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EDITORIALS 

1. BANNING 

In this issue we reprint Mr Peter Brown's article on banning 
wri t ten for the SUNDAY TRIBUNE on 9 December 1979. 
St is impossible to read this article wi thout feelings of in
tense anger. For ten years the South African Government 
shut Mr Brown off f rom the wor ld . Why they take such 
action, the banned person seldom knows, because the 
Minister of Justice is not obliged to give any reason for a 
banning. 

However just before the expiry of his second ban of five 
years, Mr Brown was summoned to meet the Minister 
who quoted one incident out of the past as a reason why the 
the ban had been renewed, an incident which, writes 
Mr Brown, " t o the best of my knowledge had never 
happened." 

Then how did the Minister come to believe that it had 
happened? The answer is that he was told so by the 
Security Police. The Security Police can get a person banned 
for no other reason than that they don' t like him or her. 
We have no doubt that many people were banned for no 
better reason than this. How on earth could one f ind any 
other reason for the banning of Heather Mork i l l , Ken and 
Jean Hi l l , El l iot t Mngadi, and others? 

We can guess why all these people were banned. They 
were banned because they had an ideal for the future of 
South Afr ica that was anathema to the Government, the 
Broederbond, and the Security Police, They were banned 
because they opposed any form of racial discrimination, 
because they believed in associating freely — both socially 
and polit ically — wi th any South African of whatever kind 
or condit ion who shared their ideals. Lastly they were 
banned because they believed profoundly in the rule of 
law, and that the power to touch the liberty or the pro
perty of any person was the function of the Courts and 
their presiding officers, and could not be assumed by any 
other body or person. 

It was a Parliament controlled by the National Party that 
gave to the Minister of Justice the power to ban from 
public l i fe, and to a great extent f rom any kind of social 
l i fe, any person whom he deemed " t o be furthering the 
aims of Communism", 

ft made no difference whatever if the person concerned 
was anti-Communist or total ly unenthusiastic about Com
munist doctrine. If the Minister thought the person con
cerned was "furthering the aims of Communism" that 
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was enough. And what did "furthering the aims of Com
munism" mean? It meant simply a belief in free associa
tion and the rule of law, and a rejection of the doctrines of 
statutory racial separation. In many cases it meant simply 
a total rejection of the National Party. 

Should the Minister of Justice of any self-respecting country 
have the power to impose such grave penalties on any per
son, without recourse to a court of law? The answer is 
No. There is nothing in the Christian gospel, by which 
the Government sets such store, which gives any sanction to 
such a power. 

Has any person whatsoever, whether a Minister or anyone 
else, the moral right to cut off any other person from 
ordinary human association and intercourse? The answer 
is No. Such a power is repugnant to all morality. 

Mr Brown writes that the practice of banning "has hurt 
many people and it has hurt South Africa most. I'm not 

talking about her world image. I'm talking about the fact 
that it has taken out of active public involvement in our 
affairs a host of people who, given a chance in the past 
twenty-five years, might have made a decisive contribution 
to the cause of peaceful change." 

Our Prime Minister has declared himself in favour of a new 
and better deal for all our people, and has appointed a 
Commission to examine the security legislation. That is 
good, but we wish the Commission would work a bit harder 
and faster. 

One thing is essential. The Security Police should be subject 
to the surveillance of Parliament. General van den Bergh 
was a law unto himself. He, with the late Dr Verwoerd, and 
the ex-Prime Minister Mr Vorster, did more damage to the 
reputation of South Africa, and to the rule of law than any 
other persons. It is now time for the rule of law to be 
restored.D 

SILVERTON 

The right response to the horror of the Silverton hostage 
tragedy is not simply an intensified hunt for urban terrorists. 
It is, more importantly, an intensified effort to eliminate the 
causes which drive men to such terrible extremes. 

We all know what those causes are. 

They stem directly from the fact that the policies under 
which black South Africans labour are policies composed 
for them by white South Africans alone. Almost without 
exception black South Africans reject those policies, either 
wholly or in part. But they have no real means of changing 
them. 

The Schlebusch Commission, supposedly trying to find a 
new constitutional framework to keep us all happy, is still 
an all-white body. Operating from that base what earthly 
hope has it of producing anything to which most black 
South Africans could feel any commitment? 

Yet, if the threat of growing urban terrorism is to be turned 
back, it is essential that we should produce soon a constitu
tion and policies to which black South Africans can feel they 
have a commitment. 

Given the record of successive white-controlled governments 
over more than 300 years this task is one of daunting diffi
culty. And for the Nationalists the first step may be the 
most difficult of all - to admit that apartheid, or whatever 
else you like to call it, has been a total failure in achieving 
what it was supposed to achieve, the promise of a secure 
future for Afrikanerdom in Africa. If this admission could 
only be made, the main psychological obstacle to working 
but a new plan for the future with representatives of all 
black opinion would have been removed. And the next dif
ficult step for white South Africa could be taken. 

This would be to release from whatever restrictions now con
fine them all opponents of the Government, so that they 
could play their part in creating a new order here. Zimbabwe 
has shown that this can be done, even when it seems too late. 
It is not yet as late here as it was in Zimbabwe. But it is very 
late. If urban terrorism is not to grow the process must be 
started soon of drawing the ANC and the PAC into overt 
and legal political activity. White South Africa shunned the 
great capacity for reconciliation which men like Albert 
Luthuli, Z.K. Matthews and Robert Sobukwe possessed. It 
cannot afford to go on much longer spurning the talents of 
Nelson Mandela and others like him. • 



THE PETER MOLL CASE 

Soon after Mr Peter Moll was sentenced to eighteen months 
detention for refusing to respond to his army call-up on 
conscientious grounds, a public statement was issued by 
leading churchmen of several denominations. The conclud
ing paragraph of the statement read: 

"We plead wi th the government at the earliest possible 
opportuni ty to regularise the position of conscientious 
objectors through the provision of alternative non-military 
forms of national service and in the meantime to exercise 
in regard to Mr Peter Moll and all other conscientious ob
jectors the humanity and clemency that should be charac
teristic of a Christian society." 

Although it was almost certainly not in response to this 
appeal the mil i tary authorities have shown "humanity and 
clemency" to the extent that Mr Moll's sentence has been 
reduced f rom eighteen months to a year's detention. 

There has not, however, been much evidence of either of 
these qualities in the treatment Mr Moll has received f rom 
his employers, the Old Mutual, South Africa's biggest 
insurance company. They have sacked him. They have also de
manded that he repay the R5,500 bursary he received f rom 
them, \n monthly instalments, commencing in May, when he 
wi l l still be in detention, and wi th most of his sentence to run. 

Mr Moll was sacked, we understand, because it was said 
that he had broken a company regulation which says that 
its employees may not "attract attention to themselves by 
engaging in high profile religious or political activities." 

We are not sure what "high profile religious activit ies" 
might be. " L o w profile religious activit ies", we suppose, 
might be bowing down to Caesar. 

Or maybe Mammon. • 

JUDGES 

In two apparently unconnected, and certainly unprecedented, 
steps, two young Judges have resigned from the South African 
Bench. But nobody knows why they did i t . 

I t is speculated that they could no longer bring themselves 
to apply some of the laws they were required to apply; or 
that they objected to the nature of some recent judicial 
appointments; or that they could no longer stomach the 
fact of judicial discretion being circumscribed by certain 
statutes. 

The t ruth of the matter is that we just don' t know what the 
reasons for their resignations were. Any of the above wou ld , 
in our view, be good reasons. But to resign for a good reason 
and not say what it is, seems quite pointless. • 
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ON BEING BANNED 

BY PETER BROWN 

Reprinted f rom the Sunday Tribune (9th December 1979) 

My ban was a straight forward one for its day — the contem
porary 1964 model. In 1966 it was updated and had certain 
refinements added to i t . These refinements were not 
designed to make life easier for me. They were designed to 
make life more d i f f icu l t . 

The main provisions of my order were that I could not 
attend a gathering, social or otherwise, of more than two 
people, I had to remember somehow to report to the police 
station every Monday. 

Nobody could quote anything I said. I couldn't write or help 
anyone else to write anything for publication. I couldn't go 
on to the premises of any educational institution or news
paper or publishing house or factory or law court. 

I was confined to the magisterial district of Pietermaritz-
burg but wi th in that district I couldn't go into any Afr ican, 
Indian or coloured areas. 

INVOLVED 

For 10 years this kept me out of Edendale, a place where I 
had been involved in social work and made a lot of friends. 
When I went back there 10 years later, I could hardly recog
nise the place and a whole new generation of people had 
grown up, who only recognised me, I suspect, as just another 
"wh i tey " . 

This was sad not just for me, but for South Afr ica. For in 
Edendale in 1964 there was still a reasonable prospect of 
building support for a non-racial movement committed to 
working amongst all races for a shared future here. 

In fact, that movement was established and growing. What 
the prospects would now be for building it again, I no longer 
know. 

The ban brought my work to an end. It was political work 
and I thought it was important. I still think it was, but it 
was over and I had to f ind something else to do. 

Other people have of course, been far harder hit in this 
respect than I was — lawyers who can't go to law courts, 
lecturers and students who can't go to university, factory 
workers who can't go to factories. 

Some of them go on for years, depending on the support of 
relatives and friends who help their families to survive. 

Banned people are frustrated by Security Police visits wrnch 
frighten off prospective employers every time it looks as if 
they might have found a job. Others do work for which 
neither their qualifications nor talents suit them and are 
bored to distraction. 

In 1964 our children were approaching the point of going to 
high school. By 1974 they had finished university. 

I did not set foot in any of the places they were attending 
in all those years or go to a single school or university func
t ion. 

Nor did they have a single party at home during that t ime. 
Al l this, I am sure, raised many di f f icul t questions for them 
amongst their friends. 

In the normal course of events one goes through life pick
ing up new acquaintances along the way, making new 
friends out of those you really come to like. In this respect 
1964 to 1974 reflects a total blank in our lives. 

CONTRARY 

In those 10 years, we hardly met a single new person and 
certainly d idn' t make a single new fr iend. On the contrary, 
one's immediate reaction to anyone new who tried to be 
friendly was that he must be a plant. 

Not the most commendable response perhaps but an in
evitable off-shoot of the whole banning system. This 
system also has its effect on people who really are your 
friends. You lose contact wi th them. 

Obviously you lose contact w i th other people who are 
banned as the order forbids communication wi th them and 
inevitably these are some of your closest friends. 

