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ORAL HISTORY IN ACTION IN CRADOCK

Over the course of this year, the IJR Reconciliation and Reconstruction 
programme has launched a new oral history methodology, which explores 
the contours of reconciliation in various community contexts in South 
Africa. Entitled Building blocks for democracy, the new series is currently 
being used in Cradock in the Eastern Cape: a stronghold of anti-apartheid 
resistance and a ‘liberated zone’, which bore the brunt of brutal attacks 
by the apartheid state in the 1980s. 

Starting off the training 
was IJR founding member 
Nyameka Goniwe, whose 
husband Matthew was part of 
the local leadership cadre, and 
was slain by security police in 
1985. Goniwe took the lead in 
exploring how local residents, 
traumatised by violence, racism 
and division, could embark on a 
journey of community healing.

Grade 11 learners from 
four high schools participated 
in workshops on oral history 
methodologies, photo-narratives, 

interviewing, short film production, archive development and writing. Their 
curiosity was piqued as they gained new perspectives on Cradock’s history, 
events and local personalities. Educators also had the chance to participate 
in an empowering learning process. 

In addition to new skills, learners also produced new knowledge about 
Cradock’s past, and began to see older community members in a new 
light: as activists and witnesses to Cradock’s momentous past.

IJR NewsThe end of October marks six months since the 
April elections, and the ushering in of a new 
administration under President Jacob Zuma. 

In many respects, these first six months have not 
been easy. After the anticipation and excitement of 
an emotive election, South Africans have continued to 
face a number of ongoing challenges that at times may 
seem insurmountable: just as before elections, the 
country remains in the throes of economic recession, 
and new research indicates that business confidence 
continues to decline. Levels of economic inequality 
are still among the highest in the world, and violent 
strike and protest actions have continued unabated. 
Newly-released crime statistics show an increase in 
property and commercial crime, aggravated robberies 
and sexual offences. 

At the same time, with the new administration in 
office, there can be no doubt that significant changes 
are afoot, and potentially, that new prospects for 
addressing these challenges may emerge. A new 

crop of representatives has populated provincial legislatures and 
the National Assembly, some taking up important leadership roles. 
Ministries have been divided, re-named and created afresh. 

The landscape of the executive has changed, as have faces 
within independent institutions: interviews are underway for new 
appointments to the Human Rights Commission, and President Jacob 
Zuma has confirmed the appointment of advocate Thulisile Madonsela 
as the incoming Public Protector. 

A new, though controversial, change in government is the 
establishment of a National Planning Commission within the Presidency. 
According to a recently-released Green Paper, the strategic planning 
function of the Commission will focus on ‘defining clearly’ the objectives 
South Africa sets for itself, assessing where the country is ‘in relation 
to those objectives’, and identifying the ‘policies, programmes, options 
and trade-offs required to achieve those objectives’. 

The question that remains is whether more clearly defined objectives, 
new ministries, fresh appointments, and the many transitions and 
processes underway in government will inspire new solutions to the 
challenges South Africa faces. Or, in a period of significant change, 
do we risk a backwards slide, reviving old policy debates, losing 
critical institutional memory, and creating new structures where we 
could demand better delivery and accountability from those already 
in place?

Many of the articles in this edition of the SA Reconciliation Barometer 
speak to both the opportunities at this particular moment in South 
Africa, as well as possible risks that come with major transition and 
change. 

IJR Executive Director Fanie du Toit critiques South Africa’s highly 
racialised economic inequality, and its consequences for ongoing 
national reconciliation processes. 

Focusing on current developments in the judiciary, Professor Hugh 
Corder writes on the selection process for appointments to fill the 
four Constitutional Court seats that will become vacant later this 
year. In his article, Selecting Judges to Transform Our Law, Corder 
discusses the need for Constitutional Court appointments that achieve 
transformation, but crucially, also ensure an independent-minded 
judiciary. 

Candidates are also under consideration for the new board of the 
South African Broadcasting Corporation (SABC). These appointments 
are of critical importance, particularly given the recent auditor-
general’s finding of extraordinarily wasteful and irregular spending 
within the corporation, valued at hundreds of millions of rand. Also 
in this issue of the Barometer, Professor Anton Harber writes on 
what citizens need from the public broadcaster as a ‘one of the few 
gathering points for all South Africans’, as the process of constituting 
the new board is finalised. 

The Presidency’s Green Paper on National Strategic Planning 
identifies conservation, biodiversity and climate change as among 
key national planning concerns for government, and Michelle 
Pressend discusses the limitations of environmental interventions 
mainly focused on mitigation and adaptation. Further, the social 
consequences of climate change have been largely left out of national 
and international debates. Pressend suggests that while Africa’s 
contribution to climate change is far surpassed by other regions, 
the continent will be hardest hit by global warming, unpredictable 
weather and natural disasters, threatening food security, promoting 
the spread of disease, and potentially leading to conflict over scarce 
resources. 

Also speaking to the national social fabric, Kaajal Ramjathan-
Keogh assesses responses to the 2008 xenophobic attacks, which 
she argues have been characterised by limited interrogation of the 
root causes of the violence, few prosecutions of perpetrators, and 
the lingering sense that migrants and refugees are not equal before 
the law. Using a current example of government policy towards 
Zimbabwean migrants, Ramjathan-Keogh calls for much more work 
to be done to improve the protection of migrants in South Africa. 

Looking outside South Africa’s borders to a country that continues to 
face serious conflict, IJR Project Leader Marian Matshikiza questions 
the introduction of a new comprehensive reconstruction programme 
in the DRC. Successive reconstruction programmes have up to now 
been stymied by political factionalism, violence, corruption, and social 
and economic decline, and these underlying issues have not yet been 
effectively addressed. 

This issue of the Barometer recognises the many opportunities 
brought about through transition and change, but also provides critical 
insight into the risks we face and the pitfalls to avoid to ensure such 
changes are not in vain. 

Kate Lefko-Everett
Project leader, SA Reconciliation Barometer
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TRANSITIONAL JUSTICE IN AFRICA 
PROGRAMME – 2009 REGIONAL CONSULTATION

The Transitional Justice in Africa Programme recently hosted 
the 2009 Annual Regional Consultation in Johannesburg, which 
brought together civil society organisations (CSOs) partnering 
with the IJR in eight African countries: Burundi, the Democratic 
Republic of Congo, Kenya, Mozambique, Rwanda, Sudan, Uganda 
and Zimbabwe. 

Under the theme of ‘Building Fair and Inclusive Societies in Africa’, 
the Consultation focused on the role of CSOs in achieving transitional 
justice in post-conflict societies around Africa. 

Around the table, organisations working in different countries 
shared a number of common challenges, including the difficult balance 
between punitive and restorative justice initiatives, post-conflict 
reparations, holding governments to account, gender mainstreaming, 
and ensuring participatory and inclusive transitional justice and 
healing processes.

