Ronald Reagan Presidential Library
Digital Library Collections

This 1s a PDF of a folder from our textual collections.

Collection:
Green, Max: Files, 1985-1988
Folder Title:
South Africal (4 of 7)
Box: 23

To see more digitized collections visit:
https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/digitized-textual-material

To see all Ronald Reagan Presidential Library Inventories, visit:
https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/white-house-inventories

Contact a reference archivist at: reagan.library@nara.gov

Citation Guidelines: https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/research-
support/citation-guide

National Archives Catalogue: https://catalog.archives.gov/

Last Updated: 02/28/2025


https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/digitized-textual-material
https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/white-house-inventories
https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/research-support/citation-guide
https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/research-support/citation-guide
https://catalog.archives.gov/




















































HOUSE OF COMMONS -

FOREIGN AFFAIRS
COMMITTEE

Session 1985-86

THE SITUATION IN SOUTH AFRICA

MINUTES OF EVIDE

Monday 20 January 1986

Chief Mangosuthu Gatsha Buthelezi

Ordered by The House of Commons fo be printed
20 January 1986

LONDON '
HER MAJESTY’S STATIONERY OFFICE
£4.90 net

HC 61-iv



52 MINUTES OF EVIDENCE TAKEN BEFORE

MONDAY 20 JANUARY 1986

Members present:

Sir Anthony Kershaw, in the Chair

Mr Robert Harvey Mr Nigel Spearing
Mr Ivan Lawrence Mr Peter Thomas
Mr Jim Lester Mr Michael Welsh
Mr Ian Mikardo
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MANGOSUTHU GATSHA BUTHELEZI CHIEF MINISTER OF KWAZULU,
PRESIDENT OF INKATHA AND CHAIRMAN THE SOUTH AFRICAN BLACK
ALLIANCE (SA/19)

PREFACE

I see the relationship between Great Britain and South Africa as certainly fundamen-
tally important to South Africa and also as not inconsequential to Great Britain.

The Foreign Affairs Committee is now reassessing British attitudes to South Africa.
This is a formidable task and because of the significance which I attach to its work, I have
gom;};llﬂl somewhat comprehensive notes about Inkatha’s position and my leadership in

outh Africa.

. I'find all too frequently that decision-makers in the West pause too seldom to delve
into the underlying realities which make Black South African politics so very complex.

It is my sincere hope that the Foreign Affairs Committee will find the time to read this
document prior to hearing my verbal evidence on South Africa. It is true to say that the
fate of not only South Africa but also of the whole of Southern Africa, will be profoundly
affected by what will be taking place in South Africa in the foreseeable future. What
Great Britain and her allies do during this crucial period of our history, could well be of
cardinal significance.

Black South African politics has never been institutionalised in South Africa in such
a way that parliamentary norms and traditions mould political action. In countries
with parliamentary democracies, a wide range of restraints and directing influences are
constantly at play establishing not only the who’s who of politics, but what is and what
is not acceptable as political behaviour.

In South Africa this is not the case. Not only have Blacks been excluded from the
parliamentary process since the inception of modern South Africa, but for many genera-
tions, they were excluded from participating in the decision-making process in the
country’s economic, religious and social institutions. Parliamentary and extra-
parliamentary restraints on political excessiveness have been absent in Black South
Africa, and as Black politics has become increasingly radicalised, it has become increas-
ingly characterised by ever-wilder excessiveness on the part of some.

British Parliamentarians should therefore approach the need to make their own
assessments of the who’s who of Black South Africa with a great deal of circumspection.
Foreign observers have again and again been misled into making false assessments of
what the real mood of Black South Africa is and who is and who is not accepted by Black
South Africa as national leaders. Self-appointed leaders, celebrity leaders, media-created
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leaders and vociferous but transient protest leaders have always abounded in Black South
Africa. There has always been an indulgence by some in political excesses unchecked by
parliamentary restraints and by traditional values and norms. This indulgence in excesses
unchecked by institutionalised politics has led to Black South Africans being drawn into
one hare-brained political scheme after another. The broad masses, however, have
kept remarkably constant in their commitment to time-honoured and centrally valued
political traditions. They have always denied that they are faced with the stark alterna-
tives of accepting subjugation by Whites on the one hand, and killing Whites to liberate
themselves on the other hand. They have always opposed apartheid in the country’s day
to day life and step by step have participated in the country’s social, economic and
political life in such a way that apartheid has become ever increasingly unworkable. It
is not the exiles which have brought South African society to the point where everybody
now accepts that there must be a radical break with past National Party politics. The
Government has accepted the need for reform not because they have been frightened by
the ANC Mission in Exile but because Black South Africans and harsh realities in the
economic sphere have made it imperative that they do so.

It is important for British Parliamentarians to understand that if the ANC Mission in
Exile ceased to exist tomorrow the demand for reform inside South Africa would assume
an ever increasing urgency. Apartheid society simply cannot work because 72 per cent
of all South Africans are Black and all Blacks reject apartheid. The waves of violent anger
which have swept the country for the past 18 months have not been inspired by the
ANC Mission in Exile’s or the United Democratic Front’s political programme. These
organisations are attempting to capitalise on Black anger which they did not produce. Itis
the hideousness of apartheid and the deep suffering of a disenfranchised and economically
deprived people which have produced anger. It is joblessness, hopelessness and above
all, the South African Government’s talk of reform without backing the words up with
meaningful action, which has pushed Black anger beyond the boiling point.

The vast majority of Black South Africans demand the normalisation of South Africa
in which there 1s equality of opportunity in a free enterprise system and a parliamentary
democracy which 1s a heritage that the British presence in South Africa bequeathed to
us. Mempbers of the Foreign Affairs Committee will be aware of opposing Black views
about South Africa and what needs to be done to eradicate apartheid for the scourge that
it is. I would appeal to them not to fall into the trap some foreign observers fall into, of
tracing differences of opinion between Blacks to differences between leaders and to
conflicts of interests which arise out of personal idiocyncracies amongst Black leaders.
An understanding of the South African political process and an awareness of the real
issues which the Black struggle for liberation has always focused on are lost when media
representations of the South African scene are used as guidelines. Britain has always
played a historically significant role in South and Southern Africa and I perceive the need
for the British Parliament to play a very significant role in the emerging circumstances
we face. I take this Committee’s work very seriously and intend to make in-depth
representations to it in the hope that Britain will yet again show herself to be the kind of
honest broker which brought an end to violence in Zimbabwe.

I would like to stréss that what I say goes beyond airing personal views on crucial
matters. I cannot afford the luxury of making personal choices in politics. I was born to
occupy a leadership position in South Africa which has very defined parameters. The
role that I play has been determined by history itself and it is with a deep sense of
historical awareness that I respond to demands on my leadership. I am a leader by
hereditary right and follow in the footsteps of my father, grandfather and great-
grandfather, who in turn followed in the footsteps of their forebears to the time of the
founding father of KwaZulu, King Shaka. I and my forebears have always occupied
influential positions as prime ministers, advisers and generals to successive Zulu Kings.
Whatever Whites did or could have done, I would have had to play one or another
political role.

My great-grandfather was Prime Minister to King Cetshwayo who was only finally
defeated by the full might of the British army at the Battle of Ulundi in 1879 after he
had won a decisive victory over the British at the Battle of Isandlwana. Not only does
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my line of descent go back to the founding father of KwaZulu, King Shaka, but the
transitional period for South Africa towards the end of the last century from which
modern South Africa emerged, saw my forebears both on my father’s side and on my
mother’s side, as prime actors. King Cetshwayo was defeated and was the last reigning
monarch of a sovereign and free KwaZulu. He was my mother’s grandfather. My mother’s
father who succeeded him was, like his father before him, sent into enforced exile to the
Island of St. Helena by the British. He was later implicated in the Zulu Rebellion in
1906. As a result, he was charged with treason and was imprisoned for life. After the Act
of Union in 1910 the first Prime Minister of South Africa removed him from jail and
permitted him to live in exile on the farm “Uitkyk™ in the Transvaal where he died in
1913. These were living memories for my mother and among my older relatives.

From my mother’s knee onwards I was surrounded by political thought and discussion.
the founding father of the African National Congress, which was established in 1912,
was my uncle, Dr Pixley ka Isaka Seme. Throughout my youth I was brought into contact
with leading Black political figures. I knew people like Chief Albert Lutuli, Nelson
Mandela, Zami Conco, Walter Sisulu, Robert Sobukwe, J K Ngubane, and M B Yengwa,
personally, as colleagues in the liberation struggle.

After school and university education, I was keen to pursue a legal career, but pressure
was mounted on me to return to my home district to take up the chieftainship of the
Buthelezi people. I consulted many prominent Black leaders then active in the African
National Congress, about the options before me. I was eventually persuaded, against my
personal desires, not to delay entering into politics until after I had been in law for some
time. Chief Albert Lutuli was particularly insistent that I took up my hereditary position
without delay. It was a consensus view of the African National Congress leadership
that it was in the interests of the liberation struggle itself that I should take up my
Chieftainship.

These discussions took place in the ascendancy of political prominence of the old
ANC as it responded to increasing Black anger at the developments which followed the
National Party’s electoral victory in 1948. Deepening Black concern demanded a national
Black effort to oppose the radicalisation of right-wing politics and the ANC responded
to the call of the people. At that stage of my political career, as a member of the ANC, 1
was torn between desires to serve my organisation, and the need to devote my energies
to my hereditary leadership role. It was Chief Albert Lutuli who did more than anyone
glsp to persuade me that I had no option but to combine the two roles. This I set about

oing,

The South African Government was totally opposed to me and for five years refused
to recognise my chieftainship of the Buthelezi people. It was only after five years of ever
increasing insistent demands by my people that I should lead them that the Government
was forced to accept my position. After a trip to the United States in 1963, the South
African Government confiscated my passport, and for nine years I was not allowed to
leave South Africa. Most opposition political parties in the South African Parliament
appealed unsuccessfully to the Government to return my passport until the Government
gave in.

Once having accepted the need to combine a party political role with my traditional
politicalrole, I set about opposing apartheid at the local, regional, provincial and national
levels. I campaigned vigorously against apartheid and for the rejection of the so-called
homeland policy—a policy of dividing Black South Africa into ethnic groups with their
own political identities and each with their own political machinery—which separated
them not only from White politics but from each other as well. As a Black leader 1
rejected this policy from the outset, just as I continue to do so vigorously today.

For me South Africa is one country with one people which history is thrusting into a
single destiny. I reject all notions of political structures based on race divisions. The
multiplicity of the ethnic origins of White South Africa did not deter Whites from uniting
politically. The diversity of Black ethnic origins in South Africa demands in fact Black
political unity rather than deters it.
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I campaigned so vigorously against separate political institutions for KwaZulu that
the complete rejection of these institutions by the Zulu people followed. In typical
dictatorial fashion the Government then bluntly told us that we had no say in the matter
and that they would be forced on us willy nilly, whether we liked it or not.

This they proceeded to do and it was in these circumstances that the people turned to
me to lead them through the difficulties which lay ahead. T accepted the challenge to do
so and assumed the role of Chief Executive Officer in the KwaZulu Territorial Authority,
and later Chief Executive Councillor, which was imposed on us. I vowed to lead my
people in the tactics and strategies which would ensure that they would retain their South
Affrican citizenship and would continue to be entitled to exercise their democratic rights
to oppose apartheid and any form of politics based on racial differentiation.

The African National Congress never made my position in KwaZulu, and I had
dealings with Mr Oliver Tambo until 1980. Those in the ANC Mission in Exile who now
belatedly criticise me, and who complain all of a sudden because they say I occupy the
position of Chief Minister of KwaZulu, conveniently forget that the enabling legislation
which was enacted to enable the Natlonal Party to pursue its homeland policy, the Bantu
Authorities Act (68) of 1951, was passed before I assumed my chieftainship. That same
Act abolished the old Native Representative Council and even then it was quite clear
that it was the intention of the National Party to separate Black and White politics. It
was in these circumstances that Chief Albert Lutuli encouraged me to take up my position
and it was during the years of his presidency of the ANC that he continued to support
me as I campaigned amongst my people for the rejection of this legislation. He clearly
saw the threatened balkanisation of South Africa as an impending catastrophe. Had
those now in prominent roles in the ANC Mission in Exile paid more attention to the
dangers which Chief Albert Lutuli and I so clearly saw, and set about mobilising Blacks
in other areas as I mobilised them in KwaZulu, the South African Government would
never have gone as far along the road as they did go to implement their homeland
policy. Transkei, Bophuthatswana, Venda and Ciskei today would not be quasi so-called
independent States.

The question of non-participation was then discussed as a strategy in Black politics
and had not yet been falsely elevated to be a sacrosanct political principle. Chief Albert
Lutuli himself saw no clash of interest in being a Chief and the President of the African
National Congress. Nelson Mandela shared his view. It is interesting to see what Mr
Nelson Mandela, the best known of the ANC leaders, had written on participatory
opposition as long ago as February 1958. An extract from his article “The struggle has
many tactics” reads as follows:

“In the opinion of some people, participation in the system of separate racial
representation in any shape or form, and 1rrespective of any reasons advanced for
doing so, is impermissible on pnnmple and harmful in practice. According to them
such partlclpatlon can only serve to confuse the people and to foster the illusion
that they can win their demands through a parliamentary form of struggle. In their
view people have now become so politically conscious and developed that they
cannot accept any form of representation which in any way fetters their progress.
They maintain that people are demanding direct representation in parliament, in
the provincial and city councils, and that nothing short of this will satisfy them.
They say that leaders who talk of the practical advantages to be gained by partici-
pation in separate racial representation do not have the true interests of the people
at heart. The basic error in this argument lies in the fact that it regards the boycott
not as a tactical weapon to be employed if and when objective conditions permit
but as an inflexible principle which must under no circumstances be varied.”

Those now in the ANC Mission in Exile who reject me, pretending that they do so
because I occupy the position of Chief Minister of KwaZulu, do so as part of their
propaganda campaign. They know the truth. My only sin is that I refused to make
Inkatha a surrogate organisation of the External Mission of ANC. They are also politically
naive. Had I not accepted the challenge to lead in the way the people demanded,
KwaZulu may well by now have been manipulated into the same positions as Transkei,
Bophuthatswana, Venda and Ciskei.
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The blunt truth of the matter is that those who reject the free enterprise system, reject
Western forms of democracy and reject the politics of non-violence and the politics of
negotiation which Western democratic principles demand of Black South Africans now.

[ provide this detail about my own background because it is a detail known to Black
South Africa and accepted by them as establishing my bona fides. Black South Africa
gave me massive support as a tried and trusted leader when I brought Inkatha into being
in 1975. By then the ANC Mission in Exile had been abroad for 15 years. During this
period the harshness of apartheid, and the growth of Draconian laws on South African
Statute Books bore testimony to the ineffectiveness of the leadership in the ANC Mission
in Exile. They so conducted their affairs, and became so preoccupied with their own
unilateral choice to make the armed struggle the primary means of bringing about change
in South Africa, that a very debilitating political vacuum emerged in Black South Africa.

Faced with the growth of horrendous legislation and faced with growing social and
economic deprivation, Black South Africa resented the ANC Mission in Exile’s behav-
iour. We realised that it is we inside the country who have to do something. The political
ferment inside South Africa which was produced by the ANC Mission in Exile’s failure
emerged to inspire two different political fronts, One was Inkatha and the other was the
Black Consciousness Movement. The Black Consciousness Movement contained in it
the young Black dissenting voice. They were, if anything, dominantly pro-PAC. The Pan
Africanism and the militant action-orientated mood which characterised the PAC before
it was banned in South Africa had been produced by dissatisfaction with the old leader-
ship of the ANC. The PAC break-away from the ANC started political divisions which
re-emerged in the early to mid-seventies, when the Black Consciousness Movement was
formed. The late Mr Steve Biko, having emerged from the South African Students’
Organisation which rejected the multi-racialism in the External Mission of the ANC,
sought to establish the Black People’s Convention as an independent Black Conscious-
ness Movement, The ANC Mission in Exile at the time regarded the BPC as a possibly
evolving third force.

I established Inkatha as a Black liberation movement in the sincere hope that the
dangerous divisions in Black politics could be breached. I could not side with the Black
Consciousness rejection of the ANC Mission in Exile. | understood the grave difficulties
which the ANC Mission in Exile had been facing in the outside world. Both in South
Africa and abroad I then argued in public that the ANC had been driven underground
by South African police brutality and that it was understandable that in an exiled position
where they were rejected by the West, the Mission in Exile should seek recourse in
violence. I accepted that the ANC Mission in Exile, having been rejected by the West,
would naturally tend to seek alliances elsewhere. It was for me understandable that they
should start thinking in terms of the application of force against apartheid. I, however,
never accepted the unilateral decision which the ANC Mission in Exile made to commit
Black South Africa to the armed struggle as the primary means of bringing about change.
They had no mandate to do it. They only adopted the armed struggle as the primary
means of bringing about change once they were in exile. They never consulted Black
South Africa about this very fundamental step. They made the decision unilaterally only
after they had been in exile for some years. Mr Joe Slovo, a member of the ANC Mission
in Exile’s National Executive and head of Umkhonto weSizwe, its military wing, confirms
this. I quote him:

“The attempts, particularly in the West, to question this policy and to influence
the ANC to consider the adoption of a ‘peaccful road to change’ is nothing less
than a recipe for submission and surrender of national liberation aims. We must
bear in mind that the ANC was declared illegal long before it adopted a policy of
armed struggle.”

The old ANC sent a Mission into exile to mobilise international opinion to aid the
struggle at home. I rejected the argument by prominent members of the ANC Mission
in Exile that any involvement they may have in democratic opposition in South Africa
would detract from their main purpose which was to pursue the armed struggle.
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I rejected this because it was patently clear to me that it would be foolish for Black
South Africans to model their liberation struggle on struggles elsewhere, where circum-
stances were entirely different. Anyone with even a modicum of military sense realises
that the nature of the South African terrain is such that no liberated zones can be
established and that the transportation of men and weapons on a scale sufficient to mount
a serious armed onslaught against apartheid, presents formidable logistic problems. The
armed struggle against apartheid has failed for a quarter of a century, and again anybody
with a modicum of military sense would know that the employment of violence in South
Africa would necessarily have to take the form of a bloody civil war. The ANC Mission
in Exile has failed to mount a viable armed struggle for a quarter of a century. This the
ANC Mission in Exile has now itself recognised and has had to change tactics and is now
attempting to make South Africa ungovernable by establishing the conditions for a
bloody civil war. I have attached transcripts of ANC Mission in Exile broadcasts from
Radio Freedom! obtained from the British Broadcasting Corporation’s monitoring ser-
vice. A perusal of these documents containing the actual broadcast words of the ANC
Mission in Exile shows that they are intent upon:

1. Generalising Black violence which has broken out in our townships.

2. Going beyond threatening the South African economy to actually destroying
1t.

3. Spreading a reign of terror in which targets are civilians and they are particu-
lartl)y intent now on trying to get Black violence to be directed against White
suburbia.

4. Ordering the elimination of all Blacks who do not agree with their tactics and
strategies and are particularly bent upon the murder of any Black who could
play a meaningful role in the politics of negotiation and reconciliation.

5. Undermining the evolution of Black democratic forces working for change
within the institutionalised life of South Africa.

6. Engagingin a battle of minds in which their point of view is that it is the nature
of the free enterprise system and the nature of the Western industrial world’s
commitment to non-violent change in South Africa which constitutes the real
threat against liberation.

I stress that this is not anti-ANC Mission in Exile propaganda and the recognition of
the fact that [ am actually presenting their own views in their own words is substantiated
by the BBC transcripts. This ANC Mission in Exile attempt to reduce South Africa to
chaos must be seen in the context of their declared intention to escalate the use of
violence in South Africa and to do so regardless of whether or not civilians are maimed
and killed. Quite clearly the elimination of their operational bases in Mozambique and
in other neighbouring territories has spelt the end of any illusions that a classical armed
struggle could be waged against apartheid. They are now not waging a struggle against
apartheid and the South African Government. They are pitting themselves against South
African society.

Ever since the so-called consultative conference of the ANC Mission in Exile last year,
it has committed itself to the intensification of the armed struggle, and it is doing so by
giving directives now no longer to be sensitive about civilians dying in any attacks they

" may make. At a press conference given in Lusaka on 9 January this year, Mr Oliver
Tambo served notice on South Africa and the world that there would be increased
civilian casualties because he said they were unavoidable in a situation of escalating
warfare. I include as an Appendix a report of that press conference.!

1 know of no society in the world where the kind of violence now employed by the
ANC Mission in Exile has produced an open, democratic society. I have again and again
said bluntly that if the ANC Mission in Exile is allowed to continue much further along
the road they have chosen to walk, White South Africa will adopt a scorched earth policy
and unleash the kind of state violence which we have not even yet begun to see.

! Not printed.
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It is a central argument in my whole political position now that forces working for
change in South Africa are being terribly detrimentally affected by the levels of violence
we are experiencing. There is now in South Africa a yearning for a normalised society
amongst all population groups. Whatever the National Party says and does, White South
Africa recognises that apartheid has failed and that South Africa must move towards
meaningful reform in which Black South Africans are integrated into a central political

system. The South African Government is now floundering around not knowing how to
go about normalising South Africa. It still contains White right-wing elements, but it is
doing so in the face of a recognised inevitability that power-sharing must come about.
There is a very wide-spread recognition that there will be no recovery from the country’s
economic dire circumstances unless Blacks are accommodated politically. When one
goes beyond sentiments as determinants of political action in the White group, the harsh
driving realities in the economic field must be seen to be producing an escalating impetus
towards real change. There are no illusions left in White South Africa that there can be
an economic separation of White and Black interests. Big business in South Africa, in
allits organised forums, and across both White language groups, want meaningful reform
and big business has now declared its intention to participate fully in the process of
bringing about real change regardless of Government action. The National Party is under
siege by the forces of economic reality and the prime actors in the economic field now
want the very kind of change which the British Parliament wants, which the Western
f\yorld wants, and which the general Black population of South Africa has always struggled
- for.

The South African economy has gone past the take-off point where there is now a
functional interdependence between Black and White. The task that faces South Africa
is the task that faces any industrialised society and that is to harmonise political institu-
tions with economic institutions and social institutions. There is a process at work in
South Africa which will translate economic interdependence into political interdepen-
dence. It is unstoppable and it is truly and deeply tragic that as South Africa emerges
into an era of necessary reformation, there are forces in the world seeking to strengthen
Black political groups in the country which want to use violence to bring about the
downfall of the Government.

Thus in 1974 when [ set about gathering leaders together to establish Inkatha in 1975,
I set about doing so with the clear intention not of subverting the ANC Mission in Exile
but of proving to them that democratic opposition to apartheid and non-violent tactics
and strategies were still possible and could be highly productive in the process of bringing
about change. If the ANC Mission in Exile had understandably opted for violence, then
it was incumbent on Black South Africans to prove that democratic opposition could be
productive and avoid the prospects of the military failure of the ANC Mission in Exile
turning them towards bloody destructive civil war. This could only be done if the
democratic forces emerging in Black South Africa accepted a multi-strategy approach
and offered to work in harmony with the ANC Mission in Exile. This intention was
deep in my motivation when I established Inkatha. Unlike the Black Consciousness
Movement, I publicly indentified with the ANC Mission in Exile. I defied all laws
prohibiting the quotation of banned organisations and persons, and prohibiting further-
ing their aims and objectives. I quoted whenever the need was there from ANC Mission
in Exile spokesmen and banned old ANC leadership. I rallied Black South Africa under
the national colours of Black South Africa—black, green and gold. I brought together a
very considerable constituency which had prov1ded the old ANC with grass-root support
while it was in the country. We sang old freedom songs and in every possible way
identified with the ANC Mission in Exile. I told my people that we had sent them there;
that they were our brothers and sisters and that we should wage a struggle in harmony
with them.

On every possible occasion 1 kept in contact with the ANC Mission in Exile. I liaised
with their offices in Swaziland and my emissaries had frequent meetings there with ANC
Mission in Exile personnel. I sent emissaries abroad charging them to argue the merits
of a multi-strategy approach with them, and to offer co-operation in those projects where
Inkatha’s aims and objectives coincided with the ANC Mission in Exile aims and
objectives, and where tactics and strategies were not mutually hostile. After four years
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of sending emissaries abroad, the time seemed ripe for a top level meeting. The first such
meeting was arranged and took place in Stockholm in the early part of 1979. I would
have attended that meeting myself had Mr Oliver Tambo been able to be there. He was
not able to be there and that meeting was then used as a consultative meeting to establish
a summit conference between Inkatha and the ANC Mission in Exile which did in fact
finally take place here in London in October 1979. Mr Oliver Tambo chaired the meeting
and I had to spend over R30,000 of Inkatha’s money obtained from workers and
peasants to make sure that the Inkatha contingent was top level and representative of the
Movement. I took that meeting very seriously. I have a Memorandum which I presented
for discussion at that meeting but do not make it available to the Parliamentary Select
Committee because Mr Tambo and I agreed to make it confidential until he came
back with a response to me. [ went to London determined to seek reconciliation and
deheigllineﬁi to bring about a working relationship between the ANC Mission in Exile
an atha.

