s constitutional plans that Buthelezi spoke of a potential ’political marriage of
convenience’ with the ANC and others.3® In this context, it is understandable that despite his
genuine concerns about Marxism Buthelezi would not want to go along entirely with the
Government’s anti-communist narrative which was being used as a pretext for excluding Africans
from South African citizenship. The early-1980s also saw Government attempts to forcibly excise
Ingwavuma from KwaZulu and to transfer it to independent Swaziland, which provoked a furious

reaction in Buthelezi.3"°

Despite noting Inkatha’s initial reluctance to collaborate with Government, Brewer, and Mare and
Hamilton, have all stressed Inkatha’s moderation and its ultimate willingness to compromise in order
to secure its place in the Government’s reform initiatives. Mzala went further, arguing that Inkatha
had assumed by the mid-1980s a very close association with apartheid structures.?”? It is the case, as
Brewer suggests, that Buthelezi’s desire to bring apartheid to an end came to some extent into
practical conflict with his predominant priority of halting the progress of revolutionary radicalism. In

certain ways, Inkatha resolved this dilemma by choosing to aid Government’s fight against
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revolutionary radicalism at the expense of his struggle against apartheid. This can be seen in
Buthelezi’s cooperation with state security services in KwaZulu. The ‘Inkathagate’ scandal revealed
that Inkatha had, in a context of intense power contestation and mutual hostility between the ANC
and itself, accepted secret funding for anti-sanctions rallies and its affiliated trade unions, and had
collaborated with Government on matters of security, including accepting training for 150 Inkatha
guerrillas in 1986.372 As Mzala pointed out, Buthelezi spoke favourably of General Johan Coetzee of
the South African police and KwaZulu took over the running of the police stations in many of
Durban’s black townships.?’® Indeed, Tienie Groenewald, the Chief Director of Communication
Operations in the staff of the Chief of the South African Defence Force said in an interview that
regular security briefings were given to the leaders of the national states. He recalled answering the
questions of KwaZulu cabinet members for more than four hours after finishing his presentation.?”*
Moreover, once commented that sanctions could bring about the end of apartheid, but only at the
expense of prosperity and stability.3”> Inkatha also found a degree of common ground with the
National Party’s plan in the early-1980s that the homeland leaders should have greater involvement
in the politics of urban areas populated mainly by Zulu-speaking Africans. Government documents
reveal that Buthelezi was in favour of establishing ministries for urban affairs.3’® Furthermore,

Inkatha encouraged the National Party’s policy of adding land to the homelands.3”’

However, Inkatha had its own reasons for these forms of cooperation with the apartheid
Government. They were not an indication, as Mzala implied, that Buthelezi had decided to give
positive support to the National Party’s agenda, or to subordinate Inkatha to the Government’s
politics.3”® It should be emphasised that Inkatha’s politics, throughout the 1980s, were in important
respects characterised by defiance of, and opposition to, Government policies. Buthelezi steadfastly
refused to accept independence for KwaZulu and to endorse Government attempts to establish a
confederation or constellation of southern African states. He argued in 1983, that the National Party
policy would ‘crumble’ if it was shown that black people would not accept independence. This was

because the ‘ideological edifice’ of the National Party rested ‘on the assumption that so-called
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homelands will in due course opt for “independence’”’. 3’° Buthelezi campaigned stridently against
the implementation of the tricameral parliamentary system.3® After initially contemplating
participation, Buthelezi refused to involve Inkatha in urban African council elections, while they were
‘being used as a substitute for democratic involvement at Government level’. He complained that
local government representation was not used a substitute for white ‘involvement in the central
Government’. He would not be drawn into to the new urban government system which were being
used as ‘props’ for the tricameral constitution.3® Although Buthelezi advocated negotiated change
in South Africa, and participated in informal, non-statutory discussions with Government, he
rejected the ruling party’s appeals for him to become involved in formal negotiating forums. He
refused to participate in the proposed Black Advisory Council in the early-1980s, the Special Cabinet
Committee for black constitutional development from late-1983, the Non-Statutory Negotiating

Forum in 1985 and the National Statutory Council from 1986.

The Inkatha leader refused to enter the Black Advisory Council, because it was a separate forum
from the President’s Council which was deliberating over the new constitution. In meetings with
Government, Bishop Zulu called for a continuation of informal discussions, because things ought not
be rushed if there was not agreement and if the political climate was not conducive.**? Throughout
the early-1980s, Buthelezi called for South Africa’s problems to be solved, ultimately, by a national
convention. In the meantime, all of the country’s leaders needed to declare themselves committed
to a just society in the ‘foreseeable future’.33 In the first half of the decade, the Inkatha leader
seemed less concerned with setting specific conditions for entry into negotiating forums, but sought
the Government’s abandonment of grand apartheid, and demanded a ‘moratorium’ on
constitutional developments until a greater degree of consensus had been achieved across all racial
groups.3® Buthelezi did not rule out involvement in the National Statutory Council, but laid out a

number of strict conditions for his participation. 3% He insisted that the Government release Nelson
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Mandela, unban the ANC, and state its intent to abolish the entire present constitution including the

Population Registration and Group Areas Acts.38¢

To a significant extent, Buthelezi’s aim of bringing apartheid to an end did not come into conflict his
predominant aim of opposing revolutionary radicalism. Indeed, Buthelezi reasoned that only by
achieving more meaningful political reform could the success of revolutionary radicalism be averted.
It has been argued that Inkatha was reluctant to cooperate with Government or approve of its
reform policies because this would erode Buthelezi’s legitimacy amongst his increasingly radicalised
black constituency. For Shula Marks, Buthelezi’s support for Government was constrained by the fact
that his legitimacy amongst his constituency was conditional on ‘not being seen to be too closely
allied to the white power bloc’.3¥” Also, for Mare, Hamilton and Brewer, one of the key motivations
for any opposition by Buthelezi towards apartheid was a need to appear radical in the eyes of its
supporters.3® This conclusion, however, is inferred solely from historical context- it is assumed
simply on the basis that Buthelezi headed an organisation with a large black constituency at a time
of increasing radicalism. Yet, Buthelezi also made a number of statements which seem to further
corroborate this view. He spoke of Inkatha’s need to retain the support of its constituency and of
black people in general and to shape its politics accordingly. For instance, in addresses to Inkatha
officials in 1989, Buthelezi emphasised the importance of keeping Inkatha ‘rooted in the people’. It
was the ordinary people who would author the future of South Africa, and only those organisations
rooted in the people would maintain their political relevance and had ‘any hope of lasting for any
length of time during and after transition’.3® Similarly, giving evidence to the British Government’s
Foreign Affairs Committee in 1986, Buthelezi said that 'l have from time to time to adopt positions
because | am a constituency leader with a mass following and | am dictated to by ordinary people in
every day walks of life.....I as the President of Inkatha dare not move out of step with my
constituency’.3®® National Party notes of a meeting with Inkatha officials in 1980 show that Buthelezi
told Government officials that he ‘have great difficulty’ gaining support from his constituents for the
proposed Black Advisory Council, because blacks had been excluded from the Presidential Council
deliberations regarding the new constitution. The council could bring ‘about a very explosive