You lose contact w i th others because they no longer come 
to see you. They think if they do , they' l l get you into 
trouble. This is an inhibit ion which anyone who has banned 
friends should quickly get rid of. Go and see them. 

They need contact w i th as much of the world around them 
as they can get and you can help give it — even if you must 
see them alone. For it is very easy even for someone in 
partial isolation to get out of tune wi th the moods of the 
society which surrounds h im. 

For instance, during the second part of my ban, the Black 
Consciousness Movement really began to gain momentum 
but I had had no experience of it and by the time the ban 
was over, and it was a new force to be reckoned wi th in 
South Afr ica, I knew hardly anything about it at all. 

And again, when I was labouring under the illusion that the 
ban might end after the first five years, I surreptitiously 
wrote for publication what I thought was a magnificent 
article. 

In my mind's eye I saw it on the day after my banning 
expired spread across the leader pages in every newspaper 
in the country. It wasn't. 

The ban was re-imposed and the article probably wouldn' t 
have been published anyway. But when I resurrected that 
article five years later, to look at it again, it was obvious 

5 



that by then it had become totally inappropriate — left 
behind by the passage of time. 

DESIGNED 

Banning is designed to hurt and, to a greater or lesser 
extent according to the nature and circumstances of its 
victims, it does, The important thing I am sure each one of 
them would agree is not to show it. But it has hurt many 
people and it has hurt South Africa most. 

I'm not talking about her world image. I'm talking about 
the fact that it has taken out of active public involvement in 
our affairs a host of people who, given a chance in the past 

25 years might have made a decisive contribution to the 
cause of peaceful change. 

Why were they banned apart from the fact that the Security 
Police didn't like them, or what they stood for? I don't 
know. 

I don't know in my own case. All I do know was that 
when I was summoned to meet the Minister of Justice 
shortly before my second ban expired, the one incident 
out of my dark past which he quoted as a reason for what 
I had been subjected to for the previous 10 years was 
something, which to the best of my knowledge, had never 
happened. • 

US CONGRESSIONAL RECORD JANUARY 13TH 1928 
p. 1446 

(QUOTED IN NUX FEBRUARY 1973) 

"According to the best statistics obtainable, the World 
War cost 30 000 000 lives and more than $80 000 000 000 
in property. In order to give some idea of what it means, 
just let me illustrate it in the following: With that amount 
we could have built a £500 house and furnished this house 
with £200 worth of furniture and placed it on five acres of 
land worth £20 an acre and given all this to each and every 
family in the United States of America, Canada, Australia, 
England, Wales, Ireland, Scotland, France, Belgium, Germany 
and Russia. After doing this there would have been enough 
money left to give each city of 200 000 inhabitants and 
over in all countries named a £1 000 000 library, a £1 000 000 
hospital, and a £2 000 000 university. And then out of the 
balance we would still have had sufficient money to have 
set aside a sum at 5%interest which would have paid for 
all time to come a £200 yearly salary to each member 
of an army of 125 000 teachers, and in addition to this 
to have paid the same salary to each member of an army 
of 125 000 nurses. And, after having done all this, we 
would still have had enough left out of our 
£80 000 000 000 to buy up all of France and Belgium and 
everything of value in France and Belgium; farm, home 
factory, church, railroad, street car — in fact, everything 
of value in those two countries in 1914. For it must be 

remembered that the total valuation of France in 1914, 
according to the French official figures, was 
£12 500 000 000. In other words, the price which the 
leaders and statesmen of the entente, including the 
'statesmen' of the United States, made the people of the 
world pay for the victory over Germany, was equal to the 
value of five countries like France, plus five countries like 
Belgium." 

Total of known dead for all fighting nations . 10 004 771 
Total of known wounded 20297551 
About half those listed as prisoners or missing 

actually died, adding to the total of the dead 
another. 2 991 800 

Perished from Spanish influenza 6 000 000 
Armenian, Syrian, Jewish and Greek victims . 4 000 000 
Roumanians 800 000 
Austrian and Serbian civilians who died of 

starvation disease and privation 1 000 000 
War deaths of Russian civilians in excess of 

normal 2 000 000 
Nearly all Polish children under the age of six 

are said to have died of starvation. • 
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LEST WE FORGET 

B Y H . S E L B Y M S I M A N G 

South Africa would appear just now to have reached the 
stage where the whole administration of the affairs of the 
country is in a state of utter ocnfusion engineered since the 
end of the Anglo-Boer War of 1899-1902 when the con
querors became the vanquished and Great Britain abdicated 
her role she had assumed of being a protector of aborigines 
and deliberately relegated the Black races of South Africa 
to the Colonists to do wi th them as they pleased. This 
despicable act on the part of Great Britain was clearly 
demonstrated when the British Parliament subsequently 
approved of the South Africa Act of Union which contained 
not the least effective safeguard for her wards and our 
common interests. 

We recall the duplicity which Great Britain practised on the 
Zulus at the conclusion of the so-called Zulu War of 1879 
when Sir Garnet Wolseley declared publicly in-the name of 
Queen Victoria that "Zululand would remain the terr i tory 
of the Zulus as long as the sun rises in the East and sets in 
the West". The sun still rises in the East and still sets in the 
West, yet Zululand, notwithstanding the KwaZulu concept 
of today, is not yet Zulu Terr i tory but has become, since the 
annexation of Zululand to Natal, the terr i tory of the South 
African Trust, not, for the Zulus, but for the Republic of 
South Afr ica. 

Further we recall that since the conclusion of the Anglo-
Boer War there have been unleashed laws designed deliberately 
to reduce the whole African black races to virtual slavery. 
With the Pass laws and numerous other inhibitions, Bantudom 
became confused, seized wi th terrif ic fear and embarrassment. 
The Colonists wasted no time but proceeded to work for 
the amalgamation of the four Colonies into one great 
power in order to better hasten the total enslavement of the 
blackman. Here again Great Britain confirmed her shameless 
abdication of her self-assumed role of protection of the 
aborigines, by ratif ication of the Constitution of the Union 
of South Africa wi thout a single amendment or introduciton 
of a really protective clause covering the black people of this 
country. . . . 

Within a period of less than four years the South African 
Parliament enacted and passed the Natives Land Act of 1913, 
in terms of which all the land covering the extent of the 
Union of South Africa now the Republic of South Africa 
became the property of the Union Government, except 
patches here and there designated "Scheduled Native Areas." 
Parliament was aware that the scheduled Native areas were 
not adequate enough for the settlement of the black popu
lation of that t ime, and appointed a commission to f ind land 
to add to the scheduled areas. Unfortunately the report of 
that Commission was rejected entirely by the white people 
of South Afr ica. 

No sooner was the Natives Land Act of 1913 promulgated 
as the law of the country, than thousands of African families 
engaged as farm labourers received notices to qui t . The time 

specified in the notices was so short that one soon met 
almost everywhere families moving about wi th their children 
and driving their stock, not knowing where to go. Some 
foolishly made arrangements wi th their employers to leave 
their stock for a few days while they were endeavouring to 
f ind new settlements. Most farmers charged grazing fees of 
about 10c per large beast and 5c per goat or sheep a day. 
Most of the stock eventually became the property of the 
farmer as the owner could not raise the grazing fee charged. 
The majority of these families drifted towards industrial 
areas for the purpose fo f inding work and settlement for 
their children. Mention should be made that the majority of 
the families evicted f rom the farms were people who had 
been left in charge of the farms whose owners had had to go 
to industrial areas to raise capital for their development — 
farmers who had lost all as the result of the Boer War. 
Those Africans who had made good as the result of the half-
share system agreement for the use of the land while the 
owners were away in industrial areas, invested their money 
in buying land or joining land syndicates of those who had 
obtained options to buy before the Act was promulgated. 
It is, such land which subsequently was declared "black 
spots". Many of the people now settled at Ezakheni in the 
Ladysmith District have been removed from lands acquired 
by syndicates made possible by one of their ancestors 
having had a wri t ten option to buy a farm. 

The inf lux into industrial areas caused by the evictions of 
farm labourers had led by 1922, to the creation of unau
thorised locations in urban areas, that the Government of 
the day had no option but to make a law for the demolit ion 
of these shacks around the towns. It appointed a Commission 
whose chairman was Col. Stallard who openly declared that 
he would get rid of every black man out of the towns. And 
later Verwoerd, when he was Prime Minister, spoke of the 
destruction of "locations in the sky" — meaning African 
workers employed as domestic servants, housed in the flats 
of Johannesburg. It is di f f icul t to gauge the intelligence and 
mentality of highly educated persons pursuing such a policy 
as apartheid, naked of reality, fraught wi th all the elements 
of self-destruction, wi th which South Africa is confronted 
today. 

in 1936 the government of the day passed two complemen
tary laws, one taking away the African common-roll vote, 
the other proposing, as a "f inal so lut ion" to the African 
land question, the allocation of 13% of South Africa's 
total area to its entire African population. 

In pursuance of the Acts of 1936, the Government has 
blindly fol lowed a policy of hate and has refused to recog
nise its impracticabilities. For some time now, it has been 
the Government's serious intention to define the boundaries 
of areas allotted to blacks and other racial groups of the 
country. It has been close to 3 decades in pursuit of this 
dream. Yet the Government persists in removing black 
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communities f rom their homes. According to a speech 
by Mr Val Volker, M.P. for Ladysmith, the Government has 
not yet decided on consolidation but a number of commit
tees of investigation have been appointed. He himself is 
chairman of one of them and a member of another. There 
are sub-committees whose reports are expected in the month 
of May this year. There is of course a central committee 
whose decision would constitute the final report upon which 
Parliament may make a decision. What has surprised many 
black people is that in the meantime, action is being taken to 
remove a number of communities' f rom their settled homes, all 
w i thout reason or cause. Some of these communities live 
on land they have occupied for more than a century, like 
Matiwaneskop and Jononoskop. Nobody at the moment is 
sure of the permanency of the land to which these communi
ties are being removed. There might be a repetition of what 
was the fate of the community removed f rom Besters in 
the Klipriver Division to Hobsland in the same Division 
which was soon claimed to have been land required by the 

Ladysmith town for the building of a dam. It had in conse
quence to be removed again and as a result these people lost 
their freehold rights to the land. They are now where there 
is still no security of tenure and subject to the authority of 
two governments South African and KwaZulu which has 
created in their minds serious confusion, for the other 
Government does not own the land and therefore its powers 
are l imited. If the KwaZulu Government had some reasonable 
authority over the communities threatened w i th removal, 
I have no doubt, it would request the Republican Govern
ment to suspend these removals unti l it had completed 
its plans for consolidation and KwaZulu Government would 
then know the geography of her terr i tory, and itself would 
decide the destination of communities to be removed and 
make adequate arrangements for their settlement. It would 
be KwaZulu's primary concern as to how to meet their 
economic prospects, and not crowd them together as at 
Ezakheni where there is no space even for a small fowl run 
or a small piece of ground for growing ordinary vegetables. • 

E.L.T.I.C. REPORTER 

Vol . 4 no. 2 November 1979. Box 32298, Braamfontein. 
Subscription R2,00 per year (4 issues) 

Reviewed by Marie Dyer. 