I was right in maintaining that this was a real possibility. I myself had had many
discussions with Mr QOliver Tambo in person ever since 1963. From what he told me
himself and from what he himself told my emissaries, I was aware of the fact that he
was having difficulties with some elements in his organisation. Those with a single,
bloody-minded commitment to violence did not want any evidence that non-violent
tactics and strategies were viable in South Africa. Their propaganda was that nothing
could be done other than through violence and they were threatened by the steadily
increasing evidence that Inkatha’s tactics and strategies were moving ever more closer
to the South African political centre of gravity.

There was a tragic misassessment by the ANC Mission in Exile about the mood of
Black South Africa in the mid-seventies. They were taken totally by surprise when
violence broke out on the scale that it did in 1976 and 1977. The militants in the ANC
Mission in Exile realised that Black groups in South Africa were stealing their violent
thunder. They knew that they did not produce the violence which erupted. They knew
that they had under-estimated the drive of Black South Africa to do something for itself
in the vacuum which the ANC Mission in Exile’s failure abroad had produced. They did
what they could to undermine the Black Consciousness Movement and sought to estab-
lish every possible stranglehold over support for Black Consciousness groups from
abroad. Then the South African Government did the ANC Mission in Exile’s dirty work
for it. In a massive crackdown in October 1977, 19 Black organisations were banned,
thousands were arrested and hundreds of individuals were detained or served with
banning orders. The violent militants in the ANC Mission in Exile were given a breathing
space and they became adamantly determined to undermine all Black groups in South
Africa who were not under their direct control and were there to do their bidding.

On the 19 September 1977, I was summoned to Pretoria by the then Minister of Justice
and of Police, Mr Jimmy Kruger. He wanted to see me because he was concerned about
the growth of Inkatha only two years after it had been established. He threatened to take
action against me and Inkatha because he stated that I had no right to recruit Blacks into
Inkatha who were not Zulus. I told him bluntly that as long as the ruling National Party
recruited Whites of ethnic groups, other than Afrikaaners, that I had the same right to
recruit any Black into Inkatha, regardless of ethnic affiliation. I totally refused to make
Inkatha an ethnic organisation. I wish to submit to Members of this Parliamentary
Committee, copies of a verbatim report of the discussion I had with Mr Kruger on that
day.? It is a matter of record that I defied the South African Government at that time
when they suggested that Inkatha should be built up as a Zulu ethnic organisation. The
stories therefore that are carried in various media reports, and references to Inkatha as
Zulu or ethnic, are deliberate distortions by the media, which they disseminate to
make propaganda for the External Mission of ANC. I also hand in a copy of Inkatha’s
constitution which is printed in South Africa in Zulu, Sotho and English. That Inkatha
was not ethnic was confirmed later in 1977 by empirical surveys done by the Bergstrasser
Institute at Freiburg University in Germany, which showed that two years after its
founding, Inkatha had 40 per cent non-Zulu membership.

2 Not printed.
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In all my discussions with the ANC Mission in Exile I was adamant that Inkatha
should remain Inkatha and that it should remain committed to the Black popular will
which expressed itself in Inkatha’s massive membership and was articulated through its
democratic machinery. Inkatha had emerged at the same time as the Black Consciousness
Movements in South Africa. During those troubled years of 1976, 1977 and 1978, Inkatha
grew phenomenally. In the first year of its existence, Inkatha’s membership exceeded the
membership of the old ANC even in its heyday. When violence erupted, a wide range
of friends and self-appointed advisers urged me to abandon Inkatha’s aims and
objectives, and to participate in the growth of violence. I resisted these efforts and
persisted in what I was doing. The fact that Inkatha’s membership doubled in 1977 and
again doubled in 1978, is in itself indisputable proof that those in the mainstream of
Black politics in South Afrlca rejected violence as the primary means of bringing about
change. It was Inkatha’s growing prominence even in the very early years of its existence,
and the evidence of its mass support which was frightening to the militants in the ANC
Mission in Exile. They wanted Inkatha crushed if it could not be subdued into being
subservient to the Mission in Exile.

Any group in exile which commits itself to the armed struggle resists sharing power.
Revolutionary organisations throughout the world, operating from exiled positions, seek
to become a totally dominant force and this is what the ANC Mission in Exile had been
doing during the 1970s. They were saddled with the fact that the OAU had accepted both
themselves and the PAC as liberation forces in South Africa, but they continued doing
everything they could to undermine the PAC. The history of hostile relationships between
the ANC Mission in Exile and the PAC in exile is widely known in Africa and in the
West. The ANC Mission in Exile styled themselves as the vangnard movement, and
sought recognition as the only true authentic representatives of Black South Affrica.
They did everything they could to block my access to Africa and to the international
community. The Foreign Affairs Committee should ponder upon the nature of exiled
revolutionary groups. IF it did so it would come to the conclusion that the ANC Mission
in Exile sees itself as a government in exile and wants to return as a revolutionary
government to take over South Africa. The ANC Mission in Exile is not working to
establish democratic rights for the people of South Africa to choose whom they will to
form a government. It regiments its members ideologically and inculcates in them the
view that only the ANC Mission in Exile can be allowed to make decisions and to direct
the affairs of the struggle for liberation. It wants to take over and control and it is ruthless
in its dealings with those who do not act as fetch and carry boys for it.

When we met the ANC Mission in Exile in London in October 1979 under the
chairmanship of Dr A H Zulu, the KwaZulu Legislative Assembly Speaker, we did so
against this background of forces in the Mission in Exile which subsequent history proved
Mr Tambo could not control. After the London meeting, in 1980 Mr Tambo for the first
time in his career began criticising me publicly, He did not have the courage of his
convictions and he could not control his own organisation, and had perforce to side with
those who saw Inkatha as a threat and wanted no evidence that Black democratic
opposition and Black non-violent tactics and strategies were powerful forces for bringing
about change.

The ANC Mission in Exile was extremely worried about the rapid progress Inkatha
made after its establishment in 1975. They anticipated its early demise and thought that
it would not survive the turbulent years of 1976, 1977 and 1978. I am shocked now to
learn that Mr Oliver Tambo is claiming that Inkatha was formed on the advice of the
ANC Mission in Exile. This statement is entirely devoid of all truth. Inkatha was formed
by me and other Black South Africans who saw the need to rally Blacks because of the
ANC Mission in Exile’s inactivity in South Africa. The formation of Inkatha was never
discussed with Mr Tambo by me, and to my certain knowledge, neither was it discussed
with him by anybody else.

Part of the hideousness of apartheid is that it has precipitated internecine Black
conflict. As I said in my opening remarks, democratic politics requires democratic
institutions in which values and norms are upheld and in which decent behaviour is
distinguished from indecent behaviour. Black South Africa has been denied the right to
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evolve its own democratic machinery and forces. State brutality has crushed Black
organisations, and it has denied to the people of South Africa, the circumstances in which
de_cdency can be preserved at all costs. At a public meeting in Soweto, Johannesburg, I
said:

“The Government has harmed the process by which Black people will sort out
their own priorities. I know that there is widespread anger. I know that there is
sympathy amongst rank and file people for possible courses of effective action, but
when leadership goes wild to kill and maim people and to destroy the means of
life around people, then the people will react. The detention of some so-called
leaders has interfered in the process by which the people themselves would have
rejected the tactics and strategies employed and they would have exposed the
sleight-of-hand politics which was involved. Let me say this to the South African
Government: I say to them that Blacks form the majority in whatever part of the
country Whites live. Blacks and Whites are irrevocably drawn together and whether
they like it or not, they will have to face the future together. White authorities must
stop interfering in the Black political process.

Arrests and detentions so often only make false heroes who left on their own,
would be seen to fail by the people. Ordinary trade union members can now not
censure their executives who are being detained. The swoop against Black leaders
in recent weeks is ill-considered and detrimental to the politics of negotiation. I
tell the Government bluntly that unless they leave Black society to sort out its own
priorities and to elect its own leaders, they will be faced with situations in which
South Africa step-by-step will be taken further and further towards an ultimate
Police State. Detentions have interfered with the delicate balance between
employers and unions. The process of maturation in Black trade unionism has
been interfered with. Is it not about time that the Government recognised that
democracy is the only thing we can rely on in this country? They must not interfere
in the democratic process in Black society.”

At every opportunity I campaign for the release of political prisoners and for the
un-banning of organisations and people. I have made numerous personal representations
to the State President, Mr P W Botha, to release Mr Nelson Mandela and other Black
political leaders who are incarcerated with him, and I also did so to his predecessor, Mr
J B Vorster. Even if I am not now negotiating with Mr Botha, and I have adamantly
refused to co-operate in the South African Government’s attempts to legitimise the new
constitution, I put the release of Mr Mandela and other leaders beyond party political
interests. The democratic process in South Africa is deeply impaired because Blacks
cannot demonstrate their political choices by electing the leaders whom they think ought
to be in the forefront of politics. It is in the circumstances of jailing, bannings and
detention without trial, that Black politics becomes confounded by celebrity leaders and
self-appointed spokesmen. Thereis an urgent need to found Black politics as constituency
politics in which there are the normal safeguards and checks to ensure that leaders
represent their people truthfully. The outside world has an urgent task to perform and
that is to mount every endeavour to persuade the South African Government to normal-
ise Black South African politics. State interference in the Black democratic process
favours the development of violence in politics.

There are some who now call for a Lancaster House-type conference and there are
others calling for a National Convention now. Such endeavours must one day be made
but unless we now prepare for them by normalising politics, there will not be dialogue
between Black and White and between Black and Black. I am aware of the fact that you
cannot schedule politics in logical sequences, but it would be illogical to bring the ANC
Mission in Exile to the conference table while they have not yet had the opportunity of
putting their case to the South African people and then going to that conference with a
mandate from the people. I call for the immediate un-banning of the ANC and for the
release of Nelson Mandela so that the South African population can judge for themselves
the who’s who of their politics. Myths which are woven around heroes and martyrs
created by the South African State could be misleading. I have the deepest respect for
Mr Nelson Mandela and Iregard him as a brother in the struggle for liberation. I urgently
plea for his release from jail so that he may have the opportunity of moving amongst his
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people and putting alternatives to them as he sees them best formulated. A political
settlement in South Africa is not a settlement between political parties. It must necessarily
be a settlement between race groups. It must be a people’s settlement and not a rigged
settlement behind closed doors, out of sight of the people.

The ANC Mission in Exile’s dealing with Black opposition in South Africa is gross: it
is indecent and offensive to every democratic norm in the Western civilised world. If
they disagree with a Black man or woman who thinks that he or she can contribute to
bringing about change by working within Black Local Authorities, the ANC Mission in
Exile encourages their murder. It encourages its followers to seek them out and to batter
them to death and it is historical fact, not propaganda, to say that it encourages Blacks
in South Africa to burn them alive as demonstrations of what happens to those who do
not toe their line. A victory obtained by intimidating opposition through putting tryes
around people’s necks, dousing them with petrol and letting them run until they burn to
death—what is hideously termed “the necklace”—would be a hideous victory. Sheer
terror in internecine Black violence is encouraged by the ANC Mission in Exile.

As a Black leader, a democrat and a committed Christian, I cannot tolerate such
behaviour. Black South Africans themselves are revolted by it. It is in situations of
desperate hunger and proverty and a sense of despair that people can easily be driven
into mob behaviour. To make political capital out of human failure in terribly adverse
circumstances, is despicable. This the ANC Mission in Exile does. Inkatha buries its
dead and its members are maimed and made homeless in the reign of terror which the
ANC Mission in Exile has ordered against us.

The businessmen and members of the Progressive Federal Party who met the ANC
Mission in Exile in Lusaka last year will bear testimony to the vehemence with which
the ANC Mission in Exile talk against me. I quote from notes of a meeting at Mfuwe
Game Lodge on 3 September 1985 which summarises the perceptions of the businessmen
who went there:

“Thabo Mbeki said that the ANC was in contact with the UDF, the trade unions,
the churches, and so on, and that’s why they react as they do. Tony Bloom was
right in saying that they had sent a message out. However, there were major
problems associated with Gatsha Buthelezi. In fact, there was a school of thought
who felt that the ANC was already being too generous to Gatsha. He pointed out
that this related to the man himself and that in relation to Mangope, the ANC had
never denounced him despite his working within the system.

Oliver Tambo asked why Gatsha was so bitter against the UDF, Boeesak, etc.
He said that the ANC had had many meetings with Buthelezi, but that Buthelezi
had destroyed those meetings. Bishop Zulu had presided over them in a sane
manner, but Gatsha turned the meeting against the ANC.

Tambo (speaking with passion) said that he had never felt so
betrayed—Buthelezi only wanted to gain ascendancy, publicity and push himself
up. He attempted to sow confusion in the ranks of the ANC by capitalising on the
fact that he could be quoted in South Africa but the ANC could not. He (Gatsha)
deeply resents support for Nelson Mandela.”

This is the kind of character assassination which they indulge in when they are at their
most polite, but even this is indicative of their vehement opposition to me because I do
not support their self-defeating tactics and strategies. The references to me make me
sound as though I am avaricious for power, and that I resent the prominence of Nelson
Mandela in the media in recent times. That this is blatantly untrue is shown by this letter
I have recently received from Mr Mandela himself. It reads as follows:
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Certified mail

Chief Mangosuthu Buthelezi
PO Ulundi, KwaZulu 3838
11 220/82: Nelson Mandela 10.12.85

Dear Shenge, Mndlunkulu and family

Your warm message of goodwill and support contributed tremendously to my
speedy and complete recovery, and gave me much strength and joy. I shake your
hand and very warmly!

Very sincerely
Madiba

Pollsmoor Maximum Prison
Private Bag XX, Tokai 7966

The ANC Mission in Exile has declared war on Inkatha. Very senior members of its
National Executive are vitriolic in their condemnation of Inkatha. One has said that
when the ANC Mission in Exile comes to power, it will ban Inkatha. Businessmen and
PFP members who have gone to Lusaka to talk with the ANC Mission in Exile speak of
the vehement hatred of myself and Inkatha which they experienced while there. Having
done everything that a Black leader could possibly do to avoid a failed armed struggle
degenerating into a brutal bloody civil war, and having at every opportunity sought
reconciliation and a division of labour approach, one has either to be intimidated out of
political existence or to defend people in the face of the kind of tactics and strategies
\K}_u'ch the ANC Mission in Exile is now employing against their fellow Black South

Ticans.

I attach as Appendices Inkatha’s aims and objectives and its Statement of Belief. They
reflect noble ideals to which I and Inkatha are deeply committed. They are ideals we will
defend with our life if necessary, and I reserve my right as a Black leader to defend what
I am doing with all the means at my disposal because what [ am doing I regard as
fundamentally important for the whole of South and Southern Africa. I will not be
intimidated out of the political arena. I will not abandon the noble cause of the struggle.
I will not step aside and see deep and hallowed values which have always been there in
the struggle for liberation being corrupted and discarded. Millions of Black South Africans
support me, and if the ANC Mission in Exile fails to recognise the depth of our commit-
ment, and continues on its present course of action, it will only have itself to blame when
Black South Africans reject it for what it is doing.

I do not speak academically or theoretically about violence. I lead Inkatha as its
President in the midst of violence. Inkatha is surviving in violence. It is surviving in
circumstances in which violent onslaughts are being made against it and attempt after
attempt is being made to establish no-go areas for it. The guts of Black South African
politics needs to be exposed to the Foreign Affairs Committee.

The Black rejection of apartheid is very vehement in South Africa and Black anger
runs very deep about the way we are treated in the land of our birth, Party political
differences between Blacks give rise to a very heated debate. We are involved 1n life and
death issues and pursue political aims and objectives among stark realities of a truly
oppressive society where the Government uses Draconian laws to curb opposition. It
can be anticipated therefore that exchanges of views between those in Black groups will
be strident, but in recent times the stridency of Black political debate has assumed very
nasty under- and overtones. Inkatha’s Black political opponents denigrate it in such a
way that they invite all those who oppose me and Inkatha with them to use violence
against us. In Black South Africa there is nothing so hideous as a Black who aids and
abets apartheid and participates in the subjugation of his or her people. When Blacks
call me a “government stooge”, a “sell-out”, the “lackey of Pretoria”, a “Bantustan
leader”, a “tribal leader in the pay of Pretoria”, their intention is to raise hatred against
me and Inkatha and the effect of these accusations is to declare me and Inkatha open
game for violence. In the political context of Black South Africa, these accusations are
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made by groups which do in fact use violence for political purposes. There is a brand of
what observers call “protest politics™ in South Africa which seeks continuity by violent
intimidation.

At the University of Zululand a concerted attempt has been made for many years now
to make it a no-go area for me and Inkatha. The student body as such is not hostile to
us. In fact it is dominated by students with pro-Inkatha sentiments. Activists groups,
however, mobilised by Azanian Students Organisation, and the Congress of South
African Students which originated in the Black Consciousness philosophy, and which
have always opposed Inkatha, stage violent protests and demonstrations at the
University, not only against me but against the University authorities.  have particularly
come under fire because I am Chancellor of the University. It was activist cliques long
associated with violent behaviour on the Campus which set themselves the task of
disrupting a King Cetshwayo commemoration function held on the 29 October, 1983 at
the University, at which both the King of the Zulus, King Goodwill Zwelithini ka
Bhekuzulu and I were guest speakers. This was a cultural function but every possible
attempt was made to turn it into one in which I and Inkatha would be confronted and
driven from the Campus by force. Speaking of me, student pamphlets said such things
as: “He killed and divided the African nation through his policy of tribalism . . .””, “This
puppet Gatsha Buthelezi . . .”, “We do not want a puppet to further the aims of the
Pretoria regime. Let us ﬁght before it is too late”, “We . .. shall demonstrate against the
coming activity engincered by traitors.” In the same pamphlet, speaking about onc of
the lecturers at the University who is a member of the Central Committee of Inkatha, it
said: “Maphalala who is propagating this nuisance must be stoned to death”. In another
pampbhlet, it was said, speaking of me: ““This University will be in flames because of him.
We shall make our stand against his warriors and the SAP.” “If Nkabinde [the Rector]
does not stop the massacre that will happen, he will die with him. This is a serious
warning.” Speaking of me, a pamphiet says: “He is a puppet of the South African racist
and oppressive regime.”

These are the kind of insults which preceded the meeting held at the University of
Zululand in October, 1983. A clique of activist students who were attempting to make
the University a no-go area for me and Inkatha, tried unsuccessfully to persuade the
Rector of the University to prohibit the meeting, and sought a Supreme Court injunction
prohibiting it. There were no grounds for doing so, and the public began arriving on
Saturday, 29 October to take part in the commemorative meeting. Inkatha youth gathered
and began singing Inkatha songs. They were abused verbally and my name was abused
in their presence. They were a little while later attacked and had to rally in their
self-defence. In the ensuing clash five young people died, including an Inkatha member,
and many were injured. The tragic events were w1de1y reported and a great deal of
political capital was made against me on the basis of entirely malicious and erroneous
reporting that I organised the massacre of students and the violence which took place.
In the City Press of 6 November 1983, it was stated: “As President of Inkatha he must
either accept responsibility for the actions of the blood-thirsty militants that ran wild at
Ngoye and weed them out immediately, or he must admit that Inkatha militants are out
of his control.” In the Rand Daily Mail dated the 4 November 1983, the United
Democratic Front (UDF) and the Azanian People’s Organisation (AZAPO) and its
student wing, the Azanian African Student Organisation (AZASO), _|01ned together to
condemn me and Inkatha for the deaths at the University. They said I was: “siding with
the oppressor.” And the Reverend Frank Chikane, the Vice-President of the Transvaal
UDF said: “Inkatha will not use violence against the oppressor, but they will kill our
people.” The AZASO President said that I was a “Traitor to the cause of our people and
a collaborator.” In the Daily News dated 3 November 1983, the UDF is reported issuing
a statement criticising me for the violence at the University of Zululand: “And the
massacre of defenceless students,” In The Sowetan of 1 November 1983 AZAPO is
quoted as saying: “We lack words to condemn this brutal and insensitive murder of
Black children. Political violence from any group poses a threat of serious and dire
consequences among the exploited and oppressed.”

The tragic events were orchestrated by those who wanted to drive me and Inkatha
from the Campus. When they could not do so verbally, they attempted to do so physically,
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and yet I was widely reported as being responsible for the death of the students. A
Commission of Inquiry into the violence which occurred subsequently investigated the
events, and exonerated Inkatha of responsibility for them. I quote from the Commission’s
Report:

¢ (a) The Commission found no evidence supporting the allegation, made in the
Sunday Times of 1983-10-30 that the Inkatha Women’s Brigade surrounded
the Women’s Hostel on 29 October 1983 and assaulted female students who
would not chant “Buthelezi is our leader.” . ..

(¢) The Commission found no evidence in support of the allegation, made in a
number of newspapers, that the attack on the hostels was led by a lecturer and
two (Zulu) chiefs.

(d) The allegation was made in a number of newspapers that the “impis” were
assisted 1n their attack upon the hostels by members of the KwaZulu Police.
The Commission finds this allegation to be completely unfounded. According
to the evidence, the only recognisable members of the KwaZulu Police who
were on the campus on 29 October 1983 arrived together with the Chief
Minister of KwaZulu long after the attack on the hostels had ceased . . .

(g) The allegation was made in the Rand Daily Mail of 1983-11-01 that two
attacks against the hostels were carried out on 29 October 1983. The second
attack allegedly took place at 16h00 on 29 October 1983. According to the
evidence of one student, a group of persons, who were allegedly Inkatha
supporters, were escorted to the Men’s hostels during the afternoon of 29
October 1983. There was, however, no further clash between these people and
the students, though some of the students, understandably, were apprehensive
that there might be an attack and some of them fled. It was suggested to the
Commission, though no evidence in this regard was led, that the persons
escorted by the pohce were pro-Inkatha students who were afraid of returning
to the hostels alone .

(k) Areportin the City Press of 1983-10-30 alleges that there was an unconfirmed
report that an Inkatha member was “later” attacked by about 50 avenging
students “when he left the rally to buy a soft drink.” The Commission was
unable to find any direct evidence confirming this report, but there is a
tuck-shop in the Student Centre where Mr Eric Ngcobo who later died was
found unconscious by the Security Officer, Mr Mbatha.”

The Commission found that:

“There was no evidence that the clash was between forces of the Inkatha Movement
and student supporters of the United Democratic Front or that it was a planned
attack launched by Inkatha supporters.”

Because the Government has fragmented the Black political scene, by banning people
and organisations and by jailing Black leaders, Black politics is now characterlstlcally in
many respects incoherent. We lack the dlsc1p11n1ng of small group activity which would
normally be the function of dominant political groups. The effect of this fragmentation
is to create numerous small platforms for small group activists who present themselves
to the people in the light of acting on behalf of banned leaders and organisations. The
effect of this can be quite disastrous in _terms of dividing the Black body politic and I
would like to give the Committee on Foreign Affairs an indication of how disruptive
Blacli unity is by providing it with some brief details about the Lamontville situation in
Natal.

Lamontyille is a Black township like most Black townships on the periphery of a
“White” city. Black urbanised people can only find housing in these townships and the
Group Areas Act forces them to remain housed there.

When White settlers arrived in South Africa, they drove the Black inhabitants of the
country off their land and treated them only as a labour force. Their rights were generally



66 MINUTES OF EVIDENCE TAKEN BEFORE

20 January 1986] [Continued

disregarded and it was only the British liberal tradition in the Cape which afforded some
Africans very limited rights, Even in the British-ruled Natal Province, Africans were
totally without rights. When in 1910 the Union of South Africa was formed, Black people
were excluded from the constitutional rights that Whites enjoyed, with the exception of
very limited rights in the Cape. However, over time industrialisation increased and
White industry demanded a large Black labour force within reasonable reach of their
places of employment. This industrial need resulted in an inflow of Blacks to the cities
from rural areas and led to the Land Act of 1936, which set aside the areas in which
Blacks could live. The drift to the cities continued during the thirties and after the Second
World War because it was in the cities that opportunities for work were available. In
practice, Black people had to take to living around cities in areas which were not officially
set aside for them because there was no accommodation for them in authorised areas.

When the National Party came into power in 1948, they vowed to clear what Whites
called “Black spots” and set about repatriating Blacks to the “Reserves” set aside for
them. Economic realities however forced the National Party Government to proclaim
some of these areas as Black townships. Other areas were turned into squatter areas by
Blacks who occupied them illegally, The more rural areas in which Black people lived
were later to be proclaimed “homelands.”