situation and resentment’. He could not ‘sell it to Blacks’. His Inkatha colleague, Bishop Zulu, warned
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that many Africans condemned Inkatha for working with the Government and accused Buthelezi of
being the new Muzorewa. It was important that Chief Buthelezi did not take any ‘step where he
would not be able to carry his people’.3*! In another Inkatha-National Party ‘think-tank’ in 1979,
Oscar Dhlomo said that policies needed to be such that Buthelezi would not ‘lose face’.3? Inkatha
officials considered its opposition to Grand Apartheid to be crucial to its retention of support
amongst Africans. In 1986, Dhlomo commented that ‘the reason why Inkatha has been able to
maintain its coherence and legitimacy amid the storms of alienation and turmoil in Black
communities is because of its commitment to and unceasing work towards the establishment of the

right of all Africans to be full citizens of the Republic of South Africa’.3%

Crucially, the existing historiography does not demonstrate Buthelezi’s perception that only by
persuading the Government to change its policies could the progress of revolutionary radicalism be
halted and the type of politics of which he approved be bolstered. In warning of the risk of his own
legitimacy being eroded, Buthelezi frequently expressed concern about his ‘utility’ in serving the
cause of non-revolutionary politics.39* He argued that Government policies were contributing to a
‘loss of faith’ amongst black people which was fuelling ‘the fires of revolution’.3® In 1983, Buthelezi
told the Inkatha Women’s Brigade, correctly as it transpired out, that the tricameral parliamentary
system would ‘trigger off instability’. 3°® The same year, Buthelezi warned that the new constitution
was radicalising Inkatha members as well as UDF supporters, and was responsible for black anger
‘sweeping the country’.3®” Moreover, the Inkatha leader expressed great concern that the
Government’s attempts to excise Ingwavuma would undermine his type of non-revolutionary
politics. He complained to Minister Piet Koornhof that he was expected to tell his followers that he

could do nothing to prevent them becoming citizens of a foreign country. He was ‘expected to
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survive the shock of world opinion which will ridicule me for being powerless to halt this kind of
Afrikaner political chauvinism’. He was ‘expected to stand muted when...asked whether Inkatha is
made of words and can show no teeth in actions’.3®® Throughout the 1980s, Buthelezi expressed
great concern that quicker and more meaningful reform towards power-sharing was needed to
forestall the rise of revolutionary radicalism. Buthelezi told an audience in Portugal in 1988 that the
type of gradual change which the Government was pursuing could not work in South Africa because
the constitution was utterly rejected by the majority of the people. He warned that ‘unless we make
a qualitative step forward and establish a permanent constitution which will discipline the political
process, the turbulence of radical change will create the kind of instability which will militate against
sound constitutional development.”3®® The Inkatha leader argued that ‘black political recalcitrance
continued to raise black tempers’. The reluctance of whites to bring about fundamental changes was
leading to more and more Africans considering the option of violence for bringing about change.*®
Clarion Call republished in 1985 the findings of the Buthelezi Commission that an increasing
proportion of black people, including in KwaZulu, saw violence as a legitimate tactic in the struggle
and that many predicted a surge in violence if meaningful changes were not implemented soon.*%
Buthelezi also expressed a concern that the international community would increasingly disregard
the prospect of non-revolutionary change in South Africa. In 1988, for example, he warned that the
failure of negotiation politics to produce ‘tangible results’ would lead to the ‘final slamming of the
international door in our face’.*®2 The Inkatha leader was quoted in Clarion Call in 1987 saying that
in order to break the upwards spiral of violence ‘a quantum political leap into democracy’ was
needed. ‘We dare not fail at the national political level and fuel the hideous flames of violence’.*%® As
such, Buthelezi declared that ‘Botha needs to become an equal partner with Blacks in breaking the
logjam’ or ‘the politics of negotiation will continuously be downgraded’.*%* The Chief Minister
lamented in 1980 that the whites’ ‘suicide will be our suicide’.*% Buthelezi told Botha to ‘reform or

we will all die’.*%
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Moreover, Buthelezi had reason to oppose the homelands system in terms of its implications for the
economic development of his constituents. As shown, the Inkatha leader placed a great deal of
emphasis on the economic development of South Africa and of the KwaZulu. Indeed, he argued that
maximal economic development and the alleviation of hardship was a prerequisite for political and
social stability, particularly given the rapid increase in the black population. Buthelezi repeatedly
argued that apartheid structures failed to give the black population a sufficient influence over the
allocation of national resources.*”” There needed to be the maximum state redistribution that was
compatible with strong economic development.%® Buthelezi rejected the distinction between ‘white
South Africa’ constituting 87% of the country and the black ethnic homelands comprising 13% of
South Africa.*®® The Bantustan system, underpinned by this distinction, would never give the black
population and its leaders enough influence over national economic policy to satisfy its economic

needs. This meant increased social upheaval and increased political radicalism.

Furthermore, Buthelezi seems to have been concerned about the damage which apartheid and neo-
apartheid policies had done to Africans’ idea of traditional and ethnic identities. The National Party
had posed as ‘custodians of our cultural identities, which they have attempted to use for hanging up
their abominable ideology of apartheid’.**® Buthelezi spoke of the stupidity of concluding that
because the Government had done an evil thing Africans ought not to celebrate the past ‘heroes of
Africa’, Shaka and Moshoeshoe. He went on, ‘the evil of government abuse of black ethnicity has

done a lot of harm to African history and has also done damage to the African psyche’.*!!

Mzala argued that Inkatha was not working in opposition to apartheid, because he was dependent
upon Government support for power, status and influence. As long as Buthelezi was ‘funded,
directly or indirectly, by Pretoria, his ultimate mode of political conduct must be determined by the
rules of the system in which he participates, whether or not he personally prefers apartheid’.
Buthelezi was serving ‘the system that produced him’.**2 The above analysis shows that this is a
fundamental misreading of what Buthelezi perceived to be in his political objectives and interests in
the 1980s. Mare and Hamilton’s contention that Buthelezi was a ‘willing ally’ of the Government’s
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false. #3 Buthelezi pursued as a foremost priority the thwarting of revolutionary radicalism, a priority
shared with the South African Government. To this end, he sought keenly and proactively to
establish a partnership with the National party. Yet, contrary to the predictions of Brewer, and Mare
and Hamilton, Buthelezi was not willing to become a supporter of Government’s constitutional
reform and negotiation initiatives. He sought instead to persuade the National Party to change its
approach to political change and to become Inkatha’s ally on Inkatha’s terms. Buthelezi’s politics, in
this respect, were a form of conservative radicalism in which a certain type of change is desired not
only for its own sake, but in order to forestall a more revolutionary form of change. Moreover, this
partnership was pursued on the assumption that apartheid was inevitably coming to an end in the

medium-long term.