E.L.T.I.C. — English Language Teaching Information Centre 
— is an institut ion established by the S.A. English Academy 

for the benefit of teachers of English as a second language. 
Its greatest value is probably in the support and encourage
ment it seeks to provide for English teachers in the (generally) 
unstimulating environments of understaffed and underequip-
ped Black schools. Its journal, the Eltic Reporter, has 
gradually been increasing its quality and scope; this latest 
issue is enterprising, lively, informative, and interesting. 
Many different kinds of readers would f ind it interesting 
and valuable. 

It contains three sections: a forum for students' writ ing 
and teachers' records of activities — in this issue an imagina
tive contr ibut ion f rom a school in Bophuthatswana; a sec
t ion containing practical and inventive suggestions and ideas 
f rom experts and experienced teachers for classroom work 
— ranging here f rom a chart illustrating the use of " a " and 
" a n " , to an account of a trial of Macbeth and Lady Macbeth 
for murder, held in a classroom court. The third section 
'overview' includes general literary and critical articles, 
conference papers, and reviews of selected books — in this 
issue (among others) C O . Gardner's Reality review of 
Lindiwe by Shimane Solly Mekgoe. • 
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LESSONS FROM THE RHODESIAN 

CONFLICT 

By Tom Lodge 

This article has two purposes. The first intention is to 
briefly trace out the major developments in the Rhodesian 
crisis f rom the break-up of the Central African Federa
t ion to the present situation. Secondly, it wi l l be asked if 
any conclusions can be drawn from the confl ict in Rhodesia 
which have a bearing on future South African developments. 

The 1960's began after a decade which had been marked by 
considerable prosperity in Southern Rhodesia, due in part 
to the revenues generated f rom the Northern Rhodesian 
Copperbelt, as well as piecemeal reforms in the position of 
urban Africans, reforms which themselves flowed f rom the 
requirements of an advancing industrial economy. Such 
measures included improvements in African wages and urban 
living conditions, the expansion of educational facilities 
including the foundation of a multiracial university and the 
removal of some bars to African advancement in civil ser
vice and industrial occupations. Black Rhodesians had also, 
been granted a limited participation in centra! political 
processes wi th the 1957 Franchise Act and the opening-up 
of the ruling United Federal Party to African membership. 
The extent of political reform wil l ingly contemplated by 
a Rhodesian administration reached its limits in the 1961 
constitut ion which established two parliamentary rolls, in 
practice twenty per cent of House of Assembly seats being 
open to African control , and which offered to African 
politicians the prospect of eventual majority rule though the 
timetable for this could be decided only by the ruling 
minor i ty . The reforms did litt le to meet African economic 
or political aspirations (the latter being f rom 1957 channelled 
through a succession of mass based nationalist parties) and 
at the same time succeeded in eroding the UFP's support in 
its white constituency. Alienated in particular by the pros
pect of African constitutional advance and the possibility of 
modif ication and even repeal of the Land Apport ionment Act 
(which assigned just less than half of Rhodesia's land to 
African occupation and use) electoral support swung to the 
recently formed Rhodesia Front which in 1962 managed to 
win a majority of seats in the House of Assembly. 

The Rhodesia Front's programme was composed of promises 
to halt and in some cases reverse the processes of social and 
political reform which had begun under the aegis of Federa
t ion. The Federal structure itself was subject not only to the 
antagonism of the dominant white Rhodesian political 
party but was also bitterly opposed by ascending nationalist 
forces in Northern Rhodesia and Nyasaland and was dissolved 
at the end of 1963. The Rhodesian Front administration 
moved swift ly to consolidate their position by increasing 

the scope of restrictions on African political activity, 
bringing broadcasting and to a lesser extent the press into 
conformity wi th official policy and enlarging the sphere of 
formal segregatory measures. Negotiations for independence 
wi th the British Government foundered on the conditions 
laid down by the British Secretary of State, popularly 
known as the 'Five Principles': (I) unimpeded progress to 
majority rule; (2) guarantees against retrogressive constitu
tional changes; (3) immediate improvements in the political 
position of Africans; (4) progress towards the elimination 
of racial discrimination; (5) majority acceptance wi th in 
Rhodesia of independence terms. Discussion led to deadlock, 
and the Rhodesian Prime Minister Ian Smith, encouraged by 
the overwhelming electoral support he had received f rom 
whites in the July 1965 election as well as a referendum in 
November, declared Rhodesia to be independent. Initial 
British response was to disavow the possibility of employ
ing force to quash the rebellion and set in motion a pro
gramme of economic sanctions which from the British 
point of view, were at best ineffectual, and at worst actually 
contributed to Rhodesian economic resilience in the first 
decade of UDI . 

British reluctance to act decisively against tie illegal regime 
was publicly manifest in the various sets of negotiations that 
progressed in the first years of U D I , as well as at a more 
discreet level in the extraordinary official tolerance of oil 
company sanction-breaking. For example, the 1966 negotia
tions on H M S Tiger had they been acceptable, would have 
left the agreed changes in African political status wi th in the 
control of an ' interim government' in which the Rhodesian 
Front would predominate, in effect the Front would still 
have absolute control over such matters as release of detainees 
and limitations to African political activity. None of the con
ditions laid down by the Labour administration would have 
neccessitated anything more than very gradual improvements 
in the social, economic and political status of Africans. How
ever Ian Smith was not prepared to accept on behalf of his 
colleagues the prospect of any immediate constitutional 
modifications or any review of such matters as land alloca
t ion (provisions for which were to be altered in the 1969 
Land Tenure Act to the benefit of European farmers). The 
talks eventually broke down over the less vital issue of the 
incumbent administration's 'legality'. In the 'Fearless' 
talks of 1968 the Smith administration continued to dis
play its lack of real motivation to come to a settlement in 
the face of concessions by the British which would have 
granted African nationalists the shadowy prospect of 
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majority rule at the turn of the century. Once again the talks 
foundered on relatively trivial issues while domestically Ian 
Smith was confronted wi th a plaintive but feebly orchestrated 
chorus of criticism from that group most adversely affected 
by mandatory sanctions: the Rhodesian business and finan
cial establishment. As far as the rest of the white population 
was concerned illegality had done litt le to interfere wi th 
their economic security and had reduced the seeming threat 
posed by the previously well organised and popular national
ist movement that had emerged in the late 1950's. After the 
banning of the two mainstream movements in 1964, those of 
their leaders who had managed to evade imprisonment had 
retreated to Lusaka to plan guerilla offensives which des
pite the deaths of some brave men in 1967 and 1968 had 
done litt le to shake Rhodesian military complacency. 

The ineptitude and t imid i ty of Labour's Rhodesian policy 
was to be matched and even exceeded by their Conservative 
successors, who undaunted by the passing of a new republican 
constitution which removed even the theoretical possibilities 
of African political advancement contained in the 1961 
consti tut ion, opened fresh negotiations wi th Salisbury. The 
subsequent Pearce Commission, which set out in 1972 
to test the public acceptability of a most ludicrous set of 
arrangements promising neither to modify existing discrim
inatory legislation nor to prevent future constitutional altera
tions to the disadvantage of Africans, found the Anglo-
Rhodesian settlement proposals were almost unanimously 
disliked by Africans. As African approval of any settlement 
was the only principle that the British had retained f rom its 
pre-UDI stand the settlement initiative was abandoned. 
Nevertheless the fut i le exercise did have two important 
results. First it provoked the creation of a new polit ical 
organisation wi th in the country, the African National Coun
ci l , originally founded to channel African hosti l i ty to the 
settlement proposals. Secondly, Commonwealth and espe
cially African antagonism to the British initiative served to 
give fresh impetus to the guerilla offensive wi th the opening 
of a new front in North East Rhodesia in 1972 by forces 
loyal to the Zimbabwe African National Union. From this 
point onwards the war was to become the single most power
ful factor influencing the course of any future efforts towards 
a settlement. Future negotiations would no longer merely 
involve the rebel administration and the colonial power; 
the realities of the situation demanded the participation of 
African political leaders. 

This became clear in 1974. The escalation of the war in the 
previous year had led to a crisis in already tense Zambian-
Rhodesian relations and the closure of the border. A rise in 
mil itary expenditure coincided wi th a fall in foreign ex
change earnings previously derived f rom Zambian copper 
exports through Rhodesia. Conscription was beginning to 
cut into manpower resources and the war itself lessened the 
attractions of Rhodesia to prospective immigrants. Most 
crucial of all the fall of the Caetano dictatorship in Lisbon 
and the intention of the new army administration, in the 
face of mil i tary setbacks in Mozambique and Guinea Bissau, 
to embark on the swift decolonisation of Portugal's empire 
provoked South Africa into a fresh set of foreign policy 
initiatives in her regional hinterland. These were to include 
pressure on the Rhodesian administration to come to some 
form of settlement so as to avoid mil i tary escalation and 
internationalisation of the confl ict which ult imately would 
threaten South Africa's security. The first symptom of this 
pressure was the release f rom detention camps of men who 
had dominated the African political scene in the early 
1960's before a decade of enforced inactivity. Old political 
rivalries introduced a complicating factor into the affairs of 

the external liberation movements which helped to bedevil 
the co-ordination of their mil i tary efforts f rom then onwards. 
Nevertheless, w i th the accession to power in Mozambique 
of the FRELIMO movement, itself in informal alliance 
wi th Z A N U , the guerilla struggle received a tremendous boost 
both in terms of the facilities Mozambique could offer, 
including training, base camps, and access to excellent 
guerilla terr i tory, and in terms of recruitment: in 1975 
20 000 young blacks crossed the border into Mozambique. 