A Black township either falls into a so-called homeland or falls into a White area and
would therefore be administered by a white-controlled Board. With this set-up, the
apartheid policy separated population groups geographically for political reasons.

White industrial areas see a constant inflow of newcomers seeking work. At present
the access of Black South Africans to the White prescribed areas under White administra-
tion is regulated through a system of influx control. Illegal workseekers always stand the
risk of being deported back to rural areas.

It is only so-called Section 10 rights which protect people from deportation. To qualify
for Section 10 rights a person has to be born in the relevant area of parents who have
Section 10 rights (Section 10.1 a) or by, before 1968, having worked continuously for 15
years or longer within the area or for 10 years for one employer (10.1 b). Generally
speaking, these criteria are so unattainable that in practice it is the employed skilled
workers, the urban elite, who tend to qualify under Section 10. New workseekers have
to be in possession of a workseeker’s permit, obtainable through a Labour Bureau.

The Greater Durban Area is inhabited by almost two million people. White people are
administered by Local authorities whilst Indian and Coloured people are administered by
the Central Government. The administration of Black people in the Province of Natal
is very complicated. Some townships, like KwaMashu and Umlazi, are administered by
KwaZulu. Others like Lamontville, Chesterville and Clermont are administered by the
Government-controlled Port Natal Administration Board (PNAB).

The recent drift to the cities in Natal has been increased by economic recession and
prolonged droughts, resulting in chaos in the administration of Black people around
Durban. Because of the acute shortage of houses a large number of people have to live
in squatter areas. These squatters are always underenumerated in all census work, and
according to Professor L Schlemmer their number now exceeds 1,440,000. He says that
more Blacks are living in the “squatter belt” of shacks and camps around Durban’s
borders than in the townships, and in the hostels and servants’ quarters in Durban. Dr
Errol Haarhoff of the University of Natal estimates that the Durban squatter population
grew at a rate of 10 per cent a year between 1966 and 1977 and there seems no reason to
believe that this rate will decline. The continued growth of the squatter population is the
result of people leaving rural areas to find work, and the fact that KwaZulu and Natal
are inseparable economically means that the migration to the city is a migration from
KwaZulu to Natal. They form a single economic unit and the rigid application of influx
control regulations would cripple Natal industry. Hence the recent message of the Durban
Chamber of Commerce to its members stating that influx control cannot work in the
Durban area because the borders of KwaZulu criss-cross the metropolitan area. The
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Chamber is of the opinion that Section 10 rights should be extended to all township
Blacks to enable them to seek work directly without first reporting to a Labour Bureau.

The rigid application of influx control to everyone except those with Section 10 rights
is not undertaken in the Durban arca. When the townships of KwaMashu and Umlazi
became part of KwaZulu in 1981, the residents legally ceased to qualify under Section
10 but in practice they have continued to enjoy the same rights as those who do qualify.
They are allowed to seek work themselves and are for the sake of convenience regarded
as “commuters”, Again economic laws proved to be stronger than apartheid laws and
in practice no dlstmcnons are made between people in KwaZulu townships such as
KwaMashu and Umlazi and people in townships under PNAB control, such as
Lamontville.

Lamontville is situated on the Southern outskirts of the White city of Durban. The
official population figure of the township is given by the PNAB as 27,778. However many
thousands more live in the township unofficially. There is a desperate shortage of housing
as the PNAB has not built a single new house for the past 18 years. Just over the hills of
Lamontville, therefore, a large squatter area has developed

Lamontville was built as a township following the Urban Act of 1932 and it is one of
the oldest of its kind in the Greater Durban area. It was built by the City Council, funded
by government money. The township initially fell under the jurisdiction of the ‘Durban
City Council but it was later taken over by the PNAB.

The houses are now more than 40 years old and naturally require ongoing malntenance
Most of the complaints about maintenance revolve around the ingress of water into
houses caused by poor drainage, as well as in some cases about severe cracking of the
walls.

There are several primary schools in Lamontville, one high school and a secondary
school. Since these are insufficient to serve the youth of Lamontville, pupils have to
use schools outside the township in KwaZulu and schools elsewhere in the country.
Lamontville is served by only one clinic and the three referral hospitals serving the
township are outside it. The impression is gained that the PNAB is not interested in the
welfare of the people and only provides services which are unavoidable.

A high proportion of the residents of Lamontville do not possess Section 10 rights and
unemployment is on the increase. Income is relatively low. Recent research by the
University of Cape Town showed that in Lamontville 66.67 per cent of the households
had incomes below the minimum living level, which sets the true basic minimum
standard of living. The conditions of the people of Lamontville are not different from
the conditions of residents in other townships in the Durban area. Income is relatively
low, emotions are readily aroused and people are easily exploited. ‘

Recently there have been reports in the press of violence in Lamontville, and even of
killings. What has happened in this township that makes it different from other townships
such as KwaMashu and Umlazi? All the issues which are important in Lamontville are
also important in the other two townships. . . . Rent and bus fare increases, prolonged
drought, unemployment and economic recession have affected all townships equally.
But in Lamontville, the reaction has been different to the reaction in other townships.

Over the decades, rent and bus fare increases have given rise to protests all over the
country. Community groups and political organisations always came together to join
forces 1n opposition to the increases in the costs of daily living. The Alexandra bus
boycott in the fifties was a clear example of successful protest.

In the townships around Durban administered by the PNAB transport is provided by
the White-owned Durban Transport Management Board. In December 1982, the DTMB
increased its fares by 12 per cent. This resulted in the successful bus boycott which
followed. Several community organisations in Lamontville, among which there was
Inkatha, joned hands to fight the increase. While the bus boycott was still in full swing,
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the PNAB announced an increase in rents of between 26 and 72 per cent. Rents in
townships are made up of three components:

—House rent, which averages around R5 monthly depending on the age and cost
of the house’s construction,

—site rent, which pays the township administration, infrastructure, maintenance
and contributes to schools and clinic costs, and

—service charges which cover the costs of water, street cleaning, refuse removal,
sewerage and electricity.

According to the Administration Board, particularly the latter two components were
accountable for the increase. They refused to discuss the question of value for money
for the poor services rendered to the community.

Several organisations, among which there was Inkatha, vehemently opposed such
extraordinary increases. As these organisations had alreadly come together to organise
the bus boycott, the decision to increase rents was a very convenient new issue about
which to protest. Then, instead of joining the combined protest, some people decided to
form a new organisation and to go 1t alone. Town Councillor Msizi Dube, the Rev Xundu
and Mr Richard Gumede formed the Joint Rent Action Committee (JORAC). JORAC
joined the UDF and received support from other UDF member organisations, such as
the church organisation in Durban Diakonia, This “going it alone” by JORAC in
Lamontville created divisions which were to have tragic consequences.

In the circumstances which prevailed, Councillor Dube was murdered by the Chairman
of the Town Council who was later sentenced to 12 years in jail. Then several times after
JORAC held meetings, some participants went on the rampage. They set fire to cars and
buildings and attacked people. Inkatha members were particularly victimised. A packed
Inkatha meeting where the rent issue was being discussed was broken up, cars and houses
of Inkatha members were burned, windows smashed and people were injured. During
all this violence and looting, five people were killed.

The aggressiveness of JORAC failed to achieve tangible successes in the rent issue. It
was only when I called on the Minister of Co-operation and Development, Dr. Piet
Koornhof, that the first discussion took place between the authorities and representatives
of the people. It was decided to shelve the rent increases for six months because of the
devastating effects which the drought had had on income in KwaZulu and Natal. In
addition to discussions with Dr Koornhof, Inkatha decided to fight the rent issue in court
at a cost of R15,000 (about 12,000 US dollars) which was gathered nationwide from
Inkatha’s members. Together with the Community Council, the Movement challenged
the right of the Minister of Co-operation and Development to increase the rents unilat-
erally in townships without consulting the constituted Black local authorities.

JORAC, empty-handed because of its failure in the action for which it had been
created, directed a new offensive against fellow Blacks: me and Inkatha. The decision of
the South African Government to incorporate Lamontville into KwaZulu was the pretext
on which I and Inkatha were attacked. The JORAC argument was that people would
lose their Section 10 rights if Lamontville were to be incorporated into KwaZulu.

JORAC ignored the fact that if the people of Lamontville were to be included in
KwaZulu they would in practice retain the benefits of Sectionl0 rights. Dr Koornhof’s
statement made under pressure from Natal Industry was clear: “I wish to give the
assurance that any rights acquired by residents of the area in the past terms of Section
10 of the Black Urban Consolidation Act to work in a prescribed area will not be
jeopardised in any fashion as a result of the new status”. JORAC’s leadership con-
veniently ignored the fact that in practice the application of regulations affecting Section
10 rights is different in Durban than it is elsewhere in the country. JORAC leaders
also seem to have forgotten history. In 1978 a meeting was called by the residents of
Lamontville at which more than 1,000 participants passed a motion expressing the wish
that Lamontville be incorporated in KwaZulu. Thereupon in June 1978 the following
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motion was moved in the KwaZulu Legislative Assembly by Mrs Willel Yengwa then a
local Inkatha leader in Lamontville:

“Mr Speaker, ] move—

That in the opinion of this Legislative Assembly the advisability be considered
that negotiations with the Republican Government be initiated by the KwaZulu
Government for the transfer of certain places presently under the control of Bantu
Administration Boards, such as Lamontville and others, to KwaZulu, in order to
facilitate uniform rendenng of services to KwaZulu citizens, for example education.”

The facts of the matter were that before this motion was tabled, the South African
Government had already decided that Lamontville should be incorporated in KwaZulu.
Itis therefore beyond understanding why JORAC leaders, helped by other UDF member
organisations, took this up as an issue which could be used against myself and Inkatha,
and not as an issue to be taken up against the South African Government. By doing this
they created distinctions between sections of their own people, namely a distinction
between Black people inside and outside KwaZulu, and what is worse by doing this, they
have followed 1n the footsteps of Pretoria which employs a divide and rule policy.

In a meeting with JORAC leaders and others, I made my position very clear. [ said at
that meeting that “I have never worked for ‘the incorporation of Lamontville into
KwaZulu, but I also see nothing wrong with its inclusion into KwaZulu. Blacks inside
and outside KwaZulu share the same destiny. We suffer the same oppression and we
have to work for Black unity across the political chasms which Pretoria tries to create to
divide Black and Black. I refuse to be curtailed by the boundaries erected by Pretoria. I
have defied National Party Government after National Party Government to keep
KwaZulu unfettered by the political barriers created by Pretoria between Black and
Black. Inkatha knows no ethnic barriers. It knows no regional barriers, and it is at one
with all those who truly struggle for the liberation of this country in whatever destitute
areas they may be. It is God-forsaken to distinguish between the oppression of Blacks in
KwaZulu, and the oppression of Blacks in Lamontville, and it is God-forsaken to create
Black/Black conflicts over the boundaries that Pretona has drawn to divide us”

The insults which have been directed against me and Inkatha have provoked deep
resentment among many people. As the membership of Inkatha has reached over one
million, it is not possible to go anywhere in Natal or on the Reef without encountering
Inkatha members, and they take strong exception to insults against their leaders.

At a mass meeting in Durban, held to honour those who died in Lamontville, Mr
Gideon Sibiya who leads the 10,000 residents of the S J Smith Hostel outside Durban
stated that one day on his return to the hostel, he found his men ready to go and “teach
the people of Lamontville a lesson”. Only with extreme tact and persuasmn was he able
to persuade several thousand men not to apply the dictum of “eye for an eye.” According
to Mr. Sibiya “There could be more trouble” if the leadership of JORAC allowed looting
and the insulting of myself to continue.

The events at the unveiling of the tombstone of the late Councillor Msizi Dube on 22
July 1984 were tragic. At the function in the church and in the graveyard some people
carried placards which read: “Gatsha stay out of Lamontville”. When some Inkatha
members present took exception to these placards and demanded that they be removed,
they were attacked. The mob killed two Inkatha members and several were injured.

The Secretary-General of Inkatha, Dr O D Dhlomo, expressed his deep concern about
the pattern of violence in Lamontville. He said: “It is amazing that each time there is a
semi-political gathering in Lamontville, Inkatha or its leaders are denigrated. When we
try to defend ourselves against such demgratlons we are accused of being a violent
Movement. Yet these groups apparently have a right to kill indiscriminately without
anybody raising a murmur”,

One cannot escape the impression that the first objective of UDF member organisa-
tions in Lamontville is to try to destroy Inkatha, instead of fighting the apartheid régime.
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Leaders of some UDF member organisations attempt to mislead the people by distorting
truths to convince them that the KwaZulu Government and Inkatha have nothing to
offer them. They try to sow Black/Black discord so that they can prosper politically out
of the plight of the people. In order to further their own interests, they do not hesitate to
use undemocratic tactics under the guise of having the wellbemg of the people at heart.
They tried to make Lamontville a no-go area for me when I announced that I was going
to Lamontville on 1 September. JORAC leaders wanted to prevent me from showing
my strength in Lamontville and therefore the Rev Xundu and some members of JORAC
and Diakonia requested a meeting with me. Beforehand they were informed that the
question of my visit to Lamontville was not negotiable. I pointed out to them that I had
a democratic right to go and speak to the people of Lamontville. Like Blacks elsewhere,
the residents of Lamontville had a democratic right to support whom they wanted to
and to formulate community responses to the circumstances of their oppression.

After the meeting, which lasted six hours, the representatives of JORAC and Diakonia

. refused to issue a joint statement with Inkatha calling for the cessation of Black/Black

violence. They however were not successful in prohibiting me from going to Lamontville.

The Rev Xundu tried to have the Court serve an interdict on me to stop me, but without

success. JORAC’s attempts to make Lamontville a no-go area for me have farlpd and the
meeting took place as planned.

Prayers were conducted by representatives of IDAMASA and over 30,000 people
attended. Some news reporters hostile to me who had in the week before built up the
impression of imminent violence, must have been disappointed. Not a single act of
violence occurred. People met, prayed sang and listened, and many new members joined
Inkatha during the Lamontville meeting. In my speech 1 said:

“Inkatha and KwaZulu did not create Lamontville. Inkatha and KwaZulu did not
stop building houses here. Inkatha and KwaZulu did not create the Group Areas Act,
influx control regulations and all the other acts which confine you to the terrible
circumstances in which you live. The KwaZulu Government did not tell the PNAB
to raise your rents, to raise your bus fares. The KwaZulu Government did not tell
Pretoria to depnve your children of the kind of education they need by starving your
schools of money. One South African Government after another did these things.
Those who argue against 1ncorporat10n are telling you to serve your masters in
Pretoria. They are actually saying that you should yourselves elect to be administered
by the White-controlled PNAB. They are telling you to give this Board your
confidence, and to say to this Board that you trust your future to them.”

There are more issues on which JORAC and other UDF member organisations seem
to apply double standards JORACand UDF spokesmen have attacked me for “working
within the system” and UDF representatlves are on record as saying that they do not
want to co-operate with people “working within the system”. Furthermore the UDF
tried to prevent people from working within the system by calling for a boycott of the
elections for Community Councils.

However, the same organisations had worked closely with the late Councillor Dube
who, according to them would be “working within the system”. They hailed him as a
great leader. Apparently the same standards are not always applied to everybody.

Inkatha has used participation as a very successful tactic. By taking part in the elections
for the KwaZulu Legislative Assembly and in winning all its seats, it guaranteed that the
people of KwaZulu would never be forced to become foreigners in ‘their country of birth.
Inkatha has blocked all moves by Pretoria to manipulate KwaZulu into accepting the
so-called independence being offered to it. In addition to its important political stand
Inkatha has control over the KwaZulu Assembly and is able to utilise available resources
where people need them most.

I talked about this very issue in my Policy Speech in 1983: “I think our role can be
summed up in the concept participatory democratic opposition to apartheid. There is
no safe way of opposing apartheid. You cannot oppose apartheid by sniping at its victims.
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If the real struggle is taking place here in this country and if victory is to be won by
waging a struggle for liberation here where it matters, then we have got to participate in
the society which is changing, We have to continue our role here in the KwaZulu
Legislative Assembly and we have to continue in the programmes which emanate from
this house. We have had the courage to stand with the people in attempts to do whatever
can be done together with them in their circumstances and that makes us vulnerable.
The path that we have chosen to walk, the role that we have involved ourselves in in
real politics, is a difficult and demanding role, and we have to pursue our objectives
knowing full well that as we oppose apartheid and strive for real changes, we will be
belittled, we will be sniped at and what we do will be undermined. We must see all this
as part of the challenge we face”.

The circumstances of Lamontville are not different from those of Umlazi and Kwa-
Mashu. The people of Lamontville will not be worse off should the South African
Government include their township in KwaZulu. The people of KwaMashu and Umlazi
whoare incorporated in KwaZulu do no resist this incorporation and they find themselves
no worse off than people in other townships.

In Lamontville UDF member organisations have taken up the incorporation issue in
an offensive against Inkatha instead of laying the blame where it belongs—with the South
African régime. The inevitable result is unnecessary division, and the futile prolonging
of the sufiering of the people of Lamontville. The only thing Black/Black opposition
does is to play right into the hands of Pretoria.

Apartheid is so abhorrent that just simply any measure against it is seen as justified
by some in the West. I have no doubt that there are many members in the Conservative
and Labour Parties who are genuinely indignant about apartheid and in whom that
indignation gives rise to irresponsible action in supporting the forces of destruction in
South Africa.

This has become very apparent in the disinvestment debate in the United States, and
itis very apparent in much of the activity of pressure groups in Great Britain and Western
Europe. There is too much at stake, not only for millions in South Africa, but for
the whole sub-continent of Southern Africa for Western indignation to give rise to
indiscriminate action against apartheid.

I am pursuing a path of non-violent, democratic opposition to the Government
precisely because I see this as the only way of preserving the future. Vast backlogs in
Black housing, health services and welfare, and in such things as education, can only be
wiped out some time in the future if the South African economy grows at its maximum
possible rate. Any move against South Africa which damages its economy now, is a move
which will damage the prospects of a worthwhile future. I am pursuing the politics of
negotiation because 1 do not want to reduce South Africa to ungovernability, and this is
what mass poverty will do some time in the future if the country’s economic growth base
is damaged now.

Inkatha holds an Annual General Conference every year and at every one of these
Conferences I inform delegates what I have said on their behalf on the question of
disinvestment. I inform them that I tell the world:

— that ordinary Black South Africans still seek a negotiated settlement and seek to
pursue non-violent tactics and strategies;

— they know the meaning of poverty and are aware of the fact that if they do not
have work they suffer terrible deprivation and that therefore any strategy which
results in a decrease in the number of jobs available to Blacks is rejected by Blacks;

— Blacks in South Africa who have jobs with foreign companies would never be
persuaded to relinquish their jobs to further the aims and objectives of those who
pursue the disinvestment lobby;

— that no membership-based Black organisation in South Africa has an executive
with a mandate from its members to call for disinvestment;
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— that Black protest politicians who are not involved in constituency politics, but
who are involved in voicing Black grievances in a manner calculated to gain media
acclaim, are more prone to call for disinvestment than other leaders;

— that every leader of an organisation working to make this country ungovernable
and who 1s prepared to use violence, whether 1t be mob violence or armed violence,
to bring about political change, argues for disinvestment;

— that there is no prospect of the armed struggle succeeding within the foreseeable
future and that we therefore will have to rely on the politics of negotiation; and
that the politics of negotiation are favoured by what has now become a total
dependence by White South Africa on Black South Africa;

— that Black bargaining power is increased by Black economic advancement and
vertical mobility which accompanies it;

— that it is the responsibility of Black South Africans to liberate South Africa from
apartheid oppression in such a way that we do not force on neighbouring Black
States, and States further afield in Southern and Central Africa, to pay the costs of

our struggle

— I tell them that we respect the national choices of Black States in Southern Africa
and that we have no quarrel with those who have opted for a socialist future under
a one-Party state, but that is not a viable option for us; and that the benefits we
will derive from working within a race-free, democratic state in which there will
be equality for all, and in which the principles of the free enterprise system will
dominate in government planning, will have a very significant spill-over benefit
for other States in Southern Africa.

Western industrialised countries which are moving towards banning future investment
in South Africa, or even worse to withdrawing existing investment, and which regard
Black opinion among rank and file workers and peasants as 1rrelevant stand in the very
real danger of pursuing aims and objectives which conflict with what is beneficial in our
struggle for liberation. And in this vein, I would like to make an additional point. I am
beginning to hear more and more arghments in favour of selective disinvestment because
many of the points I have made above are taken and it is naively believed that, for
example, prohibition of further investment in capital intensive industries, is warranted.
Every Western Goverhment knows that economies are not malleable things and cannot
be turned on or off at will, and can only be directed towards political ends with very
limited success. The nalvety of some who think they can damage one part of the economy
without it having repercussions for another part of the economy is to me alarming. I am
most certainly open to persuasion that one or another form of disinvestment may put
pressure on Pretoria without damaging the economy, or causing greater Black suffering.
I argue against disinvestment because it has these negative effects. Any sanctions against
South Africa which would not harm the growth of the economy, but which would exert
pressure on Pretoria, would be welcome by every Black South African. I have always
spo}(eil against irresponsible exploitative capitalism, but that to me is another debate
entirely.

There is also a ripeness of time in which blunders would lead to irrecoverable losses.
The West should realise that the threat of violence, and the threat of economic sanctions
has more utility than the employment of violence and the implementation of damaging
sanctions. The West should also realise that as sanctions do begin to bite, it is Black
South Africa which will bear the brunt of the burden. The West should also realise that
the South African Government is quite capable of taking retaliatory measures of the
most despicable kind. If sanctions began to bite, and Blacks began to suffer the burden
of those sanctions, Pretoria would have no scruples about repatriating more than a
million workers in South Africa who come from neighbouring States.

I am not saying that pressures should not be brought to bear on South Africa. Alll am
saying is that all of us who work for the destruction of apartheid should not be blinded
by anger to the extent that we fail to examine carefully the consequences of every act we
take in the process of doing so. I have become very sceptical on the issue of whether the
West would come to the rescue of more than a million citizens of these independent
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States when the crunch comes, and South Africa decides to expel them as a retaliatory
act. Thave become sceptical because [ have not seen a single Western country do anything
1o the rogue elephant, which the South African Defence Force has been, when they have
killed our brothers and sisters in countries such as Lesotho, Mozamblque Angola and
Botswana.

I am fully aware of the fact that even the maximum possible growth rate of the
South African economy will leave a great many Black South Africans jobless for a very
considerable time into the future. The Black birth rate in South Africa is approaching 3
per cent per annum, and already more than half of all Black South Africans are 15 years
old and younger. This huge population bulge of millions of young people moving towards
the market place is going to create almost insoluble problems for whatever government
rules South Africa. I am therefore aware that the development of an informal economy,
and the development of self-help schemes is vital for our future. I am also aware that the
growth rate of the informal economy rises and falls as the growth rate of the formal
economy rises and falls. Western governments should understand that the cause for
which we all struggle in South Africa demands the maximisation of the West’s input into
the South African economy. Millions of people now, and future generations, will benefit
from a vast inflow of capital into South Africa, and the inflow of new technology and
managerial skills which will come with it.

My attitude to the disinvestment question has to be tempered by the realities of the
South African situation. The ANC Mission in Exile and the United Democratic Front
have been joined by a number of protest politicians and by a number of clerics, in a
veritable clamour for the West to embark on a programme of disinvestment against
South Africa. Glib claims are made about the willingness of Black South Africans to
suffer the consequences of a shattered economy and what measure of support there is in
Black South Africa for disinvestment rests on the false hope that economic threats will
be effective as a means of bringing the Government to its knees. This unrealism is
dangerous and when unrealism about economic affairs is accompanied by unrealism
about the threat of violence in South Africa, a very dangerous situation could be in the
making. Western parliamentarians know that it would be foolhardy for any Western
government to ignore the voice of the Church. There are times when the Church’s voice
and the pressure it mounts in support of specific lobbies has considerable political
significance. The British Parliament, however, would not put itself in a position where
it 1s dictated to by the Church of England or by any other Church. Members of the
Foreign Affairs Committee are well aware of the fact that the Church does not have the
expertise 1o run a government and the Church is not sufficiently acquainted with the
realities which the British Government has to take into account in developing a domestic
and foreign policy. I clearly see this to be the case in Western societies and I see it just
as clearly to be the case in South Africa. It is therefore with considerable amazement that
I perceive the extent to which some of our political clerics hold sway on crucial issues
about South Africa as far as the West is concerned.