But if Buthelezi was unwilling to become a political collaborator with the Government on the
National Party’s preferred terms, Inkatha politics throughout the decade were characterised by a
very determined and concerted attempt to persuade the National Party to adopt policies which
would make it possible for Inkatha to work with the Government. Success in this endeavour was
necessary to thwart the revolutionary radicals, and in that sense Buthelezi was dependent upon
National Party politics. This was particularly so because no white party to the left of the Government
stood a chance of coming to power. The Progressive Federal Party was ‘virtually obliterated’ in the
1987 election.*'* In this context, Buthelezi’s criticisms of National Party policy were not essentially
confrontational, but were part of a strategy of encouragement. This is indicated in his speech to the
KLA when he declared that ‘Botha needs to become an equal partner with Blacks in breaking the
logjam’ or ‘the politics of negotiation will continuously be downgraded’.**> Also, Buthelezi
complained to his Legislative Assembly that whites failed to see that they could not secure their

interests alone; ‘They need Black partners to do so’.*®

As such, Buthelezi sought to foster a sense of common interest and mutual dependence between
the Inkatha, the Government and white South Africans in general. Partly, this consisted in arguing
that the approach advocated by Inkatha, to accelerate reform and to commit to the eventual
establishment of a broadly majoritarian dispensation tempered by significant minority protections,
was the only means of forestalling a revolutionary outcome. Dhlomo told the Government in 1980
that apartheid would be dismantled in an orderly, ‘democratic’ way, or by revolutionary violence.

There was no ‘third option’.#*” Buthelezi told a managerial conference at the University of
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Witwatersrand that radical change had been made inevitable ‘by realities quite beyond political and
governmental control’. He declared that it was a myth that PW Botha could manage political change
in South Africa, arguing that the most the Government could hope for was to exert an influence on
the radical change which was unavoidable. Buthelezi claimed that, depending on whether the
Government took the right course of action, there would either be revolutionary radical change or
non-revolutionary radical change. If Government failed to play a role as ‘co-author’ of change, then
political change would not only threaten the National Party, but also ‘Parliament itself, stability and
even the rule law’. 8 Indeed, the type of measures which Inkatha advocated were the only means
of reconciling black and white interests and establishing a system with any notable power-sharing
features. Buthelezi was quoted in Clarion Call in 1989, for example, saying that ‘If white South
Africans want to succeed in establishing something other than a one-man-one —vote system of
government in a unitary state, there will have to be a lot more give and take than the National Party
now gives evidence of being prepared for. My guess is that we will end up with one or another form
of a federal system of government and my guess is that we will move towards a system in a kind of
way which was indicated in the KwaZulu/Natal Indaba’s constitutional proposals’.**® Buthelezi spoke
to Botha at a conference in 1980 of the basic ‘common purpose’ between them despite their
disagreements on a number of issues. If this common purpose was overlooked ‘then South Africa

will not only be much poorer for it, South Africa will burn to ashes and we with it’.#2°

The Inkatha leader reassured the National Party that the type of reform programme which the party
advocated would gain the support of many black people. The Chief Minister said that President
Botha in late-1985 that he had stopped ‘just one step short of genuine reform’, and promised to
support the Government advanced further.*?* He assured an audience at the University of
Witwatersrand that most Africans sought change, but wanted to preserve the best that existed in
South Africa. Buthelezi declared that if PW Botha got meaningful political transformation underway,
‘The vast majority of Blacks will be natural allies to the South African Government’.*?? Inkatha
officials told Government parliamentarians in 1979 that most Africans would be prepared to

accommodate white fears regarding numerical inferiority as long as negotiations towards power-

418 AP, Cliff Gosney Collection PC 129, Keynote Address by M. Buthelezi, University of Witwatersrand,
Department of Business Economics and the Association of Managerial Economists, Conference: ‘What
Boundaries for Business?’, 10 July 1986.

419 ‘Plan Too Vague for Black South Africa’, Clarion Call, --Aug 1989.

420 ACA, PW Botha PV203, A1/15/1/9, M. Buthelezi Speaking to PW. Botha at a Conference, 15 February 1980.
421 ‘A short pause for the voice of reason’, The Star, 8 August 1985.

422 Ap, Cliff Gosney Collection PC 129, Keynote Address by M. Buthelezi, University of Witwatersrand, Department
of Business Economics and the Association of Managerial Economists, Conference: ‘What Boundaries for
Business?’, 10 July 1986.

65



sharing began soon.*?3 Similarly, he remarked in 1986 that ‘a great many of those who are now
attempting to bring about change through violence, or are dabbling in its employment, would cross
sides and join those who support us if there was even a little more evidence that South Africa could
be normalised through non-violent tactics and strategies. The vast, vast majority of Black people do
not yearn for a Communist or Socialist state. They yearn for a normalised South Africa in which they
can be truly free. They yearn for a normalised industrial society in which there is equality of
opportunity’.*?* Furthermore, he told the South African Institute of Management that if Government
got a ‘really meaningful reform programme off the ground, then you would have anti-revolutionary
Blacks dominating Black South Africa’.*?® The Inkatha leader also offered the encouragement that
the Government could gain credibility in the international community by committing to the abolition

of key apartheid laws, such as the Group Areas and Population Registration Acts.**®

Buthelezi not only attempted to persuade the National Party that more meaningful changes had to
be undertaken, but also that these had to be undertaken in collaboration with Inkatha. He was keen
to make the argument that the Government could not create black leaders by legislation. South
Africa politics revolved around political forces already in existence.*”’ It was asserted frequently that
a partnership between Inkatha and the National Party represented the only feasible option for the
National Party. Dhlomo delivered a paper in Pretoria in 1980 in which he said that Buthelezi was the
only black leader who has sufficient integrity, intellect, political common sense and political
sensitivity’ to become a ‘working partner’ with the Government in bringing about reform.*?
Buthelezi said in 1983 that the only option for whites and ‘fellow-travelling coloureds’ was forge a
partnership with Inkatha. There was ‘no single black organisation which offers the same kind of
friendship’.*?° He told the Administrator of Natal that ‘I say to Mr PW Botha ultimately his legitimacy
as State President continues to depend upon our legitimacy as Black opponents of apartheid’.**°

