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Abstract

Focussing on AAS le Fleur I (1867-1941), the Griqua, and post-apartheid Khoe-San revivalism, the
dissertation examines changes in the articulation of Khoe-San identities in South Africa. It shows the
significance of shifting political, cultural and ideological power relations on the articulation of Khoe-San
identities, and by extension on the subjectivities of ethno-‘racial’ underclasses. It shows the complexity of
Griqua subjectivities (and socio-political behaviour) generated and reshaped in intercultural environments and
subjected to multiple and contending discourses, manifested acutely in AAS le Fleur. Whilst colonial somatic
and cultural discrimination engendered distancing from Khoe-Sanness and the assumption of alternative
(Christian, Bastaard and Coloured) identities, the emergence of Griqua polities and identities in the early
1800s allowed for the maintenance of an awareness of a Khoekhoe indigenous heritage. Broader socio-
political and legislative developments influenced the configuration and reconfiguration of elements in Griqua
identities, with different elements of their heritage tending to be emphasized under different historical periods
and political regimes. Discrimination against ‘Natives’ under White regimes encouraged Griqua to affirm that
they had partial non-indigenous origin, to locate the Griqua category within the Coloured category suggesting
distance from ‘Nativeness’ and proximity to Whiteness, whilst varyingly acknowledging having some
Khoekhoe heritage. However, the official consolidation of the association of the Griqua and Coloured
categories allowed Griqua nationalists to ambivalently disassociate the Griqua category from Colouredness
during apartheid (1948-1994) and to promote Griqua ethno-national specificity. With the ending of apartheid,
and the attendant reconfiguration of political, cultural and ideological relations, the Coloured category lost
much of the psychological, socio-economic, ideological and political value it previously conferred, further
inclining Griqua and some Coloureds to distance themselves from a Coloured identity; to (re)affirm an
indigenous heritage; and to promote Khoe-San identities engendering and conferring the geographic
rootedness, sense of belonging, sense of entitlement and ownership, group security, self-esteem, and ethno-
cultural specificity, legitimacy and unity they desired.
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What have we got for our fathers’ sacrifices?

Yes, ours is a cruel history. Here might is right.
AAS le Fleur I, 1927

'Grigua and Coloured People’s Opinion, 18 February 1927.



Chapter 1: Introduction

In the aftermath of the 1994 democratic change in South Africa, a relatively small but growing number of
people previously categorized officially as Coloured, started to promote a Khoe-San indigenous and First
Nation identity — manifesting a process of psychological, cultural and socio-political repositioning within the
national and international order. The affirmation of a Khoekhoe (or ‘Hottentot’) and San (or ‘Bushman’)
heritage was a rarity prior to 1994. There were however individuals who continued to openly acknowledge
and/or affirm their Khoekhoe and San indigenous origins and identities, for example, individuals from the
Griqua, Kalahari San and Nama Khoekhoe communities. After the 1994 democratic change, Khoekhoe and
San identities were increasingly promoted. An overarching Khoe-San identity was also promoted at the same
time, marking thus the appropriation of a term originating in the academy. These identity re-articulations were
attended with aspirations for unity, government recognition, constitutional accommodation and
empowerment. This dissertation explores changes in the articulation of Khoe-San identities and the contexts
of specific identity articulation and re-articulation. The dissertation focus on Griqua identity and the Griqua
under the Griqua National Conference (GNC), established in 1920 by Andrew Abraham Stockenstrom le
Fleur I (1867-1941) who positioned himself with a measure of success as heir of Griqua Chief Adam Kok III
(1811-1875). The GNC played a prominent role within the Griqua socio-political landscape prior to 1994. The
Kranshoek based GNC' also played a significant role in the post-1994 Khoe-San revivalism. The Griqua and
the GNC thus provide a useful avenue for the exploration of the articulation and re-articulation of Khoe-San
identities prior to and after the 1994 democratic change.

Dealing with Griqua identities and the post-apartheid Khoe-San resurgence, the dissertation explores the way
in which certain sections of Khoe-San descent have historically related to their Khoe-San past in articulating a
group identity. Focussing particularly on the Griqua the dissertation also explore how people appropriating an
ethnic identity (i.e. an identity engendering a sense of peopleness) imputing them a Khoekhoe heritage,
without themselves necessarily being of Khoekhoe descent, have related to the Khoe-San past in articulating a
group identity. The dissertation also examines how Griqua have located themselves socially and politically in
articulating a group identity. Given the multiple ethnic heritages of Griqua and post-apartheid Khoe-San
identity claimants, the exploration of their identity articulations necessarily take into account the way they
related to their to their multiple ethnic heritages. The dissertation also necessarily explore the way in which
Griqua and post-apartheid Khoe-San identity claimants related to non-Griqua and non-Khoe-San group
categories that were crucial for defining or distinguishing Griquaness and post-apartheid Khoe-Sanness.
Given the prominence of the GNC in the Griqua and Khoe-San socio-political landscape, both before and
after 1994, a study of the GNC is essential for understanding Griqua and South African Khoe-San identity
politics. To understand the socio-political conduct of the GNC, a study of its founder, Andrew Abraham
Stockenstrom le Fleur I, is essential. To understand Le Fleur and his influence on the orientation of Griqua
under the GNC, it is essential to understand his behaviour and ideas as they were shaped and transformed
from the late 1800s onwards, particularly since his ascent in Griqua politics in East Griqualand in 1894. With
the articulation of Griqua identities explored in the context of changing power relations between socio-
cultural assemblages, the dissertation shows how different socio-political landscapes in South Africa fostered
particular relations between cultures, discourses, ideologies affecting subjective orientations and identity
articulations. The dissertation shows general identity shifts and cultural, discursive and ideological orientation
and reorientation engendered by shifting political landscapes. The dissertation also shows contextual shifts in
identity articulation engendered by changes within specific political orders.

' The GNC split in two organizations bearing the same name in 1969. The head office of the bigger faction (referred to as
the Kranshoek based GNC in this study) remained at Kranshoek (in Plettenberg Bay) where Paramount Chief Andrew
AS le Fleur II, the head of the faction, also resided until his death in 2004. A le Fleur was succeeded by his son Allan.
The head office of the smaller faction (referred to as the Knysna based GNC) was moved to The Grags (near Plettenberg
Bay). The head of this faction, Eric le Fleur, who assumed the title of volkspresident, resided in Knysna. After his death
in 1989 E le Fleur was succeeded by his oldest son, Anthony.



Population terms

European (or White) domination and cultural chauvinism in South Africa generated and invested population
categories with negative and disparaging connotations. Categories like ‘Bantu’, ‘Bushman’, ‘Hottentot’ and
‘Native’ became associated with inferiority and primitivism. As such these categories became offensive,
inclining some people to use alternative terms. Thus, some preferred to use ‘African’ instead of ‘Bantu’ or
‘Native’, as suggested in the name shift of the South African Native National Congress (formed in 1912) to
African National Congress in 1923. Sensitive scholars preferred to use to use ‘Khoikhoi’ instead of
‘Hottentot’ and San instead of ‘Bushman’.

Though intentions of scholars were noble, the association of the ‘Bantu’ and ‘Native’ categories and the
substitution of these two terms with ‘African’, invested the term ‘African’ with an exclusivity that was liable
to ironically reinforce the ethno-‘racial’ order that some wished to subvert. Just like the association of the
Coloured category with people who were neither Bantu-speaking nor White during the 1900s could obscure
the multiple deployments of the category in the 1800s, the substitution of ‘Bantu’, ‘Native’, and ‘African’ had
a potential to obscure the multiple historical meanings and ambiguity of the ‘Native’ category (as shown in
subsequent chapters).

Scholarly substitution of ‘Bantu’/‘Native’ with an unqualified African category (invested with exclusiveness)
made Khoe-San categories and Khoe-San descendants as well as people from other ethno-cultural
backgrounds not absorbed into Bantu-speaking communities liable to be excluded from the African category.
The category of African is used in this study to embrace all people indigenous to Africa. Where there is a
need, a distinction is made, for example, between Khoe-San and Bantu-speaking Africans.

The 1994 democratic transition contributed to a rethinking of what it meant to be African in South Africa.
Some of those who were excluded from the general deployment of the term ‘African’ prior to 1994 became
more open to use it self-referentially after the 1994 democratic change. There term ‘African’ was steadily
detached from exclusive association with Bantu-speakers. The term also became somewhat detached from
exclusive association with people considered to be indigenous to Africa. Being African was being steadily
associated with geographic location. The steady tendency to use the African category inclusively was
exemplified by Deputy President Thabo Mbeki’s “I am an African” speech on the occasion of the adoption of
a new constitution for South Africa on 8 May 1996:

I am an African. I owe my being to the Khoi and the San ... . I am formed of the migrants who left Europe to
find a new home on our native land. ... In my veins courses the blood of the Malay slaves who came from the
East. ... I am the grandchild of the warrior men and women that Hintsa and Sekhukhune led, the patriots that
Cetshwayo and Mphephu took to battle, the soldiers Moshoeshoe and Ngungunyane taught never to dishonour
the cause of freedom. ... I come of those who were transported from India and China ... . Being part of all these
people, and in the knowledge that none dare contest that assertion, I shall claim that I am an African! We are
assembled here today to mark their victory in acquiring and exercising their right to formulate their own
definition of what it means to be African. The Constitution whose adoption we celebrate constitutes an
unequivocal statement that we refuse to accept that our Africanness shall be defined by our race, colour, gender
or historical origins.

The impetus to use the African category more broadly was also exemplified by the media projection of Mark
Shuttleworth, a White South African, as the “first African in space” after journeying into space on a Russian
rocket in April 2002.” Though there was growth in the use of ‘African’ in an inclusive sense, during the first

* Statement of Deputy President Thabo Mbeki, on behalf of the African National Congress, on the occasion of the
adoption of “The Republic of South Africa Constitution Bill 1996 by the Constitutional Assembly, Cape Town, 8
May 1996, http://www.info.gov.za/speeches/1996/960819_23196.htm (accessed March 2005).

3 “The top 100 newsmakers of 2002”, IOL, 27 December 27 2002,
http://www.iol.co.za/index.php?set_id=1&click_id=13&art_id=i011040987657942T152 (accessed March 2005).



decade after the 1994 democratic transition the category was still used much in a restricted sense, as reflected
in the population census of 1996 which distinguished between “African/Black”, “Coloured”, “Indian/Asian”,
and “White”.* The use of the term “Black African” in the 2001 census reflected a perception that there were
‘Africans’ who were not ‘Black’ and that it was problematic to restrict the category of ‘African’ to Bantu-
speakers.” The term ‘Black’ has been used in diverse ways throughout the history of South Africa. It was at
times used in reference to all people not considered White. It was also used in a more restricted sense to refer
to especially Bantu-speaking Africans. During the course of the twentieth century the term was used very
much in a restricted sense by government officials and members of the public. The emergence of the ideology
Black Consciousness in the late 1960s encouraged a more inclusive use of the term amongst subordinated
communities.’ Although post-1994 (African National Congress) government officials often used ‘Black’ in
reference to all people considered not White,” the censuses of 1996 and 2001 also reflected an inclination
amongst government official to use the term in a restricted sense.

Offensive categories like ‘Hottentot’ and ‘Bushman’ are used in inverted commas in this study. Alternative
terms like Khoekhoe and San or Khoe-San are also used. The term ‘Khoe-San’ is a variation of ‘Khoisan’ or
‘Khoi-San’/‘KhoiSan’. Like ‘Khoisan’, it reflects the view amongst some academics and some people who
identity themselves as Khoekhoe and San that although the Khoekhoe and the San have a shared ancestry and
some cultural commonalities, there were differences in language, culture, livelihoods and identity between the
two warranting separate terms to designate them, granting that there was some mobility between livelihoods,
languages, cultures and identities. The term ‘Khoe-San’ (or KhoeSan/KhoiSan) also reflects the view or ideal
amongst some who identify themselves as Khoekhoe and San that the San should not be subordinated to, or
subsumed within the Khoekhoe politically and linguistically (as in Khoisan or Khoesan). Those San who
reject the “the idea of the Khoisan people, terming it a political ploy by non-San-speaking people” particularly
the Cape Khoekhoe, Nama and the Griqua, “to continue subjugating their unique culture”,® would also be
inclined to reject the term Khoe-San. Differential marginalization between Khoe-San, and the relative
privileged socio-economic and educational position of many Khoekhoe in relation to San, and concern about
San domination by Khoekhoe, together with attempts (by San activists and White led San developmental
agencies) at maximizing international developmental funding for the San — projected as ultra-marginalized
and exploited — encouraged the use of ‘Khoe and San’ instead of ‘Khoe-San’ (or Khoisan).

The term ‘Khoisan’ (or rather ‘Koisan’) was coined around 1928 by Leonard Schultze as a collective category
for the early southern African hunter-gathering and herding peoples. ‘Khoekhoe’ in Nama, is regarded as a
more accurate linguistic rendering than ‘Khoikhoi’. ‘San’ is used by many scholars to refer to the early
inhabitants of southern Africa who spoke click languages and lived by hunting and gathering in
contradistinction to Khoe-speaking herders. Hunter-gathering communities tended to be referred to as San by
Khoekhoe herders. Hunter-gathering communities, which spoke other than a Khoe language, did not
historically refer to themselves as San but used more narrow group names in reference to themselves. ‘San’
had a plurality of meaning (in Nama). It could historically be used to refer to people who lived by foraging, to
people with a low socio-economic or lineage status or to robbers. People who lived by hunting and gathering
tended to be referred to as ‘Bushmen’ by White colonists whilst herders tended to be referred to as
‘Hottentots’. Some people reject the term ‘San’ and prefer to be called ‘Bushmen’. Translated from Nama the
singular ‘Khoe’ suggests ‘man’, ‘human’ or ‘person’. Combined Khoekhoe suggest ‘men of men’ or ‘people’.

* Statistics South Africa: The people of South Africa. Population Census, 1996, Definitions, Report no. 03-01-14,
(Statistics SA: Pretoria, 1998), p. 16.

> Statistics South Africa: Census 2001: Primary tables South Africa. Census 96 and 2001 compared, Report no. 03-02-
04 (Pretoria: Statistics SA, 2004).

® The shifting meaning of ‘Black’ is, to some extent, reflected in subsequent chapters.

" E.g. Address of President Thabo Mbeki, at the reburial of Sarah Bartmann at Hankey, Eastern Cape, 9 August 2002,
http://www.info.gov.za/speeches/2002/02081209461001.htm (accessed March 2005).

¥ Mail & Guardian, 26 April, 2001.



Khoekhoe from the Cape peninsula used a dialectical variant of the Nama Khoekhoe in referring to
themselves, as suggested, for example by Jan Riebeeck’s rendering of their self-designation as ‘Quena’ in the
1650s.”

Literature review

Although much has been written on the Griqua,'’ very few studies deal directly with Griqua identity.
Exceptions are, for example, the 1980'" and 1983'> government inquiries into the Griqua and Pearl L
Waldman’s 2001 PhD thesis on Griqua “political and socio-cultural identity in the Northern Cape”."
Although studies by Martin Legassick'* and Robert Ross" do not deal directly with Griqua identity, they
reveal well characteristic Griqua socio-cultural and political ambiguity as manifested in the 1800s — stemming
much from their emergence in a colonial intercultural juncture. The government inquiries of 1980 and 1983
reveal much about Griqua identities during the 1970s and 1980s but not much about the preceding articulation
of Griqua identities. Focussing much on Griquatown, Waldman’s study'® shows the potential of in-depth
localized studies in revealing regional specificities in the articulation of Griqua identities. Being
anthropological, Waldman’s study does understandably not adequately reveal the ambivalent historical
relation of the Griqua and Coloured categories as well as Griqua contribution to their official classification as
Coloured prior to 1994. Although giving an account of post-apartheid Griqua factionalism and alliances
within the Griqua socio-political landscape, as well as alliances between Griqua and old and neo-Khoe-San
organizations, Waldman does not examine post-apartheid Griqua and Khoe-San politics of indigeneity.

0

Texts on post-apartheid Khoe-San by Henry Bredekamp,'” Nigel Crawhall'® and Richard Lee" do shed some
light on post-apartheid Khoe-San politics of indigeneity. They all link Khoe-San identity politics to the South

® For discussion on the terms ‘Khoekhoe’ and ‘San’ and ‘Khoisan’, see e.g. Gabriel S Nienaber: Khoekhoense stamname:
'n Voorlopige verkenning (Pretoria: Academia, 1989), pp. 190-212, 616-627, 830-7; Alan Barnard: Hunters and herders
of southern Africa: A comparative ethnography of the Khoisan peoples (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992),
pp- 8-9; Richard Elphick: Khoikhoi and the founding of White South Africa (Johannesburg: Ravan Press,1985), pp. 23-8.
'9E.g. Department of Coloured Affairs: “Report of the Interdepartmental Committee of Inquiry into the Identity of the
Griquas” (Mentz Report), 27 October 1980; PC 2/1983, Report of the Constitutional Committee of the President’s
Council on the needs and demands of the Griquas (Cape Town: Government Printer, 1983); William Dower: The early
annals of Kokstad and Griqualand East (Pietermaritzburg: Natal University Press, 1978); Samuel J Halford: The
Griquas of Griqualand: A historical narrative of the Griqua people, their rise, progress, and decline (Cape Town: Juta,
n.d); Martin C Legassick: “The Griqua, the Sotho-Tswana, and the missionaries, 1989-1840: The politics of a frontier
zone” (PhD thesis, University of California, Los Angeles, 1969); Robert Ross: Adam Kok’s Griquas: A study in the
development of stratification (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1976); Karel Schoeman: The Griqua captaincy
of Philippolis, 1826-1861(Pretoria: Protea Book House, 2002); Pearl L Waldman: “The Griqua conundrum: Political and
socio-cultural identity in the Northern Cape, South Africa” (PhD thesis, University of the Witwatersrand, 2001).

"' Mentz Report.

"> PC 2/1983.

"> Waldman: “Griqua conundrum”.

14 Legassick: “The Griqua, the Sotho-Tswana, and the missionaries”.

' Ross: Adam Kok’s Griquas.

' Waldman: “Griqua conundrum”.

" Henry C Jatti Bredekamp: “Khoisan revivalism and the indigenous peoples issue in post-apartheid South Africa”, in
Alan Barnard and Justin Kenrick (eds.): Afiica’s indigenous peoples: ‘First Peoples’ or marginalized minorities?
(Edinburg: University of Edinburg Press, 2001).

'8 Nigel Crawhall: “San and Khoe rights, identity and language survival in South Africa”, in Gitanjali Maharaj (ed.):
Between unity and diversity: Essays on nation-building in post-apartheid South Africa (Cape Town: David Philip &
Idasa, 1999), pp. 33-57; Crawhall also produced the ILO’s Indigenous peoples of South Africa: Current trends (Geneva:
ILO, 1999).

' Richard B Lee: “Indigenous rights and the politics of identity in post-apartheid southern Africa”, in B Dean and JM
Levi: At the risk of being heard: Identity, indigenous rights, and postcolonial states (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan
Press, 2003).



African democratic transition and the international First Nation indigenous rights movement. Whilst
informative, these texts engage fairly superficially with the dynamics and politics of post-apartheid Khoe-San
identities. They do not deal with intra-Khoe-San politics.

The time-span of this study allows for an appreciation of the historical complexity and shifts in the
articulation of Griqua identities. The dissertation also presents the first full-scale and in-depth academic study
of AAS le Fleur I. A much shorter account on Le Fleur was submitted in 1980 to the Interdepartmental
Committee of Inquiry into the Identity of the Griquas (Menz inquiry).”® Christopher Saunders and Robert
Edgar presented a short informative study on Le Fleur in 1983.*' Henry Bredekamp also availed a short
account of Le Fleur in 2003.* Some of the factual claims in these texts can be adapted by being set against
this dissertation. These short accounts do not explore Le Fleur’s engagement with, and deployment of Griqua
and Coloured identity categories. They also engage inadequately with claims about Le Fleur made by his
contemporaries, particularly the rumours of his seditious activities. The study submitted to the Mentz
committee in particular is somewhat marred by an uncritical usage of claims about Le Fleur made by his
contemporaries. An understanding of the complexity of Le Fleur is much enhanced by an in-depth full-scale
study.

Although the engagement with the post-apartheid Khoe-San resurgence in this dissertation offers an academic
study that is more in-depth than previous ones dealing with the resurgence,” much can still be explored about
the resurgence, especially from a comparative perspective. The understanding of Le Fleur, Griqua identities,
and the post-apartheid Khoe-San resurgence, might also be enhanced through a psychological investigation.

Operative concepts

The 1990-1993 process of transition to a democratic order not only allowed for the re-articulation of group
identities but also created space of for scholars to engage anew with ethnicity in South Africa. Whilst anti-
apartheid scholars® were somewhat inclined to project ethnic identities as colonial and apartheid
impositions,” not wishing to provide support for apartheid ethno-‘racial’ segmentation, after 1990 these
scholars became more open to explore the agency of historically subordinate people in the development of
their ethnic identities.”® Postcolonial theory also opened scholars to the agency of marginalized groups in the
constitution of their identities, the (potential) fluidity and openness of identity, as well as the function of
discourse in the constitution of identities.”” The conception of identity and the deployment of discourse in

20 «Andrew Abraham Stockenstrom le Fleur en die Griekwa-reformatoriese beweging”, in Mentz report, Annexure B,
“Historical background”, chapter 5.

! Robert Edgar and Christopher Saunders: “A.A.S le Fleur and the Griqua trek of 1917: Segregation, self-help, and
ethnic identity”, International Journal of African Historical Studies, 15, 2 (1982), pp. 201-220.

* Henry Bredekamp: “The dead bones of Adam Kok”, in Annari van der Merwe and Paul Faber (eds.): Group portrait
South Africa: Nine family histories (Cape Town: Kwela Books, 2003).

» E.g. Bredekamp: “Khoisan revivalism and the indigenous peoples issue in post-apartheid South Africa”; Lee:
“Indigenous rights and the politics of identity in post-apartheid southern Africa”.

* Whilst subordinated people comprised those who were not White, academics (whether pro- or anti-apartheid) were
predominantly White during apartheid.

> This was especially the case in regard to Coloured identity.

% For reflections on the post-1990 reassessment of ethnicity, see e.g. Stuart Douglas: “Reflections on state intervention
and the Schmidtsdrift Bushmen”, Journal of Contemporary African Studies, 15, 1 (1997), pp. pp. 45-66; Steven Robins:
“Anthropology and the problems of alterity and location”, Social Dynamics, 22, 2 (1996), pp. 15-21; John Sharp and
Stuart Douglass: “Prisoners of their reputation? The veterans of the ‘Bushman’ Battalions in South Africa”, in Pippa
Skotnes (ed.): Miscast: Negotiating the presence of the Bushmen (Cape Town: UCT Press, 1996), pp. 323-9; E Wilmsen,
S Dubow and J Sharp: “Introduction: Ethnicity, identity and nationalism in southern Africa”, Journal of Southern
African Studies, 20, 3 (1994), pp. 347-353.

! For poststructuralist and postcolonial inspired engagements with identity in South Africa, see e.g. Stuart Douglas:
“Reflections on state intervention and the Schmidtsdrift Bushmen”; Zimitri Erasmus and Edgar Pieters: “Conceptualising
Coloured identities in the Western Cape Province of South Africa”, in Mai Palmberg (ed.): National identity and



postcolonial theory reflect the influence of postmodernism and poststructuralism — stressing the plurality and
instability of meaning (and subjecthood or identity) and the mediation of reality through discourse.
Poststructuralism and postcolonialism also encourage the exploration of group identities and politics of the
colonized/subordinated in terms of their location between “dominant discourses and resistance discourses”, as
exemplified by Thiven Reddy:

The politics and collective identities of the subaltern involves negotiating between these two sets of discourses.
The subjective position they assume depends on the balance of political forces in the ongoing struggles between
the dominant and themselves. Their location between dominant and resistance discourses manifests itself in at
times contradictory but always complex subjectivity.”®

As shown in subsequent chapters, the Griqua and Khoe-San were influenced by a multiplicity of discourses,
some of which might be described as ‘dominant’, ‘resistant’ or ‘oppositional’ making for divergent and often
ambiguous socio-cultural and political positioning. In taking into consideration the impact of divergent
discourses, as well as the agency of Griqua and post-apartheid Khoe-San identity claimants in the
development of their identities, this study manifests scholarly shifts in the exploration of South African ethnic
identities. The study assumes that identity creation is dialogical and potentially conflictual.

This study has been varyingly influenced, at a conceptual level, by postcolonial and poststructuralist derived
ideas. Notions of co-existence/co-presence and fusion (of opposites, differences), entanglement,
disentanglement (of ideas, values, cultures) and ambivalence (stemming from the articulation of differing
cultures, discourses and ideologies) have influenced the writer’s thinking on Griqua and Khoe-San identity
articulation within different socio-political orders. Whilst different discourses, ideologies and identities may
contend for specific socio-political and cultural orders, different socio-political orders themselves foster
particular relations between cultures, discourses, ideologies impacting in turn on the articulation of identities.
Shifting political landscapes or power relations may, depending on social location of subjects foster cultural,
discursive, ideological and identity reorientation, consolidation, disentanglement, entanglement or re-
entanglement.

Poststructuralism and postcolonialism

Varyingly influenced by poststructuralism and postcolonialism, this study may thus be drawing on,
appropriating and deploying enabling and disabling or limiting qualities of these intellectual currents. A brief
reflection on these intellectual currents might thus be useful in locating this study intellectually.

Poststructuralism is intimately associated with deconstruction and postmodernism. There may be much
similarity between postmodernism, poststructuralism and postcolonialism but also significant differences, as
elaborated by Bill Aschroft: “The postmodern project of deconstructing the master discourses of European
Enlightenment is much like the post-colonial task of dismantling the discursive effects of European
imperialism”. Both can “be seen to be discursive elaborations of postmodernity. This is because
Enlightenment humanism (the target of postmodernism) and European imperialism (the target of post-colonial
transformation) are both strategic, and interconnected, features of modernity”. The two are however

very different elaborations of postmodernity, because only one — the post-colonial — challenges the essential
Eurocentrism of modernity itself. While one replaces the human individual with the discursive notion of a

democracy in Africa (Human Science Research Council and Mayibuye Centre of the University of the Western Cape,
1999), pp.167-187; Zimitri Erasmus (ed.): Coloured by history, shaped by place: Perspectives on Coloured identities in
the Cape (Cape Town: Kwela, 2001); Thiven Reddy: Hegemony and resistance: Contesting identities in South Africa
(Aldershot: Ashgate, 2000); Steven Robins: “Transgressing the borderlands of tradition and modernity: Identity, cultural
hybridity and land struggles in Namaqualand (1980-94)”, Journal of Contemporary African Studies, 15, 1 (1997), pp. 23-
43.
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subject, the other emphasizes the material context and worldliness of cultural texts. While one operates within
Eurocentrism, the other undermines it. While one finds itself drawn into the unproductive possibilities of the
play of the sign, the other emphasizes the political function of signification. While one emphasizes the existence
of reality effects, the other emphasizes the urgent material consequences of those effects.”

Postcolonialism or postcolonial thinking (or at least some post-colonial strands) engages with the ways in
which colonized peoples appropriated and transformed colonial cultural power to empower themselves; it
points to the composite cultures produced and transformed by colonized peoples within the context of
colonialism. Postcolonialism can itself be viewed as an interfused theoretical complex drawing on various
intellectual traditions and transforming appropriated ideas for the development transformative critiques (i.e.
critiques aimed at fostering change) of colonialism or neo-colonialism.*

The ideas and thinking on which postcolonialism draws, may, like the theoretical complex itself, be products
of inter-cultural, inter-epistemic and inter-discursive articulation brought about through colonialism. In the
words of Robert Young:

Such a theory has tended to layer and combine a heterogeneous array of western and non-western thought, to
draw on theoretical positions that are already irredeemably a mixture of the two ... .The kinds of theory from
which postcolonial critique has developed are ... derived from earlier founding moments of anti-colonial
thought, which was itself a hybrid construction. The theory and practice of postcolonialism has ... a long history
of varied genealogies ... . As a result, postcolonial theory produces a curiously fragmented and hybrid
theoretical language that mirrors and repeats the changing forms of a central object of its analytic experience:
conflictual cultural interaction.”

Postcolonialism, it seems, “layer and combine a heterogeneous array of western and non-western thought”
disproportionately. It appears that postcolonialism combine very much Western derived thinking and
language, particularly poststructuralism, with the emancipative aspirations of those subjected to Western
forms of control and domination, in much the same way as currents like liberalism and Marxism have been
appropriated and re-deployed or adapted for the emancipative goals of the colonized, with the substance of the
thinking remaining very much Western derived. Some scholars take it for granted that postcolonialism draws
heavily on Western/European derived intellectual trends like Marxism, psychoanalysis and poststructuralism
and that it is as such in the main a Western inspired way of thinking (in part a re-radicalization of
postmodernism) deployed in Western academies for Western orientated academics; that its deployment
manifest intellectual dependency on the West; that postcolonialism is thus a re-manifestation of Western
intellectual and cultural ‘imperialism’ even if used for subverting other manifestations of Western
(intellectual, cultural, political or economic) ‘imperialism’.*> Some scholars view post-colonialism not merely
as a re-manifestation of Western intellectual domination but also as being favourable for Western or capitalist
economic domination. In the words of E San Juan:

Hybridity, heterogenous and discrepant lifestyles, local knowledges, cyborgs, borderland scripts — such slogans
tend to obfuscate the power of transnational ideology and practice of consumerism and its dehumanizing
effects. Postcolonial discourse generated in “First World” academies turns out to be one more product of

flexible, post-Fordist capitalism, not its antithesis”. >

¥ Bill Ashcroft: On Post-colonial futures: Transformation of colonial culture (London: Continuum, 2001), p. 140.

3 On the multiplicity of intellectual traditions on which post-colonialism draws, see e.g. Robert Young: Postcolonialism:
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Situating postcolonialism “within the framework of the structural crisis of international capitalism”, and
lamenting the “reduction of political economy” and the “facts of exploitation across the categories of race,
gender and class, to the status of discourse and intertextuality”, San Juan reasons that by ‘‘ignoring or
discounting the actual efforts of “Third World” communities to survive the havoc of global imperialism,
postcolonial critics and their subtle stratagems only serve the interests of the global status quo, in particular
the asymmetry between North and South”’. He also reason that the “textualism™ of postcolonialism “void the
history of people’s resistance to imperialism” and “liquidate popular memory”.**

Scholars may however stand in varying relations to postmodernism and poststructuralism, appropriating and
deploying such thought to varying degrees and thus potentially vary in their Western dependency and (over-
)determination. In as much as the operation of currents like liberalism, Marxism, postmodernism,
poststructuralism and postcolonialism in a South African or broader African context may be manifestations of
the reconfiguration of Western cultural and intellectual and ‘imperialism’, they might nevertheless also be
usefully appropriated and redeployed.

Discourse

Given the operation of the notion of discourse in this study, the delimitation of its use many be useful. In
deploying the term discourse through the dissertation, for example, in reference to segregation, apartheid or
First Nation rights, the writer has in mind practice implicated and value imbued ways of thinking locating
entities in particular ways and positing particular relations for them. Thus conceived discourses are implicated
in the production, reproduction or transformation of identities and social relations.

As inspired by a Foucauldian kind of thinking, discourses may be conceived as practice-implicated ensembles
of interconnected concepts and statements (regulated through codes and assumptions) shaping the way
subjects or objects are conceived. Assumptions and codes conditioning the formation concepts and statements
may be varyingly discernable. That is, some may be fairly easily discernable and others not. With culture
conceived as symbolic ensembles (or ensembles of meaning), discourses can be seen as products (or
permutations) of culture. As ensembles of symbolic expressions (concepts and statements), discourses could
be modes of knowledge manifested in representation or communication (e.g. talking or writing), constituted in
the context of specific conditions or specific practices (e.g. imperialism, colonialism, anti-colonialism, legal
practice, medical practice). Constituted in the context of specific conditions or specific practices, discourses
are subject to power relations, power struggles and ideology.”” Power struggles can occur both in and between
discourses. ;Ehe appropriation and articulation of discursive elements may be influenced by the social location
of subjects.’

Discourse and ideology

A discourse may be similar to an ideology in comprising of interconnected statements or beliefs that serves
the interest of a particular group or class. A discourse is however not necessarily reducible to particular class
interests; it does not necessarily have inherent political or ‘ideological’ values. The same discourse may be
used by groups with different, even contradictory interests.”” For example, although the practice of
segregation ultimately served to sustain White domination, segregation thinking (also manifested in this study
in Griqua thinking, particularly in AAS le Fleur I’s promotion of Griqua-Coloured resettlement schemes) was
also offered by some of its proponents as a means of benefiting ethno-‘racial’ underclasses socially,
economically and culturally. Segregation discourse was, as such, deployed for divergent political or

3 San Juan: Beyond postcolonial theory, pp. 3, 7, 22.
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ideological ends. Ideologies can thus operate as threads within a wider discourse. ‘‘[Dlifferent types of
discourse in different social domains or institutional settings may come to be politically or ideologically
‘invested’ in particular ways. This implies that types of discourse may also come to be invested in different
ways — they may come to be ‘reinvested’*’.*® Ideologies may be (continually) built into various dimensions of
discursive practices and so contribute to the production, reproduction or transformation of relations of
domination.”

Discursive demarcation

A discourse may, as like culture, be dividable into segments or levels and thus into discursive strands or sub-
discourses according to different orientations within a discourse. The demarcation of a discourse or of
discursive levels and strands may ultimately depend upon the objectives and analytical tools used. As Norman
Fairclough puts it, “there is not, and could not be, a determinate list of genres, styles or discourses ... . [W]e
are constantly faced with what often appear to be rather arbitrary decisions (influenced by the point of
departure of one’s analysis) about whether something is or is not a separate instance of one of these types”.*

A discourse may be merged into another in a complex way. One discourse could also be contained within the
matrix of another. Different discourses (or elements from them), could, as suggested in the study of AAS le
Fleur, be variously combined or used alternatively by subjects. Different discourses could be combined under
particular social conditions to produce a new, complex discourse.*' Inspired by historical Griqua aspirations
for landownership and independence, Le Fleur, for example, combined, amongst others, elements from
Christianity, ‘racial’, nationalist and self-help discourses/ideologies in his attempt to forge Griqua-Coloured
nationhood. His Christianity was shaped in contestation with contemporary missionaries and the practice and
teachings in mainstream churches. He challenged bio-racist elements from the ‘racial’ discourse that he
selectively appropriated and combined with his Christianity. His Christianity was infused with a pragmatism
that drew much on the discourse of self-help and self-reliance. Whilst Le Fleur accepted that there were
‘races’ or ‘race-"nations and attached positive value to cultivation of racialized consciousness and pride,
drawing on his theology he was moved to reject the belief that Griqua or Coloureds were inferior to Whites.
Le Fleur instead advocated Griqua-Coloured self-reliance and pride. His theology located the Griqua as
significant entity within a Biblically inspired worldview. Thus, Le Fleur attempted to cultivate positive
Griqua-Coloured self-representations that were inspired by old Griqua ideals and selectively appropriated
elements from dominant and dominating discursive strands to enhance the psychological and social-economic
conditions of Griqua and Coloureds. Le Fleur was involved in the development of a discourse drawing on
elements from different discourses and traditions. Through his appropriation and adaptation of elements from
colonial culture and from different discourses, Le Fleur contributed to the development of a Griqua culture
with varying elements from Khoekhoe and Western culture. Le Fleur thus manifested multi-discursive
appropriation, conditioning as well as a measure of distancing from discourses that he appropriated in forging
and promoting his vision of Griqua-Coloured nationhood. He was both affected by operative discourses but at
the same time also contested certain discursive values.

Discourse, agency and change

The determination or influence of discourses is something that subjects may not usually be aware of. Subjects
might be inclined to perceive themselves as the source of their thinking and conduct which may be very much
effects of discourse. As suggested above, subjects may however varyingly contest and distance themselves
from, and influence operative discourses and related practices.*

¥ Fairclough: Discourse and social change, p. 67.
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[Slubjects are ideologically positioned, but they are also capable of acting creatively to make their own
connections between the diverse practices and ideologies to which they are exposed, and to restructure
positioning practices and structures. The balance between the subject as ideological ‘effect’, and the subject as
active agent, is a variable which depends upon social conditions such as the relative stability of relations of
domination.*

The capacity for discursive distancing and transformation is reflected in, and shaped by the existence of
multiple and contending discourses and ideologies. Individuals may be subject to various (conflicting,
overlapping or intersecting) discourses and ideologies giving them a composite character, as exemplified by
Le Fleur. Shaping by divergent and contending discourses can generate confusion, uncertainty and
ambivalence. The shaping of individuals by multiple discourses and ideologies also engender views and
outlooks that are both a repository of the diverse effects of past discursive and ideological struggles, and a
constant target for restructuring in ongoing struggles.** The dissertation shows, for example, the effects of
pro-establishment and anti-establishment discourses on Griqua identity articulation, political positioning and
the expression of longstanding Griqua ideals. It shows how longstanding Griqua aspiration for land,
valorising past semi-independent Griqua polities associated with Griqua land ownership, was renegotiated in
the context of segregation, apartheid and post-apartheid socio-political orders.

The dissertation assumes that a dialectical potential inheres between subjectivity, discourse and the social
order (structure). “[S]ubjects are in part positioned and constituted in discourse, but they also engage in
practice which contests and restructures the discursive structures (orders of discourse) which position them”.*
Itself shaped by the social world, discourse is also implicated in the constitution of society (social objects,

social subjects, social relations).

On the one hand, discourse is shaped and constrained by social structure in the widest sense and at all levels: by
class and other social relations at a societal level, by the relations specific to particular institutions such as law
or education, by systems of classification, by various norms and conventions of both a discursive and non-
discursive nature, and so forth. On the other hand discourse is socially constitutive. ... Discourse contributes to
the constitution of all those dimensions of social structure which directly or indirectly shape and constrain it; its
own norms and conventions, as well as the relations, identities and institution which lie behind them.*¢

Discourse contributes both to the reproduction of society (social identities, social relationships, systems of
knowledge and belief) and to the transformation of society.”” Embedded in material practices, and implicated
in social reproduction and contestation, discourses would be constantly subjected to transformative
influences.” Discourses may be “unstable equilibria, consisting of elements which are internally
heterogeneous ... the boundaries between which are constantly open to being redrawn as orders of discourse
are articulated and disarticulated and rearticulated in the course of hegemonic struggle”.*” The outcomes of
struggles may be re-articulations of the orders of discourse or relations between discourses. The relation
between elements within a discourse could be rearticulated. Relations between sub-discourses within a
broader discourse could also be rearticulated. The boundaries between elements may shift between relatively
strong or relatively weak.”” Change may take place at different levels of discourse. Relations between

# Fairclough: Discourse and social change, p. 91.
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discursive terms may be reorganized. At a more fundamental level the rules of statement formation and
classification schemes may also be transformed.”"

Chapter outline

The dissertation reflects the complexity of Khoe-San subjectivities (and socio-political behaviour) generated
and reshaped in intercultural environments and subjected to multiple and contending discourses, manifested
acutely in AAS le Fleur. Whilst the major part of the dissertation deals with the period between 1894 and
2004, the background chapter considers the preceding period. 1894 marks the ascent of Le Fleur in Griqua
politics. Ending in 2004 the study covers the first 10 post-apartheid years of democracy. As such the
dissertation also covers the 1995-2004 United Nation’s International Decade of the World’s Indigenous
People. Both processes had a significant influence on Khoe-San revivalism.

The central argument in the dissertation is that the articulation of Griqua identities and Griqua socio-political
positioning was significantly shaped by the African-European inter-cultural socio-political juncture in which
Griqua were constituted and ongoing and changing cultural, political, discursive and ideological power
relations. Emerging at an African and European colonial cultural juncture, the multi-cultural and multi-
discursive constitution of the Griqua (and their identities) generated composite Griqua subjectivities, opening
them to a multiplicity of socio-political directions giving rise to ambivalence that has characterized Griqua
politics. White domination and discrimination against those officially categorized as ‘Native’, inclined Griqua
to distance themselves from the ‘Native’ category, notably from the late 1880s. Discrimination against
‘Natives’ inclined Griqua to emphasize having mixed ‘racial’ descent and being related culturally and
biologically to Whites, and, notably from the 1890s, to locate themselves as Coloureds conceived as a ‘mixed-
race’. Griqua remained, however, varyingly ambivalent to the Coloured category. This ambivalence resulted
much from the fact that the Coloured category allowed them socio-political and economic privileges
conferred on Coloureds but lacked the ethno-national quality of the Griqua category. With Griqua firmly
located officially as Coloured, and with benefits envisaged from affirming a separate Griqua identity within
the context of apartheid, Griqua nationalists (or separatists) campaigned for the separation of the Griqua
category from the Coloured category, notably from the 1970s. With the ending of apartheid, and the attendant
reconfiguration of political, cultural and ideological relations, the Coloured category lost much of the
psychological, socio-economic, ideological and political value it previously conferred, further inclining
Griqua and some Coloureds to reject a Coloured identity; to (re)affirm an indigenous heritage; and to promote
Khoe-San identities engendering and conferring the geographic rootedness, sense of belonging, sense of
entitlement and ownership, group security, self-esteem, and ethno-cultural specificity, legitimacy and unity
they desired.

Through the deployment of the notions of discourse and multi-discursivity, the study shows the composite
nature of the subjectivities of ethno-‘racial’ underclasses subjected to contending and conflicting discourses
manifested very much in Le Fleur. Le Fleur was imbued, at the same time, with pro- and anti-establishment
values and thinking and manifested both anti-establishment and pro-establishment behaviour. The same
tendencies were also manifested, in less dramatic form, in Griqua during the apartheid period, with White
domination tending to tip the scale of contending discourses in favour of White supremacy values, thinking
(at least in so far as Griqua leaders were concerned). The ending of apartheid destabilized the relation
between opposing values, thinking and behaviour. The study of Le Fleur shows how he personified South
African socio-political history, manifesting through his life divergent influences shaping South Africans and
different tendencies associated with different socio-political constituencies. Le Fleur is thus very useful for
understanding the subjectivities of Griqua and Coloureds as well as other population segments that were
marginalized before 1994.

3! Paget Henry: Caliban’s reason: Introducing Afro-Caribbean philosophy (New York: Routledge, 2000), pp. 128-130.
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This is also a study of conservatism amongst subordinated communities, exemplified through the Griqua
under apartheid, with Griqua leaders consistently operating within constitutional parameters and repeatedly
projecting themselves as loyal subjects. The location of the Griqua at the edge of Colouredness made many
vulnerable to be classified as ‘Native’. Discrimination against ‘Natives’, Griqua liability to be classed as
‘Native’, their precarious social location, together with their varying appropriation of White supremacy
values, inclined Griqua leaders to de-emphasize Griqua associations with ‘Natives’ and Bantu-speakers; to
emphasise their loyalty to the government, and to even express support to government policies. Many Griqua
leaders expressed support of aspects of apartheid. However, Griqua leaders were also varyingly subjected to
contending apartheid and anti-apartheid discourses resulting in divergent positioning to apartheid.

The exploration of the post-apartheid Khoe-San revivalism is suggestive of broader subjective reorientations
amongst South Africans after the 1994 democratic transition. Most of the neo-Khoe-San were from Coloured
communities. Very few Coloureds actually joined neo-Khoe-San organizations in the first post-apartheid
decade.® The number of neo-Khoe-San involved in neo-Khoe-San organizations could obscure the
significance of the revivalism. The revivalism reflected subjective shifts extending beyond those who joined
Khoe-San organizations or who identified themselves as Khoe-San. It suggested a wider but differential
reorientation amongst Coloureds in regard to Khoe-Sannes and Africanness. It also suggested a wide but
differential reorientation amongst South Africans to Africanness.

Whilst the dissertation is presented as a study of Khoe-San and Griqua identities, it might be more
appropriately conceived as a study of Griqua and Khoe-San identities mediated very much through their
representatives or leaders, who were usually male. Much of the sources used result from the interaction of
Griqua leaders and government officials, as well as interaction between Griqua leaders themselves. The study
of the post-apartheid Khoe-San identities is also very much mediated through activities and representations of
Khoe-San leaders.

The dissertation comprise three interconnected parts. Part 1 (chapters 2-6) focus on AAS le Fleur 1. Part 2
(chapters 7-10) deals with the Griqua under apartheid. Part 3 (chapters 11-13) deals with the post-apartheid
Khoe-San revivalism.

Chapter 2 deals with Griqua pre-history, the emergence of the Griqua and their migration to East Griqualand
(Nomansland). The account of early Khoe-San identities and the emergence of the Griqua allows for some
appreciation of early shifts in the articulation of Khoe-San identities. It is argued that Griqua identity was
initially in the main polity based, the identity at first coalescing around Griqua captaincies and membership of
semi-independent Griqua polities, that is, being a Griqua burgher. The polity basis of Griquaness facilitated
the varying incorporation of outsiders such as Bastaards, Korana, San, and other Khoe-San descendants, as
well as Bantu-speaking Africans and former slaves and their descendants, allowing thus, at varying stages, for
dissected or multiple and identities. Though initially primarily a polity related identity, a quasi-ethnic or
genealogical dimension was however suggested from the onset of the re-adoption of the Griqua name in 1813.

Chapter 3 deals with Griqua identity articulation and politics in East Griqualand in the context of the 1890s
land claim agitations, focusing especially on AAS le Fleur. In providing a background to ethno-‘racial’
differentiation and the ambiguity and tenuousness of trans-ethnic alliances amongst the underclasses the
chapter also shows how the terms ‘Native’ and ‘Aboriginal’ were by the 1880s being redefined and
increasingly associated with notions of purity, by Whites as well as by Griqua who thereby attempted to show
that they could not by virtue of the purported infusion of ‘European blood’ be categorized as ‘Native’, in a

> Membership of Khoe-San organizations linked to the National Khoisan Council involved in negotiations with the
DCD (Department of Constitutional Development, renamed the Department of Provincial and Local Government) on
constitutional accommodation in 1999, is indicated in the DCD’s ‘Status Quo Report’ of 2000. The availability of the
report to the general public was delayed.
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context in which those categorized as ‘Native’ were being increasingly subjected to restrictive measures. The
chapter shows how socio-political ambivalence and contradictions amongst subordinated communities in East
Griqualand in general, and amongst the Griqua in particular, were dramatized in Le Fleur. Seen in the 1890s
by many amongst subordinated communities in East Griqualand as the heir of Chief Adam Kok III and as a
leader through whom lost land and independence would be restored, Le Fleur, like a number of his Griqua
contemporaries, displayed both aspirations for differentiation and unity of Griqua and Bantu-speakers and
manifested both compliance and rebellious tendencies towards colonial authorities.

Chapter 4 examines Le Fleur’s activities in the years following his release from Breakwater prison in 1903.
The chapter shows how Le Fleur, who was imbued with Griqua ideals for landownership and independence
that articulated from the early 1900s with nationalist, self-reliance and segregation discourses, had to
negotiate between identity categories that he could use in the promotion of his self-improvement and ethno-
building schemes. The chapter also shows how Le Fleur’s identity options were influenced by ethno-‘racial’
discourses and his locational shifts between Griqua and Coloured environments.

Chapter 5 shows the significance of Le Fleur’s farming resettlements in his attempt between 1920 and 1941 to
unify and reform Coloureds as Griqua into ordered law abiding, self-reliant and proud ethno-national
Christian subjects. His resettlements schemes manifested the reworking of the Griqua ideal of independence
of landownership in the context of White domination and segregation. Striving to promote ordered and loyal
Griqua subjects, Le Fleur attempted to channel the aspirations of his adherents along constitutional lines, thus
suppressing rebelliousness that readily emerged amongst the underclasses during the 1920s.

Chapter 6 explores Le Fleur’s peculiar Griqua-Coloured ethno-nationalism and its promotion in and through
Griqua and Coloured People’s Opinion, Griqua National Conference and the Griqua Independent Church of
South Africa. It also explores Le Fleur’s ambivalent association of the Griqua and Coloured categories in his
ethno-national project. The chapter shows that it was especially through the belief that Le Fleur’s had
supernatural abilities and that he was a mediator between God and human beings, that he was able to impress
people with his visions of an alternative existence and to retain his followers, despite setbacks. The chapter
also shows that whilst Le Fleur resolved to turn Coloureds into Griqua, he also reinforced the association the
Coloured and Griqua category thus contributing to the distancing of Griquaness from ‘Nativeness’ during a
period when Griqua were liable to be categorized as ‘Native’, and to be subjected to attendant restrictions.

Chapter 7 deals with the general orientation of Griqua, particularly their leaders, during the apartheid period.
Griqua ethno-national aspirations articulated by Griqua leaders; their demonstrated loyalty to the government,
and their identification with aspects of apartheid, made the government sensitive to their identity concerns,
thus reinforcing their loyalty. With the Griqua category firmly linked officially with the Coloured category,
some Griqua leaders became more open to attempt to have the category applied officially as a distinct
category separate from the Coloured one, without the measure of fear of the pre-1950 period of being
consequently slotted into the ‘Native’ category. Although Griqua identity and Griqua socio-political
positioning by Griqua leaders often fell in line with apartheid discourse, Griqua nationalist leaders being
inclined to affirm support to apartheid ethno-national and ‘racial’ segmentation, interaction and inter-
marriages with Coloureds and people of Bantu-speaking origin led to inter-ethnic movement and attendant
multiple identities and shifts between identities that undermined apartheid ethno-‘racial’ segmentation.

Chapter 8 focuses on the involvement of Griqua leaders in Coloured political parties from 1965. It is argued
that intra-Griqua divergences and rivalry manifested themselves in organizational alliances, with rivals
attempting to bolster their positions by associating with contending political parties. The participation of
Griqua leaders in Coloured political parties in turn subjected them to contending apartheid and anti-apartheid
discourses that varyingly influenced their social, economic and political expressions (in public) — which were
consistently within constitutional parameters.
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Chapter 9 focuses on official inquiries into the Griqua during the early 1980s. The chapter shows how the
articulation of Griqua identities and Griqua representations of their past during the early 1980s were
manifested and at the same time influenced by government inquiries into the Griqua established during a
period of constitutional change. Prospects of social and economic upliftment and acquisition of land
contributed to the reaffirmation of the specificity of the Griqua as a distinct ethnic group with its own culture,
religion and historical land.

Chapter 10 examines the behaviour of Griqua leaders in light of the 1984 Coloured House of Representative
elections and their post-election political orientation. The chapter shows how shared concern across Griqua
factions about domination in the Coloured tri-cameral representative body prepared the ground for a brief
Griqua political unity forged in light of the 1984 House of Representative elections. Failure at securing the
desired representation in the tri-cameral parliament reinforced disillusionment with the new constitutional
order and encouraged the re-manifestation of factional differences which have characterized the Griqua socio-
political landscape.

Dealing with the post-apartheid Griqua resurgence, chapter 11 shows how concerns about the present and
future generated by the 1994 democratic transition encouraged a rethinking of the past; a shift in the relation
of elements historically associated with Griquaness (or a shift in the emphasis of these elements), and the
development of identity representations that were potentially empowering in the new order. The changed
constitutional and political environment opened the Griqua to develop an indigenous identity drawing on
previously marginal indigenous elements or associations of the Griqua category which were further reinforced
by an international indigenous or First Nation indigenous rights discourse that was deployed to exert pressure
on the government to deal with their demands.

Dealing with the post-apartheid neo-Khoe-San chapter 12 shows both the impact of the changed constitutional
order and the response of Griqua and other Khoe-San from longstanding communities to the neo-Khoe-San
resurgence. It is argued that whilst neo-Khoe-San disassociated themselves from a Coloured category, neo-
Khoe-San identities manifested attempts at finding identity terms that were useful for the promotion of
Coloured socio-economic, political and psychological concerns and that these concerns delimited the
articulation of neo-Khoe-San identities, tying them to Colouredness at the same time as the affirmation of
Khoe-San identities challenged a Coloured identity.

Chapter 13 explores a series of conferences and public events on the Khoe-San from 1996 to 2002 revealing
an unfolding Khoe-San revivalism. These arenas manifested aspirations for Khoe-San cooperation and unity
as well as tensions and rivalry between Khoe-San groupings and leaders. In providing for Khoe-San identity
performances, public forums became crucial in activating interest in Khoe-San particularly through the
mediation of the media, and thus contributed to Khoe-San revivalism. These forums varyingly manifested the
articulation of narrow ethnic and broader trans-ethnic and nation-building dynamics, with Khoe-Sanness at
times expressed in a manner that challenged (broader government initiated) nation-building, and at other
times in a manner that accorded with nation-building, reflecting thus a shifting differential ambivalent
location of Khoe-San identity claimants in the post-apartheid democratic order.
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ANDREW ABRAHAM STOCKENSTROM LE FLEUR I
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Chapter 2: Early Khoe-San and the emergence of the Griqua

The spot where the Cape stands and all about it has been the land of our forefathers; there they
have pastured their cattle and sheep in peace and freedom, and had it not been for the Christian
[i.e. European] men we would be to this day in that country. ... It is the fault of the Christians that
we are not at this day in our own land. We can no longer go to the land of our forefathers with our
cattle and sheep; the people have seized all our grass and springs, where then shall we go? We
cannot reside between heaven and earth. If we could go to the moon we would fly there, in order to
be free of the Christian men and see [sic] there for land, but that is too far.
(Letter “by an Oppressed Griqua”, Philippolis, 14 August 1830")

Dealing with early Khoe-San group identities, this chapter shows the basis of their fluidity and the
transformations that occurred as a result of interaction between peoples with different economic strategies,
leading up to the African-European colonial intercultural juncture in which the Griqua emerged and the
eventual migration of Adam Kok III and his followers to Nomansland (East Griqualand). The shift to East
Griqualand provides a background for the examination of Andrew Abraham Stockenstrom le Fleur I (from
chapter 3), the most prominent Griqua leader of the twentieth century. Le Fleur augmented the Griqua
population and provided an important organizational basis that contributed to the post-apartheid Khoe-San
resurgence. The section on the emergence of the Griqua and the migration to Nomansland focus much on
Griqua interaction with Khoe-San, Bantu-speaking Africans and Whites. It also explores the effect of
Griqua appropriation of colonial culture and values on their interaction with those who were not Griqua.
The appropriation of colonial culture and values and their ascendance within Griqua polities had a decisive
impact of Griqua interaction with non-Griqua, influencing attempts at overlordship over Khoe-San and
Bantu-speaking Africans and contributed to Griqua awe of colonial authorities and to the conservatism that
characterized Griqua communities after Griqua polities lost their semi-independence in the late 1800s. It is
argued in this chapter that Griqua identity was initially in the main polity based, the identity at first
coalescing around Griqua captaincies and membership of semi-independent Griqua polities, that is, being a
Griqua burgher. The polity basis of Griquaness facilitated the varying incorporation of outsiders such as
Bastaards, Khoe-Sans, as well as Bantu-speaking Africans, former slaves and their descendants, allowing
thus, at varying stages, for dissected or multiple identities. Though initially primarily a polity related
identity, a quasi-ethnic or genealogical dimension was however suggested from the onset of the re-adoption
of the Griqua name in 1813.

Griqua pre-history reflects the multiplicity and fluidity of identities of pre-colonial and early colonial
hunter-gathering and herding groups of southern Africa. Broader and relatively more stable group identities
were fostered through the encounter with ‘outsiders’, colonial dislocation, categorizations and colonial
administrative and literary technologies. ‘San’ hunter-gatherers with ‘click’ languages are viewed as the
earliest human inhabitants of southern Africa. The San’s hunter-gathering survival strategies influenced the
size of groups, their mobility, social fluidity, group relations, ownership and socio-political organization.
Early San hunter-gathering groups were organized in loose kin-based ‘bands’, usually consisting of an
extended family of a few married brothers and sisters and their parents. Although San groups retained their
identity in relation to neighbouring groups, individuals could move between groups. Among the /Xam,
individuals could apparently decide to live with any band in which there was a known relative. Such fluidity
may have varied from band to band, from region to region and between periods. Several bands may have
amalgamated during periods when food resources, particularly water, were favourable and then split up
again when resources declined; segments may have been forced to hunt and gather separately when food

! Letter reproduced in full in Karel Schoeman: The Griqua captaincy of Philippolis, 1826-1861 (Pretoria: Protea Book
House, 2002), pp. 66-70.
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was scarce, to stick together in separate bands to protect and manage their water resources in times of
scarcity, and to come together when food was plentiful.?

Wide geographic dispersal promoted San cultural and linguistic differentiation. Because of the wide
distribution, isolation and diversification of groups, San hunter-gatherers did not have an overarching group
identity. The introduction of herding to some Khoe-speaking San in vicinity of northern Botswana,
generated profound socio-cultural changes. The transformation of these ‘San’ who called themselves, with
some linguistic variation, Khoekhoe, into herders and their subsequent spread across southern Africa about
2000 years ago is strongly suggested by linguistic, cosmological and theological similarities, and
commonalities in kinship classification and pottery between San hunter-gatherers of northern Botswana and
Namibia and Khoekhoe herders from Etosha in Namibia to the eastern Cape. The Khoe language was
spoken across a wide geographic area with only minor variation. The degree of Khoekhoe linguistic
homogeneity suggests their relative late dispersal. Khoe-speaking herders were much more aware of their
cultural and historic commonalities than San hunter-gatherer groups were.” Khoekhoe pastoral economy
encouraged the splitting of (larger) groups. Splitting generated a complex network of genealogically linked
groups with shifting boundaries, loyalties and perceptions of ‘groupness’.

Khoe-San societies, like other societies, consisted of spiralling or overlapping units or groupings. The
smallest social unit was the family. Logically, the next biggest unit would be the extended family or the
clan, followed by a network of related clans, commonly called the ‘tribe’ by anthropologists. The tribe
could be ethnic-like or part of an ethnic-like network of related tribes. Early Khoekhoe and San were not as
totalities ethnic groups, to the extent that an ethnic group is conceptualized as a network of individuals
regarding themselves as a ‘people’ on the basis of purported common attributes, for example, a common
geography, ancestry, culture or/and history. Conflating ethnos with culture and actual (objective)
similarities, Richard Elphick erroneously suggested that the Khoekhoe, as a whole, were an ethnic group.
He preferred to avoid referring to hunter-gatherers by the “ethnic name” suggested by “San”, reasoning that
they could not be regarded as an ethnic group because of their cultural and economic differences:

It is appropriate to use the ethnic name “Khoikhoi” because Khoikhoi were a relatively homogenous group of
peoples with common origins, common language (divided into dialects), common culture, and common
economic aspirations. This, however, was not the case with the “San” who were extremely heterogeneous
linguistically, culturally, and economically. Partly for this reason, I have avoided giving them a generic,
ethnic ilame and have dispensed entirely with “San” and “Bushmen” except when referred to the usage of
others.

My use of the term Khoekhoe and San is not meant to suggest that these communities constituted two
different ethnic groups or nations. Colonialism did, however, encourage broad categories of ‘Hottentot” and
‘Bushman’ encouraging broader ethnic-like identification amongst the Khoekhoe and San. The twentieth
century academic combination of ‘Khoikhoi’ and ‘San’ in ‘Khoisan’ also contributed to the development of
an overarching Khoe-San identity, notably after 1994.

% E Boonzaier, C Malherbe, A Smith, P Berens: The Cape herders: A history of the Khoikhoi of southern Africa (Cape
Town: David Philip, 1996), p. 37; Janette Deacon and John Deacon: Human beginnings in South Africa: Uncovering
the secrets of the Stone Age (Cape Town: David Philip, 2000), pp. 135, 137; JD Lewis-Williams: The rock art of
southern Afirica (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983), p. 16.

3 Boonzaier et al.: Herders, pp. 16-17, 25; Richard Elphick: The Khoikhoi and the founding of White South Africa
(Johannesburg: Ravan Press, 1985), pp. 8-10; Richard Elphick and VC Malherbe: “The Khoisan to 1828”, in Richard
Elphick and Hermann Giliomee (eds.): The shaping of South African society, 1652-1840 (Cape Town: Makew Miller
Longman, 1989), p. 5.

* Elphick: Khoikhoi, p. xxi.
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Elphick showed that the Cape Khoekhoe regarded themselves as genealogically unrelated to the Namaqua
Khoekhoe. They never linked the Namaqua “genealogically with the Cape tribes, and they dwelt on the fact
that Namaqua had strange weapons, clothing, crafts, and speech ... some Cape Khoikhoi even denied that
Namagqua were Khoikhoi at all”.” Thus, the historical Khoekhoe comprised for Elphick one ethnic group on
the basis of their objective or external commonalities, even if Khoe-speakers did not regard themselves as a
totality or a people. Elphick also showed that the Khoekhoe category was not used by Khoe-speakers as a
generic category for all Khoe-speakers. It may, however, have been used to refer to all Khoe-speakers who
could be linked genealogically, culturally and linguistically. It appears that there was some sense of
relatedness and peopleness amongst western Cape and eastern Cape Khoekhoe that would make these
groups, as a whole, ethnic-like. There was a tendency amongst western and eastern Cape Khoekhoe to
regard certain groups as having overarching authority, at least symbolic, based on genealogical seniority.’
However, the Khoekhoe, like the San, were not as a whole an ethnic group or a nation because Khoekhoe
groups did not regard all actual Khoekhoe (speaking) groups as comprising a totality or people at the onset
of European settlement at the Cape.

Although there was subjective differentiation between the Namaqua and western Cape Khoekhoe, both
emerged from the same genealogical, linguistic or cultural ensemble. The relation between the Namaqua
and western Cape Khoekhoe exemplified the inherent potential in Khoekhoe pastoral society for segments
of larger groups to separate and the differentiation that could ensue.” “Virtually all tribes were ex-clans

which had established their independence from their parent tribe”®

Some groups or tribes were also political entities having a measure of political autonomy. There was also a
potential for sub-groups in such political totalities to split and to become politically autonomous. This may
have been the case with the two Cochoqua groups of the mid-1600s. Gonnema, leader of one Cochoqua
group recognized the genealogical seniority of Oedasoa, leader of the other Cochoqua group, but the two
groups were virtually politically autonomous. The two groups may have been tribal segments of one group
that was in the process of differentiation.” The two groups were not clearly differentiated tribes although
differentiation may have been taking place between them.

The Khoekhoe were not as broad related groups or ethnic totalities, politically organized. Political
organization tended to based on segments of an ethnic group, that is, tribes or clans. The tribe was often the
largest political formation amongst the Khoekhoe.'” The boundaries of political allegiance at times crossed
ethnic (or ethnic-like) boundaries, thus uniting people from different ethnic groups in a political alliance
that brought them into conflict with those to whom they were ethnically linked. The #Khxari-Griqua (or
Little Griqua) were apparently genealogically and linguistically closely related to the western Cape
Khoekhoe and were at some stage subordinates and herders of the Cochoqua under Oedesoa. Yet the
#Khxari-Griqua appears to have allied themselves for a while with the Namaqua for protection against
Cochoqua after they refused to return stock belonging to them (Cochoqua)."’

> Elphick: Khoikhoi, pp. 20-1.

® Elphick: Khoikhoi, p. 20.

" Hermanus J le Roux: “Die toestand, verspreiding en verbrokkeling van die Hottentotstamme in Suid-Afrika 1652-
17137 (MA thesis, Stellenbosch University, 1945), pp. 9-13.

8 Elphick: Khoikhoi, p. 49.

? Le Roux: “Hottentotstamme”, p. 49.

10 Elphick: Khoikhoi, p. 13.

"' Le Roux: “Hottentotstamme”, pp. 63-4; GS Nienaber: Khoekhoense stamname: 'n Voorlopige verkenning (Pretoria:
Academica, 1989), pp. 243, 246-7.
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Interaction: hunter-gatherers, herders and agro-pastoralists

It seems as if the arrival of Khoe-speaking herders and Bantu-speaking agro-pasturalists in regions occupied
by hunter-gatherers generated a spectrum of relations between hunter-gatherers and these food producers.
Power capacity of groups most probably influenced the nature of initial relations between people from
different groups. Relatively small numbers of incoming groups probably encouraged amicable relations.
The numerical growth of immigrants might have made conflict more likely.'> Some regions may have been
marked by relations of conflict and other regions by cooperation and close relations. Some regions may
have been marked by relations of conflict at some periods and by cooperation at other periods."” The arrival
of herders and agro-pastoralists in regions inhabited by hunter-gatherers could both induce the disruption of
hunter-gatherer communities and networks and provide new economic and social opportunities, such as
trade and exchange and the interchange of ritual and social expertise.'*

Some San maintained their identity and ‘traditional’ hunter-gathering survival strategies. Some became
herders. The transformation of San into Khoekhoe herders was probably more likely for individuals than for
groups.'> Some hunter-gatherers retreated into areas that were out of reach of, or undesirable for herders and
agro-pastoralists, for example, mountain and desert areas. Others continued to occupy sites situated in areas
that were favourable to the herders and agro-pastoralists and interacted with them, exchanging goods and
services.'® Some San hunter-gatherer groups may have remained relatively independent of herders and agro-
pastoralists and may not have been much influenced by these groups.'’

The Gonaqua and Gqunukhwebe exemplified the possibility for multidirectional social, economic, cultural,
religious, linguistic and identity movement between Bantu-speaking and Khoe-San communities. A number
of Xhosa (or Xhosa-speakers) were varyingly incorporated into the society of the most westerly located
Khoekhoe, notably the Gonaqua. Some Khoekhoe also became incorporated into Xhosa society. Whilst
some Xhosa incorporated into Khoekhoe society became Khoekhoe (at least to some degree) others were
later reincorporated into the Xhosa polity, notably the Gqunukhwebe who were formerly part of the
Gonaqua chiefdom headed by Khwane."® The Gonaqua tended to be darker than other Khoekhoe. Many wore
cloaks of cattle hide instead of sheep skin traditionally worn by Khoekhoe. The Gonaqua language also
apparently came to incorporate elements from the Xhosa language. There were also apparently linguistic
differences between Gonaqua located more easterly and the more westerly situated Khoekhoe. Thus, all

2 Leonard Thompson: 4 history of South Africa (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 2001), p. 28.

¥ S Klatzow: “Interaction between hunter-gatherers and pastoralists/agro-pastoralists in the eastern Free State”, in
Andrew Bank (ed.): The proceedings of the Khoisan Ildentities and Cultural Heritage Conference held at the South
African Museum, Cape Town 12 July 1997 (Cape Town: Infosource, 1998), pp. 86-7; Nigel G Penn: “The northern
Cape frontier zone ¢.1700—c.1815”, (PhD thesis, University of Cape Town, 1995), pp. 38, 47.

'*'S Hall: “Images of interaction: Rock art and sequence in the Eastern Cape”, in TA Dawson and D Lewis-Williams
(eds.): Contested images: Diversity in Southern African rock art research (Johannesburg: Witwatersrand University
Press, 1994), p. 63.

' Deacon and Deacon: Human beginnings in South Africa, pp. 178-180.

' Klatzow: “Interaction between hunter-gatherers and pastoralists/agro-pastoralists”, pp. 86-7; Hall: “Images of
interaction”, p. 71.

Martin Hall found archaeological evidence in the eastern Cape indicating that hunters continued to occupy sites
situated in areas which were favourable to agro-pastoralists with whom they established cordial exchange relations
(Ibid., p. 87).

Aron Mazel found archaeological evidence of similar fairly harmonious interaction in the Thukela basin until the AD
1000 period. Aron Mazel: “Hunter-gathers in the Thukela basin”, in Bank: Khoisan Identities and Cultural Heritage
Conference, pp. 98-9.

' Pieter Jolly: “An evaluation of recent oral evidence relating to south-eastern San history and culture”, in Bank:
Khoisan Identities and Cultural Heritage Conference, p. 105.

'8 Clifton Crais: The making of the colonial order: White supremacy and Black resistance in the Eastern Cape, 1770-
1865 (Johannesburg: Witwatersrand University Press, 1992), p. 26.
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Gonaqua were not equally influenced by the Xhosa, just as all Xhosa were not equally influenced by the
Khoekhoe."”

Where close relations and exchanges developed, power relations and status perceptions most probably
shaped the nature and direction of exchanges. Herders and agro-pastoralists tended to see themselves as
superior (mere) hunter-gatherers.” Status differentials and inequality may have manifested themselves in
unequal incorporation and uneven marriage exchanges and social and cultural influence. The ratio of
influence may have varied between groups, contexts and periods. In cases of close interaction the tendency
may have been for groups with weaker power and (perceived) lower statuses to shed more of their cultures,
ancestral identities and social practises, and to appropriate more of the cultures and identities of stronger
groups than the other way around.”' The entry of Europeans (or Whites) into southern Africa had the most
severe implication for the survival of San and Khoekhoe communities, identities and cultures. Euro-Dutch
appropriation of Khoe-San land and livestock since 1652, led to conflict, societal rupture, population
displacement, reorganisation of indigenous groups, acculturation and cultural loss, and the development of
new beliefs, values, attitudes, practices and identities.

Although most Khoe-San communities became dislocated and much of their traditional identities and
cultures erased after the arrival of Europeans at the Cape in 1652, Khoe-San descendants located far from
the colonial centre at Cape Town, particularly those in the northern Cape and beyond, were able to
varyingly maintain their traditional identities, languages, beliefs and cultural practices which came to be
varyingly fused with cultural elements derived from European and Bantu-speaking African communities.