I have known Bishop Desmond Tutu for a great many years. I am well aware of the
fact that he and the South African Council of Churches is critical of me and Inkatha. His
indignation about apartheid and the suffering of Black South Africa has led him to
identify with protest politics. In the past he has played a very valuable role at times when
he so eloquently denounced apartheid to the world. The extent to which he attempts to
participate in Black politics on the ground, however, frequently estranges the two of us.
Every parliamentarian will know the importance of having a constituency to support
him or her, and what the curbs and restraints of accountability to that constituency
involve. 1 have a massive constituency to which I am accountable. A Bishop’s role in
one sense is to pontificate to people in his Church, to teach them what to think and how
to behave and political clerics in South Africa wrongly extend that role into the political
arena. There is in South Africa a great deal of concern about the fact that Bishop Tutu
has estranged himself from me, People see this as undesirable. I think it would add to
the Foreign Affairs Committee if I gave it details of my relationship with Bishop Tutu.
In September last year, a number of very senior churchmen persuaded me to respond
positively to Bishop Tutu’s request for a meeting with me. I therefore met Bishop Tutu
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in Durban at a meeting chaired by the Anglican Bishop of Natal, Bishop Nuttall in the
presence of a number of other Bishops. The following is the paper I tabled for discussion.

[MEMORANDUM FOR PRESENTATION BY MANGOSUTHU G. BUTHELEZI, CHIEF MINISTER
KwazuLu, PRESIDENT OF INKATHA AND CHAIRMAN, THE SOUTH AFRICAN BLACK
ALLIANCE AT A MEETING AT BisHor’s Housg, DurBaAN, 30 SEPTEMBER 1985, wiTH:

The Rt Revd Michael Nuttall Bishop of Natal

The Rt Revd Desmond Tutu Bishop of Johannesburg

The Rt Revd Lawrence Zulu Bishop of Zululand

The Rt Revd A H Zulu Former Bishop of Zululand

The Rt Revd A A Mkhize Suffragan Bishop of Natal

Father Makhaye Venerable E Mkhize

Reverend Vundla Venerable Xulu

Dr O D Dhlomo Dr F T Mdlalose

Revd E Z Sikakane Retired Minister of the Methodist Church

Mr A Z Mlotshwa KwaZulu Government representative in Durban

We have come here, I hope, to explore unity and reconciliation. I certainly came here
to do so. I came here with an earnest desire to leave this meeting with a deepened
understanding of what estranges important people, and I yearn to leave here in circum-
stances in which the whole world could be witness to the Bishop of Johannesburg and
myself embraced in common purpose, even if we are divided by our Lord to do diﬁgerent
things to achieve that common purpose.

It is now I hope patently clear that as a political leader I need no props, and no allies
who can fight my battles for me. I have established Inkatha against all odds and it is now
an entrenched political power which is self-sufficient as far as its own survival goes. My
yearning for Black South African unity is a yearning born out of a deep love for my
country and a recognition that justice, peace and equality for all can only be brought
about by eradicating apartheid. Apartheid is not merely a political philosophy; it is not
merely anideology; itis a South African White way oflife which has been institutionalised
and which must therefore be fought on a wide range of fronts. We can be united in
purpose}ll)ut we can only be united in strategy if we all accept the need for a multi-strategy
approach.

Outside a multi-strategy approach, the only unity there can be between different Black
organisations is unity based on uniformity and this will in hard practice only be found
in a disciplined joint commitment in the armed struggle. [ make the point that if any
single strategy can win, it is the strategy of war. The African National Congress Mission
in Exile places the armed struggle as the primary means of bringing about change. They
demand that we all recognise that fact. In an armed struggle one does not need to fight
across a broad spectrum of democratic opposition to apartheid. The armed struggle must
necessarily negate any step towards reform. They must negate the concept of reform,
and they must negate even such steps as the elimination of the pass laws and influx
control. This they have done. In the armed struggle, every step of real progress towards
negotiated reform must be viewed as a threat.

As a Christian I must welcome the scrapping of pass laws and influx control, if and
when that actually does take place. I must welcome the prospect of it taking place. I must
encourage Mr P W Botha and all members of Government who are thinking in this
direction. Would you, Bishop Tutuy, join me in a joint public encouragement of Mr Botha
to scrap influx control and the pass laws?

Bishop Tutu is a patron of the United Democratic Front. I am President of Inkatha.
We stand in camps which are now in fact hostile to each other. From my point of view,
that hostility was authorised by the United Democratic Front which publicly rejected
Inkatha and stated it would not accept Inkatha as an affiliate member, when the thought
had not even crossed my mind. It is common cause that the UDF formally rejects Inkatha
and it is common cause that elements in the UDF reject Inkatha in acts of violence
against 1t.
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Inkatha has buried people in Black/Black confrontations in which the UDF were
involved against us. It is simply true that the UDF and AZAPO have buried their dead
who were casualities of UDF/AZAPO conflicts. It is simply true that AZAPO and UDF
have buried those who were killed in Inkatha action. At today’s discussion, I hope we
do not have to lay blame. I am simply recording the fact that people are dymg because
Black leaders cannot get together. I believe that Inkatha only takes up a stick or a stone
todefend that which is threatened with death and destruction. And I believe that elements
in the United Democratic Front encourage the growth of violence in our townships in a
commitment to making our country ungovernable. Let us say even that you, Sir, and 1
have got irreconcilable analyses of why people are dying. We must accept that people
are dying as a result of Black/Black internecine strife. Will you, Sir, stand on a platform
with me to condemn Black killing Black? Will you stand on a platform to condemn acts
of violence by Blacks? Will you stand on a platform to condemn those statements by the
ANC’s Mission in Exile which exhort Black South Africans and our youth in particular
to kill Black Councillors and Black policemen? Will you publicly condemn with me the
ANC’s Mission in Exile recent broadcasts over Radio Freedom exhorting Blacks to take
violence into White areas and to forcibly remove arms from White houses to be used in
killing people, whether or not the number of civilians who die increases dramatically?

I find it difficult to conceive of reconciliation in private behind closed doors if the
horrors of brutality perpetrated by Blacks on Blacks and on Whites because they are
Whites, cannot be condemned in public in joint statements.

I have, Bishop Tutu, I think shown the hand of friendship to you. You will remember
that I even invited you once to lead devotions at the opening of a South African Black
Alliance Prayer Meeting in Soweto, but you declined to come even though you were
asked to come simply as a clergyman When you took the initiative to reconcile Black/
Black confrontations when AZAPO and UDF were at each other’s throats, I responded
very positively and sent Inkatha representatives to the meeting. I would any day of the
week be prepared to stand with you in public and for us to tell the world that we have
major differences of opinion about strategy, but that we both as Christians seek to play
arole to bring our country to its senses. I am not denying you, Sir, your democratic right
to have political opinions which bear your judgment. Christ may be directing your steps
in one direction and mine in another. My problem does not come because of your
political leanings. My problems come when you do not attack Inkatha’s tactics and
strategies, but attack me as a person.

If T am wrong in some of my perceptions please correct me. I am informed, for example,
that you work very closely with Mr Randall Robinson when you are in the United States,
and you praise him for his support of the Black South African struggle for liberation in
this country. I am informed that he has taken your view when he makes outrageous
statements to the effect that I am an agent of the South African Government and that I
am “doing the bidding of the South African Government” and that I am “on their pay
roll” and that I was an apologist for the system in South Africa. You are aware that 1
have had a running battle with the system. You are aware that the South African
Government did everything in its power to avoid confirmation of my appointment as
Chief of the Buthelezi clan. You are aware that they took away my passport. You are
aware that my telephone is tapped and that my mail has been intercepted. You are aware
that the National Intelligence Service, then BOSS, actually funded opposition parties to
Inkatha in KwaZulu in an attempt to get rid of me. Is it really too much to have expected
that you would have informed Mr Robinson of this history of constant opposition to
apartheid and the extent to which the Government time and again attempted to under-
mine the influence I was exerting? In the totality of things one sees more than could
perhaps be justified in bickerings about specific texts. For example, The Star carried a
news item under the heading: “Thatcher will meet Tutu next week™. The sting in the
news item in the last two paragraphs may have escaped those who are not fully informed.
They read:

“Mrs Thatcher’s failure to see Bishop Tutu when he was in London a year ago
reportedly caused offence to many South African Blacks.

It was noted that Mrs Thatcher had found time during the same year to see
Mr P W Botha and Chief Mangosuthu Buthelezi.”
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Because you, Bishop Tutu, were involved in the events being reported, is it unreason-
able for me to have expected you to have disassociated yourself from the conjoining of
my name and Mr Botha’s name in this kind of way? The implications of this news item
is that Black South Africa took umbrage at Mrs Thatcher seeing Mr Botha and myself
and not seeing you, Could you not have said that this is an unfair insinuation and that
you welcomed me seeing Mrs Thatcher as a Black South African?

As an African in South Africa, you would know how deeply insulting these kind of
statements are. You know I have been hurt by them and that they are calculated to be
damaging to my role and to Inkatha. Would you, Bishop Tutu, be prepared to inform
Mr Randall Robinson in a joint statement with me that my leadership in KwaZulu was
not a creation of the homeland policy? It was in fact Chief Lutuli and such people as
Bishop A H Zulu, Walter Sisulu, Nelson Mandela, Joe Matthews and a number of other
people in leadership roles in the old ANC who urged me to take up my hereditary
leadership position in KwaZulu. This involved me in taking up my chieftainship of the
Buthelezi clan. I do not know if you, Sir, are aware that the Buthelezi clan traditionally
provided advisers, generals and prime ministers to Zulu monarchs. In other words if
there was no homeland policy, my position in KwaZulu leadership would be exactly the
sar?e as it is today. It was the same before the homeland framework was imposed on the
Zulu nation.

For many years there were no problems between Mr Tambo and myself. Problems
only emerged after a full Inkatha delegation met with Mr Tambo and the ANC Mission
in Exile delegation in London in 1979. It then became clear for the first time that unless
I was prepared to become a surrogate of the ANC Mission in Exile, there would be
problems. I was prepared to be an ally on those levels of political action in which common
objectives permitted joint interests. I could not undertake those things which amounted
to support for the armed struggle, the use of violence in politics and the economic
isolation of South Africa which would starve Black South Africans into a deeper misery
than they had ever known before. You, Bishop Tutu, are aware of the points of difference
between the ANC Mission in Exile and Inkatha. They revolve around tactics and strategy
and our unwillingness to support violence. As a Bishop of the Anglican Church, is it
really too much 1o ask you to support Inkatha’s non-violent tactics and strategies as
preferable to the ANC Mission in Exile’s commitment to war.

Whether or not you agree with the tactics and strategies of Inkatha, Sir, you would
agree that it has a million members and that I am elected to be the President of Inkatha.
I find it very disquieting when I am insulted in public by people who I really do believe
to be under your influence in the United States, and that you do not raise your voice to
object on my behalf. Few Whites would understand the depth of feeling which calling a
Black leader a homeland stooge or a sell-out solicits in Black hearts. You, Sir, would be
aware of that depth. I am not asking you to publicly approve of my politics, or that I
play a role in the KwaZulu Legislative Assembly. All I am asking is that you help correct
the very divisive politics which follow on people calling me a stooge, a sell-out and an
apologist for apartheid. If you want to do something practical about reconciliation, that
is one of the places you could start.

The ANC Mission in Exile has not openly declared war on Inkatha and the United
Democratic Front stands side by side with them in doing so. Do you, Sir, believe that
Inkatha should be destroyed? You may believe we will fail. You may believe we are
doing the wrong things but do you believe that Inkatha is a threat to the struggle for
liberation? Do you think it is wrong for Inkatha to have seized control of the KwaZulu
Legislative Assembly to block the South African Government in its attempt to manipu-
late KwaZulu into accepting so-called independence? KwaZulu is the only region which
has nothing to do with the Special Cabinet Committee. It is the only one which has had
nothing to do with the non-statutory negotiating forum. KwaZulu was the only so-called
homeland which refused to have anything to do with the Black Advisory Council which
President Botha attempted to establish in his then role as Prime Minister. I have refused
even to discuss the consolidation of KwaZulu with the Commission for Co-operation
and Development, and I refused to have anything to do with a committee which the late
MrJ B Vorster set up to look at ways and means of making the pass laws more acceptable
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to Blacks. I am the only leader of any region in South Africa who has had not one single
discussion with the State President about the future of our country. I am now further
estranged from the State President than I have ever been in my life before. At the outset
of his then premiership, I simply pleaded with the world to give him a chance to prove
his own leadership merits, Was this un-Christian? When he disappointed Black South
Africa in the way he was leading Whites and in the way in which he was leading our
country into ever greater turmoil, is it not true that I criticised him in ever more strident
terms? Whenever he has shown any signs of moving in the right direction, I have
encouraged him, Is this un-Christian? During the last four and a half years I have only
met him once formally, and then it was to tell him that I can only talk to him outside
the four corners of apartheid. Is this a crime? Can I really be called a stooge of the South
African Government?

I find it difficult to think about reconciliation on a personal level with anyone who
condemns these stances and actions as stances and actions of a government stooge and
Black sell-out. Have you, Sir, in the United States and elsewhere criticised me on
the grounds that I am, you clalm, paid by Pretoria? Have you ever criticised John
Kane-Berman because he is too closely associated with me? Do you recognise that the
language which is used in denigrating Inkatha incites Blacks to kill Blacks? These are the
kind of questions which must be tabled.

What I have been saying could be read to be provocative. [ am making no statements
with that intention. I am pointing to difficulties and I am pointing to the kind of things
which should be looked at if we really are talking about reconciliation. I am not a
theologian and I have not been called to high office in the Church. My understanding of
Christ is a sinner’s understanding and in this company of Bishops and priests who have
been called to high office in the Church, let me state some of my perceptions, and let me
be corrected if [ am un-Christian in these statements. I would like to make the following
statements:

1 Christ is to be found everywhere. He is seeking obedience from those who are in
guerilla camps. He is seeking obedience from those who are in the South African
army. He is seeking obedience from those who are in the United Democratic
Front. He is seeking obedience from those who are in Inkatha. He is seeking
obedience from those in the PFP and the National Party, in COSAS, AZAPO and
all other political organisations. In all these organisations Christ has directed one
or more of His servants to be there. The Church of the Province has not.con-
demned any political group in this country to be unholy, beyond redemption,
with no possible role to play in normalising South Africa and bringing about a
just and fair society.

2 The Anglican Church has no formal stance which declares the need to rely on
violence as the essential element in bringing about a just state. It has retained a
commitment to furthering non-violence in politics and it is still deeply committed
to bringing about change through non-violent means. Our Church does not believe
that mass v1olence is either essential or even inevitable. As a Church we express
deep faith in the reconciling powers of our Lord, and it has not condemned
Inkatha for its commitment to the politics of negotlatmn As the Bishop of
Johannesburg, Sir, these must be your views.

3 The Church has a duty to confront the State when the State acts unjustly and does
not meet the demands of the Gospel, but the Anghcan Church has appointed no
political organisation to be its spearhead in tackling that which has to be done to
confront the State with the inequities of apartheid. It must applaud all who work
for the liberation of our country from racial fear and hatred which gives rise to
constitutionalised injustice. It should applaud everything which can be applauded
in all the country’s political organisations.

4 Christendom has never finally pronounced on the question of violence. Whether
or not there is such a thing as a just war is not decided upon. The Church does
not bind all its members to one or another answer to the question of violence. I
believe, however, that I am right in saying that there can be no just war if all
non-violent means have not yet been properly employed. There is theolo
no justification for the armed struggle which the ANC Mission in Ex%l has
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declared. Their position may be theologically understandable, but the Church as
the Church must applaud those who work to bring about change through non-
violent means. Are you, Sir, prepared to tell the ANC Mission in Exile publicly
with me that its commitment to the armed struggle as a primary means of bringing
about change in our country is not theologically justified?

When one reaches out to reconcile, or when one adopts a stance seeking reconciliation,
difficulties and perceptions must be tabled whether the perceptions are correct or incor-
rect. I perceive you, Bishop Tutu, as one who denigrates my person, as one who denigrates
my leadership, and as one who identifies with those who vilify me in the vilest of terms.
I am not talking here about disagreements which as Christians we are entitled to. I am
not denying you the democratic right to hold contrary views to those I hold. I am not
denying you the right to tell the people that you think I am wrong. When I talk about
demigration, I am talking about an un-Christian attack on the integrity of a person. I
have already asked the question whether you have ever criticised me for taking a salary
from Pretoria, as it was put. That is talking about me as a sell-out and a stooge doing
apartheid’s dirty work for it. That is criticism but it is also denigration.

You, Sir, were with me at Robert Sobukwe’s funeral. You saw what was happening
and you advised me to leave. When I subsequently deplored the behaviour of those who
desecrated that funeral and correctly talked about the youngsters involved as thugs, you
responded publicly by saying that they were “a new breed of young people with iron in
their souls”. I necessarily had to respond to this in public when I held a mass meeting
in Soweto. You, Sir, have travelled across the length and breadth of America and Europe
without ever once ﬁnding anybody to authenticate a public attack by me on you. What
others regard as attacks by me on you in certain statements I have made in South Africa
were no more than necessary comments in a very volatile political situation which
demanded them. The move against me at Robert Sobukwe’s funeral was politically
inspired; it was politically orchestrated and after the event my enemies made a great deal
of political capital out of that event. This I regard as deeply shameful to African morality
and African perceptions, and I simply must raise the question in public about your
participation in that which I so deeply regretted.

In speaking recently to a White I heard that you had told him that I was nobody of
consequence and was rejected to the extent of not being able to attend Black funerals.
This statement opened up old wounds inflicted on me at Graaff Reinett. You, Sir, were
witness to my near murder. Was the press report at the time ncaded “Tutu Saves
Buthelezi” a correct interpretation of what transpired there? I regarded what happened
there as a hideous desecration of a funeral. For me you condoned it by staying there and
in effect presiding over a desecration. I am appalled at the use which Black political
leaders make of funerals when they turn them into important political platforms. I am
appalled at what I regard as the hypocrisy of your words when you appealed passionately
to the South African Government to allow Blacks to bury their dead in peace without
directing that same appeal to the United Democratic Front. They have taken over
funerals in this volatile political atmosphere and converted them into horrible spectacles
where people have been burnt without anyone raising a finger to protect the victims.

You, Sir, approached me early in 1984, unasked for out of the blue, seeking a meeting
with me when you were still General-Secretary of the SACC. But during the whole year
you found no time to actually meet with me. You even described my response to your
letter as gracious. I am offended by a Bishop who criticises me publicly and then privately
asks me to meet with him in reconciliation, but then takes no step to do so. I feel
disdained.

I stress again that I do not regard this meeting as a political meeting. We are not here
to discuss the merits of one or another political approach. We are looking at what divides
you, Bishop Tutu, and myself as Christian brothers. You know, Sir, that it is now simply
afact that the ANC’s Mission in Exile are encouraging every possible United Democratic
Front move which is directed against Inkatha. The Mission in Exile is attempting to turn
me into an enemy of the people in the eyes of the people. If you, Sir, believe the UDF’s
tactics and strategies are the correct ones, then you are entitled to hold those beliefs, but
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if those beliefs make you take up sides against me as a person and as a leader and if you,
Sir, support those who denigrate my person, whether you do so privately or publicly,
then I really do have a problem. I believe that if there are differences between the United
Democratic Front and Inkatha, both sides should take their point of view to the people
and leave the people to judge on the merits of tactics and strategies who should be
supported and who should not be supported. It is dirty politics which goes into character
assassination, and I do not believe the Church is right to stand in the company of
character assassins to express views about justice and reconciliation.

Ifhaving said these things you no longer want to be reconciled with me as a Christian
brother engaged in the struggle for liberation as Christians, then I will go away from this
meeting in sadness. That I have said what I have said is the measure of my earnest
Christian desire to embrace you in forgiveness and in being forgiven. I hope that you on
your side will leave this place with no feelings unsaid.

We meet in the embracing strength of Christian fellowship. We meet in a spirit of
prayer, and I believe that our Lord is here with us and I have spoken in that awareness.]

I cannot afford the luxury of being personal in my politics or being idiosyncratic. My
political life is filled with the hard, grinding work of serving a number of very large and
demanding constituencies. It is filled on a day-to-day basis with the real issues which the
poorest of the poor in South Africa face, and it is filled with very stringent demands
which I have to meet as I work on the interface between Black and White politics. There
will be no Utopia brought about overnight in South Africa. There will be no overnight
victory by the radicals, and the world will not be presented with a new and wholesome
South Africa in any short space of time. In my political life I strive to bring Black and
White together and in our circumstances, the only way to do so, is to address bread and
butter issues where consensus can be obtained and where joint Black/White action can
be generated to bring about a new South Africa,

While the State President was busy with planning and establishing the new consti-
tution, I was busy charting a course which Blacks and Whites could follow together to
bring about radical change. In 1980 I called for the establishment of the Buthelezi
Commission and gave it the following major terms of reference:

1(a) In terms of the requirements of peace, stability, prosperity and equity, to
consider fully and appreciate the present position of KwaZulu and Natal within
a constitutional and political structure of South Africa, taking into account
possible or likely future developments, and with due cognisance of alternative
constitutional forms and modes of political organisation and development.

1(b) To assist and evaluate the rationality, desirability and viability of the present
constitutional, social and economic situation of KwaZulu and Natal in the
hght of historical development, and the current and emerging political reality
of South and Southern Africa.

2 To enquire into and report and make recommendations on the constitutional
future of the areas of KwaZulu and Natal within the context of South Africa
and Southern Africa.

I also charged it with looking at the vexing political issues we face in what can be done

in the context of solving local and regional problems in KwaZulu/Natal within the South
Affrican context.

Professor Lawrence Schlemmer, who was full-time Secretary to the Commission while
it sat, has summarised the work of the Commission in an article published in Clarion
Call, Vol 2, 1985. 1 attach a copy of this article as an Appendix.? Here I want to mention
that Inkatha and the KwaZulu Government accepted the Commission’s recommenda-
tions in principle and we have been using these recommendations to assist us in charting
a course of action. Individual members of the Foreign Affairs Committee will know how
important it is to relate politics to local and regional issues.

3 Not printed.,



80 MINUTES OF EVIDENCE TAKEN BEFORE

20 January 1986] [Continued

In KwaZulu.and Natal, Blacks and Whites are faced with the gross inefficiency of
apartheid. Since the Buthelezi Commission recommendations have been published, we
in Inkatha and the KwaZulu Government paid a great deal of attention to the need to
bridge the gap between Black and White political and administrative machinery at the
local and regional level. There have been ongoing negotiations between KwaZulu and
the Natal Provincial Council, and I am glad to say that there is now consensus between
ourselves and the White administrators of Natal about the necessity of multi-racial local
and regional government. Negotiations have reached an advanced stage and we are
now in a position where we can make a concrete joint Black/White proposal to the
Government. If the South African Government accepts the proposals we are making, it
would represent a major breakthrough in South African politics.

My approach in South African politics is that solutions cannot be imposed by the
Central Government. The very deep-rooted problems we face as a society have to be
solved by the people and the Government has to reflect the people’s will in their
situations. While it is foolhardy to make predictions in South Africa, I am relatively
optimistic that sooner or later the realities which underline the present problems of
South Africa, will demand that the Central Government decentralise the problem-solving
procedures, so to speak, and permit regional experimentation in the evolution of the
kind of local and regional political machinery wh1ch will de-escalate race conflicts and
violence. What we are doing in KwaZulu/Natal is “realpolitik”.

A new democratic and free South Africa will not be authorised by street corner
violence. It will be authorised by men and women in Black and White society who accept
that apartheid has to go and it has to be replaced with a social and political system which
give both Black and White a meaningful stake in the government of their country. What
we are doing in the KwaZulu/Natal region amounts to taking effective and realistic steps
towards normalising South Africa as an industrialised democracy. There is vast support
for the kind of things we are doing. South Africa is not a society beyond the pale. Black
and White are prepared to work together to find new solutions. The National Party,
however, continues to have a stranglehold in politics which stifles the goodwill which
exists in all population groups. Very considerable groundswell pressures are building up
in White society demanding that the Government face our problems realistically and
abandon a narrow Afrikaaner-orientated ideology in favour of a broad South Africanism.

If there is no hope of succeeding, I would not be doing what I am doing. The very
substantial constituency support I enjoy could make me a very prominent leader amongst
those who have opted for violence. I do what I do because the politics of negotiation are
in all reality far more potent as a force of change than the politics of violence. I do what
I do because it can succeed.

Chief Mangosuthu Gatsha Buthelezi
20 January 1986

Memorandum submitted by Chief Mangosuthu Gatsha Buthelezi (SA/W)

I have provided members of the Foreign Affairs Committee with a relatively in-depth
document which lays bare some of the nitty gritty events in South African Black politics
because I believe that the British will one day be called upon to play the role of honest
broker in South Africa. This Committee now needs to delve into underlying Black
political realities. I have prepared and distributed this document in advance to free time
today for questions and answers. I would like very briefly now only to summarise
Inkatha’s position in Black politics.

