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An important consideration is often lost in discussions of the transition in South Africa as it evolved prior to and after 1994.  Both the ANC and the National Party put high priority on the nature of the legal transition. Between 1990 and 1994, the negotiations process occurred within the context of an all white referendum, legally constructed negotiations forums, and the legal transfer of power from the tri-cameral legislature and the executive authority created out of it.

The transfer of power to the new Transitional Executive Council (TEC) legislated in late 1993 and the post-election transitional government was legally implemented through legislation passed by the all white upper house of the tri-cameral parliament prior to the first non-racial elections in 1994 (Sampson 1999). The transfer to a multiple source military system was followed by joint agreement and executive action. Both sides in the negotiations process were concerned with institutional continuities between 1990 and 1994 and to constitutional changes that would accompany them.

At the same time, many white liberal South Africans have claimed that the National Party after February 2, 1990 adopted almost all of the Democratic Party’s policies and that liberals and the Democratic Party were not given credit for their contribution to the negotiated settlement.  There is some justification to this since the white opposition was always a part of the political establishment. However, it is the contention of this book that liberalism lost its way in white South Africa during the nineteenth and twentieth century and failed to earn its strategic presence at the negotiations table after February 2, 1990.  Neither of the two major negotiating partners, the ANC block nor the National Party and its allies, represented a liberal view of South Africa, both historically and looking forward. Their failure to take sides in the bilateral negotiations process limited their influence on the negotiations process.

The view of the white Parliamentary opposition, whether the United Party in the early 1950s, the Progressive Party in the 1960s and 1970s, or the Democratic Party in the 1980s, was often read as the view from Anglo-American (The South African mining conglomerate).  Anglo's view of the future was “of a South Africa brought into the twentieth century world of modern industrial society, free of the constraints of apartheid, with a free labour market and greater flexibility for business” (Pallister et al. 1988, p. 84).

During the apartheid period, advocates for a liberal, non-racial South Africa were likewise shunned by the political and economic leadership of the day. Liberals did not include political liberalism or social security as high priorities let alone a focus on the historical deficits accumulated by black South Africans during three hundred years of racial government. There is a long history in South Africa of liberal voices being muted or absent without leave.

In post-apartheid South Africa, liberalism has been “excoriated [by the ANC] more often than any other ideology” and, for many in the liberation movement, has replaced apartheid as the threat to African advancement (Barrell 1999f, p. 23).  ANC politicians have labeled liberalism a mutant and claimed that the Democratic Party/Alliance had shifted to the right in South Africa warning that a Democratic Alliance victory would represent a return to apartheid and racist government. Liberals in turn accused the ANC of wanting hegemony, collectivist rule and assuming that it could do no wrong (“Is Liberalism Dead” 1999; Yengeni 1999). To many in the ANC, the ultimate crime in South Africa was to be “a bleeding heart liberal” (Krog 1998, p. 145).

By 1999, at the end of the Mandela period, questions remained about the extent to which the ANC accepted the legitimacy of the concept of political opposition in South Africa.  They specifically rejected the legitimacy of the Democratic Party, now the Democratic Alliance (DA) as a legitimate opposition because its leadership and most of its supporters were white, or of mixed race. That view came to dominate ANC thinking during the Zuma administration.

Under the leadership of Nelson Mandela and especially Thabo Mbeki, the country came to embrace fiscal conservatism and economic neo-liberalism. This was a period of rapid construction in the housing sector, for electricity, water, and township roads while social needs in education, health, and employment continued to lag behind. The country grew at between 5 percent and 6 percent but this was not enough to incorporate the millions of black South Africans who lived below the poverty line. 

Moreover, though there were black South Africans who were able to enter into the middle class after 1994, the fundamental failure of the ANC state was the failure to reform and direct the educational system towards the social development of the black majority of the population. The country had a GINI coefficient score of over .65 throughout its first ten years, with inequity being clearly defined by education lines. Social institutions, especially health and education came to be privatized under Jacob Zuma with access limited by an upper middle class salary.

Critics of the neo-liberal policies of South Africa’s post-apartheid government suggest that it was not enough to show a modest upswing in economic growth, pegged at 4.5 percent during much of the Mbeki administration.  The country needed to move past a strategy of middle class growth (which was real) and move to address the unemployment, skills deficits and the extreme poverty of the vast majority of South Africa’s black citizens. 