Under first South African and later American pressure a 
new series of talks began, this t ime the decisive exchanges 
being between Rhodesian leaders and African politicians. 
These included the initial meeting in August 1975 above the 
Victoria Falls in a railway carriage between Ian Smith and 
Joshua Nkomo, Abel Muzorewa, Ndabaningi Sitholi and 
James Chikerema, some rather undignified proceedings the 
fol lowing year between Smith and Nkomo who at that point 
lacked a power base and finally the round table conference 
at Geneva. By this stage the Rhodesian administration was 
wil l ing to concede the issue of majority rule but this would 
be subject to provisions in a package devised by U S Secret
ary of State Henry Kissinger which left many of the prin
ciple organs of state power effectively under white control . 
Ian Smith and his advisors insisted that the Kissinger pack
age was non-negotiable, a position that no African leader 
could endorse particularly after the emergence of ZIPA, a 
mil i tary ' third force 'which rejected the traditional Z im
babwean leadership and made it clear that the mil i tary 
could be brought into any settlement only on terms of its 
own choosing. It was this force which eventually aligned 
itself w i th a restructured Zimbabwe African National 
Union command led in Mozambique by Robert Mugabe. From 
October 1976 Mugabe was to co-ordinate ZANU's diplomatic 
efforts wi th Joshua Nkomo's ZAPU which was building its 
own army on Zambian terr i tory. This alliance, which never 
became ful ly effective at the mil i tary level, was christened 
the,Patriotic Front. 

The collapse of the Geneva talks was followed by a massive 
expansion in mil i tary operations — as many people were to 
die in 1977 as a result of the war as the total number of 
war casualties up to that date. The regional scope of the 
war also considerably expanded as the Rhodesian army 
embarked on a series of attacks (init ially tried out in 1976) 
on base camps and refugee centres in neighbouring territories. 
Encouraged by the apparent success of such efforts the 
Rhodesian administration opened negotiations wi th those 
internal leaders who in the various nationalist leadership 
reshuffles had been left w i thout the support of a guerilla 
force. These included such veterans asSithole and Chikerema 
as well as Bishop Muzorewa who was able to compensate 
for his lack of political acumen by retaining the leadership 
of the umbrella organisation which had emerged during 
the Pearce Commission, the African National Council. 
These men agreed to participate in a settlement which 
largely reflected the terms of the Kissinger proposals rejected 
the previous year. By March 1978 a transitional government 
had been established to supervise preparations for an election 
under the terms of a constitution which alloted to whites 28 
out of 100 House of Assembly seats (giving white members of 
parliament an effective veto to constitutional alterations), 
guaranteeing a third of the cabinet posts to white politicians 
and removing the civil service, police, army and judiciary 
f rom political intervention. This latter clause rendered 
these institutions immune f rom 'Africanization' measures. 

In both their mil i tary and their political strategy, Smith and 
his colleagues were hoping that diplomatic and strategic 
internationalisation of the confl ict would eventually provoke 
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United States intervention on the side of an administration 
which met some of the criteria of a majoritarian settlement 
and to prevent the accession of a Soviet-aligned movement. 
This proved to be a miscalculation. Despite the Patriotic 
Front's inabil ity to persuade through one means or another 
more people to boycott the Apri l 1979 elections than the 
internal settlers were to inspire or coerce to participate, it 
was by the second half of that year increasingly obvious that 
the Patriotic Front was on the ascendent in most rural 
areas, that the newly elected British Conservative government 
was less wil l ing to assist the new administration than pre-
electoral statements had hinted, and that Rhodesia no longer 
had the economic resources to continue to support the 
massive military expenditure the war required. Muzorewa's 
post-settlement administration could do l itt le to meet 
aroused African expectations and had l i t t le prospect of 
being able to do so while the war lasted. As far as the internal 
settlers were concerned the only saving grace in an increasingly 
untenable situation was that the Patriotic Front was under 
pressure to come once again to the negotiating table f rom 
their hosts in Zambia and Mozambique, both of whom were 
finding the guerilla presence economically and socially 
disruptive. The environment was receptive for a fresh diplo
matic initiative f rom the British. More as a result of the support 
the British received f rom African statesmen rather than any 
subtlety on their part they were able to arrive at a settlement 
formula. This while not altogether satisfactory did meet 
some of the demands of Patriotic Front leaders, in particular 
that their army units should be allowed to remain operation
ally intact wi th in Rhodesia's borders, though immobilised 
and monitored in special centres while all parties prepared 
for a fresh election. The new cont i tut ion would grant to 
the elected government powers of appointment and dismissal 
over the judiciary, civil service and army, would reserve 20 
per cent of House of Assembly seats for the representation 
of the minor i ty (a provision which for seven years could only 
be altered through a unanimous vote), and a ten year guaran
tee on payment of civil service pensions and nationalisation 
compensation. The successor regime is likely to encounter 
two sets of problems, the one due to the di f f icul ty political 
groups wi l l have in obtaining absolute electoral majorities, 
the other being financial, arising f rom the competing de
mands of overgenerous pensions and compensation on the 
one hand and the need for massive social expenditure on 
the other. 

Are there any lessons that can be drawn from this history 
that have any relevance to South Africans? 

Obviously it would be facile to draw direct parallels, South 
Africa is a larger and considerably more complex country 
and the alignment and balance of forces is rather different, 
but nevertheless some conclusions can be made about the 
Rhodesian affair which have a wider significance. 

It is often said that if only Smith or his predecessors had 
made concessions earlier they would have been able to avert 
considerable bloodshed and retained better long term 
prospects for the white minori ty than they have today. 
There is some substance to this view: the terms offered by 
the British in 1966 and 1968 would have involved l itt le 
immediate alteration in the status quo and an extremely 
gradual transfer of power f rom white to black hands. 
Ultimately however, the argument is facile. There was no 
compelling reason for Smith or his colleagues to accept 
even the very l imited modifications the British were demand
ing: the guerilla threat was total ly insignificant and sanctions 
had no really damaging economic impact. The white 
electorate had already in 1962 demonstrated the extent of its 

intolerance of even token reform and there was nothing to 
suggest it was more amenable four or six years later. More
over, if the Rhodesians had accepted the terms on offer 
nothing would have been done to remedy the basic sources 
of confl ict : gross social inequality and the unwillingness of 
the regime to take any measures that might serve to legitimise 
its authority wi th the black majori ty. In short, the behaviour 
of the Rhodesian Front in the 1960s negotiations reflected 
the perceived immediate interests of its constituency. Even 
if the administration had been prepared to ignore short 
term considerations and implement a few reforms (something 
very few governments ever do wi thout considerable pressure 
f rom below) for the sake of international respectability, 
the structural causes of confl ict would remain. For liberal 
South Africans the conclusion is not particularly comfort ing: 
a government which derives some of its authority f rom a 
popular constituency (albeit a racially defined one) doesn't 
have much freedom of manoeuvre to do more than tamper 
wi th the structure whose overall configuration suits that 
constituency very nicely. 

The next point arising f rom the above narrative is less 
negative though hardly more reassuring. A favourite theme 
of Rhodesian propaganda was that the country was an 
enclave of western values and civilisation. Implicit in this 
was the belief that one day this would be recognised by the 
West proper which would perceive that in the Rhodesian 
debacle something both materially and morally precious 
too valuable to lose was at stake. As we have seen this kind 
of reasoning underlay Rhodesian illusions that America 
would eventually intervene to prop up the internal settle
ment. A t its most exalted level it is di f f icul t to see how 
Rhodesians could have justified such an argument: even by 
Western standards the way white Rhodesians treat their black 
fellow countrymen seems pretty uncivilised. But in a more 
basic sense, the argument is a variation on an assumption 
that is widely held even among people who have no il lu
sions about the extent of social justice in their country: 
that Southern Africa is an area of vital importance to 
Western economic and strategic interests. Even if this was 
the case it does not f low from this that a revolutionary 
movement of the calibre of the ZANU wing of the Patriotic 
Front would necessarily jeopardise such interests. But 
leaving this question aside it is highly debatable whether 
Southern Africa is as important to the West as its white 
inhabitants believe. Weighed up against the importance of 
oil supplies and third world trade wi th the West, both of 
which are likely to become bargaining counters, South 
Africa's minerals in the long term wi l l probably decrease in 
relative significance. Radicals, liberals and reactionaries in 
South Africa can all look forward to increased international . 
isolation. 

Another observation about the Rhodesian confl ict which 
seems relevant to South African onlookers is that 
the war has had an especially dehumanising effect on its 
participants and the particular features of a racist settler 
society should lead one to expect this. Whatever the differen
ces, both the South African and Rhodesian social formations 
tend to promote a communal ethnic consciousness as opposed 
to one, say, based on class considerations (though it can be 
argued that these are not imcompatible wi th each other). 
There are immense disparities in wealth and these are made all 
the more blatently obvious by the vulgarly ostentatious life
style both white minorities adopt. There are considerable 
differences in values between the settler and the host popula
t ion in both countries and no attempt is made in either to 
create a common overiding culture. So when the lines of 
confrontation are drawn it is to be expected that no fine distinc-
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tions wi l l be drawn between official agents of authority or 
the insurgents and the more 'neutral' civilian population. 
The Rhodesian experience bears this out. Here an important 
share of the casualties were the so-called civilian 'collabora
tors' wi th the guerillas — that is just about anybody in rural 
areas who broke curfew regulations. Similarly, the guerillas 
perceived white farmers and their families as a perfectly 
valid target for attack — for wi thout their presence in remote 
rural areas the Rhodesian intelligence system would have 
collapsed and in any case their situation was symbolic of 
one of the most fundamental causes of confl ict: the inequi
table and economically irrational distr ibution of land. But 
one should go further than this to understand the particu
larly atrocious quality of violence in the Rhodesian confl ict. 
Both sides would include men in their ranks who came from 
the most desperately placed elements in the population: 
people f rom a culturally broken and economically distorted 
rural environment and recruits f rom an urban lumpen-
proletariat brutalised by a system that denied them a humane 
identity. The tempo of violence and counterviolence assisted 
in brutalising others — one need look no further than the 
lyrics of certain Rhodesian pop-songs and the ghastly slang 
that has evolved in war-time settler society. One can expect 
much the same behaviour in the context of a future South 
African confl ict. Terrorism shorn of its perorative connota
tions is simply a strategy: the inspiration or coercion of 
support for a revolutionary movement through a set of 
tactics which would include political assasination, symbolic 
acts of violence against members of an identifiable class or 
community, and acts of int imidation wi th in the revolutionary 
movement's direct constituency to prevent treachery or 
collaboration wi th the authorities. Terrorism is sometimes 
carried out concurrently wi th a guerilla strategy (low intensity 
mil i tary operations co-ordinated wi th a programme of social 
reorganisation) and is sometimes rejected altogether by revo
lutionary movements. It is often important in revolutionary 
conflicts in industrial societies or in those where the scope 
for organisation is very l imited, where the insurgents are not 