South African elements are ever-increasingly demanding that Inkatha plays a mediat-
ing and reconciling role because it is not only central to the South African political scene,
and at the South African political centre of gravity, but is is a true mass Movement. As
President of Inkatha I have the advantage of also having constituencies in all the country’s
race groups. Inkatha is also advantageously placed by the fact that the South African
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Government will not succeed in any reform programmes without us, and nor will, for
example, the ANC Mission in Exile succeed in mounting a classical armed struggle without
us, or succeed in destabilising the country to produce a state of chaos without us.

Inkatha’s just over 1.2 million members are dominated by workers and peasants and
Inkatha’s membership is distributed across South Africa and is as well represented in
urban areas as it is in rural areas. Inkatha occupies a strategic position in South African
politics and it wields real Black power.

Inkatha is committed to the politics of negotiation and national reconciliation and is
committed to the ideal of Black national unity on the basis of a multi-strategy approach.

Inkatha sees a desperate need in South Africa to pursue the struggle for liberation in
such a way that national reconciliation is brought about in the process of destroying
apartheid. We are convinced that the country will require a truly national effort after
liberation if political victories against apartheid are going to be made meaningful to
ordinary people.

Inkatha sees South Africa locked into a global north/south axis and it accepts the fact
that the free enterprise system is the most efficient system mankind has devised to
translate the kind of mineral wealth which South Africa has into human wealth, and to
develop an industrialised society.

Inkatha believes that a free enterprise-based economic system needs to go hand in
hand with a Western type parliamentary democracy. It also believes that such democra-
cies cannot be produced through the barrel of a gun, and in our circumstances most
certainly can only be produced through the politics of negotiation.

Great Britain needs to recognise more fully that it is Inkatha’s accumulating strength
and its strategic position in South African politics which the ANC Mission in Exile fears.
Success in Inkatha’s tactics and strategies will downgrade the importance of the politics
of violence. For violence to succeed, Inkatha must be made to fail. The vehemence with
which the ANC Mission in Exile attacks Inkatha must be traced to this truth.

Inkatha applauds the strength and character and the statesmanship that Mrs Margaret
Thatcheris displaying in handling South African issues, whether itbe at a Commonwealth
Conference or in her own Parliament. We really do plead that the South African apartheid
question be placed above all party political interests in Great Britain.

Chief M G Buthelezi
20 January 1985
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Examination of witness

CuierF MANGOSUTHU GATsHA ButHELEZI, Chief Minister KwaZulu, President of Inkatha
and Chairman, South African Black Alhance called in and examined.

Chairman

178. Chief Minister, we are very grateful
to you for having come to our Committee
to give us your profound knowledge about
your country. We have had the opportunity
to see others, and we will have others com-
ing to us as well so we are very grateful to
you for giving us this opportunity to fill our
knowledge about your country. If I may, I
will ask some questions, and my colleagues
will also ask questions, but perhaps before
doing that I should first thank you for the
papers you have sent us, which have been
a great help, and secondly ask you if you
would like to make a statement to start
with to get us on the way?

(Chief Buthelezi.) Thank you, Sir. I also
wish to thank you for the opportunity you
have given me to come here to share my
perspectives with yourself and your Com-
mittee. As you have just said, I tried to
provide Members of the Foreign Affairs
Committee with a relatively in-depth doc-
ument which I thought laid bare some of
the nitty-gritty events in South African
Black politics, because I believe that the
British will one day be called upon to play
the role of honest broker in South Africa.
The document I prepared has unfortu-
nately only reached the Members shortly
before the session, but in it I tried, for
instance, to share my perspective, which is
that Black South Africa is determined to
destroy apartheid, and this is an on-going
process which has gained its own
momentum in South Africa. The
joblessness amongst our people and the
feeling of hopelessness in general, and also
the Government’s talk of reform, which it
has not implemented, has pushed Blacks
beyond boiling point. There is a strong
desire amongst various sections of the pop-
ulation to normalise the country. Of
course, there are opposing views on how
this should be done. My own position, in
the context of the Black struggle for liber-
ation, is set out in the document: the
involvement of my family on both sides,
my paternal and maternal lines, in the
struggle in South Africa and the foundmg
of ANC by my uncle, and my own position
in the context of ANC, under the leadership
of Chief Albert Luthuli, as it began in South
Africa and before it was banned by the
South African Government. I have also

tried to set out my relationship with the
External Mission of ANC, as represented
by Mr Tambo, and with Mr Tambo himself
personally between 1963 and 1980, and I
set out my trip to London in 1979 at the
request and insistence of Mr Tambo. I have
also tried to set out my role in the leader-
ship of KwaZulu, which was not created
by the Government of South Africa—my
position, which was never really the
issue—in the way it is made out to be by
some of the Black organisations which are
opposed to me. I have also tried to set out
in the document the differences which I
have with the External Mission of ANC
on violence and what I consider to be the
impossibility of accomplishing that mis-
sion because of the logistical problems at
present. I have also made available the
broadcasts of the External Mission of ANC
from Radio Freedom in Lusaka, Dar-es-
Salaam and Ethiopia, because they are
important, insofar as they are a mirror of
the kind of views they express about me
personally and about Inkatha. I explain in
the document my establishment of Inkatha
in 1975 and the fact that it is structured on
the ideals of ANC as propounded by the
Founding Fathers in 1912. 1 see that in the
report of Mr Tambo’s own evidence he
says he advised me to found Inkatha. This
surprised me. He said that I acted on the
advice. Whereas we had had this relation-
ship and had met in Europe and in an
independent state in Africa, I do not
remember it; he is the one ‘who says I
founded Inkatha. Ifit was true it would be
acompliment, but I am still surprised there
is not one word of praise for Inkatha, if we
accept it is the brainchild of Mr Tambo or
the External Mission of ANC, because he
does not shower any praise on us as much
as he does on the UDF. I set out the
conflicts which arise between the leader-
ship of the External Mission and myself.
The External Mission of ANC is ruthless
in dealing with those who do not allow
themselves to be their fetch-and-carry
boys. I have quoted in the document as
well the accusations which were made that
we are jealous of Mr Mandela’s popularity,
Mr Tambo saying our people feel that ANC
has already been too generous to me,
implying that they should have killed me
long ago. I quote in that document the
recent communication from Mr Nelson
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Mandela in gaol—a very warm message
from a brother to a brother—which contra-
dicts what Mr Tambo says. I have told
you also of the various things which have
happened in South Africa which might not
come out as distinctly as these things
should come out in the media here: the
efforts made by UDF, prompted by the
External Mission of ANC in creating no-go
areas for me, like the University of
KwaZulu at one time and the Lamontville
Township in Durban. T have set out my
own ideas of the world’s indignation of
apartheid which have resulted in my being
here this afternoon, and my continued
involvement in non-violent democratic
opposition. I have also thought it import-
ant to set out in the document my own
relationship with Bishop Tutu, because we
often give different points of view. I find
everywhere I go people often ask what are
the relationships between us. I have made
available a memorandum which I used in
a discussion with him on 30 September
when some prominent churchmen in
South Africa drew us together because they
thought as Anglicans that it was scandalous
we should be perceived as being at daggers
drawn. I have set out in the document my
own proposals for constitutional develop-
ment in South Africa, as set out by the
Commission set up in 1980 for the region
of KwaZulu/Natal. This Committee now
needs to delve into underlying Black politi-
cal realities. For this reason, I have pre-
pared and distributed this document. I had
hoped it would be available in advance.
Nevertheless, I would briefly like to
summarise what I have said concerning
Inkatha’s position in Black politics. South
African elements are ever-increasingly
demanding that Inkatha plays a mediating
and reconciling role because it is not only
central to the South African political scene
and at the South African political centre of
gravity, but it is also a true mass move-
ment. As President of Inkatha I have the
advantage of also having constituencies in
all the country’s race groups. Inkatha is
also advantageously placed by the fact that
the South African Government will not
succeed in any reform programme without
us, nor will, for example, my brothers in
the External Mission of ANC in Exile
succeed in mounting a classical armed
struggle without us, or succeed in destabi-
lising the country to produce a state of
chaos without us. Inkatha’s just over 1.2
million members are dominated by
workers and peasants, and Inkatha’s mem-
bership is distributed across South Africa

and is as well represented in urban areas as
it is in rural areas, except for the Eastern
Cape. Inkatha occupies a strategic position
in South African politics and it wields real
Black power. I have also made available
the record of a conversation I had with the
Minister of Justice, Mr Kruger, where he
tried to force me to make Inkatha into an
ethnic organisation,! because the ghost of
Inkatha being an ethnic organisation has
not been laid to rest, despite the fact I defied
the Government in not making Inkatha an
ethnic organisation, as they wanted me to
do. Inkatha is committed to the politics
of negotiation and national reconciliation,
and 1s committed to the ideal of Black
national unity on the basis of a multi-
strategy approach. We have never pre-
tended, even if we are the largest
membership-based organisation, that only
what we do is important or only what we
do will bring about change in South Africa.

We recognise that there are other organis-
ations inside and outside South Africa, and
that their role is as important as our own
role. Inkatha sees a desperate need in South
Africa to pursue the struggle for liberation
in such a way that national reconciliation is
brought about in the process of destroying
apartheid. Inkatha is concerned very much
about how we conduct our struggle,
because we do not want to conduct our
struggle for liberation in such a way that
we destroy the foundations for the future.

We are convinced that the country will
require a truly national effort after liber-
ation of South Africa, if political victories
can be made meaningful to ordinary
people. Inkatha sees South Africa locked
into a global north/south axis, and it
accepts the fact that the free enterprise sys-
tem is the most efficient system mankind
has devised to translate the kind of mineral
wealth which South Africa has into human
wealth, and to develop an industrialised
society. Inkatha believes that a free
enterprise-based economic system needs
to go hand in hand with a Western-type
parliamentary democracy. It also believes
that such democracies cannot be produced
through the barrel of a gun, and our circum-
stances most certainly can only be
produced through the politics of nego-
tiation. Great Britain needs, therefore, to
recognise more fully that it is Inkatha’s
accumulating strength and its strategic pos-
ition in South African politics which the
ANC Mission in Exile fears in stepping up
an offensive against me and against

! Not printed with this Evidence.
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Inkatha. Success in Inkatha’s tactics and
strategies will downgrade the importance
of the politics of violence which they
espouse. For violence to succeed, Inkatha
must be made to fail or to be seen to be a
sell-out organisation. The vehemence with
which my brothers in the ANC Mission in
Exile attack Inkatha must be traced, there-
fore, to this truth. Inkatha applauds the
strength, character and also the statesman-
ship that Mrs Margaret Thatcher is display-
ing in handling the South African issue or
issues, whether it be at the Commonwealth
Conference or in her own Parliament. We
really do plead that the South African
apartheid question be placed above all
party-political interests in Great Britain.
That is just a short statement I wished to
make before I answer questions.

Chairman; Chief Minister, thank you
very much for that; it will have answered
many of our questions in advance.

Mr Mikardo

179. You spoke of Inkatha fulfilling
a reconciliation role. Reconciliation
between whom and whom?

(Chief Buthelezi,) Between the disparate
forces in South Africa; because the fact of
the matter is that the population groups
in South Africa are alienated, particularly
those who are in power and those of us who
are not in power. That is why, for instance,
I'set up the Commission to make an experi-
ment in the Natal/KwaZulu region where
the interdependence of Black and White is
of such a nature that I felt that setting up
such an experiment would succeed. Ifitdid
succeed there, I had a hope that it would
then become a pilot project for the whole
of South Africa. That is why Inkatha
endorsed the recommendations of the
Commission which proposed to set up for
this region a legislature for all race groups:
the Whites of this region, the Indians (who
number 800,000, the largest settlement of
Indians in South Africa), and Coloureds
and Africans.

180. Does not that mean reconciliation
between those who oppose apartheid and
those who operate apartheid?

(Chief Buthelezi.) Correct.

181. Do you find that possible? Is that
attempt consistent with your own oppo-
sition to apartheid?

(Chief Buthelezi,) 1 say that, whether we
like it or not, if we are committed to
peaceful change and to negotiation—as we

are in Inkatha—then it means that we
have ultimately to achieve reconciliation
between those in power and those who are
powerless at the moment. I do not think
this is inconsistent with that commitment.

Chairman

182. Chief Minister, could we return to
one or two points arising from your state-
ment? Could you make it clear to me when
Inkatha was founded?

(Chief Buthelezi.) It was founded in
1975, solast year we had our tenth anniver-

sary.

183. Do you have a formal membership
of Inkatha? If so, how many members do
you have?

(Chief Buthelezi.) We have card-carrying
nllembers who number today 1,200,000
plus,

184. I think you make clear in your
statement that you do not regard Inkatha
as a Zulu movement but as a national
movement?

(Chief Buthelezi.) Yes. 1 have made
available to Members a verbatim report
of a meeting with Mr Kruger. He is that
notorious minister who said that Steven
Biko’s death leaves him cold. He tried to
intimidate us and to dragoon us into mak-
ing Inkatha ethnic. I have made available
to Members copies of this verbatim report,
because many of our detractors always try
to say that we are divisive or that we are
what they call tribal or ethnic—and that
document lays that ghost to rest.

185. From what you said, Chief Minis-
ter, the relations between yourself and
ANC are obviously not good. Would you
say that it has gone so far that you are now
under personal threat from ANC or from
some other organisations in South Africa?

(Chief Buthelezi.) Yes. Infact, there have
been threats to my life. Some of them have
already sentenced me to death, because of
my growing power in South Affica, in so
far as some of them see me as an obstacle,
since they perceive themselves as a govern-
ment in exile who must seize power from
the régime of South Africa and install
themselves in Pretoria and they find the
growing power and relevance of Inkatha in
the struggle an obstacle to themselves. I
have no feelings of hostility, and I have
never had any feelings of hostility, towards
my brothers in the Mission in Exile in
ANC. 1 have never acquiesced that they
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adopt violence, although I said from the
point when they were in exile that prob-
ably, if I were in their shoes, I would have
done the same. However, I have always
disagreed openly with them that it is the
instrument which can be used at this point
in time to bring about change in South
Africa, because purely on the basis of logis-
tics, apart from the philosophical con-
51derat10ns it is not possible to bring about
change in that country, facing as we do the
most powerful military force in the conti-
nent of Africa.

186. Would you say that the clashes
between the Zulus and other elements,
which have recently, in the last few days,
been reported in the papers, have really
nothing to do with Inkatha or with ANC
as such?

(Chief Buthelezi.) No, definitely not. I
know, of course, Judgmg by some things
that some of my brothers in ANC have
said, that they always try to attribute any
uprising to Zulus. Zulus are the most mili-
tant language group in Southern Africa.
The Zulus were a sovereign nation and the
most powerful nation; they dominated the
whole of Southern Africa before they were
conquered by the British in 1879. Zulus are
a problem, even amongst themselves: all
of a sudden they kill each other, they fight
and so on. These days, to vilify me and to
discredit me, often when there are clashes
they try to pin them onto Inkatha, since
Zulus as such are known, for instance, as
the most militant language group in
Southern Africa. Concerning the outbreak,
for instance, that took place between the
Pondos and the Zulus around Durban, that
was not an ethnic clash, really speaking.
What has happened is that as a result of the
independence of the Transkei a lot of the
people in the Transkei have migrated to
the area of Durban, and some Zulus from
the rural areas, who need jobs, have also
moved to the area round Durban and have
become squatters there. They are the
people who have not got much to live on,
who have just a piece of cardboard and
zinc over tlj'lelr heads. Naturally, there is a
scramble for resources, even water, in this
area. Therefore, the people who were orig-
inally there are beglnmng to resent having
to compete for resources with those who
have just come in. As a matter of history,
it happens that they have come in from the
Transkei and they are Pondos, but there
1s no hostility to them because they are
Pondos. After the clash took place, with
more than 60 lives lost, they came up to

Ulundi. Most were members of Inkatha
themselves. Therefore, we regard them as
full South Africans, because we rejected
independence and made our people South
African citizens. And they continue to be
South African citizens, because the aims of
the homelands pohcy is to de-nationalise
Black people and make them foreigners.

Chairman: The records of a number of
British regiments will confirm what you
say about the Zulus.

Mr Lester

187. Chief Minister, a lot of the violence
we see has been apparently committed by
young people in the youth brigades—the
comrades—against people they feel are
collaborators. How many members of your
organisation would you say are also
members of the youth brigades? Have you
any control over them, and would they
regard you as a collaborator?

(Chief Buthelezi.) The largest segment of
Inkatha is the Youth Brigade, as distinct
from other youth generally in the rest of
South Africa. In terms of our constitution,
we have a Women’s Brigade and a Youth
Brigade. The largest segment is the Youth
Brigade which consists of more than
400,000 members. They are committed to
non-violent change, as I am myself. What
happened was that in August there was an
outbreak of violence from outside, in-
itiated by people outside, because they
wanted to challenge my leadership. The
fact was that the townships in Natal did not
have any incident of violence and therefore
they wanted to show there could be viol-
ence there. Many of the Zulu buildings, like
offices, schools and clinics, were destroyed
by Xhosas who are affiliated to UDF. They
were carrying out the instructions of ANC
as given in their broadcast that the country
must be made ungovernable, and UDF is
also committed to making it ungovernable,
Our losses amounted to more than two
million Rand, apart from the people who
were killed. On 9 August I called a meeting
of the Assembly Caucus of KwaZulu,
because most of the members are either
office-bearers in their regions or members
of the Central Committee. I asked them to
go to Durban to help the people of Durban
to exercise their leadership, and we man-
aged to defuse it in the Natal region. There
has been a feeling that, because I have a
warrior’s blood coursing through my veins,
it is a disgrace that a descendant of King
Shaka and other Zulu warriors of my fam-
ily espouse non-violence, but the fact is
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that this is the the policy of Inkatha. As far
as defending what we are doing is con-
cerned, we are prepared to lay down our
lives. As I said, we have never interfered
with any organisation doing what it wants
to do, but we are prepared to defend with
our lives our democratic right to pursue a
non-violent struggle. Therefore, when
some of the Inkatha people retaliated there
was a big outcry, for which the media
blamed the UDF, in that the media
reported that Inkatha had stopped the viol-
ence and murder in the Durban
area—which was true. But some members
of Inkatha, not instructed by myself or the
Central Committee, retaliated. And some
parts of the orgamsatlon of Inkatha were
rejected as orgamsatlons which espoused
non-violence and in the next breath, which
defused violence, insofar as it was accused
of being involved in violence which has
been unleashed against other organis-
ations. The use of violence has been only
in the area of defence where we have been
attacked. We ‘have always said it is our
inalienable riglit to defend ourselves. The
violence which has happened in the town-
ships is sponsored mainly by the UDF, and
it has happened at funerals, sometimes in
the presence of clergymen like Bishop
Tutu. If anybody feels he has a grudge
against you and says you have sold out,

you are killed instantly in a barbaric way,
like hanging and being doused in petrol
and set on fire. Black people have been
incinerated by Black people in their cars,
and there has been looting and maiming of
people. That is another level of violence
which the media has not projected as
strongly as the state violence by the police
against Black peopie.

Mr Mikardo

188. Yousaid in a speech a few minutes
ago that Inkatha was intensely democratic.
It is not easy to organise democratically a
large body like 1.2 million members, so I
would like to ask you one or two questions
about the organisation. How does a man
or woman become a member of Inkatha?
Does he or she join a local branch?

(Chief Buthelezi.) Yes; any person can
join. The joining fee is three Rand and the
annual fee is two Rand. We have branches.
In some areas we have regions. We have
an East and West Rand region in the
Transvaal. In some places we do not have
regions, but they are all formed by various
branches.

189. Each branch will have a list of
members?

(Chief Buthelezi.) Yes. Any 30 people
can form a branch.

190. Each branch has a list of its
members?
(Chief Buthelezi.) Yes.

191. Does it show from what ethnic
group a member comes?
(Chief Buthelezi.) No, we never do that.

192. How do you know what proportion
of your members are Zulu or non-Zulu?

(Chief Buthelezi.) We never do that, but,
as I stated in the document, a survey was
carried out in 1977! when we were two
years old and from empirical findings it
was discovered that 40 per cent of member-
ship was non-Zulu.

193. What sort of regional or national
governing body do you have? How are
people elected? How are the officers of
Inkatha, including the leader, elected?

(Chief Buthelezi.) Leaders are elected
every five years by the General Conference,
and the Annual General Conference is the
final decision-making body. I have a Cen-
tral Committee of 100 members, and in
terms of our constitution some are elected
by delegates and some by the President.

194. How many are elected and how
many are nominated?

(Chief Buthelezi.) I think more than haif
are elected by ordinary members at the
Annual Conference every five years.

195. If it came about—and nobody can
se¢ it as a great probability at the
moment—that there was a situation in
which there was a one-man-one-vote elec-
toral system in South Africa, would Inka-
tha put itself forward as a political party?

(Chief Buthelezi.) Correct, yes.

196. Can you tell us about the South
African Black Alliance? What is it and what
is Inkatha’s relationship with it?

(Chief Buthelezi.) In 1976 when the
Government set up the President’s Council
it co-opted Coloureds and Indians and
excluded Africans (72 per cent of the popu-
lation). Mr Hendrickse, leader of the
Labour Party—I am sorry, not Mr Hen-
drickse, but Mr Leon—came to Ulundi

t Note by witness: By the Bergstrassen Institute,
Freiburg,
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with Mr Chinsamy who is of the Reform
Party. They came to me as the leader of the
African Council and requested me, on the
basis of Inkatha’s statement of belief, to set
up the Alliance—because at that time the
Political Interference Act was still the
governing law on racial groups interfering
with the politics of other racial groups. So
we formed the Alliance on the basis of
Inkatha’s statement of beliefs. I was then
elected. So it was a kind of federal organis-
ation consisting of Inkatha, the Labour
Party (which was Coloured) the Reform
Party, and Dikwenkwetla, which came
from the Free State. I was elected then as
chairman of this Alliance. However, when
the Labour Party decided to participate in
the tricameral Parliament, which again
excluded Africans, then they were expelled
from the Alliance. So we had remaining in
the Alliance Inkatha and the Reform Party
(which is Indian), and we were also joined
by Inyandza which was an African political
organisation in the eastern Transvaal.

197. How much power has the Alliance
got? To what extent have the member
bodies given up some of their autonomy
(if at all) to the Alliance to act on their
behalf?

(Chief Buthelezi.) We always assume
that we share the chairmanship with
leaders of these organisations. Whenever
we have meetings (which we have from
time to time), the position of the chairman
—myself—is that of principal inter pares.

198. That does not, with respect, quite
answer my question. Does the Black Alli-
ance actually speak with a single voice for
all its members vis-a-vis the Government?

(Chief Buthelezi.) Of course. Yes, we do.
We pass resolutions and so on, on various
issues of the day.

Mr Thomas

199. What is the total membership of
the Black Alliance? You mentioned that
your body has 1,200,000 card-carrying
members. What is the total membership of
the Black Alliance?

(Chief Buthelezi) 1 know of my
members of Inkatha because, as I say, it
is a federal structure. I do not keep the
numbers of individual constituent
members myself at Ulundi, because the
various other parties are joined to us on a
kind of federal basis.

200. Are you satisfied that the 1,200,000

members subscribe to the aims that you
have mentioned: namely, the abolition of
apartheid through negotiation, the pro-
scription of violence, and the promotion
of the free-enterpnse economic system?
That is right, is it not?

"(Chief Buthelezi.) Yes, 1 think so,
because we operate democratically. Regu-
larly, I have meetings of the Central Com-
mittee in between the Annual General
Conference, because you cannot wait for
the Annual General Conference which
meets in about June. Therefore, in between
the Central Committee speaks for the
Movement. Very often these issues are
very, very thoroughly debated, and then
resolutions are passed. There are various
resolutions that have been passed on the
issue of, for instance, sanctions, on the
issue of disinvestment, on the issue of viol-
ence very often—on all those issues. These
are the issues which confront Black people
at this time. Invariably, whenever we have
meetings, some resolutions are passed on
them, to make sure that we still carry our
members with us.

201. T have read the major speech you
made in September, in which you referred
to your attempts to get on terms with the
ANC, but you found that they had been
taken over by the Communist Party—is
that right?—and that they were therefore
preaching a new form of violence, having
known that they had to abandon their
attempts to build up an army, and they
were going for “‘soft targets™?

(Chief Buthelezi.) Correct.

202. You found that it was going to be
an aggression of Black against Black, and
people who were in any way thought to
be supporting the system in South Africa
would be considered to be enemies?

(Chief Buthelezi.) Quite correct.

203. You yourself, I believe, were
threatened with assassination, is that right?
(Chief Buthelezi.) That is correct.

204. In what way do you think Mr
Oliver Tambo is in control of the ANC?

(Chief Buthelezi.) I have known him for
many years. I know he is a Christian, and
1 would almost vouch that Mr Tambo is
not a Marxist or a Communist. However,
at the same time I see as far as the members
of his executive are concerned, 19 of them
are members of the South African Commu-
nist Party. Itisnot a secret that they operate
together with the South African Commu-
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nist Party. Itis not a secret that the military
wing is led by Mr Joe Slovo who is a Com-
munist, who is alleged by some people to
bea Colonel in the KGB.

