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IJR News

the blinding speed with which the ANC’s internal power struggles have unfolded 
in recent weeks has left South Africans dumbfounded. Few could have predicted 
the country’s current disposition a year ago. Thabo Mbeki has become the first 

South African head of state to be recalled by his own party and was replaced 
within a matter of days by ANC deputy president, Kgalema Mothlanthe, in what at 
this stage still looks like a caretaker position. Several of Mbeki’s cabinet colleagues 
have stepped down in solidarity and, at the time of writing, three provincial 
premiers have already handed in their resignations while the heads of at least 
three others appear to be on the block. From whichever perspective one looks at 
this remarkable chain of events, it is sure to be recorded as a seismic change in 
post-apartheid politics. 

This third issue of the SA Reconciliation Barometer for 2008 contains a series of 
contributions that reflect on some of the causes and consequences of the situation 
we find ourselves in. They also ask what we should take away from this experience, 
as well as what we can learn from our past.

At the Institute’s recent annual Ashley Kriel Memorial Lecture, Alan Boesak provided one of the 
most poignant articulations of the sense of disillusionment with which millions of marginalised 
South Africans view present-day South Africa. In his speech, an edited version of which appears 
in this issue, Boesak recalls the circumstances of the historic formation of the United Democratic 
Front (UDF) and implores ordinary people to take their future into their hands once again.

Jeremy Seekings, in his contribution, agrees that the UDF made an incredible contribution to 
the creation of a non-racial democracy. Yet he also cautions that if a new UDF is on the cards, it 
should not rely solely on nostalgic notions of citizen mobilisation from a different time and context. 

What impact have these recent events had on our current system of governance and, more 
generally, on our political culture? Gary Pienaar, Pierre de Vos, and Dadisai Taderera look at 
these questions from different perspectives. 

Pienaar highlights a number of pertinent issues that have arisen during this period in relation 
to the separation of powers. He suggests that although the power struggle may not have been 
pretty, it set certain important precedents. Whether we will benefit from these will, according to 
Pienaar, largely depend on their interpretation by key figures within the tripartite alliance. Pierre 
de Vos looks specifically at the consequences for the judiciary. He notes that while our judicial 
system remains robust, derogative comments about the integrity of judges in relation to the 
Zuma case may have had an erosive effect on the legitimacy of the judiciary. Dadisai Taderera, 
in the final contribution, points to the impact that political uncertainty may have had on public 
trust and the legitimacy of key democratic institutions. By using data from the successive rounds 
of the SA Reconciliation Barometer Survey, she shows that although the legitimacy of the broader 
system of governance remains in tact, there should be concern about the rapid decline in 
confidence that ordinary citizens feel towards key public institutions. 

As in the past, we hope that this issue provides ample food for thought to our readers.  
We welcome your comments and suggestions for forthcoming issues.

Jan Hofmeyr 
Programme Manager of the Political Analysis Programme at the Institute for Justice 
and Reconciliation
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IJR News
UNESCO PEACE PRIZE FOR EDUCATION

UNESCO Director-General Koichiro Matsura awarded this year's Prize 
for Peace Education to the Institute for Justice and Reconciliation, on 
the recommendation of an international jury presided by Mr Mohammed 
Arkoun, Professor of History of Islamic Thought. The jury, which met 
on 19 May, chose the Institute ‘for its outstanding efforts in building 
sustainable reconciliation through education and in addressing systematic 
injustice in Africa’. The award was presented to Dr Fanie Du Toit at a 
ceremony in Paris on Thursday 18 September 2008.

Dr Fanie du Toit receives the award from UNESCO Director-General Koichiro 
Matsura (left).

AFRICAN CULTURAL TRADITIONS IN TRANSITIONAL 
JUSTICE CONSULTATION (11–13 AUGUST 2008)

Within the Institute for Justice and Reconciliation, consultation and 
dialogue have become a tradition, drawing people from throughout the 
African continent to explore, by means of themes relevant to the 
respective regions, ways in which societies devastated by prolonged 
wars can be rebuilt. Communities need to forge their own paths 
towards justice, accountability and reconciliation.

A significant number of African civil wars have ended, and there is a 
new peace-making trend on the continent in which Africans are themselves 
setting the pace and agendas for dealing with their own issues. Yet 
traditional or community-based reconciliation and accountability 
mechanisms, in the aftermath of armed conflict, do not generally 
feature prominently within broad national reconciliation frameworks. 

The consultation held in August was titled ‘African Cultural Traditions 
and Transitional Justice’, and analysed by turns the strengths and 
weaknesses of these practices, their impact and legitimacy within 
communities, their role in fostering social cohesion, and the policy 
implications for governments and international justice processes. 

Yet, examining the workings of African traditions and culture is not a 
sentimental exercise, and these processes are also critiqued on the 
grounds of their often regressive or conservative nature. Due to their 
cultural specificity, they do not lend themselves to application within 
broader, national frameworks. However, they enhance the bouquet of 
available options that deal with dilemmas faced by countries in transition.

RISK AND OPPORTUNITY:  
STEERING SOUTH AFRICA THROUGH TROUBLED WATERS

The Political Analysis Unit recently hosted Professor Adam Habib and 
Professor Sipho Seepe, who both spoke on the topic ‘Risk and 
Opportunity: Steering South Africa through troubled waters’. In his 
analysis of political accountability in South Africa, Professor Habib 
made a distinction between ‘institutional uncertainty’ – uncertainty 
about the rules of the political game – and ‘substantive uncertainty’ – 
uncertainty about the outcome of the game. He noted that while 
institutional uncertainty is damaging to the prospect of democratic 
consolidation, substantive uncertainty is not. Professor Seepe argued 
that institutions could become more credible through increased 

national conversation and debate. He noted that we need to consider 
the criticisms of ordinary people more carefully and that there is a need 
to find alternatives to the current system of political deployment to 
institutions. Go to http://www.ijr.org.za/breaking-news to listen to the 
full discussion. 