The model of development followed under Mbeki and to a lesser extent Jacob Zuma was consciously based on the Asian model of development, an explicitly authoritarian model of development. Despite the economic neo-liberalism of the ANC led government’s economic policies after 2000, the party itself remained governed by the principles of democratic centralism, collectivism, and an authoritarian expression of communication that brooked no challenges to the party leadership. To its critics, it could not free itself from its Marxist roots politically and has always kept an aura of illiberalism and a self-serving over-moralizing credo. This image of centralized leadership has been more symbolic than substance, but the Mass Democratic Movement never projected an image of pluralism. Nor was the ANC or its partner the SACP ever able to impose collectivist control over its own membership.

In the twenty-four years since majority rule in 1994, the ANC has not built up effective national political and administrative institutions in South Africa, an essential component of socially stable societies (Mashele & Qobo 2014). Though civil service interests have been an important component of the debate over institutional transformation, the institutional state in South Africa has not been a unified entity in the past.  It is and will continue to be made up of various vested interests and self-serving sub-groups. Among the several components of South African state structures, "bureaucratic empires have grown which have increasingly come into conflict with each other" (Adam 1979a, p. 75).

It is true that South Africa now has a stable three party system of competition, with the Democratic Alliance (DA) and the Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) having significant constituencies. Several small parties, the Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) and the Congress of the People (COPE) among others can play a role at provincial and local government level. That said the ANC is likely to continue to lave a lock on power with its ability to garner more than 60 percent of the vote at national level.

As the ANC approached local government elections in 2016, under the leadership of Jacob Zuma, the party had shed almost all of its ideological divisions. Instead the African Research Bulletin suggested that there were two extreme positions within the ANC, one pro-Zuma and the other against. There was also a group in the middle that could tolerate him at least in short run (“South Africa: ANC” 2016). 

Following the humiliating losses in the local government elections in 2016 however, and the increasingly undisguised corruption within the ANC, pressure grew on Zuma to give way to a new party leader in hopes of retaining power in the 2019 national elections. According to the African Research Bulletin, several analysts forecast support for the ANC dipping below 50 percent in the 2019 elections (“South Africa: ANC” 2016). However though there were increasingly vocal demands for Zuma to step down, for most of his presidency Zuma had a strong hold over the power structure of the ANC structure and insured the loyalty of the party through his extensive patronage system. 

Little is known about the functioning and the conflicts that have occurred within the civil service, the public corporations, and between the public corporations, sub-national government, and the state apparatus prior to 1994 (Adam 1979b). There can be little doubt, however, that despite a relatively robust private and civil society sector, in post-apartheid South Africa, race and ethnicity have continued to define vested interests in a country led by increasingly criminalized, racial and ethnically based “mafia” cliques embedded within the public sector, a dark future if dramatic steps are not taken (Mashele & Qobo 2014, p. 173).
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In understanding the politics of contemporary South Africa, it is important to understand that the country’s historical internal institutional divisions included a power struggle between the executive and state bureaucracy (Posel 1991). In South Africa, the white basis of the monopoly of knowledge and technology was unlikely to change until well into the twenty-first century.  Throughout South African history, white racial control has dominated knowledge and technology and limited the extent to which the ANC could transform the public service and the private sector without decreasing public sector capacity.

 In the future as well as in the past, the bureaucracy's bid for supremacy within the state stems in part from bureaucrats’ control over information, their technical expertise, and, in part, because they constitute a major constituency whose support was needed by the government of the day. The result, particularly under Jacob Zuma, has been a patronage-based cronyism that originates both down from the political leadership and up through minor and major patronage networks linking political elites with community leadership.  For those who see South Africa losing its technical advantage within Africa and among emerging nations, it is this patronage-based cronyism and a legacy and reality of corruption which will sow the seeds of destruction. 

There has been a myth of exceptionalism in South Africa; that the country was different from other African states and that its political institutions, despite apartheid, were effective and “western” in nature.  However, when it came to power in 1994, the ANC had no plan for economic and social development, for good governance, or institutional development. In reality, South Africa followed a pattern of political transformation followed by many other developing countries where independence (or in South Africa’s case majority rule) started out with a revolution and a liberation movement that ultimately ended up as a kleptocracy defined by a leadership corrupted by power and greed (Mashele & Qobo 2014) . 

In post-apartheid South Africa, Black Economic Empowerment (BEE) became synonymous with the redistribution of money from the private sector to the ANC leadership and its cronies through preferential access to privatization and public tenders, the so-call “tenderocracy” system of oligarchic self-serving cliques (Mashele & Qobo 2014). A transition to institutionalized pluralist governance remains unachieved in Africa’s most technically complex societies.
	