Chairman: You mentioned the matter of
violence. I will ask Mr Ivan Lawrence to
continue with that theme.

Mr Lawrence

205. Are you able to give us any assess-
ment at all about the number of the Black
African population which is on your side,
for non-violence, and is against violence in
any circumstances?

(Chief Buthelezi.) That is a very difficult

thing to say, because surveys have been
made, and it depends on the methodology
that is used. As you know, it depends on
the samples. There is no question about
the fact that Black people in South Africa
are very angry, because they have been
dehumanised so much by apartheid. The
anger is right through the population. Inka-
tha is just as angry as any other sector of
the population, but the question of whether
the time is now to take up arms is an issue
which I would dispute. After all, no one
is debarred from crossing the borders and
Jomln% our brothers in the External Mis-
sion of ANC. I would say that the External
Mission of ANCis not even a military force
in the sense in which ZAPU was a military
force, for example. I myself was once
questloned by Dr Koornof who was then
Minister of Black Affairs, because in
Soweto, in a rally attended by more than
30,000 people, I said that it was not prob-
lematic to cross the borders to join the
ANC,; because I have never appealed to
youths or to anybody not to join the ANC,
nor even join the armed struggle, so called.
I told them that the fence was actually not
guarded right through, and that they could
easily go through the fence, only being
careful not to get their shirts torn! I said
this could be done through Lesotho too,
through Botswana and through Swaziland.
Dr Koornof then said they were dismayed
in the Cabinet when they read this in the
press. So Isaid this. In fact, I did say so, and
I said it very often, that [ am not against
anyone who feels that they would like to
lay down their lives now for liberation. So
I'say that I have not seen tens of thousands
of Black people cross the borders; it is not
problematic to cross the borders to join the
ANC. That would be different now from
the mob violence that is happening in the
townships; again, that is a different thing,
because that i1s not initiated by ANCeither.

The violence that you see in the townships,
which you have seen on your television
screens here in the last 18 months, is not
initiated by them, although, as I have said
earlier, they do take advantage of itand fan
the flames of it as well.

206. You seem to be blurring the lines
between ANC supporters and Inkatha
supporters; saying that the Inkatha
supporters can go across the line into the
ANC?

(Chief Buthelezi.) Yes.

207. However, you did say, in your
speech of September 1985—and I
quote—“The fundamental difference in
approach between Inkatha and the ANC
revolves around the use of violence™, did
you not?

(Chief Buthelezi.) Of course.

208. How do you reconcile the funda-
mental difference and the blurred practical
effect of what is happening?

(Chief Buthelezi,) No, there is no blur-
ring of lines there. What I am saying is that
I have never questioned the right of any
Black patriot to join them. So I have said
that while I disagree that violence is the
answer to our problems at this moment, I
have never said to anyone, who wants to
join them, that they should not.

209. You did say that you were against
violence in defence of yourselves or your
members and I think we would all under-
stand that. Is there any sense in which you
would support violence in order to secure
fundamental change in South Africa?

(Chief Buthelezi.) I suppose throughout
the history of man a very important theo-
logical question has been the question,
when does war take place, when is violence
justified on the basis that there is nothing
else left to do? Quite apart from philosophi-
cal commitments to non-violence, I do not
myselfbelieve itis true thatin South Africa
there is nothing else left to do as far as
change in South Africa is concerned. I do
not think that point has been reached and
I say that my experience of mankind is that
violence is something that human beings
resort to when there 1s nothing else left to
do. I do not think we have reached the
point in South Africa where there is
nothing else left to do and I have said in
South Africa insofar as I am a democratic
leader “My people’s options are my
options””: that if my people feel we should
now take up arms, [ have said, despite my
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own commitment to non-violence, I will
be prepared to lead them through those
dark waters. I have said to young people,
some of whom are itching to do something
dramatic, they can trust me, that if I feel
the time has come to pick up a gun I will
give them guns. But I just do not believe
that that time has come or that within the
foreseeable future we are facing such a
time.

210. You said in answer to an earlier
question that the media had been giving
too much prominence, or more
prominence, to the violence exercised by
the South African authorities against
Blacks and not enough prominence to the
violence within the Black communities
themselves, Why do you think there is so
much violence within the non-White com-
munity rather than between Whites and
non-Whites?

(Chief Buthelezi.) 1 think it is again the
question of people saying that the violence
in South Africa shows that the liberation
struggle is going on. I have often been very
sad about that because I have heard in
London in the last couple of days how
many Whites have been killed. Those are
the people who oppress but who really have
not been touched, even in 1976-77 when
there were problems in Soweto. So they are
the people who reflect the picture that the
régime 1s just about to be toppled. And
even now the impression is created that the
Government is on the run or that Mr P W
Botha has lost the will to rule. There is
nothing of the kind, so the Whites are still
qQuite secure. As far as the lethal power that
is at the command of the White regime in
South Africa is concerned, we have not
even seen a fraction of the lethal power
they can unleash if it comes to the push.
So the other day when General Malan said,
“You ain’t seen nothin’ yet” those who
are in South Africa know exactly what he
means by that, because not a fraction of
that has been used; and if the Whites are
pushed to the wall they will scorch the
earth. It seems to me, therefore, that Black
people are very good targets which can be
used by others who feel sure that they are
doing something about liberation and who
have to let off steam or frustration against
them. No one has ever tried to bomb
Libertas where Mr P W Botha lives, but
Black houses have been destroyed by
bombs and grenades and so on, AK rifles
have been used to shoot at houses of
members of Inkatha in the Durban area,
and limpet mines have been exploded in,

for instance, our hotel—which is run by a
member of my Central Committee
—Dbecause they think we are a softer option
than the Government.

Mr Mikardo

211. Isitreally all that surprising thatin
the struggle for the liberation of the Black
people there are Blacks killing Blacks? In
the struggle of the Indian people for liber-
ation Indians killed more Indians than
British; in the struggle of the Cypriots for
liberation Cypriots killed more Cypriots
than British; in the struggle in Northern
Ireland for liberation Irish men killed, and
are still killing, more Irish men than
British. Is that not one of the inescapable
facts of histoxz?

(Chief Buthelezi.) 1 think it is tragic,
whether you call it an inescapable fact of
history or whatever, when we have a com-
mon enemy that, purely on the basis of
strategy—it is all strategy and tactics, it has
nothing to do with principle—Blacks are
annihilating each other.

212. Of course it is tragic, but is it really
nothing at all to do with principle? Do not
some of these historical parallels that I
have just given illustrate that the struggle is
between people of the same group seeking
liberation, who believe that others of the
group who appear to be seeking liberation
are seeking it only rhetorically and not in
practice?
th(Chief Buthelezi.) 1 do not know about

at.

213. I am not applying that to you. [am
talking about historical precepts.

(Chief Buthelezi.) 1 do not think the
analogy applies to us.

Mr Lawrence

214. It is very important as far as South
Africa is concerned because if the reason
why Blacks are fighting Blacks is that
Blacks cannot get on together, they cannot
live together, they dislike each other more
than they dislike the Whites, then the
White apartheid system will always be
stronger and will remain, will it not, as long
as you are divided?

(Chief Buthelezi.) 1 agree.

215. The question is, is there any chance
of there being such a degree of unity
amongst the Black tribes, who are now war-
ring in various parts between themselves,
that your doctrine of non-violence will
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become the major accepted doctrine
amongst Blacks in South Africa?

(Chief Buthelezi.) 1 really would say that
the divisions are not even what you call
tribal. I personally do not accept that they
are at all tribal. I would say, for instance,
that the ANC Mission in Exile and PAC
left South Africa 25 years ago and they
are not on speaking terms even now. The
leaders of the front-line states have tried to
get them together, to get their act together,
but with no success. If you make a survey of
the whole sub-continent of Southern Africa
within the post-liberation era, if you look
at Mozambique, Angola and even to some
extent Zimbabwe, you will find even after
liberation has been achieved this Black-
on-Black confrontation is still going on
today. It is something that distresses me. I
have often said, as you rightly said, the
racists in South Africa can laugh all the way
to the bank because we Black people are
still destroying each other.

216. Is there any hope, or are you still
banging your head against the wall in trying
to get unity amongst the Blacks?

(Chief Buthelezi.) If 1 had abandoned
hope I would not be doing what I am doing.
I do not think you can abandon hope. I do
not think I have abandoned hope when no
one has done more in South Africa thanIto
unite more than one million people (even if
I'sound immodest). That is the thing which
inspires me to go on.

Mr Thomas

217. Chief Minister, can I follow up one
of the questions you were asked by Mr
Mikardo about people being united in their
desire for liberation frequently falling out
amongst themselves and possibly killing
each other. I am again looking at the speech
you made last September. In that speech
you referred to what you described as the
*“vitriolic and cowardly attacks” the ANC
were making on Inkatha and in particular
on yourself. You have told this Committee
that Inkatha stands for the end of apartheid
by peaceful negotiation, if you can, and you
also mentioned that the purpose of Inkatha
was to achieve a South Africa with a free
enterprise economic system to go hand in
hand with a Western type of parliamentary
democracy. What does the ANC stand for?
Do you think it stands for any democratic
solution in South Africa once apartheid has
gone and the system has changed? Could
you give us your view?

(Chief Buthelezi,) Well, even when we

are speaking in terms that some of them
like, for instance, the late Robert Resha, he
used to say to me that, while I was still
concerned about negotiations, they were
not interested in negotiations, they were
just going to seize power in South Africa.
They are committed to seizing power, to
using the gun, to marching into Pretoria
and installing themselves in Pretoria. Once
you establish that system, of course, it
becomes a way of life in your country. You
know in the experience of Africa, any other
person who would like to remove any
government installed like that would have
used the gun too. At the same time, as
far as the economic system is concerned, I
think Mr Tambo stated to those
businessmen who went to see him that
ANC would like to nationalise some of the
big conglomerates like Anglo-American
and Barlow and so on in South Africa; that
therefore they see a socialist future for us.
Now, I would say that that is an issue, of
course, which they have already decided,
that is the kind of pattern they would like
to see emerge. So if they are going to install
themselves by the gun, I do not see that
people have any democratic choice to
choose whether they go along with them
on that or not.

Mr Lester

218. Chief Minister, in 1979 in a meet-
ing with the ANC in London you were
ready to put your name to a declaration
which included the phrase “the banned
ANC and Inkatha who between them rep-
resent the Blacks”. Clearly from what you
have been saying things have changed since
then. Yet it has been repeatedly suggested
that, if there was an opportunity for all the
people in South Africa to vote openly for a
political leader, Nelson Mandela would be
elected. Now, do you agree with that
proposition and, if so, do you think it
reflects his personal popularity or the
strength of the ANC?

(Chief Buthelezi.) 1 do not quite under-
stand. Is that your opinion at the end, Mr
Lester? You seem to be quoting.

219, The ANC freqently suggested that
if there was one man one vote for a leader
in South Africa, Nelson Mandela would be
elected.

(Chief Buthelezi.) It may well be so.

220. Do you agree with that? If you do
not agree—
(Chief Buthelezi.) It may well be so, but
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I do not know how they reached that con-
clusion. 1 assume when South Africa is
liberated all population groups will have to
participate in a democratic election, and at
this point in time I cannot see how anyone
can be so categoric about who will be
elected. I would not mind if the Black and
White people of South Africa, in a demo-
cratic election, wanted Mr Mandela to be
our Jeader. I personally would not mind
serving under him as Head of State. But I
definitely reject the fact, much as I have
such warmth for him and though I feel
for him as a brother, that he should be
imposed, by anyone, on the rest of us
without an election. I made it clear that I
would not mind myself if he was the Head
of State, but to impose him like that is
something I reject.

221. Do you think it is right then for
Western governments to press for his
release?

(Chief Buthelezi.) In fact, I started press-
ing for it long before anyone ever thought
of it. In October I exchanged correspon-
dence with Mr P W Botha, although I am
alienated from him. In October 1 wrote
a long letter when Mr Mandela went to
hospital and said, since I knew as a poli-
tician he might lose face by insisting on the
renunciation of violence, that now that Mr
Mandela was ill he had a very good excuse
for releasing him. Because I feel personally
that, even 1f we did not have the state of
emergency, even if we did not have the
outbreaks of violence, even if the statement
of intent I am asking Mr P W Botha to
declare was declared as long as people like
Mr Mandela, Mr Sisulu, Mr Kathrada, Mr
Mbeki and others—Mr Zeph Mothopeng
of the PAC—are in jail, whatever comes
out of the wash cannot be the final solution,
because there is going to be a segment of
people who are going to say they would
have preferred a solution in which Mr
Mandela had an input.

Mr Harvey

222, Do you think there are any
differences between Mr Mandela and the
external leaders? Do you think Mr
Mandela is perhaps more moderate than
Mr Tambo and other leaders?

(Chief Buthelezi.) It depends what
“moderate” means. But I would think that
I have always respected Mr Mandela
because of his patriotism and because his
politics have always been realistic and he
has never despised ordinary people. We

know Inkatha is supported by ordinary
Black workers and peasants, and very often
many people look down on them and think
they arejust the scum who must be dictated
to. So I would think that one good example
which shows the difference between the
External Mission leaders and Mr Mandela,
is the fact that Mr Mandela does not con-
sider me to be political dirt to the extent
that in the past we have exchanged very
warm letters—even recently. In the
Sunday Times yesterday they published a
letter he wrote to me from Pollsmoor Jail
which was very warm, quite contrary to
the attitude of those in Lusaka with Mr
Tambo. The attitude is completely
different from that.

223. Are you satisified that the rioting
in the townships is co-ordinated by the
external leadership?

(Chief Buthelezi.) No, 1 think I should
not be forced to say they co-ordinate it. I
said earlier they do try to take advantage
of the existing discontent, because there
has been a down-swing in the economy.
And when this Government tried to
impose this tricameral system on the
people of South Africa, I warned then there
would be violence, in fact it led to Mr Botha
waving a finger in my face and saying
“Buthelezi, don’t try it!” as if I had said I
was going to try it, when in fact I was warn-
ing, because I knew what would happen. It
resulted in outbreaks of violence, exactly
as I predicted. That has happened. Now I
would say, therefore, just as in 1976 when
Mr Tambo claimed when the Soweto riots
broke out that it was ANC and it was not
them—we knew how the whole thing
started, when he is claiming this at the
moment. Of course, it is true that, as I
stated earlier, there have been broadcasts
which they have beamed at South Africa
urging young people to band themselves
together to kill town councillors, to kill all
those whom they call collaborators and so
on. But Mr Tambo’s press statements in
the last week or so were very, very clear
also on this; that there are people that must
be killed amongst Black people, the error
of the Black people has been caused by
apartheid itself. Secondly, the down-swing
in the economy has caused this. One must
take this fact into account, that half the
population of South Africa—half the Black
population, 50 per cent of that popula-
tion——consists of people of 15 years of age
and younger. Then you can see the
problems there. We have young people
who need education and who need jobs
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soon and, therefore in the present current
down-swing of the economy, these people
can easily be used by anybody for whatever

purpose.

Mr Lawrence

224, Chief, since you are so strongly
opposed to violence, except in the very last
resort, do you think it is unreasonable of
the South African Government not to
release Nelson Mandela until he says that
he will not resort to violence?

(Chief Buthelezi.) Sir, 1 think it is
unreasonable myself because the con-
tinued incarceration of Mr Mandela in
itself would generate more violence from
my point of view and I do not see, with the
security they have, what Mr Mandela can
do in fact if he comes out.

225, He can inspire the ANC to further
acts of violence.

(Chief Buthelezi.) But that violence by
the ANC has not got a snowball’s chance
in hell against the régime and the army and
so on. They have not even used a fraction
of what they can use.

MTr Spearing

226. Chief, we have heard of your rela-
tions with the ANC and PAC and the
SABA, but could you tell us a little more
of your relations with the UDF? In your
speech on 29 September you suggested that
they were in ivory towers, but you also
said just now in your introduction that you
thought they had the aim of making the
state ungovernable?

(Chiet Buthelezi.) I am not speaking for
them—this is what they say themselves.
They do want to make the country
ungovernable. When there were strikes last
year many spokesmen of the UDF did say
they were not concerned about using the
labour to settle problems between labour
and management, but they aimed to use
the labour in strikes to make the country
ungovernable. That was stated by the lead-
ership of UDF themselves.

227. But would you not make a distinc-
tion between that sort of action, which may
be putting internal pressure, if you like, on
an internal sanction, on an unjust govern-
ment, and violence? After all, was it not in
South Africa that Mr Gandhi started his
techniques against the local people, and
later in India, of non-violence?

(Chief Buthelezi. ) Lagree totally. In fact,
in South Africa I was the first Black leader

on record as saying it is not true that there
is nothing else left to do in the area of
non-violent strategy. I have said so. That
is why I do not support violence because I
have said Black people have not used their
worker power effectively, nor their con-
sumer power. You quoted Mr Gandhi.
Mahatma Gandhi did not use duress. He
did not, in fact, use force against other
people. He did not intimidate them. I am
a democrat. I believe once you have a phil-
osophy you offer it to people—just as you
gentlemen are elected on the basis of what
you offer to your electorate. I do not believe
people must be intimidated, killed and
annihilated, in other words, the use of
force, as has happened so far. The strategy
of “stay away” is a strategy which I believe
myself, if we were more unified, we could
use effectively to force the Whites to come
to the conference table, butI do not believe
you can use that in conjunction with viol-
ence. Black people have been dehumanised
by the violence of the State and of the
Whites for generations, I think it is a
tragedy that Black people should then do
exactly the same to other Black people, not
persuading them to follow a strategy but
forcing it on people and killing them. Con-
cerning consumer power that I referred to,
in certain parts of the country some people
tried to impose consumer power without
persuasion, and many pensioners and
other people were killed because they made
them drink detergents and eat soap. What-
ever they had bought they rammed it down
their throats. That is not how I believe
those strategies should be used. I think they
should be used as democratic strategies.

228. But looking from the outside it
would seem that some of the methods
which may have been used in America by
Martin Luther King are not so far from
those of the UDF. We might think there
was some possible linkage but you are tell-
ing us there is not, I assume?

(Chief Buthelezi.) No, because the civil
rights movement in America never used
violence against other Black people.

229. But are you saying the UDF, as
distinct from making the place ungovern-
able through passive resistance, also
advocates violence?

(Chief Buthelezi.) No,1am all for passive
resistance, but so far they have not used it
as it should be used. They have only used
force against other people and they have
actually had people killed if they did not
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fall in line. That is the only difference I
have with them.

230. Can you tell us about the rela-
tionships between Inkatha and the trade
unions. Do you have any linkage formally?

(Chief Buthelezi.) In the constitution of
Inkatha, as supplied to members of this
Committee! we have a provision for affilia-
tion for trade unmions but have never
insisted that trade unions affiliate to us.
There is only one trade union that is
affiliated to us, but even then we did not
encourage that because of the experience
with ANC, because SACTU as the trade
union was affiliated to the ANC and when
the Government took action against ANC,
SACTU was also affected. At the moment
we have many members of Inkatha who
are members of various trade unions. But
recently, when COSATU was launched in
Durban Mr Barayi, who is the President,
was at a rally when it was launched and
went out of his way to attack me for my
stance on sanctions and things like that,
and a lot of members of Inkatha came to
see me. He also said the new trade union
was going to align itself with ANC and
members of Inkatha were outraged by this
and they told me in a closed meeting that
in the speech he made he had no mandate
from members to talk like that. As a result
of their actions in the movement,
especially in the Natal region where there
are many trade unions, to which members
of Inkatha belong, they want to leave
COSATU because they say they are being
hijacked. I realise as a Black man that trade
unions also have to be used for political
problems and issues, but I do believe their
primary function at present is to act as the
mouthpiece for solving our problems of
labour and management. At the same time,
there are some members and political
organisations who eschew the back-
breaking job of organising people or poach-
ing the membership of trade unions.

Mr Mikardo

231. You were telling us earlier about
the enormous power of the State which has
not yet been used. You can do anything
with tanks and guns except dig gold and
dig coal. Is it not possible that COSATU
may be a more powerful force in ending
apartheid than either ANC or Inkatha?

(Chlef Buthelezi.) I do not know of any
single country in Southern Africa that was
ever liberated by trade unions—not one. It

! Not printed with this Evidence.

is true that the role of trade unions is very
important and crucial, but I do not know
of any single state that was liberated by
trade unions all by themselves without pol-
itical organisations working in conjunction
with them.

232. That was true in the past without a
doubt, but is there not a possibility that
COSATU may carry weight that none of
its predecessor trade unions could, to the
extent, for example, of bringing more
sectors of the economy to a halt?

(Chief Buthelezi,) We are in the area of
prophecy. I think your view is as good as
mine. I am not prepared to argue with you
because we are prophesying what is
without any precedent.

Mr Mikardo: I was not prophesying but
asking a question.

Mr Lester

233. Many of us apart from all the argu-
ment about sanctions believe the most
positive thing that could happen within
South Africa 1s if, through the trade union
movement, there was a massive spon-
taneous withdrawal of labour in the way
there was from Soweto to Johannesburg in
1976, and this is a tremendous internal
sanction that can be applied, as when the
three-day strike in Soweto stopped anyone
going to Johannesburg, Does one under-
stand from what you say about the coercion
people try to apply to the workers, that
there is not this spontaneous withdrawal
which can have a substantial effect?

(Chief Buthelezi.) This is the fact.

234. So there is the coercion, but there
is not this general feeling amongst the
people of South Africa that they can use
this weapon which is available?

(Chief Buthelezi,) In fact, it is the only
weapon they have,

235. Why are they not using it?
(Chief Buthelezi.) Because of these divi-
sions and this political faction fighting,

Chairman

236. Chief Minister, could you tell us
about your relations with the Progressive
Federal Party? This Committee heard Dr
van Zyl Slabbert. How close are you to his
views?

(Chief Buthelezi) 1 bhave always
respected the leadership of the Progressive
Federal Party because I regard them as the
conscience of White South Africa, so I
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always believe they have a very important
role as far as White South Africa is con-
cerned, and because I believe in a Black/
White future for the country. I also believe
alignments must be made now, so I have
always taken a stance. For instance, when
I opposed the tricameral parliamentary
system during the referendum I addressed
various White audiences throughout the
country, sometimes with Dr van Zyl
Slabbert, sometimes alone. We have a
committee of three people who meet regu-
larly with the Progressive Federal Party. In
August Dr van Zyl Slabbert was my guest
at an Inkatha Youth Conference at Ulundi
where he announced his intention of init-
iating a Convention Alliance, which I
supported immediately. Dr van Zyl
Slabbert was trying to initiate a Conven-
tion Alliance, because we have to try and
initiate a commitment. We have to create
a groundswell of people who are commit-
ted to sitting around the conference table
to resolve the problems of our country.
That was destroyed by ANC partly and also
the UDF because the ANC condemned it
and the UDF condemned it and, therefore,
both Dr van Zyl Slabbert and myself with-
drew as primary actors in it because we
wanted it to have a chance and did not
want to handicap it, as the UDF have done
with Inkatha and its relationship with the
Progressive Federal Party. So I do believe
that they have a role to play, particularly
amongst the Whites.

237. Could you clarify a little more,
because you have mentioned the subject
already, your relations with the Coloured
and Indian parties?

(Chief Buthelezi.) Sir, as I have said, in
Natal it is very strong. I would say that I
have a Coloured and an Indian constitu-
ency as I have my White constituents.
There are many Whites who want to join
Inkatha. I said they would be welcome
except that the Government has not yet
repealed the Population Registration Act.
Even as far as the Coloureds and Indians
are concerned, there are many who want
to join Inkatha. As far as my relations with
the Indians are concerned, when in August
there were some problems around the
Inanda area and also at the Gandhi settle-
ment where UDF-sponsored violence had
done the havoc it did in the Greater
Durban area in Black townships, there
were a lot of attacks on Indian homes and
shops in the Inada area. What happened
then was that some people tried to project
this as Inkatha violence, as a Zulu-Indo

riot, arepeat performance ofthe Indo-Zulu
riots of 1949, In fact, they were nothing of
the kind. So a day before I went to Israel,
on 9 August, I set up a meeting before I left
with the Indian leaders—Mr Chinsamy, a
colleague of mine in the Black Alli-
ance—and asked my righthand man Dr
Dhlomo to hold a meeting of Indians and
Africansin the Inanda area, which was very
successful. In fact, there were people even
abroad here—some people in the media
—who tried to project this as an Indo-Zulu
thing and it was not a thing of that kind.
In November, when I was in the United
States, on 16 November, the South African
Indian Academy honoured me with a very
prestigious award called the Nadaraja
Award, for what they called my contri-
bution towards better race relations in
South Africa.