CSOs in many countries have assumed an important role as 
intermediaries between communities and government in spite of some 
political resistance. However, many also suggested that strengthening 
their work will require visionary leadership, good internal governance, 
and capacity for strategic planning and monitoring and evaluation. 
Further, participating organisations committed to more collaboration and 
resource-sharing to bring about more effective civil society transitional 
justice initiatives across the continent. 

RWANDA RECONCILIATION BAROMETER

The Political Analysis and Transitional Justice in Africa programmes 
have begun collaboration on a new project: the Rwanda Reconciliation 
Barometer. The IJR has conducted the South African Reconciliation 
Barometer – which measures public opinion on issues of reconciliation, 
social cohesion, democracy and governance – since 2003. Earlier this 
year, the Institute entered into a partnership with the National Unity 
and Reconciliation Commission (NURC) in Kigali, which will see the 
cooperative development and roll-out in the coming months of a new 
Barometer survey specific to the Rwandan context 15 years after the 
1994 genocide. 
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Fifteen years after the demise of apartheid, the main lenses through 
which the IJR analyses post-conflict reconstruction across Africa 
– justice and reconciliation – remain relevant to South African 

transition too. 
Reconciliation is grounded in the basic conviction that all people, 

regardless of gender, race, income or any other differential, are 
inherently equal – and therefore deserve justice. It requires putting this 
faith into action by working across historical divides to increase justice, 
in all its legal, political, socio-economic and cultural guises. Coming 
together on any other premise, including charity steeped in paternalism, 
however subtle, cannot last and will only deepen tensions rather than 
alleviate them. 

In the hurly-burly of post-conflict reconstruction across Africa, justice 
and reconciliation go together, and require a careful, almost prescient, 
context-specific balancing act. Seeking justice against human rights 
transgressors, or economic justice for victims of structural violence, 
is impossible without some national consensus on the rule of law, and 
how to affect redress in a new dispensation. Imposing the ‘rule of law’ 
or ‘social justice’ from on high risks simply ushering in new forms of 
oppression and violence. 

However, reconciliation without justice should also be rejected outright. 
When adversaries suspend hostility in order to govern together (as in 
Kenya and Zimbabwe), this unity needs to expand and deepen justice in 
all its guises. While stopping the guns brings immediate justice for those 
directly in the line of fire, ultimately ceasefires, peace agreements and 
governments of national unity need justice to be sustainable.

South Africa remains a case study in the long-term impact and longevity 
of a post-conflict policy that put a high premium on reconciliation – some 
have said, at the cost of social justice. 

Fifteen years on, South Africa remains uncomfortably juxtaposed 
between indicators of decline, such as increasing inequality, diminishing 
public trust in institutions (falling by up to 30% in some cases, IJR 
research suggests), and those demonstrating important progress, 
including lower levels of violent crime, improved school participation, 
and increased gender representation in the labour force.

Arguably, South Africa has normalised to the degree that it can no longer 
be judged as either an unequivocal failure or an unblemished success. 
Perhaps we never could. The debate is about those who emphasise our 
successes as a sign that we can in fact ‘do it’ for ourselves, and those 
who underscore our failures as a sign of protest that we could have done 
so much better. And perhaps both have a point.

South African society remains one of the most unequal in the world. 

Our unfinished business, the social dividend that did not follow our 
remarkable transformation, the ‘third miracle’ absent from our political 
and economic successes, could perhaps be described by two unresolved 
challenges – what I will call the ‘white question’ and the ‘black question’ 
(the latter used inclusively). 

The ‘white question’ is one of ideological or cultural reconstruction, 
of overcoming racism and the idea that some are inherently inferior to 
others. I am deeply worried by the lack of progress on this front. 

Despite increased ethnic tensions and racial animosity from some 
blacks towards whites, including comments reported in the media (even 
by prospective Constitutional Court judges), and despite the obvious and 
important contributions many whites make towards a non-racial society, 
to me, this remains largely a white problem, and a white task. 

The IJR’s Reconciliation Barometer shows that racial attitudes have 
not changed sufficiently. While in upper-income groups white and black 
mix freely during office hours, socialisation is limited outside of the 
workplace. Lower-income, almost exclusively black communities remain 
socially and economically isolated. Research also shows that whites 
remain most resistant to integration, for example, through integrated 
neighbourhoods or mixed marriages. 

The white question needs to be overcome through a two-fold move: 
inward and outward. Journeying inward, whites need truly to embrace the 
inherent equality of all people. While faith and education are the obvious 
conduits, many South African institutions have failed in this regard.

There is also an outward journey – towards the other. The irony 
remains that white people themselves speak more about their guilt 
(especially when denying it) than black compatriots. I don’t often hear 
black South Africans talk about white guilt, but rather about white 
privilege. Historically acquired, presently real and guaranteed for the 
foreseeable future, regardless of employment equity or black economic 
empowerment, privilege ensures whites remain vastly better off than 
their compatriots. The Cape Area Panel Study (CAPS), conducted by the 
Universities of Cape Town and Michigan, tracked close to five thousand 
youth in Cape Town between 2002 and 2005, finding that among 
matriculants, the ‘black youth employment level…remains well below 
that of young whites and coloureds.’

Reconciliation requires, in this context, the sincere acknowledgement 
of privilege, the historical reasons for this, and the need for all to 
participate in making South Africa a more equal society. 

The second question, the ‘black question’, is ultimately of more 
importance to our national survival, and concerns the long-term 
impact of ongoing structural violence embedded in South Africa’s 

socio-economic inequality. It is one of diminished self-worth, being 
sidelined and adrift in world of rampant consumerism, instant 
self-gratification and the gross display of wealth, within touching 
distance of those who know that neither they nor their children will ever 
have a chance of participating. 

While cognisant of the danger of pathologising the poor, it is important 
to remember that we come from a past where self-worth, respect and 
dignity were stratified at every level of society. Could it be that to land up 
in a post-apartheid peri-urban slum in 2009 with no hope out is the worst 
possible confirmation of the belief that apartheid sought to engender: 
that people caught here have less value than those in more affluent 
areas? 

Regrettably the post-apartheid state suffers, together with South 
Africans collectively, from a palpable schism between professed and 
practised values. Whereas our constitutional values emphasise individuals’ 
inherent worth, in reality, what we have determines our worth in 
present-day South Africa. The ‘haves’, white and black alike, are among 
the wealthiest people in the world. This confirms the inferiority of poor 
South Africans on a daily basis, not by our official values, but by our 
unspoken, practised ones. 

South Africa’s Gini coefficient remains the highest in the world 
(between 0.66 and 0.7). In 2007, the earnings of the poorest 10% of 
South Africans constituted only 0.6% of the GDP, whereas the top 10% 

earned an astounding 72.5%. Municipal workers recently fought for a 
15% increase to salaries starting at R3 350 a month, equalling only a 
few hundred rand more on each payday, while municipal managers earn 
close to a million rand a year. This is neither sustainable nor just – I 
believe it is about to change. Service delivery protests have entered a 
new level of intensity, now driven not only by local grievances, but by a 
sense of growing alienation and exclusion. 