Buthelezi also declared that ‘South Africa does not have the time in which to ask another Black

leader to start at the beginning of the long road that | have had to walk to build up this vast
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constituency. Whites must deal now with Blacks and it is simply a fact of life that that translated into
reality means that Whites must now deal with Inkatha’.*3! The Inkatha leader told the American
Ambassador that the National Party would be able to achieve little without his cooperation, and that
‘an essential part of White/Black rapprochement is a Buthelezi/Botha rapprochement’.**? Buthelezi
declared that it was either his ‘kind of leadership and that of the African National Congress mission
in exile’.** Moreover, Chief Buthelezi often pleaded with ruling party officials in language which
implied a partnership. For instance, he told Dr Koornhof in 1986 that ‘We cannot be successful in our
negotiations if we do not carry our constituencies with us’ and said that he wanted the State
President to ‘get us out of the present impasse’ (author’s italics).*** Furthermore, Buthelezi appealed
by to the ethnic sensibilities of the National Party by talking of the special role which could be played
by both the Boers and the Zulus. He commented that ‘they do form the two largest groups on either
side of the colour line....if a miracle happened and there was rapprochement then | think it would be
progress enough to general rapprochement in the country as whole between black and white’.**> He

spoke to Piet Koornhof of the ‘pivotal role Zulu/Afrikaner relations’ had for all South Africans.*®

Buthelezi was keen to communicate to the National Party Government that if his conditions were
met, he would become a willing and dependable ally. The Inkatha President asked Minister Chris
Heunis ‘to think of the constancy of my own commitment...to political ideals which you in fact
cannot fault’. “‘We are not’, he assured Heunis, ‘fair-weather friends....We will not abandon those
who do the right thing with us. White South Africa need not fear sharing with us in a future
democracy’.**” Indeed, Buthelezi seems to have wanted to impress upon the National Party that his
abstention from formal negotiations was not a sign of a reluctance to enter into a cooperative
relationship with the Government, but was rather an expression of the constraints within which he
operated. As such, the Inkatha leader was keen for his rebuff of Government invitations not to have

an adverse impact on goodwill between the two organisations. In 1986, Buthelezi wrote to Dr
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Koornhof because he knew the extent to which he was ‘troubled by the fact that | have not
participated in all these Government structures while | am at the same time committed to the
politics of negotiation and reconciliation.” Buthelezi assured Koornhof that he was acting as
constructively as possible within a very difficult set of circumstances. He complained that there was
‘a multi-million rand campaign of denigration and vilification” against him by the ANC and UDF. Being
seen to cooperate with the Government’s present policies would ‘play into the hands of my
detractors’ and destroy his domestic and international credibility. Only by retaining the support of
his constituency could a negotiation process be successful. Moreover, it was ‘in the interests of
South Africa that | should have the kind of international credibility that makes it easy for Heads of
State in the West, such as President Reagan, Prime Minister Thatcher, Chancellor Kohl and other
statesmen in the West, to invite me to confer with them on the problems of South Africa.’ Buthelezi
thanked Koornhof for acting as a ‘mediator’ between himself and Government leaders. 38
Furthermore, prior to the unveiling of the National Council in early-1986, Buthelezi wrote regretfully
to Chris Heunis to turn down the chance to meet with President Botha. He said that he was
‘reluctantly’ declining the invitation because if he was seen to be making ‘false starts’ in discussions
with Government it would undermine any ability he had to contribute, as a black South African
leader, to a better South Africa. He said that Botha had pointed ‘his feet in the direction of real
statesmanship’, but now needed to take bold steps. Buthelezi was waiting with ‘anxiety’ to see if this
would happen. In concluding the letter, Buthelezi appealed for Heunis to ‘understand that | write to
you to express genuine concerns and attitudes as a South African who loves his country very

7 439

dearly’.

Inkatha reassured the National Party that the South African Government and white people in
general had a vital role to play in the reform process along with black people. The Inkatha president
often stressed the ‘interdependence’ of black and white South Africans and spoke of the ‘urgent
necessity of recognising the South African Government to be an essential partner in change if ever
we are to succeed in salvaging the best that there is and eliminating the worst that there is.’#*

Buthelezi told Piet Koornhof in 1982 that black could not ‘achieve a future worth having without the

active cooperation of whites’. It was his ‘desperate concern’ for progress to be made ‘in cooperation
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with the Government’.**! He told Chris Heunis that although the Government was wrong in its
policies, it was ‘childish’ to dismiss the regime as illegitimate. Instead, the National Party needed to
be ‘salvaged from the consequences of its own actions’.**? Moreover, despite making some firm
demands of the National Party, Inkatha was keen to stress its willingness to give serious
considerations to their concerns and to negotiate in a spirit of give-and-take. In discussions with
Government parliamentarians, Inkatha officials said that there should be negotiations in which each
party sought to better understand the other’s ‘ambitions and fears’. They were not there to ‘trap
one another’, but to compare ideas in a ‘spirit of mutual trust and in a mutual endeavour to find
a...peaceful future for our beloved mutual fatherland’. They should be able ‘to achieve a
fundamental consensus’.** Furthermore, Buthelezi emphasised to Minister Heunis the significance
of the role that he envisaged for the Government, declaring that the ruling party needed to pursue
policies which would put it ‘in a position where you can campaign in black society against the far

right and the far left (and) from whatever faction opposition comes’.**

As noted, Buthelezi refused to participate in the Government’s proposed negotiating forums or to
give his support to the ruling party’s reform policies unless a number of strict preconditions were
fulfilled. Nevertheless, within those parameters, Inkatha often sought to promote and engage in
dialogue with National Party and others about change in South Africa. This consisted of a number of
informal negotiations, or ‘talks about talks’, between KwaZulu and South African Government
officials. These included the establishment of an informal Pretoria- KwaZulu ‘think-tank’ in the late-
1970s, several meetings to discuss the recommendations of the Inkatha-initiated KwaZulu-Natal

Indaba and in 1989 even a Joint Committee to discuss the ‘obstacles to negotiations’.**

Inkatha’s attempts to forge a partnership with the National Party Government were proactive and
pragmatic. Most notable in this respect were its initiation of, and participation in, two regional
negotiating initiatives- the Buthelezi Commission 1980-2 and the KwaZulu-Natal Indaba 1986-7.