238. You will agree that the South Afri-
can Government has a problem with the
parties on its right. To what extent do you
think that the HNP and the Conservative
parties in South Africa inhibit action by
the present South African Government?

(Chief Buthelezi.) 1 think, Mr Botha in
the first place disappoints me because he
was the man who came out and said he was
for reform, and I even went out of my way
to say to our people when he delivered his
famous “adapt or die” speech: “There has
never been a leading South African who
spoke in this language—Tlet’s give this man
a chance.” I said we must be patient, he
could not undo the damage of so many
centuries with the stroke of a pen. I was
verg disappointed when he went to the
halt-measures of the present stance with
Africans and the tricameral parliament,
because in fact he had an opportunity,
which no other White leader in South
Africa has had. The referendum showed he
enjoyed the broad support of Whites of all
the language groups, Afrikaans and
English, more than any other leader before
him. In my own region, the Natal region,
Whites gave 70 per cent support, so he was
the man who could have moved boldly
forward to get us out of the problem and
out of the violence. He is the man who
could go down in history as a statesman,
the biggest statesman of all the Heads of
State in South Africa, but he just has not
got that boldness which will make him go
down in history as a statesman. You know,
in some of the utterances he made in some
of the congresses last year he said some
good things, which many people have dis-
missed as cosmetic but which I did not
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myself dismiss as cosmetic. He talked
about abolishing the pass laws, influx
control—although he did not state how. He
stated Black people were not permanent in
87 per cent of the country, where all along
they had been regarded as temporary
sojourners. Frankly, I do not think Mr
Botha is threatened by the right wing, not
at all. I think that even the by-elections we
had last year proved it, when only
Sassolburg was won by the lunatic fringe
in the Herstigte Nationale Party. Even 1if
he lost 50 seats he could still go forward,
he could still move boldly. He could not
be toppled even if he lost 50 seats, he has
such massive support in the Parliament. It
is a shame he cannot take his courage in
both hands and get the country out of the
problem.

239. You think he should not be fright-
ened of his right wing but you think he i
frightened?

(Chief Buthelezi.) 1 think he tends to look
over his shoulder. You and I, Sir Anthony,
are politicians, and of course also turn to
look over one’s sholder now and then, but
I do not think one should overdo it—and
I think he is overdoing it.

Mr Thomas

240. Chief Buthelezi, could I ask you
something about KwaZulu? You are the
Chief Minister. Could you tell us briefly
something about your powers as Chief
Minister of what 1s described as a non-
independent homeland?

(Chief Buthelezi.) The authority I have
is limited in the sense that, because I reject
independence and fragmentatlon of the
country and of South African people, I do
not have foreign affairs, for instance, and I
do not have an army, for instance. But I
have departments such as the Department
of Education and Culture, over which we
have absolute jurisdiction. Our schools, in
fact, are attended by children from all over
South Africa. I have got a Department of
Agriculture and Forestry and a Depart-
ment of Economic Affairs, which I run
myself. I have a Department of Finance, a
Department of the Interior, a Department
of Justice, a Department of Health and
Welfare and a Department of Works.

241, What factors have led you to reject
the South African Government’s offer of
moving towards what they describe as full
independence?

(Chief Buthelezi.) Because I believe I am

entitled to the wealth of South Africa. 1
believe South Africa has become the won-
der of Africa and of the Third World
countries today because the economy of
South Africa in fact has been developed on
the backs of Blacks and I believe, therefore,

that we must have a share in the wealth of
the country and that our people, just like
Whites, have developed the country to
what it is. I will not be fobbed off with the
crumbs of the undeveloped part of South
éfrica by accepting so-called indepen-

ence.

242. Do you, for instance, think that
there is a possibility of a final solution to
the political problems of South Africa
involving a federal arrangement so long as
it is principally on geographical rather than
racial grounds?

(Chief Buthelezi.) Yes. 1am very pleased,
sir, that you have asked that question
because you know, being former subjects
of Britain we have tended to be brain-
washed into thinking everything made in
Britain, especially in Westminster Palace,
is ordained by God, so as South Africans—

Mr Mikardo

243. You should have been here last
week!

(Chief Buthelezi.) So we have always
striven for democracy & la Westminster
and in 1973 when I was asked to deliver a
memorial lecture—the Hoernle Memorial
Lecture—at the Cape Town Institute of
Race Relations, I publicly said it was high
time that we looked at a solution other than
democracy & la Westminster, for instance,
as a further formula for the country And
some people said even by daring to say so
I was already abandoning the struggle by
saying so, because they had grown to think
nothing else was good enough except that.
It is true, of course, the constitution, as
worked out in 1910 was good—all that
needed to be done was our inclusion
—whereas this abomination of a consti-
tution which we have now in fact makes
race the very cornerstone of the consti-
tution. I believe that a further formula
should be looked at by South Africa. In
fact, the Buthelezi Commission itself
makes the recommendation because when
it comments on the KwaZulu/Natal situ-
ation I thinkitisin the context ofa Western
solution for South Africa.

244, Could I go back to the ques-
tion of the homeland and whether 1t be
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independent as described by the South
African Government. Take, for instance,
Bophuthatswana. Is it right that in
Bophuthatswana there is no apartheid?

(Chief Buthelezi.) Yes, among the
people, yes.

245. What about KwaZulu?

(Chief Buthelezi.) There is none there
either. We do not have separate lavatories,
and so on.

246. You have a legislative assembly
but you do not make your own laws, is that
right?

(Chief Buthelezi) We are limited, of
course, but as a matter of fact we did have
a commission to look at all the—

247. Ifyou wereindependent you would
be able to pass the same laws as are passed
in Bophutswana and abolish apartheid.

(Chief Buthelezi.) Of course we would,
but the point is that we are still South
Africans.

248. Do you not think it might be a
move forward to greater participation in a
federal system later?

(Chief Buthelezi.) I think that whatever
good comes out of it is like a child born in
sin. A child born in sin is just as beautiful
as any other child, but it is still born in sin.

249. There have been suggestions, in
which you have been involved, that there
could be a joint KwaZulu and Natal
administration, What are the prospects of
that, and how might it fit into the prospect
of a settlement for the rest of South Africa?

(Chief Buthelezi.) In 1980 I set up the
Commission, and in 1982 when the report
was pubhshed the Central Government,
through Senator Horwood, leader of the
National Party in Natal, rejected the
recommendations of the Commission.
However, this attitude has now changed,
because in May, which was the first formal
meeting I had had with Mr Botha in four
and a half years, I was surprised to hear
him question one of his Ministers in these
terms: “How far have you and the Chief
Minister got in discussing the Buthelezi
Commission?” I could not believe it. There
are on-going discussions between my Cabi-
net, as distinct from myself, and members
of the Provincial Administration, who are
White, in Natal which have gone very far,
to the extent that they are now worklng
on a consensus document, which will be
presented to the Central Government to

allow us in KwaZulu to have, first, a joint
statutory administrative body. Therefore,
we believe that in the spirit of the Buthelez1
Commission we should move towards the
recommendations of the Commission, but
we must do it in phases. At present Mr
Heunis seems not to be hostile to the idea;
he is waiting to hear what is to be done.
There is a sense of urgency about it,
because what has happened is that the
Government of South Africa wants to abol-
ish the provincial system, which was part
and parcel of the constitution of the Union
of South Africa, and set up what they call
regional councils consisting of nominated
members. We reject it and say we are
elected as a legislature in KwaZulu and we
will not do business with nominees of Mr
Botha. We are trying to appeal to him to
have a moratorium as far as Natal is con-
cerned; we do not want abolition of the
system until we have got some consensus
on the issues. It has gone very far.

Mr Welsh

250. T am very interested to hear your
comments about the lack of work for
people in South Africa. To what extent do
you consider that the unrest and discontent
in South Africa is caused by economic
deprivation rather than political depri-
vation?

(Chief Buthelezi.) 1 think, as I stated
earlier, the downturn in the economy was
partly responsible for the rapid degener-
ation of the situation in South Africa.
There was unrest at the time of the election

- for the Indians to the tricameral Parlia-

ment; there were outbreaks of violence
amongst Coloureds, but then came the
down-swing in the economy which com-
pounded the problem. The down-swing in
the economy has made a very, very large
contribution to what is happening.

251. As big a contribution as the politi-
cal situation?

(Chief Buthelezi.) Apartheid is in the
centre of everything in South Africa, and
the problems of deprivation, have just
drawn the attention of the Black popu-
lation to their deprivation, economic and
political.

252. The economic one has increased
the political one?
(Chief Buthelezi.) Yes.

253. With regard to the violence in
South Africa, do you think the South
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African Government will be able to con-
tain the on-going violence, or will it get
worse in the coming months?

(Chief Buthelezi.) It depends on what
Mr Botha does next week, because I had a
meeting with the mediator, Dr Leutwiler
of Switzerland, last Sunday. He came to
Ulundi last Sunday. He had seen Mr Botha
and he was informed that Mr Botha was
going to make a very important statement
when opening Parliament. One can hope
against hope that there will be no such a
statement, but I find it helps my heart not
to be optimistic.

254, In place of violence, do you think a
significant political change can come about
peacefully in South Africa?

(Chief Buthelezi.) Yes. What makes me
believe there will be non-violent change in
South Africa is that in my 57 years of life I
have realised that Black people have
acquired a lot of bargaining power from
economic prosperity. Whereas in the past
the Government did not allow Blacks to
perform certain jobs—you know there
were job reservations—economic reality
has caused it to fall away to the extent that
participation by Blacks in the trade union
movement has come about and has
increased buying power, and mobility of
Blacks in the political field has increased
interdependence between Blacks and
Whites. If this is allowed to happen more
and more it will not be difficult to extend
it to political interdependence. That is why
I say we need massive and sustained econ-
omic growth in South Africa for the
purpose of change; that is why I say

sanctions cannot solve the problem for us.
There is a big weapon in our hands the
moment you create more jobs for people.
Economists say that at the present rate the
country’s economic growth is only 3 per
cent; we need something like 5 per cent
economic growth. To create that,
economists say we need to generate capital,
90 per cent of which comes from South
Africa and 10 per cent of which must come
from outside.

255. The Progressive Federal Party
leader has proposed a national convention
to draw up a new constitution. Taking your
comments earlier, you would be totally in
favour of such a convention to draw up a
constitution for South Africa?

(Chief Buthelezi,) Quite; I have been
committed to it for many, many years.

Mr Spearing

256. But that would depend on a
majority, and it would dépend on Mr
Botha saying, “Yes, I will do it” (which
might or might not be likely). Is there not
another possibility? I have noticed that
most of the legislation introduced under
the apartheid policy—not all—is disap-
pearing, or is on the way, and the principle
of apartheid appears to have become very
heavily eroded. Is there no possibility of
Mr Botha being bold enough to go one
stage further in acknowledging that fact by
proposing in some suitable form, even
under the constitution, the trial of univer-
sal franchise with one man one vote in
a non-discriminatory government in one
part of the country? I know it would not
mean getting rid of apartheid by smashing
it up entirely, but would it not be a bold
step his majority would go with him for, as
you mentioned earlier?

(Chief Buthelezi) If he allowed
KwaZulu/Natal to get on with it, it would
give him a breathing space, and also it
would be a pilot project which could be
shown to the conservative members dem-
onstrating that the heavens will not cave in
when he shares power.

Mr Harvey

257. You have reiterated your oppo-
sition to sanctions. Is this because you
think sanctions will not work, or because
you do not think they are necessary, or
because you think they are positively
harmful to the cause of Black South
Africans?

(Chief Buthelezi.) I do myself believe
that it would compound the problem of
poverty, because there is massive poverty
amongst Blacks in South Africa. I have
learnt a lesson in some parts of South
Africa. In the past, you remember, as a
student at the university we created mar-
tyrs of some of the great South African
patriots like Dr Nnamdi Azikiwe and Dr
Kwame Nkrumah. Often we used with
exuberance to quote “Seek ye first the
political kingdom and all these other things
will be added on to you”. But we have
learnt from the experience of South
Africa—for instance, if you look at
Mozambique—that that dictum does not
really work. Therefore, for liberation to
have a meaning for the ordinary people,
you must improve their quality of life. You
cannot have a situation where you destroy
the economy of the country, because who-
ever runs the country will have problems



98 MINUTES OF EVIDENCE TAKEN BEFORE

20 January 1986]

Cuier M G BUTHELEZI

[Continued

[Mr Harvey Contd.]

if the country’s economy is destroyed. If
you look at the population growth amongst
Black people, at three per cent, then that is
already very high, as you can see it. It seems
to me that the more poor they are, the
more—as you see in every poverty situa-
tion—they produce more and more kids to
compound poverty. So for the first reason
I think that in Inkatha we believe that we
should not conduct our strategy in such a
way that we destroy the foundations for
the future. That is why I am opposed to
sanctions, for that reason. Secondly, I do
not even think that sanctions will work
myself, because I notice that, during the
Rhodesian problem, there was such cheat-
ing by the West that even if someone
assures me that human nature has changed,
then maybe I can consider it. However,
with the cheating that took place then, even
by Russia as the big champion of human
rights from the point of view of Africa, Iam
satisfied that the international community
would not do it. At the same time, of
course, I do accept that the threat of
sanctions and the threat of violence do
have a role in change, but when this is
overplayed, then I think it is destructive.

258. So you are not ruling out the
eventual use of sanctions, if progress is not
made by the South African government?

(Chief Buthelezi.) I am sorry?

259. You are not ruling out the eventual
possible use of sanctions?

(Chief Buthelezi.) 1 say that you have
already played your part. I think the
pressure of EEC partial sanctions and
President Reagan’s partial sanctions are as
far as you can go. I think that the threat is
already there. I do not think that you
should overplay your hand in it, because
then it would be destructive. I believe that
it would be completely destructive. At the
same time, though, I must make it clear for
the record that I do realise that in many
countries this is a domestic political issue.
I do also accept that if the British people,
or if the Furopeans, or if the Americans
want to be purer than pure, by distancing
themselves from South Africa through
sanctions, it is not for me to tell them not
to do that, if it will salve their consciences.
However, if they are doing it because they
are concerned agout us as victims of apart-
heid, then they must take seriously what I
am saying. .

260. Would you agree that recent econ-
omic pressure has been one of the forces

that has made Mr Botha make such moves
towards political progress as he has
already?

(Chief Buthelezi.) That is why I said I
applauded what President Reagan did, and
also the EEC partial sanctions; [ applauded
them publicly in South Africa—that they
should send some signals to him. However,
I do not think that you should overplay
your hand there, because if you do then
you destroy the whole thing again.

261. Sointhe same context you presum-

ably support the Commonwealth’s
decision to send its Eminent Persons
Group?

(Chief Buthelezi.) I do support that 100
per cent. I have already said—even when
I talked to the Prime Minister, Mrs
Thatcher, here last year, I said this—that
Britain, because of her past history, if I may
say so, needs to act at some point as the
honest broker in that situation.

262. Have you met, orare you expecting
to meet, members of the Commonwealth
Group?

(Chief Buthelezi.) One Ambassador has
already advised me that he has spoken to
some of them about meeting with me too,
yes.

Mr Mikardo

263. Are you optimistic that they may
be able to achieve something worth while?

(Chief Buthelezi.) I think so, in the sense
of more flies being caught with honey than
with vinegar!

Mr Lawrence

264. About two years ago, when I was
in South Africa, practically no grouping
thought that economic sanctions were a
good idea, except the ANC. Now nearly
everybody seems to think that economic
sanctions would be a good idea in South
Africa. Is that view likely to be permanent,
or is there some activity, short of the
immediate repeal of apartheid, which the
South African Government can engage in,
which would bring people round to think-
ing along your lines (that economic
sanctions would not be a good idea for
the benefit of the poorer Black South
Afn'cansis)?

(Chief Buthelezi.} I want to say for the
record that it is just not true that Black
people in their tens of thousands have ever
called for economic sanctions. That is just
not true. However, I do know why you say
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s0, because there have been more voices
like those from the SACC. Some trade
unions have also spoken in favour of it,
because some of them come to Europe,
they go to Brussels and the ICFTU and
they are promised funding, provided they
espouse the sanctions view. This is what
has happened in the South African Council
of Churches. More than 90 per cent of this
comes from churches in Europe who have
always been in favour of sanctions, and
they are told that they must toe the line if
they are going to get money from there.
It is just not true that the people call for
sanctions. I have addressed meetings
attended by tens of thousands of people in
Soweto, in the heartland of industrialised
South Africa, and not once, when 1
addressed the issue, have people massively
said they call for sanctions. I would chal-
lenge anyone who said that Black people
want sanctions, to go to the pass office in
Johannesburg, to go to the pass office in
Cape Town, in Durban and other cities,
and see how many hundreds of Black
people are queuing up for jobs there, I think
that when Black people queue up for jobs
in these pass offices they are voting with
their feet for more investment and for jobs.

Mr Mikardo

265. Did I mishear you? I thought you
said that the World Council of Churches
tells recipient organisations that their get-
ting assistance is conditional upon their
supporting sanctions. Is that what you
said?

(Chief Buthelezi.) I am saying so. I am
saying so, because I know this area very
well, because as a Christian over the years
I have met church agencies and church-
related organisations in Europe and
America, and I know that this is their song.
I know that the World Council of
Churches, for example, at the insistance of
the South African Council of Churches, at
this meeting which produced the Harare

Declaration in November, supported
sanctions and wanted stay-aways. The
South African Council of Churches is an
amalgam of various churches that are
affiliated to it, but those various churches
still govern through their synods; it is not
a legislature for churches. Therefore, they
have no right really to speak for churches
and for individual members, even at parish
level or at synod level, because the legis-
lative bodies . of churches—various
churches affiliated—are still synods of
those churches, and not a single one of
those synods has ever said that it wants
sanctions.

Chairman

266. Chief Buthelezi, you told us that
you thought that the role of the British
Government might be to act as an honest
broker. Do you think the time is now for
that, or under what circumstances should
it best arise?

(Chief Buthelezi.) When I spoke to the
Prime Minister I thought the time was
now. I mean that for all of us who would
like the situation resolved without blood-
shed, or with as little bloodshed as possible,
I think the time is now, because I believe
that the cumulative effect of various things
is the thing that will break the camel’s back.

267. Perhaps we had better wait for the
Eminent Persons Group to report first, do
you think?

(Chief Buthelezi.) 1 accept that as well.

268. Chief Minister, thank you very
much for coming. It has been a very
interesting time. We realise what a large
amount of effort and time you have spent
with us. We are very grateful for the infor-
mation you have given us. Thank you very
much indeed.

(Chief Buthelezi.) Thank you, sir, and
your Committee, for the privilege of shar-
1ng this with you.
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LEGISLATIVE UPDATE

Contra Aid Setback

President Reagan’s policy in Central
America suffered another setback on
April 31 when supporters of the the pol-
icy failed to gather enough support to
force a new House vote on military aid
to the contras. Supporters of the aid
package needed to gather 218 signatures
on a “discharge petition” to force the
contra aid issue back to the House floor
on May [2—but failed to do so. The
House will not now have an opportunity
to vote on the issue until June.

The House first rejected the President’s
request on March 20. The Senate then
passed a modified version of the aid
package which was returned to the House
floor on April 16, where it was con-
sidered as an amendment to an appro-
priations bill that President Reagan had
threatened to veto. Supporters of the
package also feared that opponents such
as Reps. Dave McCurdy (D-OK) and
Michael Barnes (D-MD) would succeed
in passing amendments that would dilute
the aid request or even bar any aid from
reaching the anti-Sandinista resistance.
Supporters, wishing to avoid such amend-
ments and seeking to vote on the aid
package as a separate piece of legislation,
attempted to secure a discharge petition.
This would have by-passed efforts by the
Democratic leadership of the House to
block the package and bring the issue to
the House floor. With the failure of that
petition, some advocates of the proposal
now acknowledge that the prospects for
passage of the aid request appear increas-

ingly poor.
Defense Funds, Foreign Aid, Cut

House Budget Committee Democrats
are proposing deep cuts in the adminis-
tration’s defense and foreign aid requests
as part of a strategy to achieve a budget
deficit of $144 billion for 1987, the target
specified by the Gramm-Rudman deficit-
reduction legislation.

The Democrats’ plan would set defense
appropriations for 1987 at an estimated

$282 billion—$38 billion less than Presi-

dent Reagan’s request. This means that
by 1989, new defense budget authority
would be $303.4 billion, or just $2.5 bil-

lion more than the Senate-proposed level
for 1987.
The cuts made in foreign-aid requests,

‘ though smaller in dollar terms, are still

significant, Budget Committee Democrats
reportedly rejected an amendment backed
by the American Israel Public Affairs
Committee (AIPAC) to restore $400 mil-
lion included in the Senate budget reso-
lution. Currently, the House Democratic
proposal would provide an estimated
$13.8 billion in foreign aid during 1987 —
$2.7 billion less than the President’s
request and $1.3 billion less than current
spending as estimated by the House For-
eign Affairs Committee.

CIVIL RIGHTS
COMMISSION
CONTROVERSY

On April 23rd, U.S. Civil Rights Com-
mission vice chairman, Morris B. Abram,
criticized a General Accounting Office
(GAO) audit of the Commission which
he called “part of a larger effort to dis-
credit the Commission because our ideas
are unacceptable”.

The GAO’s audit, requested by Rep.
Don Edwards (D-CA), chairman of the
House Judiciary subcommittee on civil
and constitutional rights, charged the
Commission with mismanagement and
improper political hiring.

Supported by Commission Chairman,

Clarence M. Pendleton, Jt., Abram re-——

sponded that the GAO had relied on
“innuendo” in its report. Abram said that
the real reason for the audit and the
harassment was the Commission’s oppo-
sition to racial quotas. “The real subject
of this dispute is over equality of oppor-
tunity versus equality of results. The real
issue here . . . is the struggle between the
fair shakers, who started the civil rights
movement, and the social engineers who
presume to speak for it.” The GAO re-
ports were triggered, he maintained, be-
cause “the social engineers have lost their
ideological monopoly of the Commis-
sion.”

Citing accusations that Pendleton had
made inflammatory remarks, Abram
asked why these accusations were not
raised when Commissioner Mary Berry
characterized Chairman Pendleton, At-

torney General Edwin Meese, and Assist-
ant Attorney General William Bradford
Reynolds as having “bigotry dripping
from their lips.” “Where are these sanc-
timonious guardians of public discourse
when Congressman Parren Mitchell or
others call Chairman Pendleton ‘a low-
level kind of houseboy’ or ‘Uncle Tom?’”
Abram asked.

They look the other way, he suggested,
because these speakers, no matter how
inflammatory their rhetoric, have “the |
correct social engineering ideas.” The
GAO report, he claimed, was simply an-
other example “of heavy-handed attempts
at legislative interference with an inde-
pendent commission because of its ideas.”

ANTI-TERRORISM BILL
PROPOSED

On April 17th, Reps. Joe Barton (R-
TX), Bob Livingston (R-LA), and Dun-
can Hunter (R-CA) introduced a bill
which clarifies presidential authority and
strengthens the President’s hand in deal-
ing with terrorism. Identical legislation is
being introduced in the Senate by Sena-
tors Robert Dole (R-KS) and Jeremiah
Denton (R-AL).

The sponsors of the bill state that ter-
rorism is the number—one threat to the
safety and well-being of American citi-
zens. While diplomatic efforts and eco-
nomic sanctions must be part of an
overall anti-terrorism policy, the spon-
sors assért that thestavenues are ot suf-
ficient in themselves. “Terrorism can be
discouraged” they say, “only if terrorists
believe that the President has a full range
of anti-terrorism options and the ability
to act promptly with the backing of
Congress.”

Although the legislation gives the Pres-
ident no new authority, it seeks to clarify
—particularly to terrorists—that he has
the power to act “with all appropriate
means, including deadly force.” The reso-
lution defines as terrorists not only those
who pull the trigger or detonate the bomb,
but also those who “organize, lead, fund
and support terrorists.” In other words,
all those involved in the terrorist net-
work, including governments that openly
and actively promote and support terror-
ism as an instrument of policy, will be
held accountable.













Bulleting

CAPITAL W ire

LEGISLATIVE UPDATE
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President Reagan’s policy in Central
America suffered another setback on
April 31 when supporters of the the pol-
icy failed to gather enough support to
force a new House vote on military aid
to the contras. Supporters of the aid
package needed to gather 218 signatures
on a “discharge petition” to force the
| _contra aid issue back to the House floor
on May 12—but failed to do so. The
House will not now have an opportunity
to vote on the issue until June.