Corruption, which has increasingly defined ANC rule, was in large part inherited from the apartheid period and within the ANC corrupt practices were wide spread in exile (Picard 2006). Moreover, corruption evolved and increased, albeit slowly, throughout the Mandela years. The pace quickened under Thabo Mbeki, and became almost pathological by the end of the Zuma years. Under President Zuma, South Africa dropped to 72 on the Transparency International corruption index. Criticism of ANC patronage and corruption branded one critic as a traitor, a counter-revolutionary and a “liberal” (Ellis 2012, p. 74). To his critics, Jacob Zuma was a fundamentally flawed politica leader whose corrupt practices came to define the post-apartheid state (Ellis 2012, p. 76).  By 2015, almost all of the left of center supporters of the ANC and the SACP had jumped ship and no longer supported the Zuma led government or political party.
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The overall premise of this book has been that liberalism, though hard to define, in a minimalist and generic sense, is an essential component of good governance. As Tom Lodge (2003, p. 153) has so articulately put it: “In an effective democracy the everyday lives of officials and citizens are shaped by liberal values, both politically and socially. This requires associational life that is independent from the state and corporate structures and can defend citizens and assert their rights which is separate from, but bolstered by, a state which is strong enough to enforce its own laws and play a role in social development.” While operationalizing liberalism as a concept is difficult, given ideological differences, it is not impossible.

The definition of classical ideals of liberalism is to create an environment where the individual strives for their own welfare within a context of government neutrality. It provides for political libertarian values combined with social fairness within the context of a level playing field. Liberalism is neither libertarianism free from social responsibility, nor social responsibility that imposes moral collectivity on a society.
 
Those who reject pluralism and social responsibility usually take a collectivist view of society seeing the state as defining the collective good as an end goal. There has been a general understanding in South Africa that liberalism is and should be beyond party or ideological values (Leon 2006). This can result in a violation of the freedom of the individual in trying to achieve a greater good. This challenge, and the debate which surrounds it, remains an elusive target in South Africa (Hudson 2000).

Concerns of liberals, historically, have included the existence a multi-racial, though not a non-racial, society in South Africa, stressing at least in a vague way opportunity for all, consultation prior to structural changes, assertion of a federal concept, addressing issues of social and economic inequities, and a Bill of Rights. To address these issues, this book has identified several variations on liberalism that have long existed in South Africa: those promoting variously assimilation, separation and protection, multi-culturalism, and attacking extreme economic disparity. Because of these diversions with regard to social responsibility, liberal political movements have, for long periods of time, been out of the mainstream of South African political debate.

This issue of individual, organizational, and societal values is central to the dilemmas faced by South Africans during the last 350 years of its history. This is particularly important when the society is layered with multiple groups with self-acclaimed status and debates over indigenous rights. There are, in South Africa, endangered original people (San and Khoi), a majority group (African) which currently and correctly claims the mantel of indigenous, a mixed group of people (the so-called Coloured who evolved in part out of the original, now endangered South Africans of the Western and Northern Cape) and two recently settled but permanent groups Asian (Indian and Chinese) and European South Africans for whom the term settler is not appropriate.

It was the conservatism and timidity of liberals from the 1940s to the 1960s that caused many within the liberation movements to come to despise liberalism as an ideology. This was a continuing concern of many within the ANC, particularly, throughout the period in exile. The dominance of the political resistance landscape by the ANC left little room for liberal activists. From the ANC’s perspective, liberalism reflected the heights of capital accumulation in apartheid South Africa.

Looking beyond 2019, it is the contention of the authors that the goals of democratic governance would be best achieved by enhancing the links between government and society, and by building institutions of countervailing power to the central government that did not evolve prior to 1990. The extent to which this is possible in reality, given South Africa’s history, is the question to which we finally turn.
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Liberalism, as it has been used in this book, was self-defined over a 350 year time period by both its advocates and its critics. Over time, in both South Africa as well as the rest of the world, it has come to include political, social, and economic components in its classical eighteenth century freedom of choice manifestation as well as its Scandinavian style social democracy. The concept also has to be seen within its South African context having in South Africa become entangled in debates about cultural preservation and the assimilation of common values. 

In this beginning of this book, we argued that the South African institutional state was a colonial inheritance that functioned with a historical relationship to a racially fragmented and ethnically defined civil society. For black South Africans in particular, the “local state” outside of the white areas from which they were politically, socially, and economically excluded, remained colonial, prefectoral, and authoritarian until almost the end of the twentieth century. At issue was the extent to which the nature of the South African state was such that it could be transformed to meet the requirements of democracy, of autonomous group dynamics, and allow individuals within civil society to debate and compete over policy choices as a result of the introduction of a non-racial franchise (Du Toit 1995).

The quasi-liberal role which should have been part of the central stream of South African politics in the post-war period was often left to the various communist movements in South Africa and in exile to address. The socialist left, which remained largely white led until the 1970s, constituted an odd combination of Stalinism and liberalism by the time it went into exile (particularly given the social patterns of many white communists, made up of bourgeois life styles and values along side a Marxist ideological furvor) (Mashele & Qobo 2014).