These were attempts to persuade the National Party to assimilate to Inkatha’s proposals for change
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and more broadly to bolster the politics of negotiation in South Africa. They were established to
facilitate negotiations between major political, commercial and civic organisations in KwaZulu and
Natal with the aim of producing a set of proposals for regional majoritarian political power-sharing

on which a broad consensus might be established.**®

Inkatha saw the Buthelezi Commission and the KwaZulu-Natal Indaba as means of breaking the
impasse in South African politics. It was part of the broader effort to state clearly the type of power-
sharing which would be acceptable to Inkatha and to demonstrate its eagerness to form a
constructive partnership with the Government. Similarly, the Indaba was intended by Inkatha to
highlight the extent to which different political parties and interest groups could be united around
Inkatha’s concept of power-sharing and to persuade the Government that white minority interests
would be best protected by the type of reform which Inkatha advocated. In the early-1980s,
Buthelezi argued that Inkatha strategy could simply be to oppose current Government policies, but
had to consist of constructive and positive attempts to create a more favourable political climate. He
said the Commission was a ‘clear statement’ that he was prepared to negotiate. It was a ‘black
initiative’ which reduced the ‘dependency on whites for the proposals about constitutional reform’.
Its intention was to help break the ‘political logjam’.**’ Black ought not simply to resist the present
order, but to ‘rise above it’ and change the perceptions of whites about their security in a post-
apartheid South Africa.** They had to help avoid increased conflict in South Africa by suggesting
‘alternative models for the peaceful coexistence of our people’.**® Whites needed to be ‘given a

formula’ which enabled them to abandon exclusive control of parliament.*°

Indeed, Buthelezi asked Chris Heunis to accept the Indaba proposals on the basis that they were the
only plans capable of uniting a broad range of interest groups, including his own supporters. ‘Where

else’ he asked ‘is there something so saleable to so many?’**! He appealed to Heunis to support the
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Indaba proposals, because they were the product of a process of negotiation and a Government
endorsement was needed of the way in which negotiation was being undertaken in the region.**?

Buthelezi spoke of the Buthelezi Commission proposals as not reaching out for a ‘utopian solution’
or seeking to impose ‘an impossible and alienating ideology on Whites’. They were ‘a prudent and

thoughtful invitation to whites to struggle with us for a better country’.*>3

Perhaps most significantly, Inkatha intended the Buthelezi Commission and the Indaba to stimulate
meaningful moves towards majoritarian power-sharing at a regional level which was seen to be a
more likely prospect in the immediate term than significant progress on the national level. This was
desirable in itself and would, in turn, increase the chances of a political breakthrough on the national
level. The Inkatha leader spoke in 1980 of the ‘enormous constraints’ on change created by
‘centuries of apartheid’. Therefore, it was a good idea to ‘overcome these constraints in different
places at different times, by seeking to find regional options’. This was to ‘fragment’ the
impediments, rather than the country. A political logjam could be best tackled by moving one log at
a time.**In 1985, Buthelezi said that before negotiations became possible on a national level,
progress could be made by accepting the regional proposals of the Buthelezi Commission.*>>
Regional reforms were seen by Buthelezi as having the potential to be a ‘precursor to change in
other parts of the country’.**® Buthelezi described the Indaba as ‘part and parcel of a negotiating
process from the bottom upwards’ and said that it was a ‘vital venture into political pragmatism’.*’
Also, Oscar Dhlomo commented in 1989 that ‘the Indaba started as a regional initiative designed to
help unblock the South African political log-jam’ and spoke of the Indaba’s ‘ever-increasing catalytic
role at both regional and national levels’.**® The Inkatha leader considered it more likely, initially,
that the National Party could be persuaded to establish such majoritarian structures at regional level
which would allow the ruling party, for the time being, to retain power at the national level. Indeed,
in 1987 Buthelezi reassured Chris Heunis that ‘The KwaZulu/Natal Indaba proposals fully recognises
the sovereignty of the South African parliament and the proposals themselves are formulated as a

local option within that sovereignty. The State President loses none of his final authority under
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them. They require his approval. The White electorate of South Africa would trust his acceptance of
them’. He even pointed out to Heunis that the Indaba proposals fitted in with the Government’s
espoused commitment to localism and to devolved powers.**® Moreover, Buthelezi believed that
such an initiative was more viable and more saleable in the KwaZulu-Natal region than in any other
part of South Africa. Buthelezi told American Congressmen that the changes proposed by the
Buthelezi Commission would become attractive to the National Party because they would not
directly affect the more verkrampte white population of the Transvaal.**® He described the Buthelezi

Commission as a means of breaking the ‘logjam’ in South African politics.*®

Buthelezi intended that regional power-sharing would satisfy, in part, the political aspirations of
black people in the region and would allow a regional Inkatha government to better ameliorate the
material deprivation of its constituents. This, in turn, would thwart the growth of revolutionary
radicalism by restoring and enhancing Inkatha’s legitimacy within its traditional support base and by
demonstrating the efficacy of the party’s non-violent efforts of bringing about political change.*? It
can also be said that Inkatha was seeking to use its regional proposals to bolster its own position in
politics. Speaking about the Buthelezi Commission, the Inkatha leader said that their policy was to
‘become institutionalised ourselves so that we gain experience of power and that we become linked
into the major structures in our society’.*3And in 1984, he spoke of Inkatha seeking to become ‘part

of the fabric of change’#%

Throughout the 1980s, Inkatha exhibited a deep and resilient commitment to seeking a partnership
with the National Party. There is no sign that Inkatha ever seriously reconsidered its strong
commitment to negotiated political change and a non-violent struggle against apartheid. This was
despite very great frustration in seeking to persuade the National Party to undertake the policy
changes which Inkatha desired and thought necessary to attenuate the threat of revolutionary
radicalism. Inkatha was unable to persuade the Botha Government not to implement the tricameral

political system which it so opposed. Although the National Party abandoned Grand Apartheid in
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1985, PW Botha insisted that there could be no majoritarian form of power-sharing in South Africa
and that a future dispensation would be founded on a distinction between ‘own’ and ‘joint’ affairs
and that there could be no elections with a common voters’ roll. The Government did not issue a
Statement of Intent as Buthelezi persistently requested. And although it established a Joint
Executive Authority for KwaZulu and Natal at Inkatha’s request, the National Party never
implemented, or suggested that it would accept, the proposals of the Buthelezi Commission or the

Indaba.