Poverty alleviation needs to be far more than an economic plan. It 
needs to have important social dimensions. The Western Cape Social 
Transformation Plan has tried to address this, and has partnered 
with the IJR Community Healing programme, in which leaders in poor 
communities are supported in taking local histories into account and 
putting ‘the past’ on the table as a strategic question, as they make their 
development plans.

South Africa’s story has not been resolved one way or the other 
– justice and reconciliation remain finely balanced. It is a place with 
enormous challenges, yet with real capacity and a track record that shows 
we can do something about this. It is a place of the grossest form of racial 
inequality the world ever witnessed, and yet perhaps precisely the place 
where white and black can for the very first time become truly equal.

Dr Fanie du Toit is executive director of the Institute for Justice and 
Reconciliation.
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NOTE FROM THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

South Africa’s reconciliation process 
needs to produce more justice 
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decisions on what serves the listener best and to go on to make the most 
interesting and inclusive stories and reports. Of course, they also have to 
take account of representivity and diversity, but it would rule out quoting 
anyone on this basis if they were dull, boring or predictable.

In other words, we want news driven by news values, a sense 
of what citizens need to and should know regardless of who is made 
uncomfortable by the coverage.

At such a crucial moment, we have to remind ourselves of what the 
SABC can be, why we are all armchair experts. We can too easily get 
lost in the minutiae of board and other appointments, of obtuse policy 
documents and debates over funding.

The SABC’s difficulty is that it has to juggle a few different functions. It 
should show us ourselves, putting the faces and voices of South Africans 
on the air. Few things give people a sense of themselves and their place 
in this society as much as seeing themselves, their concerns and their 
issues on national television. The SABC also has to provide effective 
communication between government and its people, in particular giving 
voice to those voices which are least heard. It should be defining and 
shaping the national debate. And it has to shine light in dark places, 
asking tough questions, calling those in power to account, and keeping 
everyone on their toes. This would be in line with President Zuma’s fight 
against corruption and incompetence, and for accountability. And the 
SABC has to do all this in an entertaining way, in 11 languages and on 
only three channels – and within a limited budget.

That’s all.
Pass the biltong.

Anton Harber is Caxton Professor of Journalism at Wits University. You 
can discuss this column with him on his blog at www.theharbinger.co.za. 

The SABC should 
be defining and 
shaping our national 
debate, but in doing 
so will need strong 
leadership from a 
new board, writes 
ANTON HARBER.

Running the South African Broadcasting Commission (SABC) is like 
being Springbok rugby coach. Or manager of the Kaizer Chiefs. 
Or a local police commander. Everyone knows how to do it, and 

knows better than the person doing it, and has no problem telling them 
how they should be doing it. It is the breeding ground of that archetypal 
South African, the armchair expert.

This is also what makes these great South African institutions part of 
our national DNA. We talk about them obsessively, we get angry when 
they get it wrong and feel good when they get it right. The SABC provides 
one of the few gathering points for all South Africans. It is one place 
where we can, and should, all be talking to and about each other, laughing 
and crying together. That is the role that is seldom played by a purely 
commercial broadcaster, but can be by a national public broadcaster.

Which is why one mustn’t make the mistake of thinking that when we 
discuss the SABC, we are discussing television and radio, or mundane 
issues of broadcasting entertainment and education. What we are 
actually discussing is what kind of society we have, and what we want 
it to be. 

It is easy to see the recent shenanigans around the SABC as a simple 
political battle: some people – a lot of people, actually – want to control 
it because it is so big and important, and others want to stop them, either 
to control it themselves, or to try and prevent anyone else from controlling 
it. But this is a surface view. What is happening is not just arm-wrestling 
for short-term control: it is a battle around how we become the kind of 
society we want to be.

Do we transform South Africa from above, by having the African 
National Congress (ANC) – as the popular representative of the vast 
majority of South Africans and the flag-bearer for post-apartheid 
transformation – take hold of and lead the major institutions of power 
and influence and drive social change through them, pushing aside those 
who would resist? Do we accept that this is the right of a democratically 
elected government, operating through parliament? Is it the most 
effective – maybe the only – way to drive a difficult agenda of social 
change? Or do we believe that development and transformation need 
a two-way conversation conducted through institutions like the SABC? 
In this scenario, the role of the SABC would be to foster the national 
dialogue, and ensure that we are not just learning what government is 
saying and doing, but also hearing what the full range of South Africans 
want and need, and empowering the voiceless to be seen and heard. The 
SABC is a tool of citizens, in this view, not of the party in power.

In the first phase of post-1990 transformation, the SABC was set up 
to be the latter. On paper, and in the statute books, this is how it was 
envisaged. The first new group CEO, Zwelakhe Sisulu, would famously 
not take many of the calls from the presidency. He was an ANC man, but 
he was also his own man.

In recent years, this changed, and the key offices were filled by people 
who saw themselves reporting first and foremost to ANC headquarters in 
Luthuli House. This was so much the case that power in the SABC building 
lay with those who had the best relationships in either Luthuli House or 
the Union Buildings, and this was often the head of news rather than his 
editor-in-chief, the group CEO.

The shift to ANC control was signalled in how the board was appointed. 
The first new-era board was selected in 1993 not by parliament, but by 
a panel of the great and good, headed by a fiercely independent senior 
judge, later to become the first black Chief Justice. It was quite a 
representative board, it had a good deal of expertise on it, and it got on 
with its difficult job. 

The board appointed in the final days of President Thabo Mbeki in 2007 
represented his faction’s last-ditch bid to crudely retain influence. It was 
appointed by a parliamentary committee that took orders directly from 
Luthuli House, and accepted meekly when some of their own choices, 
and those they had negotiated with other parties, were blithely over-
ruled. Whereas the first board had been the subject of much debate, 
discussion, lobbying and arm-wrestling, by the time selections took place 
in 2007, the civil society organisations which had been so much a part of 
the process had dissipated, and appointments were left in the hands of a 
disempowered parliamentary committee. Mbeki’s selection was shoved 
through, despite opposition and controversy, and the board was plagued 
from the beginning by a lack of legitimacy, and it eventually collapsed.

Now we face the stark choice of which route to follow, made more 
urgent by the fact that the SABC is in financial crisis, has an acting 
board, an acting chair, an acting group CEO and an acting head of news. 
It appears, from what we hear and see, to be collapsing technically, with 
an increasing number of serious errors plaguing broadcasts.

Do we choose a board in the same way as the last, with the parliamentary 
committee going through a show of interviews of candidates, pretending 
to arm-wrestle with other parties, while taking calls from the presidency 
or Luthuli House, and voting accordingly, allowing one or two positions 
to go to other parties’ candidates? Or do we carefully scrutinise CVs and 
listen to interviews, and choose on the basis of skill, experience, public 

service and national representivity, carefully balancing these crucial 
factors, listening to the revived civil society organisations lobbying 
furiously for change? Will the parliamentary committee really do its job 
this time, or will it follow party-political decree?