Emergence of the Griqua, 1800 —1880

The emergence of Griqua polities and identity in the early 1800s allowed for the maintenance of an
awareness of a Khoekhoe indigenous heritage and the development of Griqua communities in which
elements from traditional Khoekhoe cultures and traditions were varyingly maintained and fused with
cultural elements and sensibilities derived from the colony. Broader socio-political, legal and constitutional
developments influenced the configuration and reconfiguration of elements in Griqua identities, cultures
and livelihoods, with specific elements being emphasized under different historical periods and political
regimes. The multicultural and multi-discursive constitution of the Griqua opened them to a multiplicity of
socio-political directions giving rise to ambivalence that has characterized Griqua politics.

#Khxari and Gri G(u)riqua

Those who came to identify themselves as Griqua in the early 1800s were of heterogeneous origin, that is,
Khoekhoe, San, slave, southern Bantu-speaking African, with mixtures of Khoekhoe-European, and
Khoekhoe-slave. As the 19" century revived term of Griqua was an adaptation of
‘Chariguriqua’/‘Grigriqua’, or a re-signification of the old Griqua term in these names, people who came to
identify themselves as Griqua from the early 1800s onwards would associate, to some extent, with the
indigenous Cape Khoekhoe, even through they might not themselves have stemmed from the Khoekhoe
cluster from whom the new Griqua name was derived. Although implied in the name, the association with
the Khoekhoe would be varyingly articulated under different socio-political circumstances, and become
especially emphasized after the 1994 democratic change in South Africa.

A number of those who identified themselves as Griqua in the early 1800s had a direct link with the
‘Chariguriqua’/‘Grigriqua’ and many neo-Griqua descendants would, through a process of intra-Griqua
mixing over generations, come to have actual ancestral links with the ‘Chariguriqua’/‘Grigriqua’. The same

" Hermann Giliomee: “The eastern Cape frontier”, in Elphick and Giliomee: Shaping of South African society, p. 245;
Le Roux: “Hotentotstamme”, pp. 174-9.

20 Elphick: Khoikhoi, p. 36; Klatzow: “Interaction between hunter-gatherers and pastoralists/agro-pastoralists”, p. 86.

! Elphick: Khoikhoi, pp. 36-7.
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process of inter-Griqua mixing would also diffuse ancestral links with other ethnic heritages of Griqua
people. The different heritages would varyingly influence the articulation of Griqua identities. Even though
a process of multi-ancestral diffusion would occur within Griqua communities, the diffusion would not be
even. Within the Griqua landscape a cultural and somatic geographic variation would be discernable. In
regard to the Khoe-San heritage, some areas would be characterized by a stronger concentration than others.

The Khoekhoe segment from whom the 19" century Griqua derived their name comprised two groups
referred to by the Dutch in the 1650s and 1660s as the ‘Great Chariguriqua’ and the ‘Little Chariguriqua’ or
by some other variation of these words. A similar contrast applied to the Nama Khoekhoe; a distinction was
made between the Little Namaqua and the Great Namaqua. Since ‘#khxari’ means little in the old Cape
Khoekhoe (#khari in Nama),”> the reference by the Dutch to ‘Little Chariguriqua’ (i.e. Little Little
‘Guriqua’) and ‘Great Chariguriqua’ (i.e. Great Little ‘Guriqua’) appears, as Elphick and G Nienaber
suggested, linguistically problematic; it suggests the linguistic limitation of colonists. Given that ‘kdi’ and
‘gei” meant ‘great’, in the Khoekhoe language,” the names of the groups might have been something like
#Khxari-Guriqua (Little Guriqua) and Kai or Gei-Guriqua (Great Guriqua).

By the 1670s, when the societal rupture of the ‘Little Chariguriqua’ would have been extensive, the term
‘Chariguriqua’ was being displaced by the term ‘Grigriqua’, with a distinction at times made between
‘Little Grigriqua’ and ‘Great Grigriqua’. ‘Gri’, or ‘geri’ in words like ‘Grigriqua’/‘Gerigriqua’, were
apparently variations of the old Cape Khoekhoe ‘gei’ or derivatives of related terms like ‘geiri’.** Although
the confusing juxtaposition of ‘little’ and ‘great’ in these group names might have been much an effect of
the linguistic limitations of colonists, the placing of these words might also have partly reflected a complex
repetitive process of splitting in which old an group name was retained but qualified. For the sake of clarity
a distinction will simply be made between the Little and Great Griqua (or Little and Great Guriqua).

As the ‘qua’ in Khoekhoe group names suggests ‘people’, ‘G(u)riqua’ in #Khxari or Gri-G(u)riqua would
have referred to the G(u)ri people or the people of G(u)ri. Many Khoekhoe groups assumed the name of an
honoured leader or assumed ancestor.” The articulation of the name of the leader in group names was, like
the rest of the name, subject to modification. That the Little and Great G(u)rigqua assumed the name of an
honoured leader was suggested in 1813 when the followers of the Koks and Barends’ indicated that the
majority of them were descendants of a person called ‘Griqua’ when they decided to identify themselves as
‘Griqua’. The possible honoured leader’s name (Guri or some other variation) may in that instance have
been conflated with the group (‘Griqua’), either by the followers of the Koks and Barends or the missionary
who recorded the event.”®

During Dutch Verenigde Oost-Indische Compagnie (VOC) rule the Little and Great Griqua inhabited the
area northwest of Cape Town. The Little Griqua dwelled south of the Great Berg River, that is, in the
vicinity of (what became) Moorreesburg and Malmesbury. The Great Griqua dwelled in the region between
the northern side of the Great Berg River, the Olifants River further north and the Kouebokkeveld and the
Cederberg in the east, that is, in the vicinity of Piketberg and Ebenhaeser.”’ The Little Griqua thus
frequented an area closer to Cape Town. The Little Griqua appears to have been at one stage subordinates
and herders of the Cochoqua under Oedesoa. They apparently allied themselves for a while with the

2 Nienaber: Khoekhoense stamname, p. 248.

B Elphick: Khoikhoi, p. 134, f.n 48; Nienaber: Khoekhoense stamname, pp. 56-7, 446; 1 Schapera: The Khoisan
peoples of South Africa (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1930), p. 224.

* Nienaber: Khoekhoense stamname, pp. 443-8.

* Nienaber: Khoekhoense stamname, pp. 438-9; Schapera: The Khoisan peoples, pp. 224-6.

26 John Campbell: Travels in South Africa, (Cape Town: Struik, 1974 — first published in 1815), p. 352.

7 Nienaber: Khoekhoense stamname, pp. 242-8.
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Namaqua for protection against the Cochoqua after they refused to return stock belonging to the Cochoqua.
Oedesoa consequently regarded them as rebels.

The Little and Great Griqua were cautions about the VOC and engaged much less in trade with VOC than
the Khoekhoe groups in the Cape peninsula did. VOC officials developed a negative perception about the
Little and Great Griqua, particularly the former located closest to Cape Town. VOC engagement with the
Great Griqua was even more limited than with the Little Griqua.”® However a party of “Grigriquase
Hottentotten” visited the VOC fort in Cape Town in 1687 and presented a gift of six young oxen to the
Commander and requested a friendship treaty with the Company. The ‘Grigriqua’, did not subsequently
conduct themselves in a manner that would endear them to the Company, particularly by providing refuge
to a number of escaped colonial slaves.”

Located closer to the colonial centre at Cape Town, the Little Griqua were subjected first to colonial
pressures and consequent societal rupture that may have been further exacerbated by intra-Khoekhoe
conflict and war. The decline in the references to the Little Griqua suggests a process of dislocation that
they were subjected to. The term ‘Chariguriqua’ appears to have been rarely used in colonial documents by
the 1670s, if used at all.*® The term ‘Grigriqua’ was itself in declining usage in colonial documents towards
the end of the 1700s.”' The declining usage of ‘Grigriqua’ in colonial documents also suggests the
dislocation of the ‘Grigriqua’, the less prominent use of the name by those of ‘Grigriqua’ origin, the
assumption of other names by the ‘Grigriqua’, for example, ‘Bastaard’, or the broader ‘Hottentot’ category
as well as the application of other terms like ‘Bastaard’ or ‘Hottentot’ by colonists themselves in reference
to those of ‘Grigriqua’ origin.

The Little and Great Griqua were subjected to the same colonial pressures that affected other Khoe-San
communities. Dislocated first, Khoekhoe from the Little Griqua might have been incorporated into other
communities, including the Great Griqua. Some would have attached themselves to wealthier persons, who
might have been Khoekhoe, European, or of Khoe-European or slave descent. In this way they would have
been exposed to new cultural practices and values and might themselves imbue their cultural attributes to
those they encountered.

Land, culture and identity

As it was the case with other Cape Khoe-San communities, the encounter of the Little and Great Griqua
with colonialism significantly influenced their subsistence strategies, identities and culture. The
maintenance of old subsistence strategies depended much on access to adequate livestock and land for
herding and hunting. Access to adequate resources increased subsistence options of the Khoe-San and their
descendants. As long as they had livestock and access to adequate land individuals or groups could opt (to
continue) to pursue nomadic herding, hunting, gathering or raiding survival strategies. Those within the
colonial realm lacking livestock or access to adequate land might become labourers. Others might move
beyond colonial boundaries to pursue alternative livelihoods. Groupings with colonial resources such as
guns and horses could attempt to establish themselves beyond colonial boundaries as aristocracies over
groups further inland as Jonker Afrikaner and his followers did in regard to the Herero. Khoe-San could opt
to model themselves on the colonizers and adopt their economic practices.”

% Le Roux: “Hottentotstamme”, pp. 59-66; Nienaber: Khoekhoense stamname, pp. 242-8.

¥ Le Roux: “Hottentotstamme”, pp. 60-1.

% Nienaber: Khoekhoense stamname, pp. 242-8.
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32 Robert Ross: Adam Kok’s Griquas: A study in the development of stratification (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1976), p. 10.
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Elements of colonial culture were introduced varyingly by different persons to the traditional Khoe-San, for
example, by runaway slaves, Khoe-San descendants with prior links with the colony, Dutch-speaking semi-
nomadic farmers (trekboers) and missionaries. The Little and Great Griqua came into contact with people
who were not White — who had prior links with the colony and the trekboers — who were inclined to pursue
modes of existence beyond colonial boundaries that were at least partly modelled on those of the colonizers,
notably the trekboers. The Little and Great Griqua who attached themselves to Adam Kok I thus became
involved in subsistence strategies that were varyingly influenced by elements of old Khoe-San as well as
trekboer subsistence strategies, and later by modes of existence promoted by the missionaries. However, the
different purveyors of colonial culture were also varyingly open to imbibe traditional elements of Khoe-San
culture. This evidently applied to those who attached themselves to Adam Kok.

Adam Kok I

Being presumably of slave origin, Adam Kok I's role as a Khoekhoe leader in the late 1700s manifested the
openness of Khoekhoe society to certain categories of people, particularly resourceful ones, within
Khoekhoe societies penetrated by colonialism. Kok’s role also reflected a process of Khoekhoe social
dislocation that made it possible for him to play the role that he did play amongst the Khoekhoe. Adam
Kok’s father was, according to his (Adam’s) grandson Adam Kok II, a slave.”® It is not clear whether Kok
was himself a slave or whether he was merely the son of a slave. With his father having been a slave, his
mother could well have been a Khoekhoe, given Kok’s later facility with the Khoekhoe world and his later
status as an officially recognized ‘Hottentot’ kaptyn.

Kok was able to acquire colonial burgher status and grazing rights from the VOC for the farm Stinkfontein
immediately north of the Piketberg. Kok (apparently) held the farm from 1751 until 1771 when he lost it to
a White person. He managed to acquire a large amount of stock. A number of Gri-Griqua still dwelled in
the vicinity of Piketberg in the mid-1700s. An assortment of people whose existence was made precarious
by White colonists attached themselves to Kok, notably Gri-Griqua Khoekhoe and Bastaards. After leaving
Stinkfontein farm in 1771 Kok and his followers moved further north and settled in the Kamiesberg in Little
Namaqualand near the Gariep (Orange) River. By the 1790s Kok and his followers were dwelling for
varying periods near the Gariep.”* The increase in Kok’s Khoekhoe followers enhanced his colonial
reputation as a Khoekhoe (or ‘Hottentot’) leader. Kok was eventually “appointed Chief of the party ... by
the Dutch Government ... and ... received a captain’s staff”* in acknowledgement of his status as a
government recognized captain. The official designation of Adam Kok as a chief underscored the
preponderance of Khoekhoe descendants amongst his followers.

‘Hottentots’, Bastaards & ‘Hottentot-Bataards’

Adam Kok and others of slave origin, Bastaards as well as Khoe-San who had earlier contact with the
colony or White Dutch speaking semi-nomadic farmers, introduced elements of European culture, together
with European and slave somatic elements amongst Khoe-San communities located further from the
colonial centre. The association of the Koks, former slaves, and Bastaards with the more distant Khoe-San
in turn led to the inscription of (more) Khoe-San elements on them. The subsistence strategies of Adam
Kok and his followers also reflected the varying inscriptions of the colonial and Khoe-San worlds on them.
From their base in the Kamiesberg the group undertook regular exploration, hunting and trading trips into
the interior and across the Gariep, making contact with San, Korana and Tlhaping. They became part of

3 See statement of Adam Kok to Dr Andrew Smith in Andrew Smith: Andrew Smith’s journal of his expedition into
the interior of South Africa, 1834-36 (Cape Town: AA Balkema, 1975), pp. 183-4; Statement reproduced in
Schoeman: Griqua captaincy, pp. 249-250.

3 Nienaber: Khoekhoense stamname, p. 443; Schoeman: Griqua captaincy, pp. 10-13.

3 Statement of Adam Kok II to Dr Andrew Smith, in Smith: Andrew Smith’s journal, pp. 183-4.
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trading networks exchanging items from outside the colony for colonial products like guns and
ammunition.*®

The growing self-identification of the following of Kok as ‘Bastaard’ reflected the extent to which they had
become influenced by colonial modes of valuation. Their growing self-identification as Bastaard also
suggests that the followers of Kok were themselves extending colonial sensibilities and modes of valuation
further into the interior. Individuals of Gri-Griqua origin also came to increasingly use the term ‘Bastaard’
in reference to themselves. Colonists were also inclined to refer to the followers of Adam Kok as
‘Bastaards’.”’ The fact that variations of the term ‘#Khxari’ or ‘Gri-Griqua’ were very rarely used in
colonial documents by the 1770s and that Khoekhoe descendants in the vicinity where these communities
used to dwell were referred to as ‘Hottentots’, ‘Bastaards’ or ‘Hottentot-Bastaards™®® suggests that the
names ‘#Khxari/Gri-Griqua’ were no longer in general usage and that other categories were used more

prominently.

Whilst colonialism led to the fragmentation of Khoe-San communities and the erosion of traditional Khoe-
San cultures and identities, the application of the categories of ‘Bushman’ and ‘Hottentot’ by colonists and
the subsequent self-referential usage of these categories fostered an overarching group identity within the
Khoekhoe and San population. San who were incorporated into the colonial labour force were also liable to
be categorized as ‘Hottentot’ and to thus develop a ‘Hottentot’ identity. San captured at a young age by
White led militias (or commandos) and forced into the colonial labour system, particularly as servants on
farms in the interior,” were especially liable to lose their ancestral San identities and to assume a
‘Hottentot’ identity. However, the association of ‘Hottentot” and ‘Bushman’ categories with inferiority and
primitivism inclined many Khoe-San descendants to use alternative categories in referring to themselves.

Many Khoe-San descendants found Christian and Bastaard identities attractive as they were associated with
higher status relative to ‘Bushman’ and Hottentot categories — in terms of the colonial value system.
Bastaard and Christian identities allowed Khoe-San descendants to affirm a superior status that suggested
proximity to Europeans and colonial culture, and at the same time, distance from a Khoe-San heritage, as
suggested by Burchell’s 1812 account of Van Roye and Corne, two of his servants accompanying him
during his travels:

none were more lazy than these two; and they seemed to consider themselves as hired only to ride along with
me for the gratification of their own curiosity to see the country. They had done, literally, no work since the
day when they first entered my service; yet, on account of their being Christemensch, they rated themselves
so high, that they actually regarded it as degrading, to do the same work as a Hottentot. They carried this
ignorant mischievous pride so far, as to deny all knowledge of the Hottentot language; which, with respect to
Van Roye, I knew certainly to be an untruth, and always believed the other to be better acquainted with it than
he pretended. It was disgusting, though ridiculous, to hear these two woolly-headed men, call their
companions, Hottentots, as an appellation of inferiority good enough for Heathens, and proper for making
these sensibleioof the superiority of Christians. This unbecoming spirit was frequently the cause of broils and
discords ... .

36 Schoeman: Griqua captaincy, pp. 12-13.

37 Schoeman: Griqua captaincy, p. 10.

3 Nienaber: Khoekhoense stamname, pp. 443-9. Nienaber cites a rare instance in which the term “Giriqua” was used
by Lichtenstein in reference to people at who were at Rietfontein mission station between 1804 and 1805.
Lichtenstein, however, generally used the term “Bastardhottentotten” in reference to the people later called Griqua.
Ibid., p. 449.

% Susan Newton-King: Masters and servants on the Cape eastern frontier, 1760-1803 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1999), pp. 120-3.

“'William J Burchell: Travels in the interior of southern Africa, Vol. II (London: Longman, 1824), p. 296.
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The co-presence of Khoekhoe and Bastaards among the followers of the Koks led to Whites describing
them as a whole variously as ‘Bastaards’, ‘Hottentots’, ‘mixed-Hottentots” or ‘Hottentot-Bastaards’.*' The
Bastaard category strongly suggested part European descent, whilst the ‘Hottentoty-Bastaard’ category was
initially mainly used to refer to individuals of Khoekhoe-slave®* descent. Terms used in reference to the
followers of the Koks were also used loosely and interchangeably.* Thus, although suggesting at least
partial non-Khoekhoe ancestry, the term Bastaard could also be used to include people who did not
necessarily have European or slave ancestry.

Klaarwater

Missionaries played an important mediatory role in the reconfiguration of the identities and culture of the
followers of the Koks. The emergence of the (neo-)Griqua shows the ambivalent socio-political role (or
use) of Christianity and missionaries. In regard to Khoe-San identities and cultures, the emergence of the
(neo-)Griqua shows how the missionaries could be involved in the both their erasure and maintenance.

In 1801 London Missionary Society (LMS) missionaries were encouraged by ‘Bastaards’ dwelling along
the Gariep who visited the Zak River Mission Station (founded in 1799 for San), to move further into the
interior and to undertake evangelization beyond the Gariep River. William Anderson and Cornelius Kramer
subsequently undertook mission work among the followers of Cornelius Kok I, the heir of Adam Kok I, and
Barend Barends (son of Klaas Barends from a daughter of Adam Kok I). Encouraged by Anderson and
Kramer, the group moved to Klaarwater in 1804 where the missionaries set up a mission.** By 1809 the
population of Klaarwater (later renamed Griquatown) and its out-stations was around 784.* It was reckoned
in 1823 that the Griqua population of the settlement and surrounding stations was around 1600 people with
1000 more living at a distance and with the Korana “living among them, or under their influence”
numbering at least 1800."

The population of Klaarwater and its surrounds comprised people from various socio-cultural groupings.
There were by 1811 in addition to the Khoekhoe and Bastaard followers of the Koks and Barends’ also San,
Korana, Sotho and Tswana in the region, thus allowing for diverse socio-cultural exchanges. The Korana,
San and the followers of the Koks and Barends’ then lived in traditional (Khoe-San) portable matted
houses, including Adam Kok II and Barend Barends who were then both captains at Klaarwater. Kok had
authority over one section of the community and Barends over the other.” Korana settlements or kraals
were at places intermingled with those of the Tswana. In between settlements of Tswana, Korana and the
followers of the Koks and Barends’ were also San kraals. Nomadism contributed much to the interspersion
of these communities.*®

Close proximity encouraged social, economic, cultural and linguistic exchanges. Those who would be
named Griqua from 1813 had a number of Korana and San in their employ during the first few decades of
settlement in the region.” Cultural items like clothing were appropriated from different communities.™

#! Nienaber: Khoekhoense stamname, p. 171; William J Burchell: Travels in the interior of southern Africa, Vol. 1
(Cape Town: C Struik, 1967), p. 154.

#2 Richard Elphick and Robert Shell: “Intergroup relations: Khoikhoi, settlers, slaves and free blacks, 1652-1795”, in
Elphick and Giliomee: Shaping of South African society, p. 202.

* Schoeman: Griqua captaincy, p. 102.
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* Burchell: Travels, Vol. 1, p. 361.

4 George Thompson: Travels and adventures in southern Africa, Part 1 (Cape Town: Van Riebeeck Society, 1967), p.
77.
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Individuals learnt languages spoken in neighbouring communities.”’ Adam Kok II himself could speak
Tswana.” There is some evidence of unions between San women and Korana or other Khoekhoe men™ and
between Tswana men and San women.> Burchell encountered substantial marital unions between Korana
and Tswana in 1812:

The number of Bachapins who have taken wives from among the Koras, is not small. This seems to be a
prevailing custom, with that class who can afford to purchase them, while at the same time the Kora parents
prefer foreign husbands for their daughters, because the Bachapins pay them ten oxen, which is more than
they can obtain in their own tribe. On the other hand, the Koras, as if to counterbalance this irregularity, are
equally unpatriotic in their choice, and often select their wives from among the Bachapins.™

Inter-group and trans-ethnic alliances also emerged, for example between some Korana and Tswana,
between some San and the followers of the Koks and Barends’, and between some Korana and the
followers of the Koks and Barends’.”® There were occasions of conflict within and between groups as well
occasions of alliances across groups. There was tension and conflict, for example within San
communities,”’ as well as conflict between, for example, San—Korana, and Bastaard—San or between
Korana and Bastaard/Khoekhoe followers of the Koks and Barends. It would appear that animosities
towards the some San by people from other communities could be very high, and that reprisals against the
San for appropriated livestock, could be very brutal. Some San communities were, however, allied to
Khoekhoe or Griqua communities that might act violently against other San communities. San allies could,
and did become enemies.™

Inter-ethnic, cross-ethnic and trans-ethnic cooperation was engendered by the practice of cattle raiding and
the need for military defence against threatening groups, notably those connected with the Mfecane (violent
upheavals and population dislocations in the South African interior) of the 1820s and 1830s. Thus, in 1823
Barend Barends, Adam Kok II and Andries Waterboer formed a commando that together with a commando
of Tlhaping and Tlharo, fought an invading force referred to as the “Mantatees” (being thus confused with
the followers of the Tlokwa-Sotho regentess MaNthatisi’’) at Old Dithakong. Waterboer and Cornelius Kok
II later again formed a commando comprising Griqua, Korana, San and Tswana.*

Much like Khoe-San and Bastaard dependents and non-dependents of Whites could participate with Whites
(and later on their own initiative) in attacks and cattle raids on Khoe-San (thus contributing to further Khoe-
San societal rupturing and reconfiguration),®’ Sotho, Tswana, Korana and San (dependents and non-
dependents of Griqua) could also participate with Griqua in attacks and cattle raids on Sotho, Tswana,
Korana, San or even Nguni communities or groups (e.g. Ndebele under Mzilikazi). The ‘Bergenaars’ who
left Griquatown in protest to the leadership of Waterboer were joined by Korana and together undertook
raids on surrounding communities, including Griqua at Griquatown, Korana, Sotho and Tswana. Bergenaars

3! Burchell: Travels, Vol. 11, p. 267; Campbell: Travels, p. 173.
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also joined Sotho and Tswana groups and together raided Sotho-Tswana communities. Griqua, Sotho-
Tswana and Whites could also take joint action against African communities. In 1837 a Griqua, Rolong and
White commando led by Hendrick Potgieter and Gerrit Maritz defeated Mzilikazi.** Griqua could also unite
with Giqua against other groups, just as Whites were inclined to support other Whites when power relations
allowed them to assert their ethno-cultural and somatic preferences. Thus, in the context of heightened
social tension in consequence of the arrival of more extremists White Dutch-speaking farmers (or Boers) in
Transorangia, ethno-‘racial’ allegiances were reinforced among contending Griqua and White parties, with
the more moderate Whites (who had established fairly conciliatory relations with the Philippolis Griqua in
the 1830s) joining the extremists Whites, and with Waterboer joining forces with Adam Kok IIL.%

Missionaries and change

Missionaries encountered some difficulty in their attempt to initiate cultural and economic changes among
the followers of the Koks and Barends’. Many among these people could apparently not be persuaded by
1811 to adopt Christian marriage rites. “The restrictions which it had been endeavoured to lay upon their
former customs, rendered the missionaries rather unpopular; and the law for reducing the number of wives
from two, often three, and sometimes four, to one, in a nation consisting of more females than males, did
not meet with many advocates in either sex”.** The missionaries also had difficulties in the first few decades
to persuade the followers of the Koks and Barends’ to pursue a settled mode of existence and to devote
themselves to agriculture. Many of these people continued a nomadic livelihood and lived for varying
periods in groups around scattered sources of water and grazing.”” Missionaries encountered even more
difficulties in trying to transform Korana and San in the vicinity of Klaarwater. Korana and San who lived
in the Klaarwater district supposedly “show[ed] no desire to receive the least instruction from the
missionaries, nor d[id] they attend their meetings, but continue[d] to remove from place to place” as “a wild

independent people”.®®

The development of communities around mission settlements not only encouraged shifts in economic and
cultural practices but also altered the bases of power and influence, thus generating power contestation in
Griqua polities. The Bastaard-Khoekhoe society was initially organized on a loose clan structure.®’
Community influence was to a large extent exerted through networks that were closely linked to the Kok
and Barends families. However, association with the missionaries and Christianity could enable individuals
to become influential regardless of their linkages to old networks of power. Andries Waterboer is a notable
example. Reputed to be of San descent, he was baptised in 1808 and appointed as a “native” mission agent
in 1814. He was also a “native [school] teacher”. He developed a relationship with LMS missionaries that
contributed much to his ascent in Griqua politics, notably in 1820. However, individuals who could draw on
traditional sources of power could also reinforce their power through drawing on new bases of power.
Among the early converts to Christianity were also individuals from leading proto-Griqua families like the
Koks and Barends’. Barend Barends was baptised in 1807, became a deacon in 1813 and was appointed as a
LMS “native agent” in 1814.%

Power contestation in Griqua communities was compounded by the missionary intervention in Griqua
politics and administration.”” Cornelius Kok I and a number of his followers resented the increasing
administrative role of missionaries. Cornelius eventually transferred his captainship to his eldest son, Adam
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Kok II, around 1805 as an act of protest against increasing administrative control of the missionaries and
moved to the Kamiesberg.”” Despite resentment from among the followers of the Koks and Barends’ against
missionaries, the benefits they accrued from their presence allowed the missionaries to play an important
role in the emergence of Griqua polities, the re-adoption of the Griqua name (in modified form) and the
subsequent development of a (neo-)Griqua identity.

Re-adoption of Griqua name and development of a (neo-)Griqua identity

On 6 August 1813 the Reverend John Campbell, on his visit to Klaarwater, indicated to the “principal
persons” of the settlement “the offensiveness of the word [“Bastard”] to an English or Dutch ear”. They
then “resolved to assume some other name. On consulting among themselves, they found the majority were

descended from a person of the name of Griqua, and they resolved [t]hereafter to be called Griquas”.”'

The community also agreed, at Campbell’s initiative, to codify laws; that “judges or magistrates chosen”
should “put them into execution”, and that “their two Captains, or Chiefs, should continue to act as
commanders in the things requiring public safety against foreign attacks”. The “whole people” not only
resolved that they “should be called Griquas, instead of Bastard or Hottentots”, but that “the place [should
be] called Griqua-town, instead of Klaarwater”.”” The name Griqualand was also applied to the region of
Griqua settlement soon after the re-adoption of the Griqua name.”” Thus, the term ‘Griqua’, derived from
#Khxari/Gri-G(u)riqua resurfaced in 1813 and would be a functional category till into the 21* century. In
contrast to the modification that pre-colonial Khoe-San names were subjected to, the Griqua name became

fixed in writing and through Griqua statehood.

Revived in the context of emerging Griqua polities (or chiefdoms), the Griqua name came to signify being a
follower of a Griqua captain (or chief) and being a member of a Griqua polity headed by a Griqua captain,
that is, being a burgher. Initially articulated in contexts of developing Griqua polities, the Griqua category
could embrace individuals from disparate ethnic backgrounds. Although being initially in the main polity
related, a quasi-ethnic dimension was suggested from the onset of the re-adoption of the Griqua name, as
suggested by the perception among the followers of the Koks and Barends’ (on the occasion of the re-
adoption of the name) that most were descendant from a person called Griqua. That is, despite the multiple
ethnic heritages of the new Griqua, there was nevertheless a perception of a shared narrow Khoekhoe
ancestry that would influence, at various stages, notions of genuine Griquaness.

Although the re-assumption of the Griqua name might have had a levelling effect, prior identities and
statuses persisted, and some, like Bastaard, were in tension with the Griqua category. Some people
preferred the Bastaard category above the Griqua category, or to be called Bastaards instead of Griqua.
Even five decades after the re-adoption of the Griqua name there was still some protestation against its
usage in the place of Bastaard.”* Some former slaves who joined the Griqua also maintained an
‘Apprentice’ identity into the late 1800s.” Real or purported discrimination on the basis of origin also
served to sustain identities that individuals assumed before they moved into the Griqua landscape.”
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However, the political dimension of Griqua identity, that is, identification based on allegiance to a Griqua
captain or membership of a Griqua polity, facilitated the accommodation of ‘outsiders’ as Griqua. Many
who were not Griqua would have been incorporated first as Griqua-dependents and later as full members.”’
Many who moved into Griqua polities for the sanctuary they provided were also liable to become full
members. It was reckoned in 1813 that there were 1266 Griqua in Griquatown and its outposts and 1341
Korana “who considere[d] themselves connected with Griquas, for the sake of pro‘[ection”.78 People like
these Korana were liable to develop a Griqua identity based on their association with Griqua in the
settlement and their identification with the polity. Those Korana who were less exposed to colonial culture
than many of the Griqua, would in turn reintroduce aspects of traditional Khoekhoe cultures and values into
the Griqua settlement, contributing thus to tension between traditionalist and Westernized Griqua, at the
same time as they were subjected to mission and colonial culture in the Griqua settlement. This process was
manifested by the ‘Bergenaars’ who rejected the leadership of the pro-missionary Captain Andries
Waterboer and allied themselves to Korana groups along the Gariep, Vaal and Harts Rivers and began
raiding surrounding communities, in cluding those at Griquatown.”

Sotho and Tswana who moved into Griqua settlements, particularly in consequence of Mfecane upheavals,
would similarly be liable to develop a Griqua identity through their association with Griqua in the
settlement and through their allegiance to Griqua captains. A number of these Sotho and Tswana became
Griqua burghers and identified themselves as Tswana or Sotho ‘Griqua burghers’.** The Sotho and Tswana
would also be subjected to colonial culture in Griqua settlements just as they might at the same time
introduce elements of Sotho-Tswana culture into Griqua settlements.

Thus, people of Bantu-speaking, slave, Khoe-San and part-European descent could move into Griqua
polities, be subjected to Griqua rule, and be liable to assume a Griqua identity on the basis of their
association with Griqua polities and the acquisition of burgher status.®’ However, Griquaness also came to
assume a proto-racialized, dimension that reflected, and, in some ways, reinforced broader process of
colonial ethno-‘racial’ formation. The articulation of Griqua identity reflected the multi-cultural constitution
of the Griqua. The socio-cultural effects of the multi-cultural constitution of the Griqua could both reinforce
and disrupt processes of colonial ethno-‘racial’ formation.

Griqua identity, Khoekhoe tradition, mission ideals and colonial culture

At the onset of the re-adoption of the Griqua name the Griqua diverged in regard subsistence strategies, thus
allowing the identity itself to be associated with divergent subsistence strategies and attendant cultural
manifestations. Economic activities and cultural products possessed by individuals such as housing and
clothing reflected, to an extent, the divergent socio-economic and cultural ideals of the Griqua. However, a
missionary inspired subsistence strategy, with its attendant cultural attributes, became ascendant and,
together with the broader ensemble of appropriated colonial culture and values, significantly influenced
Griqua socio-cultural and political orientations.

Missionaries encouraged the Griqua to become Christians and to pursue a sedentary mode of existence. The
missionaries introduced typical values of mission Christianity such as frugality, monogamy, individuality
and settled agriculture to the community. Some Griqua learnt to read and write.*> The growing association
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with Christianity was accompanied by a growth in agricultural practice and changes in type of dwellings
from portable reed huts to mud or stone houses. Older economic strategies of hunting and herding
continued, however, to be practiced into the 1850s when agricultural practice and sheep farming had
reached a significant extent.” Cattle raiding remained for long a part of Griqua culture. Attempting to build
up an income derived from commercial activities connected with the Cape economy, the Griqua acted as
intermediaries in the ivory trade with the interior Bantu-speakers; they traded in cattle, and bred sheep and
horses. Wealth acquired through trade was used to acquire, for example, firearms and ammunition,
agricultural equipment like ploughs and wagons as well as European clothing.

The Griqua adoption of a Christian identity and acquisition of European commodities also reflected an
attempt at gaining respect from, and social equality with Whites. A growing number of Griqua, especially
the more recent immigrants from the colony, associated themselves with Christianity, though some might
only have been nominal Christians. A Christian identity allowed many to assert a status that they were
denied in the colony. Christianity became an important component of Griqua identity and “a prime means
of acculturation”. However, not all Griqua became believing Christians and many who regarded themselves
as Christians were not regarded as such by church authorities. Although social pressures against behaviour
that was contrary to Christian prescriptions increased, some people could not reconcile themselves with
some of Christian inspired prescriptions like monogamy and limitations on alcohol consumption; some
opted to a;goid the church; others moved elsewhere where they could engage more freely in contrarian
behaviour.

As suggested before, the transition from old survival strategies to livelihoods inspired by missionaries
generated leadership tension and conflict that was exacerbated by the domineering tendencies of
missionaries. Trade, Christianity, and the ability to read and write, allowed for the development of new
bases of status and influence that weakened the old captains’ authority. Influence in the Church could be
turned into political influence. The ability to read and write became crucial in government. The ascent of
Andries Waterboer exemplified the possibilities allowed by new power bases in Griqua polities. Adam Kok
IT who was not as pliable as the missionaries hoped he would be, together with Barend Barends, fell out of
favour with the missionaries as well as with a number of Griqua. A number of Griqua became displeased
with the leadership of Kok and Barends. Both were accused of neglecting their duty. The result was that
Waterboer who was well regarded by the missionaries, was, with their support, elected as the successor of
Adam Kok IT in December 1820. The election of Waterboer and his strict rule in turn generated animosity
against him by traditionalists who preferred a pastoral and raiding subsistence strategy.

Adam subsequently moved to Knoffelvallei (later called Campbell) where his brother Cornelius Kok II,
together with their father Cornelius Kok I were then living. Barends moved to Danielskuil and in 1823 to
Boetsap in the vicinity of the Harts River. Griqua traditionalists disillusioned with Waterboer’s strict rule
left Griquatown shortly after his ascent to power. Soon called ‘Bergenaars’, these traditionalists became
notorious for cattle raiding.*®

Missionaries contributed both to a measure of stability in Griqua society but also at the same time ironically
contributed to factionalism that would characterize Griqua history. Missionaries promoted a settled mode of
existence and the formalization of regulations and laws governing Griqua society, thus fostering stability.
The Koks and Barends’ families and their followers valued the presence of missionaries in Griqua polities
for the access that they facilitated to colonial resources and trade networks. However, missionary
intervention in Griqua government also generated tension between them and Griqua chiefs, their supporters
and those favouring a raiding and nomadic mode of life. Tension also emerged between Griqua chiefs and
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Griqua resenting their rule, notably Andries Waterboer, the missionary protégé. After his election as chief at
Griquatown, Waterboer sought to use both missionaries and the colonial government to bolster his attempts
at becoming the principal Griqua leader and to establish hegemony over surrounding African communities.
Thus, Waterboer’s chieftainship generated tension between himself and Cornelius Kok II, Adam Kok II,
Barend Barends and their followers, which was further fuelled by his (Waterboer’s) hegemonic attempts.
Even though there was much tension between Griqua factions, there were also attempts at resolving
differences and establishing cooperation.*® Both the tendencies towards fragmentation and cooperation
became characteristic of Griqua politics. Both these tendencies, together with tensions between subsistence
were re-enacted at Philippolis.

Griqua of Philippolis

In 1824 Adam Kok II left Campbell, moved across the Vaal River and settled in an area along the Riet
River. There were among the Griqua followers of Adam Kok at that stage also Bergenaars, many Korana
and a number of Tswana.” In 1825 Adam Kok met the Reverend John Phillip, the superintendent of LMS
mission stations, in the vicinity of the Lower Riet River and requested permission to settle with his people
in the region of the LMS Philippolis mission station. Philip subsequently approved on the condition that
Kok would to protect the San (for whom the mission was originally established in 1822%%) from Dutch-
speaking White farmers who were then troubling the San. Philip thought that Adam Kok had influence over
the Bergenaars and hoped that he could use him to end Griqua dissentions and to instil stability within
Griqua settlements.

The mission station became the centre of Adam Kok’s captaincy. However, a fission based on divergent
economic and cultural ideals manifested itself. There was, in addition, a struggle between old mission
inhabitants and the Griqua who came with Adam Kok. Adam Kok’s adherents might have included
Christians but they did not have a strong allegiance to the church or the mission and were disinclined to
accept the authority of LMS missionaries. Adam Kok was formally elected captain in October 1825. A
memorial with 100 names requesting that he be formally appointed was then sent to the Cape governor,
reflecting thus the ambiguous or partial autonomy of Griqua polities. The election was duly approved by the
British authorities on 10 January 1826. However, a portion of the Bergenaars withdrew their allegiance and
moved to the Gariep River.*

Philippolis leadership struggle

After Adam’s death in 1835, a leadership struggle developed between his two sons, Abraham and Adam
Kok III. Opposing economic and cultural ideals played into the leadership struggle. The more Westernized
faction and the missionaries supported Adam Kok, who was literate and had experience as a Raad member
and as ‘provisional captain’ in the absence of his father. Traditionalists like former Bergenaars supported
the older Abraham, who was illiterate and pursued a more traditional lifestyle. In an election held in 1836
Abraham received 168 votes and Adam only 68.%

Abraham, however, became unpopular soon after his election, his reign being subsequently short-lived.
Abraham was rebuked by the new missionary, Theophilus Atkinson, and some of the Griqua for his
involvement in an attack on Mzilikazi with Cornelius Kok II and Barend Barends in 1837. Abraham,
however, disassociated himself from those among his people who went on the commando even though he
gave them written permission to go. On being subsequently rejected by both the pro and anti-commando
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groupings, Abraham withdrew to the Modder River. Late in 1837, in the absence of Abraham, a large
portion of the Philippolis community elected Adam as captain. Adam Kok and Waterboer subsequently
entered into an alliance. Abraham, on the other hand, formed an alliance with his uncle Cornelius Kok II at
Campbell who was in strife with Waterboer. Abraham attempted to raid Philippolis outposts with the help
of Cornelius.”' Skirmishes between the Abraham and Adam camps were, however, dissolved later in 1838
through the mediation of Waterboer.””

Interaction at Philippolis: Griqua and others

The Griqua’s location in regard to colonial and missionary values impacted both on intra-Griqua relations
and on relations with non-Griqua. The appropriation of colonial culture and values and their ascendance
within Griqua polities had a significant impact of Griqua interaction with those who were not Griqua,
influencing attempts at overlordship over Khoe-San and Bantu-speakers. Access to colonial products,
notably guns and ammunition, enabled the Griqua to exert some power over these communities.
Communities in the vicinity of Philippolis included Bastaards, a few Korana, San and a number of Sotho
and Tswana. The Bastaards merged quickly with the Griqua. Griqua treatment of the San, on the other hand,
tended to be brutal and exploitative.

Although they were supposed to provide protection to the San, the Griqua themselves behaved oppressively
towards them, apparently reducing them to labourers or driving them out. The San were apparently forced
to move about 75 km east near the confluence of the Caledon and Gariep rivers where a new mission
station, subsequently called Bethulie, was set up for them.”> Many of those who were not under missionary
protection were attacked and killed. The Griqua also justified the killing of women and children on the
ground that “the children grow up to mischief and all the women breed them”. Attacks on the San, which
might have been partly motivated by informal slavery, peaked around 1830.*

Although Griqua relations with Sotho, Tswana and Korana were marked by their desire for domination,
they were not marked by the brutality shown to the San.”” The Griqua in particular attempted to subjugate
Korana raiders of the Transgariep who constituted a major threat to the stability of the Philippolis polity in
the 1820s.”° Some Korana became indistinguishable from Griqua.”” A number of Bantu-speakers,
particularly Sotho and Tswana, who were displaced through Mfecane upheavals in the 1820s also came to
live at or near Philippolis directly under Griqua rule. They were apparently in the main labourers or
squatters unlikely to receive burgher rights or to play any significant role in political, economic or military
life of the polity. Most Sotho refugees returned to the Caledon River after stability was restored in that
region by Moshoeshoe in the 1830s. Many Tswana remained at Philippolis and its surrounds.”®

The most serious threat to the viability of the Griqua polities was the presence White farmers. In September
1824 the upper Gariep River became the northern boundary of the Cape Colony, thus bringing the region of
official White settlement closer to Philippolis. In November 1825 Andries Stockenstrém, the landdrost of
Graaff-Reinet, allowed trekboers to move across the river temporarily to obtain grazing during a period of
drought. In subsequent years a large number of White farmers settled on a semi-permanent basis in the

! Legassick: “The Griqua, the Sotho-Tswana, and the missionaries”, pp. 551-3 Ross: Griguas, p. 38-9; Schoeman:
Griqua captaincy, pp. 87-90.

%2 Schoeman: Grigua captaincy, pp. 90-93.

% Ross: Griquas, pp. 24-5, Schoeman: Griqua captaincy, p. 58.

% Ross: Griquas, pp. 24-5.

% Ross: Griquas, p. 26.

% Schoeman: Grigua captaincy, pp. 62-3, 99.

T Ross: Griquas, p. 26.

% Ross: Griquas, pp. 27-8, 41; Schoeman: Griqua captaincy, pp. 101-102, 166-7.



33

Philippolis area and near the Riet and Caledon rivers. White farmers who moved into Griqua territory even
argued that the land belonged to the “Bosjesmen” and that they therefore had the right to occupy it.

In contrast to their relations with other Khoe-San communities and with Bantu-speaking communities, the
Griqua pursued relations with White farmers that were not marked by a desire for overlordship. The Griqua
leadership were, however, disturbed by early White treks in the vicinity of Philippolis. By January 1829
Adam Kok and his Raad protested formally to the Cape governor about the presence of White farmers in
Philippolis.”” Tension between the White farmers and the Griqua were, however, still relatively mild in the
1830s. A small number of White farmers who had set up houses near Philippolis did become involved in
land disputes but the Griqua developed fairly conciliatory relations with most White farmers in the vicinity
of Philippolis during the 1830s. Conciliatory relations were facilitated by the initial spatial division, with
Whites living in the north in the valleys of the Riet, Modder and Vet rivers. The initial suspicion that the
Griqua had of the White farmers diminished. Disputes between the Griqua and White farmers abated. With
more cordial relations established Griqua started to lease farms on an increasing scale to White farmers.

Land arrangements assumed a more formal nature when the Philippolis government made a treaty with the
White community in which permission was granted to Griqua to lease land to Whites, thus sanctioning what
had already taken place. The treaty declared that the “colonist” or White farmers in Philippolis retained
their own colonial laws. The treaty also affirmed the ultimate authority of the Griqua over land.'™ While
Griqua could lease land to Whites they were prohibited by a 1838 law from selling it to them.'”' The
relatively courteous treatment of White Dutch-speaking farmers by Griqua leaders, in contrast to their
treatment of San, Koranna and Bantu-speakers, was, in part, encouraged by the power capacity of Whites
and the ascendance of colonial and mission values within Griqua communities engendering a measure of
identification with White Dutch-speaking farmers who were emulated religiously, economically and
culturally by some Griqua.

Ascendance and hegemony of Christian norms

Although the religious, cultural and economic ideals of the more Western orientated Griqua became
entrenched within Griqua captaincies, Griqua material culture remained very composite. Most of the
population remained spread over the countryside and lived much in a traditional manner in large extended
families on their cattle and sheep farms near fountains. Kolbe estimated in 1834 that there were 700 adults
with 50 000 sheep, 40 000 goats, 7000 cattle and 920 horses at Philippolis. Many Griqua still lived in the
traditional portable matted (maatjie) houses of the Khoe-San. Those with the means were, however,
beginning to build more permanent clay houses. European clothing was replacing buckskin leather. Griqua
retained for a longer time strings of beads round their necks, particularly the women.'"*

The increase in church attendance, especially formal church membership, suggested a growing association
between Griqua identity and Christianity. Sunday service attendance at the Philippolis church grew steadily
over the years, averaging around 25 in 1828, 160-280 in 1832, 250-300 in 1837, 700-800 in 1844. Church
services appear to have been looked on by the attendants to a large extent as social gatherings and do not
necessarily reflect the commitment of the Griqua to Christian religious tenets. The numbers of formal
church members were much less than the numbers of people attending services. There were only 52 formal
church members by January 1838 but the number grew steadily in subsequent years. There were by
September 1840 133 formal church members, by December 1840 181 and 218 by August 1841.'%
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The identification with Christianity was also facilitated by some Griqua leaders. Griqua captains and some
other leading Griqua figures became Christians at an early stage of the Griqua polities, as indicated before.
Philippolis became officially a Christian polity. The Philippolis Raad produced laws and regulations for the
polity that reflected the deepening inscription of Christian prescriptions on the polity. Even though Captain
Adam Kok II and many of his councillors were not members of the church in 1833, a law was passed in that
year “[t]hat in God’s House prayers are to be said every Sabbath for the Captain and the Raad, that they
may” conduct “themselves according to the laws in the fear of God”. It was recommended that “each person
shall pray in the house for the Government and the country”.'” The Raad had also sanctioned, by the 1840s,
an already accepted practice by laying down that Griqua marriage was to be monogamous, and that those
who took a second wife or husband would be considered to have committed adultery and be liable for both
divorce and punishment.'®

Despite the diverse origins of people in Griqua polities, a sense of peopleness and nationhood strongly
linked to Christianness was forged that was carried over into East Griqualand, and drawn on by Griqua after
the demise of Griqua polities as a source of pride and idealised frame of reference. Thus, in 1843 Hendrik
Hendrickze, a member of the Philippolis Raad, affirmed “that we ... are a people this day”. Hendrickze also

affirmed that “[w]e are a Christian nation”.'®

A measure of success in emulating Whites culturally and economically was suggested in a lecture in Cape
Town in 1855 by Edward Solomon, who would, however, as their missionary until 1857, be inclined to
stress Griqua success in emulating Whites:

Taken as a whole, the Griqua tribe will now amount to from 8000 to 10000 souls, and it is decidedly the
furthest advanced in civilization of all those connected with the Hottentot race. ...

[M]any of the Griquas, are endeavouring to obtain [woollen sheep] ... and for this purpose are devoting all
the money they can raise. Some of them now have flocks varying from 500 to 1500, and many of the people
are anxious to increase the number and improve the breed of their sheep. This is one proof of the position we
[missionaries] have advanced, that the Griquas are the most civilized portion of the Hottentot race. ...

The more respectable and advanced of the Griqua occupy European houses, wear European clothing, and live
upon food similar to that consumed by Europeans. They are engaged in pastoral pursuits, many of them
having fire arms, their own personal property, admirably adopted for the purpose. They possess a
considerable number of good Colonial-made wagons. ... Altogether the Griquas must have about three
hundred wagons in their possession ... .

They have an increasing desire for knowledge, and are anxious that their children should receive a higher
education than any with which they have been privileged ... .

. . . e ey . 107
All these are encouraging signs of advancement in civilization ... .'

Although White cultural elements increased within Griqua settlements, traditional Khoekhoe elements were
retained. Thus, repositories of Khoekhoe cultures and traditions articulated with mission inspired ideals of
settlement and production that stood in a hegemonic relation to traditional pastoral, hunting and raiding
ideals. Although the absorption of colonial and Christian attributes engendered a sense of superiority in
many Griqua, many Whites viewed Griqua cultural attainments with amusement.'” White cultural
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attainment did not generate the kind of White respect and equality that many Griqua desired. The increasing
presence of Whites in the vicinity of Philippolis in the 1840s and 1850s encouraged them to express their
prejudices against the Griqua more openly.

Philippolis sovereignty crisis — 1840s & 1850s

The events of the 1840s and 1850s that significantly affected Griqua land ownership and semi-autonomy
were to be revisited by later Griqua generations who were aggrieved with Griqua dispossession and with the
impoverishment of the Griqua during their own times. Conciliatory relations with White farmers established
in the 1830s started to break down by the 1840s with the increasing inflow of more Whites beyond the
Gariep River, particularly republicans led by Jan Mocke and Jan Kock who had resisted the British take-
over of Natal in 1842. The republicans lived mainly around the Modder River or in the Winburg region.

Napier treaty, 1843

The Griqua leadership hoped, in the face of the inflow of Dutch-speaking Whites, that they would be able to
maintain their semi-independence through allegiance to colonial authorities'” that they attempted to
consolidate through treaties. A treaty was concluded with Sir George Napier in November 1843. In return
for £100 per annum, a grant of £50 per annum to the LMS for education, and ‘100 stand of arms and
ammunition’, Adam Kok was to guard his boundary coterminous with the Cape colony against incursions
from beyond and “cooperate ... with the colonial government in preserving peace and extending

Civilization to the native tribes”.'"

Maitland treaty, 1846

In consequence of Governor Sir Peregrine Maitland’s attempt to work out a solution to the problem
between the Griqua and White farmers, a treaty was signed in February 1846'"" that divided Philippolis into
an area north of the Riet River in which land could be leased (huurbaar or alienable territory) to Whites and
a southern area in which land could not be leased (onhuurbaar or inalienable territory), sold or occupied by
Whites. Leases in the leasable area were not to exceed 40 years. The Griqua, however, contributed to the
Weakenin%gf their semi-independence by leasing farms to Whites in the unleasable area in contravention of
the treaty.

Harry Smith, 1848

Maitland’s successor, Sir Harry Smith introduced measures that were even more threatening to Griqua
semi-independence. On 28 January 1848 Smith forced Kok to sign an agreement in terms of which the
Griqua were to retain the farms in the unleasable territory after the leases had expired, once they had paid
for the improvements that White farmers had carried out. Farms in the alienable territory that were leased
for forty years or more were to be leased permanently in return for perpetual annual payments by the
colonial government to the Griqua chief and the owners of the farms. The chief would receive £200 whilst
£100 was to be divided among the owners. Forty-two farms were leased for forty years (or more) in the
leasable territory and were thus alienated through this arrangement.'"® In practice the British administrators
treated all (58) farms that were leased in the alienable territory as if they were leased for forty years.
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A number of English businessmen and colonial officials in Bloemfontein had by then developed interests in
Griqua land that significantly impacted on the receptivity of colonial authorities to the concerns of the
Griqua. Eighty-eight farms from the alienable territory that were not leased were lost to the Griqua when
they were distributed amongst Dutch-speaking White farmers and British speculators. Valuations of
improvements on farms in the inalienable territory were too high for the Griqua to pay. The Griqua were
thus deprived of additional land.""

George Clerk & Orange Free State republic, 1854

The final blow to Griqua semi-autonomy came during the 1850s with preparations to grant the Dutch-
speaking Whites of the Orange River Sovereignty their independence — after Smith had proclaimed British
sovereignty over the territory between the Gariep and the Vaal rivers, including the territory of Adam Kok,
on 3 February 1848. By now the Griqua were no longer considered useful for maintaining order beyond the
colonial boundary. White Dutch-speaking farmers had become problematic for the colonial government to
control. Colonial officials were inclined to establish influence over these White farmers by appeasing them
at the expense of the Griqua.

Through the Bloemfontein Convention of 23 February 1854 Dutch-speaking Whites of the Orange River
Sovereignty were granted self-government. The Republic of the Orange Free State thus came into being
with Bloemfontein as its capital. Clerk had entered secret agreements with the Boers, with one agreement
providing that any land purchased by Whites from the Griqua would fall under the Free State government
and that the Free State government had authority over the leasable territory. The Free State government
subsequently issued Free State titles to Boers who leased Griqua farms.'"

Reflecting in 1927 on the events that unfolded in Philippolis between 1840 and 1860, Andrew Abraham
Stockenstrom le Fleur I, who positioned himself as the heir of Adam Kok III wrote:

[H]ere [at Philippolis] was the place where by one stroke of the pen the freedom of the Griquas was taken
away ... here thanklessness surpasses all history of any civilized nation; here the mightiest power committed
the darkest crime in African History. ... What have we got for our fathers’ sacrifices. Yes, ours is a cruel
History. Here might is right."'®

Nomansland

There was a strong feeling among the Philippolis Griqua by the end of the 1850s that they could no longer
maintain their independence in Philippolis and that they should rather move to another area. Reflecting back
in 1875 on factors inducing Griqua to trek (in a manner that revealed Griqua self-identification as ‘Natives’
prior to the 1880s) Adam Kok stated:

My reason for coming to this country [Nomansland] was that I saw no chance of my being able to stand as a
Native against the Boers. I was surrounded by white men, and after long consideration I came to this
conclusion: It was no longer right for me to remain where I was in that situation.'"’

Treks were suggested to a few places. Adam Kok apparently responded positively to a proposal by Sir
George Grey, the governor and high commissioner (on his visit to Philippolis in August 1858''*), that the
Griqua should sell their remaining land to the Orange Free State government and move to Nomansland, a
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territory east of the Drakensberg.'"” Nomansland was then thinly populated, partly due to the Mfecane

upheavals and sour grazing, but was claimed by the Mpondo Chief Faku. Grey apparently hoped that the
Griqua would bring stability to the area, prepare the land for later White settlement, and thus aid the
annexation of the country between the Cape colony and Natal.'*’

In 1859 a Griqua commission, together with over a hundred men, went to explore the suitability of
Nomansland.'?! Acting for Grey, Walter Currie, Commandant of the Frontier Mounted Police, guided the
Commission and negotiated with Faku who agreed to surrender the “vacant” northern section of the country
that was acknowledged to be his.'* Faku had earlier ceded the land between the Mtamvuna and the
Mzimkulu rivers (which included the main part of the area that the Griqua considered trekking to) to Natal
in 1850. The Griqua commission to Nomansland returned to Philippolis with a positive report. Most Griqua
burghers of Philippolis agreed in 1860 to go to Nomansland. Kok subsequently entered into negotiations
with the Cape government in regard to the boundaries of the land they would occupy and in regard to their
status when they got there.'” On 1 August 1860 Grey set conditions for Griqua occupation in Nomansland.
Kok was to administer justice among his people under laws, rules and regulations as enforced in Philippolis.
Grey would guarantee possession of each Griqua farm against all British subjects.'** Grey also wanted the
Griqua to go to Nomansland as British subjects.

Ambiguous status — departure

Grey informed Kok that if he went to Nomansland he should do so as a British subject. Kok, however, told
Grey that he first had to bring the matter to his Raad before he could agree.'” Opposition was expressed to
the condition set by Grey when Kok informed the Griqua,'*® a number of whom though that it was a merely
a proposal.'””” Whilst at Hanglip before the trek across the Drakensberg, Kok received a letter from Grey
stating that if he did not go to Nomansland as a British subject he should not go at all."*® It appears that
some of the Griqua thought that they went to Nomansland as British subjects whilst others thought
otherwise.'” Official discussions around the status of the Griqua in the new territory continued after the
trek.

In preparation for the trek, farms, the church, school and parsonage were sold. A deed of sale was signed on
26 December 1861 in terms of which all remaining Griqua government land was acquired by the Orange
Free State for the sum of £4000. An estimated 2000 people,”” comprising Griqua and some Tlhaping and
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Rolong — a number of whom were Griqua burghers, others being servants'>' — trekked along with their ox-
wagons and donkey carts to Nomansland across the Drakensberg in 1861, a number of people having
already trekked as far as Hanglip, a mountain near the Gariep River in 1860. The Griqua lost many of their
wagons on the trek whilst Sothos and mountain San raided many of their livestock. They were consequently
quite impoverished when they reached Berg Vijftig (later called Mount Currie) in 1863. Semi-permanent
dwellings of wood or mud were built at the settlement at Mount Currie where the Griqua settled for nine
years until 1872 when they moved to a new town named Kokstad near the Mzimhlava River.'*

Inhabitants

By the 1870s individuals and communities of various backgrounds were in East Griqualand, thus making it
somewhat like Griqualand West in the heterogeneity of the population and providing for similar socio-
political and economic relations and identity permutations. There were by then, according to the report of
the 1875 Land Commission “Europeans”, “Griquas”, “[d]escendants of Slaves and Apprentices”,
“Hottentots”, “Basutos” and “Kafirs” in the territory.

In the 1870s East Griqualand was bounded in the north-west by the Drakensberg; in the east by the
Ingowane and Umzimkulu rivers bounding the region from the Natal colony, and in the south by
Pondoland. Sothos were mainly located between the Kenigha and Umzimvubu rivers in the north-west near
the Drakensberg and Ntlangwinis in the east between the Umzimkulu River and the Zuurberg."”® Most
Griqua resided in the Mount Currie district.

A number of Khoekhoe descendants and Bantu-speakers attached themselves to the Griqua in East
Griqualand. The Griqua also attracted White traders. Many Khoekhoe descendants from the eastern Cape,
especially former small farmers of the Kat River settlement, emigrated to East Griqualand. Many of those
who moved to the region had well assimilated White socio-cultural elements and were regarded by Whites
as the most progressive section of the population. They apparently found it difficult to be accorded
immediate unqualified burgher rights or privileges, or to gain official positions.'** “Apprentices” (slave
descendants) in particular complained much about their oppression by the Griqua.'”> Resentment was
caused due to the perception that influence was concentrated in certain families; that there was
discrimination against, for example, “Apprenctices” and ‘“Bastaards”, and that “Griquas proper had
privileges which the others had not”, for example, in regard to land grants, justice and influence.'”® There
was a feeling among those who came to the region with Kok that they should have a greater claim for land
than those who came from the colony."”’ However, the granting of burgher status by Adam Kok to Khoe-
San and slave descendants arriving from the colony allowed them to be regarded as Griqua.

Some Khoekhoe like Smith Pommer managed to establish deep links with Griqua segments and to develop
significant influence over them. Born in the Kat River, Pommer “boasted that his blood was Hottentot
without admixture, and that he took active part in the [Kat River] rebellion of 1850."* The influence of
Pommer over the Griqua might have facilitated the incorporation of Khoekhoe who were under his
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leadership before the arrival of the Griqua in the region. Pommer had managed, prior to the arrival of the
Griqua in the region, to established shifting associations and alliances with Bantu-speaking leaders and
communities in the surrounds. He could use his prior associations with, and influence over some Bantu-
speakers,"’ to increase his stature among the Griqua and to influence Griqua politics. His stature amongst
the Griqua was manifested in the 1878 rebellion (dealt with further below).

Whilst Bantu-speakers could be varyingly incorporated into Griqua society, the process was even more
difficult for them than for Khoekhoe or slave descendants. It was very unlikely for a Bantu-speaking
African to assume the position in Griqua society that ‘outsiders’ like Pommer could attain. A few of the
Sotho-Tswana might manage to get some position of junior authority, for example Jan Julie who was a field
cornet under the Griqua government.'*” Relations between Griqua and Bantu-speakers in East Griqualand
mirrored in some ways earlier relations between Griqua and Bantu-speakers at Philippolis. Most of the
Bantu-speaking communities in the region were, like the Griqua, recent immigrants. By 1860 Ntlangwinis
and Bhacas had established themselves in Umzimkulu. Sothos, including Hlubi groups, moved from across
the Drakensberg to establish themselves at Matatiele.'*!

A variety of relations were established with Bantu-speaking communities, some being conflictual and
others being more amicable. Some amicable relations could become hostile. On their way to Nomansland
the Griqua suffered heavy losses of livestock (cattle and horses), many of which were apparently sold in
Natal and amongst the people of Faku. Kok and his followers suspected that Pushuli (the brother of Sotho
Paramount Chief Moshoeshoe) and Nehemia Moshoeshoe (a son of Paramount Moshoeshoe), were behind
the stealing.'** An ambiguous relation subsequently unfolded between Kok and Nehemia.

After the Griqua had crossed the Drakensberg in 1862 on their way to Nomansland, they rested for a few
months near the Kenigha River in a tract of land then occupied by Nehemia Moshoeshoe, a short distance
from Matatiele where Nehemia was based.'” Whilst at the Kenigha, Kok sought to obtain food from
neighbouring communities in order to replenish his people before they trekked further. Kok also requested
Nehemia to allow some of his men [Kok’s] to shoot some game on his land."** Nehemia and his people
apparently provided some of Kok’s people with food."*> However, Bhaca Chief Makaula, from Mount

% G 58-79, pp. 19-20, 73, 98.

The precariousness of alliances in the region suggested in the 1878 rebellion, in which Pommer featured significantly,
mirrored aspects of Pommer’s own past. Pommer lived for some time after the 1851Kat River rebellion in Lesotho
with his followers, comprising Khoekhoe as well as a few Bantu-speakers, who made several raids into the Orange
River Sovereignty and also raided Sotho kraals. He married a “Bastard” woman whilst his sister married a Sotho man.
Pommer however again fled from Lesotho to Venyani in the colony. Whilst in the colony he became involved in
disputes between Pondomise, Tembu and Mpondo communities, aligning himself with one group against another.
Horse thefts by his subjects against well-disposed Bhacas under Dushani who was located near Pommer lead to
fighting between their communities. Pommer found his way into Natal and sometime later establish friendship with
Sidoi who was then an outlaw in the Cape Colony from Natal. Pommer appears to have managed to restore relations
between himself and Sotho Chief Nehemia Moshoeshoe — which had become hostile in consequence of stealing by
Pommer’s people from Sothos. Nehemia and his people provided Pommer and his followers with food and refuge after
they encountered difficulty. The arrival of the Griqua in 1862 in Nomansland allowed Pommer to consolidate his
power base. He managed to develop such influence among the Griqua that many regarded him as a likely successor of
Adam Kok III. G 58-79, pp. 19-20, 73, 98; See also G 37-76, pp. 100, 131-2.
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Frere'* in the south stated in 1875 that before the Griqua came into the country, Nehemia invited him to
assist him in attacking the Griqua whilst they were still making a road, but that he declined. On meeting
Makaula, Adam Kok supposedly expressed his gladness to meet him on friendly terms as he heard from
Nehemia that the Bhaca were about to attack him as soon as he moved across the Drakensberg. Makaula
also asserted that Nehemia again invited him around 1873 to fight the Griqua, claiming that “[a]ll this
country belongs to me [Nehemia]” but that he (Makaula) again declined to support him."*” Adam Kok also
received information from Chief Sidoi, an ally and friend of Smith Pommer,'* that Nehemia endeavoured
to persuade Mpondo Chief Umgikela to assist him to drive the Griqua out of the country, and that he
proposed that Umgqikela should attack them on the lower side and that he would, with the assistance of his
father’s people, attack them on the upper side.'”’

Not long after the Griqua had encamped near the Kenigha River, Nehemia asked them to depart because
their horses were damaging his “gardens”. The Griqua subsequently moved to Berg Vijftig. Regular cattle
and horse stealing and counter stealing occurred between the subjects of Kok and Nehemia which made for
much hostility between the two communities."”® Livestock thefts also generated conflict between Griqua
and Mpondo."' The ethnic dimension of conflicts was however undercut by the trans-ethnic dimension of
the stealing and counter stealing. Many of the subjects of Kok involved in cattle stealing against Nehemia’s
subjects were themselves Sotho and Tswana subjects of Kok, a number of whom came with him from
Philippolis.”*> A number of Sothos also attached themselves to Kok after he arrived in Nomansland, some
of whom were fugitives from Nehemia and other Sotho leaders."”” The Sothos who attached themselves to
the Griqua were liable to be called ‘Griqua’, either by the Griqua themselves, or by Sothos under Nehemia,
as happened with Sama, a subject of Nehemia whose association with the Griqua started after Nehemia
asked him and a few other Sotho men to accompany Kok (after Kok had requested Nehemia for a resting
place following their crossing of the Drakensberg). Some of these Sotho went into the service of Kok."*
Sama’s association with Kok ironically angered Nehemia, who, on one occasion, sent Qutya, another Sotho,
to take Sama’s gun. On doing this, Qutya told Sama that he was one of Adam Kok’s people and was willing
to go anywhere Kok sent him.'> Some of the Sotho who became subjects of Kok later detached themselves
from the Griqua.'

Even though individuals of Bantu-speaking origin might have called others of Bantu-speaking origin
‘Griqua’ on the basis of their association with the Griqua, they also had other more ancestral, somatic and
cultural based conceptions of Griquaness that pointed to various dimensions of Griquaness as perceived by
Griqua and Bantu-speaking Africans. Nehemia Moshoeshoe stated in the 1860s that the Griqua were
“Bushr11517en and Korannas, and afraid to follow up our things”, that is, to retake their stolen cattle from the
Sotho.

Perceptions of difference amongst Africans influenced the content that was given to colonial population
categories. Although Adam Kok referred to himself before the 1875 Land Commission as a ‘Native’,"® the

1 G 58-79, p. 3.

471G 37-76, pp. 61-2.

18 G 58-79, p. 20.
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category was apparently already being redefined and used differently amongst Africans. Chief Lehana
distinguished before the same Commission between “a Griqua and a native” who brought him a message
from Adam Kok."” It appears that the category of ‘Native’ was by the 1870s already being separated from
Griquaness even though Griqua like Adam Kok might still have called themselves ‘Natives’. The
negotiation of the meaning of the category of ‘Native’ amongst Africans suggested broader socio-cultural
and ethno-‘racial’ self-positioning that could both impact on, and be influenced by official and legal
deployment of population categories.

Griqua repression of (other) African communities and discrimination against non-Griqua would encourage
differentiation and discord between Griqua and non-Griqua that could be undercut by alliances. In part
through establishing alliances with some Bantu-speaking leaders, the Griqua established a loose hegemony
over a number of small Bantu-speaking communities in the region'® that allowed their government to gain
significant revenue through taxation. A hut tax was, for example, levied in designated locations for Bantu-
speakers, with approximately 43% of Griqua revenue coming from the hut tax by 1874. Some of the Bantu-
speaking communities that attached themselves to the Griqua did so in order to use them against other
Bantu-speaking communities.

The Griqua had relatively little difficulty controlling more recent Bantu-speaking arrivals in the region in
contrast to those more distantly located who had lived in the surrounds of East Griqualand much longer, for
example, the Bhaca under Makaula located around Mount Frere in the south. Troubles with Makaula around
cattle stealing led to a successful Mfengu supported Griqua attack on him in 1871 led by ‘Rooi’ Jan Pienaar.
The Griqua party burned many Bhaca huts, supposedly killed fifty men, and took a number of Bhaca as
prisoners. Around 1400 cattle, 500 horses and 1700 sheep were captured.'® Makaula was given a fine of
several hundred cattle. The subsequent distribution of Bhaca cattle in turn generated further discord.'®*

Ambiguity in relations with Bantu-speakers was also manifested in the allocation of land. Farms were given
to a number of Rolong and Tlhaping who came with Adam Kok to the region. A number of the Bantu-
speakers who arrived later were also rewarded with farms for faithful service. However, on 2 August 1868
the Volksraad passed a resolution that farms were not to be granted to “Kafirs” or Bantu-speakers. The
resolution was not, however, strictly adhered to.'®®

A few White traders also became involved with the Griqua in the early period, notably Donald Strachan and
Charles G Brisley, whose names would feature much during later Griqua land grievances. Strachan and
Brisley acquired burgher rights and apparently found it much easier to be appointed to official positions
than recent immigrants who were not White. Strachan, who lived near the Mzimkulu River before the
Griqua arrival, became a magistrate and a veldkornet for the Umzimkulu district. Brisley traded at the
laager at Mount Currie and became secretary of Adam Kok’s government'® from 1867 to 1874.'® A
number of people, however, resented the growing influence of Brisley over the Griqua government, notably
Smith Pommer.'®

159 Statement to 1875 Commission, [day not indicated], G 37-76, p. 115.
1% Beinart: “Anatomy of a rural scare”, p. 48.

11 Ross: Griquas, pp. 118-121; Saunders: “Notes”, p. 145.

"2 Dower: Griqualand East, p. 43.
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1 See Dower: Griqualand East, pp. 33-4, 59.
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Traditional Khoekhoe culture in Nomansland

Although there were strong tendencies among the Griqua to become like the Whites culturally, some
aspects of traditional Khoekhoe culture that were practiced in Philippolis were also carried into East
Griqualand. Edward Dower noted a maatjie huis that was still used some time after the trek by an old
widow who refused to live in another type of house.'” A number of Griqua also spoke a Khoekhoe dialect.
Adam Kok’s wife, “Lady Kok”,'® could, according to Walter Stanford, speak the Dutch language quite
well but preferred to speak “the Hottentot language”.'” According to Dower, she “spoke the old Griqua
tongue to perfection” with a few of her female attendants who “were able to understand and speak with
her”."” A number of men who went to Klein Klaas’ house after Captain Blyth had held a meeting with the
Griqua shortly after his arrival in Kokstad in 1876 “spoke in Griqua”."”" However, very little of traditional
Khoekhoe culture was reproduced in the region as time passed. The Griqua from East Griqualand came to
represent one of the most Westernized Griqua segments. Griqua introduction of practices modelled on
colonial ones facilitated the extension of colonial control over East Griqualand. Growing colonial influence
ultimately led to the marginalization of Griqua and Bantu-speaking communities by Whites which in turn
encouraged rather tenuous alliances against the new White rulers.