Indeed, it is clear that Buthelezi was frustrated at many stages of the 1980s with the National Party’s
failure to respond to his appeals. He recognised that any success in persuading the Government to
change its course in the desired direction would come as the result of a long and arduous process.
Buthelezi was prepared to endure such a difficult and protracted ordeal. He argued in 1982 that in
rejecting the Buthelezi Commission proposals, whites had ‘passed yet another crossroad without
turning in the direction of political sanity and common decency’.*®> He told lawyers in Pretoria that
the Government’s proposed tricameral constitution had done a great deal of damage to his attempts
to forge a consensus amongst different groups in South Africa and that only the future would tell
whether the constitution would destroy the country’s chances of avoiding a catastrophe. Such an
eventuality would occur ‘unless a miracle happens and we have a real change of heart on the part of
whites’. 4 Despite frustration with the rejection of the Buthelezi Commission, the Inkatha leader
remarked to the party’s annual conference in 1982 that the initiative ‘was not mounted with any
real hope that Whites would see political sense. | work on the assumption that white privilege blinds
most whites from seeing any political sense’. It was merely part of the search for the next move
towards liberation.*®” In 1982, Buthelezi said that the Government’s insistence on separate
development had made it ‘clearer than ever how difficult the road ahead will be for South Africa’.%%®
He echoed these thoughts to a German audience, saying that ‘the road ahead is so long and so
hard’.%®° Buthelezi expressed doubt in 1984 that Government was prepared seriously consider any

black initiative as part of the resolution to South Africa’s problems.*”® Relations between himself and
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Botha had ‘completely broken down since 1980’. Botha treated black leaders like ‘small boys’ and

had treated his suggestion that there be a joint declaration of intent with ‘contempt’.*”*

This continued into second half of the 1980s. Buthelezi criticised Botha for seeking negotiations in
which he was ‘able to hire and fire Black leaders wiith whom he negotiates’.*’? .*’® Moreover, hand-
written notes by Leon Wessels regarding a private meeting between Inkatha, the Government and
others, show that Oscar Dhlomo criticised the ruling party for pursuing the ‘politics of prescription’
and for mistaking ‘consultation for negotiation’.#’* The Inkatha president said that State President
wanted him to be ‘obligingly docile and obedient’ whilst he ‘made political blunder after political
blunder’. 4> In a meeting with professor Qilivier and Colin Eglin of the Progressive Federal Party,
Buthelezi complained that the Government rejection of the Indaba had ‘set the political clocks back
quite considerably’ and that ‘l see only a very hard rough road ahead and | am beginning to believe
that we have not yet entered the darkest hour before a new dawn’.’® Moreover, in Memoranda
aimed American and German audiences, the Inkatha leader declared he was pessimistic about the
immediate future. He told US official Chester Crocker that ’It is becoming increasingly difficult to
predict when the right circumstances will eventually emerge. My fear is that these circumstances

may now well be receding further into the future, rather than drawing closer’.*”’

In fact, throughout the 1980s, Buthelezi often suggested that the problems he faced were
intractable, at least as long as PW Botha sat at the head of the National Party. Whilst campaigning
against the tricameral constitution, he conceded that the ‘adoption of the constitution of parliament
is a foregone conclusion’.*’® Buthelezi lamented in November 1983 the 75% ‘yes’ vote for the new
constitution by white voters in Natal. This dashed hopes of a partnership between KwaZulu and

Natal and presented ‘insurmountable constitutional hurdles’ for the Buthelezi Commission. Whites
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had endorsed Botha’s classical apartheid plans.”® Despite initial optimism concerning PW Botha’s
leadership, Buthelezi stated as early as 1982 that there was no hope for the necessary changes to be
brought about by the National Party leader. He wrote to Frederick Van Zyl Slabbert that ‘the PW
Botha leadership has proved to be ineffective. Black South Africa must now look elsewhere for
hope’.*®% In a 1984 speech, Buthelezi echoed these thoughts, saying that the ‘the dye is cast for the
present Prime Minister’s term in office. | realise that it is impossible for him to recover from his
underachievement and to put the country’s politics on the path of real reform’. It would be ‘left to
his successor to charter another course’.*®! These expressions of pessimism continued into the
second half of the 1980s. Buthelezi expressed his hope in early 1989 that ‘when the time came for
Mr PW Botha to retire, Afrikanerdom would produce leaders who would carry Afrikanerdom across
new horizons of dynamic politics’.*® Indeed, he expressed the same sentiments to the Inkatha Youth

Brigade in 1986.%83

Buthelezi recognised that if success was possible, it would be as the result of a gradual process of
persuasion. It was recognised that the requisite degree of consensus between Inkatha and the
National Party was not going to be achieved immediately. In 1980, Oscar Dhlomo told the
Government that ‘our commitment at this stage is keep talking and avoid shooting’.*®* The Buthelezi
Commission was not expected to produce results straight away, but was supposed to furnish an
alternative model to apartheid when the Government eventually decided to abandon apartheid.*®
In recognising the inevitability of the implementation of the tricameral constitution, Buthelezi wrote
that he only hoped that ‘white South Africa will come to its political sense in time’.*® Moreover,
Oscar Dhlomo commented to the British Government’s Foreign Affairs Committee in 1986 that his
leader was ‘aware it will not be easy for people who have been in power since 1948 to abandon it all

that easily. It will take time’.%®”
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This process would have to be gradual in the sense of being incremental as well as being protracted.
Oscar Dhlomo told the Government in 1980 that Inkatha were not adopting an ‘all or nothing
approach’ and would support all meaningful reform taken.*® Buthelezi told Botha in the same year
that he was only asking for a ‘national dialogue’ at that stage, because he recognised that the Prime
Minister had difficulty accepting a national convention.*® He also described the Buthelezi
Commission as being part of a search for the ‘next firm stepping stone in our march towards
liberation’.* The notion of incremental change is particularly apparent in Inkatha’s approach in the
second half of the 1980s. It was envisaged that there would be a series of incremental steps forward,
each leading to the next. In a 1986 speech in France, Buthelezi spoke of the need for driving the
‘South African Government step by step towards the negotiating table’.*? Also, speaking to the
Inkatha Youth Brigade in 1988, he declared that ‘we in Inkatha are intensely aware of the fact that
there can be no leap into Utopia for black South Africa...We are also aware that the struggle will not
be won in a single phase of activity. The struggle will be an ongoing process in which first things will
have to come first and first conquests will have to come before second conquests.’ This incremental
struggle was to be based on the assumption that It was ‘quite imperative that the hearts of those
who wield power get softer in good enough time for peaceful change to which we are committed to
have a chance’.*? Indeed, it was Inkatha’s expressed assumption that the ‘fear and mistrust’ which
existed in South Africa was one of the impediments to reform, but that it was only by making
progress that such fear and mistrust could be dissipated. He told an audience in Portugal, for
instance, that | am not one of those who believe that you first have to deal with fear before you can
take the right step. You can only | think deal with fear by taking the right step. When you do take the
right step, fear starts diminishing and ceases to be prohibitively antagonistic to what should be

done’.*3

In this respect, the KwaZulu-Natal Indaba was a key element of Inkatha’s endeavour to build
goodwill and to incrementally persuade the government to undertake its desired reforms. As
described above, the Indaba was partly a means of bringing about meaningful reform on a regional
level given that such reforms were not yet saleable to the government on a national level and that