At a time when heads of parastatals – many of which are struggling 
with difficult challenges – appear to be chosen not by their boards but by 
the ANC national working committee, it is an important question to ask.

Surely the lesson of the last board, rendered ineffective by controversy 
and illegitimacy, tells us that who is appointed is only as important as 
how they are appointed?

Board appointments are only the first step. When the SABC chooses 
a head of news, they choose a news philosophy. Every candidate will 
undoubtedly talk about the important role of the public broadcaster 
in a developmental state, and the mantra of the day will probably be 
development communication. But that can mean very different things to 
different people. An old style of broadcasting would be top-down and 
one-way: its main aim being to communicate what government is saying 
and doing. A more modern version would be a two-way conversation, as 
much about making government listen as it is about making them heard. 

One way to illustrate candidates’ attitudes is to ask this question: 
what kind of policy would a new head of news put in place to guide the 
choice of experts and analysts called upon to be quoted on air? This 
recalls the blacklisting controversy of the previous administration, in 
which it became clear that the news boss saw his role as indicating 
who was acceptable to Luthuli House. A different view might be to allow 
journalists and editors doing the work to decide who is newsworthy and 
interesting, and who has something to say which adds to and explains 
a story, regardless of how it is seen by the political authorities. In other 
words, it would be driven by a desire to empower journalists to make 
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Not much has changed for the thousands 
of people who were affected and displaced 
by the xenophobic attacks of last year, 
reports KAAJAL RAMJATHAN-KEOGH.

Just over one year has elapsed since the outbreak of xenophobic 
attacks around South Africa in May 2008. While almost as many 
people were injured and killed as in the 1960 Sharpeville massacre, 

last year’s violence has not provoked the same level of sustained public 
outrage or scrutiny. Instead, most victims of violence have been evicted 
from temporary safety camps and many have been deported to their 
countries of origin. 

The state has been largely silent in the aftermath of the attacks, 
despite violence of a level and intensity not seen since the 1994 elections. 
Although many of the perpetrators of the xenophobic violence were 
arrested in the days immediately following the attacks, further state 
responses have proved disappointing.

For a start, there has been no real interrogation on the part of 
government into the causes of the xenophobic violence, nor have the 
factors leading to the attacks been sufficiently addressed. Even before 

May of last year, refugees and foreign nationals were regular targets of 
violent crime as a long-standing and increasingly prominent feature of 
post-apartheid South Africa. To date, sporadic attacks still continue, and 
are particularly directed at small business operators. Much of this anti-
foreigner violence has been masked under the guise of service delivery 
protests. However, independent research over the past year has shown 
that in many communities, violence was organised, incited and led by 
identifiable individuals, leaders and community organisations. 

Further, the state has failed to send out a strong message to the 
perpetrators of last year’s violence. Despite large numbers of arrests, 
only a small number of perpetrators have been successfully convicted. 
According to the National Prosecuting Authority (NPA), after one year, 
less than 7% of these cases had been finalised with a verdict, of which 
4% were found guilty. More than 12% of cases had been withdrawn. 
Official ambivalence towards the attacks, and towards victims, has 

helped to entrench the public conviction that non-citizens are not equal 
before the law. 

In response to the inability of the state to protect them, many refugees 
are now opting to return to their home countries, where they may face 
persecution or death, rather than remain in South Africa. Stand-offs have 
ensued when refugee communities have demanded to be resettled in 
other countries, in a desperate attempt to escape further violence in 
South Africa. 

The targeting specific social groups in fact constitutes hate crime, and 
should be treated by government as such. Hate crimes impact significantly 
on both victims and their communities, and have consequences for 
community cohesion and social stability. 

Migration does not threaten South Africa’s economic or physical 
security. Quite the contrary, if managed properly, it can lead to 
investment, job creation and a more productive economy. It is critical that 
government – which through law enforcement officials is responsible for 
policing, safety and security – recognise that by permitting any part of 
the population to remain marginalised and outside of social and legal 
protection, they put us all at risk. 

This risk is well illustrated in the case of current treatment of 
Zimbabwean nationals in South Africa. In April of this year, previous home 
affairs minister Nosiviwe Mapisa-Nqakula announced a moratorium on 
deportations to Zimbabwe, as well as a special dispensation authorising 
Zimbabweans to reside and work temporarily in South Africa. She also 
announced a waiver of visa requirements for Zimbabweans wishing 
to travel to South Africa; both progressive developments indicating 
a shift in state policy. This policy shift recognises the importance of 
accommodating the needs of vulnerable Zimbabwean migrants, and of 
understanding that while many would not qualify as refugees under 
a strict interpretation of the Refugees Act, they are still in need of 
humanitarian protection. 

However, following the April elections and the appointment of 
President Zuma’s new Cabinet, these changes were placed under review 
by the new minister, Nkosasana Zuma-Dlamini. In August, home affairs 
reiterated that the special dispensation would be rolled out, but has not 
indicated any timelines for the commencement of this process. 

While government delays the roll-out of the special dispensation, 
hundreds of Zimbabweans continue to be arrested daily and detained 
by police and immigration officials across the country. Despite the 
moratorium on deportations to Zimbabwe, police do not appear to have 
received any instructions to cease arrests. 

Zimbabwe’s temporary political stabilisation notwithstanding, new 
migrants continue to arrive in South Africa and are likely to continue 
to do so at similar levels for the next two to five years. Perceptions of 

further instability or problems within Zimbabwe’s government of national 
unity could provoke even larger volumes of migration.

Given the presence of Zimbabwean migrants in South Africa already and 
the recognition of their humanitarian needs, a clear and consistent policy 
is required. For example, a special residence permit for Zimbabwean 
migrants would mean more protection from arrest and detention, and 
more rights in accessing employment. 

In broader terms, much more work is required to improve the 
protection of migrants and refugees in South Africa, and to prevent 
future hate crimes. In 2008, the US Committee for Refugees and 
Immigrants (USCRI) rated South Africa, along with Kenya, Tanzania 
and the Democratic Republic of Congo, as among the worst places for 
refugees. Better protection of migrant rights is not exclusively limited 
to wealthy nations: the USCRI has ranked the asylum procedures of 
Niger, among the world’s poorest countries and ranked last on the 
United Nations Human Development Index, as particularly strong in 
terms of policy, including in the areas of access to courts, freedom 
of movement and residency, protection from harm, and the ability to 
work legally.

Our government should also encourage and promote the reporting 
of all incidences of hate crimes. Seeing as the law is an expression of 
a society’s values, a long-term approach would also develop specific 
anti-hate-crimes legislation. This would also be a way of recognising the 
harm experienced by victims, and of expressing the commitment of the 
criminal justice system to better serve and protect them in future. 