operating in an environment which allows them to set up a 
logistical network or any kind of administration, and where 
the combatants are unevenly matched in terms of the man
power and technology at their disposal. As a strategy it is 
often very effective in undermining the power of authority 
but presents tremendous problems for the process of post-
revolutionary social reconstruction. Perhaps for this reason 
revolutionary South African movements have been relatively 
slow in adopting elements of a terrorist strategy. But 
inevitably the qualitotive and quantitative nature of violence 
wi l l increase. Nothing in the South African government's 
reform programme matches even the t imid concessions of 
the Rhodesian Federal government — and these did not go 
very far towards meeting rising African expectations. 
The final lesson is one that is perhaps a litt le more hearten
ing to readers of journals like Reality. And that is there is 
some value in the dissemination of information and opinion 
at odds wi th the prevalent myths and assumptions of an 
enclave society. The Rhodesian example shows this by 
default. Compared even to the polit ically philistine and 
culturally trivial South African press the Rhodesian media 
are awful . Dissent amongst settlers in Rhodesia has rarely 
taken an organised form — nothing comparable to the 
various associations and institutions that have existed in 
South Afr ica. Ignorance about conditions elsewhere in 
Africa reaches incredible heights in Rhodesian settler 
society. Al l this has contributed to the air of unreality that 
has conditioned political decision-making in Rhodesian circles. 
Illusions and fear fostered by ignorance, arrogance and 
complacency have in one way or another been responsible 
for the loss of thousands of lives. Some of those lives might 
have been saved if doubts had been allowed a more wide
spread circulation. 

These are some of the lessons of the Rhodesian confl ict. Such 
are the similarities between Rhodesian and South African 
society that it is unlikely these wi l l be the conclusions drawn 
by those who have the power to influence the course of 
events in this country. • 
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CHURCH OF THE PROVINCE 

OF SOUTH AFRICA 

Provincial Synod 1979 

by Ron Nicolson 

It is impossible, in this critical period of South African 
history, for the Church to meet wi thout having one eye 
turned towards the events and circumstances of our t ime. 
God wi l l not allow us to remain blinkered. It is impossible 
for significant numbers of black and white Christians to 
engage each other in debate wi thout becoming aware of 
enormous differences in perspective and attitude towards 
these events and circumstances. 

So in a Synod wi th an Agenda paper fi l led largely wi th 
legislation about Church administration, even such appa
rently exclusively ecclesiastical issues as the role of the Arch
bishop had, as one reason for a proposed clarification of his 
role, the need for him to speak in the Church's name on 
socio-political issues. A proposed form for admitting Church 
wardens to office had them promising to witness against 
exploitation and racial discrimination, and a proposed new 
Canon on Church Discipline made "support of unjust 
discr iminat ion" an offence liable to lead to excommunica
t ion. 

None of these particular proposals were eventually passed 
at the meeting of the Church of the Province of South 
Africa's Provincial Synod in Grahamstown in early Decem
ber. Synod soon set its face against what some critics 
called trying to enshrine prophecy and preaching in law. 
But at almost no stage in any debate could South Africa's 
agony be forgotten. 

If any delegates had hoped for a non politically-oriented 
Synod, these hopes were dispelled right at the start wi th 
the arrival of the Revd. David Russell, parish priest in 
Crossroads, who had been duly elected as one of the clergy 
representatives of the Diocese of Cape Town. A warm
hearted, pastoral, caring, if sometimes perhaps disingenuous 
person, seemingly untouched by bitterness at his treatment 
over the years by government and police authorities, his 
presence at the Synod posed immediate legal problems, 
forced Synod into something of a confrontation wi th un
just laws, and focussed the attention of the national Press 
as never before in recent years on the Synod proceedings. 

As a banned person, Fr Russell was not allowed to leave 
his own magisterial distr ict, nor to attend large meetings or 
at least the meals and social gatherings attached to such 
meetings. Any motion of his on the agenda paper, or any 
quotation of amendments proposed by him recorded in the 

minutes, could be construed as breaking the law by which 
banned persons may not be quoted. By accepting him at the 
Synod— which was never for a moment in question — the 
assembly committed itself to something of a confrontation 
course. 

Newspaper reporters hoped for dramatic scenes. One reporter, 
it was rumoured, hid for two nights in the bushes around the 
residence hoping to photograph the police arriving to arrest 
Fr Russell. In fact, despite continual and provocative press 
enquiries to local and national police headquarters, the 
police did nothing unti l Fr Russell returned to Cape Town, 
where he was duly charged wi th contravening his banning 
order. 

Awareness of the possibility of police surveillance spilled 
over into the debate on a motion declaring it " inappro
priate and undesirable that a member of the Security Police 
should hold any office in the Church of the Province of 
South Af r ica . " The motion was amended, and in its final 
form only asked officers and informers of the Security 
Police to "consider their witness before Our Lord Jesus 
Christ". There were inconsistencies in the debate. It 
seemed for instance illogical to focus only on Security Police 
wi thout equally condemning and excluding from office 
members of, or even supporters of, the political party and 
government which gave the Security Police their role. It 
seemed even more illogical, in a Synod which included 
representatives f rom Lesotho and Transkei, to focus only on 
South African Security Police. These inconsistencies were 
probably why the motion was amended. But the debate 
engendered so much fear and hostil ity that visiting clergy 
dressed in secular clothes and sitting in the public gallery 
were assumed to be Security Police in disguise. In the even
ing session of the same day two dominees who came to sit 
quietly at the back as a gesture of ecumenical friendship 
were in veiled terms accused to their faces of being police
men, and soon left in embarrassment. 

The presence of press reporters was perhaps a mixed 
blessing. It says something for the Church's role in South 
Africa that they were there at all. There are not many coun
tries where the national press would send journalists to cover 
a Church Synod. Publicity is welcome, and no-one would 
want Synod to meet in secret. The reporters present reported 
what they heard accurately. But inevitably newspapers must 
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be selective and summary in what they report, which can 
lead to oversimplification and misrepresentation. This became 
particularly relevant in the debate over the obtaining of per
mits for Church meetings. 

Although in recent years permits have been fairly readily 
granted for Church meetings of different race groups to 
take place, there is a strong body of opinion in the Church 
which says that to even ask for permission is to concede to 
the State the right to determine whether Christians of 
different races may meet for worship, fellowship and the 
ordering of the Church's life. 

The original motion called on the Church to refuse to apply 
for permits. Perhaps the originators of the motion had not 
looked carefully enough at their wording. Subsequent debate 
and amendments considerably changed the mot ion. In its 
final fo rm, the motion called on Church authorities, only in 
cases where they deemed it "theologically inappropriate" to 
apply for permits, to first seek to negotiate wi th the govern
ment authorities to persuade them to withdraw the require
ment for permits; and only if such negotiations were un-
succesful, to consider whether it would not then be best to 
refuse to apply for permits. 

In its final form the motion was thus hardly a confrontative 
one. The amended motion passed just before mid-morning 
tea. In the few minutes before the Synod rose for its break, 
the Archbishop made an off-the-cuff statement to the 
effect that he hoped we realized that this motion would 
seriously undermine and endanger the institutional life of 
the Church. He himself neither feared nor regretted this, 
but he wished us to be clear about what were the implica
tions of the decision we had taken. 

His remarks seemed to many delegates to be hardly appli
cable to the amended wording, and Synod members went to 
tea in a buzz of confusion and uncertainty as to what he 
meant. It was soon forgotten as the next debate began. 

There is l itt le t ime at Synod to read, listen to the radio or 
watch television. Few members of Synod were at first 
aware, therefore, that the Archbishop's remarks had caught 
the attention of press and television news to an extraordin
ary degree. In the summarized news snippets, the context 
of his remarks was lost and distorted. It was only some days 
later, after considerable national coverage and debate, that 
the Archbishop issued a second, more clearly thought out 
statement. In his second statement he reiterated his view 
that if the church were now to refuse to apply for permits, 
its right to hold t i t le deeds to properties, its abil ity to 
function as a large institution wi th in society, its right to 
meet in peace under the protection of the law, would be 
threatened. He said again that he was personally unafraid 
of this, and that if the ' inst i tut ional ' church were to grow 
less, God's Spirit might help the Church as a spiritual entity 
to grow more. 

These were brave words, and true — but to me at least they 
still bore l itt le relationship to the actual declarations made in 
the carefully and cautiously worded final mot ion! 

In the course of all these debates tension between black and 
white delegates grew. This is not to pretend that there was 
ever a single view held by all whites or all blacks. Black 
differences of opinion became clear, for example, in the de
cision to regard 'customary union ' as having much the same 
status in the Church's eyes as a marriage in the Magistrate's 
Court, i.e. to be a valid if less than desirable form of marriage 
if both parties were or subsequently, became, baptised, so 
that those who had been thus united did not need, after 
baptism to be remarried in Church. Some black women 

delegates feared that this endorsed unfair male privileges 
enshrined in the rules for customary union. 

In the growing tension there was a beautiful moment when 
after a long and di f f icul t debate it was agreed to allow the 
Order of Ethiopia, an African evangelistic "church wi th in 
the church" which employs its own priests and orders its 
own congregations, the right to have their own bishop. 
The aged Canon Hopa, Provincial of the Order, came to 
embrace the Archbishop. With tears running down his 
face, he spontaneously knelt to kiss the Archbishop's ring 
and to receive his blessing, and then rose to ask delegates to 
share wi th him in a hymn of joy and hope. 

Human moments like these were precious and necessary, 
for Synod had begun to debate two opposed motions on 
the deeply divisive issues of the World Council of Churches' 
Programme to Combat Racism, " terror is t " activi ty, and 
conscientious objection. Both motions acknowledged some 
injustice in the present South African situation, both mo
tions stopped short of endorsing all the actions of the 
Programme to Combat Racism. But one motion 
reflected the view of what was clearly the majority of 
black delegates — that the W.C.C. were justif ied and to be 
commended in making financial grants to the patriotic 
Front and Swapo; the other roundly condemned the 
grants and called for the Church of the Province of 
South Africa to terminate its membership of the W.C.C. 