Inkatha was not yet prepared to negotiate with the ruling party on the national level. Regional
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reform was desirable for its own sake, but was also seen as a catalyst of change in other regions and
on the national level. Buthelezi was quoted in 1987 in Clarion Call saying that although ultimately
negotiations would have to occur from the ‘top down’, in the meantime negotiations would be
mounted from the ‘bottom up’.*** Also, he told the Foreign Affairs Committee in the UK that
regional experimentation in KwaZulu and Natal could play a part in reducing the alienation which
existed between those in power and those who lacked power. A successful experiment in the region
could ‘then become a pilot for the rest of South Africa’.**> Buthelezi told Chris Heunis in late-1987
that the Indaba proposals provide the ‘impetus’ for greater momentum and realism in the
negotiations process. There was a ‘need for ongoing negotiations in our dynamic South African
situation. Each step must lead to another step. | urge you, Mr. Minister, and the South Africa
Government to put the KwaZulu/Natal Indaba proposals on an agenda for negotiation with all

parties concerned’.*%®

In fact, the KwaZulu-Natal Indaba proposals were part of a broader effort to bring about incremental
change in South Africa. Also noteworthy in this respect was Inkatha’s advocacy of a Joint Executive
Authority for KwaZulu and Natal. Of all Inkatha’s recommendations to Government, this received
perhaps the positive response, being approved by the National Party in 1986 and publicly initiated
by both Buthelezi and PW Botha in late-1987.%7 This entailed the establishment of a joint authority
for ‘administrative and executive co-operation’ between KwaZulu and Natal.**® In itself the JEA fell
far short of the reform which Buthelezi regarded as essential. Yet, Buthelezi welcomed the
implementation of the Joint Executive Authority with great enthusiasm, chiefly because it was a step
away from the previous policy which aimed at the fragmentation of South Africa and a step in the
direction of the implementation of the Indaba proposals. To illustrate, Buthelezi told the Inkatha
Youth Brigade that it was ‘encouraging that a bill being passed for a Joint Executive Authority
between KwaZulu and Natal. This is a very small step. It is, however, a very important small step. It is

historic because for the first time people of all races are going to administer the affairs of KwaZulu-
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Natal jointly. This is a big step away from Fragmentation and apartheid’.**° For him, the Joint
Executive Authority would help create a climate in the region which would be more conducive to
further changes. In 1987, the KwaZulu Chief Minister stated that 'l am convinced that the speedy
establishment of the Joint Executive Authority will further assist in creating the necessary climate for
co-operation and bringing about greater realism among all parties that have to deal with the future
of interdependent KwaZulu and Natal’.>® In fact, Oscar Dhlomo stated publicly that the Joint
Executive Authority was merely an intermediary step towards the complete implementation of the
Indaba proposals.®? Buthelezi asked ‘what earthly use’ the Joint Executive Authority would be if it
did not lead to further reforms.>*? Indeed, Buthelezi told the Inkatha Women’s Brigade that the Joint
Executive Authority ‘was but another milestone on the road to democracy’.>® A further stepping
stone towards the acceptance of the Indaba proposals was to establish a Joint Legislative Authority
for the region. This was said by Buthelezi to the Women’s Brigade to be the next stage of their
progress towards democracy. And he assured them that the Government was preparing to negotiate
with Inkatha about just such a development. °°* Buthelezi also portrayed the implementation of the
Joint Executive Authority as the culmination of a longer-term process of incremental persuasion
which had its roots in the Buthelezi Commission. He told the Women'’s brigade that it had been
Inkatha’s perseverance in negotiating the Buthelezi Commission proposals and in negotiating with
the Provincial Government which had cultivated the necessary consensus to establish the Executive
Authority. °® As such, the KwaZulu- Natal proposals which were a stepping stone towards further
reforms were themselves to be achieved by way an incremental process of reform and consensus
building. As Buthelezi told the Foreign Affairs Committee in 1986, ‘We should move towards the

recommendations of the Commission, but we must do it in phases’>%,

In light of this strategy, it is easier to understand why, despite being deeply dissatisfied with the
overall rate of political change in South Africa, Buthelezi welcomed and praised every incremental

step towards the abolition of apartheid. He spoke of Botha’s 1986 comment that apartheid was
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outdated as an ‘historic’ pronouncement, even though he was aware that the State President
planned to replace classical apartheid with something quite different to what he demanded. Also, he
welcomed the abolition of the Mixed Marriages Act, the Immorality Act and the Pass Laws as
progress, despite the fact that he believed this didn’t address the fundamental issue of establishing
democracy and ending apartheid.>®” Moreover, despite refusing to participate in the Government’s
proposed National Council, Buthelezi applauded the proposed aim of the Council to: ‘provide for
participation in the planning and preparation of a constitutional dispensation which provides for the
participation of all South African citizens in the process of government...” For the Inkatha leader,
those were ‘the words that South Africa and the whole world have been waiting for. There will be a
very massive Black South African input if the National Council actually ends up addressing this’.>%
Moreover, he celebrated the National Council’s aim to further build sound relations, to provide a
voice for black people during the interim period before the new dispensation and to plan for further
changes.”® Furthermore, in response to Chris Heunis’s pronouncement in 1989 that the
Government had no objection in principle to a Joint Legislative Authority for KwaZulu and Natal,
Buthelezi expressed satisfaction with this announcement and urged that ‘whatever those in power
do something right they must be encouraged’.>%° This praise for incremental progress in National
Party policy might also be seen as motivated by the desire to shore up the Government’s
international and domestic legitimacy and therefore the correctness of Inkatha’s reformist strategy.
White South Africa was not ‘beyond redemption’, Buthelezi insisted to KwaZulu’s legislative body.5!
He also told a group a foreign politicians in 1986 that the Commonwealth’s demand for the National

Party to release Mandela within a six month period was ‘unrealistic’.>?

07 /| am a Freedom Fighter’, Sunday Star, 14 September 1986; ACA, PW Botha Collection PV203, PS 4/1/20
1986, Address by M. Buthelezi to JU. Greeff, Speaker of the House of Assembly, Fourth Session of the Fourth
KwaZulu Legislative Assembly, Ulundi, 19 March 1986.