In its 2009 report on protecting refugees, asylum-seekers and 
immigrants in South Africa, the Consortium for Refugees and Migrants in 
South Africa (CORMSA) makes the following further recommendations on 
how to deal with the scourge of hate crimes and anti-foreigner violence, 
beginning with a full enquiry into last year’s xenophobic attacks:
• Encourage a speedy, thorough and independent enquiry into the May 

2008 attacks;
• Initiate ongoing, systematic enquiries into anti-migrant and anti-

outsider violence;
• Ensure prosecutions and strengthen justice mechanisms;
• Identify and implement effective and law-bound conflict resolution 

mechanisms and establish effective early-warning and response 
systems;

• Evaluate the roles and actions of community leadership structures, 
and adjust functioning and/or oversight measures in accordance;

• Address institutionalised xenophobia and discrimination.
Following the May 2008 attacks, migration policy and our responsibility 

to protect foreigners in South Africa were at the centre of popular and 
political debate. While government and civil society rallied together 
in condemnation of the attacks, these issues have now moved out of 
the spotlight, and continue to be excluded from the priorities on the  
government’s agenda. While there has been recognition by some isolated 
local governments that refugees and migrants are an important part of 
the population, few have the resources or expertise to implement any 
significant positive change. 

Kaajal Ramjathan-Keogh heads the Refugee and Migrant Rights 
Programme at Lawyers for Human Rights. She is also the chairperson 
of the Consortium for Refugees and Migrants in South Africa. 
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Official ambivalence 
towards the attacks, and 
towards victims, has 
helped to entrench the 
public conviction that 
non-citizens are not 
equal before the law. 
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Then, the issue was the valiant but ultimately unsuccessful stand 
against the apartheid regime’s removal of the last vestiges 
of the non-racial franchise in the Cape, in the ‘coloured voters’ 

cases. The National Party won its battle against the Appellate Division 
through legislative fraud and by manipulating the judicial appointments 
mechanism to pack the highest court with those likely not to resist its 
schemes.

Tragically, and largely through the controversial and sometimes 
unethical conduct of Cape Judge President Hlophe over the past five 
years, the judiciary – and the wider legal profession – is destroying much 
of the excellent work done by the courts since 1994. Those appointed as 
judges, particularly to the highest court, the Constitutional Court, bear a 
huge responsibility to realise the words and values of the Constitution, 
which is why the judicial selection process is so vital, and particularly at 
this time. These bald assertions need amplification.

In the ‘never-again’ spirit of the constitution-making years, the secret, 
unaccountable and ‘executive-manipulable’ way of appointing judges in 
the past was replaced with a model which seeks to involve both politicians 
and lawyers, with some checks and balances and a striving for openness 
and accountability. So the Judicial Service Commission (JSC) is a large 
body, comprised of at least twenty-three members, with a fine balance, 
in theory, between professional and lay expertise. 

The JSC has two main functions: recommending ‘fit and proper’ 
and ‘appropriately qualified’ persons to be appointed as judges; and 
acting effectively as a tribunal to discipline judges for misconduct of all 
sorts (in this capacity it sits without its party-political members, with 
the exception of the minister of justice, thus being reduced in number 

to 13 members). It is the latter function which has thrust the JSC into 
the limelight over the past five years, presenting a distressing picture 
of accusation, counter-accusation and racial division. In what follows, 
however, the focus will be on judicial appointments.

A few words about the process followed by the JSC in filling 
vacancies on the Bench are in order, before its outcomes and the 
current round are considered. After some hesitation when it first sat in 
1994, the JSC has pursued a commendable openness in its activities: 
once notified of a vacancy by the relevant head of court, the JSC 
advertises for applications and nominations, shortlists those suitable 
for consideration, interviews such candidates in open session, but then 
retreats behind closed doors to select the most appropriately qualified 
candidate, whose name is then submitted to the president of South 
Africa, as head of state, for formal appointment. Two aspects of this 
process, which apply to all superior courts except the Constitutional 
Court, should be noted: first, the candidate recommended by the JSC 
must be appointed by the national president, who has no option to 
refuse or refer the selected person; and second, that section 174 (2) 
of the Constitution requires that ‘the need for the judiciary to reflect 
broadly the racial and gender composition of South Africa must be 
considered when judicial officers are appointed’.

Appointments to the Constitutional Court follow a slightly different 
route, which is appropriate considering the authority which it wields by 
virtue of being the ultimate interpreter of the Constitution. At the last 
stage of the process, the JSC must identify (in practice it also ranks) 
sufficient nominees to fill the number of vacant seats, plus three. The 
president is not bound by the ranking but, if he thinks that there are not 

fifteen-year terms on the Court are coming to an end, and therefore must 
be replaced, are one black man, one black woman, one white woman 
and one white man. While the Court has not yet established the kind 
of pattern of appointments that characterise other top courts (e.g. that 
there will always be one judge from a particular region, or that one will 
be an adherent of a particular religion, etc.), it is reasonable to expect 
that at least two of the new judges appointed will be women.

The JSC shortlisted a remarkably large pool of applicants for 
interviewing in early September. There are many recently appointed 
members of the JSC among the ranks of its politicians and the 
presidential nominees, so it is difficult to predict how they will 
interpret their constitutional mandate. What is critical in the eyes of 
most observers, however, is that the legal system is in urgent need 
of transformation in line with the imperatives of our constitutional 
values. There is no necessary connection between such a vision of 
transformation and skin colour or sex, although the utterances of some 
of the members of the JSC indicate that they do not agree with this 
approach. It will be a source of great concern for the administration 
of justice in the future if the latter view holds sway in either the 
deliberations of the JSC or the decision-making of the president. 
We anxiously await the outcome of this process. The rule of law is 
fundamental to any process of transformation under our Constitution, 
and judges of the highest integrity and innate independence are 
needed to maintain it.

Hugh Corder is a professor of public law at the University of Cape 
Town. He is also a member of the IJR board of directors. 

sufficient ‘acceptable’ nominees on the list, he must refer the list to the 
JSC, giving reasons for this view. 

The JSC is then bound to supplement the list, and the president must 
appoint from this supplemented list: no further exchanges are allowed. 
However, there is one additional step which the Constitution requires of 
the president as head of the executive, which is to consult with the chief 
justice and the leaders of all political parties represented in the national 
assembly. Significantly, he is not bound by the views of such consultants, 
although he must seek their advice in good faith. This last aspect is also 
required in the presidential appointment of the chief justice and his or 
her deputy. It is this part of the process which President Zuma recently 
appeared not to follow in announcing his chosen candidate before 
advising those whom he was required to consult, which indicated that 
he was giving insufficient weight to this important element of political 
inclusivity.

How has this system worked in practice? There are just over two 
hundred judges in South Africa. In 1994, all judges were white males, 
except two white women and two Indian men. As of last month, the 
picture had changed remarkably as regards race, with 56% of judges 
being black, though less so in respect of gender (just 21% being women). 
All but one of the ten heads of court are black men. So it is clear that 
the demand that demography be considered in appointments has been 
heeded by the JSC. Many are of the view that we have reached a point 
where the ‘race and gender’ consideration should hold less sway than it 
has till now, but there are those who argue strenuously otherwise.