Ambiguous autonomy

Just as it was with Griqua captaincies in Griqualand West, the Griqua stood in an ambiguous relation to the
colonial government, treated at times as if they were independent and at other times as if they were British
subjects. Although there appears to have been some uncertainty amongst Griqua about their status, the
perception that they were not British subjects tended to be reinforced by the unwillingness of the British to
assist the Griqua after they approached colonial government officials with their problems. When Kok
visited Philip Woodhouse (who had replaced George Grey as colonial governor) in 1866, explaining the
difficulties Griqua had with Mpondos and other communities owing to cattle stealing, reminding
Woodhouse of the settlement conditions concluded with Grey, believing he was an ally of the British by
treaty, he was told to endeavour to remain in peace with neighbouring communities, and to manage as best
as he could. Kok was informed that he would not be interfered with by the colonial government and that he
must look entirely to his own resources for his protection as he was entirely independent of the Cape
government. 17

The autonomy of the Griqua was ultimately determined by contenting White interest groups. Pressure for
the annexation East Griqualand was increased in the 1870s by White settlers and colonial administrators.
White settlers desired Griqua-owned land whilst colonial administrators were much concerned with the
maintenance of order in the Transkei.'” As with the events of the 1840s and 1850s in Philippolis, the events
of the mid-1870s and early 1880s pertaining to Griqua autonomy and land ownership generated lingering
grievance amongst successive Griqua generations.

Cape administrative takeover
On 16 October 1874 Governor Sir Henry Barkly informed the Griqua in Kokstad that the colonial
government would take over the administration of the affairs of East Griqualand.'”* Annexation of the

" Dower: Griqualand East, p. 5.

' Dower: Griqualand East, p. 57.

1 Walter Stanford: The reminiscences of Walter Stanford, Vol. 11, 1885-1929, (Cape Town: Van Riebeeck Society,
1962), p.19.

" Dower: Griqualand East, p. 57.

17! Statement of Philander Gouws, G 58-79, p. 187.

12 Dower: Griqualand East, p. 16; Saunders: “Notes”, p. 137; G 58-79, pp. 77-8; G 37-76, pp. 74-7.

173 Ross: Griguas, pp.125-6.

1" G 37-76, p. 74; Ross: Griquas, pp.125-7.
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country would, however, only be formally affected in 1879."" In terms of the 1874 administrative takeover,
the British resident for Transkei, JM Orpen, would carry out the government of the country under
instruction. The country would be administered as part of the Transkeian Territories. Titles to land were to
remain in their present position until the colonial government confirmed them after an inquiry.'”® Whilst
many Griqua were shocked and angered by the announcement by the Cape governor, Reverend William
Dower, their minister, whose views on colonial control of East Griqualand differed much with those of
many of the Griqua,'”’” was delighted by the announcement. For him the extension of British administration
meant progress:

It put a stop, almost at once, to a good deal of objectionable favouritism and nepotism, and some hoary mal-
practices, which sprang more from the miserable weakness of the central authority than from any actual and
intentional dishonesty. People who valued justice, equality, impartiality, and fair play, breathed more freely.
This act increased, at once, and by fourfold, the value of every foot of land in the territory: it opened the door
for capital and industry. Did the Griquas view it in that light? By no means. To hint at the benefits likely to
follow the “annexation” was to be regarded as a traitor to their “self-standigheid”. They became sullen and
irritated. Even those who had secretly longed for the change had cried out bitterly against the way in which it
had been effected. The “oorneming” — “annexation” created a new grievance ... . The head and front of the
offending lay in this, that they had not been consulted. ... They had been “taken over like so many cattle or

9 ¢

sheep.” They were not livestock, “or Kaffirs”, or “onbeschafed”, or “helots”, but Burghers of a state”, “a
people”, “a natie”. ... To use of all lofty titles, which in the more enlightened, excite a smile, they had
become thoroughly accustomed, and felt no incongruity in the use of them. ... Certain it is that annexation
had saved them from civil strife, and opened opportunities otherwise unattainable. But these people were

blinded by prejudice, ignorance, and pride.'”

Some Griqua views appear to have been in some respects in line with those of Dower. Although many
opposed administrative takeover, some appear to have favoured it. It was especially those people who felt
oppressed or marginalized in East Griqualand who expressed approval administrative takeover.'”

Subsequent to the announcement of the takeover Adam Kok sent a deputation to Cape Town, comprising
Donald Strachan and Charles Brisley, to engage with the colonial government on the conditions of colonial
administration."® Kok did not inform the general Griqua people nor the Raad about the purpose of their
departure.” Although Kok might have hoped that Strachan and Brisley would attempt to secure Griqua
power in the region, direct colonial control held in benefits for them that disinclined them from attempting
to secure Griqua control in East Griqualand. Strachan and Brislely had acquired a substantial amount of
land before the administrative takeover. “Annexation meant to them immediate wealth”. Securing Griqua
control or the “retrocession” that many Griqua might favoured “would defer that wealth by deferring the
certain rise in the value of land”.'®

Griqua attempts at curbing the erosion of their power met little success. Much resentment was generated
through the entrenchment of colonial power, especially through the allocation of land by colonial officials.
Whites also invoked racial ideology in justifying the marginalization of Africans. Many Whites reasoned
that the Griqua were in decline. In the Standard and Mail of 5 March 1875, the Griqua were represented as

175 Saunders: “Notes”, p. 149.
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“an utterly hopeless race, and a set of rascals”. The representation in the Standard and Mail reflected for
Adam Kok the betrayal of the Griqua by the British.'®’

Although the Griqua thought that they had brought ‘civilization’ to the region, administrative takeover was
itself projected as bringing in just rule by a ‘civilized” form government to the region, and those Griqua who
did not favour it were portrayed as opponents of a ‘civilized’ form government.'®* The ensuing Griqua
marginalization encouraged some of them to join forces amongst themselves and to establish alliances with
Bantu-speakers against the colonists. Alliances between Griqua and Bantu-speakers were, however, also
undermined through Griqua attempts at having segments of them removed from certain portions of land.

1875 Land Commission

Orpen’s successor, TA Cumming, who became the first resident magistrate of Kokstad, arrived in Kokstad
on 25 March 1875 to exercise joint jurisdiction with Adam Kok. In June 1875 Charles Griffith, Samuel
Probart and Thomas Cumming were commissioned to enquire into the bona-fides of all land transaction by
the Griqua government, and to investigate the claims of those who had not yet received their grants of land.
Edward Barker became secretary of the Land Commission. There were subsequently many applications for
farms and erven. The report of the Commission was to form the basis of the government’s dealings in
regard to the allocation of farms and erven.'®

A number of guiding principles were set for the Commission: (i) The land claims of all bona-fide title-
holders were to be first provided for, and then (ii) the claims based on certificates. (iii) The aggregate
acreage of locations “for the use of Kaffir and Basuto tribes” were to be maintained more or less as they
were when granted by the Griqua chief and his government. (iv) The balance of land that remained was to
be distributed among (a) landless burghers who trekked over the mountain, (b) their adult sons, and (c)
Griqua and other residents who had done public service.

The Griqua apparently assented to all these principles of land distribution “except, the third, which became
... a great bone of contention between them and the Government”. The Griqua claimed that all the land in
the “Basuto and Kaffir” locations should have been reserved for distribution amongst themselves and their
children."*

Kok’s death

Adam Kok was concerned about the threat to Griqua land ownership and attempted to secure Griqua land
ownership on the basis of earlier agreements with the colonial government.'®” The little influence that the
Griqua could exert on the colonial government was lessened even further with the death of Adam Kok on
30 December 1875 after an accident whilst travelling on a cart.'®® According to Dower, with “[t]he death of
the Chief, and the burial with him of all hopes of a return to the old position, ... [s]everal [of his followers]
found the bottom knocked out of all their cherished hope of advancement”.'® Three days after Kok’s death
the Griqua Raad temporarily elected Cornelius van der Westhuizen, a longstanding councillor, as
provisionaal kaptyn."”® Van der Westhuizen’s election was opposed by members of the Committee of

18 G. 37-76, p. 74.

'8 See e.g. G 37-76, p. 90.
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Twelve'' (appointed in 1874 to deal with the predicament generated by administrative takeover at a

meeting where 160 Griqua signed a memorial'®* to the colonial government critical of the control of their
country by the Cape colony)."”

Van der Westhuizen was denied official recognition as Kok’s successor and was not allowed a role in the
administration of the territory."” Some of those who protested against Van der Westhuizen’s election
wanted a permanent chief to be appointed.'” Members of the Raad and the Committee of Twelve managed
to establish cooperative relations and a joint stance against the administrative takeover shortly after Adam
Kok’s death.'”® The Committee of Twelve and the Raad did however not exist for long after the death of
Adam Kok." The termination of Griqua self-governance made the Griqua Raad redundant. The existence
of the Committee of Twelve, on the other hand, was brought to an end by the authoritarian Captain Blyth
after his arrival in Kokstad in 1876.

Griqua land woes were exacerbated when the Cape government released them from interdicts against the
sale of land to foreigners. The sale of land increased rapidly in the period after the death of Kok.'”® Many
farms were bought or claimed as payment for debt by White traders and speculators.'” A delay in the
issuing of the report of the Land Commission’” increased tension that was further raised by the arrival in
February 1876 of F Watermeyer, St v Erskine and CC Henkel who were to begin a general survey of the
country. Many Griqua felt that the colonial government was acting wrongly by introducing radical changes
allegedly in variance with its undertaking to manage the affairs of East Griqualand without introducing
extensive change. Many among the Griqua also thought that the colonial government exceeded its rights
and broke its promises by commencing with a general survey without the consent of the people. Rumours
also emerged at this time about hostility and intrigue in which Smith Pommer’s name featured prominently.
Pommer, who was based at Riet Vlei, was suspected to be scheming with Chief Sidoi. >

Captain Blyth
A climate of heightened tension significantly influenced the way in which TA Cumming’s successor,
Captain Math Blyth, dealt with the Griqua on and after his arrival at Kokstad.

1 G. 58-79, p. 98. The Committee of Twelve comprised of Louw Pretorius — a member of the Griqua Raad and
“chairman” of the Committee, Gert Bezuidenhout, Piet Bezuidenhout, Gert Bezuidenhout (Vaal Gert), Smith Pommer,
Jan Jagers, Rooi Jan Pienaar, David Isaacs, Lucas Vezazie, James Ulbrecht, Nicolas Prinsloo and Booy Nondella. G
58-79, pp. 30-31, 98, 128.
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Blyth came to Kokstad with the military spirit which said: “I’ll make these upsetting Griqua fellows knuckle
down, you’ll see.” The Griquas on the other hand met him saying to themselves: “Does this fire-eater think
that he is to order us about and deal with us as if we were Kaffirs?”**

Blyth arrived in Kokstad on 27 March 1876 with an escort of 100 Cape Mounted Rifles with the intention
of establishing order in the region. On approaching Kokstad he was informed that “there was a very
disaffected spirit amongst the Griquas, who were almost ripe for anything”.*** In his attempt to instil order
amongst the Griqua, Blyth further fuelled Griqua discord. He considered the Committee of Twelve a
treasonable body fomenting rebelliousness and prohibited its meetings when he arrived in Kokstad.”” Blyth
also requested the key for the magazine on his arrival, informing the Griqua that he wanted to put his
ammunition wagon into it. After an apparently drunken William Kok subsequently attempted to snatch a
gun from a policeman Blyth ordered that Griqua houses suspected of having guns be searched, causing
much unhappiness in the process.*”

The arrival of Blyth disturbed some of the established social relations and etiquette. His arrival in East
Griqualand thus had implications for relations between various socio-cultural segments in the region. In the
words of Adam Smith before the Commission into the 1878 East Griqualand rebellion:

I consider that there was a strong feeling against Captain Blyth, because he appeared to take more notice and
pay more respect to Kafirs than to Griquas. I had also noticed since Captain Blyth came that there is quite a
difference in the intimacy of the Griquas with the white residents, the white people keeping themselves at a
distance from the Griquas which caused offence. I have noticed that if Griquas were conversing in the street
that Captain Blyth expected you to leave off talking and salute him as he passed [sic], or if that was not done
it gave offence.””’

1878 rebellion

Much dissatisfaction was caused by the 1875 Commission and colonial surveyors who began to work in
1876. There was a perception that the 1875 Land Commission rejected good claims and entertained bad
ones.””™ A number of Griqua felt that the surveyors were not impartial.*” A number of Griqua who felt that
they were treated unfairly by colonial officials considered taking up arms. Resentment reached a high point
in the rebellion of 1878 that was activated by a verbal confrontation between Lodewyk Kok and an English
storekeeper named Pringle at his store on 20 February 1878. Lodewyk’s brother, Adam ‘Muis’, came to his
assistance during the quarrel. Both of them were arrested. Adam and Lodewyk were each released on £10
bail and summoned to appear before the Kokstad court on Monday 25 February. Adam, however,
absconded to Pondoland. Instead of being tried for actions in relation to the Pringle affair, Lodewyk was
charged for creating a disturbance and for allegedly having used treasonable speech two weeks before in
Matatiele where an effort was supposedly made to “enlist the Basutos in an enterprize against the British
Government”. The jury of twelve Griqua found him guilty. Lodewyk was sentenced to six months
imprisonment. A warrant was issued on the same day for the arrest of Adam.*"

After absconding Adam met with Smith Pommer and considered the action to be taken against colonial
authorities. The two met again on 12 April near Kokstad, Adam arriving with 94 Mpondo. Prior to this

22 Dower: Griqualand East, p. 86.

2% Saunders: “Notes”, pp. 154-5

2% G 58-79, pp. 63-4.

2% G 58-79, pp. 31, 162; Dower: Griqualand East, p. 87.
2% G, 58-79, pp. 30-3, 64-5, 74.

27 G 58-79, p. 201.

2% G 58-79, p. 168.

2 Dower: Griqualand East, pp. 95-7.

219G 58-79, pp. 6, 33-4, 146-7, 190.



47

meeting, groups of rebels seized some cattle and property of some Whites at the instruction of Adam and
Pommer. Pommer had by then also cut telegraph lines and detained two Whites, taking from them items
like guns, ammunition and livestock, including horses. In anticipation of a revolt led by Adam and Pommer,
White inhabitants of Kokstad were ordered to go into laager.

On Saturday 13 April the rebels set up camp on Mount Currie where the old Griqua /aager used to be.
Those who gathered at the location of the old laager totalled, according to Blyth,*'" around 500 people
comprising Griqua, Mpondo and other Bantu-speaking Africans. Pommer apparently demanded a meeting
with Blyth who took the gathering as a challenge to his authority. Blyth had with him Cape Mounted Rifles
as well as a number of Sotho, Fingo and Bhaca. There were also about 80 Griqua at Blyth’s disposal, many
of whom had sons, brothers, cousins and even some fathers among the followers of Adam and Pommer.
Some of the Griqua who were with Blyth included former Griqua government officials and Raad
members.>'> Most of the rebels were young men.”"

On 14 April Blyth commanded an attack on the rebel camp. The Mpondo quickly gave themselves up
without resisting. A number of Griqua, including Adam, were killed in the subsequent skirmish. The rest of
the rebels fled in the direction of Mpondoland. The colonial forces encountered the rebels on 17 April in the
Ingeli Mountains where Pommer and twenty-two others, were killed. Fight people on the side of the
colonial government were also killed.”"*

In May 131 rebels were shipped to Cape Town via Durban to be tried. They were, however, returned after
the Supreme Court declared that the Colonial government had no legal right to detain them as they were not
regarded as British subjects. The rebels were subsequently tried in East Griqualand for various offences
under Griqua law. Those found to have merely shared in the outbreak were dismissed with a caution. Those
who found guilty of assault, robbery and theft were punished.*"

In the year following the rebellion East Griqualand was formally annexed.*'® The challenges of the Griqua
increased after annexation. Griqua and Bantu-speakers were increasingly marginalized economically and
politically with the increase of Whites who established mechanisms to secure their influence and interests.
White farming associations were formed after 1882. White interests were also articulated through the
Kokstad Advertiser established in 1882.*'" Whites also organized themselves politically and developed
shared interest in the establishment of local municipal government for their benefit.*'®

Ethno-‘racial’ cooperation amongst Whites and the marginalization of other communities in turn
encouraged ethno-‘racial’ as well as trans-ethnic alliances amongst marginalized communities. Elsewhere
in the Cape individuals with a similar socio-historical background as the Griqua thought about the
development of mechanisms that would promote their interests and stem the tide of colonial restrictions.
Individuals explored in this context, inter alia, the necessity of unity and joint action amongst the “coloured

21 For Blyth’s account of rebellion see, G. 58-79, pp. 63-7.

22 G 58-79, pp. 6-7, 41, 66, 113, 141-3, 207, 217; G 74-80, Report of a commission into the causes of the recent
outbreak in Griqualand East ... Second part. Claims (Cape Town Saul Solomon & Co., Printers, 1880), pp. 2-3, 8, 40-
1.

213 Ross: Griquas, p. 131.

21 G 58-79, pp. 6-7, 66.

2 Dower: Griqualand East, pp. 103-4, 106; Saunders: “Notes”, pp. 159-160.

216 Although an Annexation Act for East Griqualand was already passed in 1877 the region became technically part of
the Cape Colony on 1 October 1879 through an annexation proclamation issued on 17 September 1879 under the
Annexation Act. Saunders: “Notes”, p. 149.

2" The Kokstad Advertiser was initially owned by ‘Yankee’ Wood, “a Negro citizen of the U.S.A.” and at the onset
edited by a Scottish man. Their association with the paper was brief. Kokstad Advertiser, 14 March 1963, p. 6.

218 Kokstad Adbvertiser, T April, 24 June, 1 December 1882; 10 November 1883.
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classes” and an overarching name and organization for them; the establishment of a newspaper to promote
their interests; the utility of missionaries, and factors that curbed “coloured” prosperity. An attempt was
made to include the Griqua in these broader moves. In 1884 the Reverends Van Rooyen and Cameron of
Uitenhage invited the Griqua of East Griqualand to send representatives to a conference that was to be held
in Port Elizabeth to commemorate the emancipation of slaves in 1834 and at the same time to consider
means of promoting the welfare of the “coloured classes”. The aims of the conference were formulated as
follows:

1. — In commemoration of the Emancipation of slaves in this Colony, and on celebrating the Jubilee thereof,
we propose to hold a general meeting for the promotion of the following objects.

2. — A more general and closer union among the coloured classes, who have hitherto been more or less
separated by unimportant distinction.

3. —To decide on a name which may supersede the various names by which the coloured classes are called.

4. — To consider the advisability of starting a public paper suited especially to the coloured classes, in which
they may give expression to their views, and by which they may place themselves before the public as
occasion may require.

5. — To consider the good which has resulted from Missionary influence, and whether great results might not
follow the use of other collateral means.

6. — To consider what are the causes which have prevented the prosperity of the coloured classes in the past.
7. — To promote an association with a head centre and branches in different towns and villages for the
furtherance of union, self-dependence, and temperance.

8. — To insist on the necessity of faithfully educating our children, and of availing ourselves of the facilities
offered by Government for training them as artisans.

Manifesting the socio-historical location of the organizers and the social categories they might have
targeted, the organizers of the meeting indicated that opportunity would be “taken at the meeting to express
our deep and sincere loyalty to Her Majesty our beloved Queen, and our gratitude to the English nation for
the Emancipation of the slaves of the Colony in the year 1834”. Meetings were held by Griqua on 23 and 30
December 1884 to consider the invitation. Reverend Dower, APD Smith, Fred Werner and W Kok
dissuaded the Griqua from sending representatives to the meeting. It appears that confusion about the
political connections of the organizers of the conference with the “Africander Bond” influenced Griqua
rejection of the invitation.”"”

The invitation to the above meeting connects the Griqua to a broader process of identity negotiation and
positioning in the colony in which particular meaning was being imputed to categories like ‘Coloured’,
‘Griqua’, and ‘Native’. Whilst the Coloured category was used much as a general category to include all
people not considered European/White before the 1890s, as reflected in the population censuses of 1865,
and 1875,%*' the occasion of the conference, that is, the commemoration of the emancipation of slaves,
suggest that the meaning of Coloured in the proposition of “closer union among the coloured classes” was
already being relatively narrowly delimited by the 1880s as a self-referential category to exclude Bantu-
speaking Africans who were never formally enslaved.””” Bantu-speakers were also contributing to the
ascent of the restricted sense of the Coloured category. The association of the Coloured category with a
slave heritage was affirmed in Imvo Zabantsundu (Black Opinion) in response to the promotion of the
conference of Van Rooyen and Cameron:

29 Kokstad Advertiser, 10 ] anuary 1885, p. 2.

220 G 20-66, Census of the Colony of the Cape of Good Hope, 1865 (Cape Town: Saul Solomon and Co. Printers,
1866), pp. viii-ix.

21 G 42-76, Results of a census of the Colony of the Cape of Good Hope, taken on the night of Sunday, the 7th March,
1875. Part 1 — Summaries (Cape Town: Saul Solomon and Co. Printers, 1877), p. 3.

222 Kokstad Adbvertiser, 10 January 1885, p. 2.
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In the progress of the Coloured people ... may be seen an instance of a people who have been, ever since the
emancipation, endeavouring to force their way into the pale of European society, but the circumstances ....
have rendered the attempt futile; and we hail this harking back upon lines which alone can make them a
society conscious of its independence and vitality.**

It seems there was a special impetus for using the Coloured category self-referentially in a restricted sense
in places with significant numbers of Bantu-speakers and ethno-‘racial’ discrimination, for example, East
Griqualand and more broadly in the eastern districts of the Cape colony,** or in places experiencing a
significant increase in Bantu-speakers, for example the Western Cape from the 1870s.** Biological racism;
White discrimination against those not considered White, especially ‘Natives’; attempts at averting
discrimination and the erosion of privileges; the associations of ‘Nativeness’ with inferiority and
primitiveness; and tension generated by labour competition, all encouraged internal differentiation amongst
the ethno-‘racial’ underclasses, distancing from associations with ‘Nativeness’, and the self-referential
deployment of the Coloured category in a restricted sense fostering the ethnification of the designated
people.

Although the ‘Coloured’ and ‘Native’ categories were becoming more exclusive, they were by 1885 still
used relatively loosely. The category of ‘Coloured’ could still include those considered ‘Native’. The
category of ‘Native’ could also include those considered ‘Griqua’ and ‘Coloured’. For example, Smith is
reported to have questioned at the above meeting “how such a confederation could benefit either the
Griquas or any other natives in the Colony”. In pointing out the impracticalities of the proposals of Van
Rooyen and Cameron, Dower reasoned that the “wide diversity of feeling and language and the distances
separating the various tribes of natives would render any amalgamation of the kind proposed impossible,
whilst the first difficulty which presented itself with regard to the establishment of a paper would be what
language it should be published in”.**® Although Griqua leaders did not respond positively to the invitation
from Van Rooyen and Cameron, their objectives foreshadowed the twentieth century objectives and
activities Andrew Abraham Stockenstrom le Fleur I who arrived in East Griqualand with his family in 1885
at the age 17.

Conclusion

The fluidity of early Khoe-San group identities encouraged much by nomadism and related group splitting
was interrupted by the disruption of traditional survival strategies with the onset of European settlement.
Colonialism spurned broader categories of ‘Hottentot” and ‘Bushman’ contributing to broader identification
amongst Khoe-San descendants. Categorized as ‘Hottentot’, San incorporated into the colonial labour force
were also liable to assume a ‘Hottentot’ identity. The inferior social status conferred on ‘Hottentots’ and
‘Bushmen’ inclined many Khoe-San descendants to assume alternative Christian and Bastaard identities.

2 Quoted in RE van der Ross: “A political and social history of the Cape Coloured people, 1880-1970”, Part 1

(Unpublished manuscript, 1973), p. 17.

24 For example, the 1891 census figures for the population of East Griqualand were: “European or White” 4 150,
“Malay” 4, “Hottentot” 286, “Fingo” 40 976, “Kaffir and Bechuana” 102 884, and “Mixed and Other” 4 327. The
Griqua were included in the “Mixed and Other” category.

The figures for Port Elizabeth were: “European or White” 13 939, “Malay” 900, “Hottentot” 851, “Fingo” 990,
“Kaffir and Bechuana” 3 455, and “Mixed and Other”5 273.

The figures for Uitenhage were: “European or White” 7 185, “Malay” 194, “Hottentot” 1 621, “Fingo” 1 885, “Kaffir
and Bechuana” 6 903, and “Mixed and Other” 3 159.

The figures for the Cape Town region were: “European or White” 48 544, “Malay” 11 105, “Hottentot” 514, “Fingo”
100, “Kaffir and Bechuana” 1 107, and “Mixed and Other” 35 913.

G 6-92, pp. 18-9.

2 Vivian Bickford-Smith: Ethnic pride and racial prejudice in Victorian Cape Town (Johannesburg: Witwatersrand
University Press, 1995), p. 44.

26 Kokstad Adbvertiser, 10 January 1885, p. 2.
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The emergence of the Griqua exemplified the socio-cultural and identity dislocation and reconfiguration
resulting from colonialism. The polity basis of Griqua identity also allowed Khoekhoe descendants and
other people of diverse backgrounds incorporated into Griqua polities to develop and retain a varying
association with the indigenous Khoekhoe. Griqua polities were relatively open to the extent that people of
diverse socio-cultural backgrounds could move into them, be subjected to Griqua rule, and be liable to
associate with the Griqua and acquire a Griqua identity derived from burgher status and identification with
Griqua polities. Incorporation was, however, not equal. Those of Khoekhoe, slave and part-European
descent had a greater chance for full incorporation than those of Bantu-speaking origin, reflecting thus the
impact of colonial values on Griqua polities and on their relations with others. Despite the diverse origins of
the Griqua, a sense of peopleness and nationhood strongly linked to Christianness was forged in Griqua
polities and (as shown in subsequent chapters) drawn on by Griqua after the demise of Griqua polities as
source of pride and an idealized frame of reference. Early political divergences within Griqua communities
led to the emergence of separate polities under different captains. Separate captaincies provided different
locales and leadership bases around which specific Griqua identities could develop.
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Chapter 3: Griqua land struggle in East Griqualand (1894-1898)

Positioned as heir of Chief Adam Kok III, Andrew Abraham Stockenstrom le Fleur assumed a significant
role in Griqua politics from 1894 and became the most prominent Griqua leader of the twentieth century,
with an enduring impact on Griqua identity politics. His activities between 1894 and 1898 in East
Griqualand had a decisive influence on his twentieth century activities. This chapter explores his formative
period; his engagement in land claims politics in East Griqualand between 1894 and 1898 and the ethnic
and trans-ethnic politicking this entailed. Through Le Fleur, the chapter shows the varied and ambiguous
nature of Griqua engagement with the colonial world and colonial culture, much influenced by their
constitution in an African-European colonial inter-cultural juncture. Le Fleur was subjected to divergent
and contradictory social forces. He was influenced by the African-European inter-cultural colonial location
and people around him but also impacted on his socio-political environment and those around him. His
socio-political orientation was much shaped within a Griqua environment. He in turn had a significant
influence on Griqua politics and identities from 1894 and, as shown in subsequent chapters, even after his
death in 1941 into the early post-apartheid period through the Griqua National Conference (GNC)
established in 1920. The GNC had a significant influence on post-apartheid Khoe-San revivalism. This
chapter and subsequent ones on Le Fleur are thus also a study of the dialectic between the individual (Le
Fleur), and collectives (Griqua, Bantu-speaking Africans and Coloureds), varyingly influencing each other
as they attempted to shape their socio-political and economic environment. In providing a background to
ethno-‘racial’ differentiation and the ambiguity and tenuousness of trans-ethnic alliances amongst ethno-
‘racial’ underclasses, the chapter also shows how the terms ‘Native’ and ‘Aboriginal’ were by the late
1880s being redefined and steadily associated with notions of purity by Whites as well as by Griqua who
thereby attempted to show that they could not by virtue of the purported infusion of ‘European blood’ be
categorized as ‘Native’, in a context in which those categorized as ‘Native’ were being increasingly
subjected to restrictive measures. The chapter also shows the early linking of the Griqua and Coloured
categories and their de-linking from the ‘Native’ category by Griqua people.

The period between 1894 and 1898 in which Andrew le Fleur assumed a prominent position in East
Griqualand was one of heightened discontent against White colonists. Socio-economic and political
grievances were compounded by environmental crises. Shared marginalization and oppression led to
attempts at alliances that were at the same time undermined through ethno-‘racial’ differentiation,
discrimination, distrust and suspicion — amongst subordinated communities themselves. Socio-political
ambivalence and contradictions amongst subordinated communities were manifested sharply in Le Fleur.
Le Fleur came to be seen by many amongst subordinated communities in East Griqualand as heir of Adam
Kok III and as a leader through whom lost land and independence would be restored. However, Le Fleur,
like his contemporaries, displayed both aspirations for differentiation and unity of Griqua and Bantu-
speakers and manifested tendencies that both complied with and challenged the colonial order, suggesting
thus the articulation of, and movement between opposing discourses, that is, ethnic and trans-ethnic
discourses, and discourses promoting constitutional conduct and those promoting rebellion. Alliance
politics and tendencies towards compliance or rebellion in East Griqualand were much influenced by the
responsiveness of colonial authorities to concerns of subordinated communities. Shifts in Le Fleur’s own
strategies between 1894 and 1898 were also influenced by his chieftainship aspirations and his association
with members of the Griqua Committee and the Committee’s relations to Bantu-speakers — which were
themselves much the shaped by the response of the government to Griqua concerns. Le Fleur’s own
aspiration to be heir of Adam Kok III and the stature that he developed served to make him a channel for
the articulation of the social grievances of the underclasses, leading him to become involved in an abortive
rebellion in December 1897 that led to his decisive break with conventional protest politics and trans-ethnic
alliances. Still reflecting the influence of the Griqua ideal for land ownership and his shaping in a Griqua
environment, Le Fleur would, in the twentieth century, again attempt to attain land-ownership for the
Griqua, as well as for ‘Coloureds’ more generally, albeit, as a loyal citizen, in terms of market principles,
and beyond traditional Griqua areas; and, in the process of doing so, Le Fleur would influence significantly
the articulation of Griqua identities and Griqua socio-political positioning in the twentieth century.
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Although Le Fleur’s main concern during much of his life would be national, economic, moral and spiritual
upliftment of Griqua and Coloureds, particularly Coloureds of Khoe-San and Afro-European descent, his
early focus in the late 1890s was, however, on Griqua land claims in East Griqualand and reflected his
geographical location and contextual influences. However, in both his more local (pre-1898) and national
(post-1903) phases of activism, land acquisition would be central. Le Fleur’s approach to colonial
authorities would also change over time, shifting from diplomacy to rebellion between 1894 and 1898, and
reverting to diplomacy from 1903 until his death in 1941.

Background

Andrew Abraham Stockenstrém' le Fleur was born on 2 July 1867 in Herschel near Aliwal North, but grew
up in Rouxville in the Orange Free State where the Le Fleur family received burgher treatment.” Andrew’s
father, Abraham le Fleur, was apparently born in Uitenhage in the eastern Cape around 1826, possibly
round about the year his father of French descent arrived in Port Elizabeth. Abraham’s mother was of
Madagascan origin.* Andrew also suggested a Khoekhoe heritage by stating that he stemmed out of the
Outeniqua branch.’ Abraham apparently had a fairly good education® that would allow him later to serve as
secretary for Adam Kok III in Philippolis and to play a significant role in Griqua politics in East Griqualand
from the mid-1880s. It was ultimately through his father’s association with the Griqua leadership, first at
Philippolis and later in East Griqualand, that Andrew le Fleur would become involved in Griqua politics
from the mid-1890s.

' Le Fleur was apparently named Andrew Stockenstrdm after the colonial official Andries Stockenstrom whom his
father, Abraham le Fleur, allegedly served as a body guard. Griqua manuscript, p. 9. Writer, title and date not known.
The manuscript consulted has first 8 of 50 pages missing. Suggesting a measure of intimacy with the Le Fleur Griqua,
this manuscript drew on Griqua oral history and texts by AAS le Fleur L.

2 University of South Africa library (archival division), Pretoria, Le Fleur Collection (LC), Item 9.2, “The late Griqua
leader [1941]”; File 9, Draft cuts & biography sub-file , AAS le Fleur: “History of 1884 13 June 1888 [sic] to 1938~
(Kraaifontein 30.9.1938); Item 9.4, EMS le Fleur: “Griekwa Volksgeskiedenis: 1867-1964” (20. 6. 1964), p. 1.

3 Griqua manuscript, p. 9.

* Thomas le Fleur, Andrew’s brother, cited in the Cape Times, 10 December 1920 and Kokstad Advertiser, 17
December 1920 during the preliminary examination into charges of fraud against Andrew in regard to the 1917 Griqua
trek to Touws River. Accounts related to Le Fleur’s case in the Kokstad Advertiser are largely reproductions from the
Cape Times. Thomas was at times reported to have stated that his father was a French missionary (Cape Times, 24
September 1921; Kokstad Advertiser, 30 September 1921) and at other times that his grandfather was a French
missionary (Kokstad Advertiser, 14 October 1921; Tembuland News, 7 October 1921). Thomas might have meant that
his grandfather was a missionary, and not his father. His father was certainly not a missionary. There is, however, no
evidence forthcoming to support the view that his grandfather was a missionary, or evidence of a missionary with the
Le Fleur surname operating in South Africa around the 1820s.

> “Le Fleur wrote: “Ek wat uit die Outenikwa tak spruit moes ingeroep word”. LC, Miscellaneous file, AAS le Fleur:
“Aan die Griekwa volk”, “Piesangs Rivier”, Plettenberg Baai, 12 September 1940. Le Fleur might merely have
referred to the geographic origin of his parents. The word “tak” suggests, however, something more than just
geography (Ibid). Andrew’s brother, Thomas, claimed that their mother was a titled Scottish Lady from Graaff-Reinet.
Thomas might have had an inclination towards grandeur that made him liable to embellish the past. He also claimed,
for example, that after Adam Kok III’s death, his widow came with a large following to his family’s residence in
Rouxville and informed his father that it was the “King’s” wish that the son of his former secretary, Abraham Le
Fleur, should succeed him. “I [Thomas] declined the honour, but my brother was willing to accept it. Accordingly we
trekked to Griqualand in 1885, and Andrew was duly elected” (Kokstad Advertiser, 14 October 1921; Tembuland
News, 7 October 1921). Their mother, referred to as Annie Reed (LC, Item 9.4, EMS le Fleur: “Griekwa
Volksgeskiedenis”, p. 1) might have been of part Khoekhoe descent.

® Griqua manuscript, p. 9.
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Abraham le Fleur

Before Abraham le Fleur became a ‘respectable’ associate of Adam Kok III, he appears, somewhat like
Smith Pommer’ and a number of his Griqua contemporaries, to have had a venturesome streak that led him,
on occasion, to collide with colonial law officials. Abraham arrived in Philippolis in 1856 as a fugitive from
the colony accused of theft and forgery.

Abraham was accused of having forged a promissory note in Port Elizabeth on 26 February 1856, thereby
attempting to defraud Isaac Jukkei (“‘a Malay Priest”) who would supposedly pay the money stated in the
note, or for otherwise attempting to defraud Henry Selby to whom Abraham handed over the note. The
promissory note stated that Jukkei would pay Abraham ten pounds sixteen shillings and three pence sterling
(£10 16s. 3d) three months after the stated date of 26 February 1856. Abraham was also accused of stealing
a horse, saddle and bridle from Joseph Charles Hess, a merchant in Port Elizabeth on, or around 24 March
1856 with which he made his escape to Philippolis.® Abraham appears to have collided with law officials
even before 1856. Reverend William Dower claimed to have discovered an 1850 warrant for the arrest of
Abraham le Fleur that he used to silence him during his (Abraham’s) land claim agitations in the 1880s.’
Abraham himself stated in 1860 that he was separated “upwards of nine years” from his “wife, home and
friends” based in Port Elizabeth.'’

Shortly after his arrival at Philippolis, Abraham recommenced his trade as a carpenter that he previously
undertook in Port Elizabeth. He managed to “accumulate a considerable sum of money” and, through his
agent Richard Harvey, returned the saddle and bridle belonging to Hess. Abraham also gave his agent
amount £40 pounds meant for Hess, £40 pounds being the value put on Hess’ horse. Abraham also remitted
money to his wife to pay for the promissory note that he gave to Henry Selby.'' Abraham served as
secretary for Adam Kok III in Philippolis between 1858 and 1859'> and was part of the 1859 Griqua
commission that went Nomansland (later called East Griqualand) to investigate the viability of the
Philippolis Griqua establishing themselves there."

Abraham was arrested and jailed in February 1860 while on a visit to Graaff-Reinet. By then Abraham had
resolved to deal more openly with colonial law officials. After being let out on bail Abraham returned to
Philippolis to settle his affairs and then returned to undergo a preparatory examination in Port Elizabeth.
After being finally committed for trial he again returned to Philippolis to settle his affairs. Abraham then
returned to undergo trial before the Circuit Court in Port Elizabeth. On 1 October 1860 Abraham was found
guilty on the charge of theft, to which he pleaded not guilty. He was given a sentence of 9 months. Due to

7 See chapter 2, f.n. 139.

8 Cape Town Archives, Colonial Office (CO), 4115 (101); Cape Supreme Court (CSC) 1/2/1/68, 11; CSC 1/2/1/68, 12.
° William Dower: The early annals of Kokstad and Griqualand East (Pietermaritzburg: University of Natal Press,
1978), p. 122. If Abraham le Fleur was already a fugitive from 1850 then it is unlikely (though not impossible) that he
would have been a body-guard of the the colonial official Andries Stockenstrom, at least not in the 1850s, as is
claimed in Le Fleur Griqua oral tradition. See e.g. LC, Item 9.4, EMS le Fleur: “Griekwa Volksgeskiedenis”, p. 1;
Griqua manuscript., p. 9; Henry Bredekamp: “The dead bones of Adam Kok”, in Annari van der Merwe and Paul
Faber (eds.): Group portrait South Africa: Nine family histories (Cape Town: Kwela Books, 2003), p. 134.

'YCo 4115, 101.

''CO, 4115, 101; CSC 1/2/1/68, 11; CSC 1/2/1/68, 12.

12 Kokstad Advertiser, 4 October 1890.

"> Robert Edgar and Christopher Saunders: “A.A.S. Le Fleur and the Griqua trek of 1917: Segregation, self-help, and
ethnic identity”, International Journal of African Historical Studies, 15, 2 (1982), p. 201; Samuel J Halford: The
Griqua of Griqualand: A historical narrative of the Griqua people, their rise, progress and decline (Cape Town and
Johannesburg: Juta & Company, .n.d), p.189.
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an error in the indictment for fraud, the charge was withdrawn.'* Abraham petitioned Governor George
Grey for his release soon after his imprisonment at Port Alfred Convict Station.'”

Abraham did not, after his release, move to, or participate in the trek to Nomansland. Abraham later settled
in Herschel where Andrew was born 1867, his elder brother Thomas having been born earlier in the same
region. The family later settled in Rouxville in the Free State until 1885.'® Although the Le Fleur’s
“received Burg[h]er treatment from the Dutch people as free as themselves” they recognized that they were
“a different race”,"” reflecting thus the significance of somatic features in the Orange Free State and the

Cape colony in the late 1800s.

Move to East Griqualand

The Le Fleur family moved to East Griqualand in 1885 after Adam Kok III's widow, Margarete, requested
the parents to do so whilst passing Rouxville on her return from a yearlong visit to her daughter, Magrieta
Waterboer (married to Captain Waterboer'®) in Griquatown between 1883 and 1884."

Andrew suggested in his old age in 1938 that he had an idealized vision of the Griqua in East Griqualand
prior to his family’s migration but that it was shattered on his arrival there in 1885. He was disheartened
when he arrived in Kokstad on 13 June 1885 and found that the Griqua were not, as he envisaged, a proud
people with self-government. “I went expecting to find a council of Griquas with Captain Ita Kok at their
head”, with the Griqua being “proud as a people”. It “broke my heart’s imagination” to see that the Griqua
“had nothing but a church and were out cast [and with] no status as a people”.”” The Le Fleurs settled at
Matatiele located about 60 kilometers west of Kokstad.”'

By the time the Le Fleurs arrived in East Griqualand there was much despondency in the region generated
by colonial control and land loss, both in Philippolis and in East Griqualand. White racism was also being
explicitly articulated to support the marginalization of Griqua and Bantu-speakers. Abraham le Fleur
quickly became involved in regional politics and land claims, thereby shaping the sensibilities of his
children, particularly Andrew.

As would be the case with Andrew, much of Abraham’s political agitation centred on land restitution, and,
as such, Abraham became preoccupied with historical Griqua concerns and grievances. There was much
talk and complain about the “Forty years money” from around 1870 which, according to Dower, abated
somewhat with the establishment of colonial administration in East Griqualand in 1874 and in the aftermath
of the Sotho (or Gun) War of 1880-1. Griqua land claims and agitation for the “Forty years money” were
renewed after the arrival of Abraham le Fleur in 1885.% According to Dower, Abraham le Fleur “create[d] a

'CSC 1/2/168, 11; CSC 1/2/168, 12.

' C0O 4115, 101.

16 LC, File 9, Draft cuts & biography sub-file, AAS le Fleur: “History of 1884 ... to 1938”; Item 9.2, “The late Griqua
leader”; Item 9.4, EMS le Fleur: “Griekwa Volksgeskiedenis”; GM, p. 9.

The Le Fleur family might also have stayed for some time in Sterkspruit near Aliwal-North. See e.g. CO 4156, 106,
Abraham le Fleur, Sterkspruit to “Husson” and Jack Orpen, 12 June 1869; Abraham le Fleur, Sterkspruit, to High
Commissioner Philip Wodehouse, 29 July 1869.

7 LC, File 9, Draft cuts & biography sub-file, AAS le Fleur: “History of 1884 ... to 1938”; CO 4216, L13, Abraham le
Fleur, Rouxville to Colonial Secretary and Prime Minister , Cape of Good Hope, 17 February 1881.

18 Kokstad Advertiser, 2 February 1889.

" LC, File 9, Draft cuts & biography sub-file, AAS le Fleur: “History of 1884 ... to 1938”; Kokstad Advertiser, 19
May 1883.

* LLC, File 9, Draft cuts & biography sub-file, AAS le Fleur: “History of 1884 ... to 1938”. See also Edgar and
Saunders: “A.A.S. Le Fleur and the Griqua trek of 1917, p. 203.

2! Bredekamp: “Dead bones of Adam Kok”, p. 136.

2 Dower: Griqualand East, p. 119.
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spirit of expectancy” amongst the Griqua that “forty years after the date of the Smith Treaty,” (that is in
1888), the Griquas would either recover the possession of hundreds of farms in the O.F.S., approximately
three million of acres, or the Imperial Government would have to compensate for the loss”.** Dower felt
that it was futile to demand redress and discouraged the Griqua from pursuing the matter. Abraham le Fleur,

on the other hand,

spoke with confidence about compelling Government to restore or compensate. ... He preached persistently
his crusade of Retrocession or Compensation. He vaguely hinted that I, being a white man — would naturally
take the view favouring the white man. He advocated no abatement or abandonment of their claims, he urged
united and firm action, even to the extent of an appeal to the Queen herself by a Griqua deputation, and, all
else failing, occasionally hinted at the display of force.”

Dower claimed that he managed to silence Abraham’s agitation for the ‘Forty years money’ after he
threatened to provide law officials with an 1850 warrant for his arrest on the charge of horse stealing in the
Colesburg region if he persisted with his agitation. Dower also claimed that “there was peace and quite” till
after his (Dower’s) departure from Kokstad in 1890. Abraham indeed played a prominent role in Griqua
politics after his arrival in 1885. Dower was, however, inclined to exaggerate his role in Griqua politics, to
the extent that it appears as if there were no other leading Griqua active during the period. Dower was
inclined to emphasize the role of Abraham due to his disapproval of the role played by his son Andrew in
the 1890s, particularly in the aborted rebellion of December 1897:

[T]he son, took up his father’s old song, and renewed the agitation. ... The father had been bad enough, the
son was worse. The father contented himself with words, speeches, despatches, protests, memorials, lectures,
threats; the son prepared for action.”

Although Abraham might have been silenced somewhat in the late 1880s, he was, however, active in the
politics of East Griqualand in the 1890s, after Dower had departed, but was to be indeed eclipsed by
Andrew in the mid-1890s.

Representation: local and national government

By the time the Le Fleur family arrived in East Griqualand and became involved in regional politics, the
economic and political situation of the Griqua and Bantu-speakers had became much more precarious then
before. The number of Whites with landed property had increased significantly to allow them to dictate
local socio-political affairs. Griqua and Bantu-speakers were marginalized when democratic elements were
introduced in the colonial administration of the region. The Griqua were thwarted from fielding Griqua
candidates for municipal and parliamentary representation and were thus constrained to choose between
White candidates. The Griqua vote thus became valuable to some White candidates who presented
themselves in positive light to that constituency. For example, Louis F Zietsman, a Kokstad based attorney”’
who stood as a candidate in the parliamentary elections of 1888, undertook in his election campaign to
“obtain for the Griquas certain privileges and concessions” in accordance with agreements [between Adam
Kok III and the colonial government]. He also undertook to institute land claims on behalf of the Griqua.”
Zietsman also attempted to win over Bantu-speaking voters.”

2 See chapter 2 for further information on the Smith treaty.

** Dower: Griqualand East, pp. 119-120.

» Dower: Griqualand East, pp. 119-122.

% Dower: Griqualand East, pp. 122-3.

Y Kokstad Advertiser, 26 ] uly 1893.

B Kokstad Advertiser, 3 December 1887.

P Kokstad Advertiser, 7 January 1888. Despite Griqua support, Zietsman failed to be elected as the parliamentary
representative of East Griqualand in 1888. Sir James Sivewright who was opposed by the Kokstad Advertiser because
he was a member of the Afrikaner Bond (which generated tension between English and Dutch-speaking Whites), was
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There were by the 1891 a sufficient number of Whites with landed property to get a proposal approved for
the establishment a municipality in Kokstad.™® The increase of Whites and the ascendance and effect of
White supremacist values in East Griqualand was manifested when White voters were urged in the Kokstad
Adbvertiser just before the 1892 elections for the envisaged six member municipal council, to “do their best
to be present to record their votes, in order to withstand” the attempt of the Griqua “to place three coloured
men upon the Board” so that they (Whites) could prevent “Kokstad becoming the laughing-stock — the
ridicule of South Africa — by allowing Griquas to sit upon the Board”.”" The Griqua decided, however, to
abandon the idea of fielding their own Griqua candidates and resolved instead to vote for one of the White
candidates.* Reflecting (informal) Griqua constrain to support White candidates in regard to parliamentary
representation, Abraham le Fleur, president of the Griqua, Coloured and Native United Association of East
Griqualand, endorsed Zietsman as candidate for the 1894 parliamentary elections.*

White attitudes to the Griqua and Bantu-speakers were varyingly influenced by scientific racism that
legitimized socio-political marginalization and exclusions based on purported biological differences
between racialized populations. James Sivewright, a member of the Afrikaner Bond, who campaigned for
re-election as the parliamentary representative for East Griqualand in 1894 articulated common recycled
racist ideas during his election campaign with much approval from his audience:

[T]he greatest political problem which the dwellers in South Africa have to face is the relative positions
which the black and white races of the country are to occupy towards each other. ... Nature never intended
that the two races should coalesce. I cannot conceive that it was ever the intention of the Maker of the
Universe that the white and black race of South Africa should be a brown one — (hear, hear). For although the
offspring of such a union in very exceptional cases leaves little to be desired, still as a general rule there will
be found combined in them the vices of both races without the virtues of either — (cheers and laughter). And
not only is this the case so far their moral qualities are concerned, but nature seems to have physically set her
seal against intermarriage of the black and white. The half-caste of the first generation is not infrequently a
fair physical specimen, but in the second generation you get the Quadroon, sickly and weak, with signs of
decay clearly manifest; whilst before the Octroon stage is reached, the type is decidedly sickly and puny; and
I have been informed that the fourth generation of such a union is absolutely unknown — the breed has
flickered out. ... [W]e assume that the white race is superior to the black, and if, so, when the increase of
population goes on even faster than it is doing now, through the cessation of wars, the disappearance, through
the advance of medical science, of epidemics, the jostle for existence will come, and the inferior race will be
bound to make way for the superior (hear, hear).**

Sivewright’s successful re-election® reflected the ideological weight that the ethno-racially marginalized
communities had to deal with in the region and the prospects for the restitution of lost Griqua land.

Cooperation: Griqua and Bantu-speakers

Present realities and future prospects encouraged cooperation among ethno-racially marginalized
communities. Sharing common concerns, a number of Griqua and Bantu-speakers were by the early 1890s
involved in the Griqua, Coloured and Native United Association of East Griqualand led by Abraham Le

elected as the parliamentary representative (Kokstad Advertiser, 26 May 1888), partly because other candidates drew
support from the same White English-speaking constituency. Kokstad Advertiser, 1 October 1887, 22 October 1887, 5
November 1887.

% Kokstad Advertiser, 1 August 1891; 6 February1892.

3V Kokstad Advertiser, 6 February 1892.

32 Supplement to Kokstad Advertiser, 13 February 1892.

3 Kokstad Advertiser 13 September 1893.

34 Kokstad Advertiser, 29 November 1893.

35 Kokstad Adbvertiser, 31 January 1894.
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Fleur. A number of Bantu-speaking chiefs had some association with the organization.’® The Association
opposed the implementation of repressive and exploitative measures and implicated the parliamentary
representative of East Griqualand, James Sivewright, in the passing of repressive legislation in parliament.
The Association, for example, argued that the “Location Act” “was one of the most oppressive Acts ever
passed” by parliament “as it ... [was] an act next door to slavery”.

[A] Native in the Colony under that Act is liable to pay a licence if he should hire a farm and live on it; he is
subjected, first of all, to pay rent, then hut tax, and, lastly, he or the European owner, has to pay a licence to
Government for the body and person of the Native living there.”’

The name “Griqua, Coloured and Native United Association of East Griqualand” suggested a process of
differentiation between ‘Griqua’, ‘Coloured’ and ‘Native’. The Griqua and Coloured categories were
increasingly disassociated from the ‘Native category’ by the 1890s. Whilst the Coloured category was much
used in reference to people who were considered not to be European or White before the 1890s, as reflected
in official population censuses of 1865, and 1875,” by the 1890s the term was increasingly used in
reference to people considered to be neither White nor from Bantu-speaking African communities. The
category was, however, still used as an inclusive category in the 1891 census.”’ There is evidence of the
term Coloured already being used in a restricted sense excluding Bantu-speakers by some Whites by the
early 1870s.*' There is also evidence of the category being used self-referentially in a restricted sense in the
1880s.* An increasing self-referential use of the category in an exclusive sense is especially notable in the
1890s.* Thus, two alternative usages of the term ‘Coloured’ coexisted with the sense excluding Bantu-
speakers being increasingly used in the late 1800s.**

The name “Griqua, Coloured and Native United Association of East Griqualand” also reflected an attempt
at promoting cooperation between Griqua, Coloured and Bantu-speakers. The name suggested prior ethno-
‘racial’ differentiation and an attempt at bringing those so distinguished in a united body. It thus reflected
an attempt at unity that was not only based on conceptions of difference but also reinforced them even as it
attempted to forge inter-ethnic or trans-ethnic cooperation. Differentiation was further reinforced through
attempts by Griqua to prevent restrictions imposed on ‘Natives’ being imposed on them. From the late
1880s, Griqua increasingly disassociated themselves from a ‘Native’ category.

3 Kokstad Advertiser, 16 August 1893, p. 6; 13 September 1893.

37 Kokstad Advertiser, 16 August 1893, p. 6.

¥ G 20-66, Census of the Colony of the Cape of Good Hope, 1865 (Cape Town: Saul Solomon and Co. Printers,
1866), pp. viii-ix.

¥ G 42-76, Results of a census of the Colony of the Cape of Good Hope, taken on the night of Sunday, the 7th March,
1875. Part 1 — Summaries (Cape Town: Saul Solomon and Co. Printers, 1877), p. 3.

G 6-92, Results of a census of the Colony of the Cape of Good Hope, as on the night of Sunday, the 5th April, 1891
(Cape Town: WA Richards & Sons, Government Printers, 1892), p. xvii.

*! Vivian Bickford-Smith: Ethnic pride and racial prejudice in Victorian Cape Town (Johannesburg: Witwatersrand
University Press, 1995), p. 31. The map of East Griqualand in G 58-1879 differentiates “Griquas and Coloured men”
from Bantu-speaking communities. G 58-79, Report of a commission appointed to inquire into causes of the recent
outbreak in Griqualand East (Cape Town: Saul Solomon & Co. Printers, 1879).

2 Kokstad Advertiser, 10 January 1885, p. 2. For content of relevant article see also chapter 2, note 219.

® Bickford-Smith: Ethnic pride and racial prejudice in Victorian Cape Town, p. 201.

* As Ian Goldin indicated, by the first decade of the twentieth century, the restricted sense of Coloured had eclipsed
the wider sense of the category, as exemplified in the 1904 census. G 19-1905, pp. xxxi-xxxvii; lan Goldin: Making
race: The politics and economics of Coloured identity in South Africa (Cape Town: Maskew Miller Longman, 1987),
p. 13.

Both the restricted and inclusive senses of Coloured were used in the 1891 population census, with the dominant sense
being the one which included all people who were not considered White. G 6-92, pp. i, xvii.
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Legislation, identity and differentiation: Griqua and Bantu-speakers

Whilst some Griqua found common cause with Bantu-speaking Africans they were at the same time
concerned about being slotted officially together with Bantu-speakers as ‘Native’ and being thus subjected
to laws and regulations applicable to ‘Natives’. Numerous laws were passed in the course of the 19" and
20™ century imposing restrictions and liabilities on those considered ‘Native’, thus providing an incentive
for Griqua to disassociate themselves from the ‘Native’ category and to locate the Griqua category within a
restricted Coloured category.

Griqua concerns about being slotted as ‘Native’ were raised particularly after a person was charged on 3
July 1889 in Kokstad for contravening sections 4 and 5 of Transkeian Proclamation No. 154 of (8 October)
1885, by selling liquor to a ‘Native’ who did not have a permit to purchase the liquor. This ‘Native’ claimed
to be a Griqua. The main issue in the case was whether the person to whom liquor was sold was, as a
Griqua, a ‘Native’ in the terms of the proclamation. The resident magistrate, who was able to judge “by
appearance” whether the person to whom liquor was sold to was a ‘Native’ or not, convicted the accused
and fined him £10. An appeal was subsequently lodged against the decision of the resident magistrate and
decided upon in the Supreme Court on 9 August 1889.* The appellant’s counsel questioned in the appeal
whether the person to whom the liquor was sold was a ‘Native’ in terms of the applicable legislation. His
counsel indicated that in terms of the applicable legislation, ‘Native’ meant “aboriginal natives” or “native
inhabitants” and could not apply to Griqua who were “half-breeds” and who spoke the ordinary Colonial
Dutch and had no language of their own. The chief justice reasoned, however, that the Griqua were “a
Hottentot tribe” and that “the infusion of white blood” into the “tribe” was “not sufficient to take them out
of the category of natives” and (supposed) that in “the only Statute in which the Griqua are mentioned,
namely, Ordinance 2 of 1837, they are classed with Kafirs, Bushmen, Bechuanas and other native tribes”.
The appeal was dismissed and the decision of the resident magistrate upheld.*’

Before the appeal was decided upon, a meeting was held on 6 July 1889 in Kokstad “to consider the matter
of the Griquas being classed as Natives”, thus reflecting a concern that would preoccupy the Griqua well
into the 20" century. The meeting was reported to have been attended by nearly all the Griqua in Kokstad.
The sale of liquor was apparently a minor affair “to which the bulk of the people would pay very little
attention”. The special Griqua concern was being placed under the same restrictions that applied to
‘Natives’. They were thus consequently driven to emphasize how different they were from ‘Natives’ and
how much they were like the Whites — who were repeatedly using ‘race’ as a basis of exclusion.

The threat of being categorized as ‘Native’ made it important for the Griqua to emphasize their biological
proximity to Whites and their past White cultural achievements, and to even de-emphasize the Khoekhoe
heritage suggested in their name. One speaker explained at the above meeting that the Griqua were all either
descendants of freed slaves or Whites. They were governed under a “civilized” form of government when
they became an independent people. When they came to this country they came as British subjects; they
maintained a form of government during their stay in the region founded upon the same principles as that of
the Cape colony. They built towns, issued absolute titles and grants for landed property, “thus showing that
they never lived under tribal tenure, but as free burghers”. When the country was taken over by the colonial

* For example, the 1884 Native Locations Act (No. 37) was devised for the “more effectual supervision of Native
Locations, and for the more easy collection of Hut-tax” imposed on ‘Natives’. The 1883 Liquor Act (No. 28) limited
the issuing of liquor licences in ‘Native locations’.

¥ Kokstad Advertiser, 24 August 1889, p. 2; Queen v Ellis, 1889, SC [Supreme Court Reports, Cape of Good Hope]
[Vol. VII], pp. 68-9. Proclamation 154 provided that no spirit be sold to any ‘Native’ not being a chief, petty chief or
councillor unless he had a permit singed by a magistrate or justice of the peace.

47 Queen v Ellis, SC, 1889, pp. 68-9; Kokstad Advertiser, 24 August 1889, p. 2. Apart from Ordinance 2 of 1837,
Griqua were also referred to as ‘Native’ in Ordinance 49 of 1828.
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government they were supposed to enjoy the same privileges as before. A resolution, proposed by Abraham

le Fleur was passed “that this meeting strongly protests against Griquas being classed as Natives”.*

There were also Whites who felt that the Griqua could not be regarded as ‘Natives’ as they were a ‘mixed-
race’ descended from freed slaves, ‘Hottentots’, Bastaards and Europeans. A confluence of perception
around Griqua identity thus developed between the Griqua and some Whites. After the decision of the
Kokstad resident magistrate was upheld in the Supreme Court, it was mentioned in the Kokstad Advertiser
that

the rule now laid down by the Supreme Court is absurd and untenable. Whatever race the term “Griqua” may
have been applied to, we have now only to deal with those who are distinguished by that name, and it is well
known that at the present time they are a mixed race, tracing their origin to the Freed Slaves, Prentjies,
Hottentots and Bastards, with a more or less large admixture of European blood. ... Their language is Cape
Dutch, and they have adopted European manners and customs. Previous to their being taken over by the
Colonial Government, in 1874, they enjoyed self-government, their form of law being based upon that of the
Colony, with a few variations ... »

Andrew le Fleur’s sensibilities would thus have been initially shaped in a region marked by much
despondency over land loss, socio-political marginalization, as well as contradictory socio-political
relations within subordinated communities — that were also manifested in his own father. Categories of
‘Native’ and ‘Aboriginal’ were also being redefined and invested with purity, by Whites as well as by
sections of the underclasses (e.g. ‘Hottentots’,” ‘Kafirs’>'and Griqua’®), who thereby attempted to show
that they could not by virtue of the purported infusion of European or non-‘Native’ ‘blood’ be categorized
as ‘Native’.

Through his father’s involvement in Griqua affairs and his location in a Griqua environment Andrew le
Fleur would have been imbued with Griqua aspirations and ideals. His father’s involvement in Griqua
politics and land claims contributed to Andrew’s keen social, economic and political sensibilities that were
enhanced by his education.” His education and his understanding of colonial politics would later make him
useful as a Griqua agent. Andrew also developed a keen religious sensibility that would play a huge role in
his twentieth century activities. He suggested himself in his 20™ century writings that he already had
supernatural experiences before he assumed a prominent leadership position in the Griqua community.
From his own twentieth century accounts of his early life it appears that he came to believe that God
worked through him and revealed certain future events to him; that already in his youth he developed a
sense of historical calling. He claimed that he was called (“ingeroep”) “by God Almighty on the Mountain
of Mynjanie [or Manyane] above Matatiele in East Griqualand on 9 May 1889, to redeem the Griqua
Volk”.>* His grandchild, Eric Maxwell le Fleur, related the event of his calling as follows:

Op die 9de Mei 1889, was Andrew le Fleur besig in die veld om sy vader se esels te soek. Hy het alreeds drie
dae lank gesoek en skielik praat daar 'n stem met hom en roep hom drie maal. Andrew : Andrew : Andrew :
Dit is die here God wat met jou praat, Gaan versamel die dooie bene van Adam Kok en roep hulle as een

48 Kokstad Advertiser, 13 July 1889, p. 3.

¥ Kokstad Adbveritser, 24 August 1889, p. 2. See also Kokstad Advertiser, 4 January 1890.

% See e.g. Rex v Nelson, 1911 EDL [Supreme Court Reports, Eastern Districts Local Division], pp. 35-41.

31 E.g. Rex v Willet, 1902, SC [Supreme Court Reports, Vol. XIX], pp. 168-171; Rex v Levenson, 1911, CPD [South
African Law Reports, Cape Provincial Division], pp. 903-7.

52 Queen v Ellis, 1889, SC, pp. 68-9; Rex vs Niekerk and Others, 1912, CPD, pp. 580-5.

>3 1t is emphasized in the Griqua manuscript (p. 9) that Abraham le Fleur imparted his political expertise to his sons,
especially to Andrew.

> “Toe ek ingeroep was, deur God Almagtig op die Berg van Mynjanie bokant Matatiele in Griekwaland Oos op die
9de Mei 1889, om die Griekwa Volk te verlos”. LC, File 9, Draft cuts & biography sub-file: AAS le Fleur:
“Geskiedenis 1894 tot 1940 (Piesangs-Rivier, 13 September 1940).
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volk, sodat hulle vir jou 'n volk word en Ek vir hulle 'n God wees. Andrew staan verstom, maar die stem
praat verder: “Kyk die twee esels wat jy soek is net anderkant hierdie koppie, gaan sé aan jou vader wat ek
jou beveel het en sé aan hom dat Lady Kok moreoggend om 8.v.m. sal sterwe. Hierdie twee bewyse sal jou en
jou vader oortuig dat dit die Here is wat met jou gespreek het. Sodat die woord van Esegiel vervul word
(Esegiel 37: 21) En sé€ vir hulle, so spreek die Here, Here. Kyk Ek gaan die kindes van Israel haal, tussen die
nasies uit waarheen hulle getrek het, en Ek sal hulle laat kom van alle kante en hulle bring in hulle land.
Esegiel 37 vers 27 : En my tarbernakel sal oor hulle wees, en Ek sal vir hulle 'n God wees en hulle vir my 'n
volk wees. Andrew het die esels gevind en soos aan hom ges€ was en het ook aan sy Vader vertel wat die
Here met hom gespreek het. Abraham het dadelik die esels ingespan en vertrek na Kokstad om te sien of
hierdie woorde waaragtig is. Hulle vind Lady Kok nog gesond en hulle het ook die aand oorgebly en terwyl
hulle nog die volgende oggend koffie drink, oorval ’n naarheid Lady Kok en klokslag agtuur blaas sy haar
laastegsasem uit. Hier was dan die getuienis dat dit God was, wat gespreek het met sy Kneg wat Hy geroep het
[sic].

Entry into Griqua politics — 1894

By the early 1890s Andrew and his brother Thomas were partners in a Matatiele based wagon builders and
blacksmithing concern named Le Fleur Brothers.”® Andrew entered the Griqua political landscape as a
Griqua representative early in 1894. On 24 February 1894 he resigned as a partner in Le Fleur Bothers,”’
and devoted himself to the redressing of Griqua land claims. He suggested (in the 20" century) that he had
already been involved in the investigation of Griqua land transference — affected after 1874 in East
Griqualand — as a Griqua representative by January 1894.”® A number of Griqua appointed Le Fleur through
the course of 1894 as their agent, authorizing him to make representations to the government on their behalf
in regard to their land claims and land losses.” Le Fleur did extensive investigation on land transference
from the period of Adam Kok III in East Griqualand, studying for example, court records, Land Board
books, and Volks Raad books.”

By the beginning of February 1894 Le Fleur had taken statements of Griqua land claimants and requested
Chief Magistrate Walter Stanford to help the claimants to have their claims recognized and their land
granted. Many of those claims were previously presented to former colonial officials and the 1875 Land
Commission. Some had certificates for land issued by Adam Kok III but were never granted land. Some
claimed that their land was turned into Bantu-speaking locations after colonial control was established over
East Griqualand. Some claimants complained that their land was reduced after surveys were undertaken by
colonial officials and wanted their land to be enlarged. Some claimed that their farms were sold to Whites
without their permission. Some claimed to have been deprived of land after the 1878 Griqua rebellion.
Some claimed that the 1875 Commission rejected valid claims. Others claimed that they never received
grants that were approved by the 1875 Commission.”'

33 LC, Item 9.4, EMS le Fleur: “Griekwa Volksgeskiedenis”, p. 2.

% The Le Fleur brothers obtained much of their material on credit from Kokstad based Victor Dold & Co, providing
their fixed and removable property as security. By January 1892 the brothers owed Dold & Co two hundred pounds
sterling (£ 200). Cape Town Archives, Registrar, Deeds Office (DOC) 4/1/297, 163, Mortgage bond, Thomas
Frederick Maxwell le Fleur and Andrew Abraham Stockenstroom [sic] le Fleur, 11 January 1892.

37 Kokstad Advertiser, 7 March 1894, p. 1. See also Edgar and Saunders: “A.A.S. Le Fleur and the Griqua trek of
1917, p. 204.

% LC, File 9, Draft cuts & biography sub-file: AAS le Fleur: “Geskiedenis 1894 tot 1940; [AAS le Fleur:] “What I
omitted” (undated).

Y LC, Item 1, Records of Correspondence by AAS le Fleur.

% LC, Item 1, Records of Correspondence, p. 52.

o See Le Fleur’s correspondence to the Chief Magistrate Walter Stanford between February and September 1894 in
Cape Town Archives, Chief Magistrate, East Griqualand (CMK) 1/141, Letters received from Le Fleur, 1894 March —
December; CMK 1/142, Letters from Le Fleur, February 1894 — November 1896.
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Le Fleur addressed the premier of colony, Cecil Rhodes, on his April 1894 visit to East Griqualand, on
behalf the Griqua.®® On the occasion a Griqua deputation brought before the premier three different types of
claims: (a) claims to grants of erven (plots) in Kokstad, (b) claims to a grant for mission land or school plots
in lieu of Sema’s Kraal or Makoba’s Location that the Griqua claimed to have been deprived of, and (c)
claims for farms. The premier subsequently instructed Chief Magistrate Walter Stanford to inquire into
these claims.”

1894 land claims inquiry

Although rivalries emerged amongst those agitating for Griqua land claims, there was early in 1894 a
measure of cooperation between those who were linked to contending factions, thus manifesting a historical
characteristic of the Griqua political landscape marked by factionalism as well as a desire for cooperation
and unity. On 31 July 1894 a commission of inquiry was begun into Griqua land claims, in accordance with
the instruction of the premier. Present at the first meeting were commissioners WE Stanford and LF
Zietsman representing the Kokstad municipal council, as well as the Griqua Erven Committee chaired by
Cornelius Gabriel de Bruin. A number of the members of the Erven Committee present at the opening of the
inquiry, were also members of the Griqua Political Association (GPA) led by De Bruin.** Members of the
GPA would, as more senior actors in Griqua affairs, compared to Le Fleur, be somewhat inclined to resent
his attempts to project himself as the pre-eminent Griqua representative. Le Fleur and his father became
involved in a rival faction that formed the ‘Griqua Committee’.%> The name ‘Griqua Committee’ could be
used to refer to any committee of Griqua but during the middle to late 1890s it was generally used to refer
to a specific Griqua structure. Diverging land claim strategies would later sharpen rivalries between the
GPA and the Griqua Committee.

The inquiry of July 1894 was supposed to first deal with claims to erven in Kokstad, then with claims in
regard to ‘Makoba’s Location’ and finally with claims for farms. The issue of land had the potential to
generate tension between White colonists and ethno-‘racially’ marginalized communities. Land claims, like
those pertaining to Makoba’s location, also had the potential to generate tension within marginalized
communities. Claims for farms could also cause tension between those who came with Adam Kok III to
Nomansland in 1862-3 and those who arrived later from the colony.