White delegates did not necessarily support the second 
mot ion, but were in the main anxious that both motions 
be dropped and sleeping dogs allowed to stay sleeping. 
Init ially this group had their way. Discussion on both 
motions was suspended as Synod agreed, by a slender 
majori ty, to "proceed to the next business", w i thout voting 
on either mot ion. 

Many whites felt that this was the most responsible course 
of action. Membership of the W.C.C. would be maintained, 
but the Church would have avoided either supporting or 
attacking the W.C.C.'s actions. We were reminded of the fierce 
and fearfilled hatred which many white parishioners felt about 
the W.C.C, and urged to avoid any course of action which 
would drive either them or blacks who felt quite dif ferently, 
out of the Church. It would be best to let sleeping dogs lie. 

Many blacks felt angry, hurt and disillusioned at what they 
saw as a white procedural ruse to avoid hearing uncomfor
table things. \n the face of this discontent, both motions 
were revived. 

It was at this stage that God showed His sense of humour. 
The W.C.C. motions now went to the end of the agenda, 
and were only rediscussed on the final Saturday afternoon. 
Synod was due to end on Sunday morning. In the reopened 
debate, deadlock immediately ensued, and feelings^ran as 
high as ever. 

Before Synod had even started, there had been controversy 
over the right of Bishop Desmond Tu tu , Secretary General 
of the S.A. Council of Churches, to attend. The Diocese of 
Johannesburg had wished to elect him as one of their 
clergy representatives. But, in one of those cases where the 
law appears to be an ass, k appeared that as a "retired 
bishop" he was ineligible. The Archbishop of Cape Town 
had understandably refused to set a precedent by inviting 
him to attend or even address Synod as an unelected 
individual, but had agreed that he should be invited to address 
Synod on the last Saturday night when the debates would all 
be over and no one could be unduly influenced by anything 
he said. 
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In the changed circumstances, Bishop Tutu arrived to give 
his scheduled speech right in the middle of the most contro
versial debate of the whole Synod. He rose splendidly to the 
occasion, urged delegates to "begin to act like God's 
chi ldren" and to realize that they belonged to one fami ly. 
His speech, and the Archbishop's sermon at the Eucharist 
next morning, gave God His breakthrough, and in an amaz
ing show of un i ty , the resumed Synod, wi th hardly any 
further debate, passed almost unanimously a mot ion 
which, while avoiding giving approval to the W.C.C., never
theless declared that we shared wi th them in their aim for a 
nonracial, just society in South Afr ica, and recognized that 

State-sanctioned punishment of criminal offenders would 
seem to have at least five purposes, namely retr ibut ion, 
individual deterrence, general deterrence, the protection of 
society (prevention) and rehabilitation.1 Two of these 
objectives, retribution and rehabilitation are potentially 
antithetical, and much of the controversy among penolo
gists centres around the proper weight to be given to each 
in the sentencing process. 

In Western societies there has been a clearly discernible trend 
away f rom retributive punishment and toward rehabilitative 
considerations. It would be mistaken, however, to maintain 
that retribution can be total ly disregarded. Some penologists 
and many members of society insist on the retention of a 
vestigial Lex Talionis. South Africa has not been spared 
this controversy. 
In a fairly recent case the court opined that: 

' both counsel for the applicants are losing sight of 
a fundamental fact — that rehabilitation is not the only 
issue. It has long been debated whether prisons protect 
society most effectively by being operated primarily for 
custody and punishment or for custody and rehabilitation. 
The two theories, the punitive versus the rehabilitative theory, 
run counter to each other and both are recognised in general 

guerilla, S.A. soldier and conscientious objector might each 
be t ry ing, in the best way that he knew, to serve God 
obediently. 

And so Synod ended — and it ended, as it began, wi th a 
focus on Fr Russell. A t the final Eucharist, the Archbishop 
invited any who wished to come forward and share wi th him 
in prayer and the laying on of hands over David Russell as 
he returned to Cape Town to face the consequences of his 
attendance at Synod. 

In His own way, God had showed that He was still Father, 
and Jesus Christ the Lord. • 

terms in the legislation wi th which we are concerned (the 

Prisons Act and Regulations.'2 

The official attitudes of both the courts, which impose 
sentences of imprisonment, and the Department of Prisons, 
which executes them, can be gleaned from official wri t ten 
sources like the reports of criminal trials and the Annual 
Reports are also a source of another type of information. 
On rare occasions, usually at the instance of a prisoner, 
the courts are called upon to review the actions of prison 
officials who must act wi th in the framework of the Prisons 
Act and Regulations. 

If one only looks at the former sources one gains the impres
sion that the South African judges and the South African 
prison authorities are, generally speaking, and wi th in the 
distorted parameters of the apartheid system, in touch wi th 
current trends. Particularly since the introduction of the 
1977 Criminal Procedure Ac t , there seems to have been a 
concerted effort to make punishment f i t not only the crime, 
but also the criminal. 

However, if one looks at the latter sources, one soon dis
covers that there is a special class of prisoner who, principally 
because of statutory intervention, but also because of judicial 

THE IMPULSE TO PUNISH: 

SOME RECENT CASES 

By J.G. Riekert 

'Mistrust all in whom the impulse to punish is strong! 
They are people of a bad breed and a bad descent 
Mistrust all those who talk much about their justice! 
Tru ly , it is not only honey that their souls lack.' 

—Nietzsche, Thus Spoke Zarathustra : Of the Tarantulas 
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interpretation of those statutes, has become marooned on an 
island in the mainstream of penal reform. He is the 'pol i t ical ' 
prisoner, convicted of a contravention of one of South 
Africa's rigorous security laws. 
It has been generally known for some time that political 
prisoners are not allowed the usual remission of sentence 
for good behaviour. One has also heard of instances in which 
they have been callously treated when applying for special 
concessions on compassionate grounds. There was, for 
example, the instance of Jeremy Cronin, one of the appli
cants in the Goldberg case discussed below. 

'In March relatives of Jeremy Cronin, who was jailed for 
seven years in September 1976 in terms of the Terrorism 
Ac t , applied for permission for him to visit his wife who was 
dying of a brain tumour. Mrs Cronin died before permission 
was granted. Subsequently, a prisons department spokesman 
said that the application was delayed because it did not 
seem to require immediate attention. Mr Cronin was also 
refused permission to attend his wife's cremation.'3 

Breyten Breytenbach too was refused permission to attend 
his mother's funeral. Alexander Moumbaris, David Rabkin 
and Denis Goldberg have all not been permitted to receive 
visits f rom their wives. Denis Goldberg last saw his wife in 
1966.4 

In March 1977 ten Robben Island prisoners asked the Cape 
Supreme Court to order the Commissioner of Prisons-to 
allow them access to lawyers in connection wi th proposed 
litigation arising out of alleged assaults on them by prison 
personnel. The court found that the Commissioner of 
Prisons had not exercised his discretion properly and 
ordered him to exercise it afresh.5 The Minister of Prisons 
appealed unsuccessfully against this order. The appeal 
court held that a prisoner who was, or was about to 
become a party to , or witness in litigious proceedings 
was enti t led, as of right, to receive a visit f rom his 
lawyer. In other cases the matter remained wi th in the 
Commissioner's discretion.6 

However the most serious deprivation affecting political 
prisoners relates to their ability to study and obtain access 
to reading material while in prison. One of the early cases 
on the right to education is Hassim and Another v Officer 
Commanding, Prison Command, Robben Island and Another 
1973 (3) SA 462 (C). 

Kader Hassim was an attorney in Pietermaritzburg unti l his 
arrest on charges under the Terrorism Act . He was convicted 
by the Judge President of Natal, sitting wi th assessors, on 
three counts of participation in terrorist activities. An 
appeal failed and the effective sentence of eight years impri
sonment was confirmed. He was then transported to Robben 
Island. According to affidavits before the court: 

During September, 1972, a certain Head Warden Carstens 
was placed in charge of the cell block. The said Carstens 
almost immediately set about making life very di f f icul t 
and unpleasant for the prisoners. There were numerous 
incidents where Head Warden Carstens made summary 
changes in routine which invariably adversely affected the 
prisoners. Requests to Head Warden Carstens to be more 
reasonable were met wi th abuse and threats of punishment. 
By way of example, the literacy classes were summarily 
stopped, the blackboard removed and the opportunity for 
recreational and washing activities curtailed. Exercise time 
was l imited. On occasions, prisoners were summarily and 
arbitrarily deprived of up to three meals per day. Head 
Warden Carstens gave orders in Afrikaans and frequently 
refused to speak English despite prisoners' protestations that 
they had di f f icul ty in understanding him. Matters were 

aggravated by the fact that another warder, Head Warder 
Jonker, adopted a similar excessively authoritarian attitude 
to prisoners and together wi th Head Warder Carstens fre
quently swore at, belittled and abused prisoners.' 

Complaints were made but as this brought about no improve
ment the prisoners resolved on concerted action; they 
decided to record all their grievances in a document to be 
handed to first respondent. As second applicant was an 
attorney proficient in the English language he was asked to 
compile this document. This he proceeded to do and the 
document was handed to first respondent by a fellow 
prisoner, one Lingise. Hassim denied that he had handed 
over the document or that the manner in which it was handed 
over was either challenging or impertinent. Some days later 
he was questioned by the officer in charge of security when 
he admitted that he had drafted the document on behalf of 
all the prisoners. 

'On or about 2nd November, 1972, Lieutenant van der 
Westhuizen, wi th Head Warder le Roux acting as his inter
preter, spoke to all the prisoners in our cell block. He stated 
that because we had addressed the document mentioned 
above to f irst respondent wi thout asking for prior permis
sion and since we had all acted in concert, the smoking, 
sports, recreation, study, reading, visits and correspondence 
privileges which we had previously enjoyed would be for
feited retrospectively wi th effect f rom 1st November 1972, 
and the forfeiture would continue for an indefinite period. 
He said that all f i f ty prisoners in the cell block would be 
thus affected and that the only privileges to which we 
would henceforth be entitled were a visit for special reasons 
and one letter wri t ten and received per month. ' 

The next incident took place a few days later and since it 
led to Hassim's segregation it is necessary to give his version 
of what happened. 