Currently, the Constitutional Court is composed of eight men and three 
women, and seven black and four white judges. Of these, the four whose 
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Not since the 1950s have the judges of South Africa been so much in the public gaze. 
The context today is utterly different at a formal level, yet there are discomforting hints 
of a similar desire by the executive and Parliament (read the dominant party, the ANC) 
to have a less independent-minded judiciary in place, writes HUGH CORDER.
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Climate change is among the biggest catastrophes facing 
humankind today. The planet’s temperature is on average 0.74°C 
warmer than it was one hundred years ago: a result of global 

warming caused by the global fossil fuel economy, and energy production 
and consumption patterns. 

In its 2007 report, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC) warned that climate change would have devastating and multiple 
impacts on the natural and human environment. Among other findings, 
the report noted that by the year 2020, between 75 and 250 million 
people in Africa would be affected by increased water stress due to 
climate change.

Despite these warnings, the global response to climate change is 
inadequate. Solutions to the ecological crisis facing our planet are largely 
trade-led and market-driven, with technological advancements at the 
forefront. But since the inception of the Kyoto Protocol, the commitment 
by developed countries to reduce emissions from levels in 1990 has not 
been achieved: in fact, emissions have increased in many developed 
countries.

South Africa, like many other countries, has yet to develop a 

comprehensive response to climate change. Rather, the current 
strategy is merely a collation of existing policy interventions from 
various departments, and has no targets due to the limited reach of 
the Department of Trade and Industry (DEAT) in energy, agriculture, 
transport and industrial policy. A National Climate Change Committee has 
been established, but lacks the institutional mechanism to coordinate or 
vet plans by various departments.

The recently released Green Paper on National Strategic Planning may 
present some new opportunities for a more comprehensive and holistic 
response to climate change, for example, by acknowledging the dominance 
of carbon-intensive extractive industries in the South African economy. 

However, in South Africa – as elsewhere – the question of social 
impact is also notably missing from the climate change debate. Although 
the Green Paper notes the need for collaboration between government 
and social partners, questions of the consequences of climate change 
for vulnerable groups – on social cohesion, and in the process of a just 
transition to a low-carbon society – remain unanswered. 

The climate crisis presents two key scenarios for society: in the first 
scenario, it could potentially bring about cooperation, unite people to 

Social cohesion in a changing  climate

utilise scare resources more sustainably, and promote alternative 
development pathways based on equity, justice, human rights and 
human security. In the second scenario, it could create a more hostile 
environment in which poor communities compete for scare resources, 
increasing violence and divisions between the ‘haves’ and ‘have-nots’ 
with potentially destabilising effects.

In the current global economy, which condones ‘business as usual’ 
with some superficial tinkering to promote a green economy, the second 
scenario is increasingly more likely.

Internationally, strategies to address climate change have focused 
largely on the twin goals of mitigation and adaptation. Mitigation is 
centred on low-carbon technological solutions, such as biofuels, safe and 
secure nuclear systems, carbon capture and storage, and mechanisms 
for emissions trading. 

However, these mitigation approaches – and carbon trading in 
particular – may ultimately cause new and severe problems, and even 
increase global warming. Studies show that many of the carbon credits 
sold to industrialised countries come from polluting projects, like 
schemes to burn methane from coalmines and waste dumps, and do little 
to reduce fossil fuel dependence.

In some cases, carbon trading schemes have also generated massive 
windfall profits to the benefit of large polluters. For example, in the first 
year of the European Union Emission Trading System (EU ETS), UK power 

generators gained around £800 million (R9.9 billion) by passing the costs 
of carbon allowances on to consumers, although these allowances were 
in fact allocated for free.  

Similarly, some emerging economies also evade domestic emission 
reduction – even though they are not obliged to do so in terms of the 
Kyoto Protocol – by hosting cleaner development mechanism (CDM) 
projects in return for certified emission reduction (CER) credits. CER 
credits can then be used towards emission-reduction targets set out by 
the Protocol. However, the majority of these projects are seen as ‘add-
ons’ and continue to support, rather than shift away from, fossil-fuel 
dependency in the South. The focus of the regime has become skewed 
towards minimising the burden of implementation on the polluter 
industries and countries.

Other projects, such as tree plantations, claim to absorb CO2, but may 
have social and environmental consequences such as displacing people 
from their land and compromising biodiversity, rather than forging 
progress towards alternative energy systems and low-carbon societies. 

Adaptation focuses on countries that are most vulnerable to the impact 
of climate change, such as those located in coastal and river flood plains, 
with economies largely dependent on natural resources, or in areas prone 
to extreme weather events. The IPCC proposes a wide range of adaptive 
responses including: technological changes; behavioural changes, such 
as altered food and recreational choices; managerial changes, including 
new farming practices; and policy changes, like instituting planning 
regulations for energy efficiency. 

Adaptation funds have been established in many countries, and 
different strategies and technologies initiated. The challenge is to 
assess how effective the various options are at fully reducing the risks 
and levels of warming, as well as to assess their impact on vulnerable 
communities and countries. However, even if these communities embark 
on adaptation initiatives, decades of carbon emissions mean they are 
already in real danger of being literally swept away by extreme weather, 
even though their contribution to climate change is miniscule.

Poor and vulnerable communities around the world have to deal with a 
crisis not of their making. These communities will be the worst affected, 
as they have few resources to cope with the impact. 

As a whole, Africa has contributed least to climate change, yet will be 
hardest hit. Recent reports indicate that Africa is already 0.5ºC hotter 
than it was one hundred years ago, and temperatures have risen much 
more in some areas; temperatures in parts of Kenya have risen by 3.5ºC 
in the past 20 years. Regions are becoming drier, particularly in the 
arid and semi-arid areas of southern Africa, while equatorial zones are 
getting wetter. 

Unpredictable weather and more frequent natural disasters will have 
a huge impact on the economies of many countries, as well as the lives 
and livelihoods of people already living in extreme poverty. Women, rural 
communities and those living with HIV/AIDS will be particularly affected. 
Food security is increasingly under threat as dry regions become more 
water-stressed, while warmer and wetter weather elsewhere will 
provide fertile conditions for the spread of disease, for example, through 
more prolific breeding of malaria-carrying mosquitoes. 

Together, these changes will likely have a destabilising effect on 
many African countries, leading to conflict over scarce resources and an 
increase in environmental (climate change) refugees. 

To avoid this scenario, solutions to address climate change must go beyond 
mitigation and adaptation, and not only deal with environmental challenges. 

A major challenge will be to galvanise policy approaches both 
internationally and locally to tackle climate change and foster a just 
transition to emission-stabilisation and low-carbon economies.