As a liberal, Jill Wentzel has criticized the authoritarian elements within the ANC, the SACP, and the UDF during the 1980s and the intolerance of ANC/UDF members towards those who differed from them. "Yet," as Wentzel (1995, p. 277) points out, "it was precisely because these organizations resisted pressure to align themselves with the liberatory movement” that they were either ignored or denigrated by both the right wing and left wing slurs addressed to white liberals in the 1980s. As a result of their timidness and fear, South African liberals, in the 1980s, allowed "authoritarianism to creep into the body politics..." (Wentzel 1995, p. 297).

We have identified in this book institutional patterns that cover the last 350 years of South African history. At the national level, the state was defined by bureaucratic and racially defined group representation from the beginning. Throughout South African history, this was the primary interest of sub-groups that dominated the state. This book has provided a long view of South African history from the shift from a colonial mode of governance to the defined segregation established under the Union of South Africa and went on to examine the grand apartheid system constructed by the National Party after 1959. Parallel to this we provided a history of the Mass Democratic Movement and the special role that ANC has played, from its origins in 1912 to the township revolts of the 1980s. This was juxtaposed against the warped nature of the reforms that were put into place by P.W. Botha in the 1980s and their impact on the political transition. 

Focus then shifted to the process of end game negotiations, the impact of sanctions, the role of the various actors in the negotiations process, the creation of pacts, counter-pacts, and, ultimately, the establishment of a minimum winning coalition that allowed the transition to occur. The last part of the book examined the post-apartheid state under Presidents Nelson Mandela and Thabo Mbeki and the corrupt state remnant that has been the Zuma regime. Our overall concern throughout has been the nature of the liberal debate from the beginning of South Africa’s tortured history to the first two decades of majority rule government. With the swearing in of Cyril Ramaphosa as state president on February 15, 2018, the story ends, with the new president inheriting the disaster that is the South African state. Can Ramaphosa play the long game to reconstruct South Africa, socially, economically and politically.  That story remains to be written.

					Final Thoughts

During the twentieth century, the South Africa institutional state, in its relationship to civil society, defined a set of structures and processes, including the public service, the nature of state-social relationships, and internal organizational dynamics which evolved over time. After 1948, these processes became a permanent part of the dynamics of the apartheid government, authoritarian but not totalitarian. Distorted institutional relationships occur when groups and individuals identify only with their own immediate economic or social interests. This disjointed institutionalism, once installed was difficult to change and, "a state, once institutionalized, has a formidable capacity for its own reproduction across time and in the face of systematic efforts by new regimes to uproot prior forms and build new blueprints" (Wentzel 1995, p. 2).

It has been a major argument in this book, argued empirically throughout, that institutional issues are important. Institutions that are responsible for, or are involved in, the moral values of key state actors and public-sector employees are critical. This institutional principle has been neglected in South Africa. Institutional construction remains an unfulfilled task of political and economic elites in a post-apartheid South Africa.

Critics of the ANC government in the late 1990s began to fear the transition to a post-Mandela era early in the GNU. The focus of that fear was on the nature of the Mbeki administration and on the long-term value system that defined the Mass Democratic Movement prior to its premature dissolution in 1991. Liberals, in particular, feared that the tendency towards one party rule, which had defined much of the rest of Africa, would gradually spread to South Africa with its tendencies towards intolerance and the soft, ineffective state. 

Focus among these critics was on the issues of cultural values and norms and of democratic governance during the first few years of the Mbeki government. Though damaged by the Mbeki period, the state continued to function during the nine years of Thabo Mbeki’s presidency. This was no longer the case after Jacob Zuma seized the presidency of the ANC and the government quickly spun towards extreme levels of corruption and crony capitalism.

As we have argued in the last several chapters of this book, South Africa faced three sets of issues during the post-apartheid period. What should be the parameters of capacity needs at the national, provincial, and sub-provincial levels in order to create a credible set of intermediate public institutions? Secondly, to what extent did, and do, the inherited departments and divisions at all levels need systematic organizational development work to create unified entities, and non-corrupted institutions within the context of racial and ethnic differences, moral ambiguities and tensions? Finally, what were the most appropriate structures and capacities needed at the regional and sub-national level, particularly in the rural areas, in order to make the electoral promises a reality to those poorest of South Africans, those who are permanent residents of the rural areas? None of these issues had been resolved as the South African government approached the end of the Zuma regime. For many South Africans, the wisp of hope is that the Zuma regime would end with a modicum of institutional pluralism still in place. The evidence is still out as to whether that possibility exists.
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