Stanford indicated at the above inquiry meeting that the issue of Makoba’s location had already been
investigated before and that Bantu-speakers in that location would not — as many Griqua wished — be
removed after years of occupation.”® An inquiry was, however, later held into claims by Griqua to Sema’s
Kraal, a piece of land in Makoba’s location where Adam Kok III had established a school.®’

2 Kokstad Advertiser, 18 April 1894,

% CMK 5/ 16, [CMK to Secretary, Prime Minister, Cape Town, 6 December 1894], pp. 128-136.

% CMK 5/ 16, [CMK to Secretary, Prime Minister, Cape Town, 6 December 1894], p. 1.

8 Also referred to as the Committee of Griqua People (Kokstad Advertiser, 28 June 1895) and the Griqua People’s
Committee. Kokstad Advertiser, 21 January 1898.

% CMK 5/16 [Minutes of Inquiry at Kokstad by Walter Ernest Mortimer Stanford ... into claims to land set up by
Griquas, 1894], pp. 1-2, 6, 116.

7 CMK 5/16, pp. 122-6.
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Around 360 claims for erven® in Kokstad and Rietvlei were considered during the inquiry.” In making
their claims for erven Griqua witnesses indicated that Adam Kok III invited people from the colony to join
him and that he promised that they would have equal rights to erven, but that those who came with Kok
should have preference in regard to the granting of farms.”” The commission recommended that 122 erven
be granted. The Griqua claims were, however, not legally compelling in Stanford’s view.”! On concluding
the inquiry into erven in August 1894 Stanford told the Griqua that he would submit a report to the
government with recommendations and advised them not to be extravagant in their expectations. Reflecting
the weight that Griqua placed on what was decided during the reign of Kok and official desire to tamper
that weight, Stanford also told them that Kok would, if he was still alive, have bound himself to the colonial
government and that a resolution passed by his Raad was not irrevocable.”

Reports of the inquiries into erven and Sema’s Kraal were submitted to the Native Affairs department
respectively on 30 October and 7 November 1894, thus leaving the claims for farms still to be dealt with.
Claims for farms were, however, critical to the Griqua and impatience and suspicion developed among
some of them in regard to Stanford’s willingness to deal with those claims. Andrew le Fleur came under the
impression that the inquiry was closed and therefore contemplated raising the matter with the premier, but
Stanford, who had already decided that an inquiry into farm claims would not deal with those rejected by
the 1875 Commission, dissuaded Le Fleur from doing so after informing him that the inquiry was not
closed. Le Fleur was also aggrieved that Stanford did not forward all the claims that he presented to the
government. Stanford, on the other hand, intended only to forward claims to the government after having
inquired into them.”

Le Fleur left early in September for Cape Town* where he expressed his concerns to the colonial
government,” making representations to John Frost the secretary for Land and Mines and Agriculture’® and
James Rose Innes the secretary for Native Affairs early in October,”’ and to Gordon Sprigg the treasurer
general’® in mid-September. As a result of Le Fleur’s representations Stanford was instructed to investigate
every claim.” The commission of inquiry into Griqua land claims was subsequently resumed on 17
December 1894 and every claimant was required to appear in person.** On Le Fleur’s return from Cape

% CMK 5/ 16, CMK to Under Secretary, Native Affairs, Cape Town, 30 October 1894, pp. 116-8.

The claims for erven were heightened especially from 1891 due to the prospect of a municipality being established in
Kokstad. Many Griqua feared that the control of empty plots by a (White controlled) municipality would adversely
affect their claims to those plots. They therefore demanded that their grants be settled before the government approved
the establishment of a municipality. By the time of the 1894 inquiry the municipality was not yet in control of the
erven, due Walter Stanford’s intervention in light of Griqua concerns and claims for plots. CMK 5/16, pp. 65-9; 73,
78, 135.

% CMK 5/16, pp.81, 82, 111.

"0 CMK 5/16, pp. 4-8.

! After the Kokstad municipality had approved the commission’s recommendations, Stanford told the secretary for
Native Affairs that “[t]he claims of the Griquas are not of such a nature that under present conditions they could
enforce them in a court of law. These people are however entitled to favourable consideration from Government”.
CMK 5/16, CMK to Under Secretary, Native Affairs, Cape Town, 30 Oct 1894, pp. 116-8.

2 CMK 5/16, p. 65.

3 CMK 5/16 [CMK to Under Secretary, Native Affairs, Cape Town, 30 Oct 1894], pp. 116-8.

* CMK 1/ 141, A le Fleur, Kokstad, to WE Stanford, CMK, 3 September 1894.

5 Kokstad Advertiser, 4 March 1898, p. 4.

5 CMK 1/ 141, AAS le Fleur, Cape Town, to J Frost, Secretary for Land and Mines and Agriculture, Cape Town, 1
October 1894.

T CMK 1/ 141, A AS le Fleur, Cape Town, to J Rose Innes, the Under Secretary for Native Affairs, Cape Town, [27?]
October 1894.

8 CMK 1/ 141, AAS le Fleur, Cape Town, to G Sprigg, Treasurer General, Cape Town, 17 November 1894.

" CMK 5/16, See report on Inquiry for 20 December 1894.

% CMK 5/15, p. 1; Kokstad Advertiser 21 December 1894.
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Town Stanford also instructed him that a committee be appointed to assist him [Le Fleur] with the land
claims.®' A committee was apparently appointed at a public meeting on 18 December comprising members
of the Griqua Committee.” The Griqua committee was thus reinserted in the Griqua land inquiry. Le Fleur
claimed in 1898 that he was “employed by the Griqua Committee as their agent on 11 December, 1894”.%

Intra-Griqua tension

As there was a common Griqua concern about the restoration of lost land, the issue of land could unite the
Griqua. Leadership tussles might in this way be put in abeyance, as when Andrew le Fleur acted as agent of
aspirant leaders like Cornelius de Bruin and Adam Smith. Rivalries, however, cropped up with the re-
assumption of the Griqua land claims inquiry on 17 December 1894. The re-assumption of the inquiry on
the 17" was well attended by members of the Griqua Political Association.* Le Fleur objected to the role
played by members of the GPA, notably its president, De Bruin, and for a while, refused to work with the
Commission:

Mr. Stanford went and dealt with people [of the Griqua Political Association] who were not appointed by the
Griquas to attend at the enquiry and were acting with men whose Powers of Attorney were in my hands ... so
... I refused to appear before that officer who ... I consider acted wrong.*

A member of the GPA indicated in the Kokstad Advertiser that Le Fleur wanted “to show ... the public that
he is the person who had to discuss with the Chief Magistrate the land claims” and that he “pretended” to be
“a leading man of the Griquas”.* Le Fleur eventually decided to attend the inquiry after the government
requested him and the Griqua to be present.

Alliance politics: Griqua and Bantu-speakers

Unwillingness on the part of colonial officials to meet Griqua land claims increased Griqua discontent,
influenced alliance strategies within marginalized communities, and even inclined some to opt to gain
access to land through unconstitutional means. Members of the Griqua Committee were moved to steer
away from sectional claims — that encouraged divisions; they were inclined to articulate broader interests
fostering cooperation between Griqua and Bantu-speakers. There were also attempts on the part of colonial
officials to encourage differentiation between Griqua and Bantu-speakers. This applied to the 1894 inquiry
into land claims.

8! Statement of Andrew le Fleur during preliminary examination in 1898 sedition case. Kokstad Advertiser, 4 March
1898, p. 4.

2 CMK 1/141, AAS le Fleur, Kokstad, to W Stanford, CMK, 20 December 1894.

¥ Kokstad Advertiser, 11 March 1898, p. 5. Reflecting back on developments of 1894 in the twentieth century, Le
Fleur might have been inclined to embellish the past. He claimed that he was “elected by the Griqua people as the
successor [of Captain Adam Kok III] and appointed by the Cape Government to inquire into the Griqua grievances”,
and to “ have held the position [as the successor of Adam Kok] ever since”. National Archives, Pretoria, Governor
General (GG) 1571, 50/1558, “Short history by Capt. Le Fleur”. The “Short History” must, on the basis of its content,
have been written after 1924. On Le Fleur’s election claim, see also Griqua and Coloured People’s Opinion, 16
January 1925. Andrew’s brother, Thomas, also claimed in the twentieth century that Andrew was elected as Chief by
Griqua councillors (Tembuland News, 7 October 1921).

What most probably happened during the 1890s was that Le Fleur’s aspiration as a Griqua leader and heir of Adam
Kok IIT was sustained and supported by his adherents, some members of the former Griqua Raad, and some members
of the Griqua Committee, as well as through his 1896 marriage to Rachel Kok, a descendant of Adam Kok I.

% Present at the resumption of the inquiry were “GC de Bruin (Chairman of Griqua Political Association), F Werner,
Andrew Booysen, Lucas Basson,WL Kok all members of the Griqua Political Association, also [...?] Uys, Ludovick
Kok & W van Rooyen. CMK 5/15, p.1.

85 LC, Item 1, Records of Correspondence [AAS le Fleur, Kokstad, to Cecil J] Rhodes, Prime Minister and Minister of
Native Affairs 18 April 1895], p. 2, See also Kokstad Advertiser, 4 January 1895.

8 Kokstad Advertiser, 11 January 1895.
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The Griqua Committee brought some Bantu-speakers during one of the early sittings after the re-
assumption of the inquiry into Griqua land claims, and “put forward a claim on their behalf”.*” According to
Andrew le Fleur’s own calculated account, the chief magistrate then drew the attention of the Griqua
Committee to a resolution of the Griqua Raad of August 1868 “excluding Natives, such as Kaffirs and
others, from individual grants of land save except the locations”. The chief magistrate wanted the Griqua
Committee to adhere to the resolution of the Raad and requested that a resolution be passed giving the
Committee’s opinion on that decision. Le Fleur proposed at a meeting that they stand by the resolution.
However, the Committee, and in particular the chairman Ludovick Kok and its secretary Adam Smith, said
that Le Fleur “wished to create discord between the Kaffirs and Griquas”. About 8 days later the Griqua
Committee called a “general meeting of Natives and Griquas” to “censure” Le Fleur for his proposal, and to
“pass a resolution” that if he “did not adhere to the wishes of the people and the committee” he should
“forfeit all the claim he had on the committee for the moneys expended on their behalf, and any reward for
... [his] labour” %

A number of the claims presented before Stanford were indeed those of Bantu-speakers.” The claims
investigated included those of “original burghers” as well as those who came into the country after 1863;
those of who claimed to have been denied land for taking part in the 1878 rebellion; those of former
members of the Volksraad and Field Cornets who argued that they were entitled under Kok for second
farms; those who occupied land without title; those who did not receive full-sized farms and wanted
extensions. Those making representations as, or in regard to “original burghers” claimed on the basis of the
‘general promise of Adam Kok’ that burghers and their sons would get land, with a number of these claims
made on behalf of relatives.

A number of the Bantu-speaking claimants were Tlhaping and Rolong who came with Adam Kok III to
Nomansland. Others arrived later from surrounding places. The incorporation of Bantu-speakers into the
land claims campaign undercut the ethno-‘racial’ segmentalism of Griqua politics and represented an
alternative ideal of land ownership and restitution in the region that was not exclusively Griqua (an ideal
that would be especially reflected in attempts during 1896-1897 at forging trans-ethnic cooperation and
revolt against the colonial order). Claims of Bantu-speakers were much like those of Griqua who were not
of Bantu-speaking origin. Some claimed to have been granted field cornet certificates for farms under
Adam Kok III that they presented to the 1875 Commission but not the actual farms. Some claimed to have
been granted farms by Adam Kok but not the certificates for them. Some claimed farms on behalf of their
fathers’ estates. Many of the Bantu-speaking claimants had also presented their claims before the 1875
Commission and Captain Blyth. In some instances Bantu-speakers could also claim, like the Griqua, to have
been deprived of land when locations were provided by colonial officials to some Bantu-speakers.”

Stanford concluded the inquiry for farms on 20 May 1895, with 349 claims having been investigated.”'
Reasoning that the Griqua lacked capacity to hold on to farms, Stanford recommended that those with good
claims be given allotments instead of farms:

87 For Stanford’s own account see Kokstad Adbvertiser, 19 March 1897, p. 3.

% Statement by AAS le Fleur during the preliminary examination (on Wednesday 2 March) in 1898 sedition case. Le
Fleur attempted to show that he was not as central in the attempted rebellion as others have portrayed him and that
there were other people in the Griqua Committee who supported joint action by Griqua and Bantu-speakers (Kokstad
Advertiser, 4 March 1898, p. 4). The “complete statement” of Le Fleur of 2-3 March 1898, revealing the history of his
land-claim activities, was printed in the Supplement to Kokstad Advertiser of 11 March 1898, pp. 5-6, “owing to its
being regarded [as] of some historical importance, and as “the latter portion” was not “publish[ed] last week”.

% CMK 5/ 15, See proceedings of December 1894 — January 1895; CMK 5/16, Stanford to Under Secretary, Native
Affairs, 3 Oct 1895, p. 178.

% CMK 5/15, see proceedings of December 1894.

! CMK 5/16 [Stanford to Under Secretary, Native Affairs, 3 Oct 1895], p. 178.
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Free grants of land will simply bring us back after a while to the present position. What is wanted is to place
the people on land of which they cannot dispose and which by inheritance would go to one member of the
family. This means allotments upon the lines of the Glen Grey Act.”

Stanford felt that there was adequate land in Umzimkulu and Matatiele for allotments for each of the
successful claimants.” Griqua representatives were disappointed by Stanford’s recommendation. Le Fleur
and his associates decided to reject Stanford’s recommendation.”* De Bruin and the GPA also rejected the
recommendation.” Stanford hoped, however, that the Griqua would “themselves recognise that the only
way of conferring real benefit is to protect them from themselves by allotments which they cannot sell”.”®
About two weeks after Stanford made his proposal to the Griqua, the Griqua Committee passed resolutions
that they would not accept the proposal, and that they would ask the British imperial government to annex
the territory if the colonial government did not meet their land claims.”

Reports to J Frost, Secretary for Lands, Mines and Agriculture

Dissatisfied with Stanford’s treatment of Griqua land claims, Le Fleur once again decided to bypass him
and to present Griqua claims to higher government officials. Le Fleur forwarded his own reports on the land
claims inquiry to John Frost, secretary for Lands, Mines and Agriculture, in September, October and
December 1895.

Le Fleur outlined the injustices the Griqua suffered after 1874 in his reports to Frost. The reports showed
that he concerned himself with longstanding grievances and that he sought evidence for longstanding
Griqua perceptions of wrongdoing on the part of colonial officials. Thus, Le Fleur, in many respects,
reiterated old Griqua arguments for which he attempted to furnish evidence. In presenting his case Le Fleur
appealed for justice and emphasized that it was “in the interest of the Colony to maintain and uphold before
my felég)w coloured brothers, the ruling of Her Majesty’s Colonial Government ... laws of justice and
equity.

Implicating government officials like CP Watermeyer (the former surveyor and member of Land Board)
and C Brownlee (former chief magistrate and chairman of Land Board”), Le Fleur argued that the
agreements entered into between Adam Kok III safeguarding Griqua rights to land were flouted by colonial
officials, and that a number of malpractices in land transference occurred after 1874 at the hands of corrupt
colonial officials to the detriment of the Griqua. The “Griquas suffered at the hands of the various
Commissions who set here to investigate into the claims from time to time also the various Chief
Magistrates and surveyor and other officers”. Government officials were not inclined to take Griqua claims
seriously. “[N]o matter what proof to the correctness of our statements and the validity of our claims,
government ruled us with might and not with right as subjects of Her Majesty”.'” Le Fleur maintained that
the “Commissioner’s reports are not reliable evidence ... on the rights of Griquas and ought not to be used

2 CMK 5/16 [Stanford to Under Secretary, Native Affairs, 3 Oct 1895], p. 181. See also pp. 182-9.

% CMK 5/16, pp. 181-9.

% CMK 5/ 16, Stanford to Under Secretary, Native Affairs, 28 Oct 1895 (see pp. 267-9).

% Le Fleur, in Kokstad Advertiser, 4 March 1898, p. 4

% CMK 5/16 [Stanford to Under Secretary, Native Affairs, 3 Oct 1895], p. 189.

7 Le Fleur, in Kokstad Advertiser, 4 March 1898, p. 4

% CMK 1/ 142, AAS le Fleur, Kokstad, to Secretary, Land, Mines and Agriculture, Cape Town, 16 October 1895 (also
in LC, Item 1, Records of Correspondence, pp. 62-8).

% CMK 5/16, p. 170.

100 MK 1/ 142, Le Fleur to Secretary, Land, Mines and Agriculture, 16 October 1895; also in LC, Item 1, Records of
Correspondence, pp. 62-8.
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as such”,'”" and that the 1875 Land Commission did not recommend the claims of Griqua burghers who
were justly entitled to land.'”

Implicating Watermeyer, Le Fleur argued that the surveyors gave rightful Griqua claimants less than the
amount recommended bgl the Griqua Raad (i.e. around 3000 acres) but gave Whites land in excess of the
recommended amount.'” Le Fleur also pointed out the wrongs of the commission into the 1878 Griqua
rebellion. Commissioners, D Strachan and Watermeyer, were for him, not fit to be commissioners in the
inquiry of the 1878 rebellion. He argued that Strachan was one of the chief actors in the quelling of the
rebellion and was therefore not fit to act as a judge.'™

Le Fleur also dealt with (Bantu-speaking) locations established after 1874 and insisted:

we do not claim an inch of land in locations made by Capt Kok and we are agreeable with what Capt did. But
... Government has no right to take away what was left out for the Griquas. ... [W]e claim and demand that
Government should remove Macoba [sic] from our property. ... [W]e ask Government to take away those
natives who was unlawfully placed on our land [by colonial officials] ... .'”®

Le Fleur attempted to strengthen the claim that Bantu-speakers resided illegitimately in certain parts of East
Griqualand, notably the “thousands of Basutos” who were permitted by colonial officials to occupy
Matatiele, by appealing to an 1868 Griqua government “proclamation” (or resolution) that barred such
occupation.'® In presenting his case to Frost, Le Fleur also expressed his hope that

Government will not ... accept such an unwise proposal as made by the Chief Magistrate. Government will
see that it [...? is] an error to take a man’s full right of 3,000 acres and give it away to others and then give
the owner 4 morgen... .'"”

Stanford’s response

Stanford attempted to show that Le Fleur’s argumentation was erroneous and dealt with the particularities
of the cases that Le Fleur cited. He rejected Le Fleur’s arguments that colonial officials were corrupt. He
found particularly “Mr Le Fleur’s attack on the late Mr Watermeyer” as “utterly unjustifiable”:

The records of the Land Board and the manner in which this Country was surveyed speak for themselves, and
in all my correspondence with Mr Watermeyer I found him ever ready to give due attention to Griqua and
other representations made to him in land matters.'®

Le Fleur’s insinuations that the late Mr Watermeyer in conducting the survey continually favoured Europeans
and despoiled Griquas are an insult to the memory of an honourable minded man. Mr Watermeyer has
himself in times past told me how difficult he found it was to satisfy Griqua claimants. Although warned that
in certain localities where they had made their selections farms would not run to the extent they desired, an
exchange to other parts would be refused. In this respect the Europeans were more sensible and accepted
farms wherever land was available.'”

101 LC, Item 1, Records of Correspondence [AAS le Fleur, Kokstad, J Frost, Secretary for Lands, Mines and
Agriculture, Cape Town, 8 September 1895], p. 71.

102 LC, Item 1, Records of Correspondence [Le Fleur to J Frost, 8 September 1895], p. 69.

191 C, Item 1, Records of Correspondence [Le Fleur to J Frost, 8 September 1895], p. 79.

"% 1.C, Ttem 1, Records of Correspondence [Le Fleur to J Frost, 8 September 1895], pp. 69-79.

15 cMK 1/ 142, Le Fleur to Secretary for Land, Mines and Agriculture, 16 October 1895.

1061961 C, Ttem 1, Records of Correspondence [Le Fleur to Frost, 16 December 1895], p. 83. A Volksraad resolution of
2 August 1868 prohibited that farms be granted “Kafirs”. CMK 5/16, p. 163.

107 cMK 1/ 142, Le Fleur to Secretary, Land, Mines and Agriculture, 16 October 1895.

108 MK 5/16 [Stanford, Kokstad, to Under Secretary, Native Affairs, Cape Town, 18 October 1895], p. 271.

199 CMK 5/16 [Stanford to Under Secretary, Native Affairs, 28 October 1895], p. 273.
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Sanford also rejected a charge that his “predecessor the Honourable C. Brownlee specially favoured a
European purchaser of Boschfontein” as “mere rubbish”.'"

Le Fleur and Stanford were from two very different interpretative and normative communities and this led
them to deal with Griqua land claims in very different ways. Stanford was inclined to regard the 1875 Land
Commission, the surveys of Watermeyer, the activities of members of the Land Board and preceding
colonial magistrates as honourable and the poverty and landless situation of many Griqua as, in the main,
the result of their own irresponsible behaviour. Le Fleur, on the other hand, regarded colonial officers and
the colonial government as complicit in the land deprivation and impoverishment of the Griqua. Whereas
Le Fleur was inclined to take earlier agreements between Adam Kok III and the colonial government as
well as the decisions and laws of the old Griqua Raad as an appropriate legal basis for dealing with Griqua
land claims, Stanford was inclined to assess the legitimacy of Griqua land claims in terms of the prevalent
colonial legal ideology and to put much less weight on agreements between Adam Kok and the colonial
government or on decisions and laws of the Griqua Raad. Stanford’s values were intertwined with the new
order. Le Fleur’s values were intertwined with the past Griqua order. The divergent interpretative
paradigms influencing Le Fleur and Stanford drew them into conflict.

Legal action and “dis-annexation”

Not having received a positive response from Frost since first submitting his reports in September and
October, Le Fleur’s strategy altered; his pronouncements had become a little more forceful by December
1895. Le Fleur now threatened legal action and the repossession of land acquired illegitimately. Le Fleur
attempted to consolidate Griqua land claims by appealing both to old Griqua law and to colonial law. He
reasoned that Captain Kok was supposed to sign transfers in terms of Griqua law but since he died and had
no successor, transfers could thus not be legally transferred. “Therefore, the transfers as a whole is illegal
and we mean to take immediate possession of our land to which the government is in duty bound to support
us, according to the law and undue claims”.

Le Fleur also argued that land transfers to Whites after 1874 were illegal since land was not alienable to
Whites in terms of Griqua law. He also attempted to take advantage of the legal perception that the Griqua
were ‘Natives’. He argued that the transfer of Griqua land to Whites was illegal on the ground that Griqua
were regarded as ‘Natives’ in a Supreme Court case, and as land belonging to ‘Aboriginal Natives’ was
supposed to be non-transferable to Whites:

[L]et us for a moment review the Griquas who as a native according to the judgement of the Supreme Court
in the case of Regina vs Brant, that the Chief Justice remarked that all the infusion of European blood is out
of the Griquas ..., now that being so and the Griqua being fully a native what then is the position of his land,
for we need to have and must act entirely on the laws of the Colony and if we force them the law [sic] we
must find that the transfers in and from Griquas are illegal for we find an act by Parliament passed in 1864
that no land belonging to the aboriginal, native are transferable to Europeans ... the Griquas have every right
now under these circumstances to take legal possession of their land, for if the title was issued transferable
[sic], then those titles are a direct breach of law, not only Colonial but Griqua as well. ... [W]e are natives and
our laws only allows us to transfer land by special permission of our chief ... . "

Stanford once again dismissed Le Fleur’s reasoning:

In the Griqua titles to farms there was no clause prohibiting alienation, and there is no foundation for the
argument used by Le Fleur. His threat that the Griquas will repossess themselves of land which they have

10 oMK 5/16 [Stanford to Under Secretary, Native Affairs, 28 October 1895], p. 271.
L LC, Item 1, Records of Correspondence [AAS le Fleur, Kokstad, J Frost, Secretary, Lands, Mines and Agriculture,
Cape Town, 16 December 1895], pp. 85-6.
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sold is a new feature in this enquiry and correspondence. That such talk was current amongst some of the
people is information which has reached me from time to time, but representative men refrained from using
any expression of this kind before me. The attitude now disclosed is certainly mischievous.'"?

In threatening to take legal action against those who were involved in the illegal transference of Griqua
farms, Le Fleur also implicated Walter Stanford in corruption. He claimed to have found evidence that
Stanford — in his capacity as Registrar of Deeds in East Griqualand'” — together with L Zietsman, were
involved in illegal land transference.

By November 1895 Le Fleur claimed that Stanford and Zietsman were involved in irregularities in the
transfer of the land of Fortuin Kok to Johannes Komkasie without proper authorization. He demanded that
they give an account of transference.'"* Le Fleur not merely requested an explanation of the exchanges but

also informed Zietsman “that Fortuin Kock ... intends taking action”.'"®

Fortuin Kok and Johannes Komkasie supported the accusation that Stanford and Zietsman had acted
improperly. Johannes Komkasie purchased 200 acres from Fortuin Kok on 17 April 1886 but subsequently
had a problem with Fortuin Kok. Zietsman acted as Komkasie’s agent for the sale. Johannes Komkasie
delivered a sworn statement on 10 January 1896 that suggested that he improperly obtained a transfer from
Stanford:

I had a verbal conversation with Mr Stanford about getting my transfer but at no time signed any papers to

effect the same, that was the reason of my surprise when Mr. Stanford came and gave me the transfer, it was

still in my possession and should any person appear before the Registrar of Deeds, he did so without my
116

power ... .

Fortuin Kok likewise delivered a sworn statement in which he admitted that he sold a piece of land to
Komkasie but claimed that he did not sign any papers to affect the transfer.'” Le Fleur reiterated to
Stanford in January that they wanted to know

what powers were produced and who produced those [transfer] powers as the deed of transfer was handed to
Komkasie by Mr. Stanford and that the powers produced are not those signed by Komkasie nor Fortuin Kok
and we want to know if that could be done and who did it and who has appeared in the name of Johannes
Komkasie has done so without any power being granted him to do so.

Le Fleur mentioned further that

we demand that the men who produced those documents will inform us [about the powers that they used to
get the transfer] so as to afford us an opportunity of prosecuting the men."'®

12 MK 5/16 [Stanford to Under Secretary, Native Affairs, 20 December 1895], p. 276.

3 Walter Stanford became chief magistrate of East Griqualand in 1885. Walter Stanford: The reminiscence of Sir
Walter Stanford, Vol. Il (Cape Town: Van Riebeeck Society, 1962), p. 13.

14 LC, Item 1, Records of Correspondence [AAS le Fleur, Kokstad, to Stanford, 20 November 1895], p. 60,

15 LC, Item 1, Records of Correspondence [AAS le Fleur, Kokstad, to Zietsman & Le Roux, 20 November 1895], p.
61.

"o 1,C, Ttem 1, Records of Correspondence, pp. 87-8.

"7LC, Ttem 1, Records of Correspondence, p. 8.

13 LC, Item 1, Records of Correspondence, p. 87, AAS le Fleur, Kokstad, to CMK, 10 January 1896
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Another case implicating Stanford was that of Gert Kok.""” In February 1896 le Fleur accompanied Gert
Kok to the resident magistrate of Kokstad, WG Cumming, and found that a piece of land granted to Gert
Kok was transferred by JP Wildredge to Charlotte Wildredge and himself [JP Wildredge] without a
declaration from Kok that he sold the land. Le Fleur reasoned that “the Registrar of Deeds [i.e. the Chief
Magistrate WE Stanford] was not justified in alienating landed property ... without power from” from the
prior owner. Le Fleur and Gert Kok asked the resident magistrate to bring a charge against JP Wildredge for
obtaining a transfer without proper power but the magistrate advised Gert Kok to bring in a civil action. Le
Fleur and Gert Kok, declined, as they felt that the transference of landed property without proper authority
was a criminal act that should be brought “under the Criminal Code” and subjected to laws as provided by
those codes. Le Fleur subsequently appealed to Hercules Robert Robinson, governor of the Cape colony, to
appoint an officer to investigate the case.'” Le Fleur made a written declaration that he had examined the
books of the resident magistrate and found no power of transfer or any declaration signed by Gert Kok
himself. By stating on that occasion that “I am a coloured man of the age of 28 years”,"! Le Fleur not only
revealed his self-identity as a “coloured” but also suggested that interchangeableness of the categories of
Coloured and Griqua.

Further delays by the government in responding to the demands of the Griqua increased their disaffection.
By February 1896 the Griqua Committee contemplated a visit in April 1896 to “the Imperial Government
on the Griqua question generally as well as to the Colonial Government” in Cape Town. Le Fleur informed
Stanford that “the Committee ... [members were] anxiously awaiting the reply” and were “ready to proceed
to Cape Town as they were “impatient of waiting” as it was “16 months” ago that the inquiry had
“commenced and over 8 months since it finished”. They wanted to know what the government was “going
to recommend”.'*

Lingering dissatisfaction with the unresponsiveness of the colonial government renewed support for the
idea of de-linking East Griqualand from the colony. The idea that was also used to exert pressure on the
colonial government to meet Griqua land demands. At a meeting on 11 March 1896 the Griqua Committee
passed a resolution that a public meeting be held on Tuesday 7 April “to consider the advisability of asking
Her Imperial Government to Dis-annex East Griqualand from the Colony and place it under direct control
or Imperial Rule, as there is no less than thirty three instances of maladministration on the part of the

19 Reflecting back on his life in the twentieth century, Le Fleur claimed that his discovery of evidence during the
enquiry of a “Johannes Kok™ [or perhaps Gert or Fortuin Kok] that indicated that Walter E Stanford and L Zietsman
were involved in illegal land transference, led to his (Le Fleur) arrest in January 1897. Le Fleur suggested that a deed
of sale, drawn up by Zietsman to “Stanford Chief Magistrate ... [and ] register [sic] of [deeds] ... at Kokstad ...
constituted one of the biggest frauds ... possible ... . When this came up both Zietsman and Stanford came to me and
asked me to drop this case. They would pay the old man His proper money and they would each give me five hundred
pounds as a reward to stay proceeding. I deliberately refuse to compromise such foul thief and fraud. I [put] the case
before the [Resident] Magistrate asking for the arrest and put to trial [sic] [of the offenders]”.

Le Fleur also claimed in the twentieth century that the resident magistrate told him that he could not, as a “subordinate
officer” try his superior but would forward papers pertaining to the case to the attorney general, Thomas Upington.
“The reply was from Sir Thomas Upington the case is fully proved and should be taken up, but Mr. Stanford’s position
would lower British prestige in the eyes of the Natives. I then placed the case before the Governor Sir Hercules
Robison, later made Vic. Rosmead [sic]. Meanwhile Government was actively working up uproar so as to enable them
to accuse me and so remove me this was Spriggs Government”. LC, File 9, Drafts cuts & biography sub-file, AAS le
Fleur: “What I omitted”.

20 .C, Item 1, Records of Correspondence [Andrew le Fleur, Kokstad, 1896 to Hercules Robert Robinson, Cape
Governor and High Commissioner, Cape Town, February 26 February 1896], p. 97 (also in CMK 1/142). CMK 1/142,
Declaration by Andrew Abraham Stockenstrom le Fleur, Kokstad, dated 6 February 1896; Andrew le Fleur, Kokstad,
to CMK, 17 February 1896.

2l cMK 1/ 142, Declaration by Andrew Abraham Stockenstrom le Fleur, Kokstad, dated 6 February 1896.

12 CMK 1/ 142, Andrew le Fleur, Kokstad, to WE Stanford, Kokstad, 28 February 1896.
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Government without redress by the authorities and the Government”.'” The meeting of 7 April did decide
to send a deputation to Cape Town with the power to proceed to England.'** Le Fleur also informed Bantu-
speaking chiefs like Sikake and Lerothodi and Paramount Chief Sigcau of Pondoland in mid-April by letter
that a delegation would be going to England in May to ask the imperial government to take the country
over.'” Money was subsequently collected amongst Griqua and Bantu-speakers for the visit to Cape Town
and England."*®

The resolve of the Griqua Committee to deal directly with the imperial government was reinforced after the
secretary for agriculture supposedly informed the Griqua via the chief magistrate at a public meeting on 30
April 1896 at Matatiele that they had squandered their land rights by selling their farms but were now
claiming farms from the government. Attempting again to exert pressure on the colonial government, the
Griqua Committee communicated to Premier Sir Gordon Sprigg that it appeared to them to be “fruitless to
appeal to the Colonial Government” and that they would now appeal to “Her Majesty’s Government”
through the High Commissioner and that they would visit Cape Town on their way to England.'?’

At the same time as they expressed their disillusionment with the colonial government and their intention of
visiting the imperial government, Le Fleur and the Griqua Committee hoped that the government would
yield to their pressure. Le Fleur suggested to Stanford that a Griqua deputation would meet the secretary for
Native Affairs in Cape Town and expressed hope that they would arrive at a satisfactory settlement and thus
refrain from going to England:

[T]he deputation will first call [at the Secretary for Native Affairs] and if a satisfactory settlement can be
arrived [at] the whole case can be settled as I have always said I am in every way to come to an amicable
settlement with government ... .'*®

Although the Griqua Committee had become very disillusioned with the colonial government, there was
nevertheless some hope that the government might make some concessions to the Griqua, thus accounting
for the two pronged approached of Le Fleur and his associates in the Griqua Committee. Members of the
Griqua Committee wanted clarity on the part of the government so that they could embark on a decisive
path. Le Fleur informed the chief magistrate in June 1896 that it was

high time that the Government ...declare its own intentions and state plainly whether they are prepared to
settle the claims or not for it seems to the men ... that there is reason to doubt that Government intend
replying ... . We are justified in strongly expressing ourselves and taking action to enforce our rights for we
... want ... what is our just due.

In putting pressure on the government, Le Fleur also suggested to the chief magistrate that he would instruct
his supporters in the House of Assembly to put the question of Griqua land claims before the House.'” Le
Fleur and his Griqua associates later decided that it would “serve no good purpose” to go to parliament
when the Supreme Court that held jurisdiction over the land claim cases was “open for the redress of lawful

grievances”."*’
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Persisting with his legal threats, Le Fleur demanded on 5 June 1896 a farm in Umzimkulu from the chief
magistrate — as a representative as the colonial government — on behalf of Altong, a Tlhaping who came
with Adam Kok III to Nomansland."”' He threatened to institute legal proceedings in the Supreme Court if
no assurance was given by 10 AM on 6 June 1896 that the demand would be satisfied."”> Le Fleur informed
the chief magistrate at the end of June that a number of land claim cases would be heard before the Supreme
Court in August 1896 and that summons had already been served on the government in regard to two
cases.'” Le Fleur was still threatening in September 1896 to institute legal action in the Supreme Court.'**

The threats appear, however, to have to have subsided by October 1896.

Le Fleur also directed his appeals for land restitution to Joseph Chamberlain, the colonial secretary in
August and in so doing cited treaties made with the Griqua that he thought were still legally binding.'*
Foreshadowing his broader national focus and concern with Coloureds in the 20™ century, Le Fleur
appealed to Lord Rosmead, the colonial governor, in September 1896 “wish[ing] to point out how the
Coloured people are used in South Africa”. Le Fleur argued that Cape government was actually dictated by
Pretoria (i.e. Dutch-speaking Whites) and not London; that “the Dutch [were] dragging the whole of South
Africa away from British rule” and that it would be “useless” “to expect a union of South Africa with the
Dutch and [that] anyone attempting such a policy will find himself defeated in the near future”. He reasoned
that the “Dutch” were responsible for the denial of the rights of the Griqua: Dutch officials like Jacobus de
Wet and Faure disregarded Griqua complaints brought to them during their respective terms as secretary of
the Native Affairs department. When the Griqua demanded a settlement of their claims in June 1896 Faure
responded by saying that “he did not see his way clear to reopen the rights”. Inviting greater British
involvement in South Africa, Le Fleur warned that “unless we are wrested by a strong hand from the Dutch
influence we are lost to Great Britain”.

[T]he danger is great and very great and we [“Coloured and Native people”] the lovers of British rule unless
supported will have to abandon that policy and support Boer rule instead of British rule. [O]ur warning may
be looked up as being premature but will be regretted unless followed and carried out to take us from the
Bond influences ... .

Already providing justification and a warning of the events that would unfold in 1897, Le Fleur stated that

[w]e are going to do all we can to free ourselves from Dutch Rule for to say we are ruled by England that may
be so in a certain sense but in truth we are ruled by the Pretoria Government who hold its able Lieutenants in
the Cape Government.

Prefiguring the orientation of his own followers during much of the 20" century, Le Fleur also warned that
once Pretoria was in power [w]e will be bound to support its policy for to live in peace ... our only course
[would be] to join the policy ... declaring Pretoria instead of London our government”.'*

The unsatisfactory response of colonial officials to Griqua land claims had a decisive impact on the
strategies of Le Fleur and the Griqua Committee. Animosity between Stanford and Le Fleur increased in
consequence of Stanford’s treatment of land claims and Le Fleur subsequently opted to present Griqua land

B CMK 5/16, pp. 231, 270.
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claims to higher officials. Their unsatisfactory response in turn increased Griqua animosity to the colonial
government and encouraged armed rebellion.

Entrenchment of Griqua leadership rivalry

Strategic shifts encouraged by the unsatisfactory government response also sharpened divisions and
divergences between contending Griqua factions. By 1896 Le Fleur was, for example, already casted both
by local colonial officials and some Griqua as a troublemaker. Le Fleur and the Griqua Committee’s
hardening approach sharpened their divergence from people like Cornelius de Bruin and his associates in
the Griqua Political Association.

As suggested before, the increasingly prominent position that Le Fleur assumed in Griqua politics brought
tension between himself and other aspirant Griqua leaders, particularly those associated with the GPA."” Le
Fleur felt that he was the appropriate person to deal with the government on land claims, having been
granted the authority to do so by many of the claimants. He therefore resented the role that members of the
GPA played in Griqua engagements with the government around land claims. Local government officials,
howevgg, preferred to engage with the more government friendly members of the GPA, particularly De
Bruin.

The divergences between Le Fleur and De Bruin were acutely manifested in mid-1896. Le Fleur undertook
in June 1896 to settle publicly what he considered to be interference in land claims process by De Bruin:

I thought over your case and must now tell you plainly what I meant and mean to do ... [Y]ou see that as I
have said you are most unwarrantably interfering with my old clients and by you representing yourself in a
wrong light to these men, you may have served on the enquiry but that was not at my instance at all ... T will
call a public meeting before leaving to discuss your position with the people in general and as you set up a
pretence of representing people which I hold powers of Attorney from, I will then have the opportunity of
bringing those men to book before the public, you cannot be left any longer carrying on this game and as you
are pursuing such a course is most objectionable, you yourself is and has been represented through me ... I
will call a meeting to discuss your position finally."*

The divergence and animosity between Le Fleur and De Bruin were again manifested at a meeting held on
16 July in regard to the distribution of 100 erven availed for the Griqua by the Kokstad municipality. Le
Fleur and De Bruin made divergent recommendations. Le Fleur felt that there were men who were not
recommended who should have been. He also felt that children of families which had already received two
erven should not have been put on the list of recommendations.'*” De Bruin disapproved Le Fleur’s
objections. He also argued that children of burghers who came “across the mountain” with Adam Kok
should have a stronger right to erven than those “Griquas” who came in afterwards from the colony.

Stanford criticized Le Fleur at the 16 July meeting for accusing government officials like Brownlee and
Watermeyer of impropriety in the allocation of farms. He also suggested that Le Fleur was overzealous and
an obstructionist:

If any one attaches importance to the statements of Le Fleur, everything would have to begin again, and the
works of the enquiry go for nothing. It is possible to account for Le Fleur’s statements by presuming that in
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the heat of a debate or excitement engendered by overzealousness in the cause, he is carried away by his
141
feelings.

The political leanings of Le Fleur and his father brought them in association with people involved in the
Griqua Committee having members like Ludovick Kok and Adam PD Smith with more radical inclinations.
Ludovick may have conferred a special status on the Committee as a relative of Adam Kok III. Smith, a
crafty character, may have been involved in the 1878 rebellion as a background figure, instigating others to
take up arms whilst refraining from taking action himself, much as he would apparently do during 1897.
Despite the attempt at caricature, Dower’s account may well reveal aspects of Smith:

He took no part in the outbreak [of 1878], but he helped materially fo create the atmosphere of discontent,
which made it possible and easy. He was a “Kapenaar,” came to the country in 1868 in the humble capacity
of cook and valet to the chief. He could speak and write English imperfectly. He was the relative of Adam
Muis’s wife, son-in-law of Rev. Hans Bezuidenhout, was closely allied to officers in esse or in posse in
Church or State. During Adam Kok’s lifetime he was a nobody. After his death he made a bid for popularity
and leadership. He revelled in Committees, Reports, Memorials and Protests. He was a kind of chronic
protestant. He largely helped to keep the political pot boiling, and so contributed to its boiling over. In all
fairness to this man, who was the most extraordinary moral mixture I have ever known, I have to record that
while helgas the best grumbler in the congregation, he was also the most diligent and useful Sunday School
Teacher.

Smith generally assumed a conciliatory approach before government officials but apparently assumed a
more hostile approach in private. He found in Le Fleur someone that he could use to channel his hostility to
the colonial government whilst himself maintaining a cordial posture to the government.'*® Le Fleur himself
sought to develop an image amongst colonial officials as a leader who was well disposed to the colonial and
imperial officials.

Le Fleur’s attempt to position himself as the pre-eminent Griqua leader was complicated by rivals within
opposing factions who aspired to be the heirs of Adam Kok. In Le Fleur’s own words: “[G]reat difficulty
was experienced by myself, by the action of the various claimants to the chieftainship of East Griqualand.

Ludovick Kok was one, so was Gert Kok (Rex), also Mrs Sophia de Vries, [and] Cornelius de Bruin”.'*

“I' CMK 5/17.

2 Dower: Griqualand East, pp. 99-100.
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Cornelius de Bruin denied, however, that he aspired to be chief of the Griqua: “As to my claiming the chieftainship of
the Griquas, Le Fleur, when he told the court this, knew that he was speaking a lie ... . Le Fleur said I claimed the
chieftainship, but he took it, in which he failed”. De Bruin also revealed that Donald Strachan suggested (apparently
whilst Le Fleur was in prison in 1897) that the Griqua or the Griqua Political Association should “ask the Government
to appoint a headman for the Griquas, and that the man must also be a Griqua who would agree with the authorities
and in whom the Griquas could fully rely, and through that headman the Griqua matters generally could be brought
before the C.M. and through him to the Government. And as far as I know no one was nominated; and I consider it a
very good thing at that time that my friend, Le Fleur, was in goal” (Kokstad Advertiser, 25 March 1898, p. 2). De
Bruin’s account does suggest power contestations amongst leading Griqua during the 1890s as well as attempts by
government officials like Strachan to intervene in intra-Griqua affairs and to promote leaders that they approved.

That De Bruin might actually have aspired to ‘chieftainship’ was suggested by his position as a government sanctioned
headman of the Mount Currie Griqua from 1898 and his subsequent unsuccessful attempt to extend his influence
beyond Mount Currie.

In regard to appointment of De Bruin as headman see National Archives, Pretoria, Secretary of Native Affairs (NTS)
79, 1/15, CMK to Superintendent, Nave Affairs, Cape Town, 19 July 1898; Superintendent, Native Affairs to Prime
Minster, 28 July 1899; Acting Secretary, Native Affairs, Cape Town, to De Bruin, Kokstad, 3 May 1904. CMT
3/874/644, De Bruin to Resident Magistrate, Kokstad, 28 January 1911.
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Adam Kok’s heir

Le Fleur’s leadership position was bolstered through his marriage to Rachel Susanna Kok in 1896. Rachel
was the daughter of Adam ‘Muis’ Kok who was, until his death in 1878, a potential successor of Adam Kok
IIL.'* Although beneficial for the consolidation of his influence, Le Fleur might not have married Rachel
merely to bolster his claim or aspiration to chieftainship. He claimed in the twentieth century that he was
captivated by Rachel after he heard her singing on his birthday on 2 July in 1885. He then decided that if he
was to ever to get married, that she would be his wife (“Huis moeder”). Rachel was then 14 years old."*® Le
Fleur demonstrated his love for singing by promoting choir singing among his 20" century followers.

After his marriage to Rachel, Le Fleur claimed, according to Dower, “to be the representative of the Kok
family and to sit in the old chief’s seat”.'”’ Le Fleur was indeed projecting himself as the heir of Adam Kok
III by the mid-1890s."*® Through his agitations, his marriage to Rachel Kok, and acquisition of Adam Kok
IIT’s staff of office,'* Le Fleur gained recognition among many Griqua and Bantu-speakers as heir of Adam
Kok III. Adam Kok IIT was himself not merely regarded as a captain or chief but also as a paramount chief,
at least some time after his death.'”® Thus, the designations of captain, chief and paramount chief might

have been implicit in Le Fleur’s positioning as heir of Adam Kok III.

From constitutionality to rebellion

By the time Le Fleur’s power was entrenched in 1896 he had also reached a critical stage in his relation
with the colonial authorities, having attempted a range of measures within constitutional bounds in dealing
with Griqua land claims. When Le Fleur entered Griqua politics in 1894 he attempted to advance Griqua
land claims through constitutional means and through cooperation with government officials. By 1896 he
had become very disillusioned with the colonial government but still manifested hope in the British imperial
government.

Le Fleur and his associates sought to win the favour of British government officials and to use such favour
as leverage in their struggles with White settlers and the colonial government. The bestowal of praises and
the pledging of loyalty became one of the means of eliciting the favour of British officials. By stressing the
nobility of the British, Le Fleur and his compatriots acknowledged the difference that the British might have
introduced in southern Africa in regard to the treatment of people who were not White. In stressing their
nobility they were also urging them to live in line with their noble ideals. For example, in June 1895 the
“Committee of Griqua People”, comprising, inter alia, Abraham le Fleur, Andrew le Fleur and LJ Kok,
welcomed Governor Sir Hercules Robinson, through Sir James Sivewright, the parliamentary representative
for East Griqualand, as follows:

It gives us, as subjects of Her Most Gracious Majesty, great pleasure to think that Her Majesty’s advisors
have the full confidence in your Excellency to appoint you to rule this important portion of Her Majesty’s

In regard to De Bruin’s attempt to increase his sphere of influence after being appointed as headman see e.g. NTS, 79,
1/15, CG de Bruin, Kokstad, to Messrs Zietsman and Tod, 30 April 1904; Native Affairs Office, Cape Town, to Acting
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vast Empire; and we as coloured people, need never regret the appointment, as the past history of your
Excellency’s administration still lives in our memories. ... We hope your Excellency’s return this time will be
blessed as in the past, and that before you depart from us, which we will regret sincerely, that all may be
under one flag and one union — under the rule of that noble people and gracious Queen of whom we are so
proud, and to whom every black and coloured race looks for protection, for under that rule is that great
blessing — Liberty. "'

The hardened position that Andrew le Fleur had assumed by 1896 reinforced the perception and fear that
the Griqua were colluding against the government. White settlers feared cooperation of Griqua and Bantu-
speakers and in particular a joint uprising. They suspected that seditious activities were going on and that
Le Fleur was a key figure in such activities. Although Le Fleur and members of the Griqua Committee had
assumed a more hardened position against the colonial government by 1896 they still projected themselves
as loyal subjects and attempted to allay the suspicion that they were involved in seditious activities.
However, pledges of loyalty could also generate the impression that Le Fleur was a crafty person. Pledges
of loyalty were especially prominent in periods when loyalty was suspect. Le Fleur sought to dispel
rumours of subversive activities of the Griqua publicly and through personal communication to government
officials. He assured Chief Magistrate Stanford in May 1896 that

I am as loyal as any man and as you are fully aware that I will always use my influence in keeping the
natives, as well as the Griquas down ... . 152

In a letter to the Kokstad Advertiser in May, Le Fleur likewise mentioned that

The Europeans need fear nothing. They are on the safest spot in South Africa at present, for their safety is our
safety, and their welfare is our welfare; their prosperity our prosperity, and this is our watchword — “England
for ever,” the country that has set us free, and is every day still fighting for our liberty against the world; and
for her will we shed our last life’s blood. May she ever reign supreme!'™

The above quotations also reveal the ethno-‘racial’ categories and distinctions made by Griqua (or the
ethno-racial underclasses more generally) in East Griqualand in the 1890s. That is, ‘Coloured’ subsumed
‘Griqua’. ‘Native’ was associated with ‘Black’. ‘Griqua’ and ‘Coloured’ were (already) distinguished or
disassociated from ‘Native’ and ‘Black’, although a number of Rolong and Tlhaping identified themselves
as Griqua burghers."”*

Griqua discontent reached a high point after the visit of the Premier Gordon Sprigg to East Griqualand late
in November 1896. Le Fleur called a meeting on behalf of the Griqua Committee' just before the one of
Sprigg that was attended by Griqua and Bantu-speakers. Le Fleur dealt at the meeting with land claims and
invited people to meet again after the public meeting of Sprigg in Kokstad on (or around) 27 November.'*°
Griqua representatives subsequently laid their grievances before Sprigg. Le Fleur delivered a long statement
on their land claims and expressed his hope that the premier would look favourably on Griqua claims not
yet settled. Sprigg indicated, however, that he would not open the “[land] question” since the chief
magistrate had made an investigation and an offer to the Griqua. Sprigg also expressed his support to the
proposal of Stanford that those with good claims be granted allotments instead of farms."”>’ Immediately
after the meeting with Sprigg a large number of Griqua and Bantu-speakers again met with Le Fleur, as
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arranged. Those present included a number of Bantu-speaking chiefs and headman.'”® People were once
again encouraged to contribute money for the land claims campaign.'”

On 17 December 1896 Stanford proposed to Le Fleur that the Griqua should accept land in (“Matabeleland”
in) Rhodesia,'® if the government approved such a move.'®" Stanford also put the proposal to the Griqua
Committee on 26 December.'® According to Stanford, “[n]o Natives were included in this scheme, with the
exception of some individual Natives who ranked as Griqua Burghers”.'® The proposition was, however,
opposed by most members of the Griqua Committee but not by Le Fleur and Adam Smith.'"®* Thus,
although Stanford had assumed a position on land claims that was difficult for the Griqua to accept, he still
attempted to pacify them by suggesting that they go to Rhodesia, if the government approved. By then the
Griqua Committee had become closely linked with Bantu-speakers in a way that frustrated ethno-racialized
government social political approaches. The confluence was apparently very much tactical, with Bantu-
speakers in part still being used as leverage for attaining government concessions. For example, Stanford
requested the Griqua Committee in December to hold a meeting to consider his suggestion that the Griqua
move to Rhodesia. He “distinctly mentioned that the meeting was for Griquas only”. ‘Natives’ were,
however, invited to the meeting, despite Stanford’s instruction. At the meeting “Louw Pretorius spoke about

the sympathy felt by the Natives for the Griquas, and said it would become more marked in the future”.'®

According to Le Fleur, on 3 January 1897, members of the Griqua Committee'®® met him at his office and
“decided to invite all the Native chiefs in this territory to a meeting, as they objected to ... [his] views and
the proposal of the Government [about moving to Rhodesia], and they said they would enforce their rights
by the support of these chiefs”.'"” The Griqua Committee subsequently invited Griqua and Bantu-speakers
to a meeting in Kokstad on 25 January 1897.'®® Members of the Griqua Committee apparently considered
the use of force and support by Bantu-speaking chiefs and headmen. According to Le Fleur, after a meeting
between himself and (some) members of the Griqua Committee,'® during which he advised against a
warpath, Benjamin Uithalder was sent by the Griqua Committee to

Tell Sicgau that the time has come, as it was agreed between us, to fight. The treaty between us and the
Pondos has always stood firm, and the opportunity we now have must not be let slip. On the 25" be prepared.
If you hear we have taken action turn the C.M.R. out of your country, as you have said it is your intention to
do so.'™

Whilst members of the Griqua Committee might have used Bantu-speakers as leverage in their land claims
campaign, Griqua disillusionment with the colonial government appears, on the other hand, to have
afforded an opportunity for some Bantu-speakers to exploit Griqua resentment for their own benefit. The
account of Lepula, made in court during the December 1897 rebellion case, is very suggestive is this regard
— even though very likely calculated to support Le Fleur’s attempt to deflect responsibility for the aborted
rebellion from himself:
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For a long time there was a bad feeling among the Hlangwini and other tribes against the white people about
the fencing and other things. The Basutos and myself also had a bad feeling against the white people. These
feelings we worked into the land claims of the Griquas. All the Native chiefs used you [Le Fleur] and the
Griquas as instruments. I myself personally did that, and it was the general feeling. The Griquas were foolish
enough to be led into this — they agreed with you. We wanted you to come out so that you would fight.'”!

The view articulated by Lepula was in line with the view expressed a year before by Donald Strachan, a
Justice of the Peace in Umzimkulu in 1897'"* who had “lived among Natives since 1859

The Hlangwinis have always been restless, and have on several occasions, defied the authorities and gone into
open rebellion. This state of things has obtained for the last 17 years. I think the Natives were only waiting
for a head centre round [sic] which to gather. Le Fleur had this advantage that he was looked upon as trying to
get back Adam Kok’s country for Adam Kok’s people; but even without him I think they would have looked
for another head.'”

Some Bantu-speakers apparently suggested to Griqua at the meeting with Sprigg in November 1896 that it
was no use talking to Whites and that they should rather use force."”* Le Fleur would thus have been
exposed to forces from various quarters prompting him in various directions. The rumours that went afloat
about him reflected, to some extent, attempts of various people to actualize their aspirations through him.

In January 1897 rumours were spread that hostile activities were taking place and that the ‘Natives’ would
arrive armed at the meeting earmarked for 25 January and revolt if the colonial government did not hand
over the country. Some said that all chiefs in East Griqualand, as well as chiefs from Pondoland and
Lesotho would attend the meeting. Some said people were to bring provisions for three days.'”” The
envisaged meeting at Kokstad on Monday 25 January generated “warlike excitement” amongst some of the
underclasses.'”® Neither the meeting nor the violent confrontation took place. Le Fleur, who was suspected
as the main culprit behind the “scare”, was arrested.

Although there was clearly much dissatisfaction with the colonial government within subordinated
communities, it is difficult to fathom what the precise role was of Le Fleur and the Griqua Committee in
fostering the rebellious mood of 1896-1897. That they had an influence on the rebellious mood is certain,
but the precise role that Le Fleur and the Griqua Committee played is obscured through contradictory after-
event accounts in 1897 and 1898'"" in the sedition cases involving Le Fleur. Le Fleur claimed, however,
fairly consistently in 1897 and 1898 that he was until late 1897, averse to war, but members of the Griqua
Committee who became Crown witnesses during the December 1897 rebellion case suggested otherwise.
Although members of the Griqua Committee testified in 1897 that they were very constitutional in their
doings, revelations during in 1898 suggested otherwise. There are, however, points of agreements between
the accounts of 1897 and 1898 as well as much agreement with what Le Fleur and Crown witnesses had to

"I Lepula’s statement during 1898 sedition case was in response to a question by Le Fleur. Lepula was an adherent of
Le Fleur who testified as a Crown witness. Supplement to Kokstad Advertiser, 25 February 1898, p. 6.

172 CMK 5/20, p. 13.

173 Statement of Donald Strachan during Le Fleur’s 1897 sedition case, Kokstad Advertiser, 12 March 1897, p. 3.

17+ Statement of Donald Strachan, CMK 5/20, p. 14.

' CMK 5/20, p. 14; Kokstad Advertiser, 12 March 1897, p. 3.

176 CMK 5/20, p. 34.

"7 Statements of Le Fleur and members of the Griqua Committee during his 1897 sedition case were calculated to
counter allegations that he was behind the rebelliousness manifested in January 1897. In his 1898 sedition case, Le
Fleur attempted to counter the allegation that he was the principal person behind the aborted rebellion of December
1897. Le Fleur thus projected himself as having been a moderating force for a long time and suggested that he was
much influenced by other members of the Griqua Committee, who exhibited strong rebellious tendencies before
December 1897, but who were not charged with sedition.
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say, allowing thus for an outline of a probable course of events. The accounts are also suggestive of
opposing tendencies that were at work within Le Fleur, among members of the Griqua Committee, within
the broader Griqua Community and among the underclasses in general.

Le Fleur claimed on 24 March 1897 during his sedition case: “All I have done I did peaceably and in a
constitutional manner”. APD Smith, Ludovick Kok and Louw Pretorius, all members of the Griqua
Committee, affirmed that Le Fleur and the Griqua Committee worked in a constitutional manner. Louw
Pretorius asserted that “[t]he committee worked constitutionally and had no intention of fighting against the
Government”.'”® However, Le Fleur suggested on 2 March 1898 that discussions around the use of force
and moves towards joint action by Griqua and Bantu-speakers were taking place late in 1896. Members of
Griqua Committee, including Le Fleur himself, talked to Bantu-speaking chiefs and assessed the level of
support for the use of force against the colonial government. Support for the use of force was found to be
high."” Le Fleur also claimed that he was asked by Ludovick Kok and David Marais (apparently in January
1897) “to write a letter to [Chief] Lerothodi and one to [Chief] Makaula and one to [Chief] Sikake, together
with a message from Ludovick, asking Lerothodi to supply arms to the Griquas who were unarmed”, and

that “Ludovick Kok, Sam Marais and Stoffel Bezuidenhout ... all seemed to join in to have a fight”.'®

Supported by Lepula,'®' Le Fleur claimed, however, that he himself was at that stage averse to the use of
force and that he encouraged the colonial government to settle land claims. Again supported by Lepula he
also suggested that the “feeling of Native chiefs” was “very strong” against him for hesitating to take active
measures against the colonial government. Projecting himself as a moderating force, Le Fleur claimed that
“[a]lthough, from time to time, Natives and Griquas proposed and threatened to murder farmers, I always
endeavoured to bring these people on the right path” and that if it was not for him, war would have broken
out in January 1897.'%

Stoffel Bezuidenhout claimed, however, that before his arrest in February 1897, Le Fleur informed him that
he gave the Griqua Committee his “own private opinion” whilst “[t]hey were talking about the disturbance

'8 Kokstad Adbvertiser, 26 March 1897, p. 3.

7 “During Sir Gordon Sprigg’s visit, on the 27th of November, I think, I received instructions from the [Griqua]
committee, at a meeting held that evening to interview all the chiefs who came to town. ... I interviewed the Chiefs —
namely, Pata, Singapansi, Tshanibezwe, and others, including the son of Manguzela, and also the chieftainess,
Nombonga. There were several other head-men, including Makoba, Mahambahlala, Macale, as well as the chiefs,
Umhlangaso and Zona. Matters at this stage amongst the Native tribes, so far as I was personally aware, were very
critical. Members of the committee, such as Louw Pretorius, had also interviewed Mbona in Natal, and said to me that
he was certain of the support of the people there in a fight. The Hlangweni and Baca on the other side of the border in
Natal were worked up to the same pitch by Pata and Singapansi. It was decided at a meeting to get the rights by force,
as Umhlangazo said there that he, together with all the headmen of Kokstad district, were told by Mr. Stanford, the
Chief Magistrate, that if the Griquas wanted any rights they would have to fight for them. The committee had also
instructed Ludovick Kok and myself to proceed to Matatiele to see if the Natives there would join. A public meeting
was held. After this meeting a private meeting took place. With the exception of George Moshesh, who was
represented by his chief councillor and his secretary — Sibi, being ill, was represented by his eldest son — all urged
fighting as being the only method possible. During that time Ludovick Kok, as chairman had constant communication
with the Basuto Chiefs. He was also instructed by the committee to go down to Pondoland — during 1895. I again, on
December 7th, 1896, urged upon the Government the settlement of these claims. I was in Matatiele just after the visit
of Sir Gordon Sprigg. The feeling of the Native Chiefs and Basuto Chiefs was very strong against me for hesitating to
take active measures, as that disturbance about the border had taken place. The same feeling prevailed in the Mount
Frere district, and in the Umzimkulu district — the feeling about the border fence was very strong against the
Government”. Statement by AAS le Fleur during preliminary examination in his 1898 sedition case, Kokstad
Advertiser, 4 March 1898, p. 4.

180 Kokstad Advertiser, 4 March 1898, p. 4.

'8 Supplement to the Kokstad Advertiser, 25 February 1898, p. 6.

182 Kokstad Adbvertiser, 11 March 1898, p. 5.
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at the time, and the rights of the Griquas”, thus suggesting a closing off of options preceding the shift to the
use of force:

Le Fleur ... said to me “I gave them my private opinion which was that Government will not give the Griquas
their rights, and they will have to fight for them.”'®

What is suggested from Le Fleur’s own statements about the situation late in 1896, and by his unambiguous
involvement in seditious activities late in 1897, is that the relation between contrary tendencies in him, that
is, the tendencies towards constitutionality and rebellion, had been altered, even though he might still have
been averse to the use of force prior to November 1897. Any aversion to the use of force by members of the
Griqua Committee would unlikely have been unambiguous. The shift to the use of force was necessarily
preceded by the conviction that others means were not effective.

Although the disinclination of the colonial government to meet Griqua land claims contributed significantly
to the shift in the strategies of Le Fleur and the Griqua Committee, Le Fleur’s self-projection as heir of
Adam Kok III would also have contributed to the shift in his strategies. Given that there were, by his own
admission, “various claimants to the chieftainship of East Griqualand” like “Ludovick Kok ... Gert Kok
(Rex), ... Mrs. Sophia ... [and] Cornelius George de Bruin”,"™ Le Fleur would have had to demonstrate
that he was worthy to be a heir of Adam Kok, and that he stood out among all the aspirant heirs. The
circumstances in which Le Fleur had to prove himself were extremely difficult. It appears that Le Fleur’s
influence might have been threatened somewhat given the fact that the Griqua claims that he championed
were not adequately met by the government, especially in light of money that people paid for the land
claims campaign.'® Land rights were a critical concern activating an idealized past associated with Adam
Kok II’s reign. That idealized past could not be restored or approximated through constitutional channels.
Force was an alternative. Given the Griqua’s relative numerical weakness, cooperation with Bantu-speakers
became especially important in the attempt to change the status quo. Cooperation was facilitated by joint
subordination.

Although there were common factors that generated discontent amongst both Griqua and Bantu-speaking
Africans, some factors affected specific segments more acutely. There were also, in addition to social
constrains, environmental crises that contributed to a climate of rebelliousness amongst the underclasses
during the late 1890s. Rumours of sedition abounded for much of this period.

Need for access to land was a potential binding factor amongst the underclasses. Griqua and Bantu-speakers
both felt the limited access to land acutely. Pressure for access to land was growing, especially amongst
Bantu-speakers in Umzimkulu where there was a large Bantu-speaking population.'®® Land restoration was,
however, an especially sensitive issue for the Griqua who had lost extensive land in the region to Whites
and in Philippolis before their trek.

Bantu-speakers were special targets of growing restrictions aimed at bolstering White domination. Many
Bantu-speakers were opposed to the fencing of farming land by Whites, undertaken particularly in areas

183 Kokstad Adbvertiser, 25 February 1898, p. 3.

184 Kokstad Adbvertiser, 4 March 1898, p. 4.

185 CMK 5/16 [Stanford, Kokstad, to Under Secretary for Native Affairs, 1 October 1896], p. 301. Le Fleur indicated
in March 1898 that after his acquittal in October 1897: “I found everything, my whole business, was wrecked,
hundreds of pounds had been spent in the defence of the case; hundreds of pounds had been misappropriated,
belonging to other people, every body was demanding their money from me”. Kokstad Advertiser, 11 March 1898, p.
5.

"% William Beinart: “Anatomy of a rural scare: East Griqualand in the 1890s”, in William Beinart and Colin Bundy
(eds.): Hidden struggles in rural South Africa: Politics and popular movements in the Transkei & Eastern Cape, 1890-
1930 (Johannesburg: Ravan Press, 1987), p. 5.
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where Bantu-speakers were concentrated in large numbers. For example, more land was fenced in
Umzimkulu than in Mount Currie where there were actually more farms. Umzimkulu, on the other hand,
had more locations of Bantu-speakers than Mount Currie. Much of the Bantu-speaking population of
Umzimkulu lived on communal land that was interspersed with private farms belonging mostly to
Whites.'"®” Fencing limited access to grazing land across boundaries that were formerly fluid. Forest
regulations were introduced which also limited access to forests. Discontent was also generated through
laws being carried out more strictly, and powers of chiefs being taken away.'™ The government also
increased the general discontent through measures against scab. Dipping solutions sometimes killed sheep
in the early years of dipping. To compound matters, crops were partially destroyed by locusts and drought.
Many amongst the uderclasses consequently experienced shortage of food in 1896. The prices for grain
were also highly inflated in 1896. Crops, however, looked promising for 1897.'%

In this climate of general discontent amongst Griqua and the Bantu-speakers, Le Fleur came to be regarded
by many as the person who would initiate action against the colonial government and bring about the
restoration of lost land. Diverse rumours were spread, for example, that messengers went around calling
people in the name of Le Fleur; that the country had been given to the Griqua by the British Queen but that
the White colonists were obstructing them; that farms purchased by Whites from the Griqua were to be
restored to Griqua, and it seems particularly among Bantu-speakers, that Le Fleur was claiming the whole
country; that he would lead a rebellion against the colonial government, get back Adam Kok’s country, and
re-establish Kok’s government.'”® Whilst sections of the underclasses hoped that Le Fleur would initiate a
new order, the loyalty of others leaned towards the colonial government, as Donald Strachan suggested:

Son was against father and brother against brother. By taking sides, one said he belonged to Government and
the other said he belonged to Le Fleur because he paid tribute to him. Others again would taunt those on the
Government side by saying “We belong to Le Fleur, who is going to get the whole country back, and we will
occupy the positions of those who are loyal to Government.”'!

Calls by the Griqua Committee for “dis-annexation”; Le Fleur’s positioning as the heir of Adam Kok; his
conviction about the validity of Griqua land claims; his threats to take legal action against Whites who
acquired land improperly, and his increasingly combatative expressions, encouraged the perception that a
new order, initiated by him, would be established, if necessary though the use of force. His messages on
behalf of the Griqua Committee were, apparently, received and relayed in terms of the hopes, expectations
and concerns and fears of people. It appears that many put their hope on Le Fleur as the person who would
get land for them; that many actually hoped that he would get back the “country”, and that some wanted
him to lead a rebellion against the colonial government, and that these hopes influenced much the relay of
information from Le Fleur.

‘Scare’ of January 1897

Although colonial officials heard of rumours that were afloat about the restoration of Griqua land and
received reports of turmoil especially in regard to Bantu-speakers prior to the visit of Sprigg in November
1896,"” rumours about the restoration of Adam Kok’s land by Le Fleur and war against Whites abounded
particularly in the aftermath of Sprigg’s visit to Kokstad. Much of the rumours were connected with the
envisaged meeting of 25 January 1897.'> On 17 and 18 January most White farmers in Umzimkulu, and
some in Mount Currie and Matatiele, took their families and some of their stock into Natal, with some

'87 Beinart: “Anatomy of a rural scare”, pp. 47, 53-4.

188 Kokstad Advertiser, 12 March 1897, p- 3.

'8 Kokstad Advertiser, 12 March 1897, p. 3; Beinart: “Anatomy of a rural scare”, p. 55.

0 Kokstad Advertiser, 12 March 1897, p. 3; 19 March 1897, p. 3; CMK 5/20, p. 14.

P! Kostad Advertiser, 12 March 1897, p. 3. See also Kokstad Advertiser, 19 March 1897, p. 3.
192 Kokstad Adbvertiser, 19 March 1897, p. 3.

193 See e.g. Kokstad Advertiser, 12 March 1897, p. 3.
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leaving their property behind in the charge of their ‘Native’ servants, and returning to join patrols.'*

Laagers were also set up a few days before the 25" to protect Whites and their property.'®> White fears of
an attack were strengthened when they heard of groups of ‘Natives’, notably Ntlangwinis in Umzimkulu,
walking with assegais from around 20 January. Some of the Whites received information from their
servants.'”® White preparations for an attack in turn reinforced perceptions of an immanent violent
confrontation.'”’

Patrols by the East Griqualand Mounted Rifles, comprising mainly White farmers, served to restore order.
100 Sothos, 40 Whites and 17 Griqua were apparently at the disposal of the government for the upkeep of
order.'”® Pata, chief of the Ntlangwini, handed himself over to the Chief Magistrate, having feared that he
would be apprehended.” An inquiry into “the disturbance in Umzimkulu” held on 25 January 1897, found
that Le Fleur was the main culprit behind the rebelliousness of January 1897:

The cause of the disturbance is that a widespread belief ... throughout the Baca and Hlangweni tribes,
consequent on the intrigues of one Andrew le Fleur, that the whole of the country formerly occupied by the
Griquas under Adam Kok was about to be restored to the Griquas who would take measures to overcome the
opposition of the Chief Magistrate of the Territory as representing the Colonial Government and that after
expulsion of the Cape Government the old Griqua Government would be re-established with desired
relaxation in respect of the Hut Tax and use of the Forests.”