'14. On Monday, 6th November, 1972, Warder Swart came 
to our cell block and ordered all the prisoners to hand over 
their library books. He asked me to collect books f rom the 
prisoners but I pointed out to him that I could not do so 
because I did not consider the deprivation of this privilege 
as lawful. I was immediately called before the said Lieute
nant van der Westhuizen who enquired f rom me why I had 
disobeyed the command, in regard to library books, given 
me by Warder Swart and I respectfully pointed out to him 
that the command was unlawful in that it was in pursuance 
of an unlawful deprivation of privileges. Lieutenant van der 
Westhuizen adopted a menacing and threatening attitude 
towards me and told me that I would be severely punished. 

15. The same day I was taken to a section of the prison 
where there were a number of single cells. I was locked in one 
of these cells which measured 7ft x 8f t . Since that date, 
viz 6th November 1972, I have remained segregated from 
my fellow prisoners in isolation in that cell and I have not 
been allowed to work either alone or wi th my fellow 
prisoners, unti l 14th February 1973, when I was told that, 
upon application, I would be allowed to work alone. 

16. On Saturday, 11th November 1972, I enquired f rom 
Chief Warder Mann the reasons for my segregation and iso
lation and he replied that this was my punishment because 
of my refusal to obey the lawfu l command' given me by 
Warder Swart in regard to the library books and as is men
tioned in the preceding paragraph. I was however allowed to 
write a letter to first respondent in which I protested that 
it was unlawful to deprive me of my privileges and to place 
me in isolation.' 

16 



Hassim stated that in reply to his letter he was called before 
first respondent and Brigadier Aucamp; the latter informed 
him that he would "get about six months isolat ion", as 
punishment for his role in compiling the document. His 
request to consult his legal advisers was refused/ '7 

According to replying affidavits filed by the Respondents, 
these steps were necessary as Hassim's presence in the prison 
and his insubordinate attitudes were adversely affecting 
discipline.8 

The court considered at the same time an application by 
another prisoner who alleged that he had been refused per
mission to study for an LL.B degree. 9 It was, he said, the policy 
of the prison authorities that security trial prisoners should 
be denied the right of studying law, although at that stage it 
was still possible to study in other fields. He also alleged that 
he was being denied access to the prison library. What follows 
is a series of extracts f rom the official report of the two 
applications: 

"The next enquiry relates to the opportunities for study. 
The applicant, Hassim, complains that whereas he was pre
viously allowed to read both f ict ion and non-fiction the 
only reading matter which he is now allowed is the Bible 
and the record of his appeal case. He states further that he 
was permitted to study for a B. Com. degree. He is no longer 
allowed to study. And finally he avers that two books (The 
Annual Survey of S.A. Law' for 1970 and 1971) were 
dispatched to him by a bookseller but are being withheld. 

The applicant, Venkatrathnam, complains that he wished to 
study for an LL.B. degree but that he was not allowed to do 
so. He was given permission to study for a B.Com. degree 
but all permission to study has now been wi thdrawn. He 
too, is no longer allowed to read novels or other books. 

Mr Dison argued that the prisoners had the right to study, 
the right to use the prison library and the right to receive 
books and periodicals emanating from outside sources and 
that these were rights which were actionable. This submis
sion he based on the general policy and purpose of the 
Prisons Ac t , more particularly sec. 2(2) (b) of the Act which 
provides that: 

'(2) The functions of the Prisons Department shall be — 
(b) as far as practicable, to apply such treatment as may 

lead to their reformation and rehabilitation and to train 
them in habits of industry and labour;' 

He referred also to regs. 98 and 117, the relevant portions 
of which read as fol lows: 

'98 (1) The regulations in this sub-division shall wi th due 
regard to the differences in individual characteristics 
and the reactions to treatment and discipline on the 
part of the various types of prisoners, be applied in 
accordance wi th the fol lowing principles: 
(c) The aim in treating the prisoner shall at all 

times be,to promote his self-respect and to cul
tivate a sense of responsibility in h im. ' 

and 

'117 (2) Subject to appropriate security measures and the 
avoidance of famil iar i ty, and in order to promote the 
aims set out in sub-reg. (1) the undermentioned princi
ples shall be strictly observed and applied in the treat
ment and training of a sentenced prisoner: 
(d) regular encouragement to pursue a course of 

studies wi th in the limits of the aptitude and lean
ings of the prisoner.' 

Mr Hunt, for the applicant Venkatrathnam, based much of 
his argument on reg. 109(1) which reads: 

'A prisoner shall, w i th due regard to the period of his 
sentence and personal aptitude, at all times be en
couraged to pursue an appropriate course of study in 
his free t ime. ' 

He contended that Venkatrathnam was a man wi th a B.A. 
degree who had been an articled clerk; he had a personal 
aptitude for law and working for an LL.B. degree would be 
an appropriate course of study. Respondents had closed 
their minds to these factors and fettered their discretion . . . . 1 ° 

It is true that the reasons which they have advanced for their 
decision in these two cases are most unconvincing. I cannot 
think that there is any merit in allowing a prisoner to work 
for a first degree and refusing him leave to work for a second 
degree, and I think the Commissioner is most unwise to 
say that he wi l l not allow a man to study for an LL.B. 
degree because he wi l l not in due course he admitted to the 
Bar or the Side Bar. That is a decision which the Commissioner 
can, wi th confidence, leave in the hands of the Supreme 
Court when, and if, the applicant applies for admission. I 
must also point out that Venkatrathnam annexes to his reply
ing affidavit a document (annexure " X X " ) which is a copy 
of a memorandum handed to all prisoners who desire to 
study. Para. 4 of this memorandum reads as follows: 

'4. (a) No post-graduate studies wi l l be allowed. 
(b) No studies in law, i.e. B.A. LL.B., B. Juris or any 

other course pertaining to any legal aspect wi l l be 
allowed.' 

I f ind the Department's aversion to legal studies quite ex
traordinary; it is to be hoped that a more enlightened 
approach wi l l soon be adopted. But although I f ind some of 
the reasons advanced by respondents for their decisions most 
unsatisfactory it does not fol low that the Court can interfere 
wi th those dec i s i ons . . . . . " * l 

So far as the prison library is concerned, / accept that being 
deprived of books is for an intellectual a hardship, but it is 
also a hardship for some persons to go without cigarettes. 
In short this is a case, once more, of a privilege withheld 
and not a right transgressed. Nor can I make any order in 
respect of the two law books which have been withheld. It 
is clear that first applicant followed the wrong procedure 
in dispatching these books to her husband and respondents 
were entitled to wi thhold these books"1 2 (emphasis supplied) 

Hassim succeeded only in obtaining his release from solitary 
confinement and in obtaining access to the Prisons Act & 
Regulations. His co-applicant obtained the Act and Regula
tions. In the years that elapsed between Hassim's case and 
the Goldberg case, decided in September 1978, the grounds 
for punishment by solitary confinement were widened and 
political prisoners lost the right to postmatriculation study 
completely, ft was alleged that some such prisoners had 
abused this "privi lege" by using study materials to smuggle 
messages out of prison. On 17 May 1978 Minister of 
Prisons told the House of Assembly that "Robben Island 
Prisoners were not susceptible to rehabilitation which was 
the intention behind granting study privileges."13 

The next case is Goldberg and Others v Minister of Prisons 1979 
(1) SA 14 (AD). In this case, the Applicants (D. Goldberg, 
I. Kitson, J. Mathews, A. Moumbaris, R. Suttner, D. Rabkin, 
J. Cronin and A . Holiday) were all security law prisoners in 
a special section of the Pretoria prison. The facts of the case 
have been pithi ly summarised by Professor Barend van 
Niekerk: 

' In very broad summary the most salient facts were as 
follows: The appellants — a number of persons serving 
various long prison sentences for crimes committed for what 
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they termed "po l i t i ca l " reasons — had applied unsuccessfully 
to the court below for relief against the provisions made 
applicable to them whereby they were total ly deprived of 
all news about current affairs at home and abroad. This they 
claimed inter alia constituted "cruel , inhuman and unneces
sarily harsh punishment and double deprivat ion" unauthorised 
by the enabling statute . . . The total prohibit ion included 
Panorama and S A Digest (both propaganda publications of 
the erstwhile information departments), S A Financial 
Gazette, To the Point, Newsweek and New Nation! (In the 
case of New Nation one wonders whether the fact that this 
publication has been discontinued for about a lustrum now 
has not yet penetrated behind the prison walls!) 

Now it should be clear, I confidently submit, that on any 
analysis which has any relationship wi th common sense as 
commonly understood by averagely intelligent persons, the 
banning of these journals per se — not to speak even of 
some of the more "mys t i f y ing" examples of excisions from 
such exciting journals like Rooi Rose, the Farmers'Weekly 
and the Landbou-weekblad furnished at 46 — can only be 
squared wi th a guideline which is in fact no guideline at all, 
namely that no current news wi l l be allowed to reach the 
political prisoners.44 

A majority of four Appellate Division judges held that, 
" . . . . in general a prisoner is only entitled to enjoy such 
privileges as are permitted; he is not entitled to all the 
facilities enjoyed by persons outside of prison except 
those which are in terms permitted either by the Ac t , 
the regulations or by the Commiss ione r . . . . "} 5 

The majority also found that it was unnecessary: 

'to deal wi th the distinction between necessaries or basic 
rights, on the one hand, and privileges or comforts, on the 
other hand. . . Such basic rights or necessaties as, e.g. food, 
clothing, accommodation and medical aid, are dealt wi th in 
the regulations. The fact that these regulations deal wi th 
facilities generally regarded as basic to the maintenance of 
a reasonably civilised minimum standard of living may no 
doubt be relevant to the question whether it was intended to 
confer rights of the kind referred to above. In my opinion, 
access to the publications mentioned in reg. 109(4) and to 
sources of news of current events cannot be regarded as 
being basic to maintaining the minimum standard of living 
above referred to 

The appellants, however, appear to be sophisticated persons 
and some of them are academically well qualified. I accept 
that a denial to them of having access to sources of news of 
current events in the Republic and abroad and to reading 
matter of their choice must of necessity result in severe 
hardship. They are all long term prisoners and any prolonged 
isolation from news of current events must, so it would 
seem to me, necessarily result in frustration and possibly in 
some degree of disorientation eventually.l 6 (Emphasis Supplied) 

In my opinion . . . appellants are not entitled to an order 
declaring that respondents are not entitled to apply a general 
policy depriving them of access to news of current events in 
the Republic and abroad. The fact that this Court may, on 

the information placed before i t , entertain grave doubts as 
to the wisdom or reasonableness of the determination made 
by the Commissioner in regard to the appellants' access to 
news, other than that of a domestic and sport nature, is not 
relevant to the determination of the issue under considera
t ion. A t best, it is a factor which the Commissioner may 
possibly take into account if and when his earlier determin
ation comes to be reconsidered.'1 7 (emphasis supplied) 

