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Luckhoff reportﬁ. When the KAA again approached the government,
1in February 1937, with the warning that, “"Die toestande op
Velddrift bly cnveranderd en die laaste berigte wat die Kommissie
2ntvang het, bevestig die sortulging dat die Regering hier za.l

moet ingryo om noodlottige gevolge te voorkom”, 1t was dismisszed

with a token donation of 25 for 1ts soup kitchen at Velddr.et-,

Tre newly <reated Department of Social Welfare also made several
ineffectual efforts to tackle the prablem as a welfare ogue., in
Fapbruary 1228 it reguegted the Department of Lands to 1avestigars
nverpcocpulation on the farms at Berg River, but tha latter W3c
anable to take action becauce the land was being sub-let 2y +ha
owner;: In January 1939 the Department's Seninr Welfare QOffi1c02r

agjailn rairsed the 1ssue of overpopulation, accusing the Smix

q

amily of "uitbuiting van armblanke families" and calling for

rh

d

r

astic legislation:

"om te belet dat onverantwoordelike perscne groot
getalle arm families aanlok en versamel met die doel om
'n lewensbestaan uit sulke mense te maak, sonder om aan

hulle die allernodigste aangeleenthede te verskaf vir n
redelike beskaafde lewe" = .

- gtate Archives; HEN 1512, 180\1\24, C. wvon Bonde to the Secretary for
Commerce and Industries, 6 April 1936 & Secretary for Commerce and Industries
to the Secretary for Labour and Social Welfare, 16 September 1936 and DRC
Archives; SKDB S13, 2\b\1, Minister of Labour to A.D. Luckhoff, 22 July 1936.

‘2 DRC Archives; SKDB S13, 2\b\1, A.D. Luckhoff to the Minister of the
Interior & National Health, 11 February 1937 and Minister of Mines, Education
and Labour & Social Welfare to A.D. Luckhoff, 12 February 1937 & 1 March 1937.

‘B gtate Archives; LDE 4733, 19784\15, Secretary for Lands to the
Secretary for Social Welfare, 28 October 1338 and Cape Archives; 1\PKB 6\1\13,
15\1\16, Secretary Department of ‘Lands to the Magistrate Piketbherg, 14 June
1938, Magistrate Piketberg to the District Commandant SAP Paarl, 20 June 1938,
L.J. Jones to the District Commandant SAP Paarl, 4 July 1938 and Magistrate
Piketberg to the Secretary for Lands, 11 July 1938.

3 State Archives; LDE 4733, 19784\15, Senior Welfare Officer to the
Secretary for Social Welfare, 5 January 1939. Also Cape Archives; 1\PKB,
6\1\10 13\2\3, Senior Assistant Health Officer to the Secretary for Public
Health, 2 March 1933 and Under-Secretary for Public Health to the Magistrate
Piketberg, 23 October 1935.
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Drastic legislation was 1indeed in the pipeline by 1938, but it

came not from the Department of_Social Welfare, but from the

Department of Commerce and Industries and looked to the market

rather than state welfare as the salvation of the beleaguered

Berg River community.

The Sea Fisheries Act of 1940 aimed at the comprehensive

development of the inshore fisheries as a whole rather than a

piecemeal approach to isoclated problem areas, such as St Helena

Bay. The long delay in amending the ETSFZ legislation in 1935,

Von Bonde's resistance and the constraints imposed on further

seine fishermen protests by the Department of Commerce and

Industries were indicative of a fundamental shift in state

policy. In the 1920s it was widely believed that underdevelopment

. of the inshore fisheries was due to a lack of adegquate harbour

facilities which discouraged investment in motorisation and new

fishing technology and constrained productivitywq With increased

state intervention in the fisheries in the 1930s, the continued

backwardness of the inshore sector offended the modernisation

186

ethos of state scientists and bureaucrats alike™ . The latter

pointed out that "adequate shelters for the fishing craft are not

sufficient in themselves, if the actual practical methods of

fishing do not show concomitant developments"wl By 1934 the

inshore fisheries employed 90% of all fishermen and 95% of

185 Union of South Africa Debates of the House of Assembly, 13 February to
15 April 1925, vol.3, cols.458-480; Union of South Africa, Fisheries and
Marine Biological Survey Report No.d4, 1923-1925, pp.iv-v; Union of South
Africa, Fishing Harbours Committee, General Observations and Conclusions in
respect to the Fishing Industry of the Cape Province, 1927, pp.76-77 and Union
of South Africa, Fisheries and Marine Biological Survey Report No.8, 1931,
pp.8-10.