Current forms and patterns of production in both developed 
and developing countries, which require ever-increasing resource 
consumption, are fundamentally unsustainable, and are creating massive 
and growing environmental pressures. They pose epochal threats to the 
entire planetary ecological system, and ultimately, human survival. 

Apocalyptic climate change essentially calls for a paradigm shift and 
an overhaul of the global economic system. This will include reduced 
consumption and production among the middle-class and wealthy elite, 
changes in industrial agricultural production to support more localised, 
sustainable agricultural systems, reforms in industrial processes, 
reduced trade in goods, and more energy-efficient infrastructure 
development, amongst others. 

More broadly, society needs to understand the intrinsic value of nature, 
and that the survival of the human race is in jeopardy. Unless we develop 
within the limits of the earth’s ecological resources – through uncompetitive 
and collective means – humanity is heading for disaster. 

Michelle Pressend is research, policy and advocacy coordinator at 
Biowatch and coordinates the Trade Strategy Group of the Economic 
Justice Network. 

While politicians are bickering about how to stabilise carbon 
emissions and prevent an average rise in temperature beyond 2°C, 
the world is already experiencing its devastating consequences in 
increased natural disasters and extreme weather conditions. Our 
fate is certain unless we act now, writes MICHELLE PRESSEND.
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Upon his election as president of the Democratic Republic of Congo 
(DRC) in 2006, Joseph Kabila launched a five-pronged socio-
economic reconstruction programme termed Cinq Chantiers, 

focused on providing housing, jobs, water and electricity, and rebuilding 
physical infrastructure. 

In July of this year, the DRC government initiated the Stabilisation 
and Reconstruction Plan (STAREC): a comprehensive reconstruction 
programme expected to cover the security, economic, judicial, health and 
education needs of twenty-six war-ravaged territories (administrative 
sub-divisions of the provinces) of the eastern DRC, and at a cost of 
some $1.2 billion solicited from the international donor community. One 
might question the appropriateness of embarking on a new and costly 
reconstruction plan before the previous programme’s impact has been 
assessed, particularly given ongoing conflict in the east of the country, 
of which the underlying issues remain unaddressed. In pondering these 
questions, it is important to take stock of the historic undercurrents 
informing the values and decisions impacting on governance in this 
potentially prosperous, but much troubled state.

In early 2007, riots in the Bas-Kongo Province claimed the lives of some 
140 people, in an event largely unreported internationally. Protestors 
battled police and soldiers, claiming that Jean-Pierre Bemba’s Union 
pour la Nation (UN) coalition had been robbed of victory in January’s 
gubernatorial and senatorial elections; in the latter, President Kabila’s 
Alliance pour la Majorité Présidentielle (AMP) coalition – a political 
alliance formed after the 2006 general elections – won 80% of the 
seats. 

Something deeper than election politicking underlies this simmering 
crisis. In past decades, Bas-Congo has been the scene of intermittent 
secessionist demands by the Bundu dia Kongo (‘Kongo Kingdom’), an 
ethno-religious grouping of adepts from the Kongo-speaking regions, 
formerly part of the dislocated Kongo Kingdom. Seventeenth-century 
Portuguese explorers marvelled at the political and military sophistication 
they encountered in this region, which spans parts of modern-day DRC, 
the Republic of Congo and Angola. 

The political grievances of Bemba’s coalition thus take on a wider 
significance: they exploit long-standing demands for the restoration of 
an indigenous political system which people believe, rightly or wrongly, 
has more relevance to their lives than the succession of corrupt regimes 
which litter the DRC’s post-colonial history. They also serve as a painful 
reminder that the ethnic card is easily manipulated by political interest 
groups.

Neither colonial-era violence, nor the Second Republic under Mobutu 
Sese Seko, succeeded in promoting a lasting sense of nationhood. 
Despite, or perhaps because of the violent means of its imposition, the 

colonial system reinforced rather than inhibited allegiance to traditional 
politico-religious belief systems. The DRC’s most popular syncretic 
sect, Kimbanguism, was perceived as a threat by Belgian colonists in 
the 1920s, and banned. Kimbanguism – officially ‘The Church of Christ 
on Earth by the Prophet Simon Kimbangu’ – has about three million 
members, primarily among the Bakongo of the Bas-Congo and Kinshasa 
regions. 

A closed political system, the ‘Zaireanisation’ of economic assets by 
a venal political elite surrounding Mobutu, and divide-and-rule tactics 
intended to divert attention from the failings of the regime, were central 
to the development within the population of an alternative value system 
based on self-interest. The chaotic liberalisation of the mining sector 
was, for example, a direct consequence of this. ‘Parallel’ or ‘alternative’ 
modes of expression were adopted over time in response to the 
structural violence and economic marginalisation faced by the population 
in their day-to-day lives. Ingenious approaches to the problems of daily 
survival impacting on culture, politics and the economy, shape the DRC’s 
reputation as a particularly vibrant and creative society. Yet these also 
pose a challenge to the task of nation-building today. ‘Parallel’ survival 
mechanisms are often at odds with formal process and procedure, 
making many of the country’s social and economic transactions inherently 
illegal. 

A deliquescent state has failed to provide for people’s most basic 
needs. Disaffected communities in search of a sense of ‘citizenship’ 
revert nostalgically to structures that reinforce their sense of identity. 
And, supreme of paradoxes, Congolese of the older generation can be 
heard grumbling that ‘it was better in colonial times – at least then, there 
was a sense of discipline and order’. The conflict in Bas-Congo attests to 
this seething discontent.

Despite criticism of his autocratic governance style, Kabila is lauded 
for bringing about palpable improvements in the living conditions of many 
Congolese, though for a short duration, and bolstering national pride. 
Road infrastructure was improved somewhat, and importantly, salaries 
were regularly paid to state employees, including the military. 

When the second ‘war of liberation’ broke out in 1998, these 
improvements gradually dissipated as the rebel Rassemblement Congolais 
pour la Démocratie (RCD) (which, with the support of neighbouring 

Preventing dislocation? 
Profound socio-economic transformation is the 
most important way to address and relieve the dire 
situation in the DRC, writes MARIAN MATSHIKIZA.

One is tempted to 
suggest that something 
deeper than election 
politicking underlies 
this simmering crisis. 

countries, had de facto control over eastern DRC until 2001), installed a 
corrupt Mobutu-esque dictatorship in the east. Given the deep political 
imprint which Mobutu left on his country, the ideological and political 
value systems were not markedly different in the west under Kabila; the 
war in its initial stages was about territorial control.

Transitory and self-serving as Kabila’s measures were, they nurtured a 
sense of pride and self-esteem amongst Congolese, explaining the great 
sense of loss upon his death. The fervour accompanying the presidential 
campaign of his son Joseph, particularly in the eastern Kivu provinces, 
resided in the hope that he would continue the work of his slain father, 
and in his promises to safeguard the territorial integrity of the DRC and 
bring peace and stability to the Kivus. 