Pata was given a fine of 25 cattle. His first councillor, Mcholo, was dismissed from his headmanship.”"
Whites, whose animosity against Le Fleur appears to have been very high,**> demanded that he be punished.
Le Fleur attempted, however, to counter accusations against him in the Kokstad Advertiser, depicting
Whites as “alarmist” who responded to rumours without first verifying them. He affirmed that all was
“simply and purely a constitutional act” on his part and warned Whites not to

follow men who follow up Kaffir gossip. You did not follow that warning [before] and consequently you
have all experienced what I said was correct, and have put yourself in this state of fright. Let this be a
warning not to work yourselves up into such an excited state without having truth to back you up.*”

Le Fleur’s attempts to trivialise the rumours about an attack on Whites and his declaration of the
constitutionality of his actions could not allay the suspicion that he was behind the turmoil of January, and
might even have further infuriated Whites. He was arrested on 29 January 1897 for conspiring to attempt
a rebellion.”” Writing in the twentieth century, Le Fleur claimed that his imprisonment was the result of a
contrivance to silence his agitations for Griqua land claims. The Sprigg Government actively worked “up an
uproar so as to enable them to accuse me and so remove me”. **

19 CMIK 5/20, see e.g. pp. 4-10; Beinart: “Anatomy of a rural scare”, pp. 60-1.
19 CMK 1/153, Papers received regarding disturbance in Umzimkulu, 1897 January; Kokstad Advertiser, 29 January
1897, p. 3.

1% See CMK 5/20, pp. 4-10

T CMK 5/20, p. 34.

198 Kokstad Adbvertiser, 29 January 1897, p. 3.

% CMK 5/20, p. 33.

2% CMIK 5/20, p. 34.

21 CMIK 5/20, p. 33.

202 gee e.g. Kokstad Advertiser, 4 March 1898, p. 5.

203 Kokstad Advertiser, 29 J anuary 1897, p. 3.

2% Kokstad Advertiser, 18 February 1898, p. 2.

25 Kokstad Adbvertiser, 17 December 1897, p. 3.

206 LC, File 9, Draft cuts & biography sub-file, AAS le Fleur: “What I omitted”.
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A preliminary examination was undertaken in March in Kokstad under Resident Magistrate Cumming
during which Le Fleur and his associates in the Griqua Committee, Adam PD Smith, Ludovick Kok and
Louw Pretorius maintained that he and the Griqua Committee worked in a constitutional manner. Le Fleur’s
associates in the Committee also attempted to underplay the possibilities of joint action with Bantu-
speakers. Smith explained that the Committee wanted ‘Natives’ to be present at their meetings merely
because it was the Griqua custom during Adam Kok’s time to invite them to their meetings. Smith and
Pretorius also stated that the Griqua Committee wanted the land occupied by ‘Native’ chiefs, that is, the
locations of George Moshoeshoe, Makoba, Umzongwana and Pata, to be given to them by the colonial
governmen‘[.zo7

Le Fleur was kept in jail until October 1897 when his trial was begun before Circuit Court in Umtata.””® A
number of Griqua attended the trial.*® It appears that the chief magistrate attempted to undermine the
credibility of Le Fleur’s leadership by discrediting his identity as a Griqua. He suggested that Le Fleur was
an interloper in the Griqua community, and in so doing, deeply disturbed Le Fleur who regarded himself as
a Griqua, especially in light of the fact that his father was a Griqua burgher at Philippolis in the 1850s, as Le
Fleur indicated in 1898:

When I was at Umtata the Chief Magistrate, to the damage of myself, said “Le Fleur is not a Griqua.” Upon
what evidence did the Chief Magistrate say that? That is a point which will weight greatly in the mind of the
Government — that I'm simply a free-booter interfering in these people’s affairs. I would point out that my
father was a burgher of Adam Kok.*'

The evidence brought against Le Fleur was not sufficient to secure conviction. He was consequently
acquitted the same month that his trial started.”'' Le Fleur claimed later during the December 1897 rebellion
case that he was informed by Jacob Vangra after his acquittal in October 1897 that some Bantu-speaking
chiefs and headmen had wished to make arrangements to free him from gaol in Kokstad.>'"

Edge of rebellion

Much of Le Fleur’s activities in the months following his release were suggested in accounts in court during
the December 1897 rebellion case, even though the accounts were often contradictory. Much of the
revelations were made by associates of Le Fleur in the aborted December 1897 rebellion who became
witnesses for the Crown.””® Although some of the accounts were calculated to deflect responsibility from
witnesses who made them, they do suggest that members of the Griqua Committee did seek support from
Bantu-speakers in the event of war and that they thus contributed to a combatative mood amongst the
underclasses. The accounts also suggest that the Griqua Committee, to some extent, drew Le Fleur into a
warpath. It also appears that Le Fleur had developed a stature that might encourage defiance amongst
members of the Griqua Committee. The effect of Le Fleur’s stature was suggested by the apparent increase
of war-talk after his release in October 1897.*'* The accounts also suggest that a number of Bantu-speakers
also prompted the Griqua to engage in war and that their expressions of support strengthened the resolve of

27 Kokstad Adbvertiser, 26 March 1897, p. 3.

208 Kokstad Adbvertiser, 29 October 1897, p. 3; 17 December 1897, p. 3.

2 Kokstad Adbvertiser, 18 February 1898, p. 3.

210 Kokstad Advertiser, 6 May 1898, p. 3.

2 Kokstad Advertiser, 29 October 1897, p. 3; 17 December 1897, p. 3.

22 Kokstad Advertiser, 4 March 1898, p. 5.

13 E.g. Stoffel Bezuidenhout (Kokstad Advertiser, 11 February 1898), Lepula “a Basuto” (Supplement Kokstad
Advertiser, 25 February 1898, p. 6), Piet Steenkamp, Lucas van der Westhuizen and Jacob Vangra (Kokstad
Advertiser, 4 March 1898, pp. 4, 7). In contrast to evidence given e.g. by Stoffel Bezuidenhout, Lepula’s evidence
was very sympathetic to Le Fleur, supporting his [Le Fleur’s] attempt to deflect much of the responsibility for the
aborted rebellion away from him.

214 Gee e.g. Kokstad Advertiser, 11 March 1898, p. 5.
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some Griqua to use force. Thus, individuals influenced each other’s proclivities for defiance and violence
against the colonial order. It appears that whilst plotting occurred against the colonial order, that there were
at the same time machinations and manipulation, both within the Griqua Committee and among rebellious
sections of the underclasses in general, driven, to an extent, by a measure of suspicion, fear and cowardice —
which might have co-existed in a fluctuating relation with boldness and trust.

Stoffel Bezuidenhout testified as a witness for the Crown on 11 February 1898 that on returning home after
his release in October 1897, Le Fleur was accompanied by some of his associates who were to stand with
him on trial for sedition in 1898, that is, Stoffel Bezuidenhout himself, Gert Karse, Jacobs Abraham,
Willem Bezuidenhout, Jacobs Oliver, Isaack Holby, and Fortuin Kok. Adam Smith, Louw Pretorius,
Abraham Le Fleur, Ludovick Kok, Gert Kok, as well as Willem David, Lepula, Willem de Vries and two
other persons with the surnames of Oliver, also accompanied Le Fleur on his return to East Griqualand from
Umtata but were not to stand trial for sedition in 1898.

Andrew le Fleur, Abraham le Fleur, Adam Smith, Louw Pretorius, Ludovick Kok and Stoffel Bezuidenhout
met at Plessis’ house in Mount Frere and discussed future action. Plessis asked how matters stood given that
Andrew le Fleur was released. Louw Pretorius indicated through metaphorical language that war was to be
carried out:

Louw Pretorius ... [gave] an illustration about trees planted — that when you plant trees, you always
transplant them and get small trees from them. He also gave an illustration of a pumpkin pip, which, after it
began to grow threw out its branches. Plessis said, “Yes; if you say that, I can understand it.” I understood
from the illustrations that war was to be then carried on. Andrew Le Fleur said, “This is a big case and it rest
upon me.” He continued to say that the land had been restored to us, but the authorities would not give it up.

Stoffel Bezuidenhout also claimed that after the party departed from Plessis’ house, they were met by two
of Chief Pata’s messengers and slept at a kraal that evening. Andrew le Fleur took the messengers one side
and spoke to them. Le Fleur then told Bezuidenhout that the two men came to ask him what was to be done
now that he was out of prison. “Le Fleur said that he had given [them] an answer — to tell Pata that he must
begin at once — the war”. Bezuidenhout also suggested that Le Fleur played a leading role in plotting that
was undertaken in November 1897 with Bantu-speaking leaders. On being later cross-questioned in court
by Le Fleur, he acknowledged that the Griqua urged him (Le Fleur) to make war after the secretary of
Native Affairs stated that there was no chance of the Griqua getting land back, and again after his release in
October 1897. Bezuidenhout also acknowledged that Le Fleur was then averse to war.>"

Le Fleur corroborated (in March 1898) Stoffel Bezuidenhout’s account of Louw Pretorius’ illustration but
also attempted to implicate other members of the Griqua Committee in his attempt to underplay his
leadership role. He also tried to impress that he did not incite Griqua and Bantu-speakers into war as they
were already prepared for war whilst he was in confinement. According to Le Fleur, Ludovick Kok also
mentioned after the illustration that “[n]Jow that Le Fleur is free it is certain we are going to have our
liberty”. Le Fleur then

made a joke and said “Adam Smith has the flags ready.” Smith said, “Now it is time to press for these rights”
and he said he had been looking and counting how many Natives there were to make up a large and huge
army. I again remarked that they were shoving a heavy weight on my shoulders.

Louw Pretorius supposedly told Le Fleur after his release in Umtata that “[t]he Natives have already
decided to have a fight”, but that the Griqua asked them to wait until Le Fleur’s release. After Le Fleur told
him that he had decided to leave fighting behind, he replied that Le Fleur could not decline as he was under

25 Kokstad Adbvertiser, 18 February 1898, p. 3.
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agreement with them and “paid for the work”. Pretorius also supposedly said that “it was the general feeling
of the Natives in Umtata and the Griquas that if ... [Le Fleur] had been convicted they would have fought”.

After leaving Umtata Le Fleur and his associates also met a man from Singapansi (a Bantu-speaking leader
based at Umzimkulu) with a “greeting” saying:

We have got you free to-day; since you were away from us the white people have killed our cattle, and we will
have it out with them now. My reply was, “I am hardly out of gaol yet, and I cannot give you a reply, and I
don’t know the situation.”

Whilst Le Fleur, Adam Smith and Louw Pretorius were in a hut at “Meeba”

a Native woman came and said, “Oh, Adam Kok’s people, our cattle are dead — when will you drive the white
people out of the country?” Pretorius said to me “You see what I told you?” Adam Smith said “It can’t be
helped; it will have to be done now.”

Suggesting how momentary the bravery of Griqua Committee members like Adam Smith could be, Le
Fleur stated that he was informed by a “Native from Umzimkulu”, whilst still on journey from Umtata, that
Donald Strachan had

engaged seventy men at Umzimkulu, as they were in great dread of me should I come to Umzimkulu, and the
Government was now preparing for war. Adam Smith seemed to take fright at this, and rode away as hard as
he possibly could to Kokstad.*'®

Supported by Lepula,””” Le Fleur claimed that he got messages from leaders like Pata, Rolobile, Mncisane,
Lerothodi, Umhlangaso, Selinyane and Sicgau that they were ready to join in a war against the colonial
government. Le Fleur also claimed that Umhlangaso and Sicgau inquired early in November 1897 whether
the Griqua would join in a general war, to which members of the Griqua Committee responded positively.
Louw Pretorius subsequently pressed Le Fleur “for three days to take part with him again”.*'"® Though the
transition might have been earlier, by the end of November 1897 Le Fleur had resolved to recover Griqua
land through the use of force.*"”

Personal crisis

Whilst there were general socio-economic and environmental conditions that predisposed sections of the
underclasses to be defiant, Le Fleur himself was subjected to personal circumstances that pre-disposed him
to rebellion. Disappointment with the government’s response to Griqua land claims predisposed many
Griqua, including Le Fleur, to violent action against the government and White colonists. Le Fleur found
himself in very difficult circumstances after his acquittal that further inclined him to violent action. Even
though calculated, Le Fleur’s own explanation whilst on trial in 1898 probably captured his situation after
his release fairly well:

[After my acquittal] I found everything, my whole business, was wrecked, hundreds of pounds had been
spent in the defence of the case; hundreds of pounds had been misappropriated, belonging to other people,
every body was demanding their money from me; the Superintendent of Native Affairs was telling me it was
best to clear out of the country; the European public generally were against me, the Press was thankful I had
been nine months in gaol; the C.M.R. Camp was getting fuller of men every day; everywhere I looked I

U8 Kokstad Advertiser, 11 March 1898, p- 5.

27 Supplement to Kokstad Advertiser, 25 February 1898, p. 6.

18 That is, Ludovick Kok, Louw Pretorius, Nicholas van der Westhuizen, Nicholas Prinsloo, Philander Gouws and
Adam Smith responded affirmatively. Kokstad Advertiser, 4 March 1898, p. 5.

219 Kokstad Adbvertiser, 18 February 1898, p. 3.
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looked against a detective — I could not leave the country, having no money; round about was an ocean of
troubles, Natives and Griquas urging for war; and the only thing that could have saved me was if I had
committed suicide.”

Broader socio-economic and environmental crises fed into Le Fleur’s personal crises, propelling him to
rebellion. Socio-economic conditions during the late 1890s contributed much to the widespread negative
feeling towards Whites and a belief amongst sections of the underclasses that it was only through war that
their circumstances could be improved. The general mood was also affected by the spread of the rinderpest
in East Griqualand in 1897 and the government’s subsequent attempts to inoculate cattle against the disease.
Many cattle died from rinderpest and many Bantu-speakers thought that Whites brought the disease to
deprive them of their cattle. The government was also blamed for cattle deaths.””'

Thus, Bantu-speakers and Griqua, including members of the Griqua Committee, were varyingly
predisposed to a joint rebellion through the socio-economic conditions of the late 1890s. Although the
weight of colonial subordination compounded by environmental crises would have induced cooperation
between Griqua and Bantu-speakers, suspicion persisted. Some Griqua feared being betrayed or left in the
lurch 2l2)2y Bantu-speakers, as happened to Adam ‘Muis’ Kok and Smith Pommer during the rebellion of
1878.

Despite the often contradictory information that emerged during the December 1897 rebellion case, it does
appear that at least some members of the Griqua Committee favoured war against the colonial
government;> that Le Fleur did become involved in seditious talks with Bantu-speaking chiefs and
headmen, and that Le Fleur conveniently attempted to underplay his leadership role under examination in
1898.

Plotting

After his acquittal in October 1897 Le Fleur and members of the Griqua Committee established rapport
with a number of Bantu-speaking chiefs and headmen (e.g. Sotho, Ntlangwini, Hlubi, Mpondo) in
November and assessed the level of support for a joint attack on the colonial government. A number of
chiefs and headmen expressed willingness to fight. Much of the plotting by the adherents of Le Fleur took
place at the Driekop farm in Mount Currie district”* — where a number of Griqua and Bantu-speakers
stayed as tenants.”” Messengers were sent out to Bantu-speaking chiefs and headmen from the farm.
Messengers were also received at the farm from Bantu-speaking chiefs and headmen. Le Fleur also
personally visited a number of chiefs and headmen.”®

Some of those involved in the plotting were suspicious about the intention of some leaders. Lepula, a Sotho
follower of Le Fleur, for example, appears to have been suspicious about Umhlangaso who supposedly
urged Le Fleur to start the war. Lepula claimed that he met Umhlangaso in November 1897 and told him
‘“that Le Fleur said he had ... agreed to his request to war; [and] also that Le Fleur said, “You are the
leading man” (the fore ox)’’. Umhlangaso told Lepula to “return to Le Fleur and to ask him to begin the
war”. Umhlangaso also (supposedly) said that the war would give him an opportunity to go to the

220 Statement by Le Fleur, Kokstad Advertiser, 11 March 1898, p. 5.

2! Beinart: “Anatomy of a rural scare”, pp. 63-5; Kokstad Advertiser, 25 February 1898; CMK 5/23-5/25, Rinderpest
Commission (1897); CMK 1/139, See papers received from Umzimkulu resident magistrate, 1896-1897.
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government as a purported government ally to ask for guns that would be used against the government in
the event of war.

I replied on my own responsibility that Umhlangaso was leading Le Fleur into a trap — that he was
humbugging and wanted Le Fleur to be killed — that he would be one of the first to turn round and assist in
killing Le Fleur. Umhlangaso said he only wished to obtain guns and ammunition to assist Le Fleur — that he
would not turn against him.

Le Fleur subsequently reprimanded Lepula for the way he spoke to Umhlangaso.””’ Umhlangaso, whose
“grievance was that his chieftainship [in Pondoland] was taken away from him”,”® admitted in March 1898
that he wanted to use Le Fleur to get Sicgau, his rival from Pondoland, in trouble. Despite Umhlangaso’s
testimony of his intentions with Le Fleur, he does appear to have actually favoured war against the colonial
government in a very ambivalent manner.”” He appears to have contemplated a number of possible actions
in light of the widespread hostilities against Whites and to have been inclined or resolved to act depending
on the development of events.

Le Fleur’s circumstances appear to have inclined him to take seriously expressions of support for war by
leaders like Umhlangaso, despite moments of possible doubt. Le Fleur and his compatriots proceeded to
make arrangements for an attack on Kokstad. Commandos were supposed to meet on Sunday 28 November
1897 on Mount Currie from where an attack was to be launched. Griqua people in town were to wait until
the commandos arrived and were then to direct them to where they were to get guns. Whites who gave
themselves up were to be taken as prisoners and those who resisted were to be shot. Things did, however,
not unfold as planned. On the morning of the 27" Le Fleur’s party went to Mount Currie and waited for the
others until evening. There was much disappointment when the promised commandos did not turn up.”°
Lepula then apparently reminded Le Fleur about his misgivings about people like Umhlangaso:

About midday I spoke. I said to Le Fleur, “You reprimanded me for speaking to Umhlangaso in the manner I
did in Kokstad, but you see now that they are all deceiving you. See now the position you have put us in.
There is only a handful of us. The very same people you relied upon to assist us will assist the Government in
killing us. ... Le Fleur kept quite for a little time, and then said he could see that what I said was true.”"'

Le Fleur himself claimed that he then “suggested to the men [that] we should ... abandon the whole thing —

the fighting, or taking part with other people ... [but] Stoffel Bezuidenhout pressed that we should fight”.**

At some stage Le Fleur wrote a letter (puzzlingly dated 29 November 1897) addressed to Governor Alfred
Milner, explaining why “the undersigned ... and the Griqua and Natives ... have decided to take up arms
against the Government of the colony of the Cape of Good Hope”. The letter was left under a stone near a
road some time after being written and was apparently brought to the notice of Chief Constable Jos

227 Supplement to the Kokstad Advertiser, 25 February 1898, p. 6.
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Dremmer by Rudolph van Wyk, an adherent of Le Fleur captured after a skirmish on 8 December 1897 that
initiated the aborted rebellion.”® The letter cited suffering “carried for 50 years, with consent and
knowledge of Her Majesty’s Government” and the wrongs done in the Free State and East Griqualand. The
letter also had a religious quality that would characterize Le Fleur’s twentieth century activities:

[W]e now fail to see any other course [T]o appeal to your Excellency now is useless for we have received no
redress; and now only lean on God to help us against the wrong and murders committed and also those now
in contemplation, to be committed. Our Hope ... [is in] our God, he helps the right against the wrong, and
God protects the weak against the strong, praise to His Holy name. We enter now to die, but leave our blood
on the hands of Government and on those who has continually consented to have such innocent blood shed,
we die for right. God will ask and does ask our blood from the hands of Her Majesty Government ... . To lay
down our lives we say there is but one [who] helps and that is our God and Maker, and he can and will help
us though heaven and earth pass away, his promises cannot fail, for God’s strength is made perfect in
weakness. We know the might of Great Britain, and that is just why the government shed our blood and
wrongs us whenever it pleases Her and we know we are weak, but God is Mighty and cannot grow weak but
remains gracious God forever. [T]he killing of our stock is said by some in authority to weaken us. [W]e say
God is righteousness, though we are weak. [M]ay our God protect us against Government is our prayer. ...
Our Saviour has set us an example in the Garden secretly and on the cross on high, to teach his brethren an[d]
inspire to suffer and to die, and as we mean to, in every way follow His example, God Grant us his Grace
under the shadow of his almighty wings.***

Le Fleur, who appears to have had some misgivings about a joint war against the colonial government after
the expected commandos failed to arrive on Mount Currie on 28 November 1897, might have been induced
by his circumstances to discard or suppress his misgivings, and might thus have been experiencing
fluctuating relations in himself between trust and mistrust in regard to broad trans-ethnic alliances. For
example, Lucas van der Westhuizen claimed in February 1898, that Le Fleur “told us [on Friday 3
December 1898] that the Government had given the country back, but that the officials here objected, and
they would have to take it by blood”. Van der Westhuizen then (supposedly) asked Le Fleur how they could
take the country back without guns. Le Fleur replied that ‘“‘all the Kaffir chiefs were with us. I said to him
“Do you know the Kaffirs and what they did to Adam Muis and Smith Pommer”? Le Fleur said: “You
know nothing; the Kaffirs have lost all their cattle, and they will never take the Government side again — the
white people have killed their cattle.””**

Attack on John Kyd

Le Fleur and his associates continued their plotting at Driekop after 28 November. The activities taking
place on the farm activated the suspicion of Bantu-speaking employees of two adjacent White farmers, that
is, John Kyd and another with the surname of Richardson. Although meetings occurring at the farm were
reported to these farmers, they did not initially take the reports seriously. However, on Wednesday 8
December 1897 Nyamazana, a Zulu employee of Richardson, reported suspicious activities by armed men
at Bezuidenhout’s farm to White men at Dold’s (Umzimhlanga store) store in Kokstad (about eighteen
miles from Richardson’s farm).*

On the same day (Wednesday 8 December 1897), Le Fleur also received a message from Piet Steenkamp, a
Griqua who was also at Dold’s store, who heard from another employee of Richardson named Jacob, that
Nyamazana had reported the activities at Driekop to Whites and that Kyd had requested some Cape

23 Kokstad Advertiser, 25 February 1898, p. 3.
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Mounted Rifles from the magistrate and that they would surround the party at Driekop during the evening
and attack them in morning >’

Le Fleur claimed to have then informed his men that “there were two roads — to scatter at once or to arrest
Mr Kyd, and [to have asked them] which course they proposed taking. All [then] agreed that we should
arrest Mr. Kyd”.238 According to Stoffel Bezuidenhout “[f]our Kaffirs suggested that Le Fleur should attack
Mr. Kyd at once. The attack on Mr. Kyd was then decided upon by Le Fleur” who “sent out two parties...
[on Wednesday evening and] said they must arrest Kyd, tie him up as a prisoner, and take his guns. Some of
the Natives asked Le Fleur what they were to do if Kyd resisted, and he said they must use their own
discretion”. One party, led by Rudolph van Wyk, consisted of seventeen men, and the other, led by Jacobus
Bezuidenhout, of fifteen. Sixteen men remained behind at Driekop.239

Around 20h30 Kyd (according to his own account), was disturbed by a noise outside his house, and on
opening his door, heard Johannes Bezuidenhout claiming to have a letter. On advancing to take the letter
Bezuidenhout stepped back and three or four men rushed at Kyd and a struggle ensued. Kyd was stabbed
three times with an assegai on the right side, including his shoulder, and received a blow on the head with a
knobkerrie. One of Kyd’s two (White) visitors fired a shot as he was struck on the head. ‘‘There was a
Native outside shouting “Bulala! Bulala!”” (i.e. kill! kill!), thus arousing, according to Kyd, his “boys in
the kitchen”. One of Kyd’s “boys” fired shots at his attackers who then fled. Around six shots were
altogether fired.** Ngovolo who joined Le Fleur “because his chief [Pata] was too dilatory in arming, and
[as] his heart was sore”, **' was consequently wounded in his legs.***

On hearing the shots, Le Fleur ordered the men at Driekop to saddle up. Those at Driekop met the two
parties that returned from Kyd’s farm and were informed about what happened. Le Fleur suggested that
they should go to Umhlangaso’s place, also in the Mount Currie district. Le Fleur met Umhlangaso on 9
December and informed him that he had started the war. Le Fleur also sent out messengers to other Bantu-
speaking chiefs and headmen inviting them to join in the war that they had wanted, for example, Singapansi
(from Umzimkulu), Pata (from Umzimkulu), Sicgau (from Pondoland) and Rolobile (from Matatiele).243
Patrols of Cape Mounted Rifles were sent out from Kokstad to pursue the “rebels”.*** Le Fleur also visited
some leaders like Mahlungulu and received a few visits by leaders like Madonela. The support that Le Fleur
and his party hoped for was not forthcoming. However, minor leaders like Madonela and Mahlungulu
provided a few men for the “war”.*** Despite their discontent with the colonial government, major chiefs
were disinclined to risk their already weakened positions within the colonial order by challenging the
colonial order openly.**®

A warrant of arrest, reflecting the potential disjuncture between self-identity and official classification, was
issued on 11 December for the arrest of Le Fleur for committing crimes contravening “The Native
Territories Penal Code” (Act 24), of 1886 by, a) “[a]ttempting to wage war against the Queen”; b)
conspiring against the government; c) collecting men with the intent of waging war, and d) “[a]ttempting to

7 Evidence of Piet Steenkamp (Kokstad Advertiser, 4 March 1898, p. 7) and Le Fleur, Supplement to Kokstad
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commit murder”. Le Fleur was described in the warrant of arrest as a 6 feet “Cape Native”, with grey eyes,
a straight nose, woolly hair, and a yellow complexion, who spoke English well and could read and write.*"’

White farmers in the vicinity of the attempted rebellion were alarmed and went to Kokstad to obtain
ammunition. Some also brought their families to Kokstad for refuge. Laagers were set up at some farms.
Some White farmers who were dissatisfied with the ability of the authorities to capture Le Fleur even
formed a band of about sixty to seventy armed men that set out after Le Fleur and his associates.”*® Farmers
in Umzimkulu also offered a reward of £100 for the capture of Le Fleur.**

With the support Le Fleur hoped for not forthcoming, the anticipated war against the colonists did
consequently not materialize. With the possibilities of the war against the colonial order having dissipated it
became especially expedient for some Griqua and Bantu-speakers to affirm their loyalty to the government
and to express their disapproval of the actions of Le Fleur and his followers as a counter-measure to a White
backlash. The aborted rebellion also moved White farmers to push for stronger control measures to keep
Bantu-speakers and Griqua in check. At a “large and influential meeting” held by White farmers on
Saturday 8 January 1898 “to consider the present lawless and unsafe state of the country, and to try to
devise measures for remedying it”, there was unanimous agreement that “it [should] be made illegal for any
Kaffir, Griqua, or coloured person to carry firearms, assegais, knobkerries, or any arms without a permit”.
The farmers wanted Le Fleur to be outlawed, that severe sentences be given to guilty headmen, and that
rebellious locations be broken up. The farmers believed that stern measures were necessary to restore order
and to secure White prosperity:

Everybody who came here admitted that as regards climate and soil this was the best part of South Africa, and
if it were not for the Native Question and the want of laws properly enforced there would be no better country
in the world than this.”’

Some of Le Fleur’s associates in the Griqua Committee judiciously attempted to distance themselves from
the rebels. In a letter to Assistant Chief Magistrate WG Cumming that was also published in the Kokstad
Adbvertiser, APD Smith and Louw Pretorius (now chairman of the Griqua Committee) affirmed their loyalty
to the government and declared the opposition of the Griqua Committee to the actions of the rebels and
even volunteered to be send out to help capture Le Fleur. Echoing White sentiments, they stated that
“prompt and severe proceedings should be taken against A. Le Fleur and his followers”. They also indicated
that “A. Le Fleur when caught, and after trial by law, ... [should] be banished from East Griqualand for

CVCI'”.ZSI

Alarmed with the wish of White farmers that it should become illegal for Griqua to carry arms (without a
permit), a Griqua indicated “that those rebels now in gaol must be punished with the utmost severity of the
law if found guilty, and [that] their guns [should] be taken from them”. The individual asked “why ... the
loyal Griquas [should] suffer for what the disloyal did, and why ... Griquas quite as loyal as Europeans
[should] be forbidden to carry arms?">?

The actions of Le Fleur and his associates tended to reinforce White suspicion about the Griqua. After-event
expressions Griqua of loyalty were thus quickly dismissed, as suggested in the response to the letter from
the Griqua Committee:
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The loyalty of the Griquas is too frivolous to bear much weight with any sensible community. ... Where were
these loyal hearts at the time of Le Fleur’s secret meetings?>"

Although there was general discontent amongst chiefs and headmen with the colonial government, there
was also distrust and suspicion among them and conflict between some that undermined unity and joint
action. Some feared the consequences of their involvement in war against the colonial government. Some
feared that their opponents would disclose their seditious activities to colonial authorities. As indicated
before, Umhlangaso acknowledged later that he wanted his rival Sigcau to become involved in the plot
against the government so that he could get him in trouble. After Le Fleur visited Umhlangaso after the
attack on Kyd, requesting support for war, Umhlangaso told him that he had no men. Fearing that he would
be charged if he did not report Le Fleur’s visit to the colonial authorities, Umhlangaso reported Le Fleur’s
visit to the Kokstad magistrate the same day that Le Fleur arrived at his place.”*

Some of the rebels were captured a short while after the attack on Kyd. Some gave themselves up. Some
were harboured in homesteads of Bantu-speakers, apparently with the knowledge of some headman or
chiefs. Umhlangaso harboured three messengers of Le Fleur.”> Ngovolo was apparently harboured by
Umhlangaso and Sicgau’s Mpondo people. Le Fleur appears to have been harboured by Pata’s people for
some time during December and then by the people of Sicgau and Umhlangaso on the Ingeli Mountains.*®

It appears that throughout the period of the (attempted) insurgency, Le Fleur believed that war was in line
with God’s will and that he inspired his adherents by invoking God. For example, Le Fleur, with an assegai
pointed to the sky, told a constable sent by the chief magistrate to urge him to put down arms and to go to
Kokstad after the attack on Kyd that

[t]his assegai has been given to me by God, and I am going to carry out the work deputed to me by God.”’

Le Fleur, who allowed his beard to grow whilst in hiding, was one of the last rebels to be delivered to
colonial authorities. Early in February 1898 Le Fleur undertook a visit to Sicgau in Pondoland on the
latter’s invitation.”® However, a detective pursuing Le Fleur got information that he was on his way to
Pondoland with 11 of his followers.” On Saturday 5 February R Stanford, assistant chief magistrate of
Pondoland, was informed that Le Fleur was on his way to Sicgau’s “Great Palace”. He subsequently called
for Sicgau and warned him when they met on Tuesday 8 February not to shelter Le Fleur. Stanford pointed
out to Sicgau “how very wrongly he had behaved, by denying that he had met ... three messengers sent to
him by Le Fleur a short time ago, and told him, what had taken place at that meeting”. The information that
Stanford disclosed was too much for Sigcau’s comfort. Stanford also told him that he got information that
Le Fleur and a few of his followers were on their way to Pondoland and that it was his duty as a
government subsidized chief to assist law officials, to apprehend Le Fleur, and to hand him over to the
colonial authorities.*® Sicgau complied with the wishes of Stanford. After Le Fleur arrived at his “Great
Palace” on Friday 11 February Sicgau instructed some of his men to take Le Fleur to the colonial
authorities.”"
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Although Le Fleur claimed that he went to Chief Sigcau to hand himself over to the colonial authorities, and
that he supposedly “knew” when he went on a visit to Sicgau that “it was trickery, but ... thought we should
all come together in the end”,*” it is likely that Le Fleur merely suspected that there might be trickery but
nevertheless hoped that Sigcau would provide himself, Ngovolo and another follower with shelter. Sigcau
instead steered Le Fleur and his two followers under escort to the colonial authorities at Lusikisiki from
where the prisoners were sent to Kokstad under a Cape Mounted Rifles escort.”**

Trial

On 31 January “fifty Griquas and Natives” suspected to have been involved in the attempted rebellion
appeared in court before the acting resident magistrate of Kokstad, A Rein, to undergo a preliminary
examination.”® The rebel suspects were finally indicted on 27 April on four counts: a) for waging war,
attempting to wage war, and abetting the waging of war, b) conspiring to wage war, c¢) collecting men and
arms for the purpose of waging war, and d) for concealing the design to wage war. More than half of those
indicted pleaded guilty, including Le Fleur.”® Of the 63 accused 56 were convicted on 29 April 1898 in the
Circuit Court before Justice Jones. Le Fleur attempted to impress the court at the conclusion of the trial that
he did not play as prominent a role as was alleged and that the role he did play was much influenced by his
circumstances and prompting by Griqua and Bantu-speaking leaders. He insisted:

I am not the leader. Practically speaking all the people — the Griqua people — have their Chairman and
Committee. We all took part in the present disturbance. It would be hard for me to be placed personally in the
dock as a leader while actually I did not constitute a leader... [The] ... pressure from those people outside and
about me, forced me into that position.

Convinced that Le Fleur played a key role in the aborted rebellion, Justice Jones told him that he

certainly took a leading part in the rebellion and were practically in command of the expedition ... . Whether
the rebellion was continued with the advice of others I know not, but certainly it was under your guidance. It
was a foolish rebellion. ... [Y]ou allowed yourself to be persuaded, and you had a great deal to do in
persuading others, in taking part in what I may term a mad rebellion. A number of men went out on the veld
with a few assegais, a few quince sticks, some peach sticks and expected that they were going to carry on war
against the Government, which can command hundreds of thousands in the field. A more ridiculous thing I
don’t think I have ever heard of. ... You were the ringleader. The sentence of the court must deter any one in
the future from taking up the position you now occupy.

Le Fleur was sentenced to 14 years imprisonment with hard labour. The sentences of the others varied from
3 to 6 years with hard labour. The convicted rebels were escorted for imprisonment at the Breakwater
prison in Cape Town on 6 May 1898.

Confidence in support for an uprising contributed much to the course of action that Le Fleur pursued in East
Griqualand late in 1897.°° Failure to receiving the expected support significantly influenced his future
empowerment strategies. He mentioned in February 1898 during the sedition case that

[m]y greatest regret is that I ever mixed myself up with men who could not be trusted by any man, and it
should ever remain a regret to me. ... Circumstances did not justify my taking arms against the Government,
but I thank God it has terminated.”®’
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Le Fleur’s attitude to the aborted rebellion might have varied, especially over time. Though he refrained
from unconstitutional behaviour after 1898 he affirmed in 1926: “I shall always be proud to have revolted
against the set of officials in East Griqualand”.**®

Aftermath of rebellion

The imprisonment of Le Fleur and his associates brought some security to Whites in East Griqualan
Whites, as well as some Griqua, expressed much satisfaction with the imprisonment of Le Fleur and his
associates.””" After the aborted rebellion officials became even less inclined to take Griqua land claims
seriously. Griqua were expected “to behave themselves and live in a quiet, orderly manner, and [to]

endeavour to regain the confidence of the Government which they had lost”.*"!

269
d.

The failure of the rebellion also had implications for intra-Griqua politics. Griqua leaders with stronger pro-
government leanings now assumed prominent roles in Griqua politics. At a meeting held on 4 July 1898
attended by about 150 Griqua, approval was expressed to a proposal initially made by Donald Strachan that
the government be requested to appoint a Griqua headman. A few of the Griqua present, including Adam
Smith, opposed such an appointment. Cornelius de Bruin was chosen to be the Griqua headman. The
government sanctioned De Bruin’s selection on 3 August 1898 after the chief magistrate had recommended
that he be officially appointed as a government salaried headman of Mount Currie.”””

It seems that the rebellion and the collapse of the Griqua Committee’s land restitution campaign ruptured
the relations within the Griqua Committee. Some of Andrew le Fleur’s old associates remained active in
Griqua politics. Some of them were inclined to expediently turn against him and his father, given the
marginalization of those associated with him by the government and by De Bruin and his associates.
Abraham le Fleur was a special target as a relative of Andrew le Fleur and also as someone seen by some
“as an outsider” and interloper in Griqua affairs.

LJ Kok, one of Andrew le Fleur’s associates in the Griqua Committee, objected late in 1898 through the
Kokstad Advertiser to Abraham le Fleur being “allowed to interfere with any matters concerning the Griqua
public”. He expressed hope that the Government would “put a stop” to his activities “as we got quite
enough of the Le Fleurs”. Kok reasoned that the Le Fleurs were now redundant since the government had
appointed a headman to represent the grievances of the Griqua.>”

Someone who claimed to be a “thoroughbred Griqua” indicated in the Kokstad Advertiser that the Griqua
“all suffer [today] through the agitation of the incomers”. The person also indicated that the government-
sanctioned headman was appointed at the “request and wish of the majority of the Griquas” and was an
appropriate representative, “being a Griqua himself, [and] a man that has the Griqua grievances at heart, and

a man who still agrees with the authorities”.*”*

The aborted rebellion also had an impact on the way the Griqua dealt with their land claims. They complied
— in the months following the conviction of the rebels — with the advice of the superintendent of Native
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29 Kokstad Advertiser, 24 June 1898.

0 Kokstad Advertiser, 20 May 1898.

! Kokstad Advertiser, 2 September 1898.

2NTS 79, 1/15, CMK, Kokstad, to Superintendent, Native Affairs, Cape Town, 19 July 1898; Superintendent, Native
Affairs to Prime Minister, 28 July 1899; Acting Secretary, Native Affairs, Cape Town, to Headman CG de Bruin,
Kokstad, 3 May 1904. CMT 3/874/644, CG de Bruin to WP Leary, Resident Magistrate, Kokstad, 28 January 1911.

B3 Kokstad Advertiser, 2 December 1898.

24 Kokstad Advertiser, 9 December 1898.
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Affairs in 1898 to remain quiet and not to speak about their land claims.””” When Griqua representatives
made claims they were relatively modest.”’”® During the visit of the colonial premier to East Griqualand in
March 1899, De Bruin and H Bezuidenhout indicated to him that most Griqua were now prepared to accept
the recommendation of the chief magistrate that the Griqua be given allotments (of four morgen) in the
place of farms. The meeting with the premier also revealed the reconfigured Griqua political landscape.
Abraham le Fleur was not allowed to address the premier. Stanford indicated that Ludovick Kok should also
not have addressed the premier as he was closely associated with Andrew le Fleur. Stanford, on the other
hand, affirmed the loyalty of De Bruin and his privilege to address the premier.

The premier’s visit also revealed the positioning of the Griqua on the colonial identity and cultural
spectrum. Fears of being treated as ‘Natives’, increased by a proposed Native Location Act, were expressed
to the premier. Griqua were once again moved to emphasize their closeness to Whites in order to prevent
being classified as ‘Native’ in terms of the proposed Act. W Bezuidenhout reasoned that the Griqua
regarded classification with the ‘Natives’ as “class discrimination”. He also asserted that “[t]hey wished to

advance with civilization, and ... to have privileges somewhat similar to those of Europeans”.”’’

During Le Fleur’s absence from East Griqualand, Adam Smith kept Griqua agitation alive in a more critical
manner.”” Smith formed an organization called “the Society” that apparently comprised Griqua and Bantu-
speakers sympathetic to Le Fleur. De Bruin and his supporters opposed Smith and his Society. De Bruin
even asked the government to put an end to Smith’s Society.*”

Summation

This chapter has shown that by the 1890s in East Griqualand ‘Griqua’ and ‘Coloured’ categories were
(already) distinguished or disassociated from ‘Native’ and ‘Black’ categories even though some people
perceived as ‘Native’ (notably Tlhaping and Rolong) were Griqua burghers under Adam Kok III’s rule; that
‘Native’ was associated with ‘Black’, and that ‘Coloured’ subsumed ‘Griqua’. The period between 1894
and 1898 was also a key one in Griqua land claims history (drawing on an idealized past valorising
independence and land ownership in past Griqua polities), that would significantly influence the behaviour
of Le Fleur and his 20" century adherents. Le Fleur’s actions between 1894 and 1898 manifested (a shift
through) alternative courses — for the attainment of Griqua land claims — within a spectrum of possibilities.
The courses pursued were very much influenced by economic circumstances and social relations (between
subordinated and dominant groups and within subordinated groups) that both enabled and disabled
rebellion. The land claims campaign predicated on Griqua identity and ideals necessarily reinforced Griqua
identity, having been accompanied by differentiation between the Griqua and other social categories
perceived to inhibit the realization of Griqua land claims, for example, Whites and Bantu-speakers —
perceived to be illegitimately occupying Griqua land. However, dissatisfaction with the response of the
colonial government to Griqua land claims, also allowed for the development of trans-ethnic cooperation
and for the cultivation of an alternative social vision in which Griqua and Bantu-speakers were land owners
in a shared liberated space, culminating in a rebellion drawing on shared resentment against the colonial
order, but disabled through deceit; thus foreclosing, for Le Fleur, future trans-ethnic alliances and
conventional protest politics.

5 Kokstad Advertiser, 31 March 1899.

Y18 Kokstad Advertiser, 2 September 1898.

7 Kokstad Advertiser, 31 March 1899.

778 CMT 3/874/644, Magistrate, Kokstad, to CMT, Umtata, 28 January 1911,

0 CMT 3/874/644, CG de Bruin to Resident Magistrate, Kokstad, 28 January 1911; Magistrate, Kokstad, to CMT, 28
January 1911.
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Chapter 4: Quest for an ethnic identity (1898-1921)

The previous chapter showed how Andrew Abraham Stockenstrom le Fleur I came to identify with Griqua
aspirations through the influence of his father and his residence in East Griqualand. Le Fleur assumed a
Coloured and Griqua identity and became an influential Griqua leader in the region from 1894. This chapter
and the subsequent one shows how Le Fleur, who attempted for much of his life in the twentieth century to
turn Coloureds into Griqua, had to grapple with contending discourses and negotiate between identity
categories that could be deployed in his upliftment endeavours, particularly during the first two decades of
the twentieth century. Le Fleur’s identity articulations were, to an extent, influenced by his locational shifts
between Griqua and Coloured environments. His socio-political orientation in the twentieth century was
much influenced by a series of events that unfolded when he was still in East Griqualand, and after his
release from Breakwater prison in 1903; that is, the abortive 1897 East Griqualand rebellion (in which Le
Fleur was, to a large extent, drawn in through promises of support by Bantu-speaking chiefs that never
materialized, thus inclining him to break with conventional protest politics, and trans-ethnic alliances); his
residence in the vicinity of Cape Town in a predominantly (non-Griqua) Coloured environment; moves
towards the formation of the Union of South Africa, and his return to a Griqua environment in 1916. Le
Fleur’s residence in Cape Town deepened his association with, and appropriation of a Coloured identity.
His reconnection with Griqua in East Griqualand in 1916 and the subsequent Griqua trek of 1917 to the
Touws River vicinity, contributed much to his attempt to turn Coloureds into Griqua. Le Fleur’s identity
options reflected his own personal transformation. His thinking, pronouncements and activities also
reflected the impact of contending (establishment and anti-establishment) discourses as well as his own
capacity to varyingly distance himself from operative discourses. Though he valued and appropriated much
from the ensemble of colonial culture and discourse, he developed during his residence in Cape Town
representations affirming the capacity of Coloureds to live independently from White tutorship and
leadership that drew on prior Griqua ideals of independence.

F6053: Le Fleur at Breakwater prison, 1898-1903

Le Fleur and his fellow convicts of the December 1897 East Griqualand rebellion were sent to Breakwater
prison to serve their sentences. Most of the convicted rebels were given prison numbers between F6050 and
F6090, with Le Fleur himself being numbered F6053." During their stay at Breakwater between 1898 and
1903 the convicted rebels were subject to a classificatory regime that differed much from the one espoused
by Griqua and also applied by many Bantu-speakers in East Griqualand. The classificatory regime would
also differ much from the one Le Fleur would promote after his release.” Whether of Griqua or Bantu-
speaking origin, Le Fleur and his adherents were placed in the “Hottentot”,’ “Kafir™* and “Native”
categories. Although Griqua could be identified as Griqua,” and rebels of Sotho-speaking origin as
“Basuto,”® Griqua and Bantu-speakers were together also slotted in the categories of “Kafir” and “Native”.
Reference to the 1897 rebellion as a Griqua rebellion and to the convicts as Griqua convicts’ and the
attendant inclusion of Bantu-speaking African participants in the Griqua category was also encouraged by

! Cape Town Archives, Breakwater Prison (PBW) 158, F6001-F8000, 1898-1906.

% The classification applied at Breakwater by Superintendent Foster and his associates would also, in some respects,
confound twentieth century sensibilities. For example, in 1901 in PBW 60 (Letters Despatched, 1901 June — 1904
March), William Willemse was categorized as “Kafir” (p. 66), James Arthur Cupido as “European” (p. 71), Johan Els
as “European” (p. 74), Jacobus Jagers as “Hottentot” (p. 91), Marthinus September as “Kafir” (94), Joseph Grootboom
Vusani as “Kafir” (p. 98), Baboo Cassim as “Hottentot” (p. 111), Cedras Treurnict as
“Bastard” (p. 113), Qubeni as “Fingo” (p. 116), George [...?] Nelson as “Malay” (p. 146), and Mahomet Salie as
“Malay” (p. 199).

S PBW 60, p. 404 (21.7.1902).

* PBW 59, Letters dispatched, 1898 June — 1901 May, p. 473 (17 August 1899); p. 692 (23 May 1900); p. 837 (19
October 1900; PBW 60, pp. 61 (20 August 1901); pp. 243-5 (16 January 1902).

> PBW 60, p. 63 (20 August 1901).

® PBW 59, p. 598 (13 February 1900).

"PBW 60, p. 63 (20 August 1901).
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the numerical preponderance of Griqua amongst the rebels. Broad differential distinctions were also made
by Breakwater Superintendent P Foster and his associates between “Natives” and “Europeans” in reference
to the prison population in general in a manner that subsumed categories applied to people who were not
European in the “Native™® category, with “Native” thus including, for example, “Bastard”, “Basuto”,
“Fingo”, “Griqua”, “Hottentot”, “Kafir” and “Malay”.” The classificatory scheme applied by prison
officials does not appear to have had much of an impact on Le Fleur, given his identity politics after his
release. Le Fleur’s behaviour at Breakwater and the relation that he developed with the superintendent was,
however, fairly consistent with his behaviour after his release and his attempts at developing cordial
relations with government officials.

Whilst at Breakwater Le Fleur received a number of visitors who would serve to keep him in tune with
developments outside. He was, for example, visited by W Nicker from Hanover Street in Cape Town on 2
September 1900, and received regular visits from L. Metcalf and W Metcalf from Newlands, Cape Town, in
1902. Le Fleur and a few of his associates were even visited by a Griqua contingent that included his old
foes of the Griqua Political Association on 11 August 1901, that is, C de Bruin, H Bezuidenhout, T Kok and
W Van Rooyen. Le Fleur also received a visit from his father on 1 March 1903'® before his departure for
England where he apparently laid the subject of Griqua land rights before Joseph Chamberlain, the colonial
secretary, and requested a commission of inquiry to examine the violation of Griqua rights in the Philippolis
polity.'" A visit by Francis ZS Peregrino, the publisher and editor of the South African Spectator on 28
November 1902' in particular might have contributed to Le Fleur’s reception of current discourses on
Coloured upliftment, self-reliance and ‘racial’ pride that he adapted and applied in his own ethno-racialized
self-upliftment schemes after his release. Peregrino, a British educated Ghanaian, developed a special
interest in Le Fleur’s story and Le Fleur would, after his release also manifest a concern for Coloured
upliftment manifested by Peregrino, particularly through his newspaper. Le Fleur’s application of the
Coloured category was, however, more narrow than Peregrino’s usage of the category tended to be."

From the year of his arrival at Breakwater Le Fleur petitioned the authorities for his release'* and also
encouraged his associates'"” to petition for their release. The behaviour of Le Fleur and his associates and the
relation that he developed with Superintendent Foster encouraged the latter to be supportive of Griqua
petitions for an early release. The superintendent valued Le Fleur especially for his “knowledge of most of
the native dialects”, that made him useful as an interpreter.'® Thus, in light of a petition by Le Fleur and 20
of his associates, Foster appealed to the colonial secretary in August 1901 “for special consideration of
these men’s cases in view of their very excellent behaviour while serving their terms of imprisonment, and
also [in view of] the fact that the rank and file here now completed more than half of the term of
imprisonment imposed upon them”. Foster also indicated that “Le Fleur ha[d] been a much useful man on
the station, being employed in the bootmakers shop and also as Interpreter” in his “Court” as well as in the

S PBW 59, pp. 729, 742 (1900); PBW 60, p. 434 (18 August 1902).

? See above references (f.n. 3-8) for specific instances in the usage of group categories.

"PBW 188 and 189 (Visitors books).

" Kokstad Adbvertiser, 10 April 1903.

2 pBW 7, FZS Peregrino [to Breakwater Convict Station], 28 November 1902; PBW 189.

' Peregrino preferred to use the Coloured category to include all the people who were not European/White. However,
he at times also used the category in the restricted sense to exclude Bantu-speakers, reflecting thus the impact of the
localized usage of the term. Vivian Bickford-Smith: Ethnic pride and racial prejudice in Victorian Cape Town
(Johannesburg: Witwatersrand University Press, 1995), pp. 203-4; Gavin Lewis: Between the wire and the wall (Cape
Town: David Phillip, 1987), pp. 16-19, 125.

“PBW 59, p. 160 (1898); PBW 59, p. 473 (1899); PBW 60, p. 61 (1901).

5 PBW 59, pp. 598, 692-3, 694 (1900); PBW 60, pp. 243-5 (1902).

16 pBW 70, [Foster to AB Shaw, Colonial Office, 7 March 1902], pp. 801-2.
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one of the “Visiting Magistrate”.'” The 1901 petition of Le Fleur and his associates was, however, deferred
by the relevant government officials due to the war between “Boers” and the British.'®

In January 1902 Le Fleur and his associates again petitioned for the remission of their sentences."
Referring to “Boers” from the “Anglo Boer War” the petitioners argued that that they should be treated with
leniency since others who were guilty of treason were treated leniently.”” Foster again suggested that “some
special mitigation” be granted in view of the “very excellent conduct” of the men “during their
incarceration”.”' On considering the petition some government officials feared that once released, Le Fleur
and his associates could again cause trouble. In the words of WG Cumming, assistant secretary of Native
Affairs:

To release [Le Fleur] and to allow him to go back to East Griqualand would be an act of clemency of which I
fear we would have cause to repent in the future. Le Fleur poses as a man who has been brought to see the
error of his ways but I am persuaded that so soon as he regained his liberty he would try to pick up the threads
of his former intrigues. ... As regards Le Fleur’s Griqua followers I see no reason why they should be
liberated before the expiration of their sentences. We have no guarantee that they would not sow the seeds of
mischief amongst their people so soon as a favourable opportunity present itself. And what time would be
more opportune than the present for such a purpose? At this very moment the inhabitants of East Griqualand
are guarding their border against an expected invasion and it would add to their burdens to let loose amongst
them a number of men who not so long ago were plotting to destroy them.*

However, the attorney general recommended in January (1902) that Le Fleur should serve only ten years of
his sentence and that he should be made to understand that a further reduction of his sentence would depend
to a large extent on his future conduct. The attorney general also recommended that that the sentences of
some of Le Fleur’s fellow petitioners be reduced provided that their behaviour was good.23

The undertaking of the government to remit the sentences of numerous imprisoned rebels from across South
Africa generated expectancy that Le Fleur and other rebels from East Griqualand would also be released.
The Cape Times, for example, indicated on 25 March 1903 that Le Fleur and his associates would soon be
released.” Le Fleur was finally released from Breakwater prison on 3 April 1903, together with a fellow
East Griqualand rebel, Ncapayi, alias Moses Stoffels, after the colonial secretary instructed Superintendent
Foster verbally earlier in the day to release them.” Foster recommended that Le Fleur be granted a “gratuity
at the rate of 3.d for each working day, between 1st October 1901” and 3 April 1903, “both days inclusive”,
for the “skilled work” he performed “whilst a Convict in the Shoemaker Shop” at Breakwater.”® Thus, Le
Fleur who was sentenced to 14 years hard labour, might only have done hard labour at Breakwater until
September 1901, and served only four years and eleven months of his fourteen-year sentence.

" PBW 60, [Foster to Colonial Secretary, 20 August 1901], pp. 62-3.

8 pPBW 7, Under Colonial Secretary, Cape Town, to Superintendent, Breakwater, 19 March 1902.

19 National Archives, Pretoria, Secretary of Native Affairs (NTS) 7599, 4/328, Part 1, Memorandum on “Petition of Le
Fleur and four others” by WG Cumming, Assistant Secretary, Native Affairs Department, Cape Town, 21 August
1902.

ONTS 7599, 4/328, Memorandum on “Petition of Le Fleur and others”, WG Cumming, 25 January 1902.

2l PBW 31, Foster to Colonial Under Secretary, 20 March 1902, p. 451.

ZNTS 7599, 4/328, Memorandum on “Petition of Le Fleur and others”, WG Cumming, 25 January 1902.

BNTS 7599, 4/328, Memorandum on “Petition of Le Fleur and four others”, WG Cumming, 21 August 1902.

** Cape Times, 25 March 1903.

» PBW 32, Foster to Under Colonial Secretary, 4 April 1903, p. 413. For further references to Ncapayi whose prison
number was F6078, see PBW 7, Under Colonial Secretary, Cape Town, to Superintendent, Breakwater Convict
Station, 19 March 1902.

2 pBW 32, Foster to Under Colonial Secretary, 4 April 1903, p. 414.
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On the occasion of his release Le Fleur was “interviewed” by Under Colonial Secretary Sir Pieter Faure. Le
Fleur “promised to report himself” at the office of the Cape Town resident magistrate “on, or about, the first
of each month”.*” Le Fleur also appears to have made a “solemn assurance” to the government that he
would abstain from political agitation and that he would not encourage unrest amongst the ‘Natives’. Le
Fleur also accepted official advice not to return to East Griqualand.*®

A number of government officials would later come under the impression that Le Fleur’s release was
conditional on him not returning to East Griqualand without permission from the government, and that he
was liable to be re-imprisoned for the remainder of the sentence that he did not serve if he broke the
conditions of his release.”” However, when Le Fleur returned to East Griqualand in 1916 government
officials were not able to invoke purported restrictions imposed on him on his release. They therefore
accepted that his release was unconditional.*

Le Fleur’s return to East Griqualand was clearly a concern to government officials who feared that he might
incite marginalized communities to rebellion. There was also an expectation amongst a number of Griqua
and Bantu-speakers in East Griqualand that Le Fleur would return soon after his release and play an
important role in regional politics. Some thought that Le Fleur would return to East Griqualand to act as a
chief or king.”' Le Fleur himself claimed (later in the century) that in 1904 the “Chieftainship of Paramount
Adam Kok” was conferred to him “in terms of a crown decision”.”> Whilst Le Fleur’s ideal to be a Griqua
chief that was first cultivated in East Griqualand might have been varyingly sustained, his location amongst
Coloureds in Cape Town inclined him to deploy identity categories transcending Griquaness, deepening his
somewhat ambivalent association with the Coloured category.” Le Fleur’s location amongst Coloureds in a
non-Griqua environment inclined him to organize Coloureds and to develop a broader geographic or
national focus. Socio-political developments in the early 1900s also impacted much on Le Fleur’s thinking

and organizational activities.

Racism, segregation and ethno-nationalism

On his release from Breakwater Le Fleur found himself in a Cape environment marked by rapid
urbanization and renewed ethno-‘racial’ prejudice drawing much on biological racism. Informal ethno-
‘racial’ discrimination by Whites encouraged ethno-‘racial’ organization amongst ethno-‘racial’
underclasses aimed at impeding discrimination. Growing ethno-‘racial’ organization, particularly around a

> PBW 50, Superintendent P Foster to Resident Magistrate, Cape Town, 3 April 1903, p. 473.

BNTS 7599, 4/328, E Barret, Acting Under Secretary, Native Affairs, to Commissioner, Cape Mounted Police, Cape
Town, 11 March 1911.

¥ See e. g. NTS 7599, 4/328, (undated) “memorandum” on “Andrew AS le Fleur” — between correspondence of 1912;
National Archives, Pretoria, NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 2, Director of Prisons [Pretoria], to Secretary, Native Affairs,
Pretoria, 7 September 1921.

30 Cape Town Archives, Chief Magistrate, Transkei (CMT) 3/874/644, 3/874, 644, (Telegram) Pretoria [Native
Affairs] to Tembu [Umtata], 27 November 1916; JB Moffat, CMT, Umtata, to Deputy Commissioner, SAP, Umtata, 9
January 1917. See also correspondence of 1916-17 in NTS 7599, 4/328.

3L CMT 3/874/644, Statement of Samuel Vakalisa made sometime before 25 Januaryl917; Resident Magistrate,
Matatiele, to CMT, Umtata, 24 January 1917. NTS 7599, 4/328, Commissioner, Urban Police district, Cape Town, to
Acting Under Secretary for Native Affairs, Cape Town 21 April 1911.

32 The GNC constitution as amended on 20 April 1959 stated: “In 1904 het die Hoofskap, van Opperhoof Adam-Kok
in gevolge 'n kroonbeslissing [sic] na Opper-hoof A.A.S. Le Fleur gekom”. The “kroonbeslissing” might have been a
decision taken at some meeting organized by Le Fleur and his followers. University of South Africa library (archival
division), Pretoria, Le Fleur Collection (LC), Item 4.1, Constitution of the Griqua National Conference of South
Africa.

33 See chapter 6 in regard to Le Fleur’s ambivalence with the Coloured category.
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Coloured category, was exemplified in 1902 by the establishment of the Coloured based APO** (African
Political Organization, renamed African Peoples’ Organization in 1920*). The formation of the Union of
South Africa on 31 May 1910, facilitated by the defeat of Afrikaner (or Boer) republics in the South African
War of 1899-1902, also provided an impetus to political organization within marginalized communities
across South Africa. Many feared that the explicitly ‘racially’ discriminatory practices of the Afrikaner
republics could be extended to the Cape with the formation of a Union of South Africa and that they could
be deprived of the rights they were accorded in the Cape,’® notably a qualified franchise.

Le Fleur also found himself in an environment with various and often contending discourses. Already
imbued with Griqua ideals for land ownership and independence, Le Fleur was drawn to, and varyingly
appropriated and adapted in terms of his own prior ideals, ideas stressing self-reliance, self-control, ‘racial’
unity, progression through education and religious separatism — reinforced particularly through the African
Methodist Episcopal Church (AME).” His thinking reflected operative nationalist, ‘racial’ and
segregationist discourses.

Le Fleur’s release from Breakwater and his subsequent self-improvement and organizational activities
occured during a period in which the ideology of segregation — drawing on eugenics and social Darwinism
— was being systematized and implemented (in the context of industrialization, increasing urbanization and
the planning, formation and consolidation of the South Africa Union), the first clear expression of
segregationist discourse having been made by the South African Native Affairs Commission between 1903
and 1905, with many of its recommendations being put into practice in subsequent decades. With English
speaking liberals having been at the forefront of the systematization of segregation discourse presented as a
middle-ground or compromise between ‘assimilation’ (associated with the displaced classical or mid-
Victorian liberalism), and ‘repression’ (associated with the policies of Boer republics), other social
categories, notably Afrikaner nationalists, also came to deploy segregationist themes, highlighting the
dangers of ‘miscegenation’ in advocating their socio-political ideals.”® Le Fleur’s thinking also manifested
how he appropriated and wrestled with concerns of ‘swamping’ by Bantu-speaking Africans and the ‘racial’
and social decadence that was supposed to attend ‘racial’ mixing. That is, Le Fleur’s thinking manifested
how he appropriated and wrestled with ideas that were deployed in the articulation and implementation of
the ideology of ‘racial’ separation and White supremacy. Le Fleur’s avoidance of equal rights politics and
disavowal of economic and political integration, suggesting to many Whites the breaking down of social

* Tan Goldin: Making race: The politics and economics of Coloured identity in South Africa (Cape Town: Maskew
Miller Longman, 1987), pp. 12-27; Lewis: Between the wire and the wall, p. 63.

% Mohamed Adhikari: “Hope, fear, shame, frustration: Continuity and change in the expression of Coloured identity
in white supremacist South Africa, 1910-1994” (PhD thesis, University of Cape Town, 2002), pp. 122, 131.

3% Goldin: Making race, p. 20. The Union constitution provided that the former Afrikaner republics (Orange Free State
and Transvaal), and the Natal and Cape colonies each retain their franchise laws. The Cape colony provided for ‘non-
racial’ but sexist franchise to men provided they were literate and met a property or income standard. In Natal
legislation excluded all women from the franchise. In the Afrikaner republics only White men had the franchise.
Explicitly ‘racially’ discriminatory and segregationist legislation safeguarding and enhancing White power and
privilege was passed by successive Union governments. Leonard Thompson: A history of South Africa (New Haven
and London: Yale University Press: 2001), pp. 150-186.

7 On the influence of AME in Cape Town, see James Campbell: Songs of Zion: The African Methodist Episcopal
Church in the United States and South Africa (New York, Oxford University Press, 1995), pp. 103-212.

* On segregation ideology see e.g. John Cell: The highest stage of white supremacy: The origins of segregation
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982). Saul Dubow: “Race, civilization and culture: The elaboration of
segregation discourse in the inter-war years”, in Shula Marks and Stanley Trapido (eds.): The politics of race, class &
nationalism in twentieth century South Africa (London: Longman, 1987), pp. 71-89; Saul Dubow: Racial segregation
and the origins of apartheid in South Africa (Oxford: MacMillan Press,1989).
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barriers and thus of their ‘racial’ and cultural integrity,”® in part reflected his identification with segregation
as well as his attempt to win favour of government officials."’

Segregation ultimately served to secure White socio-political, economic, cultural and psychological
domination. Segregation discourse, however, found resonance within a broad range of social categories,
including people who were not White. It benefited White farmers seeking more controls over their African
tenants and labourers. It also benefited White workers seeking protection from cheaper labour availed
especially by Africans. It provided a solution to White elites concerned with: rapid urbanization of poor
Whites and Africans; potential competition and conflict between Whites and Africans, as well as
miscegenation and a unified class struggle. Segregation was also appealing to Africans concerned with the
restoration of traditional authorities.*' It appealed to Le Fleur and other Griqua who wished to protect
themselves from being reduced to the status of ‘Natives’.

Le Fleur’s views reflect how ideas developed locally and internationally could be adapted for specific
objectives in particular situations of colonial domination. The appropriation, adaptation and development of
views drawing on international discourses and ideologies in South Africa was conditioned by the specific
nature of racial discourse, segregation and ethno-racialized hierarchization in the country. Le Fleur’s
thinking had some affinity with aspects of the nationalisms that were cultivated internationally by Africans
which emphasized the abolition of all forms of ‘racial’ discrimination, equal rights for Africans, self-
determination, the raising of African consciousness, the cultivation of cultural pride and unity.** Le Fleur’s
nationalism also diverged from these nationalisms, notably in his eschewal of equal rights politics and in his
narrow Coloured and Griqua focus. Ideas were also developed in South Africa during the early 1900s with
an affinity to the nationalist ideas of Marcus Garvey, emphasizing Black pride. Le Fleur’s ideas showed
some affinity to those of Garvey, but there were also significant differences between them. The important
similarity was their emphasis on ‘race’ consciousness, pride and self-reliance. Le Fleur’s nationalism was,
however, not based on ‘Blackness’ but focused on Griqua and Coloureds whom he regarded as a ‘mixed-
race’. Garvey, on the other hand, showed antipathy towards ‘mixed-race’ Americans. Both Garvey* and Le
Fleur were not opposed to capitalism but opposed communism. In promoting Griqua-Coloured
consciousness, pride and self-reliance, Le Fleur also distanced himself from organizations that were
varyingly influenced by Garveyism,* like the Industrial and Commercial Workers’ Union of South Africa,
the African National Congress, and the Wellington movement.*

Segregation and the ethno-racialized social hierarchy conditioned significantly the local permutations of
international discourses and encouraged ethno-racialized nationalisms that sustained each other. Whilst
nationalisms that emerged amongst the underclasses drew varyingly on international nationalists currents,
local Bantu-speaking, Griqua and Coloured ethno-racialized permutations — that fed into each other — can
ben seen as, having been, to some extent, reactions to broad White (Afrikaner and British) ‘racial’
domination, and to a more narrow Afrikaner nationalism and a British ‘race patriotism’. British economic

% Dubow: “Race, civilization and culture”, pp. 76-7.

“ Grigua and Coloured People’s Opinion (GCPO), 12 November 1926.

! Shula Marks and Stanley Trapido: “The politics of race, class and nationalism™, in Marks and Trapido: The politics
of race, class & nationalism in twentieth century South Africa, p. 8.

> Robert Young: Postcolonialism: An historical introduction (Oxford: Blackwell, 2001), p. 218.

® Young: Postcolonialism, p. 220.

* As shown in chapter 6.

* On the organizational influence of Garveyism in South Africa, see Robert A Hill and Geregory A Pirio: “Africa for
the Africans’: The Garvey movement in South Africa, 1920-1940”, in Marks and Tropido: The politics of race, class
& nationalism in twentieth century South Africa, pp. 209-242.
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domination significantly shaped Afrikaner nationalism, which in turn fed into the nationalisms of ethno-
‘racial’ underclasses.*®

Religion and socio-economic development amongst Coloureds, 1903-1915

Le Fleur’s location and movement within Coloured communities influenced the social location he posited
for Griqua and Coloureds and the parameters of his ethno-‘racial’ self-improvement schemes. After his
release from prison Le Fleur resided in the vicinity of Cape Town, first in Goodwood and later in the
Wynberg district.*” Discouraged from going to, or residing in East Griqualand after his release, Le Fleur
found himself in a Coloured environment that inclined him to become involved in Coloured religious and
socio-economic activities. Le Fleur held meetings with a strong religious tone across Cape Town in places
like Parow, Retreat and District Six.* He apparently initiated a (Coloured) “Mission” at Retreat in the same
year of his release. It appears that from 1904 Le Fleur also became involved in undertakings to acquire land
for the building of homes for Coloureds in places like Eureka, Welcome Estate, Norwood Estate,
Heathfield, Retreat, Strandfontein and Grassy Park, for which support was unsuccessfully requested from
the government and even from the Duke of West Minister.*

Le Fleur’s activities in East Griqualand, particularly his involvement in the aborted 1897 rebellion, induced
a wide range of people, especially government officials, to suspect that he was once again involved in
seditious activities. On receiving reports about Le Fleur’s suspicious activities, the attorney general
instructed that detectives should monitor him. Le Fleur’s meetings were consequently closely monitored
through the use of Coloured detectives. Aware that police were monitoring him and that he was suspected
of organizing sedition, Le Fleur was especially inclined to steer away from politically provocative
pronouncements and activities. A police investigation concluded in 1905 that his activities were not
seditious; that he was merely attempting to organize an “independent coloured congregation” on the
principles of the American Methodist Episcopal Church, and that he advocated temperance.” Police and
government officials nevertheless maintained an interest in Le Fleur’s activities.

Le Fleur also undertook more private business initiatives on which he spent much of his time in the first
decade after his release. However, the business ideas that he applied in his private affairs, were also
manifested in his socio-economic upliftment ventures and would be especially manifested through his
farming resettlement schemes. Thus, in addition to being a “lay preacher”, Le Fleur became involved in
blacksmithing, wagon-making, carpentry and agriculture. During the later part of the first decade, whilst
still residing in Wynberg, Le Fleur obtained a Labour Runners Licence that enabled him to recruit labour on
behalf of licensed labour agents (e.g. Alport and Langerman Labour Agents, from Salt River near Cape
Town). He subsequently procured labourers from Cape Town for the mines in the Transvaal (e.g. Nourse
Mines Limited and the Newcastle Group of Mines). Although Le Fleur also attempted to obtain a Labour
Agent’s Licence”' he ceased from acting as labour procurer for Johannesburg mines around 1910.

“ Robert Ross: Status and respectability in the Cape Colony, 1750-1970: A tragedy of manners (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1999), p. 61; Marks and Trapido: “The politics of race, class and nationalism”, pp. 2-4.

T CMT 3/874/644, CID Report, AE Ling, Denver, 14 March 1911.

“ Cape Town Archives, Attorney General (AG) 1635, 7542/05, see especially CID report on Le Fleur by Inspector
Easton, 8 September 1905.

9 LC, Miscellaneous file, “Open letter, Eureka Estate” by AAS le Fleur, Cape Town, 1 April 1938; LC, Item 9.2,
“The late Griqua leader”; Griqua manuscript (Writer, title and date of writing not known), p. 19; GCPO, 29 November
1924.

% AG 1635, 7542/05, See especially CID report on Le Fleur by Inspector Easton, 8 September 1905.