The House first rejected the President’s
request on March 20. The Senate then
passed a modified version of the aid
package which was returned to the House
floor on April 16, where it was con-
sidered as an amendment to an appro-
priations bill that President Reagan had
threatened to veto. Supporters of the
package also feared that opponents such
as Reps. Dave McCurdy (D-OK) and
Michael Barnes (D-MD) would succeed
in passing amendments that would dilute
the aid request or even bar any aid from
reaching the anti-Sandinista resistance.
Supporters, wishing to avoid such amend-
ments and seeking to vote on the aid
package as a separate piece of legislation,
attempted to secure a discharge petition.
This would have by-passed efforts by the
Democratic leadership of the House to
block the package and bring the issue to

petition, some advocates of the proposal
now acknowledge that the prospects for
passage of the aid request appear increas-

ingly poor.
Defense Funds, Foreign Aid, Cut

House Budget Committee Democrats
are proposing deep cuts in the adminis-
tration’s defense and foreign aid requests
as part of a strategy to achieve a budget
deficit of $144 billion for 1987, the target
specified by the Gramm-Rudman deficit-
reduction legislation.

The Democrats’ plan would set defense
appropriations for 1987 at an estimated
$282 billion—$38 billion less than Presi-
dent Reagan’s request. This means that
by 1989, new defense budget authority
would be $303.4 billion, or just $2.5 bil-

T the House floor. With the failuré of that -

lion more than the Senate-proposed level
for 1987.

The cuts made in foreign-aid requests,
though smaller in dollar terms, are still
significant. Budget Committee Democrats
reportedly rejected an amendment backed
by the American Isracl Public Affairs
Committee (AIPAC) to restore $400 mil-
lion included in the Senate budget reso-
lution. Currently, the House Democratic
proposal would provide an estimated
$13.8 billion in foreign aid during 1987 —

-7 billion less than the President’s
request and $1.3 billion less than current
spending as estimated by the House For-
eign Affairs Committee.

CIVIL RIGHTS
COMMISSION
CONTROVERSY

On April 23rd, U.S. Civil Rights Com-
mission vice chairman, Morris B. Abram,
criticized a General Accounting Office
(GAO) audit of the Commission which
he called “part of a larger effort to dis-
credit the Commission because our ideas
are unacceptable”.

The GAO’s audit, requested by Rep.
Don Edwards (D-CA), chairman of the
House Judiciary subcommittee on civil
and constitutional rights, charged the
Commission with mismanagement and
improper political hiring.

Supported by Commission Chairman,
Clarence M. Pendleton; Jr., Abram re-
sponded that the GAO had relied on
“innuendo” in its report. Abram said that
the real reason for the audit and the
harassment was the Commission’s oppo-
sition to racial quotas. “The real subject
of this dispute is over equality of oppor-
tunity versus equality of results. The real
issue here . . . is the struggle between the
fair shakers, who started the civil rights
movement, and the social engineers who
presume to speak for it.” The GAO re-
ports were triggered, he maintained, be-
cause “the social engineers have lost their
ideological monopoly of the Commis-
sion.”

Citing accusations that Pendleton had
made inflammatory remarks, Abram
asked why these accusations were not
raised when Commissioner Mary Berry
characterized Chairman Pendleton, At-

torney General Edwin Meese, and Assist-
ant Attorney General William Bradford
Reynolds as having “bigotry dripping
from their lips.” “Where are these sanc-
timonious guardians of public discourse
when Congressman Parren Mitchell or
others call Chairman Pendleton ‘a low-
level kind of houseboy’ or ‘Uncle Tom?*”
Abram asked.

They look the other way, he suggested,
because these speakers, no matter how
inflammatory their rhetoric, have “the
correct social engineering ideas.” The
GAO report, he claimed, was simply an-
other example “of heavy-handed attempts
at legislative interference with an inde-
pendent commission because of its ideas.”

ANTI-TERRORISM BILL
PROPOSED

On April 17th, Reps. Joe Barton (R-
TX), Bob Livingston (R-LA), and Dun-
can Hunter (R-CA) introduced a bill
which clarifies presidential authority and
strengthens the President’s hand in deal-
ing with terrorism. Identical legislation is
being introduced in the Senate by Sena-
tors Robert Dole (R-KS) and Jeremiah
Denton (R-AL).

The sponsors of the bill state that ter-
rorism is the number—one threat to the
safety and well-being of American citi-
zens. While diplomatic efforts and eco-
nomic sanctions must be part of an
overall anti-terrorism policy, the spon-

-——sors-assert that-these aventes are not suf-

ficient in themselves. “Terrorism can be
discouraged” they say, “only if terrorists
believe that the President has a full range
of anti-terrorism options and the ability
to act promptly with the backing of
Congress.”

Although the legislation gives the Pres-
ident no new authority, it seeks to clarify
—particularly to terrorists—that he has
the power to act “with all appropriate
means, including deadly force.” The reso-
lution defines as terrorists not only those
who pull the trigger or detonate the bomb,
but also those who “organize, lead, fund
and support terrorists.” In other words,
all those involved in the terrorist net-
work, including governments that openly
and actively promote and support terror-
ism as an instrument of policy, will be
held accountable.
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Saudi Arms
Stalled

On May 6th and 7th, Congress de-
feated . the administration’s proposal to
sell $354 million worth of Stinger, Side-
winder and Harpoon missiles to Saudi
Arabia. The Senate voted 73-22 and the
House 356-62 to block the sale, more
than the two-thirds needed to over-ride a
presidential veto. The administration is
seeking the sale in an effort to demon-
strate American commitment to Saudi
.security and deter Iranian aggression
against Saudi Arabia.

This effort to defeat the arms sale
included some of the strongest suppor-
ters of the administration. Republican
senators James Abdnor (SD), William
Armstrong (CO), Jesse Helms (NO),
Mack Mattingly (GA), Don Nickles
(OK) and Steve Symms (ID), and 28 of
32 House Republican freshmen voted to
defeat the package.

This unprecedented defeat of an arms
sale to an Arab government came even
though the Israeli government, American
Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC)
and the Conference of Presidents of
Major Jewish Organizations were not
actively opposing the sale. Having suc-

ceeded in convincing the administration
to remove more threatening elements of
the package, such as sophisticated fighter
aircraft and tanks, the principal pro-Israel
groups dropped further active involve-
ment. .

However, substantial opposition had
already developed among pro-Israel
members of Congress, and continued to
gather strength under its own momen-
tum. Those leading the effort against the
sale, most notably Senators Alfonse
D’Amato (R-NY), Bob Packwood (R-
OR) and Alan Cranston (D-CA) con-

tinued to work for the sale’s defeat even:

after Israel and the major pro-Israel
organizations ceased their efforts to block
congressional approval of the package.

A further reason for the strength of
congressional opposition to a sale at this
time is the recent increase in Arab terror-
ist attacks against the United States and
its allies. With Saudi Arabia maintaining
close ties with both Libya and the PLO,
sentiment on Capitol Hill was not favor-
able to the Saudis’ request for U.S. arms.

Despite the Israeli government’s view
that the Saudi package “was not worth
fighting,” a number of pro-Israel political
action committees (PACs), organizations
such as the Zionist Organization of
America, Hadassah, and the Union of
Orthodox Jewish Congregations, and
some leading members of the Jewish
community, lobbied against the sale.

Their efforts created a perception among
legislators that, despite the lack of oppo-
sition on the part of the organized Jew-
ish leadership, opposition to the sale was
strong among American Jews. Concerned

that they not alienate their Jewish con-
stituents in an election year, 23 of 29
senators facing re-election in November
voted against the sale. '

While congressional opposition was

growing, however, the administration did
not mount a high-level effort to gain pas-
sage for the sale during the 30-day period
leading up to the congressional vote.
With the Tokyo economic summit, the
battle for “contra” aid, and efforts to
deal with Libya and international terror-
ism underway, the Saudi missile sale
was, understandably, not at the top of
the administration’s agenda.

Nevertheless, President Reagan is now
expected to veto the resolution disapprov-
ing the sale. The resolution will then be
returned to Congress where a two-thirds
majority in each house will be required
to over-ride the presidential veto.

In an effort to ensure that his veto is
sustained, the President has begun work
to persuade some of the senators who
voted against the sale that the package
should, indeed, proceed. The administra-
tion needs to persuade only seven of the
73 senators who opposed the sale to
change their votes for the veto to be sus-
tained and the sale approved.

U.S. Power y continued from page I

It also demonstrated that the American
people will strongly support military
action when their patience has been
exhausted and alternatives yield no resuit.

Opinion polls taken since the strike
show that an overwhelming majority of
Americans—79 percent—approve of the
President’s action, 76 percent approve of
the President’s handling of foreign policy
overall, while on Capitol Hill, leaders of
both parties have hurried to support the
strike. Such popular backing serves fur-
ther to reinforce the perception that the
U.S. armed forces are a credible tool of
Anierican foreign policy that can and
will be used when necessary.

The air strike may not bring an im-
mediate end to Qaddafi’s sponsorship of
terrorism. But by acting when talking no
longer proved a reasonable alternative,
the Reagan administration has put Qad-

dafi and his allies in Damascus, Teheran

and even in Moscow, on notice that the
United States will defend itself when at-
tacked.

The Kremlin has recognized the impli-
cations of the American action. Unwill-
ing to risk a confrontation with a U.S.
administration committed to the defense
of its citizens, the Soviet Union withdrew
its ships frem Libyan ports, and allowed
the American strike to proceed unhin-
dered by Soviet forces. In the face of
American determination to fight the ter-
rorism that the Kremlin had encouraged,
the Soviet Union pulled back. The price
of confrontation was simply too high.

It is instructive that Israel, the nation
with the greatest experience in combat-
ting terrorism, was among the few U.S.
allies to give unequivocal support the
President. The Israclis recognize that
appeasement and weakness serve only to
embolden one’s adversary.

Despite the reticence of most of our
other allies, the strike against a declared

- enemy of “America, Great Britain and

NATO,” will engender the recognition by
friend and foe alike, that America will
not engage in appeasement, but can and
will use her power in defense of freedom.
This recognition will be particularly reas-

suring to friends of Israel. The demon-
stration of American willingness to use
force in the Middle East will send a
strong message to any adversary of
Israel, that the Israeli people can look
for, and receive, U.S. support in the
event of a conflict in the region.

America has now reached, if not the
end of the post-Vietnam era of paralysis,
then at least the beginning of the end.
April 14th, 1986, will be remembered as
a glad day for democracy.
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Bulletiné

Jewish Apologists for
Anti-Semitism

Nicaraguan Jews who fled their coun-
try when the Sandinistas came to power
assert that the Sandinista regime is anti-
Semitic and anti-Israel. Jewish leaders
representing organizations such as the
Anti-Defamation League, the American

—Jewish Committee and the National Jew=

ish Coalition, have accepted their testi-
mony. However, the New Jewish Agenda
and New York rabbi, Balfour Brickner,
deny accounts of these eyewitnesses,
adopting the Sandinista line that Jews
fled not because they were persecuted as
Jews, but because they were supporters
of ousted dictator Anastasio Somoza.

Nicaraguan Jews deny that they sup-
ported Somoza. Most were either neutral
or supportive of efforts to move Nicara-
gua toward democracy. Sarita Kellerman,
a native Nicaraguan, says that she felt
safe returning to her country after the
revolution because the Sandinista govern-
ment had promised the people “true de-
mocracy, human rights, social justice.

Brickner, who visited Nicaragua after
almost all of the small Jewish commu-
nity had left, said of assertions that the
community was non-political, “That’s just
a damn lie.” His information is based on
discussions with Sandinistas.

Fred Luft, former secretary of the
Nicaraguan Jewish community, reports
that most Jews fled out of fear for their
personal safety—fear stimulated by the
1978 firebombing of the Managua syn-
agogue, telephone threats, carbombings
and anti-Semitic graffiti on homes and
businesses.

Oscar Kellerman was worshipping in-
side the synagogue when it was fire-
bombed. When he and others tried to
escape the burning building, they were
met by gunmen who identified themselves
as Sandinistas. “If you don’t go back we
will kill you. What Hitler started, we will
finish,” he quoted one as saying.

According to Brickner, this incident
represents, at worst, the actions “of a
small gang of excited supporters of the
revolution . . . “When questioned about
the event, Brickner snapped: “I dont

want to argue about that ... nobody
really knows what happened. I suggest to
you that what happened is different than
what they report.”

Brickner is not concerned that the
Sandinista-approved newspaper, Nuevo
Diario; has referred to—“synagoegues of
Satan” and denounced Jews “who ...
massacre the Palestinian people without

Brickner is

dedicated to the
radical left, not
Judaism and the

Jewish people.
|

mercy.” He is not concerned that the
PLO maintains an “embassy” in Mana-
gua, that the Sandinistas provide PLO
members with Nicaraguan passports to
facilitate terrorism, nor that Sandinistas
participated in PLO attacks against Jews
in Israel and Europe during the 1970s.

Brickner continues to believe Nicaraguan
Foreign Minister Miguel D’Escoto, who
claims that the regime is “neither anti-
Semitic nor anti-Israel.”

Sarita Kellerman is surprised that
Nicaraguan Jews have not received more
support from American Jews. “We are
one people, and therefore we have one
destiny . . . What happens to a Jew in
any place in the world is bound to
happen to every Jew any place in the
world if you let it happen.”

Unfortunately, Rabbi Brickner does
not accept this view. He has cast off his
Jewish mantle, donning that of an apol-
ogist for the overt anti-Semitism of a
regime- which he admires. Brickner has
chosen to take the word of Sandinista
officials, who understandably deny alle-
gations of anti-Semitism, rather than
that of the many Jewish victims of San-
dinista persecution.

Brickner’s willingness to ignore the
human rights abuses of the Sandinistas is
consistent with his world view. While he
apologizes for Sandinista anti-Semitism,
he also sympathizes with those who
accuse Israel of persecuting the Palesti-
nian people. According to a 1985 New
York Times article, Brickner’s synagogue
invited Mohammed Milhem, a member
of the PLO Executive Committee, to
speak to its congregation.

Rabbi Brickner has dedicated himself
to the causes of the radical left rather
than to Judaism and the Jewish people.
It is time that the Jewish community
repudiate those, like Brickner, who are
prepared to sacrifice Jewish security and
welfare to advance their own political
agendas.

- C.G.
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FACING UP TO TERRORISM

"Self-defense is not only our right
it is our duty."

President Ronald Reagan
April 14, 1986

A very specific series of recent terrorist bombings and land-mine explosions which
killed women, children and other innocent bystanders in South Africa formed the
basis for the actions against terrorist sanctuaries in Zimbabwe, Botswana and Zambia
carried out today by the South African Defense Force.

These terrorist incidents include the following:
1. In December of last year, four children and two women were killed by a land-
mine on a farm near the Zimbabwe-South African border.

2. On December 9, eight people were severely injured when a bomb exploded at a
post office in Durban.

3. On December 23, a bomb in the Sanlam Shopping Mall in Durban killed two
children and three aduits who were Christmas shopping.

4. On April 3, a land-mine explosion near Breyten crushed both legs of a passen-
ger in a taxi, Mr Moshuloane, and lacerated the body of the taxi driver, Mr
Ndluli. The same day another land-mine explosion destroyed a vehicle carrying
black farm workers in the same area, causing numerous injuries. ‘
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In addition to these deaths and casualities from bombings and land-mines, two very

recent incidents highlighted terrorists' use of sanctuaries in neighboring countries:

1. As reported in the New York Times of May 19, a large arms cache containing

°  land-mines, assault rifles and explosives manufactured in the Soviet bloc was

discovered near Johannesburg se’veral days ago. These arms were smuggled
into South Africa from neighboring states for use in terrorist actions.

2. Recently, twelve terrorists were apprehended at the Athens Airport attempting
to board a flight to Harare, the capital of Zimbabwe. Shortly before, this
group had been in Libya where its' members received specialized training in
terror actions, and were directed to go to Zimbabwe to receive orders and

equipment for terrorist missions inside South Africa.

Over the last several months, South Africa has communicated to Zimbabwe, Botswana
and Zambia its deep concern over these incidents. South Africa attempted peaceful
discussions to put an end to these terrorist incidents and the use of neighboring
terrority as a sanctuary for the terrorists. Specifically, South Africa proposed the
formation of a Regional Security Council as a forum by which governments in South-
ern Africa could work out ways to halt terrorist activities. These efforts proved
fruitless.

Having attempted peaceful alternatives and faced with the irrefutable fact that the
territory of these countries was being used as a sanctuary to plan and execute
-terrorist actions inside South Africa, the South African Government was compelled
to act. South Africa has the duty and the right to protect all its citizens, black
and white, against terrorism and murder, and South Africa will carry out this re-
sponsibility.
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The basic features of apartheid are sq well known that they do
not need repeating. Suffice it to say that the racial
segregation and discrimination that define apartheid are
politically and morally indefensible., About that, the
Administration and its critics agree.

That unfortunately is the full extent of our agreement.

About the rest-both means and ends-we disagree, profoundly.
For those of us who are committed to the democ;atic reform of
South Africa, only a policy of "constructive engagement"” makes
sense. On the other hand, those wﬁo despair of reform (or for
whom reform is an anathema) want us to sever our ties to South
Africa.

In fact, the record of the past ten years shows clearly that
South Africa can and'is changing. So far, that change has been
due in greatest measure to the capitalist development of its
economy. As South African's private sector grew, it required the
labor of more and more blacks, at first for unskilled jobs only,
but later for skilled jobs as well. In consequence, one
apartheid mainstay,the "job bar," has fallen.

Influx control of blacks, another of apartheid's

distinguishing characteristics, has also given way.



The apartheid idealogy of 1976 dictated that the flow of blacks
from their "home lands" to urban areas be slowed down and
ultimately reversed. Instead, in response to new economic
opportunities in the cities, it increased. Aas it did,.
enforcement of the much hated pass laws began to break down. In
1973 over 700,000 blacks were arrested from violating the pass
laws. Last year, more blacks than ever violated the laws, yet
less than 200,000 were arrested. Being flouted as there wre, the
laws ceased serving a purpose. Their recent outright appeal was
thus a radical, but nonetheless logical next step.

All of which has virtually forced the government to increase
the guantity and improve the quality of education provided to
blacks, to preparé them for the skilled and professional jobs
that they must now fill, Thus speﬁding fof black education is on
the rise-up 300% since 1980. As a direct result, the number of
educated blacks has also risen dramatically. The number of black
high school graduates is now roughly equal to that of whites.
And, black college students are no longer a rare breed. 1In 1960,
there were a total of 2200 black college graduates black college
graduates in all of South Africa. This year more then ten times
that number will attend college, many of them at formerly "
white" college that are now intergated.

Other government concessions ( announced as " initiatives"”
of course) have followed in the train of the economic and racial
developments. For example, as blacks have become more integral
to the economy, the government has had to grant them the same

right to join labor unions as whites have always had.



Reforms, then, are obviously underway, but none is anywhere
near complete. Public schools, hospitals, and other important
institutions remain segregated and grossly unequal. The Group
Areas Act still prohibits blacks from moving and living in white
neighborhoods. And perhaps most importantly, blacks, 70% of the
population of South Africa, are still denied participation in the
governance of their country.

Continued progress is essential or else choas and tyranny
will prevail. For most purposes, the government has already lost
control of black townships to "street committees" of "kids" armed
with gasoline drenched tires with which they "necklace" their
unusually unarmed and black "collabortor™ victims.

This is a far cry though from a truly revolutionary
situation. Gangs of wild teenagers wielding tires are no match
for South Africa's, well disciplied and well armed security
forces. Neither is the African National Congress, South Africa's
underground revolutionary organization. By all accounts it is
woefully short of everything an army needs, from manpower to
firepower.

This is not a fact to bemoan; Whatever its past , and
whatever the reason, the ANC of 1986 is not fighting for
democracy in any meaningful sense of the word. It is armed
primarily by the Soviet Union and its allies-whose foreign
policy(e.g. the continuing terrorist war against Israel) it fully
supports. Moreover, it has come increasingly under the sway of

the



South African Communist Party, which now holds somewhere between
12 and 18 out of 30 seats on its Executive Committee.

Revolution being both unattainaﬁle ( in the short term, that
is for the next twenty years or so) and undesirable, what can and
should the United States do to promote faster change?
Disinvestment is counter productive for its purpose and effect is
to slow down the ecdnomy, whereas, the most powerful and proven
engine of reform in South Africa is economic growth. We know
full well what the effect of a serious economic recession would
be. It would move affected blacks to the left and affected
whites to the right. Given the current balance of political
forces this would bring the power to the far right, which would
first put a quick stop to the pfocess<of reform and then put it

in reverses. A blood bath would follow in short order.

This is not to suggest that economic growth is sufficient in
and of itself. Protest against the outrages of apartheid from
both within and outside of South Africa have always been and will
become increasingly important. But not all protest is effective.
The South African government , for example, does not give a hoot
about condemnations issuing from the Communist world which is
its enemy. It does though care very much about our government's
atitude, because it considers itself part of the West. Thus the
following paradox: the threat of Western disinvestiment from and
isolation of South Africa is an incentive for further reform,
while the fact of either would be a disincentive. Put another

way, our influence is dependent on our involvement. Consider:
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The owners of the television series "Dalls" recently
announced that as an act of plitical protest agaisnt apartheid,
they would not let the program be shown on South African
television. Is the absence of " Dallas" or the presence of " The
Bill Cosby Show" ( rated number one in South Africa) more likely
to affect the way South Africans think about race?

American corporations can pull up their stakes in South
Africa. But won't tﬁey do far more to undermine the economic and
social foundations of apartheid by hiring and promoting according
to the the non-discrimniatory Sulivain principles?

Finally , the United States can refuse to have anything further
to do with South Africa unless and until Apratheid were
completely dismantled and replaced by let us say one man, one
vote. But in so doing it would give us all its leverage. For
example, it could no longer fund training for black entrepaneurs
and black trade unionists; black commuﬁity based self help
projects, human righfs organizations that provide legal
assistance to black detainess, exchange programs that benefit
black South Africans; United States based programs for black
South African lawyers...The list goes on and on.

- Moreover, we could hardly pick a worse time than now. to
give up on South Africa. At long last, black political parties
are being allowed to organize freely. The revolutionary African
National Congress is still prohibited. But the United Democratic
Front, which by all accounts is an ANC front, is legal and active
in black communities throughout the country. Also, Chief Gatsho
ﬁoutehlezi's Inkantha party which has upwards of a million
members, has begun negotiating an agreement for a unitary
legislature and executive in the province of Natal. Thus, Blacks

finally have a political voice: the auestion is whether thav will



be granted political power. If not, other reforms will have
limited effect. But if so, additonal effective reforms will
necessarily follow. For Americaﬁito abandon the South African
people at this, the most critical juncture of their history,

would be an unforgivable act of political cowardice and moreal

irresponsibility.
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. Draft Letter of Invitation

It gives me great pleasure, on behalf of the private sectors of
both South Africa and Zimbabwe, and in conjunction with the South
African Jewish Board of Deputies, to invite you to visit South
Africa, Zimbabwe' and Mozambique as our guest.

The organizations responsible for the invitation are the South
Africa Foundation, the Association of Chambers of Commerce, the
Federated Chamber of Industries, the Afrikaanse Handelsinstituut,
the Chamber of Mines and the Zimbabwean Chamber of Industries.

The Foundation will be coordinating the arrangements. It has the
explicit aim of acting as a catalyst for change in South Africa,
and we have among our trustees such stalwarts of the cause of
racial Jjustice in Scuth Africa as the Roman Catholie Cardinal of
Cape Town, the Chief Rabbi of Johannesburg, and the Black General
Secretary of the Clothing Workers. We believe that our influence

has been important. Indeed, the London Daily Telegraph recently
noted that:

"Business i1s the only real and effective opposition in
South Africa, the one of which the Nationalists are most
afraid and to which they are gradually paying heed."
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I am pleased to know that you will add to the number of the
distinguished guests the Foundation has invited over the years,
including Sir Alec Douglas Home and Sir Geoffrey Howe from
Britain, Dr. Walter Scheel, the former President, and Dr. Manfred
Woerner, the Minister of Defense of West Germany, and Dr.
Zbigniew Brzezinski, Ambassador Anne Armstrong and Mr. David
Packard from this country. I think that you will find our
efforts to give you an opportunity to gain further insight into
the situation scrupulously even-handed, as did the President and
four members of the board of the NAACP who visited South Africa

several years ago, and asked the Foundation to arrange their
entire program.

The purpose of the invitation is to afford you an opportunity to
see the impact of U.S. policy, and developments in the area. We
hope to be able to arrange visits not only to Zimbabwe and South
Africa, but also to Mozambigque.

The group will leave NeWw YOIrK ONecececcsscsvsacasasosssacssasscsses
and it will leave South Africa at.c.eeeececscsccscccsscsncscansce .
arriving at JFK airport al.cseceeececssoseosscseanssoncsasacassonas
Naturally, we will also be responsible for your connections with
these flights. .

We enclose copies of the itineraries we arranged as host to
various congressional visits to South Africa in order to give
some idea as to the type of itinerary you might find useful, and
we would appreciate your comments in order to make the visit as
worthwhile as possible.

With kind regards,

John H. Chettle
Director
North and South America
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