The depredations of the 32-year Second Republic, coupled with six 
years of war, destroyed local economic systems and networks, and left the 
east particularly vulnerable. This destruction includes: the degradation of 
road, rail and telecommunications infrastructure; increased geographical 

isolation of village communities; and the atomisation of the territory into 
micro-administrations under the control of Congolese or foreign rebel 
forces, and even commanders of the national army. Mining operations 
were also privatised, mine workers were harshly expoloited, and labour 
transferred from agriculture to more profitable artisanal mining activities 
supported by local and international business, in which politics and 
corruption are intertwined. Widespread and unrecorded human rights 
abuses, including rape on a scale never before experienced in the Congo, 
cross-cut all of these developments. 

Given the extent of social, infrastructural and administrative 
fragmentation, many Congolese rely on powerful local solidarity 
networks to cope in times of adversity. These networks were severely 
strained during the war. It is generally recognised within the international 
humanitarian community that in eastern DRC, bar the political and 
business elite, all civilians are vulnerable; the displaced are simply more 
vulnerable than everyone else. 

Jules (name altered), a high-level Bukavu functionary and member 

of the provincial governor’s immediate entourage, is one of the few 
regularly paid government employees. Yet he is open about his intention 
to relocate his family to Belgium; he distrusts politics and politicians 
and refuses to pay allegiance to a state that has made no positive 
contribution to his life. He cites as examples of this, the labour of his 
parents to provide for his education, that road repairs are undertaken 
by local communities, and that state-run health and education structures 
are close to total collapse. 

Corruption, exclusion and the normalisation of violence have 
unfortunately become defining characteristics of successive regimes. 
However, a unique opportunity presents itself at this pivotal moment. 
International aid promises large sums for economic and social 
reconstruction. With political normalisation, it is essential that the new 
government focuses on sustainable economic recovery programmes 
that diminish the lure of illegal, parallel activities. It is equally important 
that government put its own house in order, by developing and enforcing 

regulatory frameworks, particularly 
in the mining industry, and imposing 
sanctions on office-bearers involved 
in extortion and other forms of 
corruption. Furthermore, concerted 
efforts need to be made to ensure 
the safety of civilians, and in 
implementing security and judicial 
reform programmes. 

National cohesion in the DRC can 
only be fostered through profound 
socio-economic transformation. The 
STAREC programme offers a glimmer 
of hope and may present the first 
steps to addressing this question, 
but will require the commitment of 
visionary political leadership. 

Moreover, the international 
community’s engagement with the 
process of reconstruction will be 
crucial in helping to stabilise this 

country, tragically engulfed in conflict for over a decade. It is incumbent 
upon South Africa to support the DRC’s peace-building and reconstruction 
process. To play a constructive role in this regard, it needs to do so from 
a position that takes proper stock not only of recent events, but also 
the entrenched structural – often informal – dynamics that inform these 
processes. 

There is a need to ensure the emergence of stable and democratic 
institutions, including the armed forces and the judicial system. The 
strategic importance of a stable, prosperous, DRC for sub-Saharan Africa 
cannot be overestimated, and as such, sustained efforts are called for to 
support its regeneration. 

Finally, South Africans would be well-advised to be more understanding 
and accommodating of the hardships faced by citizens of conflict-ridden 
nations such as the DRC in their quest for dignity and respect. 

Marian Matshikiza is Great Lakes project leader in the IJR Transitional 
Justice in Africa programme.
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MAKING APARTHEID HISTORY: MY CONTRIBUTION

Making Apartheid History: My Contribution 
contains a collection of four oral history 
projects implemented in a number of 
communities. This volume brings together the 
educational resource books developed with 
the participants over a five-year engagement:

Book 1 – From Exclusive to Inclusive 
Narratives: A toolkit for budding oral 
historians

Book 2 – Pass Laws in the Western Cape: 
Implementation and resistance (2004)

Book 3 – Forced Removals: A case study on Constantia (2005)
Book 4 – Stories op die Wind: ’n Handleiding vir opvoeders van Noord-

Kaapse volksverhale (2006) (A resource guide on folktales from the 
Northern Cape)

Book 5 – Bridging the Apartheid Divide: Two case studies – Hout Bay 
and Paarl (2008)

Each project involved high school learners in engaging with their 
respective community elders in conversations about their memories and 
experiences. These interviews were transcribed and used to develop 
project-specific educational material such as short stories, folktales, 
profiles, photographic narrative and short film documentaries.

BECOMING ZIMBABWE: A HISTORY FROM THE 
PRE-COLONIAL PERIOD TO 2008
Edited by Brian Raftopoulos & Alois Mlambo, Weaver Press (Harare) 
and Jacana (Cape Town)

Becoming Zimbabwe is the first comprehensive 
history of Zimbabwe, spanning the years from 
850 to 2008. As such, it tracks the idea of national 
belonging and citizenship, exploring the nature of 
state rule, the changing contours of the political 
economy, and the regional and international 
dimensions of the country’s history.

In their Introduction, Brian Raftopoulos 
and Alois Mlambo enlarge on these themes, 
and Gerald Mazarire’s opening chapter sets 

the pre-colonial background. Sabelo Ndlovu-Gatsheni tracks the history 
up to WWII, and Alois Mlambo reviews developments in the settler 
economy and the emergence of nationalism leading to the UDI in 1965. 
The politics and economics of the UDI period, and the subsequent war 
of liberation, are covered by Joseph Mtisi, Munyaradzi Nyakudya and 
Teresa Barnes. 

After independence in 1980, Zimbabwe enjoyed a period of buoyancy 
and hope. James Muzondidya’s chapter details the transition ‘from 
buoyancy to crisis’, and Brian Raftopoulos concludes the book with an 
analysis of the decade-long crisis and the global political agreement 
which followed.  

2008 TRANSFORMATION AUDIT – 
RISK AND OPPORTUNITY 
Edited by Jan Hofmeyr 

In 2008 the reconfiguration of power within 
the African National Congress resulted in one 
of South Africa’s most profound post-apartheid 
political rearrangements. This occurred at the 
same time as economic gloom started to spread 
in the wake of the American sub-prime crisis. 
South Africa’s response to this confluence of 
circumstance may very well become a test 
of its resilience, as two relatively constant 

variables in recent years, political and economic stability, come under 
pressure. Against this background, Risk and Opportunity was chosen 
as the prism through which the Transformation Audit reviewed matters 
of socio-economic transformation in 2008. By reviewing the global and 
domestic context of and its implications for key policy spheres, Risk 
and Opportunity should be seen as an important contribution to the 
search for innovative and relevant responses to an environment that is 
decidedly different from the one covered by the four previous editions 
of the Audit.
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SA RECONCILIATION BAROMETER SURVEY 2008
The SA Reconciliation Barometer Survey is an annual survey, 
conducted by the IJR, which tracks public responses to social 
transformation and its impact on national reconciliation. The survey 
report of the most recent round of the survey can now be accessed on 
our website at: www.ijr.org.za