ST CMT 3/874/644, (Telegram) Kokstad Magistrate to Umtata, 2 January 1911; CID report, AE Ling, Denver, 14
March 1911. National Archives, Pretoria, Native Affairs (NA) 347, 3630/1911/F1164, RWJ Walker, Edwana, to
Robert Stanford, Chief Magistrate, East Griqualand, 28 December, 1908; AAS le Fleur, Denver, Johannesburg, to
Burton, Secretary, Native Affairs, Cape Town, 11 December 1910. NTS 7599, 4/328, Commissioner, Urban Police,
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Union

The formation of Union increased Le Fleur’s concern with the social position and prospects of Griqua and
Coloureds in a ‘racially’ discriminatory South Africa. Le Fleur feared that the position of people who were
not White would be severely curtailed under a White Union regime. Imbued with ethno-‘racial’ values and
identifying with segregation, Le Fleur was inclined advocate separatism from Whites, as well as from
Bantu-speakers, and, for a while advocated the establishment of a colony for Coloureds.

In articulating his ideals in public Le Fleur conveyed his views in a manner that did not appear to be at
variance with establishment ideologies. He manifested multi-discursive shaping and shifting, and a
wrestling of racist and anti-racist discourses. Le Fleur advocated economic self-reliance and the spiritual,
moral and national reformation of Coloureds. He expressed concern about the social and moral effects of
‘racial’ mixing and about Coloureds in Bantu-speaking areas being reduced to a backward way of life. The
ethno-‘racial’ dimension of Le Fleur’s thinking, together with White fears of political cooperation between
Coloureds and Bantu-speakers and the constant suspicion and rumours that he was inciting rebelliousness
against Whites and the government, inclined him to make public expressions that were in line with the
ideology of the dominant classes. In articulating himself in a manner that fell in line with pro-establishment
ideologies, Le Fleur also sought to win the favour of the dominant classes, even though his schemes were
ultimately driven by his desire to cultivate Coloured self-reliance and to establish geographic spaces
providing a measure of independence for Coloureds; that is, even though his schemes challenged in subtle
ways the racism that shaped the socio-economic and political order even as they appropriated and deployed
the racialism. Le Fleur thus appropriated and varyingly internalised ideas in pro-establishment discourses
but at the same time also challenged aspects of these discourses. His perspective thus varyingly combined
establishment and anti-establishment elements.

Coloured colony

At a public meeting held at the Good Shepherd Church in Pretoria roundabout the formation of the Union of
South in 1910, Le Fleur advanced a “the solution to the coloured question in South Africa”, that is, “the
formation of a South African National Coloured Union with a view of acquiring a colony for themselves as
a people and one race”. Le Fleur had in mind the “coloured mix races ... in the Union” or “the Cape
coloured” whom he “propose[d] to name Eur-Africans”. > Though Le Fleur does not appear to have
appealed to a Khoekhoe heritage at the meeting, he considered those he sought to represent as “offspring of
the Hottentot race”.” Le Fleur’s proposition that Coloureds be called “Eur-African” reflected his search for
an appropriate category that he could deploy for his ethno-national goals. He did not subsequently use the
term much. Given segregation and racism in South Africa, Le Fleur found it especially necessary to
emphasize that the people that he represented were ‘racially mixed’ and Coloured, despite the limitation of
the Coloured category for his ethno-national goals.”* Le Fleur’s expressions at that meeting, attended by
over 300 people, revealed his segregationist affected ethno-‘racial’ thinking at the time of the formation of
Union as well as his socio-economic goals that strongly suggested the influence and reworking of the ideal
of land ownership and independence — an ideal valorising Griqua landownership and independence in past
Griqua polities.

Le Fleur’s expressions at the meeting were calculated to appeal to Coloureds and Whites whose support he
desired. He appealed at the meeting to White pretensions of their nobility and attempted to use their

Cape Town to Acting Under Secretary, Native Affairs, Cape Town, 21 April 1911; Barret, Department of Native
Affairs, Pretoria, to Minister, Native Affairs, 4 September 1912.

2 NA 347, 3630/1911/F1164, Undated clipping from unnamed newspaper, titled “Big native meeting in Pretoria”.
Documents in file are from pre-1912 period.

3 National Archives, Pretoria, Governor General (GG) 96, 3/430, AAS le Fleur to Gladstone, Governor General,
Pretoria [May 1911].

> See chapter 6 on limitation of Coloured category for Le Fleur.
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prejudices and fears to generate support for his idea of a colony for Coloureds. He attributed the unjust
treatment of Coloureds not to the “greater minded Europeans” but to the “Labour Party and illiterate
European section”. He maintained that unless “a scheme of absolute separate occupation of territory” was
established there would be “nothing to avert one of the biggest coloured and European collisions and
bloodshed in South Africa in the very near future”. He appealed “to every right thinking white mother and
father, politicians and non-politicians of the white section in the Union of South Africa, as well as to those
of my coloured brethren, to assist in forming or making this scheme of separate occupation in a colony to
my people a success”. Le Fleur was well aware that his proposal for separation would resonate well with
many Whites. He also felt that many Coloureds would support his view:

We are on the eve of a general election, and it has been the great cry of the majority of the white people in the
Union to make the Union a white man’s country. I feel sure that the Eur-Africans in South Africa would be
too willing and too pleased to stand aside and leave the Union for the whites as a white man’s country. The
coloured people in turn would seek the support and assistance of Great Britain to allot to us a colony portion
of her possessions in Africa which would be inhabitable for a civilised race, there to migrate as an asset and
united people under the British Flag.

Le Fleur censured at the meeting sexual relations between White men and “aboriginal native[s]” and
suggested strict measures by the government to prevent it.

Here I would suggest to any Union Government that in the future they pass a law making it a criminal offence
for any such intercourse, yes, the highest possible offence, even so far as the death penalty. Why should we, a
Christian and respectable community, be saddled with the vices of the white and black races in Africa.”

Le Fleur was especially concerned that mixing between “white and black races” resulted in children lacking
moral controls and “national instinct”,*® thus compounding the social and moral problems that he identified
amongst Coloureds. His promotion of Coloured self-reliance and economic independence suggests that he
did not buy much into biological racism, or aspects of it. It was especially in his deployment of Christianity
that Le Fleur affirmed the ‘racial equality’ of Coloureds, as indicated later in a 1925 issue of his Griqua and

Coloured People’s Opinion:

The sad state [Coloureds] ... are in is the direct cause of using or misusing Christianity in a race, misguiding
our children and causing their downfall by not teaching them what they are created for, only what they should
be after death and eternal [life?] hereafter [W]e have been created just as fully as any other races, with all the
faculties in life ... .”

Le Fleur was well applauded after his presentation at the Good Shepherd Church.” Aware that his ideal of a
Coloured colony would be difficult to actualize, Le Fleur instead embarked on more modest farming
resettlement schemes where Coloureds would be able to eke out a self-reliant existence and develop
economically, spiritually and morally as a people.

Touws River settlement, 1910
It appears that towards 1910 Le Fleur had already become involved in plans for the acquisition of farms in
Touws River for the purpose of establishing a farming settlement on which a “township™ would be

> NA 347, 3630/1911/F1164, “Big native meeting in Pretoria”.

% Kokstad Advertiser, 7 December 1917.

> GCPO, 3 March 1925.

% NA 347, 3630/1911/F1164, “Big native meeting in Pretoria”.

% That Le Fleur had a township in mind was also suggested in 1915 after Le Fleur encountered payment difficulties
with farms acquired in 1910. On looking for alternative land, Le Fleur told Piet Burger that he wanted to purchase his
farm in order to lay out a “township”. Cape Times, 10 December 1920.
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developed. Although Le Fleur might have initiated farming schemes in the area, his activity in the area
might also have been at the invitation of Coloureds there who were impressed with his self-help schemes in
the vicinity of Cape Town.”” From 1 February 1910 Le Fleur and a number of people settled on the farms
Wolvekloof®" and a portion of De Draai in Touws River belonging to James Douglas Logan, even though
Le Fleur and his associates signed a contract for the purchase of these farms only on 3 March 1910. Le
Fleur and his associates undertook to form a company named the Touws River Land Settlement Company
Limited that was supposed to raise money for the purchase of the farms. They acquired some livestock such
as horses, cattle, and goats and planted a variety of crops. Le Fleur himself engaged extensively in
agriculture, apparently sowing a huge amount wheat, sweet potatoes, onions, cabbage, as well as a variety
of other seeds in 1913.%

At least one person involved in the Touws River scheme was with Le Fleur at Breakwater prison, that is,
Moses Stoffels, alias Ncapayi.” Stoffels was apparently of Xhosa origin. His continuous association with
Le Fleur would thus have undercut Le Fleur’s ethno-racialism and suggested Le Fleur’s ethno-‘racial’
ambivalence. It suggested that despite Le Fleur’s repeated pronouncements against ethno-‘racial’ mixing,
and his expressions of an apparent Griqua-Coloured exclusiveness, he could nevertheless encourage certain
individuals of Bantu-speaking origin to participate in his land schemes who could thus assume the identity
associated with others in those schemes. Le Fleur was, however, far less accommodative of broad ethno-
‘racial’ alliances between Griqua/Coloureds and Bantu-speakers after 1897.

The settlement initiative at Touws River was the beginning of a series of similar schemes in the Cape. After
beginning the scheme at Touws River early in 1910, Le Fleur promoted his land acquisition ideals widely,**
as reflected at the meeting in the Good Shepherd Church in Pretoria where Le Fleur proposed the
acquisition of a colony for Coloureds. It would only be after Le Fleur located himself once again in a
Griqua environment in 1916 that the Griqua category would feature prominently in his ethno-‘racial’
farming resettlement schemes.

Although much in a Coloured environment after his release, Le Fleur was also in touch with some Griqua in
Cape Town.” Thus, whilst his residence and activities in the Cape Town area would have inclined him to
strengthen his association with a Coloured identity, the links that he kept with the Griqua would also have
sustained his association with a Griqua identity. His association with Coloureds and Griqua would have
reinforced his identification of Griqua with Coloureds, and encouraged the inclusion of both Griqua and
(other) Coloureds in his ethno-‘racial’ upliftment schemes.

East Griqualand: 1910 visit

Apart from contact with Griqua whilst in Cape Town, Le Fleur also rekindled his relations with Griqua in
East Griqualand through a personal visit to the region, possibly his second after his release from Breakwater
prison. Le Fleur might already have visited to East Griqualand shortly after his release to bring his wife and
son to Cape Town where he was based for much of the first decade of the century.®® Whilst in Johannesburg

% Griqua manuscript , p. 20.

Including “Annex Pienaars Kloof” and “Annex Kruispad”. Cape Town Archives, Cape Supreme Court (CSC)
2/1/1/744, 231, Tlliquid case, James Douglas Logan versus Andrew Abraham Stockenstrom le Fleur and others, 1914,
Annexure A.

82 CSC 2/1/1/744, 231, Annexure B. On possessions of Le Fleur and his associates at the Touws River farms see also
GG 1544, 50/492, A le Fleur, De Draai to Buxton, Governor General, Pretoria, 28 January 1915.

% Others involved in the scheme included Jan Alsoner, Jacob Harmse, Jan Wangenstrom, August Srenberg, H Beukes
and D Okhuis CSC 2/1/1/744, 231, Annexure A & B.

® GCPO, 7 August 1925.

5 cMT 3/874/644, Commissioner, Urban Police district, Cape Town, to Acting Under Secretary for Native Affairs,
Cape Town 21 April 1911.

% Griqua manuscript, p. 17.
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with his family in 1910, Le Fleur undertook to visit his mother-in-law in East Griqualand who was
apparently very ill. He notified the Native Affairs secretary about his intention and was allowed by the
government to visit East Griqualand. Le Fleur left Johannesburg shortly before Christmas with his wife for
East Griqualand.®” Le Fleur was acutely aware that the authorities were concerned about his visit to East
Griqualand, fearing that he might again stir up the ‘Natives’. He was thus inclined to repeatedly emphasize
his noble objectives, to renounce politics, and to stress his distrust of ‘Natives’. Before his departure he
stressed in a letter to the secretary of Native Affairs that he did not have any subversive motives:

[A]s far as the Griqualand Question is concerned I have given it up 13 years ago and have never taken part
nor do I even intend taking part in it. What is the use of flogging a dead horse. ... Again about the Natives ...
let me ask does any man think after the deception practiced by the Kaffirs on us we will even be disposed to
trust or even work together with them no matter what Question. I say no not me. I have done with Politics and
trust entirely to see us justly treated.®®

Le Fleur’s assertions about his renunciation of politics and his distrust of ‘Natives’ were, however, not
merely calculated to ease government officials, but reflected a socio-political orientation manifested in his
upliftment projects.

Whilst in East Griqualand Le Fleur held a few meetings. Two cattle were apparently slaughtered at a feast
organized by his “admirers” at Ensikeni where he stayed for a few days. In Kokstad Le Fleur was
“entertained” by his old associate Adam Smith who welcomed him together other people. A “beast” was
also slaughtered for the occasion.”

Le Fleur’s visit had a big influence amongst the underclasses, especially amongst Bantu-speakers, and in
particular those in Umzimkulu who were already much discontented due to east-coast fever restrictions and
preventative measures.”’ Like in the late 1890s, rumours that the country would be “handed back” to Le
Fleur were again afloat, particularly amongst Bantu-speakers, thus reinforcing the suspicion amongst
government officials that he had seditious intentions. White farmers, government officials as well as some
Griqua and Bantu-speakers, monitored Le Fleur closely during his visit. Le Fleur left the region early in
January 1911."

The rumours attending Le Fleur’s visit to East Griqualand thwarted his attempts to project himself
positively to the government. His attempt to project himself as a law-abiding citizen together with the
suspicion and rumours of seditious activities, suggested to government officials that he was cunning and
deceptive. E Barret from the Department of Native Affairs indicated in 1912 that Le Fleur was

[c]rafty, cunning and false, incorrigibly mischievous, but never formidable, le Fleur presents a character
without, so far as is officially known, a single redeeming quality. ... [N]o good can reasonably be expected to
result from encouragement of any section of the coloured population to regard this man as their leader.”

7 CMT 3/874/644, (Telegram) Kokstad Magistrate to Umtata, 2 January 1911; CID report of AE Ling, 14 March
1911; NA 347, 3630/1911/F1164, Le Fleur, to Secretary, Native Affairs, 11 December 1910. NTS 7599, 4/328,
Commissioner, Urban Police, Cape Town, to Acting Under Secretary, Native Affairs, Cape Town, 21 April 1911;
Barret, to Minister, Native Affairs, 4 September 1912.

% NA 347, 3630/1911/F1164, AAS le Fleur, Denver, J ohannesburg Burton, Secretary, Native Affairs, Cape Town, 11
December 1910.

 CMT 3/874/644, Resident Magistrate, Kokstad to CMT, Umtata, 28 January 1911.

0 cMT 3/874/644, Magistrate, Umzimkulu to Stanford, 11 January 1911; Resident Magistrate, Kokstad, to CMT, 28
January 1911. NA 347, 3630/1911/F1164, Stanford, CMT, to Under Secretary, Native Affairs, Cape Town, 7 February
1911.

TCcT™ 3/874/644, (Telegram), Magistrate, Kokstad, to Umtata, 2 January 1911.

2NTS 7599, 4/328, Barret, Department of Native Affairs, Pretoria, to Minister of Native Affairs, 4 September 1912.
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Although Le Fleur steered away from East Griqualand, there was a persisting expectation amongst some of
the underclasses in the region that he would return to play an important role as a Griqua leader. Samuel
Vakalisa, “one of the Administrative Police in Matatiele”, claimed (in 1917) that by the end of 1912 he
attended a meeting at Adam Smith’s house where the restoration of land and the return of Le Fleur was
discussed:

There were many natives and Griquas present. Natives came from Umzimkulu, Mt. Ayliff, Mt. Frere and ...
[other] Districts ... . Adam Smith addressed [the people] from a wagon. He said Andrew Le Fleur would
come soon and that this land ... would be given back to Griquas and would be put under the Chieftainship of
Le Fleur ... Smith said all who voted for A. Le Fleur [to be chief over East Griqualand] must sign the list and
pay 2/- so that when Le Fleur came he (Smith) could show him the list. Smith said the Government gave East
Griqualand to the Griquas. ... He said all the ... Headmen who did not follow his (Smith’s) advice would be
discharged by Andrew Le Fleur when came, and all the people who did not follow his advice would be
chased away from East Griqualand by Andrew Le Fleur. He said the white people would go away from East
Griqualand as soon as Le Fleur came. The people were very much pleased and they signed the list and each
paid the required 2/-."

Le Fleur’s visit to East Griqualand, and the high regard that many amongst the underclasses had of him,
might have strengthened his chiefly aspirations, and, given his location amongst Coloureds in Cape Town,
induced him to attempt to promote his chiefly aspirations amongst Coloureds and in so doing he would have
reactivated an identification with a Khoekhoe heritage within Coloured communities.

Leadership positioning

After his (December 1910 — January 1911) visit to East Griqualand Le Fleur returned to Cape Town where
he resided for a while on his farm at Diep River in the Wynberg district. About six Griqua worked for Le
Fleur on the farm (in 1911), two of whom resided on it. Le Fleur obtained a portion of his income from
cutting wood on the farm that he sold in the Wynberg district.”* Much of Le Fleur’s time between 1910 and
1915 appears, however, to have been spent on the farming schemes in Touws River. Whilst attempting to
develop a farming settlement in Touws River between 1910 and 1915 Le Fleur also attempted to generate
government respect for chieftainship amongst Coloureds. He also projected himself to the government as a
responsible Coloured leader who would instil order amongst his followers. Communicating to the Governor
General Lord Gladstone early in 1914 Le Fleur reasoned that the

[The missionary belief that] removing [the]... Chief amongst the Coloured people will be for their good and
that Christian influence was enough ... was the most foolish thing ever thought of. ... [L]ook at the result
generally speaking the people are further back than when they look[ed] up to their chief who demanded and
compel respect for them [sic].”

In projecting himself as a creditable Coloured leader, Le Fleur had to deal with rival leaders and
organizations like the APO. He indicated to Prime Minister General Louis Botha in 1914 that it was “the
greatest mistake possible” for the “European public to take all the A.P.O. expresses as coming from the
Coloured people” as it expressed only the view of a few. He also expressed his opposition to the “labour

 CMT 3/874/644, Statement of Samuel Vakalisa made sometime before 25 Januaryl917. Resident Magistrate,
Matatiele, to CMT, Umtata, 24 January 1917.

" NA 347, 3630/1911/F1164, Commissioner, Urban Police District, Cape Town, to Acting Secretary, Native Affairs,
Pretoria, 1 September 1911.

GG 955, 19/196, AAS le Fleur, Cape Town, to Lord Gladstone, Governor General, Cape Town, 1 April 1914.
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movement”.”® Le Fleur sought official support for his attempts to ‘restore’ Coloured national life”’ and
hoped that the government would support his farming schemes.”

De Draai & Wolvekloof settlement difficulties

Developments at the farms in Touws River did not go in line with the plans of Le Fleur and his associates.
Their undertaking to form a company for the purchase of De Draai and Wolvekloof did not materialize. The
occupiers of the farms were also unable to pay the instalment agreed on in 1910. In 1913 the occupants
entered a new agreement undertaking to pay rent “for the use and occupation of the land” at a rate of “fifty
pounds sterling per month, reckoned from the 1st February, 1910 up to the end of June, 1913”. Thus,

instead of being potential owners Le Fleur and his associates agreed to be merely “monthly tenants”.”

The occupiers pledged their “crops, livestock and general property” to James Logan for outstanding as well
as for future rent. They also undertook not to remove any crops, livestock or other property belonging to
them until all the rent due to Logan was paid. As soon as their crops were harvested, they were to be
delivered to any agent appointed by Logan. The proceeds of their sale were to be used for the reduction of
their debts to him.*

The tenants’ financial difficulties continued, prefiguring future farming schemes of Le Fleur. Le Fleur
applied unsuccessfully for financial assistance from the Agricultural Bank of South Africa in Pretoria in
July 19133 He also appealed unsuccessfully for aid from the minister of finance.*” The tenants’
relationship with Logan deteriorated. They “failed and refused” to pay rent, notwithstanding Logan’s
demand for rental payment.*> The circumstances of Logan, whose medical advisors “ordered” him to go to
Europe,* might have induced him to put pressure on the tenants to comply with their agreement.

In November 1913 Logan was granted an interdict by the Cape Town Supreme Court preventing the tenants
from removing their property and produce. Although set aside by the same court in February 1914, the
interdict appears to have impeded the sale of the tenants’ produce, thus disinclining or disabling them
further from paying rent.*> Failure to pay rent further induced Logan to initiate legal proceedings in
February 1914. He demanded outstanding rent for the use and occupation of his farms from November 1911
until 1914, in terms of the agreement of 1913.%° Logan also sought an order requiring the occupiers to
deliver all their crops and stock on his farms and that he acquire the proceeds of their sale.”’ He also issued
them a notice requiring them to vacate his farms. The tenants refused, however, to vacate his farms.®

S NTS 7599, 4/328, AAS le Fleur, Cape Town, to General Louis Botha, 6 April 1914.

7 GG 955, 19/196.

® GCPO, 29 May 1925 (copy in Cape Town Archives Magistrate/Bantu Affairs Commissioner, Sterkspruit (2/SPT) 16
N1/9/2).

”csc 2/1/1/744, 231, Annexure A.

80 CSC 2/1/1/744, 231, Annexure B.

81 LC, Correspondence file, E Viljoen, Private Secretary, Minister of Justice and Native Affairs, Pretoria, to AAS le
Fleur, De Draai, Touws River, 21 July 1913.

2 GCPO, 29 May 1925.

8 csc 2/ 1/1/744, 231, Plaintiff’s [D Logan] Declaration, Supreme Court, Cape of Good Hope, 6 April 1914; CSC
2/1/1/744, 231, Defendants’ Plea. [Stamped] 14 August 1914.

CSC 2/1/1/744, 231, Summons of Deputy Sheriff, Worcester, 9 February 1914.

¥ CSC 2/1/1/744, 231, Statement of Harry Hands, 8 May 1914,

8 csc 2/1/ 1/744, 231, Defendants’ Plea. [Stamped] 14 August 1914.

8 csc 2/1/ 1/744, 231, Plaintiff’s [D Logan] Declaration, Supreme Court, Cape of Good Hope, 6 April 1914; CSC
2/1/1/744, 231, Summons of Deputy Sheriff, Worcester, 9 February 1914.

87.csc 2/1/ 1/744, 231, Summons of Deputy Sheriff, Worcester, 9 February 1914.

8 csc 2/1/ 1/744, 231, Plaintiff’s [D Logan] Declaration, Supreme Court, 6 April 1914.
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Represented by (Cape Town based) Messrs Van der Byl and De Villiers in the Cape Town Supreme Court
in August 1914, Le Fleur and his associates denied the validity of the ‘agreement’ (or arrangement) of 1913
on the grounds that Logan “never agreed with them”. They made a counter claim of £2000 for damages
caused by the plaintiff to their character, reputation, business and legal expenses, including damages that
resulted from the interdict granted in favour of Logan and then later revoked — that prevented them from
removing their property, thus resulting in the delay of the sale of their produce.” Despite their attempts to
extend their stay on the farms of Logan, Le Fleur and his associates were compelled to leave.”
Communicating to the governor general in May 1915 Le Fleur cited, however, earlier prospects of an attack
by Afrikaners rebels as the reason why he decided to move from De Draai.”

A number of “coloured people”, presumably Le Fleur’s associates from Logan’s farms, moved to the farm
Breuwelsfontein in Ceres a few months after Le Fleur purchased it on lease from Peter Christian Burger for
£4000 — with the intention to establish a “township”. In 1916, after about three months at the farm, Le Fleur
and his associates were again forced to leave after Burger asked them to do so when he realized that Le
Fleur was not in a position to pay for the farm.”” Le Fleur decided to “return home to Kokstad” to try to
make a living from farming.” On his return to East Griqualand, Le Fleur based himself at the Driekop
farm®* in Mount Currie, the same farm on which he and his adherents plotted rebellion against the colonial
government in 1897.

East Griqualand, 1916
The move to East Griqualand was, according to AAS le Fleur’s grandchild, Eric le Fleur, in response to a
calling from Adam Kok:

In die jaar 1916 terwyl Opperhoof le Fleur saam met Koos Olivier in die veld was gaan staan Opperhoof
doodstil en Koos Olivier hoor net hoe Opperhoof sé “Goed Kaptein.” Hierna vertel die Profeet vir Olivier dat
dit Kaptein Kok was, wat met hom gespreek het en vra wanneer gaan Opperhoof sy mense haal in
Griekwaland Oos. Gevolglik vertek Opperhoof le Fleur na Kokstad om die trek gaan opvorm aldaar.”

Attempting to deflect responsibility (whilst on trial for fraud in 1921) for the loss sustained through the
1917 trek from East Griqualand — reminiscent of 1898 when he was on trial for sedition — Le Fleur
suggested on 27 September 1921,% that he did not go to Touws River in 1916 for the purpose of initiating a
migration from East Griqualand to Touws River, but that such a migration was initiated by “some of the
leading Griqua who were unable to make their holdings pay”. On supposedly being approached by the
leading Griqua Le Fleur consented to go to Touws River with a Griqua party to inspect certain land which
he knew was for sale and suitable for settlement. They brought back a good report and “all agreed to trek”.
Le Fleur insisted that he did not personally urge the Griqua to trek but that they went out on their own free
will, and that Jacobus (or Koos) Olivier, who persuaded the Griqua to embark on a trek, had greater
influence than himself. He insisted that he was merely the Griqua’s agent in the trek.”’

Jacobus Olivier, a close associate of Le Fleur (called by Le Fleur as a witness in the 1921 fraud case),
provided an account that was much in line with that of Le Fleur. He admitted on 22 September 1921 that he

¥ csc 2/1/1/744, 231, Defendants’ Plea. [Stamped] 14 August 1914.

% GCPO, 29 May 1925.

1GG 1544, 50/492, A le Fleur, De Draai, to Viscount Buxton, Governor General, Pretoria, 28 January 1915.

%2 Cape Times, 10 December 1920; 21& 28 September 1921.

% National Archives, Pretoria, Prime Minister (PM) 1/1/296, PM150/34/1916, AAS le Fleur, Breuwelsfontein, to
General Louis Botha, Prime Minister, Pretoria [1916].

% Cape Times, 28 September 1921.

% LC, Item 9.4, EMS le Fleur: “Griekwa Volksgeskiedenis: 1867-1964”, p. 6.

% When on trial for fraud inconsequent of the failed 1917 Griqua resettlement scheme in the vicinity of Touws River.
T Cape Times, 28 September 1921.



108

was part of a deputation that went to Le Fleur at Kokstad to ask him what they were to do for a living since
they could not plough as the government had taken away their land and as the forest where they used to cut
wood had been closed to them. The idea was then formed to trek somewhere else. A meeting was held and
it was agreed that they should throw all their belongings into a common pool for the trek.”®

The social and economic activities that Le Fleur engaged in after he arrived in East Griqualand do suggest
that he might have relegated the idea of self-reliant resettlement schemes, at least outside East Griqualand,
when he moved to the region in 1916. After his arrival in the region Le Fleur opened a blacksmith and
wagon-making business on the Driekop farm. He also engaged in farming and planted a huge amount of
cabbage, with a number of Griqua being in his employ. He apparently started a school and taught a number
of Griqua children agriculture and wagon-making.” The plight of Griqua in East Griqualand may, however,
have made the idea of a resettlement scheme outside East Griqualand urgent.

Unlike in 1921, Le Fleur was less inclined to attempt to deflect responsibility for the trek in 1917, that is,
before the failure of the scheme. When government officials found out about the envisaged trek a short
while before it took place, Le Fleur stressed to the resident magistrate of Kokstad in October 1917 the moral
and economic factors that inspired the trek. He also deployed the racial segregation discourse that would be
appealing to many government officials, and suggested his leading role in organizing the trek:

On my arrival here [East Griqualand] I found the Griqua and coloured people so low in industrial life moral
life Christian life that I felt my duty as a Christian to make some endeavour to pull them up. Many having
sunk lower than the raw native and so we had decided to make a move out of the native environment to the
more settled district where there our people live under Europeans and has gone forward. I feel without a
change the future of these people is dark in deed and that is why we hope that when removed from here they
would become industrious and better people. I know it is a great very great responsibility to take [sic] — but
we cannot ... shirk our human duty to our fellow-men.'®

It does appear that some Griqua were also inclined to opt to move to the Western Cape due to their liability
to be treated as ‘Aboriginal Natives’ in East Griqualand. There was a perception that there was greater
equality in the Western Cape.'”’ Living in close proximity with Bantu-speakers could reinforce their
classification as ‘Native’. Le Fleur would, through his stay in Cape Town, have developed a sharpened
awareness about geographic variations in the interpretation and application of the law, particularly in regard
to Coloureds, Griqua and ‘Natives’.

Thus, after his arrival in East Griqualand, Le Fleur became involved in meetings about a migration to
Touws River. Le Fleur communicated at the same time to government officials that the meetings he
attended were only religious and that he would not attend any meetings of a political nature. He also
indicated that he intended to live quietly on the Driekop farm where he would grow vegetables for the
Johannesburg market.'”> Griqua supporting a migration were encouraged to sell their land and other
possessions in East Griqualand to raise money for farming land that Le Fleur would buy for them.'” Le

% Cape Times, 23 September 1921.
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Fleur’s brother, Thomas, suggested in 1920 that Le Fleur’s objective from the onset was to “found a

settlement and amalgamate the Griqua and the coloured people into one”.'™

Le Fleur and his associates did not make the idea of a trek known to the authorities during the early stage of
the scheme. The excitement generated by Le Fleur’s return and the meetings held amongst Griqua and
Bantu-speakers consequently reinforced the suspicion of government officials and White farmers that Le
Fleur had seditious objectives. Government officials therefore sought grounds to arrest him or to have him
removed from East Griqualand.'®

As during his visit between late 1910 and early 1911, Le Fleur’s presence in East Griqualand between 1916
and 1917 made Whites, who felt that the Griqua and ‘Natives’ were becoming more assertive and
insubordinate, paranoid. In the words of SC Manning, a White person who stayed in Mount Currie in 1916:

I am living alongside Maraiskop [in Mount Currie] which seems to be a sort of centre for Le Fleur. ... I
reported to the Police that there has been a big meeting about a month ago. Yesterday there was still a larger
meeting and Griquas from all parts turned up. There must have been between 80 and 100 Griquas. Le Fleur
came in a wagon packed with men. I passed him this morning in the direction of Bultfontein [another Griqua
farm] and another wagon with him also full of Griquas all strangers to these parts. They stared at me in a most
insolent manner making remarks to one another. I don’t think any one could call me an alarmist, but I feel
absolutely convinced that these men are hatching mischief. The natives are talking about it freely and
wondering why the Government don’t arrest them. '

Dexter, a White storekeeper from “Ihlangweni Location”, mentioned sometime before 12 February 1917
that the ‘Natives’ have been particularly “independent and impudent” for some weeks.'”” The coincidence
of Le Fleur’s visit with the ‘First World War’, also led to speculations that he might join disaffected ‘Boers’
sympathetic to Germans in an attack on the Union government. It was rumoured that Le Fleur wanted the
Griqua and ‘Natives’ to join the ‘Boers’ so that they could regain their independence.'® The rumours could
have fed on a perception among sections of the underclasses that the war situation was opportune for revolt,
as well as on fears amongst Whites, especially Anglo-Saxons, that the underclasses might exploit the war
situation to launch an attack, especially in the light of Le Fleur’s visit to the region.

The climate of suspicion inclined longstanding pro-government Griqua leaders to reaffirm their loyalty to
the government. Addressing Governor General Lord Buxton on his visit to East Griqualand in July 1917 on
behalf of Griqua people, Cornelius de Bruin, the government sanctioned Griqua headman, pledged Griqua
loyalty to the Union government and the British empire.

[W]e feel pleased to take part in the struggle of the Great War in Europe, as loyal subjects of the Empire,
trusting that in future, we will reap the fruits of loyalty under our Government, for the services we have done
as subjects of the British Empire.'”
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De Bruin also undertook not to present Griqua grievances to the government during the war.''® In his
communication with government officials, Le Fleur also emphasized his loyalty to the government as well
as the good relations between himself and Whites. Because of suspicion that attended him, Le Fleur
repeatedly communicated his commitment to peace and order to government officials. He indicated to the
resident magistrate of Kokstad in April that

I have on my part endeavoured to do all I can to let us live in peace and goodwill and have found that feeling
of kindliness is apparent and open, especially the European people. I have had the opportunity here to point
out to all natives who have come to greet me that there is no matter of dispute between myself and the
Europeans and that they must do their duty to the authority.'"!

In October Le Fleur again attempted to reassure the resident magistrate of his commitment to peace:

[A]s far as it was possible we have preached to the natives to live in peace and good will toward the
Europeans as it was protection to themselves to have the Europeans amongst them. And as long as I and my
people live whom I live with [sic] we will ever preach reconciliation come what may to the contrary.' "

Rumours of plotting against the White regime contributed to the high level of interest that government
officers maintained in Le Fleur’s activities. A close watch was kept on him through police agents.'”
Seeking legal measures to curb his activities, government officials attempted to have Le Fleur arrested in
terms of the conditions of his release in 1903 but had to accept that his release was unconditional.""*
Postmasters in the Transkeian Territories (of which East Griqualand was part) were instructed in January
1917 to hand to the resident magistrates in the territory any correspondence addressed to Andrew le Fleur.
His correspondence was to be opened by steam and any suspicious matter was to be reported by telegraph
to the chief magistrate of the Transkeian Territories and retained."” Head police suspected that ‘Native’
police at Kokstad warned Le Fleur that the authorities were monitoring his activities.''® The information
that Le Fleur might have thus received would have made him more guarded in his actions.""” Although
police and magistrates heard much rumours about Le Fleur’s seditious meetings and his hostility and
bitterness against the government, they could not find anything substantial warranting his arrest.''®

Le Fleur probably realized that the secrecy of the planning of the envisaged Griqua migration contributed
much to suspicion that a revolt was being plotted. He claimed that the proposed migration was kept secret
because he and his associates wanted to purchase land in the vicinity of Touws River for as small an amount
as possible, reasoning that the owners would immediately put up the prize if they new about the envisaged
migration.'"” East Griqualand authorities found out about Le Fleur’s settlement plans in the Touws River

"0 Kokstad Advertiser, 27 July 1917.
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region only a short period prior to the Griqua trek. By then Le Fleur had purchased (in his own name) the
farms Smousbosch in Worcester and Driekoppen in Lainsburg. Smousbosch was purchased for £2,500 on a
bond of £1,500. Driekoppen was purchased for £1,800 on a bond of £1,200. Le Fleur intended to sub-divide
the farms amongst the Griqua when the full purchase prize was eventually paid.'" He depicted the farms
very positively before the migration. Le Fleur emphasized that there was an abundant supply of water and
that the ground was good for agriculture.'*!

Le Fleur’s expression of the nobility of his motives in regard to the settlement scheme was put to in doubt
by divergent accounts of his aims. There were rumours that a trek would be followed by a revolt by the
Griqua or by a joint revolt with Bantu-speakers. As between 1896 and 1897, Le Fleur’s ideas between 1916
and 1917 were received and relayed in terms of the expectations, hopes, concerns and fears of different
people. Continuing resentment against Whites generated hope or fear that Le Fleur would attempt to
forcibly repossess land from Whites. Le Fleur would thus again have been exposed to forces from various
quarters prompting him in various directions. His past experience was, however, decisive in the direction
that he opted for and in the ideals that he pursued.

Adam Albert of Cedarville in Matatiele supposedly visited Le Fleur at his home on Driekop on 7 September
1917. He made a sworn statement affirming the supposed seditious intentions of Le Fleur:

Alfred [sic] le Fleur ... told me that he had bought land in the colony and he desired that all the women and
children of the Griqua families should be sent to this land, ... he also said they should sell their cattle but
retain their horses because he wants all the men to come back here to take their land with blood.

Zwartboy Mfundisi from Cedarville also claimed that Le Fleur had seditious intentions. According to
Mfundisi Le Fleur was present at a service in the Griqua Church in Cedarville on Sunday 21 October 1917.
Le Fleur requested that all the women should leave the building. A meeting was then held between the men.
Le Fleur mentioned at that meeting that

the country belongs to the Griquas and Natives and to-day it is occupied by the White Men, but he ... has
purchased land in the Cape Province and desires that all Natives and Griquas should take their families to that
[land]. ... [TThe men [were then] to return here and take their land with their Blood. He further stated that they
must not fear because he ... has all the plans (indaba) of all the Native Chiefs about here in his hands [sic].122

The sworn statement of Jeremiah Duzingwa, “a Hlubi and a teacher at the Griqua School [at] Cedarville”,
was more in line with the writing that Le Fleur bequeathed. He claimed that after a service in the Griqua
church on a Sunday evening in October, Le Fleur “spoke ... to the people in something of these terms”:

I am like Moses, I know you people are poor and in trouble. I now want to take you to a land where you will
be in liberty, and where you can make progress, I have bought you land in the Western Province where you
can live free, there is no money in this country. I have come to take you away. '*

Although Duzingwa’s affidavit was more in line with Le Fleur’s conduct, those who had a prior image of
Le Fleur as troublemaker were inclined to find his account incredible. A police detective indicated that he
was

120 cMT 3/874/644, Magistrate, Kokstad, to CMT, 1 November 1917; Guthrie to Secretary, Native Affairs, 16 July
1920.
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123 NTS 7599, 4/328, Affidavit of Jeremiah Duzingwa, 7 December 1917.
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not satisfied with the account given by this man Jeremiah, he appears to me to be a drunken reprobate with a
fair show of crafty intelligence and I am inclined to think that he is concealing something that may to some
extent support the statement of Zwartbooi.'**

The ideas people had of Le Fleur were also much relayed, recycled and reworked in terms of concerns
generated by prevailing political, socio-economic, and environmental conditions, as exemplified by the
claims of Samuel Vakalisa. Vakalisa claimed in November 1917 that Adam Smith was recruiting “natives”
for “Paramount Griqua Chief” Le Fleur. Le Fleur’s agents informed “natives” that the “Europeans of East
Griqualand were to go out of this country and that they were to leave behind all their live stock and cattle,
sheep and horses ... for the benefit of this Paramountchief le Floure” [sic]. East Griqualand would be given
back to the Griqua. Le Fleur would then “restore every native’s cattle that died of the E.C.F. [east coast
fever]”. If the Europeans did not go out of the country then there would be war against them. A number of
“natives” joined Le Fleur and paid one shilling to get their names written on papers, indicating the number
of cattle that they lost due to the ‘east coast fever’. Those “natives” who did not have these papers would be
driven out of the country after all the Europeans have left.'”

Rumours about Le Fleur’s intentions drew partly on Le Fleur’s own ideals about Griqua independence or
self-reliance and resettlement. His own ideas were, however, liable to be augmented, embellished and
radically transformed to diverge from his ethno-‘racial’ self-reliant resettlement schemes.

Township ideal

Although Le Fleur’s ultimate ideal appears to have been the creation of a ‘Coloured colony’ in which
Coloureds could be formed into a nation, he decided, however, to embark on a more modest but
unsuccessful farming resettlement and ‘township’ scheme in Touws River in 1910, perhaps as an interim
measure. After returning to East Griqualand in 1916 Le Fleur was again driven to attempt to set up a
township in the Touws River region. Le Fleur envisaged the establishment of a Griqua township on the
settlement projected as having huge productive potential. The trekkers were to be allocated plots after their
arrival at the settlement. He envisaged that houses would be built on a co-operative principle, with the
trekkers contributing a weekly payment towards the buildings. The Griqua themselves, among whom there
were sawyers, blacksmiths and wagon-makers, were to do much of the construction. '

Le Fleur also envisaged the erection of a large school where “Christian and national ideals” would be
inculcated in children. A general tax on the holders of property would be raised to provide for the erection
of the school. Le Fleur and his associates agreed to leave the “church question” in abeyance “to avoid strife
among us”. Le Fleur reasoned that “[r]eligion in South Africa is very much akin to liquor in always creating
divisions, whereas it ought to work for unity and concord”. A church plot would be set aside and held

until we have an understanding as to what form of religion will suit us, and contribute to that unity which is
strength. As we stand now we are divided into fifty sects, and if we start putting up a church before we got
away from the environment of sect jealousies, we would land our people back into the ditch of discord and
strife, on the very ground where they ought to be united to combat the evils of drink and immorality.

It was decided that liquor would not be sold in the township. Those who wanted to drink could obtain liquor
outside the envisaged township. It seems that the nearest place where liquor could be obtained was at a
hotel 20 miles from the envisaged township. The township would be managed by a village management
board in the beginning and later by a municipality “which will enable us to compel all erf holders to build

124 NTS 7599, 4/328, SJ Carter, Detective Head Constable, Kokstad, to District Commandant, Kokstad, 13 December
1917.
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12 e Fleur also thought that if lucerne was planted, one acre would yield an income of £60 per annum and an
agricultural holding an income of at least £200 to its owner per year. Kokstad Advertiser, 7 December 1917.
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their habitation in a proper way”."*” Le Fleur apparently expected or hoped that Coloureds from the Western
Cape would join the Griqua in the resettlement scheme in the vicinity of Touwsriver.'*®

Departure to Touwsriver

In preparation for the trek Griqua participants, many of whom were from Umzimkulu and Mount Currie,
sold much of their property to raise funds for the resettlement scheme, with farm-owners selling their farms
and livestock. Much of the sale proceeds were put into a common fund controlled by Le Fleur. Le Fleur
acquired the services of Gilbert Dold, a Kokstad based attorney, to carry through land transactions. The
bulk of the migrants went by train from Maclear station in mid-October 1917 with the first instalment of
migrants, comprising thirteen families, arriving in Touws River on 19 October 1917. Attempts were
subsequently made by government officials to prevent other Griqua from travelling to Touws River. The
station master at Maclear, A Larkin, was instructed not to issue tickets to Griqua unless they had health
permits.'” Around 700 people eventually migrated to Touws River.'*

An early group trekkers arriving at Touws River were met by Reverend JW van Stavel of Worcester,
apparently on invitation and with his expenses paid for. A service was held involving short prayers,
scripture readings and the singing of Dutch hymns. Elaborating on the religiosity of the arrival, the
Worcester Standard mentioned that “The Chief and his followers were invited to consider well their
undertaking at such a remote spot; and then the blessing of heaven was invoked ... as they inspanned —
themselves and their few animals”."*' From 1917 Le Fleur was represented very much in the press as a
Griqua chief and his followers as Griqua.'”> The representation of his 1917 adherents in Touws River as
Griqua contributed to new followers in subsequent schemes also being referred to as Griqua, by the press,
government officials, as well as members of the public, even though many of them did not have prior
Griqua associations, thus aiding Le Fleur’s attempt to turn Coloureds into Griqua.

Rumours continued back in East Griqualand that the trek would be followed by a revolt by Griqua and
Bantu-speakers. It was rumoured that Le Fleur would explain the plan of attack on his return and that he
would supply the insurgents with weapons and lead the attack. It was also rumoured that the “Dutch” (i.e.
Afrikaners) with whose assistance they would get back the country speedily would join the insurgents.'*
Adam Smith, with a long history of political agitation for the Griqua,"* was also suspected to be involved
in the supposed plotting against the government.'*

In light of continuing rumours about the motives behind the migration, and in light of Le Fleur’s aim of
drawing more Griqua from East Griqualand into his settlement schemes, he reaffirmed social and moral
concerns behind the migration and his desire to restore the Griqua national spirit. In attempting to ease
White concerns Le Fleur once again deployed a discourse that appealed to the ‘racial’ and cultural
sensibilities and prejudices of many Whites. In his communication to the Kokstad Advertiser shortly after
the trek, Le Fleur reiterated that they did not go to Touws River for political purposes and reaffirmed the
ethno-national and moral motives behind the trek:
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[W]e have come with the object of removing our girls and boys from the environment of other nationalities,
who are only working for their downfall. We most strongly object to intermarriages with other races, which in
the first place brings discord between us and other nationalities, and make the offspring of these marriages
outcasts among those nationalities in whom their parents married. It also builds up a race of criminals, and
men and women brought up without control, without God, without self-respect, without hope, without love
for nationality, and leaves our future generation to face a most cruel problem. Our daughters are the flower of
our race, our virgin pride, and we in moving have decided that steps must be taken, no matter what it costs, to
safeguard their future. Our boys need our control and to be taught the honour of their own nationality, the
respect of their women and mothers. This cannot be done by mixing with other races, and until we teach them
national instinct, national honour, they will never be able to fill their proper place in South Africa. This is the
whole mystery of the trek.'*

The sentiments expressed by Le Fleur were in circulation among Griqua in both in East Griqualand and in
Griqualand West and would thus be well received by many Griqua. In 1913 Petrus Pienaar from Griqualand
West expressed similar sentiments before the Natives Land Commission in appealing for Griqua farms:

[L]iving in towns, the intermixture of different races does not tend to raise our morals, we are getting
demoralised, our children cannot be educated properly, and their characters cannot be formed properly
because of this intermixture. And therefore we have looked about where it would be well to have ground for
the Griquas ... ."*’

Whilst Whites and government officials in East Griqualand suspected Le Fleur’s motives, White farmers in
Touws Rivier and surrounds were delighted with the arrival of the Griqua as they arrived during the season
when wheat had to be reaped and when labour thus was required.”® Griqua labour was also in demand
during the fruit season."”” Agents for municipal and divisional councils in surrounding areas were sent to
“negotiate with Chief Le Fleur” for labourers.'*” Griqua girls were taken into the service of Whites in the

vicinity of Touws River. While younger men were reaping on White farms, older men prepared the
141

homesteads. ™ Thus, as it was with Le Fleur for some time prior to 1911, he once again operated as a labour
provider.
Caring for the flock

To the extent that Le Fleur aspired to have self-reliant farming settlements, he would have disseminated
Griqua to Whites as labourers only as a temporary measure until his scheme worked according to plan. In
advancing his plan Le Fleur decided that the Driekoppen farm should be used for the establishment of a
township. Agricultural plots were allocated at Smousbosch.'** Le Fleur and his wife appear to have assumed
a wide range of social roles and responsibilities at the settlements. According to Le Fleur, they helped with
“first-aid and sickness” and “in seeing to the spiritual” and “bodily needs” of the people. They also taught
the Griqua “how to use economically their small resources of income”. Le Fleur found it necessary “in
instances” that “stern measures ... be taken with the young men to teach them discipline and obedience,
which measures had a most marvellous effect on the young people ... and has proved that they can act as an
honourable people if only led right”.'* Le Fleur claimed later (in 1921 whilst on trial for fraud) that the
Griqua came to look to him for everything.
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I was not only their slave but their doctor, veterinary surgeon, cashier, and all sorts of things. In fact they
worried me from morning till night.'**

Mining

Manifesting an inclination to embellish reality in ways that served to sustain and expand his flock despite
difficulty, Le Fleur claimed that Smousbosch contained enough minerals to make the Griqua wealthy.'*
Communicating with Gilbert Dold after the trek, he indicated that “that they had discovered gold in payable
quantity, cola in abundance, tin ore of the richest quality, mercury, etc., and that the rocks were loaded with
diamonds, petroleum oil and also petrol of the highest grade”. Le Fleur suggested that another Transvaal
“has been discovered by us. It seems to us almost like a dream, and you can imagine with what joy we

behold the prospect before us”."*®

According to his brother Thomas, Le Fleur attempted to raise funds in Cape Town for the mining of
minerals that were supposed to be on Smousbosch. A meeting attended mainly by Coloureds and a few
Whites was held in Claremont, Cape Town, in 1918 in regard to the creation of a company to mine the
minerals — after Le Fleur and an associate had brought samples of what they claimed was gypsum, coal and
other valuable minerals from the farms. A delegation subsequently investigated the farms. It was apparently
confirmed that there were minerals on the farms. It was proposed at another meeting in Claremont that a
company with a capital of £10,000 with shares for £1 be floated. 650 shares were applied for at the meeting.
Le Fleur was, however, not in favour of the proposition, fearing that the Griqua could lose their property if
the syndicate became insolvent. He did not attend subsequent meetings and the plan to set up a mining
company could thus not be carried through.'*’

Settlement difficulties

Agricultural production on the farms did not accord with the vision Le Fleur painted to his followers before
the trek. Both Driekoppen and Smousbosch proved too dry for the settlement of a large number of people.
The trekkers apparently went to Driekoppen with around 100 horses but lost most or all of them. Some
Griqua obtained work in Lainsburg. Others went to look for work in places like Ceres and Calvinia.'*® Le
Fleur sent a number of Griqua to Cape Town in 1918 and apparently told them that it was not safe for them
to stay in Touws River without explaining why it was unsafe to remain. A few of the Griqua that Le Fleur
sent to Cape Town returned to East Griqualand.'*

At the same time as Le Fleur attempted to develop the resettlement scheme in the vicinity of Touws River,
he also attempted to purchase land on the Cape Flats. In June 1918 Le Fleur purchased a piece of land in
Welcome Estate near Cape Town for £4,500 on bond, apparently to provide refuge for the Griqua that he
sent to Cape Town from Touws River. Le Fleur could, however, not pay the monthly instalments on the
farm and the sale was eventually cancelled.'

Le Fleur also encountered serious financial problems in regard to Smousbosch and Driekoppen.
Corresponding with Gilbert Dold in March 1919, Le Fleur mentioned that he had not then started with the
settlement as he intended because of the danger posed by the “Boer nationalist”, who might force the
Griqua to join them when they attacked the government. He claimed that that was the “sole reason for why”
he “moved the majority of the Griquas to Cape Town”."' In the midst of the crisis that the Griqua

1% Cape Times, 28 September 1921.

95 Kokstad Advertiser, 5 September 1919.

146 [ e Fleur’s communication to Dold is cited Cape Times, 20 November 1920.

47 Thomas le Fleur, cited in Kokstad Advertiser, 17 & 24 December 1920.

48 oMT 3/874/644, Secretary, Native Affairs, to CMT, 24 December 1919.

9 Cape Times, 25 November 1920. Kokstad Advertiser, 12 July 1918; 17 December 1920; 27 September 1921.
10 Cape Times, 22 September 1921.

1 Letter to Gilbert Dold written on 19 March 1919 reproduced in parts in Cape Times, 23 November 1920.
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encountered, Le Fleur found their victory over liquor and the growth of self-esteem as causes for some
satisfaction. He informed Dold that

the Griquas are a people who if away from the dark life of East Griqualand, are most worthy of respect, and I
can assure you they have proved, amidst the many trials and temptations, first they can bear a trial without a
murmur, and they can fight against the drink evil [sic] better than any European people, and I feel proud to
say they have come through the first trial and temptation triumphant, and up to now no Griqua has been
convicted for drunkenness. They have set an example to the farmer by refusing to be served with drink ... .
[TTheir migration ... has made them a people from the very lowest degradation as these fellows are to-day in
East Griqualand, to the best respected coloured people at the Cape, and every European feels that when
speaking to a Griqua he is speaking to a man."

Le Fleur could not maintain the mortgage payments for Smousbosch and Driekoppen. The remaining
Griqua were compelled to leave the farms after the Supreme Court issued a sequestration order on Le
Fleur’s estate in 1919. Driekoppen was seized by the high-sheriff and resold to a White farmer for an
amount much below the original prize. Smousbosch was retaken by the original owner.'> As most of those
who migrated to Touws River in 1917 were poor,”* with only a few having been fairly well off in East
Griqualand, the Griqua would not only have been left stranded after the collapse of the resettlement scheme
but be even further impoverished."”> Many of those who were among the last to leave moved to the Cape
peninsula to places like Plumstead, Wynberg, Eureka and Kensington. Le Fleur himself went to
Wynberg.'*®

Commission of inquiry into migration

The failure of the resettlement venture in the vicinity of Touws River provided an opportunity for
government officials to act against Le Fleur and to curb his activities. After the collapse of the venture
Walter Stanford from the Native Affairs Department suggested that an enquiry be held into Le Fleur’s
activities to ascertain whether there was sufficient evidence for charges of fraud and embezzlement against
him."’ F Guthrie, the resident magistrate of Kokstad, was subsequently appointed by the minister of Native
Affairs to conduct an inquiry at Kokstad. In line with Stanford’s wishes, the enquiry would look specifically
at, a) the nature of the promises made by Le Fleur to the Griqua when they were induced by him to sell their
property in East Griqualand and to migrate to Touws Rive; b) the sum of the money obtained from them by
Le Fleur; c) whether the sums or any portion of them have since been recovered by the Griqua concerned;
and d) whether the circumstances justified the institution of criminal proceedings against Le Fleur on
charges of fraud and embezzlement."®

Guthrie started his investigation in East Griqualand in 1919. Having conducted his investigation in East
Griqualand, Guthrie felt that he had obtained evidence locally that supported the suspicion that Le Fleur
obtained and retained fraudulently money from certain Griqua."”® Guthrie was permitted to proceed with his
investigation in the Western Cape where he questioned Griqua in places like Worcester, Wynberg and Cape

152 Cape Times, 23 November 1920.

153 CcMT 3/874/644, Acting Magistrate, Lainsburg, to Secretary, Native Affairs, Pretoria, 5 December 1919; SAP,
Touws River, to District Commandant, SAP, Worcester, 8 December 1919; Kokstad Advertiser, 5 September 1919;
Edgar and Saunders: “A.A.S le Fleur and the Griqua trek of 19177, p. 212.

1% Cape Times, 23 November 1920, 17 September 1921.

135 Cape Times 25 November 1920.

136 cMT 3/874/644, Secretary, Native Affairs, Pretoria, to CMT, 24 December 1919; A Celliers, CID, Cape Town, to
Inspector, CID, Cape Town, 27 September 1920; Kokstad Advertiser, 5 September 1919.

57 CcMT 3/874/644, Secretary Native Affairs, Pretoria, to CMT, 24 December 1919.

158 cMT 3/874/644, Secretary, Native Affairs, E Barret, to F Guthrie, Resident Magistrate, Kokstad, 12 February 1920.
139 CMIT 3/874/644, Resident Magistrate, Kokstad, to CMT, 14 April 1920.
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Town. According to Guthrie a “number [of Griqua] were unable or unwilling to furnish information that
would have assisted the inquiry” because of the influence that Le Fleur wielded.

Le Fleur is a man with a considerable amount of ability and exercises a great deal of influence over the

Griquas, and some of those who had suffered through him gave the information obtained in a very unwilling
160

manner.

With assistance from magistrates and police from Wynberg and Worcester, Guthrie managed to examine
twenty-seven Griqua from whom he took statements. Some of the sworn statements implicated Le Fleur in
fraud. Griqua interviewed generally maintained that Le Fleur told them that he obtained land in Touws
River for the Griqua. Most alleged that he said that he would give them land if they gave him money, which
they should raise by selling their property in East Griqualand. A few alleged that Le Fleur said that he
would merely give them land if they accompanied him to Touws River. Many alleged that they handed over
or authorized the handing over of the money obtained from the sale of their land to Le Fleur on condition
that he used some of it to purchase land at Touws River, and that he placed the balance in their credit in the
Standard Bank at Worcester.

Some witnesses alleged that their farms were sold without their knowledge or consent. Some who could not
read or write alleged that they signed documents that were Powers of Attorney authorizing the sale of their
land without realizing it. A few apparently thought their land in East Griqualand would be leased and not
sold and that Le Fleur would get the rent and hand it over to them. Witnesses generally claimed that they
never received any of the money for the purchased land. A number said that they repeatedly asked Le Fleur
for their money but he repeatedly replied that the money had not yet arrived.'®'

Whilst the commission of inquiry into the 1917 migration was still at work Le Fleur continued in his
organizational work, founding a newspaper called the Griqua and Coloured People’s Opinion early in
1920, the Griqua Independent Church of South Africa and what became known as the Griqua National
Conference in April 1920.'” Le Fleur’s movement was, however, curbed for a short while in consequence
of the findings of the inquiry into the Touws River migration. Government officials felt that there was
ground for a case of fraud against him. The extent of fraud was estimated to be around £3000. Le Fleur was
arrested in October 1920 in Cape Town. On his arrest a large amount of documents related to the trek were
taken from his office. He was charged with fraud on 9 October and remanded without bail.'®®

Le Fleur’s lengthy fraud case'® at the First Criminal Court at Caledon Square in Cape Town had the
potential to damage his reputation amongst the underclasses, especially if found guilty. The case also had
the potential to enhance his image as a pre-eminent Griqua leader, despite his attempt to conveniently
underplay his leading role in the 1917 trek — in order to deflect responsibility from himself. Le Fleur was
depicted as Griqua leader and as the leading figure behind the trek. Depictions during the case were relayed
and spread through the press. Representations of Le Fleur as a Griqua leader or chief and his followers of
1917 as part of a “Griqua tribe”, during and after his fraud case,'® further predisposed the categorization of
those who participated in his later schemes as Griqua.

10 CMIT 3/874/644, F Guthrie to Secretary, Native Affairs, 16 July 1920.

161 Bor Griqua affidavits, see attachments to CMT 3/874/644, Guthrie to Secretary, Native Affairs, 16 July 1920. For
allegations made during Le Fleur fraud case in court see e.g. Cape Times, 25, 26 November 1920; 20, 22 & 23
September 1921.

12 See chapter 6 in regard to Le Fleur’s periodical, church and the Griqua National Conference.

19 Cape Times, 11 October 1920.

1% Fairly detailed accounts of the proceedings of Le Fleur’s case are given in the Kokstad Advertiser and Cape Times
(October 1920-January 1921, July 1921-October 1921). Accounts in the Kokstad Advertiser are mainly reproductions
from the Cape Times. Extracts of the case from the Cape Times are found in NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 2.

165 E.g. Cape Times, 11 October 1920, 20 November 1920. Star, 30 December 1925, p. 8.
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Over sixty witnesses, including a few Whites, Griqua witnesses and Le Fleur’s elder brother Thomas,
appeared during the preparatory examination.'® Le Fleur was eventually granted bail of £500 on 28 January
1921."" The preliminary examination was concluded on 2 August 1921. Le Fleur was then committed
(arraigned) on 66 counts of theft, forgery and “uttering”.'® His indictment was reduced to 52 counts when
his trial commenced on 16 September 1921.' Not having a legal defence, Le Fleur conducted his own
defence and cross-examined witnesses.'”” Witnesses brought forward by Le Fleur, who included his close
associate Jacobus Olivier,"”" his brother Thomas,'”* and his son Abraham,'” generally provided support for
the view that the arrangement in the 1917 trek scheme was that all involved were to throw their assets into a
common pool for the benefit of everyone.'”* Le Fleur even claimed that his Griqua accusers actually owed
him money.'”

The conclusion of the trial between 26 and 29 September brought forward issues around the honesty, sanity
and rationality of Le Fleur that would concern government officials much in light of Le Fleur’s subsequent
resettlement schemes. E Douglas, the attorney general, indicated to the jury on 26 September that the main
point for them to decide was

whether this trek of 1917 was honestly intended for the benefit of the Griquas or whether it was an ingenious
scheme on the part of the accused to relieve them of their money under the pretence of being their friend.
They had to consider from what they had seen and heard whether accused was really a man whose only object
was to do good to his tribe, and in so doing got himself into a muddle from which he could not extricate
himself, or whether he, knowing their simple nature, had used his influence with them to enable him to
defraud them of their money and belongings.

The attorney general argued, however, that it was evident from the statements of the ‘‘the three old
Marais’*” who accused Le Fleur, that they understood that their properties were to be let and not sold as Le
Fleur tried to prove, and that the jury should, if they found that the accused had no right to sell the Marais’
farms, find him guilty of theft of the money accruing to them.

The attorney general also asked the jury to decide

[w]hether the accused played so much on the feelings of the trekkers — using his undoubted influence among
them — as to get them in an excitable state, and by such means induced them to agree to projects and to sign
documents which they now repudiated.

Le Fleur, on his turn, also attempted (on the same day) to impress upon the jury that he was not the main
figure behind the trek to the Touws River region and that the Griqua who accused him of fraud were well
aware of the nature of the trek when they embarked on it. Although he acknowledged that he had a degree
of authority amongst the Griqua, Le Fleur maintained that the leadership was not of his own seeking but
was thrust upon him. Apparently having particularly those Griqua in mind who turned against him, Le Fleur

166 Kokstad Adbvertiser, 26 November 1920, 17 December 1920; 29 July 1921, 23 September 1921.
167 Cape Times, 29 January 1921.

18 Cape Times, 3 August 1921.
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also drew on Griqua stereotypes of laziness in his attempt to deflect blame for the failed resettlement
venture, portraying himself as a victim of unreasonable Griqua expectations, as reported in the Cape Times:

Imbued with a desire to help his people, with whom he admitted he had some authority, he did his best under
the most difficult conditions. Instead of helping him, they hampered him. They deserted him at Touws River,
but took care to leave their dependents on his hands to care for. And now, disappointed with their
expectations of wealth, which possible consummation was frustrated by their own lethargy and incorrigible
laziness, they wanted to repudiate their word and make a scapegoat of him. As far as he was concerned he had
gained nothing except obloquy and sorrow from his disinterested efforts to help these ingratiates. His dealing
with them had been open and above board, and he had not benefited to the extent of a penny, in fact, was a
very heavy loser over the affair.'”

On 29 September the judge informed the jury that the delay by Le Fleur’s Griqua accusers in bringing their
cases forward, only taking action after Guthrie’s inquiry, “lent some colour to accused’s contention that

they agreed to the sale of their farms”."”” He further indicated to the jury that

[t]he question to be decided was ... whether the accused swindled the Marais and Pienaars. Did he deceive
these people. He undoubtedly, on their own admission, spent some of the money which, he said, belonged to
the trek, on them. He did not put the money in his own pocket. But they had to decide whether he was a
muddler or a blunderer who had too much on his shoulders through having a swollen head. Accused had
shown himself to be an ambitious man. He said he was a patriot, but the question was: Was he a limelight
type of patriot who worked only for his own aggrandisement?

The jury found Le Fleur not guilty on all charges against him by a majority of seven to two. The judge
cautioned Le Fleur not to undertake such a venture again:

I should only like to say before formally discharging you that you have to some extent brought these
difficulties on yourself. I say this because I am satisfied after hearing the evidence in this long trial that
although ... you had no criminal intention in the matter, you acted in a manner in which you should not have
acted. When you took a large thing like this on your shoulders — which must have involved you and other
Griquas in thousands of pounds — you should have been more careful how you dealt with those funds, in the
manner in which documents were signed, and estates administered. It is true that you did not personally make
money out of this. You were a poor man when the trek started. You are a poor man to-day. But let me warn
you that you must be more careful in the manner with which you deal with persons who have great
confidence in you. Let all this suffering and worry be a lesson to you for the rest of you life.'”

The Griqua who participated in the trek maintained keen interest in Le Fleur’s case.'”” There was applause
from the “crowded gallery of Griquas and Natives” after the judge concluded his remarks that was quickly
suppressed by court officials.'®

A number of Griqua who participated in the 1917 trek attempted to return to East Griqualand and sought
government assistance. They felt that they would be in a better position in Kokstad where they had their
friends. The secretary of Native Affairs, E Barret, was sympathetic to their plight'®' but the resident
magistrate of Kokstad thought that it would not be good for them to be returned to East Griqualand. He
reasoned that it was unlikely that they would find work and felt that they would be a burden on already
impoverished Griqua in East Griqualand. The Griqua in East Griqualand, the mayor of Kokstad and

' Cape Times, 29 September 1921.

7 Kokstad Advertiser, 7 October 1921.

'8 Cape Times, 30 September 1921.

' Cape Times, 6 January 1921.
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Bl oMT 3/874/644, E Barret, Secretary, Native Affairs, to CMT, 24 December 1921.
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Reverend Archibald who was in charge of the Griqua Church, were, according to the Kokstad resident
magistrate, all averse to the trekkers’ return.'® The chief magistrate of the Transkeian Territories, WT
Welsh, shared Guthrie’s sentiments:

While one is disposed to feel considerable pity for these people, it must not be overlooked that they left their
homes with their eyes open and against the clearly expressed advice of many well wishers. They have only
themselves to blame for the position in which they now find themselves. I entirely agree with Guthrie’s views
that it would be unwise for the Government to repatriate them en masse. ... I cannot recommend the extension
of aid as to do so would not be in their interest nor in that of the Griquas who remained at home.'*’

Despite the failure of the 1917 resettlement venture, Le Fleur continued to be perceived by many rural
Coloureds as someone who could contribute to the improvement of their social and economic conditions.
Whilst the commission of inquiry into the Touws River trek was at work in 1919 Le Fleur continued to
propagate his ideals through his agents and to extend his influence, especially in rural areas, notably
amongst people in the Namaqualand reserves.'® Whilst Le Fleur’s fraud case was going on in 1921, his
agents continued to propagate his religious and resettlement ideas, as shown in the next chapter. Le Fleur
was not only able to inspire people to participate in his ambitious ventures but was apparently also much
inspired by his own magnificent visions.

Summation

The chapter showed that Le Fleur negotiated between different identity categories that he could use in the
promotion of his ethno-national socio-economic upliftment ventures. His upliftment ventures amongst
Coloureds manifested the articulation of Griqua ideals of independence and landownership with nationalist,
self-reliance and segregationists discourses of the early twentieth century. Le Fleur’s identity options were
influenced by his locational shifts between Griqua and Coloured environments. His activities amongst
Coloureds in Cape Town after his release from Breakwater prison in 1903 provided impetus to his
deployment of a category that transcended Griquaness. His return to East Griqualand in 1916 and the
subsequent 1917 trek to the Touws River region allowed him to put greater emphasis on the Griqua
category in his organizational work. His deployment of a Griqua category had much to do with the fact that
those who went with him to the Touws River region in 1917 were Griqua. The Khoekhoe associations of
the Griqua category, however, also made it useful for his attempt to promote Khoekhoe derived chiefly
leadership amongst Coloureds — with himself as a pre-eminent chief within a Coloured (or Griqua-
Coloured) “colony”, or within more modest farming resettlement schemes. Government officials and the
press also referred to Le Fleur’s adherents as Griqua and to himself as a Griqua leader, thus reinforcing the
association of Le Fleur’s adherents with the Griqua category. The chapter also showed that although Le
Fleur broke decisively with conventional protest politics and trans-ethnic alliances after 1897, his past
reputation and ongoing rumours of his seditious activities undermined his attempt to project himself as a
law-abiding leader. Despite his repeated pronouncements against ethno-‘racial’ mixing, and his expressions
of Griqua-Coloured exclusiveness, he could nevertheless encourage certain individuals of Bantu-speaking
origin to participate in his land schemes who could thus assume the identity associated with others in those
schemes.

182 CMT 3/874/644, Resident Magistrate, Kokstad, to CMT, 7 January 1922.
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1920.

184 LC, Item 9.4, EMS Le Fleur: “Griekwa Volksgeskiedenis”; NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 2, A Carinus, Superintendent of
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Chapter 5: Griqua-Coloured resettlement (1920-1941)

This chapter shows the significance of Andrew Abraham Stockenstrom le Fleur I’s resettlement schemes in
his attempt between 1920 and 1941 to unify and reform Coloureds as Griqua into ordered, law abiding, self-
reliant ethno-national Christian subjects. His resettlement schemes manifested the reworking of the Griqua
ideal of independence and landownership in the context of White domination and segregation and
demonstrated the practical dimension of Le Fleur’s ethno-national Christianity. The promotion of his
resettlement schemes also activated ideas of landownership and independence before dispossession by Whites
which in turn opened Coloured segments, especially amongst the rural labouring class, to socio-economic
alternatives to the prevailing order. Striving to promote ordered and loyal Griqua subjects, Le Fleur attempted
to channel the aspirations of his adherents along constitutional lines, thus suppressing rebelliousness that
readily emerged amongst ethno-‘racial’ underclasses during the 1920s. Some of Le Fleur’s adherents were,
however, fairly open to the use of unconstitutional means, thus replicating at a collective level the pre-1898
ambivalence of Le Fleur between constitutional and unconstitutional means. Le Fleur’s vision and messages
were refracted through the aspirations and concerns of different people, thus generating divergent accounts of
his activities and ongoing rumours of his seditious intentions. Attempting to re-channel resentment against
White oppression into his self-reliant and resettlement schemes, Le Fleur managed, in the main, to keep his
adherents within the limits of constitutionality. His attempt to build a reputation of his Griqua adherents as
law abiding, self-disciplined and hardworking Christians consequently gained a measure of success, thus
contributing significantly to Griqua compliance under successive governments.

In 1920 Andrew le Fleur started a newspaper, the Griqua and Coloured People’s Opinion (GCPO). He also
established the Griqua Independent Church of South Africa (GIC) in 1920 at a national conference that was
institutionalized as the Griqua National Conference (GNC). He used the GCPO, GIC and GNC to promote a
practically orientated Griqua-Coloured ethno-national Christianity. His ethno-national Christianity
encouraged self-control, self-belief, self-confidence, self-reliance and self-upliftment." Promoting Griqua-
Coloured nationhood, the GCPO also drew on the achievements of the Griqua in past Griqua polities,
associating2 their achievements with national unity which Le Fleur sought to instil amongst Griqua and
Coloureds.

GIC ministers played an impotant role in the promotion of Le Fleur’s schemes. GIC ministers travelled
throughout the country, holding meetings where religious services were combined with the promotion of Le
Fleur’s resettlement schemes. The religious dimension of the meetings held by GIC ministers facilitated their
activities. GIC ministers found it relatively easier to travel than ordinary Griqua people and were thus useful
for the propagation of Le Fleur’s resettlements schemes. Shares for the resettlement schemes were collected at
meetings and members procured for the GIC and GNC. GIC and GNC branches were also formed throughout
the country. However, despite their best intentions, the suspicion on Le Fleur stemming from his involvement
in the aborted December 1897 rebellion in East Griqualand was also extended to his agents.