508 AP, Cliff Gosney Collection PC 129/1/1, Address by M. Buthelezi, ‘The Violent Threat to Democracy in South
Africa’, The Christian Democratic Party, 17" National Congress, Italy, 28 May 1986.

509 RH, Citation of Memorandum by M. Buthelezi for Chester Crocker, July 1986, in Policy Speech by M.
Buthelezi, Fifth Session of Fourth KwaZulu Legislative Assembly, March 1987.

510 AP, Cliff Gosney Collection PC 129/1/2, Address by M. Buthelezi, ‘Tackling the problems of peaceful change
within the challenges of violence, white intransigence and escalating poverty and sanctions’, Annual General
Conference of the Youth Brigade, Ulundi 30 August 1986.

511 RH, Policy Speech by M. Buthelezi, Fourth Session of the Fourth KwaZulu Legislative Assembly, March 1986.
512 ACA, PW Botha Collection PV203, PS 4/1/20 1986, Address by M. Buthelezi to JU. Greeff, Speaker of the
House of Assembly, Fourth Session of the Fourth KwaZulu Legislative Assembly, Ulundi, 19 March 1986.

79



Chapter Three: Inkatha Walking a Tightrope.

The above analysis leaves open certain important questions regarding Inkatha’s approach to, and
vision of, political change in South Africa. It has not yet been examined how Inkatha’s desired
partnership with the National Party was intended to fit within a broader process of change. It needs
to be asked what role Inkatha envisaged for other organisations, particularly those radical black
organisations whose politics Buthelezi so opposed, but whose stature had become so great. How did
Inkatha see its relationship with the ANC in a potential reform process in which both were involved?
Given the acute power contestation in which both organisations seemed to be involved, how was
Inkatha’s political approach informed by its perceptions of the challenges of operating in what

Buthelezi described as the ‘centre-field’ South African politics?

Academics such as Venter and Welsh argued in the first half of the 1980s that Inkatha was seeking to
play a ‘broker’s role’ or a mediating role in political change, in which it was attempting to form
meaningful relationships with both the ANC and the National Party and to position itself so as to be
able to broker a deal between the two and thereby exert an influence over the process of change.’
However, by the mid-1980s, historians such as Brewer argued that Buthelezi’s estrangement from
more radical forces had made it unlikely that he could mediate between the Government and the
ANC.>** For Brewer, this made Buthelezi more likely to collaborate and compromise with the
Government to the exclusion of the ANC. Moreover, Shula Marks argued that the increasing
radicalisation of black politics, spearheaded by the ANC and its allies, had narrowed Buthelezi’s

political options to the extent that he was walking a political tightrope.>*

However, these conclusions are expressed in very broad terms and are asserted rather than
demonstrated. Marks, for instance, does not show how Inkatha perceived its circumstances, and
does not illustrate in detail how Buthelezi’s attempts to walk a political tightrope manifested itself in
his political approach. Indeed, these accounts were all written before the end of the 1980s. This
chapter will draw upon original primary source research to give a more detailed and reliable account
of Inkatha’s approach to the involvement of the ANC in political change, and how it sought to
achieve its political objectives. In doing so, it will build upon previous chapters to demonstrate more
clearly than before the extent to which Buthelezi perceived his political ambitions to be challenged
by the prevailing conditions of power contestation, and how this perception shaped, and was

reflected in, Inkatha’s politics.
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A major ambiguity in Buthelezi’s politics was that despite his strident opposition to the ANC and his
claim that they were the enemies of black democracy, he nevertheless demanded the release of
black political prisoners and the unbanning of the ANC before he would participate in negotiations
with the National Party. In the light of what has been highlighted above, it must be considered that
one of the key reasons for this paradoxical stance was that Buthelezi perceived his legitimacy and
the legitimacy of any non-revolutionary, peaceful, negotiated settlement were dependent on these
conditions being fulfilled. Indeed, this might explain Buthelezi’s calls for Black Unity and a multi-
strategy approach. Adam and Moodley argue that the status of the ANC and Nelson Mandela was
such that ‘President Botha remains as much a prisoner of Nelson Mandela as vice versa’. For them,
Buthelezi’s insistence that Nelson Mandela be released was due to the risk that otherwise he would

be dismissed as a ‘collaborator’.>%®

In fact, Buthelezi often expressed the view that no negotiation process would be viable or
sustainable if black political organisations such as the ANC remained unable to participate and
leaders such as Nelson Mandela remained in prison. Furthermore, the continued restriction of black
democracy would contribute to the further radicalisation of South African politics. The Inkatha
leader argued to an American official that the ANC benefited from the sympathy generated by its
banning and the imprisonment of Nelson Mandela.>'” Similarly, Buthelezi argued at the University of
Potchefstroom that as long as black democracy was shackled, leaders such as himself would ‘suffer
terrible disadvantages’. Buthelezi asked the audience to consider how the National Party would cope
with the challenge from right-wing politics if Andries Treurnicht and Eugene Terreblanche were put
in prison. How then, he asked, ‘do you expect Black leaders to cope if Dr Nelson Mandela......and
others are in jail?’>!® The necessity of ANC participation in a negotiated solution was emphasised by
Buthelezi on a number of occasions. Buthelezi explained that this was because ‘even if we negotiate
the best possible solution as Blacks and Whites sat around a table, the best that is possible will be
useless unless Black leaders are free to sell the best to the most’.>° Similarly, the Inkatha leader said
that black leaders must be freed because ‘The strength of the masses must be mobilised in support

of whatever the Government is trying to do’.52°
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Despite this perception that the release of jailed leaders and the unbanning of the ANC was a
necessary part of a sustainable negotiated settlement, Buthelezi’s demand for these things was
more qualified than appears at first glance. In speaking about the ANC, Buthelezi distinguished
between elements within the organisation. It is noted by historical accounts that although Buthelezi
vehemently criticised the ANC Mission in Exile, he was more positively disposed towards Nelson
Mandela and that this more positive disposition was reflected in Buthelezi’s approach to political
change. Mare and Hamilton argue that ‘Buthelezi’s continued allegiance to the political symbolism of
Nelson Mandela’ had ‘left the door open for an alliance with elements of the ANC’.>?! Moreover,
Jeffery acknowledges that Buthelezi expressed hope of a constructive relationship with the ‘real
ANC’ which he thought was represented by Mandela. She also notes that he said that the release of
Mandela would help improve relations between the ANC, UDF and Inkatha.>*? Indeed, Buthelezi very
often drew a sharp distinction between Mandela and the ANC Mission in Exile. In his testimony to
the British Foreign Affairs Committee, the Inkatha President declared that he had ‘...the deepest
respect for Mr Nelson Mandela and | regard him as a brother in the struggle for liberation.” Buthelezi
stated that 