Mr Justice Corbett could not accept these views and advanced 
a contrary opinion in his dissenting judgment. He held that: 

I t seems to me that fundamentally a convicted and sen
tenced prisoner retains all the basic rights and liberties of 
an ordinary citizen except those taken away f rom him by 
law, expressly or by implication, or those necessarily 
inconsistent w i th the circumstances in which he, as a prisoner, 
is placed. Of course, the inroads which incarceration neces
sarily make upon a prisoner's personal rights and liberties 
(for sake of brevity I shall henceforth speak merely of 
"r ights") are very considerable. He no longer has freedom 
of movement and has no choice in the place of his impri
sonment. His contact wi th the outside world is limited and 
regulated. He must submit to the discipline of prison life 
and to the rules and regulations which prescribe how he 
must conduct himself and how he is to be treated while in 
prison. Nevertheless, there is a substantial residuum of basic 
rights which he cannot be denied; and, if he is denied them, 
then he is entit led, in my view, to legal redress.'1 8 

The significance of this dissenting judgment is that it was 
reached on the same facts. I t could have been a majority or 
even a unanimous decision of the Appellate Division. It 
shows that the hands of our judges are not always t ied, 
except by their own perception of their role, when it comes 
to questions of human rights.1 9 It also underlines the extent of 
our deviation from internationally accepted norms. 

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights provides simply 
that "everyone has the right to educat ion", and this Utopian 
ideal has been embodied in Bills of Rights in the United 
States, in many European countries and also in the Interna
tional Standard Minimum Prison Regulations. By contrast 
it would seem that our political prisoners are so hated by 
those who govern our society that they are doomed to become 
non-persons in the grey twi l ight of our prisons.20 

Winston Churchill once said: 

The mood and temper of the public in regard to the treat
ment of crime and criminal is one of the most unfailing 
tests of the civilisation of any country. A calm, dispassionate 
recognition of the rights of the accused, and even of the 
convicted criminal, against the State — a constant heart 
searching by all charged wi th the duty of punishment — 
. . . , unfailing faith that there is a treasure, if you can only 
f ind it , in the heart of every man. These are the symbols 
which mark and measure the stored-up strength of a nation, 
and are a sign and proof of the living virtue in i t . ' 2 1 

Judge for yourself, if you w i l l , the strength and virtue of 
our nation. • 
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No. 1539 13 Julie 1979 

BESONDERHEDE AFGEKONDIG INGEVOLGE 
ARTIKEL lOter VAN DIE WET OP BINNELANDSE 
VEILIGHEID, 1950 (WET 44 VAN 1950) 

Onderstaande besonderhede van kennisgewings wat 
ingevolge artikel 5 (1) (e) of 9 (1) van Wet 44 van 1950 
uitgereik is, word hierby ingevolge artikel lOier van 
genoe f̂nde Wet afgekondig. 

Besonderhede van sodanige kennisgewings wat voor 
of qfp 30 Junie 1979 verval het of ingetrek is, is weg-
gelalit. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

No. 1539 13 July 1979 

PARTICULARS PUBLISHED IN TERMS OF 
SECTION \0ter OF THE INTERNAL SECURITY 
ACT, 1950 (ACT 44 OF 1950) 

The following particulars of notices issued in terms 
of section 5 (1) (e) or 9 (1) of Act 44 of 1950, are pub
lished hereby in terms of section \0ter of the said Act. 

Particulars of such notices which expired on or 
before 30 June 1979 or which have been withdrawn, 
have been omitted. 

A.—BLANKES/WHITES 

Naam 
Name 

Abraham, Eric Antony 
Aderem, Alan Arnold 
Adler, David 

Albertyn, Christopher James. 
Andersson, Gavin Michael 
Arenstein, Jaqueline. 
Arenstein, Rowley Israel 
Baskin, Jeremy Michael 
Bloch, Graeme 
Brown, Brian Joseph 
Budlender, Deborah Jean (nou/now 

Hofmeyr) 
Cohen, Gideon Denys 
Copelyn, John Anthony 
Curtis, Jeanette Eva 

Douwes-Dekker, Louis Charles 
George 

Favish, Judith Shamith 
Frankish, John Gavin 
Hofmeyr, William A n d r e w . . . . . . . . . 
Horn, Patricia 
Kotze, Theodore 
Levetan, Laura Jean 

Lewis, Jack Phillip 
Mayson, Cedric RadclirTe 

Murphy, Jeanette Marquerite 
Murphy, Michael Patrick Bernard... 
Naude, Christiaan Frederick Beyers 
Nettleton, Clive James Lee 
Randall, Peter Ralph 
Russell, David Patrick Hamilton 
Schoon, Louis Marius 
Simkins, Charles Edward Wickens. . 
Simons, Mary 
Simons, Tanya Anne 
Tyacke, Eric Freeland 
Tyacke, Katherine Jean 
Van Blerk, Vilma Daphne Lilian... . 
Walker, Abraham Richard 
Weinberg, Sheila 
Woods, Donald James 

Adres in kennisgewing vermeld 
Address mentioned in notice 

31 Johnstraat/Street, Mowbray, Wynberg 
25 Scottstraat/Street, Observatory, Kaapstad/Cape Town.. . . 
205a Jan Smutslaan/Avenue, Parktown-Noord/North, Johan

nesburg 
121 Ridgesingel/Crescent, Berrydaleweg/Road, Durban 
Oliviaweg/Road, Berea, Johannesburg.. 
47 Arcadiaweg/Road, Overport, Durban 
47 Arcadiaweg/Road, Durban 
23 Grantstraat/Street, Observatory. 
9 Wolmunsterweg/Road, Rosebank 
133 14de Straat/14th Street, Parkhurst, Johannesburg 
20 Cookstraat/Street, Observatory, Kaap/Cape 

128 Belvedereweg/Road, Claremont, Wynberg 
79 Waverleyweg/Road, Hillary, Durban. 
11 Clairwood Mansions, 32 Webbstraat/Street, 

Johannesburg 
57 Kilkennyweg/Road, Parkview, Randburg 

Yeoville, 

29 Kitchenerstraat/Street, Woodstock. 
7 Trillweg/Road, Observatory, Kaap/Cape 
20 Cookstraat/Street, Observatory 
325 Musgraveweg/Road, Berea, Durban 
1 Tasmanweg/Road, Claremont 
4 Kinkleweglaan/Kinkle Way Avenue, Nuweland/Newlands, 

Kaap/Cape 
Allendale, Grahamstad/Grahamstown,. 
14 Lornahof/Court, hoek van/cor of Twist- en/and Wolma-

ransstraat/Streets, Joubertpark, Johannesburg 
325 Musgraveweg/Road, Durban -
325 Musgraveweg/Road, Durban 
26 Hoylakelaan/Avenue, Greenside, Johannesburg 
55 lOde Straat/lOth Street, Parkhurst, Johannesburg 
16 The Valleyweg/Road, WestclifT, Johannesburg. 
27 St. Jamesstraat/Street, Woodstock 
45 Rutlandweg/Road, Craighall Park, Johannesburg . . 
139 Sydenhamweg/Road, Durban 
I Queens Place, Queenstraat/Street, Mowbray . . /• 
121 Rochesterweg/Road, Observatory. /'. /. 
33 Irmastraat/Street, Robertsham, J o h a n n e s b u r g . . . ^ / . . / . . 
33 Irmastraat/Street, Robertsham, Johannesburg... . . . . 
23 Andersonstraat/Street, Goodwood 
25b Excelsiorstraat/Street, P i e t e r s b u r g . . . . . . . . . . 
II Plantationweg/Road, Gardens, Johannesburg. . . . . . . . . . . . 
61 Chamberlainweg/Road, Vincent, Oos-Londen/East London 

Artikel 
ingevolge 
waarvan 

kennisgewing 
uitgereik is 
Section in 

terms of which 
notice was 

issued 

9(1) 
9(1) 
9(1) 

9 (1) 
9 (1) 
5 (1) (e) 
5 ( l ) ( e ) 
9(1) 
9(1) 
9(1) 
9(1) 

9(1) 
9(1) 
9(1) 

9(1) 

9(1) 
9(1) 
9(1) 
9(1) 
9(1) 
9(1) 

9(1) 
9(1) 

9(1) 
9(1) 
9(1) 
9(1) 
9(1) 
9 (1) 
5 ( l ) ( e ) 
9(1) 
9(1) 
9.(1) 
9(1) 
9(1) 
9 ( 1 ) 
9 ( 1 ) 
9 ( 1 ) 
9 ( 1 ) 

Datum waarop 
kennisgewing 

verval 
Date on 

which notice 
expires 

30/11/81 
31/3/82 
28/2/83 

31/10/81 
31/10/81 
31/8/83 

31/10/80 
31/10/81 
31/10/81 
31/10/82 
31/10/81 

31/10/81 
31/10/81 
31/10/81 

31/10/81 

31/10/81 
31/10/81 
31/10/81 
31/10/81 
31/10/82 
30/11/83 

31/10/81 
31/10/82 

31/10/81 
31/10/81 
31/10/82. 
28/2/83 
31/10/82 
31/10/82 
30/9/81 
31/10/81 
31/10/81 
31/10/81 
31/10/81 
31/10/81 
31/10/81 
31/10/82 
31/10/81 
31/10/82 

B. NIE-BLANKES/NON-WHITES 

Anthony, Frank 
Bhengu, Moses 
Bhengu, Siegfried 
Chiloane, Abel Tipheko 
Ciliza, Delase. 
Desai, Amina Suliman Nagdee. 
Dhlamini, Stephen. 

266 Voortrekkerweg/Road, Kraaifontein 
952 Jubularylaan/Drive, Sobantu, Pietermaritzburg. 
Mazambaneni, Nkandla 
C842, Gebied/Zone 11, Seshego., 
L667, Umlazi 
12 Haroldstraat/Street, Roodepoort 
2 Nkumba-Bantoedorp/Bantu Township, Bulwer. . . 

9(1) 
9(1) 
9(1) 
9(1) 
9(1) 
9(1) 
5(1) (e) 

30/4/83 
31/8/82 
30/9/79 
30/6/83 
31/3/84 
31/1/83 
30/4/80 
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