Le Fleur’s resettlement schemes manifested the combination of religious and secular goals. They were ment
to contribute to Griqua-Coloured spiritual, moral, national and economic restoration. The settlements were
thus key terrains in which Le Fleur attempted the realization of his ideal of Coloured people being
transformed into a proud and self-reliant and united Christian Griqua nation. Le Fleur envisioned Griqua
settlements characterized by order and an absence of evils in society. There would, in his view, be no
drunkenness on the settlements. There would also be an absence of “pride and difference in opinion” that Le
Fleur considered to be “the weakest points in our [Coloured] Race”. On them a “Griqua spirit” would be
cultivated that would counter threatening social forces:

! Chapter 6 provides more detail on the GCPO, GIC, and Le Fleur’s ethno-national Christianity.
2 GCPO, 27 August 1926.
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[H]ere our people are not taken and driven to and fro by all sorts of spiritual as well as sporting, political, and
social menaces, which does nothing but live on talking and idleness ... . [T]he Griqua spirit and instinct will
never tolerate robbery of so lawless a description in our Race. It will produce a people who will suppress crime,
because they will refuse to harbour crime and will check and stop immorality in their children, there being an
object to live for and to work for, and therefore a great change and a new chapter will be the ultimate result.’

Agents, many of whom were GIC ministers, were sent out to encourage Coloureds to join the Griqua and to
contribute to funds for the purchase of resettlement land. The acquired land would be divided in plots. A
number of Coloureds handed over money to Le Fleur’s agents. Le Fleur’s agents were much active in the
southern and north-western regions of the Cape in 1921, organizing meetings where Le Fleur’s ideas were
promoted. The effects of the meetings were generally the same. Le Fleur’s message was refracted through the
hopes, concerns or fears of different people. Though Le Fleur sought to keep the conduct of his adherents
within constitutional parameters, his reputation as a rebel leader made his pronouncements against
dependence on Whites liable to be interpreted as a call for revolt against White oppression. His promotion of
Griqua-Coloured resettlement schemes did not only reactivate memories of land possession before White
dispossession but was also liable to be interpreted as a call for the removal of Whites from South Africa.
Some people decided to participate in his land schemes whilst others declined. Many people suspected that Le
Fleur’s schemes were fraudulent. Coloureds who joined Le Fleur’s GIC and resettlement schemes assumed a
Griqua identity. Those involved in resettlement schemes were often referred to as Griqua by government
officials, the press as well as members of the public, thus encouraging and reinforcing their self-identification
as Griqua. Participants in Le Fleur’s resettlement schemes were also often referred to as Coloureds by
government official and Whites and at times also as ‘Hottentots’," reflecting thus the association of the
Griqua, ‘Hottentot’, and Coloured categories.

Rural poverty

Those who proved most receptive to Le Fleur’s ideas were from the rural areas of the Cape characterized by a
primarily agricultural based economy. Given that it was especially in rural areas where Coloureds with a
Khoe-San heritage were located, Le Fleur would thus have rekindled identification and pride in their ancestral
heritage. Prior awareness of a Khoekhoe heritage also sensitized some people to Le Fleur’s ethno-national
uplitfment ventures. Receptivity to Le Fleur’s ideas promising an alternative self-reliant livelihood on
agricultural settlement schemes was also promoted by ‘racial’ discrimination, exploitation and poverty during
the 1920s and 1930s, exacerbated by the 1929-1933 depression. Although the growth of agricultural
production in the 1920s generated a demand for labour, wages were relatively low, exploitation severe, thus
contributing to the huge rural success of the Industrial and Commercial Workers’ Union during the 1920s.
The 1929-1933 depression led to falling agricultural prices; falling agricultural prices contributed to large
scale seasonal unemployment which further increased prior conditions of poverty. Falling agricultural prices
also led to the intensification of labour exploitation (to offset falling prices), leading to dissatisfaction and
disillusionment with White farmers.’ The social and economic condition of rural underclasess opened many to
ideas promising an alternative order. Le Fleur himself had to compete with rival leaders and organizations
with different ideologies and strategies.

Although Le Fleur had resolved to pursue his goals in a constitutional manner, some of his adherents were
more open to the use of unconstitutional means, thus replicating at a collective level the pre-1898
ambivalence, or shift of Le Fleur between constitutional and unconstitutional means. It appears that the
articulations of Le Fleur’s agents were influenced by the people whom they wanted to mobilize, and that in

> GCPO, 18 June 1926. Le Fleur elaborated his vision of a settlement near Cookhouse (in the vicinity of Bedford and
Somerset East) in this GCPO issue.

4 See e.g. Cape Town Archives, Chief Commissioner, Eastern Cape (CCK) 12, 15/1/5.

> On conditions of the underclasses in the context of the agricultural based rural Cape economy during the 1920s and
1930s, see e.g. Willie Hofmeyer: “Agricultural crisis and rural organization in the Cape: 1929-1933” (MA, Economic
History, University of Cape Town, 1985), esp. chapters 2, 3, 6.
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the process of conveying their Le Fleur-mediated aspirations of Griqua-Coloured self-reliance and unity, they
might varyingly have exploited or played on resentment against Whites that could engender further hostility.
Le Fleur managed, however, to keep his adherents within the limits of constitutionality, baring a few
exceptions.

Marthinus Phillip Hannie — Great Brak River, 1921

Meetings organized by Le Fleur’s agents were held in the southern Cape at places like Groot Brak Rivier near
Mossel Bay and in Oudtshoorn in 1921, generating much interest amongst the labouring classes. Rumours of
sedition that tended to attend Le Fleur again re-emerged. It was rumoured that Griqua leaders made anti-
White pronouncements, asserting that dispossessed land would be restored by force and that Coloured
exploitation would be ended.

Broader political developments amongst Coloureds impacted on the reception of Le Fleur’s messages,
engendering at times confusion of organizations and ideals. For example, at some meetings organized by Le
Fleur’s agents, distinction between the ‘Griqua movement’ and the Coloured based African People’s
Organization (APO) was often blurred. The blurring of the distinction between the ‘Griqua movement’ and
the APO at times also ironically revealed disillusionment with the APO, especially amongst more radically
inclined Coloureds.

Some of the relayed messages were consistent with Le Fleur’s ideals. Some were, however, mixed with ideas
that were inconsistent with Le Fleur’s written ideas. Abraham Erasmus, a storeman at Great Brak River,
attended a meeting of Marthinus Phillip Hannie, a GIC minister, in Great Brak Rivier in May 1921 at which
Hannie spoke of various matters affecting Coloureds. According to Erasmus, Hannie

said that he came to unite the Coloured people and to assist Dr Abduraman, the leader of the African Peoples
Organization. He then explained the difference between the different Coloured races and how they originated
and said that the Coloured people in the Colony are not a Nation but that the Griquas are and that he is trying to
get all the Coloured people to become one nation namely “The Griquas”, and that when all the Coloured people
in this Country are one Nation they should all belong to one Church, namely the Griqua Independent Church
and pointed out to us that the Coloured people belonged to too many different Churches.’

In line with Le Fleur’s strategy, Hannie also supposedly stated that money should be raised to buy Crown land
and other land available for farming purposes, and that schools and churches would be erected. Abraham
Erasmus and his son, Johannes, a bootmaker at Great Brak River, were at first in favour of the ‘Griqua
movement’ but became disillusioned as they suspected that it was involved in fraud. Johannes felt that it was
“being run on a loose footing, [with] money being collected amongst the Coloured people ... not [being]

accounted for”. It appeared to him that Hannie was “pocketing the money”.’

George Koert, a factory foreman at Great Brak River, claimed to have attended a meeting of Hannie at
Voorbrug near Great Brak River in July: Hannie stated there that Coloured people should not have a “white
man” as a church minister as they only poisoned the minds of Coloured people and that the few Coloured
teachers and ministers were looked upon by Griqua as dogs, as White people only used them to make money
for them. Hannie read several letters from colonial and imperial dignitaries, for example, the governor-general
and the king and the queen of England, thanking the Griqua for what they have done during the ‘First World
War War’. He stated that the English king ignored Coloured people and only considered the Griqua.®

® National Archives, Pretoria, Secretary of Justice (JUS) 528, 6515/29, Statement by Abraham Erasmus, Great Brak
River, 28 September 1921.

T JUS 528, 6515/29, Statement by Johannes Erasmus, Great Brak River, 26 September 1921.

8 JUS 528, 6515/29, Statement by George Koert, Great Brak River, 23 September 1921.
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Hannie was able to win many supporters at Great Brak River, especially among the Coloured labouring class,
including a number with rebellious inclinations. A police sergeant “found that the majority of Coloured
people there especially the better class are against Hannie”.” Many who belonged to the Dutch Reformed
Church strongly resented the loss of church membership that was caused at Great Brak River in consequence

of work by the adherents of the ‘Griqua movement’, as Abraham Erasmus indicated:

[A]bout one half of the Coloured people here are followers of Hannie, the other half is deadly against him on
account of him trying to break up their Churches by asking the members to leave their respective churches.
Only the lower class of Coloured people at Great Brak River and Voorbrug are followers of Hannie.'?

Hannie appears to have communicated Le Fleur’s ideal of Griqua-Coloured national unity and self-reliance
much in line with Le Fleur’s written ideas. He also preached against the use of violence."' A number of the
new adherents of the ‘Griqua movement’ at Great Brak River supported the ideal of economic self-reliance
but also thought that achieving economic self-reliance and the restoration of dispossessed land required the
use of force.

Jakobus Frans and Kieviet Seconds

Jakobus ‘Koos’ Frans and Kieviet Seconds imbued the ‘Griqua Movement’ at Great Brak River with
radicalism that Le Fleur attempted to curb amongst his adherents. Their own augmented ideas about Le Fleur
were probably further augmented through relays that ultimately reached colonial officials. A police lieutenant
from Mossel Bay feared that the “temperament and excitability of the coloured races as may naturally be
exhibited in the speeches of”” Jakobus Frans, “the recognized leader” of the ‘Griqua Movement’ at Great Brak
River “may cause unrest”. Frans was educated but his compatriot, Seconds, had “little education” and was,
according the aforementioned lieutenant, “absolutely irresponsible”,'” reflecting thus some inclination by
government officials to regard those with views deviating radically from pro-establishment thinking as
mentally suspect.

Frans and Seconds organized many meetings in the region after the visit of Hannie. Frans and Seconds appear
to have had rebellious inclinations that induced them to misconceive or reformulate Le Fleur’s ideas mediated
through Hannie. For example, Kieviet Seconds is reported (by Izak Fortuin) to have stated at a meeting at
Voorbrug around August 1921 that they were going to get all Coloured people together and make a Griqua
nation of them; that Coloured people should all come to their meetings and pay six pence, as they required the
money to fight the “white people” as they were going to clear them out of the country. Seconds supposedly
stated that that they had a large amount of ammunition and rifles in Cape Town and that he just had to request
his connections in Cape Town and the weapons would be forwarded to him. “He told us that we are working
for the white people as slaves and we remain poor and they get rich and this is going to be stopped and we
must take our country from them”. Fortuin reported the meeting to his White master, thus serving to fuel

White concerns about the ‘Griqua movement’."

Suggesting how easy it was to become ‘Griqua’, and some willingness to draw individuals of Bantu-speaking
origin into the ‘Griqua movement’, Dirk August, a labourer at Great Brak River, claimed that Kieviet Seconds
asked him in August 1921 to what nation he belonged. After August told him he was a “Basuto”, Seconds told
him to call himself a Griqua and to join them. Seconds and two of his associates, Koos Frans and Verwag
Wesso, supposedly further said that

% JUS 528, 6515/29, Report of Sergeant GD Griessell on “Native Unrest Great Brak River” to District Commandant,
SAP, Oudtshoorn, n.d.

0 jUs 528, 6515/29, Statement by Abraham Erasmus, Great Brak River, 28 September 1921.

'See JUS 528, 6515/29, SAP, Mossel Bay, to District Commandant, SAP, Oudtshoorn, 30 September 1921.

2 JUS 528, 6515/29, SAP, Mossel Bay, to SAP, District Commandant, SAP, Oudtshoorn, 5 October, 1921.

BJUS 528, 6515/29, Statement by Izak Fortuin, 23 September 1921.
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they are forming a new nation called the Griqua Nation, and that as soon as they get all the Coloured people
together they are going to kill all the white people and take the country from them, as it belongs to the Coloured
people. They then told me that they have been working to get the country back for some years and that we
Coloured people would have had the country already, if it was not that Abdurahman, as he is Malay [sic], and
they have made a mistake by appointing him Chairman of the movement, but they are sure to succeed now.
Seconds explained to me that they are just waiting until Hannie has travelled through the country to get the
Coloured people together, then they are going to kill all the white people. I then told Seconds that I am satisfied
with my master and the white people and that I am not going to join his movement. He then told me that they
are going to kill all the Coloured people who do not join them. I went home and reported the matter to my
master. Since Hannie and Seconds are holding meetings I hear the Coloured people talking daily about killing
the white people and taking the country."*

From the account of Dirk August it does appear that it was relatively easy to become Griqua. Those from
among the underclasses who identified with the ‘Griqua movement’ could become Griqua, especially if they
were Coloured but with some space also being made for Bantu-speakers, at least at Great Brak River. Self-
identification might vacillate; it could be temporary. Le Fleur sought to draw supporters into structures
sustaining their identity as Griqua. His Griqua resettlement schemes, GIC and GNC served that purpose.

The idea of restoration of land, even if through force, and the ending of subordination or even the reversal of
master-servant relations, appealed to a number of poor people. The promotion of the Griqua category and
resettlement schemes also appears to have rekindled association amongst Coloureds with the early indigenous
people of the country (i.e. the Khoe-San), reinforcing the idea that the country was originally theirs. Klaas
April, a servant, who was supposedly “of weak intellect” claimed that another employee, Adam Meyer,
mentioned that the “white people” would run (i.e. when a Griqua revolt took place) and those who did not join
the “movement” would also run; and that he (Meyer) would subsequently become master of the farm where
they worked. He would stay in the house and the “Missus” would be his servant. There was now, in the words
of a police lieutenant, “some talk amongst the inferior type of coloured people that this Country did belong to
them once and was taken away by the White people and that they intend taking it back some day”."

The meetings of the ‘Griqua movement’ generated much rumour of sedition being fostered. In June 1921 a
rumour went about that on the 25" of that month “Coloured people” would attack Whites.'® Whites were
greatly alarmed by meetings that were held and rumours of Coloureds rising and killing them. “The majority
of them heard nothing themselves at these meetings or from individual members of the Griqua movement”.
Some of them were informed by Coloured children and others by their Coloured servants."’

On the evening of the 25" several White families in the vicinity of Great Brak River got together at different
places and kept watch until the early hours of the morning. The anticipated attack did not take place.
However, rumours of subversive meetings continued.'® On 27 August 1921 Whites resolved at a meeting in
Voorbrug to request the magistrate of George that the authorities take active measures and that an inquiry be
undertaken into claims of Coloured unrest. They also resolved that the government be requested to provide
them with arms. Rumours of an attack on Whites appear, however, to have begun to die away in August."
The activities of the ‘Griqua movement’ subsided in the region of Great Brak River by October 1921.%

' JUS 528, 6515/29, Statement by Dirk August, 23 September, 1921.

5JjUSs 528, 6515/29, Report of Sergeant Detective GD Griessel, to District Commandant, SAP, Oudtshoorn, n.d.

' JUS 528, 6515/29, Statement by Phillip Albertus Pio, Voorbrug, 25 September 1921.

7 U8 528, 6515/29, Detective GD Griessel, to District Commandant, SAP, Oudtshoorn, n.d.

'® JUS 528, 6515/29, Statement by Phillip Albertus Pio, Voorbrug, 25 September 1921.

19 Short report on meeting attached to JUS 528, 6515/29, District Commandant, SAP, Oudtshoorn, to Deputy
Commissioner, SAP, Cape Town, 15 September 1921.

2 yUs 528, 6515/29, SAP, Mossel Bay, to District Commandant, SAP, Oudtshoorn, 5 October 1921.
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HJ Fredericks — Outdshoorn

Another of the rebelliously inclined adherents of the ‘Griqua movement’ was HJ Fredericks, a minister in Le
Fleur’s Griqua Independent Church?' who was also active in the southern Cape in 1921 in the vicinity of
Outdshoorn. Fredericks accompanied MP Hannie on a number of occasions. Fredericks claimed to have been
the secretary of the “Griqua Independent Church Conference” and to be a presiding elder in the Church.”> A
police official opined that Fredericks had “a jumbled idea of Politics and Religion, and [that] his views on
either ... [were] both misleading and dangerous”.” Fredericks was reported to have called for the restoration
of dispossessed land and for the departure of Whites. He also supposedly promised the establishment of shops
financed and managed by Coloureds, and urged Coloureds to: boycott White stores; refuse to reside in places
set aside for them; not to work during the hours their White masters expected them to; he also encouraged
domestic servants not to sleep on their masters’ premises.

Fredericks held meetings in the vicinity of Oudtshoorn at places like De Rust, Dysseldorp and Willowmore
and obtained support mainly amongst poor labour-class Coloureds.”* Michael Ackerman, a “Plain Clothes
Constable at Oudtshoorn”, claimed to have attended a meeting of Fredericks on 23 August 1921: Fredericks
addressed the audience with a Bible in his hand. He (supposedly) said that he possessed authority from the
Administrator to organize the “coloured race” and “to unite them into a big nation (called the Griqua
Independent Nation) who in future will be the only recognised Nation in South Africa)”, and that he was “a
Moses” who would “lead them through the Dead Sea and have their persecutors (vervolgers) drowned as
Moses had Faro [sic] drowned in the Dead Sea”. It was, in Ackerman’s view, “only the criminal section of the

Coloured community ... who supported him”.*

Like Le Fleur, Fredericks invoked religion to inspire support for his ideas and attempt at bringing about socio-
economic change. Fredericks was, however, more willing to challenge the prevailing social order through
radical means. Hermanus Julies claimed to have attended a meeting in Dysseldorp on 11 September 1921 held
by Fredericks that “was supposed to be religious”:

He preached from the book “Daniel” a certain verse he quoted and explained to us that this was a promise made
by God — that after a thousand years the world will change. This period of 1,000 years as he explained expired
on Saturday last. In his sermon he said “Zeg julle vir al die Joode en andere wit mense hulle moet terug gaan
naar hulle land — dit is ons land hier die, zeg vir hulle ik Fredericks zeg zoo.” Then he asked “Koop julle hout en
water? Answered “No” Naauw maar op Oudtshoorn koop julle hout en water — Answer “Yes” — Naauw maar
waarom zo. God het mos vir julle die hout en water gegee, hoekom koop julle dan julle eigen goed.” He further
said “Als julle met een vrag haaver gestuur word en julle kom [...?] nacht terug, rust julle morgen, nee, maar
morgen moet julle weer waterlui.” Further he said “Als julle my weer hier wil hebben, laat my net weet dan kan
julle ook al die wit mense uitnoodig naar die vergadering en ik sal dan hulle ook die waarheid vertel. Als een
van julle in die moelikheid is, laat my ook net weet.” Many other things were said but I cannot remember. After
this sermon he said we will all pray. Women started praying and crying. I got frightened as I have never seen
such a movement before. Many other coloured men left before the close of the meeting.*®

2 yus 528, 6515/29, District Commandant, SAP, Oudtshoorn, to Deputy Commissioner, SAP Cape Town, 23 September
1921 (also in NTS, 7600 4/328, Part 2).

2 yUs 528, 6515/29, WJ Adkins, SAP, Mossel Bay, to District Commandant, SAP, Oudtshoorn, 30 July 1921.

B JUSs 528, 6515/29, District Commandant, SAP, Oudtshoorn, to Deputy Commissioner, Cape Town, 15 September
1921.

#yUs 528, 6515/29, Statement by Hermanus Julies, n.d; SAP, Oudtshoorn, to Deputy Commissioner, SAP, Cape Town,
23 August 1921; District Commander, SAP, Oudtshoorn, to Deputy Commissioner, SAP, Cape Town, 15 September
1921.

B JUS 528, 6515/29, Statement by MC Ackerman, Oudtshoorn, 26 August 1921.

% JUS 528, 6515/29, Statement by Hermanus Julies, n.d.
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Fredericks is reported to have caused “great unrest amongst the lower and poorer class Coloureds” and to
“have [had] a following of some 400 of this class” in Oudtshoorn.

[Sleveral very intelligent Coloured men ... stated that Fredericks is thoroughly believed and has great influence
amongst the class he is working amongst. He is consequently a grave source of danger and a Religious Maniac.
He is ... out for trouble and his followers will do anything he suggests to them. It is purely amongst the ignorant
lower class that he exercises his influence.

It appears that Fredericks decided to embark on decisive action on the evening of 22 September 1921. He is
reported to have “collected a crowd of his followers” in Oudtshoorn and to have “incited them to accompany
him to Schoemanshoek twelve miles from Oudtshoorn”, allegedly “with the intention ... to kill” a White
farmer that they supposedly had a grudge against. A police patrol of four men was also dispatched to
Schoemashoek. Three miles out of Oudtshoorn the patrol met a person named Du Plessis who was driving
hurriedly, having earlier encountered Fredericks and his party. Du Plessis indicated that he was on his way to
Oudtshoorn with two wagons. A “coloured mob ... stopped him” and “practically” took “possession of his
wagons, looting a parcel” of food belonging to his drivers. “On remonstrating ... Fredericks told him to shut
up or they would finish them. The mob then proceeded towards Schoemanshoek and en route augmented their
numbers by calling others to join them”. The police patrol managed to catch up with Fredericks and his party
of about 20 men and youth “of the Criminal coloured Class”. Fredericks told the sergeant in charge of the
patrol that he was going to hold a service at Schoemanshoek. The police patrol proceeded to Schoemanshoek
to the White farmer who was supposedly under threat “to warn him of the approaching mob”. They managed
to arrive at his house before Fredericks and his party. On Fredericks being asked what the purpose was of his
party’s visit after their arrival at the farmer’s house, “Fredericks said that they wanted a J.P. as he was there to
free his people from slavery”. After a short discussion the police arrested Fredericks and 11 of his
“principals”. They appeared in the Oudtshoorn Magistrate Court on the 23 September on a charge of public
violence and were remanded without bail. “Fredericks appeared in Court with a bible in his hand and assumed
an insolent and martyrdised attitude”.”” Frederick’s conduct in 1921 was reminiscent of Le Fleur’s conduct in
1897 that culminated in an aborted rebellion in East Griqualand.” The failure of the rebellion made Le Fleur
much more guarded in the way he attempted to improve the socio-economic conditions of his adherents.

At the same time as Fredericks was encouraging militancy, MP Hannie was discouraging it, even as he
advocated self-reliance and socio-economic independence from Whites. On 26 September 1921 Hannie held a
meeting in a house at Tarka Location, Mossel Bay. According to a police officer who heard part of Hannie’s
speech, Hannie “advised his followers to stand firm as a race”. He also advised that “those Griquas (meaning
thereby the whole coloured race) who are not faithful to their movement should be cast aside by the true
Griquas”. He stated that “those who ... keep on hanging on the whiteman, are counted by the Griquas as dogs
tied with a chain round their necks”. He, however, “warned his followers not to use any threats or violence in

any way”.”

As at Great Brak River, the presence of Griqua agents in Mossel Bay caused concern amongst adherents of
other churches that they were being deprived of their members. Reverend Jones from the All Saints Gospel
Mission at Mossel Bay complained to the police that the ‘Griqua Movement” was the cause of a number of
coloured children not attending his Mission School, and that he was surprised to find that approximately fifty
per cent attending were children of adherents of the movement. He estimated that half the inhabitants of Tarka
location were influenced by the ‘Griqua movement’. He also ‘‘stated that the movement was causing friction
amongst the coloured population, and that the leaders were preaching “Anti-European” “Anti-White

7 yUs 528, 6515/29, SAP, Oudtshoorn, to Deputy Commissioner, SAP, Cape Town, 23 September 1921.
% See chapter 3.
¥ JUS 528, 6515/29, SAP, Mossel Bay, to District Commandant, SAP, Oudtshoorn, 28 September 1921.
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Clergymen and “Anti-Government””’. He found that his congregation was “diminishing seriously ... and felt

that coloured people were looking on him with contempt”.*

Despite Hannie’s moderation, his message of self-reliance could be construed as a call for action against
White oppressors. Le Fleur attempted to counter the misapprehension about the ‘Griqua movement’. He was
among the many people, comprising both Coloureds and Whites, who attended the preparatory court
examination of Fredericks and his compatriots®" concluded in October 1921.%* The conclusion of Le Fleur’s
fraud trial (in relation to the 1917 Griqua trek to the vicinity of Touws River) and his acquittal on 29
September 1921,” allowed him to visit the southern Cape and to correct the misapprehension of his ideas. Le
Fleur communicated to police officials that Fredericks had “departed from legitimate” work and was a source
of danger. He resolved to dismiss Fredericks from the “Griqua Church and movement”. He also cautioned
Hannie about his future conduct. Le Fleur held meetings in the Oudtshoorn region, attempting to undo the
work of Fredericks.*

Griqua Land Bank, Factories and Township Limited

Le Fleur’s grand visions of Griqua-Coloured self-reliance were very inspiring for the downtrodden yearning
for an alternative order. Le Fleur’s ideals also readily drew on memories or imaginings of past independence,
prosperity and self-sufficiency that inspired some people to support endeavours to create an alternative order.
Le Fleur viewed farming settlements as a link to Khoekhoe traditional pastoral practice. His Griqua and
Coloured People’s Opinion lamented that “Coloured farmer[s] in Bushmanland, Namaqualand, Hantam and
Midlands who “used to be trek farmers” rearing “enough sheep and goats to pay their way” were now
“crushed” and “not in a position to ever rise again, unless aided”. Le Fleur hoped to be able to “keep these
people on the land”.*

To promote Griqua and Coloured social and economic upliftment Le Fleur proposed the creation of a Griqua
Land Bank, Factories and Township Limited at a conference of the Griqua Independent Church at Maitland in
April 1922.%° In promoting the idea of a Griqua bank the GCPO lamented that Coloured people invested their
money inadequately and therefore remained poor and dependent on Whites who prospered through the clever
use of money. It also lamented that the wealth of Coloureds enriched Whites through their investments in
White owned banks:

[T]here are many well-to-do coloured people and let us ask the question what they do with their wealth, who do
they enrich, who has all the benefit of their money which they place for safety in the Commercial Banks of
South Africa, where does this money go to, does it come to them? certainly not. ... [W]e never think we must
use our money to build up our country, no, we must be fed by the Europeans, they must find work for us, and
they must think for us ... .”’

The object of the Griqua Land Bank, Factories and Township Limited was “to acquire suitable land to lay out
a township”. Erven (plots) would be offered “to our people” which would “carry with them a Bank Share in
the Griqua National Bank of South Africa”. Such shares would only be “held by men of our own race”. Le
Fleur hoped that the township would spawn a brick-making factory and other industries. The envisaged

0 Jus 528, 6515/29, SAP, Mossel Bay, to District Commandant, SAP, Oudtshoorn, 15 October 1921.

3L jus 528, 6515/29, District Commandant, SAP, Oudtshoorn, to Deputy Commissioner, SAP, Cape Western Division, 8
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3 Cape Times, 30 September 1921.

3 JUS 528, 6515/29, District Commandant, SAP, Oudtshoorn, to Deputy Commissioner, SAP, Cape Western Division, 8
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3 Grigua and Coloured Peoples Opinion, 12 December 1924.

3 Cape Times, 24 April 1922.

7 GCPO, 13 March 1925.
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township was promoted as a means of providing employment, and of getting people out of slums and
providing ‘decent’ housing for shack dwellers, and thus as a means for creating ‘respectable’ living.*®

In promoting the idea of a Griqua Bank and Factories and Township company, the GCPO also attacked Le
Fleur’s rivals. Coloured leaders and organizations like the APO were criticized for neglecting self-reliance
and settlement schemes and for allegedly concerning themselves merely with the church, temperance, burial
societies and with “preaching politics™:

[H]ad they gone in for Banking and learnt the power of money, these Brewery places would have to-day been
smaller, and there would have been a body of Industry which would have been, financially in the very front rank
by now ... .

Promoting material as well as well as after world ‘salvation’, the GCPO also criticized church ministers who
encouraged their congregations to focus on the after-world but neglected their economic upliftment,
supposedly leading their congregations towards drunkenness and gambling:

[Blanking their earnings, should have been preached into our people, and industries wherein they had interest,
should have been their watchword, instead of preaching only eternity, then gambling, drinking and other evils
... . [L]et us study banking, preach it into the ears of everyone, just as eager as ministers preaching the Gospel,
preach banking into our race, and they will be saved, let your preaching on Sunday be eternity, and on Monday
Banking, Banking and again Banking so that on Friday your preaching may be practiced, and a sober people
will be the outcome and your reward.”

Even though Le Fleur explored the creation of housing schemes and factories in the vicinity of Cape Town,
his primary goal appears to have been to draw people into rural farming settlements. Le Fleur was also
concerned that inland Coloured poverty would push people into the towns and cities, swell the labour pool
there, increase the levels of unemployment and lower Coloured wages,* thus making “the unbearable position
of the Coloured people [there] still more unbearable”.*' “[Dlisaster will come because we will have to move
out of the towns and cities as we would not be able to find employment”.** Le Fleur’s future perspective thus
inclined him to focus much of his attention on the establishment of rural farming settlements providing self-
reliant existence for Griqua-Coloureds. His visions proved especially inspiring to Khoekhoe descendants in

Namagqualand where he was able to gain a significant following.

Namaqualand — 1922
The activities of Le Fleur and his agents in the north-western parts of the Cape had similar effects to those in
the southern Cape. Some of Le Fleur’s agents, particularly Dirk Sehas, promoted the GIC and Le Fleur’s
resettlement schemes in the vicinity of Namaqualand in 1921.* Le Fleur and one of his sons also held
meetings during the first half of 1922 in Namaqualand in the vicinity of the Richtersveld, Leliefontein, Okiep,
Steinkopf and Pella.**

¥ GCPO, 12 December 1924.

¥ GCPO, 13 March 1925.

“ GCPO, 20 March 1925.

' GCPO, 12 December 1924.
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* National Archives, Pretoria, South African Police (SAP) 34, Conf6/496/17, Deputy Commissioner, SAP, Cape Town,
to Deputy Commissioner, Pretoria, [stamped] 18 July 1922.

# National Archives, Pretoria, Secretary of Native Affairs (NTS) 7600, 4/328, Part 2, Commissioner, SAP, Pretoria to
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The activities of Le Fleur and his agents once again generated divergent rumours, with Le Fleur’s vision and
messages again being refracted through the aspirations and concerns of different people. Dirk Sehas held a
meeting near Martin Island in November 1921. In answering a question put to him as to what Le Fleur was
going to do if the “white man” resented (or opposed) ground being taken from him, he supposedly replied that
“[t]he day will have arrived when we are out for trouble and then we will take what we want”.* Tt was
rumoured that the “Government wanted the Namaqualand Reserve land which had only been lend to coloured
people and for this reason the people must trek”; that “Le Fleur’s object was to make this a coloured man’s
country, where only coloured Magistrates, Missionaries and officials would be allowed to deal with the affairs
of the coloured people”, and that “Le Fleur would restore to the coloured people all the land which they had
lost in Namaqualand”.*® John Damara is reported to have told people in 1921 that Le Fleur was uniting the
“coloured and mixed races”; that he was a powerful leader who was versed in the art of warfare, and that he
would make war on Whites if it was necessary to attain his ends.

White farmers in the region dreaded the influence of Le Fleur. They feared hostile acts and perceived a “mood
... among the natives that boded no good. They [the “natives”] were defiant and truculent and were aggressive
towards their employers”. The visit of Dirk Sehas to the farm of Man Rossouw in Hardeveld does appear to
have made at least one of his workers more assertive and defiant. Rossouw, a White farmer, claimed that
Sehas passed his farm around the beginning of May or the end of April 1922 and slept in one of his servants
huts one night. A few days later Rossouw scolded one of his shepherds. The “old Hottentot” answered him as
follows:

Julli wit mense dink julli kan doen wat julli wil, Ons dag kom aan. Ons het nou die man wat ons gaan vooruit
lei, en julli heart kom om onder die voeten getrap te word, jy het nie lang om te wacht om dit te zien.

Le Fleur and his associates received opposition from local government officials and reserve management
boards. The Steinkopf Reserve Board prohibited Le Fleur from holding a meeting on the reserve in May
19227 Le Fleur nevertheless succeeded to obtain a huge following in Namaqualand, particularly in
Leliefontein. He attempted around this period to purchase three farms in the vicinity of Van Rhynsdorp.*®

Le Fleur and the Bondelswartz revolt

Opposition by government officials to Le Fleur’s activities in Namaqualand grew, particularly in light of the
May-June 1922 revolt of the Bondelswartz Khoekhoe in the southern part the South-West Africa (SWA)
Protectorate. As elsewhere where Le Fleur promoted his schemes, local government officials suspected that
he had subversive motives, making the people of the reserves insubordinate. They felt that “the natives were
discontented through the teachings of Le Fleur” and that matters would probably become worse if the rebels
from SWA crossed the Gariep River and got amongst the people in Namaqualand. The senior superintendent
of reserves at Okiep suggested to the Okiep magistrate that measures be taken to keep the people pacified and
to prevent the growing influence of Le Fleur.

Le Fleur should be watched and, if possible prevented from returning to Namaqualand. It is possible that Le
Fleur may be organizing a revolt on the Leliefontein Reserve and a force of twenty five men at Garies would
probably have a good effect.*

4 SAP 34, Conf 6/496/17, Deputy Commissioner, SAP, Cape Town, to Deputy Commissioner, Pretoria, [stamped] 18
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Police suspected that “[a]lthough le Fleur invariably cloaks his activities under his functions as Head of the
Griqua Church, his real gospel is that the coloured people should throw off the yoke of the white man, and set
up institutions, laws etc. of their own”.”® Given the reputation of Le Fleur and the activities of his agents in
Namagqualand, government officials linked him to the Bondelswartz revolt — which started late in May, ending
early in June with the surrender of the rebels.’’ Police received reports of statements supposedly made by Le
Fleur’s adherents expressing support for the Bondelswartz and urging unity amongst the underclasses, thus
inclining them to suspect that Le Fleur provided some encouragement to the Bondelswartz rebellion. Zwart
Jasper Cloete, allegedly one of Le Fleur’s agents, supposedly “openly urged [or told] a certain native
employed by one Piet Coetzee of Sterkfontein that it was the duty of everyone of them to go into Rebellion
and help the Bondelzwarts against the white man”.

Police were aware that Le Fleur never went to the Bondelswartz in SWA before the revolt broke out but
suspected that he was in communication with them through correspondence and through his agents. For
example, it was reported that a messenger named Hendrick Smit of Kariep had brought a letter from Le Fleur
to Jacobus Christian, chief of the Bondelswartz. The “Hottentot Council” supposedly discussed the letter. The
“community of Bondelzwarts were told by their leader that Le Fleur was coming from across the River to put
right everything that was wrong in the law of the land, and was going to have restored to them their country as
it had been before the war”. Jacob Balli, a son-in law of Abraham Morris, supposedly stated: “Le Fleur will
unite us”, “He is a big Chief in Namaqualand among the people”, “He is going to put everything right as it
was before”. Le Fleur was supposedly expected in Christian’s camp but “the revolt came first and he failed to
put in an appearance”.

Police had difficulty finding concrete evidence for Le Fleur’s involvement in the Bondelswartz uprising.
Reluctance by Le Fleur’s adherents to talk to government officials about his activities reinforced the officials’
suspicion of him. In the words of the deputy commissioner of the SAP in Cape Town:

It was found impossible to get any followers of Le Fleur to discuss any matter with my Intelligence officer ...
and some of the Steinkopf Mission men reported as being Le Fleur men when questioned to avoid discussion,
denied being followers of Le Fleur. This raises a suspicion that if Le Fleur’s Mission was purely religious why
did his adherents rather than say so deny all connection with him or his teaching and thus avoided cross
examination.”

A commission of inquiry into the Bondelswartz rebellion reflected and reinforced official mistrust in Le
Fleur. The commission found that any “sinister influences in Namaqualand, on political matters, centre[d]
round the name of le Fleur”, and that “Le Fleur’s influence and reputation with the leaders of the
Bondelzwarts and the people of the Richtersveld was great”. The commissioners claimed that at least two
letters to an agent of Le Fleur from Jacobus Christian were found enumerating the grievances of the
Bondelswartz and appealing for assistance. “According to the evidence of certain witnesses, Abraham Morris
[the leader of the revolt who was exiled in South Africa from around 1906 until his return to SWA in April
1922°] became an adherent to le Fleur’s party”.’* The commissioners opined that Jacobus Christian was

“under the influence of le Fleur”.

0 SAP 34, Conf6/496/17, Deputy Commissioner, CID, Pretoria, to Deputy Commissioner, SAP, Umtata, 29 July, 1922.
UG, 16-23, pp. 23-4.
2 SAP 34, Conf6/496/17, Deputy Commissioner, SAP, Cape Town, to Deputy Commissioner, Pretoria, [stamped] 18

July 1922.

B uG 16-23, Report of the commission appointed to enquire into the rebellion of the Bondelzwarts (Cape Town:

Government Printer, 1923), pp. 3, 14-5.
UG 16-23, p. 26.
UG 16-23, p. 13.
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The commissioners did not think that the Bondelswartz rebellion was influenced “by movements on the
Union side of the Orange River”. They were, however, certain that

there was a growing spirit of unrest among the Hottentots in the Union and that this unrest is associated with the
name of le Fleur. The Bondelzwarts knew of this unrest and undoubtedly expected assistance from the Union.
This assistance, however, was not given except in the case of a few individuals who acted on their own initiative
and responsibility.

The commissioners opined that Le Fleur was a “very disturbing and even disrupting force, and that it would
be in the interests of the country if his activities could be stopped or curtailed”.”® Although Le Fleur had
refrained from unconstitutional behaviour, his reputation as a rebel in East Griqualand in 1897, and the belief
that he was a “new Moses who ... [was] going to give his people a new land and a new form of
Government”,”” most probably had some influence on the defiance and rebelliousness immediately north and

south of the Gariep amongst Khoekhoe descendants.

Le Fleur’s resettlement schemes, and his promotion of Coloured self-reliance, ignited memories of past
independence amongst rural Coloureds of Khoe-San descent, which in turn generated support for his schemes
and ideas as well as defiance that was at odds with the image of the Griqua as lawful subjects that he
promoted. The activities of Le Fleur’s agents also appear to have contributed to the separation of the
Richtersveld people into those of the “Old Law Party” which included adherents of Le Fleur, and the “New
Law Party”. There was “constant reference to the old law and the new law”, and “talk about getting away
from the present law and reverting to the old law”, with Le Fleur himself, as indicated before, being seen as a
“new Moses who ... [was] going to give his people a new land and a new form of Government; Le Fleur
would thus, by implication, restore the old order marked by land ownership and independence.™ Le Fleur’s
vision of a bank and factories owned by Griqua, and of Griqua-Coloured nationhood forged and sustained
through a Griqua church on self-reliant farming settlements, was apparently reworked and radicalized by
some individuals who desired an alternative order. Reserve corporals claimed that

the men who became adherents of Le Fleur always spoke about a new regime that was to come, where the
Hottentots, Bastards and Coloured men having thrown off the yoke of Government by the white man, was going
to have his laws, Magistrates, Churches, Factories, etc.”

The accusations against Le Fleur severely undermined the image that he projected to the government and
caused him great concern. Le Fleur attempted to counter the accusations of the commission of inquiry into the
Bondelswartz revolt after their report was released in 1923. He also took issue with the administrator of SWA.
Le Fleur suggested that the report of the inquiry into the Bondelswartz revolt led to him and his associates
being “held under the supervision of the whole criminal investigation department” and that it led to the spread
of “extraordinary falsehood[s]” which were even “preached from pulpits”. Le Fleur attempted to have the
administrator of SWA removed from his office for the allegations he made against him. He appealed to the
government and Lord Buxton “without redress”. He then appealed to Prince Arthur of Connaught who
succeeded Buxton as the governor general the Union of South Africa in 1920. He maintained that “such an
officer who deliberately reports a falsehood to our Parliament, to our Government, to our King and the
League of Nations”, should not “be left in his office”. He felt that an “example should be made to stop other
officers from following up such dishonourable tactics”.”’ Le Fleur also attempted to make representations to
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the League of Nations criticizing the SWA administrator and challenging the findings of the commission of
inquiry into the Bondelswartz revolt.®"

Despite opposition, Le Fleur succeeded in gaining many supporters in the Namaqualand reserves who were
drawn to his settlement schemes. Attempts by officials to curb Le Fleur’s influence and to thwart his schemes
were made ineffective through the worsening social and economic conditions in the reserves that sensitized
the inhabitants to his ideas. The copper mines in Namaqualand had closed down and work was not readily
available. Locusts destroyed crops in 1921. Food had become scarce and many people were starving.
Dissatisfaction was also expressed with the management of the reserves. Reserve taxes were raised to an
unbearable level, with the property of those who refused to pay tax being seized and sold. Cognizant of the
effects of the socio-economic conditions in the reserves the superintendent of reserves suggested that wheat
seed be given free of charge and that rations be more freely issued to destitute persons. He reasoned in June
1922 that if his suggestions were adopted the people might take less interest in troubles in the SWA and also
pay less attention to Le Fleur and his proposed resettlement trek.*

Stylhoogte

Working jointly with a number of residents from Van Rhynsdorp who formed the Stylhoogte Committee,*
Le Fleur managed in July 1922 to reach an agreement with Isaack Frank for the purchase of Stylhoogte near
Van Rhynsdorp on behalf of the Griqua Independent Church and the Griqua Land Bank, Factories and
Township Limited for £2500 that would be paid in instalments.**

Although the settlement at Stylhoogte may have been initially targeted for people of Van Rhynsdorp, it was
soon flooded by people from Namaqualand. By August 1922 a number of Leliefontein residents had
embarked on a trek to Stylhoogte, despite all efforts by government officials to dissuade reserve inhabitants.
Imbued with Le Fleur’s ideals, the trekkers from Namaqualand intended to form a community attached to the
Griqua church. The men also hoped that they would find employment on the Olifants River Irrigation
Works.” Less then “200 families” (or people) supposedly agreed to join the trek but that number was greatly
exceeded.®® There were around 600 hundred people at Stylhoogte early in September 1922.%

Those who moved to Stylhoogte developed a Griqua identity. They were also referred to as Griqua by
government officials and members of the public, reflecting thus the transformation of Nama into Griqua, at
least those migrants who were (originally) Nama. The success or failure of Le Fleur’s resettlement schemes
influenced the participants’ association with him and with a Griqua identity. Settlement difficulties inclined a
number of the participants to depart and consequently to distance themselves from a Griqua identity.
However, Le Fleur’s ethno-religious views, his church, his reputed prophetic abilities, and his projection as a
Moses called by God to deliver his volk,*® inclined many participants to stick to him and to retain a Griqua
identity despite settlement difficulties or failures.
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According to Le Fleur 680 people trekked to Stylhoogte.”” Around 500 of the trekkers were from the
Leliefontein mission reserve.”’ The conditions at the settlement were not as the trekkers hoped they would be.
They were very disappointed to find that work was not as readily available as they had hoped. There was no
longer a demand for work at the Olifants River Irrigation Works. Soon after arriving at Stylhoogte, Johannes
Witbooi, one of the leaders of the Namaqualand trekkers, sent messages to Namaqualand warning that there
were too many people at Stylhoogte and that no more should go.”' A number of the migrants returned to
Namagqualand.”> Some moved away to more distant places. A number of those who remained did, however,
find employment among White farmers in the region who were especially appreciative of the availability of
labour during the harvest period.”

As the settlement at Stylhoogte was inadequate to carry the amount of people that trekked there Le Fleur
attempted to move some of them to other settlements. He attempted unsuccessfully to purchase the
Dreyersvlei farm in Wellington. Late in 1922 Le Fleur sent 38 people from Stylhoogte with 321 donkeys and
41 cattle to the farm without having raised the amount for the first instalment of the purchase price. The
farmer supposedly earlier declined Le Fleur’s proposition that he take the cattle of the people who were
coming until the first instalment was raised. The migrants were very disappointed when they arrived at the
farm to be informed that Le Fleur had not purchased the farm. They apparently felt that Le Fleur had misled
them. Le Fleur subsequently recalled the trekkers to Stylhoogte.”

Le Fleur also managed to purchase on mortgage the farm De Put, located at Gifberg about 22 miles from Van
Rhynsdorp where a few families were settled from late 1922. By January 1923 there were about “ten
families” at De Put and about 300 sheep. There were by then between 340 and 380 people at Stylhoogte with
115 huts. The settlers at both Stylhoogte and De Put were very impoverished, with a number of them
apparently in a worse state than they were in Namaqualand.” Le Fleur also negotiated with the George Forest
Timber Company Limited for the purchase of a farm in George between 1922 and 1923, with the company
putting a price of £23.000 for a piece of land called Barbiers Kraal that it purchased for £8000 in 1916.7°

Griqua as good subjects

Like elsewhere where Le Fleur and his agents were active, the settlement at Stylhoogte led to rumours of an
attack being planned on Whites. Rumours about an attack by the underclasses around Christmas were also
current in Van Rhyndorp in 1920 before the ‘Griqua’ came over to Stylhoogte, but nothing transpired then.”’
From October 1922 there was talk amongst Whites in Van Rhynsdorp that the people at the Stylhoogte
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settlement were scheming to attack them. Some discerned an attitude of insubordination or impertinence. It
was rumoured that the ‘Griqua’ would attack Whites between 16 December and Christmas. Some Whites
connected the supposed insubordination and impertinence of the ‘Griqua’ with the rebelliousness of the
Khoekhoe in SWA.”™ The rumours were apparently caused by the fact the ‘Griqua’ intended sending out
parties of men and women to sing hymns at farms around Christmas time, “apparently with the idea of beating

7
up converts”.”

Le Fleur’s attempt to build a reputation of his ‘Griqua’ adherents as law abiding, self-disciplined and
hardworking subjects gained a measure of success, thus countering rumours that they were scheming to attack
Whites. Many Whites were not alarmed by the settlement at Stylhoogte and did not take the rumours
seriously. Many felt that the ‘Griqua’ were civil and respectful and did not have problems with their ‘Griqua’
workers.* The police were also satisfied with the conduct of the ‘Griqua’ because since their arrival at
Stylhoogte criminal charges were rarely if ever laid against them.®' Success in countering rumours about the
seditious activities of Le Fleur and his adherents varied from place to place. Le Fleur had little success in
countering rumours of his seditious and fraudulent activities in East Griqualand.

East Griqualand visit — 1923

In March 1923 Le Fleur visited East Griqualand, arriving in Kokstad with a few of his agents on 17" day of
the month.*” Le Fleur appears to have held a low profile meeting in Kokstad. Headman Madonela from
Matatiele, an associate of Le Fleur in the aborted 1897 East Griqualand rebellion, was informed that one of
his sub-headmen and a number of his followers “went secretly at night ... to Kokstad ... to meet Andrew Le
Fleur”.” Le Fleur’s agents were active in the region both during his visit** and after his departure, promoting
his resettlement schemes, as well as his leadership. The conduct of these agents of Le Fleur suggested to some
that they looked to him “as their Prophet, Priest and King and [as being] greater than what Moses was for the

Jews”. %

Whilst in Kokstad Le Fleur stayed with Petrus Makabuwa, a minister in his church, until he departed to
Umzimkulu on 22 March® on horseback “accompanied by a Griqua ... and three natives”. Le Fleur held a
meeting at Clydesdale in Umzimkulu on 24 March.®”” Ngcaza Nduku, “a Native Constable ... stationed at
Umzimkulu” claimed that he “heard Henry le Fleur [sic]” address people who were gathered at Clydesdale on
24 March telling them that those who wanted “to live with him should follow him to his country. He also
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stated that people ... [were] illtreated by Europeans ... and treated as Negroes. He asked people there to go
along with him to Canaan where he has got his own ground”.*®

Information from Le Fleur and his agents was again embellished as it was relayed. For example, Mcetwa Mtu
Mtu, “a Sub-Headman at Ludi’s Location, Matatiele District”, was ‘‘told by other natives, and particularly a
native named ‘“Ndotja” ... [who attended] one of these private meetings’’ called by the Griqua, that “the
Griquas were telling them that”

[a]ll the Europeans would have to shift out of Griqualand as le Fleur was going to be Chief and that they were
waiting for Le Fleur to come back and that they were collecting money to get Le Fleur back. When this money
is collected a big feast it to take place and it would be decided that all the natives who sided with Europeans
would also have to leave with them ... . %

The Criminal Investigation Department monitored the activities of Le Fleur closely during his visit.”” Le Fleur
departed from East Griqualand on 27 March and proceeded to Pretoria.””

Settlement difficulties

Whilst Le Fleur was achieving some success on the religious and moral planes, his resettlement schemes did
not meet their desired economic goals. Problems encountered at Le Fleur’s resettlement schemes had the
potential to erode his credibility as well as the credibility of the Griqua Independent Church, the Griqua
National Conference, and support for other resettlement schemes. Blame for settlement failures could,
however, be shifted and located outside of the GIC and GNC. Le Fleur and his associates tried to attribute the
failures of the Stylhoogte settlement to the Namaqualanders. They stressed in their communication with
government officials that the Namaqualanders went on their own initiative contrary to what they planned with
the settlement. They argued that their aim was to acquire land in districts where destitution amongst
Coloureds was evident for the purpose of assisting them to become self-supportive. However, in regard to the
Namagqualanders, it was decided to find a place in the Western Province to which they could be brought and
settled. The Namaqualanders were advised to seek work in the Western Province. Only people of the districts
where land was acquired were to be eligible for settlement purposes. Stylhhoogte in Klaver was intended for
the inhabitants of Klaver. Around “50 families” along the Olifants River decided to buy Stylhoogte. People
from Namaqualand, however, began to trek to Stylhoogte in great numbers. The arrival of too many people
upset initial plans and other arrangements had to be subsequently made.’”

Government aid

Desperate to maintain Stylhoogte, Le Fleur applied to General Hertzog, the prime minister and minister of
Native Affairs for a loan on behalf of the people at Stylhoogte in July 1924. Le Fleur also requested the
government in 1924 to take over the farm under a bond. In requesting assistance Le Fleur also insisted that the
Namagqualanders went to Stylhoogte contrary to his advice that they should seek employment in the Western
Province.”” Le Fleur apparently “also sough a personal interview with Hertzog”. There was, however, already
a strong belief among government officials that Le Fleur was the principal person behind the trek of the
Namagqualanders. JF Herbst from the Department of Native Affairs communicated to Hertzog that Le Fleur’s
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claim that the people from Namaqualand trekked to Stylhoogte contrary to his advice was wholly incorrect. It
appeared to Herbst that history was repeating itself at Stylhoogte and that the scheme had failed. Thus,
“[ulnder these circumstances it is felt that no good purpose would be served by according the applicant a
personal interview, and that his request for financial assistance from the Government should be refused”.
Herbst felt that the failure of previous ventures should have convinced Le Fleur of the impossibility of
carrying the present scheme to a successful end and that there was no good reason for the government to
rescue him “from the consequence of his folly”.* Hertzog accepted the advice of Herbst and declined Le
Fleur’s request for assistance.”

Though the government was not inclined to provide material assistance to Le Fleur for his schemes, he
continued to appeal for government assistance. Le Fleur also encouraged his adherents across the Union to
petition for land concessions.”® Using a common draft document, “Griekwa Burgers” from places like
Riversdale, Oudtshoorn, De Aar, Caledon, Graaff-Reinet and Genadendal sent petitions to Hertzog in 1925
appealing for farming and lamenting the socio-economic situation of Coloured people.”’ Le Fleur himself
unsuccessfully appealed to the Department of Lands in 1925 that vacant crown land and farms in Touws
River, Prince Albert, Barkley West and Elseberg be availed to Coloureds.”

To thwart his schemes, government officials not only opposed the financial assistance that he requested but
also attempted to warn Le Fleur’s prospective adherents that his schemes were doomed, as JF Herbst
indicated:

I fear ... that we can do very little officially to put a stop to his operations as he is cute enough to keep within
the bounds of the law. The only way to circumvent him is for the officials to keep in the closest touch with the
people and bring a moral influence to bear against Le Fleur.”

Many Coloureds did come to believe that Le Fleur’s schemes were doomed. Many became hostile to him,
believing that he was a fraudster. On 19 October 1923 Le Fleur organized a meeting in Calvinia. No one
apparently attended the meeting. Another one was arranged for the following day attended by 60 people to
whom Le Fleur explained his resettlement schemes. He apparently wanted a collection for a resettlement
scheme but was shouted down and told to leave Calvinia or else the (Coloured) people there would throw him
out. The meeting is said to have lasted only half an hour, with Le Fleur eventually walking away. Le Fleur
reportedly had, by late 1923, decreasing success in influencing people in Namaqualand.'®

Experiencing difficulty in turning purchased land into envisioned productive self-supporting settlements, and
unable to get assistance from the government, Le Fleur was once again forced to act as a labour distributor, in
an attempt to provide an income to his destitute adherents and other impoverished rural Coloureds. In April
1925 Le Fleur queried the administrator of the Orange Free State on behalf of the GNC about the possibility
of impoverished people from Van Rhynsdorp, Calvinia and other districts being employed by Whites in the
Free State. Le Fleur reasoned that such a move would allow young girls and boys to learn to work and to be
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useful and that it would keep the children and their parents out of the “Kaffir environment”. '°' Le Fleur at the
same time also encouraged some of his impoverished adherents in Van Rhynsdorp to seek work in the
Western Province.'” Government officials were, however, disturbed by the prospect of impoverished
Coloureds moving from Van Rhynsdorp southward to Cape Town. An attempt was made to induce those who
left for Cape Town to return to Van Rhynsdorp.'”?

Le Fleur’s magnificent visions and the poverty and unemployment amongst rural Coloureds encouraged him
and his associates to continue in their empowerment schemes. The appeal by impoverished Coloureds and
Whites of Van Rhynsdorp to the government for aid in 1925 — many of whom were previously employed on
government “relief works” and subsequently left destitute by the closure of those “relief works”'® — provided
some justification for Le Fleur and his associates to continue to promote their resettlement schemes and their
message of self-reliance.'” The GCPO indicated the year before that government relief works like the
building of railway lines, “irrigation landworks” and damns were only a temporary measure of help and that
when they were ended the people working on them would be in a worse state than before. It was reasoned that

due to government welfare “Coloured people will be lost to the spirit of self help”.'®

Le Fleur and his associates generated enough interest and support to encourage them to persist in their
resettlement schemes.'’” Those who were most open to the resettlement schemes were from communities that
had the least involvement with prior unsuccessful resettlement schemes. Opposition to Le Fleur and his
associates tended to be the least in communities in which they did not operate before.

Summation

Thus, Le Fleur’s leadership role was, to an extent, shaped in a dialectical relation with his adherents and their
aspirations. Le Fleur shaped his followers but was also influenced by them. However, unlike the 1890s, the
parameters in which Le Fleur could be influenced in the 20" century were strictly confined to what was
constitutional. Le Fleur did what he did because he found support for his schemes that were devised to meet
the problems that Coloureds faced, particularly impoverished rural Coloureds. Le Fleur also attempted to
channel the aspirations of his Griqua, Coloured and Nama adherents along constitutional lines in his attempt
to create an ordered, respectable Griqua Christian community, thus suppressing rebelliousness that readily
emerged amongst the underclasses during the 1920s. Le Fleur’s activities in Coloured communities varyingly
located in relation to Khoekhoe, Bantu-speaking African and European cultures influenced the configuration
of cultural elements of his Griqua adherents. Le Fleur brought those who were varyingly Westernized and
who identified themselves as Coloured, into the Griqua fold, allowing them to identify with or to
acknowledge a Khoekhoe heritage, even those who were not necessarily of Khoe-San descent. Those from
Namagqualand, where elements of Khoekhoe culture would have been the strongest, would have reintroduced
elements of traditional Khoekhoe culture into the Griqua fold.

011 DE 4257, 12449, Le Fleur, Cape Town, to Administrator of OFS, 25 April 1925.

102 GCPO, 22 May 1925; LDE 4257, 12449, AAS le Fleur to Administrator, Sir Fredrick De Waal, Cape Town, n.d).

103 NTS, 7600 4/328, Part 2, Secretary for Labour to Secretary for Native Affairs, 6 June 1925.

104 GCPO, 22 May 1925; NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 2, Secretary for Labour to Secretary for Native Affairs, 6 June 1925.

195 GCPO, 22 May 1925.

'% GCPO, 12 December 1924.

"7 In July 1925 Le Fleur explored farms in Barkley West that were suitable for a farming settlement. He held meetings
in the district and encouraged people to subscribe to a fund for the purchase of land (LDE 4275, 12449, TM Cartz to
Secretary, Lands, Pretoria, 18 July 1925; Magistrate, Barkly West to Secretary, Lands, Pretoria, 28 August 1925). Later
in 1925 Le Fleur and some of his agents travelled throughout the Orange Free State to promoting their settlement
schemes. They “confine[d] their efforts to the coloured and native sections of the population”. LDE 4257, 12449, SAP,
Bloemfontein, to Secretary, Lands, Pretoria, 11 November 1925.
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East Griqualand visit — 1926

Whilst Le Fleur contributed to the expansion of the Griqua population by turning those who were not Griqua
into Griqua, his support within the longstanding Griqua community of East Griqualand ironically declined,
especially in light of the failure of his resettlement scheme in the vicinity of Touws River stemming from the
1917 trek from East Griqualand. It appears that despite the problems he encountered with the 1917 settlement
venture and subsequent schemes, that there were still some people in East Griqualand who thought that Le
Fleur could improve their situation. Some Griqua apparently invited him to East Griqualand.'” Le Fleur
visited the region in March 1926, arriving in Kokstad on the 19" day. Le Fleur and some of his Church
ministers from East Griqualand and elsewhere held meetings in East Griqualand (e.g. at New Amalifi,
Rietvlei and Kokstad) attended by Griqua and Bantu-speakers. They promoted resettlement schemes and also
attempted to raise funds.'”’

In contrast to Le Fleur’s 1923 visit to the region, his visit in 1926 was a more open affair. On 22 March Le
Fleur called a meeting at the Griqua School in Kokstad attended by “about 70 Griquas and 50 natives (from
all over the border)”. However, in consequence of a discussion between Le Fleur and Reverend Archibald of
the Kokstad Griqua church, it was decided to hold the meeting later. It was also arranged that Le Fleur and his
associates meet with Archibald on the 26" at his house. '’

The agreed meeting was duly held on 26 March at Archibald’s house in Kokstad. The government sanctioned
headman of the Griqua of Mount Currie, Johannes Bezuidenhout, and 6 elders of the Griqua church were also
present. Le Fleur arrived at the meeting by himself. Archibald and others at the meeting requested Le Fleur to
outline his “policy, workings and intentions”. According to Detective R Broekman, Le Fleur stated at the
meeting that his “scheme” was “well in hand” in the Cape colony to purchase land “for coloured people”
where they would be ‘“segregated” so as not to “encroach on European or native lands”. Le Fleur also
appealed that the split that had developed in the Kokstad Griqua church be repaired and offered to use his
influence to promote unity in the congregation. He also “repudiated any allegations that he was disloyal” or
had “at any time ... preached or talked sedition”. He stated that he was “not responsible for the rumour that he
[was] preaching that the white men would be driven into the sea”, and that the land would be “returned to
natives, Griqua’s and Coloureds”. It was decided at the conclusion of the meeting that a public meeting be
called at the Kokstad market square on 29 March to allow Le Fleur to express his views and to answer
questions.'"" Le Fleur did call a meeting in Kokstad on 29 March. The meeting “consisted mostly of Natives”.
Contrary to the expectations that some had of him, Le Fleur discouraged disobedience to the government at
the meeting.'"

Le Fleur’s 1926 visit to East Griqualand suggested a variance between some of his pronouncements and his
doings — further suggesting his influence by — or his shift between — differing discourses. Apparently
inconsistent with his Griqua-Coloured ethno-‘racial’ nationalism, Le Fleur “requested Native Chiefs” to
attend one of his meetings, with his other meetings also being attended by ‘Natives’ as well as Griqua.'”
Although Le Fleur expressed approval of segregation he acknowledged to the acting magistrate of Kokstad
during his 1926 visit to the region that he had ‘Native’ adherents in his church and that he was not willing to

198 Star, 27 March 1926.

19 NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, R Broekman Detective, Sergeant, CID, Kokstad, to District Commandant, SAP, Kokstad, 23
March 1926; HJ Bryant, District Commandant, SAP, Kokstad, to Deputy Commissioner, SAP, Umtata, 24 March 1926.
HONTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, Detective, R Broekman, CID, Kokstad, to District Commandant, SAP, Kokstad, 23 March
1926.

Ul eMT 3/951, 2/51, Detective, R Broekman, CID, Kokstad, to District Commandant, SAP, 29 March 1926.

"2 NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, Statement of Moyo Lingani, Bees Valley, 3 April 1926.

3 NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, Detective R Broekman, CID, Kokstad, to District Commandant, SAP, Kokstad, 23 March
1926.
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exclude them as that would, in his view, be contrary to the teaching of the Gospel to do so."'* ‘Natives’ who
joined Le Fleur’s church could also assume positions of authority, especially if they had historical
associations with the Griqua. Le Fleur had already appointed Petrus Makabuwa, “born a Bahlapeng” in
Kokstﬁgl (his parents having gone to East Griqualand with Adam Kok III) as a minister in his Griqua church in
1921.

Le Fleur’s following and his association with people like Makabuwa complicated the identity location of his
adherents. The Griquaness of Le Fleur and his agents was contested by some government officials as well as
the likes of Cornelius de Bruin, a government sanctioned headman for the Mount Currie Griqua from 1898
until 1925. De Bruin informed Detective Broekman who was monitoring Le Fleur and his agents, that Le
Fleur’s party did not comprise Griqua people. Most of those who followed Le Fleur were, in the view of
Broekman “not Griquas but Coloureds, Barolongs, Batlapengs etc.”. He conceded, however, that for him the

“Griqua is such an indefinite breed that it is hard to prove what they are”."'®

Some people in East Griqualand regarded Rolong and Tlhaping as ‘Natives’ and excluded them from
Griquaness. Some Griqua, however, regarded and treated them as Griqua,'"” especially those whose ancestors
had burgher status under Adam Kok IIT’s rule. Giving evidence in a 1926 court case of John Mentor, a “native
male labourer” descendant from Griqua burghers, charged with contravening a curfew law applicable to
“Natives”, Cornelius de Bruin claimed that the Rolong and Tlhlaping descended from (Rolong and Tlhaping)
Griqua burghers were regarded and treated as Griqua. De Bruin testified that he knew the Mentors and that
they came with Adam Kok to East Griqualand in 1862-3, and that they were his burghers and subjects. “The
Baralongs and Batlapins looked to him as their headman”. They “were christened and married in the Griqua
Church and as such regarded as Griquas. They were looked on as Griquas because they had all the privileges
of Griquas. The late Cape Government looked on them as Griquas because they were allowed to join the
Coloured Corps and one Mentor was a sergeant ... . The accused was acquitted”.''®

Thus, whilst De Bruin might have regarded Bantu-speakers descended from (Griqua) burghers as Griqua, he
was apparently disinclined to regard Le Fleur’s adherents who were not descended from burghers, as Griqua.
Although De Bruin emphasized that Rolong and Tlhaping were treated as Griqua, the perception that they
went to East Griqualand as servants of the Griqua inclined some Griqua to regard them as second class
Griqua. The perception that Griqua were of ‘Hottentot’ and European descent''” would also encourage a
differential slotting of Rolong and Tlhaping within the Griqua category.

Le Fleur’s visit to East Griqualand manifested his desire for Griqua-Coloured upliftment as well as his
attempt to project himself and his adherents as lawful subjects. He also hoped to establish a settlement venture
in East Griqualand on which he could promote his Griqua-Coloured ethno-national ideals. Le Fleur also
advised on land allocation and settlement in East Griqualand, much in line with segregation discourse. He told
the magistrate of Kokstad, W Wright, that he aimed to buy 600-1000 morgen of land between Vogel Vlei and
Franklin and that he wanted to take all Griqua out of ‘Native’ locations.'” He indicated in a circular letter to

4 NTS 7600, 4/328 Part 3, W Wright, Magistrate, Kokstad, to Acting CMT, 19 May 1926.

"5 NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, Affidavit of Petrus Makabuwa, 6 April 1927.

16 NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, R Broekman Detective, Sergeant, CID, Kokstad, to District Commandant, SAP, Kokstad, 23
March 1926.

"7 NTS 79, 1/5, Kokstad, Proceedings of the Court of the Magistrate of Mount Currie in case of Trustees of Griqua
church properties vs George Abrahams and others, 1914.

"' GCPO, 27 March 1926.

"9 'NTS 79, 1/5, Proceedings of the Court of the Magistrate of Mount Currie in case of Trustees of Griqua church
properties vs George Abrahams and others, 1914.

"' GCPO, 27 March 1926.

120 NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, Commissioner, SAP, Cape Town, to Secretary, Native Affairs, Pretoria, 14 April 1926; W
Wright, Magistrate, Kokstad, to Acting Chief Magistrate, Umtata, 19 May 1926.
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“Headman, Leaders and Burgers and friends”, that it was not proper “to settle the Griquas at Rietvlei it being
right in the native area”. He pointed out that it was against the “interests and good bringing up of both races to
live” there together. He “maintain[ed] that the Griquas and Europeans should not be allowed to live in the
large centres where the natives are living but [must] be segregated in the Mount Currie District and a portion
of Matatiele District”. Le Fleur emphasized that “each section” should be “in its own area”. In that way their

children could be saved “from future trouble”. There was “no other hope for our country”.'*!

Le Fleur’s message was once again relayed and refracted through the perspectives, hopes and fears of
different people, generating different accounts about Le Fleur. Some accounts reflected ongoing resentment to
White domination. Although Le Fleur appears to have promoted peaceful dealings with the government, his
visit to East Griqualand again generated suspicion that he and his associates were inciting Griqua and Bantu-
speakers to attack Whites. Skova Mngeni, a Hlubi from Kaka’s location in Matatiele, was apparently
informed by Elijah Maqashalale, supposed to be an agent of Le Fleur, “the Chief of the Griquas” that

Le Fleur ... [said] that the whole of South Africa belonged to him and said now that he had arrived, all the
Europeans and also the natives that do not unite with the Griquas had to leave South Africa for England. He
said I must inform you the people that you are going to live happy now as there are no more taxes to be paid,
you will live where you like, there will be no passes and permits for removal of stock, it’s going to be the same
as in the olden days, all the offices will belong to Le Fleur, there will be no attorneys, Police or detectives. He
said Le Fleur said that the ground had been handed back to him by King George and now the Europeans refused
to leave South Africa. The American Troops are coming over and take South Africa by force [sic], and the
Europeans will leave in blood. ... He said all the natives must unite with the Griquas ... . All churches has to be
done away with and only to have the Griqua Independent Church.'*

Referring to Le Fleur’s meeting in Kokstad on 29 March 1926, Moyo Lingani “a Basuto male” from Kaka’s
location in Matatiele also indicated that Le Fleur stated that the “ground in Africa had been handed back to
him by King George and General Hertzog” and that “all the coloured and natives should unite in Africa”.
Claiming to have directly heard Le Fleur addressing the meeting, Lingani did, however, not impute the
militancy to Le Fleur that Mngeni did. According to Lingani, the “meeting consisted mostly of natives”. Le
Fleur was apparently disappointed that only one headman was at the meeting, as he had hoped to see more:

Chief le Fleur ... said I am here to inform you that the ground in Africa has been handed back to me by King
George and General Hertzog, and further stated that all the coloured and natives should unite in Africa. He did
not say for what purpose. ... Le Fleur ... said [to headman] Makwawini, I have heard your grievances, in regard
to dipping of cattle, those natives that had hundred head of cattle has not that number any more. They are
becoming poor and the children are starving from want of milk, because the dip has burnt the cows’ udders, and
the cattle are also dying from the dip. Headman Makwawini then replied and said to Le Fleur, the Government
has increased the Hut taxes, the first taxes were hard to pay, but what about the new taxes. Le Fleur then said I
have heardlglis, I will forward your grievances to the Government, but you must pay taxes, as [ am also paying
same [sic].

The religious activities of Le Fleur’s GIC ministers and their attempts at drawing members into to their
church were also imputed with seditious intentions. Interviewed by Sergeant WO Mackesy, Reverend Asboe
of the Moravian mission at Mvenyane complained that Griqua residents were continually having secret
meetings in the evening near the mission church (presumably organized by Le Fleur’s GIC ministers); that
they were doing their utmost to depreciate the prestige of Whites, and that they had left the mission church
and taken their children away from the school since the arrival of “two strange Griquas”, that is, Allen Corner
and Mike Johnson. The two started a new Griqua church with their chief Le Fleur as president. Asboe was

2l NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, Undated “Circular Letter” by AAS le Fleur to “Headman, Leaders and Burgers and
friends”.