% ygnion of South Africa Fisheries and Marine Biological Survey Report
No.10, 1932, pp.26-28 and Union of South Africa Fisheries and Marine
Biological Survey Report No.12, 1934, pp.d2-44.

g7 Union of South Africa Fisheries and Marine Biological Survey Report
No.10, 1932, p.28.
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all fishing craft. Despite this, less than 10% of the fleet was

motorised and it accounted for anly 50% of the total Unio

~
o]
)

catch™ The need for "more efficient methods of fishing and the

emplovment 2f up to date equipment” was gelf-evident, but, as +th
1

Board cf Trade and Industries exzplained in 1934, "The impeortanc

~
i

=y

sf effective fizhing gear 1s thoroucghly realised by the Tinzhore!

fichkermaen, but they are too poor to buy their own boatg” . Th
Cocard agor:ibed the lank of investment capital in the rnonor

and the fact that ficherme

1ad no means of zftoring their catch and were thus "at the mer:oy

«

Thizs new understanding shaped central state thinking on the

rnishore fisheries until the Second World War. Maodernisation was

no longer sought colely through the provision of infrastructure

but also by strengthening the inshore fishermen's posgsition in th

market . Pretoria proposed establishing co-operative societ

b
t1]

1

’

D

linked to a national selling organisation to overcome the

scattered nature, lack of organisation and predominance of =smal

producers with a notoriously "conservative disposition” in

inshore fishinng It was impressed by the success of co
operatives both in addressing the "poor white problem” at home
such as the Hereford scheme in the Transvaal, and modernising th

United States fisheries through the provision of credit

)

jap]
v

)

Board of Trade and Industries Report No.180: The Fishing Industry, .
1934, pp.38-39.

2 1bid.

Ibid., pp.d44-45.
Ibid., pp.84-87. Also Union of South Africa, Fisheries and Marine

Biological Survey Reports No.9-17, 1932-1939 for ongoing harbour construction
during the 1930s.

-2 Board of Trade and Industries Report No.180: The Fishing Industry,
1934, pp.36-39 & B4-87 and Union of South Africa Fisheries and Marine
Biological Survey Report No.13, 1935, p.32.
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education and infrastructure and the elimination of damaging
competitionﬁz The co-operative idea was given legislative
expression 1in the Sea Fisheries Act of 1240 which made provision
for the proclamation of =so-called Fish Marketing Improvement
Areas (FMIAs), the establishment of co-operatives with the sole

right to receive and market all fish landed in such areas and a

levy of e per catch on all non-members as an "inducement” ta
5 . .

join . The co-operatives were to be linked to a central 20—

operative society in Cape Town through proportional

representation?i The central co-operative would control the
selling of the fish "to get surplus from the coastal fishing
centres to Cape Town for distribution either in Cape Town ot up

o

country” and create a "marketing unit” able to compete with the

trawling industry in the national fresh fish marketF%

Central state intervention in the inshore fisheries after 1934
was thus gqualitatively different to the provincial state, being
solely concerned with development wvia modernisation and the
creation of a unified marketing entity capable of competing

effectively for a share of the Union market under the umbrella of

Report of the Select Committee on the Subject of the Fishing Industry

Development Bill, 1944, Evidence of C. von Bonde, pp.27-56.

194

" Union of South Africa Report of the Select Committee on the Subject of
the Sea Fisheries Bill, 1939 [S.C.12-'39], Evidence of E.P. Smith, F.P.
Spooner and C. von Bonde, pp.1-6, 15-31 & 82-83; Union of South Africa House
of Assembly Debates 1940, vol.38, cols.3692-3699, 3702-3737 & 3744 and Union
of South Africa Extraordinary Government Gazette No.2749, 10 April 1940, Sea
Fisheries Act, Act No.10 of 1940.

& Report of the Select Committee on the Subject of the Sea Fisheries
Bill, 1939, Evidence of E.P. Smith, F.P. Spooner and C. von Bonde, pp.1-6, 15-

31 & 82-83

% 1bid.
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6: THE SECOND WORLD WAR

Robin Lees titled her <chapter on the ‘inshore fisheries in the

Second World War "Into the Melting Pot", explaining that

*"At the start of the Second World War, South African
inshore fisheries were nearly 300 years old - yet still
insignificant. But during the next five vyears, world
events provided the sparks which were to ignite the latent
fires of prosperity. Just as the French Revolutionary Wars
had stimulated research into food preservation, so this
war gave food, and particularly preserved food, a premium
value. Traditional "sources were disrupted or fell into
enemy hands - and armies had to be fed consistently and
well”' .

On the one hand, Lees is merely restating an accepted truism
about the relationship between the wartime disruption of imports
and the growth of secondary industry% On the other, she implies
that "igniting the latent fires of prosperity"” was a simple and
trouble-free process, the natural next step in fishing capital's
pre-ordained forward march of progress. Such a glib, after-the-
fact assumption, made from the vantage point of the late 1960s
with the benefit of hindsight and two decades of post-war
development in canning and by-products production, belies the
extent to which wartime industrialisation in the inshore
fisheries was a difficult and highly contested process. Whilst
the Second World War certainly provided the Union canning
industry with virtually free access to the local market for the
first time in its history, the "melting pot" of global conflict
was an insufficient solvent to erase the previous half century of

troubled development. The formalisation of relations between the

! R. Lees Fishing for Fortunes, p.100.

! See for example D. Hobart Houghton The South African Economy (London,

1969), p.112 ff.; B. Bozzoli The Political Nature of a Ruling Class, p. 143
ff.; G. Bloch "The Development of Manufacturing Industry in South Africa,
1939-1969” (Unpublished MA thesis, UCT, 1980) and D. Innes Anglo: Anglo
American and the Rise of Modern South Africa (Johannesburg, 1984), p.118 ff.
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