122 N'TS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, Statement of Skova Mngene, 4 April 1926.

' NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, Statement of Moyo Lingani, Bees Valley, 3 April 1926.
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convinced that the “new Church movement” was “entirely political and under cloak of religion” and that Le
Fleur’s adherents “were making use of every available means to persuade the natives to join them”. Asboe did
not, however, foresee immediate danger but thought that “if the Griqua succeed[ed] in procuring support from
the natives the position would become more serious than it is at present and was bound to end in bloodshed”.
Asboe therefore saw a need for Le Fleur’s “movement” to be “checked”.

Frank Meyer, a “loyal Griqua” who resided in Mvenyane near the Moravian mission church informed
Sergeant Mackesy that Allen Corner, a minister in Le Fleur’s GIC who arrived in East Griqualand in January,
tried to persuade him to leave the mission church. When he refused Corner told him that it would be too late
to change his mind when Le Fleur came to Mvenyane with his followers, and that Le Fleur would take his
farm from him and drive the Whites out of Africa.

A storeowner at Bees Valley by the name of Dovey informed Sergeant Mackesy that “three strange Griquas”,
Allen Corner, Mike Johnson and Petrus Makabuwa, called at his store with a choir of small girls and boys.
The choir supposedly sang “in Dutch and Kaffir” that “[t]he day for the coloured and black has come, the
country will run with blood, we Christians fear nothing”. Dovey claimed to have received information that the
choir had sung the same song at some farm-houses. He felt that the attitude of the ‘Natives’ towards him was
not as friendly as it was prior to the arrival of the three strange Griqua.

Convinced Le Fleur and his associates were seditious, government officials once again attempted to curb their
activities. Law officials undertook to arrest Le Fleur and his associates if they did not have passes to enter the
Transkeian Territories. Allan Corner and Mike Johnson were eventually arrested for entering the Transkeian
Territories without passes. '**

Le Fleur did not remain for long in East Griqualand. He proceeded to other regions, promoting his
resettlement schemes. GIC ministers were sent to different places for promotional purposes. Although Le
Fleur aspired for a central geographic area'” on which his ethno-nation-building could be undertaken, the
difficulty of actualizing his goal inclined him to promote micro agricultural settlements across South Africa.
By 1926 Le Fleur had apparently purchased (presumably on mortgage) three farms in Victoria West district
(in the extent of 14 000 morgen).'”® He negotiated with a Mr Kempen for the farms Drupfontein and
Klerkskraal in the region, and collected funds that were apparently deposited in trust for the Griqua in a local
bank.'”” Negotiations were apparently also undertaken for farms in Molteno, Beaufort West and near the
junction of the Gariep and Vaal Rivers that were to be owned communally by Griqua.'*® Petrus Makabuwa,
who believed that the Bible said that “the tribes must all be together”,"”® promoted resettlement schemes in the
vicinity of Herschel in May 1926."*° At the same time Reverend John F Jeftha promoted the Victoria West
schemes in Molteno."*' Le Fleur’s eldest son, Abraham J le Fleur, the “Young Chief”, canvassed supporters to
the Griqua cause in places like Kingwilliam’s Town."*? Le Fleur also sought to acquire farms from Lax
Brothers in the vicinity of Bedford and Somerset East.'*> The promotion of resettlement schemes continued to

124 NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, WO Mackesy, Sergeant, SAP, Mobile Squadron, Umtata, to District Commandant, SAP,
Umtata, 7 April 1926.

123 See chapter 4 on Le Fleur’s idea of a Coloured colony.

126 cCcK 12, 15/1/5, Magistrate, Herschel to Chief Native Commissioner, King-William’s Town, 8 May 1926.

127 cck 12, 15/1/5, Magistrate, Victoria West, to Magistrate, Molteno, 14 June 1926.

128 GCPO, 10 September 1926.

12 cCcK 12, 15/1/5, Chief Native Commissioner to Secretary, Native Affairs, 1 June 1926.

9 CCK 12, 15/1/5, Magistrate, Herschel, to Chief Native Commissioner, King William’s Town, 8 May 1926; Chief
Native Commissioner, Kingwilliam’s Town, to Secretary, Native Affairs, Pretoria, 1 June 1926.

B GCPO, 26 November 1926.

32 ccK 12, 15/1/5, Chief Native Commissioner to Secretary, Native Affairs, 14 June 1926.

133 Cape Town Archives, Registrar of Deeds, Ltd. Co (LC) 415, 2913, Griqua Land Settlement Limited, “Memorandum
of Association”, 16 July 1926.
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be blended with church services, Coloureds being encouraged to form part of the restoration of the Griqua
nation. Jeftha proposed in Molteno in 1926 that Coloureds should all join the Griqua with the objective of
rebuilding the Griqua nation. Each male was encouraged to contribute 2/6d to the fund for the acquisition of
land in Victoria West."**

Government officials continued to attempt to curb the activities of Le Fleur and his agents. In 1926 the chief
Native commissioner at King William’s Town sent a circular to magistrates requesting them to “do all in their
power to discourage participation [in Le Fleur’s land schemes] and [to] warn Griquas and natives that such
schemes are likely to prove abortive and [that] they are likely to loose everything contributed by them”.'* Le
Fleur and his agents continued, however, to generate interest and support amongst rural Coloureds for their
resettlement schemes, drawing a large amount of people to settlement schemes in the south-eastern parts of
the Western Cape, notably at Elandsdrift and Fontein’s Hoek near Cookhouse located midway between
Bedford and Somerset East.

Elandsdrift and Fontein’s Hoek

Le Fleur managed in 1926 to negotiate with Lax Brothers for the purchase of the farms Elandsdrift and
Fontein’s Hoek in the Golden Valley near Cookhouse located between Bedford and Somerset East. The price
that Le Fleur agreed to pay, that is, £83 000 according to the GCPO,"® was apparently more than double the
value of the property. In terms of the agreement Le Fleur would pay £20 000 before the transfer was
passed.””’” The Griqua Land Settlement Limited was created in 1926 to raise funds by offering shares for the
purchase of Elandsdrift, Fontein’s Hoek and other properties.

The broad objectives set out for the Griqua Land Settlement Limited reflected the long held but unrealized
ideals of Le Fleur. The company was intended to generally engage in the acquisition of land. It was also
intended to become involved in farming, manufacturing, mining, trades, education, sport and recreation.
Purchased farms were to be divided into allotments allocated to shareholders.”*® Le Fleur envisaged that
thousands of people would be settled on their faming settlements near Cookhouse.'*’

In promoting the Cookhouse land schemes, Le Fleur and his agents appealed to Coloured ethno-‘racial’ and
nationalist sensibilities and emphasized the material benefits that would follow from participation in the
agricultural settlements, again combining their promotional work with religious services. Le Fleur himself
promoted settlement schemes in glowing terms in Grahamstown in June and July 1926, as indicated in a
pamphlet that he issued:

[W]e want our people plainly and simply, to improve their present condition. We are going to remove you and
your children into the Fruit Industry. There will be a settlement of over 40000 in three years at the Fruit
Industry in Golden Valley at Cookhouse. We will therefore have to remove the Coloured People out of the
Locations and get them in to settle and work up their properties or acre lots. Well, you have no time to loose ...
here your opportunity has come. Move onto it at once, there is no time to spare, here is the future of yourself
and children, you can procure the land from us, we have bought it and you come and hear our terms of

13 GCPO, 26 November 1926.

135 cck 12, 15/1/5, Chief Native Commissioner, King William’s Town, to Secretary, Native Affairs, Pretoria, 15 June
1926.

1% GCPO, 31 December 1926.

37 cck 12, 15/1/5, WH Innes, Divisional CI Office, Grahamstown, to Deputy Commissioner, SAP, Grahamstown, 11
October, 1926.

3% ccK 12, 15/1/5, WH Innes, Divisional CI Office, Grahamstown, to Deputy Commissioner, SAP, Grahamstown, 11
October, 1926; LC 415, 2913, Griqua Land Settlement Limited, “Memorandum of Association”, 16 July 1926.

13 GCPO, 18 June 1926.
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occupation with the price of each lot. You will your self have to plant over 150000, which will yield £150 000,
in five years time.'*

Although Le Fleur was generally averse to rights politics, to promote his resettlement schemes the GCPO
even emphasized the political benefits that would accrue from participation in his schemes and from
ownership of land, given that the franchise was conditional on property ownership. The GCPO urged people
to

get in to the Griqua Land Settlement ... there is but one door open — settle on land, become property owners and
as the Franchise will be raised to a very high point to become a voter do get your own property ... . At East
London you will be regarded as native pure and simple because only a few of you own houses ... . '*!

Le Fleur and his agents also invoked the support of important British imperial and colonial figures to lend
credibility to the resettlement schemes, for example, the king of England, the prince of Wales, Prime Minister
General Smuts, Colonel Creswell and John Merriman.'** Government officials were disturbed when Le Fleur
and his associates succeeded to induce a number of Coloureds in Grahamstown to sell their property and to
purchase shares in the settlement schemes at Cookhouse. Government officials again attempted to prevent Le
Fleur from persisting with his schemes. Police investigated whether he could be prosecuted for obtaining or
attempting to obtain money by means of false pretences.'*’ There was, however, not much that government
officials could do to within the confines of the law to curb the activities of Le Fleur and his associates.

Accompanied by John Jephta, Le Fleur continued his organizational and promotional work amongst
Coloureds in East London. They again combined religious services with the promotion of their settlement
schemes. A choir of about twelve girls and boys aged between 15 and 19 accompanied them. The choir
apparently arrived on foot from Grahamstown around July and held concerts in the Coloured location, taking
collections from the public. Jeftha ordained one man who was previously a dean in the Presbyterian church.
He also gave sacraments and baptized a number of children. A number of people sold their properties in order
to purchase shares in Le Fleur’s land schemes. Others were hostile to Le Fleur. Those who felt Le Fleur was
bringing division to their community wanted him to be kept out of their area.'*

Many farmers in Bedford and the adjacent Somerset East district were disturbed by the possibility of a
settlement of numerous “Hottentots or Griqua families” on Elandsdrift and Fontein’s Hoek. They reasoned
that such a settlement was a danger to them and liable to seriously damage the value of all properties and
irrigation schemes. They also wanted the government to intervene and to prevent the transfer of farms to the
Griqua.145 The Lax Brothers, on the other hand, were not much concerned about the inflow of Griqua or their
failure to pay the requisite amount for the farms. They saw an inflow of Griqua as beneficial for their labour
demands. A police inspector reasoned that that there was “work for several hundred permanent unskilled
labourers, and for quite a number of skilled labourers such as bricklayers, carpenters and painters” on the
properties of Lax Brothers so that even if the sale did not go through the Griqua could be absorbed into the

140 cck 12, 15/1/5, Pamphlet of (8/6/26) cited in J Carruthers, SAP, Grahamstown, to Magistrate, Grahamstown, 2 July
1926.

41 GCPO, 12 November 1926.

142 See translation of extract from GCPO of 16 July 1926 in CCK 12, 15/1/5, Blazeyi, Minister, Union Congregation,
King William’s Town, to Chief Native Commissioner, King-Williams’ s Town, 11 August 1926.

43 ccK 12, 15/1/5, J Carruthers, SAP, Grahamstown, to Magistrate, Grahamstown, 28 June 1926; FH Kunhard, Dist
Commandant, SAP Cradock, to Magistrate, Cradock, 21 July 1926; Acting Magistrate, East London, to Chief Native
Commissioner, King William’s Town, 18 October 1926.

" CCK 12, 15/1/5, Statements of William Stafford (August 1926), Robert Meine (August 1926), Henry Martin (19
August 1926), Frank Prince (19 August 1926).

% ccK 12, 15/1/5, Secretary, Native Affairs, Pretoria, to Chief Native Commissioner, King-William’s Town, 14 July
1926.



145

Golden Valley Estates as labourers. W Lax was supposedly advised by the manager of their packaging plant
that at least 500 people were needed for picking, drying and packing and that the requisite number would
more than double yearly. A Griqua settlement would thus be a very useful labour reservoir for Lax Brothers.
In the words of the aforementioned police inspector:

A reserve such as the one they have in view means that they will have the same body of people each year, and
there will be no necessity to spend two or three valuable days training raw Natives into the work with the risk
(especially at picking time) of substantial loss.'*®

Whilst it was not intended that the participants in the resettlement scheme at Elandsdrift would move on to the
property until £20 000 was paid and the transfer passed, a number of families comprising about 300 people
had moved on the property by October 1926 before the transfer was passed. They lived in two large sheds and
a number of huts."”’ As with previous land settlement schemes, Le Fleur and his associates had difficulty
maintaining the Cookhouse schemes. They could not pay the first instalment for Elandsdrift. The sale
agreement was consequently revoked.'*® Difficulty in paying the first instalment may have been compounded
by the owners of Elandsdrift apparently preventing people who trekked there from working the land and thus
raising some funds, as occupation was made conditional on the payment of the first instalment.'*” The
trekkers on Elandsdrift did not move immediately after the agreement was revoked. One of the Lax brothers
even asked for police assistance in removing the ‘Griqua’ from their property.'*’

Payment problems were also encountered with Fontein’s Hoek and the sale of that farm also fell through.""
About “nineteen families” apparently moved from Elandsdrift to Knysna; “five families” to Klipfontein in
Somerset East and about “ten families” to Thorngrove, also in Somerset East. It appears that there were still
about “nineteen families” left at Elandsdrift in January 1927. Those who moved to Somerset East found
employment in the region. Those who remained on Elandsdrift were employed temporarily.'> After the
failure of the Elandsdrift and Fontein’s Hoek schemes, the Knysna-Plettenberg Bay region became a
significant area for Le Fleur’s land schemes.

Knysna

The Griqua Land Settlement Limited undertook to obtain a number of farms in the Knysna-Plettenberg Bay
region in 1926 and 1927, for example, Dubbelberg, priced at £6000, Woodlands also prized at £6000,
Jackalskraal prized at £3000," Loredo,™* Redford, Buffels River, and a portion of Kranshoek.'”” Some
adherents of the GNC also settled on property acquired at The Crags.”® From late 1926 a number of treks
were undertaken from various places to land schemes in Knysna. Most of the trekkers were from Graaft-
Reinet. Others came from places like Mosselbay, Cape Town, Port Elizabeth'”” and Genadendal."® Groups of
‘Griqua’ trekked to Knysna from as far as Petrusberg and Philippolis in the Orange Free State.'”

146 cCcK 12, 15/1/5, WH Innes, Senior Inspector, CI Officer, E. Cape D, Grahamstown to Deputy Commissioner, SAP,
Grahamstown, 11 October 1926.

47 cck 12, 15/1/5, Acting Magistrate, East London, to Chief Native Commissioner, King William’s Town, 18 October
1926.

48 cCcKk 12, 15/1/5, FE Kunhardt, Inspector, Cradock, to Deputy Commissioner, Grahamstown, 13 December 1926.

9 GCPO, 28 January 1927.

150 cck 12, 15/1/5, FE Kunhardt, Inspector, Cradock, to Deputy Commissioner, Grahamstown, 13 December 1926.

51 CKK 12, 15/1/5, PE Hole to District Commandant, Cradock, 12 December 1926.

152 cck 12, 15/1/5, PE Hale, Divisional Inspector, SAP, Grahamstown, to Chief Native Commissioner, King William’s
Town, 25 January 1927.

133 GCPO, 31 December 1926.

1% Cape Times, 24 January 1927.

IS NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, GF Strydom, Knysna, to AG de Smidt, Knysna, 17 December 1931.

156 The Crags is referred to in the GCPO as the Cracks, GCPO, 18 February 1927.

BTNTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, Magistrate, Knysna, to Secretary, Native Affairs, Pretoria, 24 February 1932.
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The trekkers encountered various problems on their way to the settlement schemes. A Group of trekkers,
comprising about “sixty families”, encamped on the farm of GH Schreve at Moorlands in 1927. Schreve
apparently gave the ‘Griqua’, who were 7 months on his farm, permission to camp on his property for a few
weeks whilst they were trekking through. He subsequently had difficulty getting them off his ground.'® Hope
of a better future generated by Le Fleur sustained many of the trekkers on their way to his land schemes. Le
Fleur supposed that there was “an abundance of work™ work for “men, women and children” in the vicinity of
Knysna. He reasoned that the trekkers would not “in any way ... squat on the properties bought by our
Company” and that they would be all “immediately put to work to provide for themselves with local

161
farmers™.'

Sanity in question

Le Fleur’s persistence with unsuccessful settlements schemes suggested to many government officials and
some White farmers that he was insane or a deceiver and his followers deluded. The chief Native
commissioner at King William’s Town, wanted “Law Advisers” to

suggest some means of preventing Le Fleur from continuing from point to point as he has done for years. His
promises have never matured and there is no doubt these people are becoming pauperised by contributing
money to grandiose schemes which invariably fail. Could his mental state not be enquired into?'®*

The Cape Town deputy commissioner of the South African Police was one of those who thought that Le Fleur
was a deceiver and his followers deluded:

I cannot imagine how the promoters of the Griqua Movement can possibly hope to establish their followers on
farms in the Knysna area and with any idea of their becoming agriculturalists, or of ultimately becoming
farmers; these seen by me are a poverty stricken crowd of all mixed nationalities. A form of religious mania
appears to be instilled into them by Le Fleur, who to my mind is an arch scoundrel and who, together with a few
Europeans, are exploiting these people. The whole movement has a wonderful appeal to the Coloured
population who blindly contribute towards the general fund, and whose hopes are centred in the promises of Le
Fleur, which can never materialize.'®

White farmers in Knysna appear to have been generally opposed to the inflow of ‘Griqua’ into the region. As
was the case in the Bedford—Somerset East region, White farmers in Knysna were concerned that a Griqua
settlement would lead to a depreciation of the value of adjacent farms and deter the purchase of farms. Whites
wanted the prime minister to introduce legislation to stop the ‘Griqua’ migration into that region.'®*
Government officials managed to achieve some success in their attempt to discourage trekkers to Le Fleur’s
schemes in the vicinity of Knysna. A group of trekkers from Philippolis turned back at Cradock.'® It was,
however, difficult for government officials to dissuade many of Le Fleur’s adherents from participating in his
schemes. Government officials also struggled to get information about Le Fleur from his adherents that they
might use in their attempt to curb his activities. Many of those who had already embarked on treks had high

138 GCPO, 28 January 1927.

199 NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, MM Jackson, Inspector, SAP, Oudtshoorn, to Deputy Commissioner, SAP, Cape Town, 27
January 1927.

10 ccK 12, 15/1/5, Sergeant GJ Strydom, SAP, Karreedow, to SAP, Humansdorp, 17 September 1927.

I NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, AAS le Fleur, Coldstream, Knysna, to Commandant of Police, Knysna, 20 January 1927.

12 N'TS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, Chief Native Commissioner, King William’s Town, to Secretary, Native Affairs, Pretoria, 4
February 1927.

18 NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, Deputy Commissioner, SAP, Cape Town to Commissioner, SAP, Pretoria, 4 February 1927.
1 ccK 12, 15/1/5, Secretary, Native Affairs, Pretoria, to Chief Native Commissioner, King William’s Town, 18
February 1927; NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, “Minutes of special emergency meeting held at Knysna on 22. 1. 27”.

15 GCPO, 28 January 1927; Cape Times, 24 January 1927.
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hopes and confidence in Le Fleur and were suspicious of government officials,'® as exemplified by the

“obstinate” group of trekkers that Sergeant GJ Strydom, from Karreedouw, encountered on the farm of GH
Schreve at Moorlands in 1927.

The trekkers who were encamped on the farm of Shreve comprised “Hottentots and cross-bred Hottentot-
Kaffirs” who “call[ed] themselves Griquas”. They declined to speak to Strydom individually but were willing
as a group to answer questions of their general organization, but not on Le Fleur:

As a body they will answer questions, re general organization, but when it comes to what they call their Chief:
le Fleur, they will not answer any questions: they simply decline to give any statement as to what they did or are
contributing to le Fleur, or what benefits they are to receive, and on this point take up a rather hostile attitude,
and I have to leave the camp just as wise as I went there. ... Le Fleur has been trying to buy land in the Knysna
District for the last twelve months, but up to date failed to settle any of these people, who are left stranded in the
road, having already lost most of their belongings and practically all draught animals. These people have all
faith in their scheme and are very hot-headed, and will not listen to my argument.

The unwillingness or inability of Le Fleur’s adherents to give the kind of information about him that officials
like Strydom desired, that is, information that was in line with their suspicion, could further reinforce the
lingering suspicion that his activities were seditious and that his followers were very much under his spell.
Strydom was

of the opinion that there is some underhand work by le Fleur, and furthermore I am of the opinion that
something should be done. To me it will appear a second Bull-Hoek affair. The general attitude of these people
in the camp are very much the same as the start of the Bullhoek affair'®” [when over 160 people of a religious
sect led by Enoch Mgijima were killed by government forces in 1921 when they refused to leave Bulhoek near
Queenstown when order to do so].'®®

Through his organizational activities, Le Fleur’s support spread across the country. A number of Coloureds
were turned into Griqua through joining the GIC and GNC and through their participation in his land
settlement schemes. Le Fleur, however, also generated suspicion amongst Coloureds of being a fraudster and
troublemaker. His reputation was also undermined through the failure of his schemes. It was particularly in
East Griqualand where Le Fleur started his public life that he was highly suspected and opposed. Le Fleur,
however, still had some support among the ethno-‘racial’ underclasses in East Griqualand. The failure of the
1917 resettlement scheme in the vicinity of Touws River and subsequent ones, allowed government officials
to be more effective in their attempts to erode his support in East Griqualand and to dissuade Griqua from
participating in his schemes.

East Griqualand - 1927

Whilst still in the early phase of the resettlement schemes in the vicinity of Knysna, Le Fleur once again
visited East Griqualand in March 1927, promoting his land schemes, after having visited the region a year
before. He was again kept under close police observation.'® According to the Kokstad Mayor Samuel
Halford:

Le Fleur painted a glowing picture of fertile lands laid out into plots, where produce could be grown in plenty,
while markets were near by. His speech was listened to in stolid silence, no questions were asked ... .

16 cCcK 12, 15/1/5, Secretary, Native Affairs, Pretoria, to Chief Native Commissioner, King William’s Town, 12
February 1927.

17 cCK 12, 15/1/5, Sergeant GJ Strydom, SAP, Karredow, to NCO, SAP, Humansdorp, 17 September 1927.

1% On the Bulhoek massacre, see Robert Edgar: Because they chose the plan of God (Johannesburg: Ravan Press, 1988).
199 NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, W Wright, Magistrate, Kokstad, to Chief Magistrate, Umtata, 11 May 1927.
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Called by Reverend G Archibalds, the Griqua church minister, to address the crowd, Halford “reminded them
of how, a few years earlier, Le Fleur had enticed away a number of their nation with glowing accounts of the
land prepared and waiting for them, where prosperity was assured”, and “how those poor people had been
deluded”. The support that Le Fleur hoped for was consequently not forthcoming.'”

Le Fleur’s Kokstad meetings were, to his disappointment, not well attended by Griqua or Coloureds.'”" His
meeting in Kokstad on 26 March 1927 was, according to Solomon Nono, attended by “Hlangwinis, Xesibe’s,
Barolongs, or Bahlapeng’s ... [but] no Griquas at all with the exception of ... [Le Fleur’s] attendants from
Cape Town District. There was not a big attendance of people at this meeting, and at the conclusion, Le Fleur
told the meeting that on Monday the 28th March 1927 he will again hold a big meeting at the same house ...
and then he will expect good attendance”. At the subsequent meeting at Reverend Makabuwa’s house, Le
Fleur preached to a “small number of natives”. At “the close of the meeting Le Fleur thanked all the natives
that attended the service, and also told them that he was disappointed at not seeing a single Griqua at his
service”. A further meeting had a “very small attendance” of “mostly local Bahlapeng’s”. A Tlhaping choir
sang at the meeting but no speech was delivered. On departing from the meeting Le Fleur and three of his
men went into a nearby house but they were not well received. A number of men threw stones at them. The
Griqua were “all up against Le Fleur” and did not want him there. Some of the Bantu-speakers were
consequently uneasy to attend Le Fleur’s meetings. Nono claimed that at one meeting a “Native” expressed
concern to Le Fleur about the absence of Griqua at his meetings:

All we native people are wondering why your meetings are attended only by us natives, and this will cause us to
be afraid of attending them, as we don’t know the reason. 172

The activities of Le Fleur in East Griqualand were curbed through his arrest. With Griqua being defined as
“aboriginal Natives” in Proclamation 109 of 1894 (as amended by Proclamation 92 of 1903) Le Fleur was
charged before the assistant magistrate of Mount Currie for contravening Proclamation 109 of 1894 by being
in Kokstad between 26 ad 29 March, having entered the Transkeian Territories without a pass (that ‘Natives’
were require to obtain before entering the Territories). Le Fleur pleaded not guilty but was convicted on 31
March 1927 and sentenced to pay a fine of £1 or else to undergo a month’s imprisonment with hard labour. Le
Fleur appealed unsuccessfully against his conviction.'”

With Le Fleur having thus been located legally as a Griqua and a ‘Native’ he would have to possess a pass
signed by a resident magistrate or other authorized official before entering the Transkeian Territories of which
East Griqualand was part. His ability to move in the Transkeian Territories would thus have been much
determined by the wishes of officials authorized to issue and sign passes. The obstruction of Le Fleur’s
movement in the Transkeian Territories further undermined his influence in East Griqualand, already eroded
though his failed faming resettlement schemes. Although Le Fleur lost much support in East Griqualand, there
was still a predisposition amongst sections of the underclasses, especially amongst Bantu-speakers, to support
a figure with the stature of Le Fleur who might mobilize support for a revolt against White domination.

Singelwa
Despite his ethno-‘racial’ pronouncements, Le Fleur continued to be regarded as a significant leader by some
people in the Bantu-speaking communities of East Griqualand. A ‘Native’ named Singelwa apparently

"0 Samuel L Halford: The Griquas of Griqualand: A historical narrative of the Griqua people, their rise, progress, and
decline (Cape Town and Johannesburg, Juta, n.d.), p. 188.

71 NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, Statement by Solomon Nono, Kokstad, 29 March 1927; Detective R Broekeman, CID,
Kokstad, to District Commandant, SAP, Kokstad, 4 April 1927.

2 NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, Statement by Solomon Nono, Kokstad, 29 March 1927.

13 NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, W Wright, Magistrate, Kokstad, to Chief Magistrate, Umtata, 11 May 1927. Halford:
Griquas of Griqualand, p. 188; Rex v Le Fleur, 1927, EDL [South African Law Reports, Eastern Districts Local
Division], p. 341.
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claimed to be a “chief Induna” for Le Fleur in Pata’s location where he (Singelwa) had much influence. A
detective was informed that Singelwa claimed that the country was going to be taken over by Le Fleur, and
that after Le Fleur had chased all the Whites out of the country, all people who were in possession of ‘passes’
would be given farms. Many ‘Natives’ were said to have already received passes that they paid for. Singelwa
told people to get rid of their pigs as he was going to drive all the Whites away from Umzimkulu through
mixing certain herbs, and that the mixture would not work if there were pigs in his area. Singelwa would be
chief after White people were driven out and Le Fleur would be the paramount chief. Many ‘Natives’ in the
area were said to be eagerly awaiting the fulfilment of Singelwa’s claims.

The Natives in this vicinity are very excited and agitated and pay money and kill pigs as instructed by Singelwa.
They are not going to fight or resort to violence yet, but are firm in the belief that on a certain day this
“Singelwa” will work his charms and magic to his aid and then all the Europeans, together with the Natives who
have not joined up and bought receipts, will either be burned or driven out of the land.'™

A few months after Le Fleur’s March 1927 conviction, Singelwa was charged with fraud, together with GIC
Reverend George White.'” The relation between Le Fleur and Bantu-speakers remained ambivalent, with Le
Fleur making very racialist and segregationist pronouncements even though some people of Bantu-speaking
origin became involved in his schemes.'’® Whilst Le Fleur promoted segregation and affirmed the difference
of Griqua from ‘Natives’ and Bantu-speakers, people of Bantu-speaking origin were nevertheless
incorporated in Le Fleur’s organizational structures. Griqua separation from Bantu-speakers was further
complicated by the fact that there were already people of Bantu-speaking origin within the Griqua
communities, that is, before Le Fleur’s Griqua-Coloured nation-building campaign. By separating the Griqua
category from the ‘Native’ category, and by linking Griqua to Coloureds, those of Bantu-speaking origin in
Le Fleur’s GNC-GIC structures and land schemes were also liable to be turned into non-‘Natives’, Griqua and
Coloureds.

Settlement failures

Le Fleur could not realize his goal of establishing self-reliant farming communities. The resettlement
endeavours of Le Fleur and his associates during the 1930s suffered the same fate as previous endeavours.
They did not have sufficient capital to hold on to land that they purchased on credit. By 1929 the Griqua Land
Settlement Limited had purchased, presumably on mortgage, land in De Aar, including 550 erven in the area
of the Waterdale Village Management Board."”” The company undertook to start farming that “would help to
keep over a hundred families employed”.'” The company also undertook to open paint and lime factories.'”
Two of Le Fleur’s agents, Johannes Jacobs and Sam Janse, apparently did promotional work in the Free State
in 1932, facing much government opposition when they attempted to enter Thaba Nchu.'*

The Griqua Land Settlement Limited could not raise money to pay instalments on the purchase price of the
farms in Knysna and elsewhere, resulting in the cancellation of sale agreements. Some ‘Griqua’ obtained

74 NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, Statement by “Special Native Detective” Aaron Marolong, Kokstad, 16 August 1927.

5 NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, HE Grant, Magistrate, Umzimkulu, to Chief Magistrate, Transkeian Territories, Umtata, 26
March 1928.

176 See chapter 5 in regard to involvement of some people of Bantu-speaking origin in Le Fleur’s schemes.

77 yUS 528, 6515/29, Magistrate, De Aar to Secretary for Justice, Pretoria, 23 October 1929.

8 JUS 528, 6515/29, AAS le Fleur, Chairman, Griqua Land Settlement Ltd., to Resident Magistrate, De Aar, 21
October 1929.

1 JUS 528, 6515/29, Magistrate, De Aar to Secretary for Justice, Pretoria, 23 October 1929.

180 NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, Native Commissioner, Department of Native Affairs, Thaba Nchu, to Secretary, Native
Affairs, Pretoria, 22 July 1932; John S Allison, Secretary, Native Affairs to Native Commissioner, Thaba Nchu,
[stamped] 27 June 1932.
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temporary or fixed employment on White owned farms."® A number became tenants on the land of a Mr

Victor, a White person, in Plettenberg Bay.'®* Despite the lingering suspicion about Le Fleur’s activities, the
reputation was taking hold officially that the Griqua were respectable law-abiding subjects. In 1932 the
magistrate of Knysna described the Griqua in the region as “undoubtedly law abiding, well behaved, and well
controlled. No theft or crime is reported”.'®

Though Le Fleur had little success with his land schemes, not being able to raise money for the outright
purchase of any farm, the Kranshoek farm, rented by Griqua from different White owners from the late 1920s,
was exceptional, being occupied by the adherents of Le Fleur on a continuous basis and, growing after Le
Fleur’s death, into the principal settlement and organizational basis of Griqua under the GNC."™ After Le
Fleur’s death in 1941 his son Thomas negotiated with Johannes van Rooyen for the lease of Kranshoek at £60
a year. The farm was, however, purchased by another White person, a Mr Maloney, with whom the Griqua
entered another lease agreement. The farm was finally purchased by the government for the benefit of the
Griqua in 1957 for R8 678,' in gratitude for the loyalty displayed by the Le Fleur Griqua, especially through
their participation in the 1952 Van Riebeek Festival.'®

Conclusion

This chapter showed that Le Fleur was strongly driven by his ideal and vision of Griqua-Coloured nationhood
being cultivated in farming resettlement schemes, an ideal and vision that propelled him despite persistent
setbacks. His success in drawing support for his schemes, despite past failures, reflected his capacity to
inspire people with his splendid visions of an alternative existence. Poverty and socio-economic
marginalization and a yearning for an alternative order or existence amongst sections of the ethno-‘racial’
underclasses encouraged Le Fleur to pursue his ideals; poverty and socio-economic marginalization and a
yearning for an alternative order amongst sections of the underclasses also sensitized many to Le Fleur’s ideas
and schemes. Drawing on past Griqua independence and landownership, Le Fleur’s resettlement schemes also
readily reactivated identification with a Khoekhoe past, especially amongst Khoe-San descendants in rural
areas, prompting sections of the underclassess to participate in his land schemes. Whilst Le Fleur’s reputation
as a rebel leader made his pronouncements against dependence on Whites liable to be interpreted as a call for
revolt against White oppression, his ethno-religious schemes inculcated behaviour that was constitutional.
Through the promotion of a Griqua category amongst Coloureds, Le Fleur reconnected Coloureds of
Khoekhoe descent with their Griqua-mediated Khoekhoe past. By promoting a Griqua identity amongst
Coloureds, Le Fleur and his associates also cultivated identification with a Khoekhoe heritage amongst
Coloureds who might not necessarily have been of Khoekhoe descent. Through the inclusion of some people
of Bantu-speaking origin in his organizational structures and resettlement schemes, Le Fleur also made it
possible for them to be classified as Griqua and Coloured. Through his organizational work amongst people
who were not traditionally Griqua, Le Fleur contributed to the broadening of the Griqua population.

B NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, GF Strydom, Knysna, to AG de Smidt, Knysna, 17 December 1931; Patricia Storrar:
Portrait of Plettenberg Bay (Cape Town: Purnell, 1978), p. 214.

B2 NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, GF Strydom, Knysna, to AG de Smidt, Knysna, 17 December 1931.

B3 NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 3, Magistrate, Knysna, to Secretary, Native Affairs, Pretoria, 24 February 1932.

'8 Department of Coloured Affairs: “Report of the Interdepartmental Committee of Inquiry into the Identity of the
Griquas”, 27 October 1980 (Mentz Report), par. 8.12.1-8.12.6.

185 Patricia Storrar: Portrait of Plettenberg Bay (Cape Town: Purnell, 1978), p. 214.

'8 Chapter 7 deals with Griqua participation in the Van Riebeeck Festival.
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Chapter 6: Griqua-Coloured ethno-nationalism (1920-1970s)

National Pride ... has lifted many Nations out of despondency. We have but to look back and see how
the Griqua Nation has fallen since the death of Captain Adam Kok. So far that one ever knew that
such a Nation existed until the trek in 1917 and though many obstacles were placed in our way, a
Greater Organisation, yes, ten times greater than the Griqua Nation was in the past, has gradually
grown and is still growing; not with wealth, but by perseverance; by sticking to the task we have
undertaken. Here again the spirit of Independence and daring which was the greatest characteristic
of the Griquas and which helped them conquer all hardships and battles in the 18th century is shown,
and while it is still in the Blood, let us instil it in the minds of the coming generation to be proud — to
be what God has created you.

(Grigqua and Coloured People’s Opinion, 27 August 1926)

This chapter explores Le Fleur’s peculiar Griqua-Coloured ethno-nationalism and the significance of the
Griqua and Coloured People’s Opinion (GCPO), Griqua National Conference (GNC), and the Griqua
Independent Church (GIC) in his attempt between 1920 and 1941 to unify and reform Coloureds as Griqua
into ordered law abiding, self-reliant and proud ethno-national Christian subjects. The chapter also explores
Le Fleur’s ambivalent association of the Griqua and Coloured categories in his ethno-national project.
Building on the previous one, this chapter shows that it was especially through the belief that Le Fleur had
supernatural abilities and that he was called by God to ‘deliver’ his people, that he was able to impress people
with his visions of an alternative existence and to retain his followers, despite setbacks. The divine intent that
Le Fleur imputed on his Griqua-Coloured ethno-building project made his followers believe that their own
participation was special and part of a divine plan. Whilst Le Fleur resolved to turn Coloureds into Griqua, he
also reinforced the association of the Coloured and Griqua categories, thus contributing to the distancing of
Griquaness from ‘Nativeness’ during a period when Griqua were liable to be categorized as ‘Native’, and to
be subjected to attendant restrictions. Reflecting the colonial juncture in which Griqua and Coloureds were
constituted — a juncture characterized by the erosion of Khoe-San cultures, and the appropriation and
ascendance of colonial culture and values amongst colonized sections — Le Fleur cultivated a Griqua identity
that appealed much to Christian and European cultural values at the same time as he promoted the affirmation
of Khoekhoe identities. Le Fleur’s promotion of a Griqua identity thus reflected the multi-cultural and multi-
discursive constitution of Griqua identities and the ensuing variable nature of (the relation between elements
in) Griqua identities. The chapter also gives an account of Le Fleur’s organizational legacy between 1941 and
the 1970s.

Griqua and Coloured People’s Opinion

By 1920 Le Fleur had embarked on an earnest project to organize Coloureds and to unite them under a Griqua
category. In attempting to turn Coloureds into Griqua and to turn the latter into respectable self-disciplined
and law abiding subjects, Le Fleur had to contend with alternative self-representations and socio-political
agendas. He also had to contend with depreciating representations of Griqua, Coloureds and Bantu-speaking
African communities which stemmed from operative racial discourses. As was the case with those who
promoted alternative oppositional representations, Le Fleur utilized some of the technologies of representation
used in the promotion of dominant discourses, establishing his own newspaper. He also distributed a huge
amount of documents' within the organizational structures that he created that promoted his ideas as well as
his leadership as a Griqua paramount chief.

' See e. g. University of South Africa Library (archival division), Pretoria, Le Fleur Collection (LC).
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Established early in 1920” by Le Fleur, the Griqua & Coloured Peoples Opinion (GCPO) was originally
meant to be a weekly “coloured paper™ promoting the advancement and “unity of our [Coloured] races”.
Projected as non-political, the newspaper articulated opposition to the labour movement, socialism and
Coloured political leaders from its inception. Whilst the GCPO lamented from its inception the poverty and
the lack of institutions owned by Coloureds, it advocated the need to advance social justice through
constitutional means.* The GCPO was also utilized to promote Le Fleur’s leadership aspirations, projecting
him as a creditable leader of Griqua and Coloured people who was called by God to restore them into
nationhood.”

The name of the newspaper reflected Le Fleur’s attempt at forging unity between Griqua and Coloureds. It
also reflected Le Fleur’s attempt to turn Coloureds into Griqua in a manner that reinforced the association of
Griqua with the Coloured category. The GCPO manifested well at its inception Le Fleur’s ethno-‘racial’ and
socio-political positioning:

We have decided to start a weekly paper of our races entirely a coloured paper with the only aim to see our
people’s advancement. We are not prepared to allow our paper to be used as a medium for party Politics or for
creating disunion with other races or to [stir?] up strife about past matters. Our aim will be to bring about unity
amongst what is commonly known to be coloured people for social moral and material advancement in every
form and therefore we are starting our paper without outside aid or funds [O]ur principle will be not to attack
other races and so raise hostile feeling, but to seek the friendly co-operation of all races, as we feel sure. We
who live in South Africa need unity not strife and bitterness which will only end in destruction of our whole
country and race. ... Our aims will be to warn our people against Bolshevist or what is termed socialism.
Because it is a deceiving spirit and an evil which need checking in the bud out of our people as it is sure to
create a spirit of hatred and murder in the end. ...Coloured people who are not so fully aware of this evil, will
be led to join this Bolshevist movement who comes under the guise of higher wages, better homes and other
things less work, and so on. ... All people in the district will be led to believe a war on Capitalist, will remove
our sorrow and better our condition. This is entirely false, it will do nothing of the kind [I]t will be just the
reverse and bring about less work, more starvation and lead to our children walking naked and ourselves in our
graves or in other words, Hell let loose and the devil triumphant. One will want more than the other, and murder
and plunder will be the order of the day.

In promoting Coloured unity through the GCPO Le Fleur appealed to a common descent that he associated
with a past unity, thus suggesting an aspiration for the restoration or recreation of a purported lost unity:

Our aim is to bring this unity about [W]e propose first that we come to recognise our race, we all spring from
one stock. [W]e must come and see that we are a people [and] learn to acknowledge that our common interest is
one you see.®

? Early copies of the GCPO are difficult to come by. One early copy, Vol. I, No 12, Friday 9 April 1920, can be found at
National Archives, Pretoria, Secretary of Native Affairs (NTS) 7600, 4/328, Part 2.

Given that the GCPO first appeared as a weekly paper, the first issue (Vol. 1, No 1) must thus have been dated Friday 23
January 1920. A substantial but incomplete set of GCPO issues can be found in the Le Fleur Collection at Unisa.
Reproductions of the Unisa set are available at the Cape Town National Library.

3 LC, Griqua and Coloured Peoples Opinion and Editorials file, undated editorial document for “Griqua and Coloured
Opinion” titled “Interductionary leaders of the Griquas and Coloured Opinion” [sic]. The content of the document shows
that it was written at the inception of the GCPO. The GCPO was printed by Cape Times Printers. Griqua manuscript
(writer and date not known), p. 25.

* LC, Griqua and Coloured Peoples Opinion and Editorials file, “Interductionary leaders of the Griquas and Coloured
Opinion”.

5 See e.g. GCPO, 10 December 1926; 28 January 1927; 17 September 1928; 2 December 1933.

® LC, Griqua and Coloured Peoples Opinion and Editorials file, “Interductionary leaders of the Griquas and Coloured
Opinion”.
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As suggested in the GCPO, Le Fleur did not only project a common indigenous lineage on Coloureds and
Griqua but imputed this lineage with ‘race’ mixing that preceded White settlement in South Africa. Reflecting
the appropriation of colonial historiography in the projection of a shared indigenous ancestry of Griqua and
Coloureds, the GCPO indicated that:

In 1624 our forefathers lived in South Africa as heathens under their chiefs. They migrated from North Africa,
and came along downwards to the South. Our race was a mixed one, and it had its own language and in every
mode of thinking and acting a similarity with the Jews. Our forefathers mixed with the Bantu and Bushmen and
thus we developed to what we were before the European came here. Then came the time, in 1652, when the
Europeans, who for many years had done trading by ships with our people, settled here and with them the
intermixture continued; we then became an even more mixed race and lived amongst the Europeans. Slowly we
developed to form a distinct race with a chief. The chief tribes that lived on the West Coast were called
Namaquas, and those on the Eastern shore, near Mossel Bay, were called Outeniquas. In what is now Paarl lived
the Korannas and in Saldanha Bay Namaquas. These lived in clans and at Mamre the mixed race got the name
of Griquas and are greatly mixed with the Europeans. ... Many of ... [the slaves] got mixed up through Inter-
marriage with Griquas, and also formed an important link in the Coloured Race, which intermixture is still
going on to-day.”

Although Griqua were inclined to acknowledge having Khoekhoe, European and slave ancestry, thus
suppressing a Bantu-speaking and San heritage, Le Fleur appropriated historiography that induced him to
accept that “Our forefathers mixed with the Bantu and Bushmen”. Le Fleur could thus affirm that the Griqua
had Bantu-speaking African, North African, Khoekhoe (or ‘Hottentot’), San (or ‘Bushman’), European and
slave ancestry, and that they were a ‘mixed race’ and Coloured.

Although he affirmed that the Griqua were Coloured, Le Fleur regarded the Coloured category as limiting for
his nation-building project amongst Coloureds. Whilst the association of the Coloured category with partial
European ancestry made it a privileged category relative to the ‘Native’ category, it also had negative
associations undermining attempts at forging Coloured pride and ethno-national integrity. Located midway
between Whites and Bantu-speaking Africans in the colonial ethno-‘racial’ hierarchy, Coloureds tended to be
identified negatively as those people who were neither White nor ‘Native’/‘Bantu’/African/Black who lacked
distinctive cultural features that might be imputed on other social groups.® Given White denouncements of
‘racial mixing’, Colouredness became associated with “immorality, sexual promiscuity, illegitimacy,
impurity, and untrustworthiness”. The definition of Coloured identity “in terms of ‘lack or taint, or in terms of
a ‘remainder’ or excess” which did “not fit a classificatory scheme”,” “reinforced ideas that Coloured people
were not of the same standing as other groups” and “that their claims to autonomous group status — usually
articulated in terms of the word ‘nation’, ‘people’ or ‘race’ — were deficient or lacked a degree of

authenticity”."’

The association of Griqua with ‘racial mixing’ and Colouredness made the category liable to draw the
negative connotations of the Coloured category. The Griqua category, however, easily generated ethno-
national specificity that could draw on past Griqua polities.'' The category was also associated with
leadership by captains or chiefs that Le Fleur sought to promote amongst Coloureds, with himself as a pre-
eminent chief. Le Fleur’s uneasiness with the Coloured category was strongly suggested in a 1925 newspaper

7 “Short history”, GCPO, 3 September 1927. This GCPO article a slight alteration of s similarly titled article of in an
issue of 23 January 1925

8 Mohamed Adhikari: “Hope, fear, shame, frustration: Continuity and change in the expression of Coloured identity in
white supremacist South Africa, 1910-1994” (PhD thesis, University of Cape Town, 2002), pp. 34, 6.

® Zimitri Erasmus: “Introduction: Re-imagining Coloured identities”, in Zimitri Erasmus (ed.): Coloured by history,
shaped by place: Perspectives on Coloured identities in the Cape (Cape Town: Kwela Books, 2001), p. 17.

10 Adhikari: “Continuity and change in the expression of Coloured identity”, pp. 34-5.

1 LC, Item 9.2, “The late Griqua leader”.
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article in which he was reported to have objected to being “classed as a coloured man” and to have mentioned
that “[t]he name coloured would always be regarded by him and his people as degrading, and [that] they
would refuse to be called bastards for the sake of accepting equality with Europeans”. Le Fleur was also
reported to have uncharacteristically stated that the Griqua “would prefer to remain in the native category”."
Though uneasy with the Coloured category, Le Fleur was not generally inclined to express outright rejection
of the category. Given the deficiency of the Coloured category for his ethno-national project, Le Fleur
attempted to transform Coloureds into Griqua. Though Le Fleur achieved little success in his land schemes,

the GCPO boasted about Griqua achievement in regard to government recognition:

Let us see what they have achieved since they began in 1917. They have got their National Status recognized in
Law, their Church Conference by the King and the Governor-General, their National Conference, their Land
Settlement by the Government, and see what the few who were not mislead from their Chief into foul slander,
got as a reward — a Great Race is to-day recognized by our Greatest men of European Extraction."

The GCPO also specifically boasted about the special status of the Griqua as a ‘mixed-race’:

The mixed people who call themselves Griquas, have this in their favour [they have recognition as a nation] ... .
[Bly Act of Parliament they are recognised as a distinct nation. Again by judgement of Supreme Court the
Griquas are pronounced a mixed race. ... Can the European cede more recognition than we have already on
national grounds? ... Our race has become one, under one leader and our position as the official body in our
race is recognised by the King, Government of South Africa, and League of Nations."*

Although Le Fleur regarded the Coloured category to be of limited value for the creation the nationhood he
strived for, he had to use it in his attempt to turn Coloureds into Griqua. He also found it useful to apply to the
Griqua in so far as it reinforced their association with ‘mixed racial’ descent and distinguished and separated
them from ‘Natives’, thus making them less liable to be subjected to restrictions imposed upon ‘Natives’. By
imputing the Griqua category with ‘racial mixture’ and Colouredness, Le Fleur could thus secure privileges
that the Coloured category conferred and at the same time invoke the ethno-national qualities of the Griqua
category which were lacking in the Coloured category. Given that many Coloureds were ashamed of their
Khoe-San heritage, the association of the Griqua category with ‘Hottentots’ who were associated with
primitivism and inferiority, would have made Le Fleur’s attempt at turning Coloureds into Griqua very
challenging.

A wide variety of societal segments categorized as Coloured were targets of Le Fleur’s mobilization and thus,
for him, potential Griqua, as Reverend John F Jeptha, from Le Fleur’s Griqua church indicated in 1924:

[O]ns wil hé alle kleurlinge moet hulle as onder die banier van die Griekwas beskou. Ons wil hulle laat voel dat
ons een volk is, dan sal daar drie nasionaliteite in die land wees, n.l. Die Bantoe, Griekwa en die witman. '

Even Cape Malays were for Le Fleur potential Griqua. It was reasoned in a 1925 GCPO issue that

[t]here are many people who argue we cannot class the Malays as Griquas; we ask, where can you draw the
line? seeing that they are to-day so intermixed in us, how can they claim a different Asiatic Nationality? We
cannot go by the Religion, that is another matter altogether from the National History.'®

2 Star, 30 December 1925, p. 8.

¥ GCPO, 15 May 1925.

' GCPO, 23 January 1925, relevant article (titled “Short History™) reprinted in issue of 3 September 1927.
15 Burger, 11 December 1924, p. 8.

' GCPO, 23 January 1925.
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Le Fleur did not regard Cape Malays in the same way as he regarded the ‘Asiatics’ to whom he displayed an
aversion that had both an economic dimension and a cultural-religious one. Although he evinced hostility to
Islam (associated with Malays), the Cape Malays were for him a mixed group intertwined with Coloureds
whom he sough to mobilize. He regarded, on the other hand, the ‘Asiatic’ as a group posing an economic
threat to Coloured people. ‘Asiatics’ were for him also a religious and cultural group that posed a threat to
Christendom and ‘Western civilization’. Interpreting world events and conflicts much in terms of his
understanding of the Bible, notably Revelation, Le Fleur pitted Japan, India, Islam and Hinduism against
Christendom in a struggle for global domination. In terms of that scheme the accommodation of ‘Asiatics’ in
South Africa would be an invitation for ‘Asiatic’ domination on a local scale that would advance ‘Asiatic’
struggle for global domination. Le Fleur felt, as suggested in the GCPO, that ‘Asiatics’ should be kept out of
the country and that those who were in the country should be encouraged to go back to Asia:

[1]t is their [Europeans’] duty towards the Country and themselves to keep out other Races, or do they possess
the right to allow us to be swamped by Asia, and so to take the livelihood from the Coloured Race? Can the
Asiatics claim to dispossess us from our very existence through economic pressure out of living in our country?
Has not the government already allowed too much scope to this foreign invasion, whereby already to-day our
children are ... in the hands of the Asiatic traders? ... The Europeans and ourselves have built up South Africa
to the high position it holds to-day and not the Asiatics from Asia, from whom we have received no
development, they have only made large profits out of the country and built themselves up with profit, which
comes from our hard earnings. The time has probably arrived for the Asiatics to leave our Country.'’

As an ethno-national instrument, the GCPO promoted pride in being Griqua as well as Coloured. Given the
somatic variety amongst Coloureds and the liability of somatic distinctions to generate status differentiation
and to discourage a sense of peopleness, drawing on the Bible, the GCPO encouraged Coloureds to look
beyond somatic differences:

Do let us discard the colour of our skin, which threw away the beautiful work in the past, it is only skin deep
and get into the depth of our human life, and let us rather than wanting to be recognised by our skins, be
recognised by our creation. Let us see what King David said in the 30th Psalm: “Oh God that has laid thine
hand on me, for I am wonderfully and fearfully made, marvellous is the work of thine hands and that my soul
knows full well.” Oh! This wonderful creation is despised by ourselves. Do let us understand that it is National
Instinct in King David who made him acknowledge his creation.'®

Griqua (National) Conference and the Griqua Independent Church of South Africa

Le Fleur’s ideals were further cultivated and sustained amongst his followers through Griqua organizational
structures that he developed from 1920. Partly influenced by Le Fleur in their aspiration for Coloured unity
and an independent church for Griqua-Coloureds, Le Fleur’s adherents projected him as a person able to
advance Coloured unity and encouraged him to call a “Christian conference” for the advancement Coloured
interest and Coloured unity." Le Fleur subsequently organized a big conference in the Maitland Town Hall in
Cape Town that eventually took place between Friday 2 April and Tuesday 6 April 1920. The conference took
place during the Easter period® which generated great symbolism for the event. Le Fleur at times, before,
during and after the 1920 conference gave Khoekhoe content to the Colouredness and common descent of the
people he sought to organize and for whom the 1920 and subsequent conferences were intended. Thus, in
1911 Le Fleur congratulated the English King George V and Queen Mary for their coronation on behalf of the
“offspring of the Hottentot race”.”’ In regard to the envisaged 1920 conference Le Fleur indicated that the
“members of the Conference represent[ed] the Griquas, Namaquas Outeniquas and coloured people out of

" See GCPO, 8 January 1926.

'8 GCPO, 26 June 1925.

19LC, GCPO and Editorials file, incomplete document on, inter alia, the need for a conference.
2 GCPO, 9 April 1920.

21 GG 96 3/430, AAS le Fleur to Gladstone, Governor General, Pretoria [May 1911].
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those races”.”” In referring to a 1922 Griqua conference he indicated that the “Assembly represent[ed] the
following Tribes of our Race, what are commonly known as Griquas, Namaquas, Outeniquas and Hottentots

and mixed Coloured people, which form the Griqua Tribe”.**

Le Fleur had a long-term social, economic, religious and ethno-national perspective in organizing the 1920
conference. For example, he undertook to propose at the conference that hostels, homes and hospitals be built
across the country and that provision be made for coloured orphans. He also undertook to raise the problem of
alcohol, education, trading and banking, socialism and the need for church unity.

A key concern of the conference would be unity, in line with Le Fleur’s earnest effort at forging Griqua-
Coloured nationhood. He undertook to propose that a resolution be passed that unity “be our gospel in the
future”. To foster unity Le Fleur also deemed it necessary to get rid of “the class pride out of the educated
coloured people” as they were “too proud to speak to the poorer people”. He deemed it necessary for the
cultivation of unity that conferees were to recognize or cultivate a sense of a common descent and affirm that
they were a ‘race’. A prepared address urged envisaged conferees to

recognize each other as having sprung from one race. Let us learn to acknowledge our common interest is one,
because we despise each other. We refuse to raise our fallen brothers. We leave them to white missionaries to
preach to. Why? Because we refuse to accept national status. ... I want to let us discuss freely this important
point, viz: national status. We Griquas are recognized by law although being a mixed race. Wonderfully the
wording of the act says the Griquas and the like and all the coloured people look just as we do. Now let us from
to-day accept ourselves for ourselves and claim the rights belonging to ourselves of being a race created by God
in all the glory that other races are created with. Let us establish a firm union in our own race.

Le Fleur undertook to lay a resolution before the conference that “a committee be appointed to deal with all
urgent matters and to carry out the wishes of the Conference and do all things necessary for the uplifting of
our race to the point of unity and harmony with other races”. Envisioning subsequent national gatherings, Le
Fleur also intended to ask the conferees “to meet again in a Conference next year unless urgent matters would

necessitate a special Conference, but to fix April as the time for an annual Conference”.**

Conference symbolism

About 800 people attended the 1920 conference. The 1920 conference influenced very much the symbolism,
themes and pattern of subsequent Griqua national conferences. The Easter period during which the conference
was held was very symbolic. Easter was supposed to be a period commemorating the crucifixion and
resurrection of Christ. Holding the conference during this period allowed for the association of the historical
struggles and suffering of the Griqua and Coloureds with the suffering of Christ. Held during Easter the
conference encouraged the association of the resurrection of Christ with the aspiration for a Christian-centred
moral, social and economic restoration of Griqua and Coloureds as a nation.

The conference started on Good Friday (2 April) with a crucifixion service in the morning during which the
significance of the crucifixion of Christ was explained. The service was held in the open air and attended by
over three hundred people. Another service was held at 11 o’clock that was attended by about five hundred
people. The crucifixion service was finalized in the evening. The day was brought to an end with special
hymns sung by Griqua choirs. Choirs also sang on Saturday evening until the “resurrection service” was
started at Le Fleur’s “residence” on Sunday morning where Le Fleur delivered an address on the resurrection.

ZNTS 7600, 4/328, Part 2, AAS le Fleur, Kensington, Maitland, to Capt. Maryon Wilson, Cape Town 22 March 1920.
BNTS 7600, 4/328, Part 2, AAS le Fleur to Prince Arthur of Connaught, Governor General, Cape Town, 15 April 1922
2 For prepared address by AAS le Fleur see NTS 7600, 4/328, Part 2, AAS le Fleur, Kensington, to G Hazlerigg,
Secretary, Governor-General, 31 March 1920.
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At 3.30a.m. the choirs gathered up around our Chief’s residence and began the Easter joy of the Resurrection.
... Here we asked God to endow us with a spirit to receive him in our hearts and lives, and we left after the sun
rose, and felt we had received an answer to our prayers. The Chief ... was truly in top form. His soul was
beautifully illuminated with God’s spirit and that illumination lifted up our souls. It stirred our souls in God’s
glory, which is the joy of all Christians’ lives, and thus opened the day for more blessings.25

Thus, whilst the religious ceremony was Christian, aspects similar to those associated with Khoekhoe
religious traditions were also at work. The Saturday evening choir singing continuing until the Sunday
morning “resurrection service” at Le Fleur’s “residence”, was reminiscent of pre-Christian Khoekhoe all night
communal singing and the worshiping of Tsuni-//Goam in the bush at dawn.** The main service, held at
Maitland Town Hall was marked by characteristic ritual of the Le Fleur Griqua:

At 9.30 the choirs gathered at Maitland Town Hall, and on the arrival of our Chief, lined and sang the beautiful
anthem “I shall see the king in His beauty.” When this was over, two choirs followed, singing, “Cry aloud and
shout, for great is the Holy One of Israel.” Then the older men went into the rooms behind, where the Chief led
with a most impressive prayer ... .

The morning service was quite full, with some people having had to stand. A service was also held for
children in the afternoon attended by over two hundred children. A service was again held in the evening.

The 1920 conference was organized in two stages, the first being devoted to religious activities from Friday to
Sunday. The more secular concerns were dealt with on Monday and Tuesday when serious deliberations were
actually conducted. The atmosphere on the last days of the conference was, however, also a religious one,
reflecting thus a Griqua universe in which the secular and spiritual could be intimately connected, and by
extension, the religious (or ethno-religious) nature of the ethnic identity of the Le Fleur Griqua. The
interconnection of the religious and secular also reflected the practical dimension of Le Fleur’s Christianity.
Like it was on Sunday, the events of Monday were started with prayers at the residence of Le Fleur where a
gathering was held early before daylight:

Armed with the spirit of God, we started our prayer to God to lead us aright in our work, as we felt we were
going to deal with the future of our children and we needed God’s guidance in so grave a matter, and we needed
light and patience. Unless God gave us that light our work would end in darkness.

The ritualism at Maitland Town Hall on Sunday was repeated on Monday:

We gathered at the Maitland Town Hall at 9.30, and at 10.a.m. the chief arrived. The two hundred choir girls
and men waited lined up and ready. Over four hundred men lined the route to the hall, where the Committee
leaders and old men were waiting at the entrance of the hall. The Chief was saluted by the Choir master, and the
choirs sang “Teach me, O Lord, the way of Thy salvation.” After a review of the choirs, they sang “I shall see
the King in His beauty.”

After singing, and a prayer by Le Fleur, the “opening ceremony address was read”, followed by addresses to
the king of England and to Lord and Lady Buxton (in their absence), reflecting Le Fleur’s attempt at obtaining
official support and respect for his ethno-building endeavours. As suggested before, during his address Le
Fleur gave more precise Khoekhoe content to the heritage of the people to whom the conference was
intended, suggesting an attempt at reviving or encouraging identification with a broad Khoekhoe ancestral
heritage:

» GCPO, 9 April 1920.
% Elizabeth Elbourne: “Early Khoisan uses of mission Christianity”, in Henry C Bredekamp and Robert J Ross (eds.):
Mission and Christianity in South African history (Johannesburg: Witwatersrand University Press, 1995), pp. 76, 79.
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Fathers of the Griqua, Namaqua and Outeniqua Branches of our race, and all coloured people springing from
those Branches: we are here to-day to gather for the first time under the shade of Table Mountain since our
forefathers moved into the interior in the Sixteenth Century.

Le Fleur’s address was characteristically inspired by his Christian sensibilities. It also manifested the extent to
which he internalized (some) colonial values, even as he challenged (some of) them in encouraging
identification with a heritage devalued in colonial discourse. His address also suggested his attempt at
allaying White concerns that he had seditious motives:

It was God’s will that we should become scattered, that the European people should be sent into our country,
and that we should bow to their ruling. In many ways we believed our forefathers disliked the advent of the
Europeans, and undoubtedly they suffered many wrongs, but they were heathens and knew not the Lord Jesus.
Let us ask ourselves to-day, admitting the sufferings and wrongs: What were the blessing the Europeans
brought? The wrongs which they and we suffered melt away like snow before the sun. What was that sun but
the glorious gospel of Jesus Christ? They gave us this Gospel, entrusted to them by God, and they gave it us
most fully; they hid nothing.”’

The significance of singing, which served to keep Le Fleur’s followers together and to maintain their
attachment to his teachings, ** was reflected at the conference. Choirs sang at the beginning and end of
ceremonies as well as at intervals “rendering some beautiful music, which was most heartily appreciated by
the audience”.” Many of the hymns sung by Le Fleur’s choirs reflected the appropriation and redeployment
English and Dutch hymns for Le Fleur’s Griqua-Coloured nation-building project. Many of the songs of the
Griqua were composed by themselves and dealt specifically with their volk experiences and aspirations. Many
of their hymns were also derived from Dutch and English hymnbooks, for example, the Evangelisch
Gezangboek that was later rendered into Afrikaans (Evangelies Gesangboek) and The Bristol Chant, Anthem
and Service Book, the Alexander Hymns no. 3 and the Congregational Anthems.® The words of the Griqua
National Conference anthem, “God ewig, groot en goed” was, with many other songs of the Griqua, also in
the Evangelies Gesangboek. Le Fleur himself taught his adherents hymns out of Dutch Hymn books,
including the popular “Juig Aarde”.”' The Christian songs generally sang by Griqua, were of various kinds,
for example, revival, deliverance, offering, faith, thanks-giving and praise songs.”

The conference was adjourned at 22h30 and reconvened on Tuesday. Key resolutions were taken on the final
conference day. A twenty-four man council was selected “to assist the Chief in the work of our race”. The
conference also decided to accept “the Griqua Church as our national Church, as constituted at Kokstad and
Griquatown”. Although 1920 is often referred to as the year in which the Griqua Independent Church of
South Africa (GIC) was established, the church was apparently already “established” in “Kensington by the
members of the Griqua Church, since their arrival in Cape Town”. Thus, the 1920 Conference might have
occasioned the reconstitution of the Griqua Church (modelled on the one at Kokstad) as an independent
Griqua church under the leadership of Le Fleur. Le Fleur’s Griqua church was not formally linked to the
church at Kokstad. His own Griqua Independent Church would thus in a sense have been established in 1920.

The identification of Griquaness with Colouredness was sharply manifested through a resolution that the
government be requested to make provisions for a representative body, the Coloured National Council,
through which Coloureds could deal with their affairs. It was envisaged that such a council would deal with

T GCPO, 9 April 1920.

2 Annette Marié Cloete: “Die musiek van die Griekwas”, Vol. I (PhD thesis, University of Stellenbosch, 1986), p. 236.
¥ GCPO, 16 April 1920 (Copy obtained from private source).

% Cloete: “Die musiek van die Griekwas”, p. 101.

3! Cloete: “Die musiek van die Griekwas”, pp. 104, 140. Many of the books out of which GNC adherents were initially
taught were lost (Ibid. pp. 104, 165). Songs and hymns were subsequently to a large extent taught from memory. Ibid. p.
119.

32 Cloete: “Die musiek van die Griekwas”, p. 142.
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issues such as schooling, religion, housing, hospitals, Coloured settlement management boards, trade,
assurance and banking.*

The 1920 conference was followed by regular national gatherings. Their organizational structure was at first
simply called the Griqua Conference. By 1925 the organizational structure was called the Griqua National
Conference.** The 1920 conference was a very important event for Le Fleur’s Griqua-Coloured ethno-nation
building. Reflecting on the 1920 conference in 1938 Le Fleur declared that “we became a people at Maitland
Town Hall on Easter 1920, and God became our God”.>> The establishment of GIC and GNC braches served
to bind Le Fleur’s adherents.

The establishment of a GIC and GNC reflected Le Fleur’s attempt to achieve both socio-economic and
spiritual upliftment of Griqua and Coloureds. These two structures were intimately connected. Membership of
one of these structures led to an association with the other. GIC and GNC branches were established across
South Africa. Where the GIC operated the GNC also automatically operated and where the GNC operated the
GIC also operated. The GIC, as the church of the Le Fleur Griqua, was much more devoted to religious
activities. The GNC, as the “national organization™® of the Le Fleur Griqua, on the other hand, dealt much
more with secular concerns. However, the GIC also dealt with secular concerns such as land settlements
whilst the GNC was also imbued with religion. The GIC and GNC thus reflected the Le Fleur Griqua universe
in which the secular and the spiritual were intertwined.

The establishment of Le Fleur’s GIC and the institutionalization of the 1920 conference (as the Griqua
National Conference of South Africa), provided organizational structures through which his values, ideas and
leadership were promoted and sustained. Le Fleur became president of the Griqua Independent Church of
South Africa as well as the head of the Griqua (National) Conference.”” Manifesting a great love for choir
singing, Le Fleur also became president of the Griqua Choirs Association with his second oldest son, Adam J
le Fleur, as secretary. AAS le Fleur also used the title of paramount chief in his communications to the
government by the mid-1920s.” The paramount chief became constitutionally president of the GNC. The wife
of the paramount chief became constitutionally president of the Women’s Society.”

AAS le Fleur’s family members, children and trusted church ministers were made to play key leadership roles
in GNC structures. His eldest son, Abraham Andrew, also referred to as the “young Chief”, was elected
president of the Griqua church in 1926.* Abraham’s brother Adam was president of the Griqua Young-Men’s
Association with C Abrahams as secretary. Adam also became secretary of the GNC in 1928, in addition to
being the secretary of the Griqua Choirs Association. Reverend John Jeptha also acted as secretary of the
GNC and the GIC. He was also the GIC’s scribe. The chief’s wife, Rachel Susanna le Fleur, became president
of the Griqua Women’s Society with his daughter Charlotte as vice president and D Grew as secretary. Annie
le Fleur, another of the chief’s daughters, became president of the Griqua Girls Society with Johanna Cloete

3 GCPO, 16 April 1920.

3 GCPO, 23 January 1925. This issue has a copy of a letter from the governor general’s secretary to the president and
general secretary of the “Griqua Conference”, dated 14 June 1922. The letter responds to an address made to the British
King at the “Griqua Conference” held in April 1922 at Maitland.

35 LC, Miscellaneous file, AAS le Fleur: “Conference call ... 19397, Ratelgat, 1 February 1939.
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B GG 1567, 50/1314, Griqua National Conference, Wynberg, to Earl of Athlone and Princess Alice, Cape Town, 3
November 1926; GCPO, 21 May 1926.

¥ See LC, Item 4.1, Constitution of the Griqua National Conference of South Africa, as amended in 1959.
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as secretary.”' An expectation was thus cultivated amongst the adherents of AAS le Fleur that his relatives and
descendants were to play leading roles in the GNC and GIC.

Le Fleur’s GIC provided opportunities for people to become church officials who would otherwise have
difficulty playing leadership roles in churches established and led by Whites.* The ability to do God’s work,
that is, to transform demoralized and impoverished Coloureds into a disciplined, self-reliant and proud
Christian Griqua, became an important criterion for official positions in the GIC, and not formal education.*
Ministers in the GIC were required to balance their spirituality in a practically orientated Christianity. Le
Fleur censured ministers who became ‘too spiritual’ in their orientation. He wanted his ministers to be
actively involved in the promotion of resettlement schemes.**

Young Women’s & Young Men’s societies

The GNC attempted to ‘restore’ Griqua and Coloured national sensibility through its various sub-structures
through which Le Fleur’s ideals and values were cultivated and sustained. Special structures were formed to
deal with young people. The Young Women’s Society and the Young Men’s Society served as important
mechanisms for the cultivation of Griqua cooperation and ethno-‘racial’ sensibility and unity.

The Young Women’s Society aimed “to bring about a social understanding amongst the coloured Girls to
learn to recognise each other socially so as to receive each other, to have a common ground whereon to
uphold each other, and to help and protect each other”.*’ It was also meant to “aid the old and the sickly” and
to help young girls to take “[their] proper place in our Race as the future mothers of it”. By getting women
“working socially together in one Race” the Woman’s Society was to “help to consolidate our people into one
whole.”* It was reasoned in the GCPO that “once there exist a body of women who work nationally together
with only one aim, that is the preservation of their race, then there is surely in the future coming out of the
Coloured people, a race fully armed with the feeling of “united we stand, divided we fall”.*’

The Young Men’s Society was “formed with the object of getting the Young Coloured Burgers to work in co-
operation and unison”.

This would be one of the Bodies which everyone in South Africa (irrespective of denomination) should join and
help to make it a success, as this is the missing link in our Race. ... [I]t will build up the feeling of brotherhood
and break down the razor assaults which figure in our Courts daily; it will reduce the