MEMORY PROJECT NETWORK SESSION 3:  
ORAL HISTORY

The Memory Project held its final networking session for 2008 on 
2 October. This session differed from the previous sessions in that it 
had a specific oral-history focus, due to the session’s intended purpose 
as a follow up to the 2nd Oral History Colloquium. In April this year the 
Robben Island Museum along with the Centre for Popular Memory 
(University of Cape Town) and the African Heritage Programme in 
Museum and Heritage Studies (University of Cape Town, University of 
the Western Cape and Robben Island Museum) held its annual one-day 
colloquium entitled Reading the Transcript: Preserving and Analysing 
the Recorded Voice. One of the major goals was to understand how oral 
histories are collected, understood and preserved. In the final session, 
delegates were asked to make proposals on ‘the way forward’. Most 
agreed that institutions should solidify their ties with each other 
through regular workshops in which the wide range of issues that were 
raised throughout the day could be discussed. 

The umbrella theme for the session was ‘Critically Reflecting on Oral 
History Projects and Methodologies’. Lunga Smile from the Lwandle 
Migrant Labour Museum gave a brief presentation on this theme with 
reference to the Museum’s projects. Following these presentations, 
participants engaged in small group discussions on the following  
sub-themes:
•	Oral	history	as	memory	work,	and	vice	versa
•	Representivity,	self-justification	and	identity
•	Life	history	interviews
•	Training	educators,	learners	and	community	members

The afternoon was a great success with lively debate amongst 
participants from various organisations – the Human Rights Media 
Centre, Western Cape Archives, District Six Museum, African Programme 
in Museum and Heritage Studies, Robben Island Museum, Western 
Cape Museum Services, South African Heritage Resources Agency, 
Independent Democrats, Museum van de Caab Solms-Delta Estate, 
African Studies Centre Leiden and the Lwandle Migrant Labour Museum. 
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the relationship between peace education, justice and reconciliation 
is a complex one. In October of 1998, South Africa’s Truth and 
Reconciliation Commission presented its Final Report to the 

government. It was a difficult moment: while the TRC process had 
proven itself essential to South Africa’s transition from apartheid to 
non-racial democracy, not everyone was happy with the Commission’s 
work or its findings. Accepting the report, then President Nelson 
Mandela offered these words: 

Today we reap some of the harvest of what we sowed at the end of 
a South African famine. And in the celebration and disappointment 
that attends such harvest, we know that we shall have to sow 
again, and harvest again, over and over, to sustain our livelihood; 
to flourish as a community; and for our generation to know that 
when we finally go to rest forever, our progeny will be secure in 
the knowledge that two simple words will reign: Never Again!

To this, Mandela added: 
The Commission was not required to muster a definitive and 
comprehensive history of the past three decades. Nor was it 
expected to conjure up instant reconciliation. And it does not claim 
to have delivered these either. Its success in any case depends on 
how far all of us cooperated with it. Yet we are confident that it 
has contributed to the work in progress of laying the foundation of 
the edifice of reconciliation. The further construction of that house 
of peace needs my hand. It needs your hand. 

The TRC did indeed help to build the foundation of this ‘house of peace’. 
It taught South Africa that justice, accountability and reconciliation go 
hand in hand, and that reconciliation has much to do with learning who 
we are – as victims, as perpetrators, as beneficiaries – and who we 
want to become together, as victims, perpetrators and beneficiaries. 
With a profound concern for justice, reconciliation is not concerned 
with abstract ideals or empty forgiveness, as it is often portrayed. 
The TRC taught us with varying degrees of success the importance, at 
specific turning points in the life of a nation, to pause at the victim’s 
side, to listen to their stories and to afford them the human and civic 
dignity of reparation. It also taught us that not all political compromise 
need forego accountability for past atrocities, that not all forms 
of accountability reside in courts of law, and that not all forms of 
punishment entail the incarceration of perpetrators. Most importantly, 
we realised that reconciliation cannot be enforced, that it needs to be 
owned by those being reconciled on their own terms. The TRC had to 
be our process. If not, we risked the possibility of having no process at 
all. At the same time, the Commission, for all of its good and all of its 
shortcomings, highlighted the need for all of us, to learn more about 

reconciliation and its power to create and shape a just and equitable 
peace. No single person or group had the answer. It was a collective 
endeavour. In this and other ways, the TRC provided key lessons in 
peace education. It is in this spirit that the Institute for Justice and 
Reconciliation was created in May 2000 and it is with this spirit that 
it continues its work. Today, the Institute is active at the interface 
between justice and reconciliation in South Africa, but at the same time 
the organisation is exploring the contributions it can make, as a result 
of this experience, to the resolution of other conflicts in Africa. 

Africa’s battlefields do not run along the neat lines of national 
boundaries, or the trenches manned by soldiers with bayonets, 
machine guns and ‘noble ideals’. Rather, Africa’s main belt of conflict 
stretches from Kinshasa in the DRC, across Bujumbura, Gulu and 
Khartoum to Asmara and Djibouti on the Red Sea. It zigzags across 
villages and towns, playgrounds, churchyards and vegetable gardens. 
By their very nature, these conflicts involve people at every level of 
society: children, adolescents, elders and, almost always, women. 
In these community wars, combatants fuse with civilian populations 
to the point of being virtually indistinguishable from one another. In 
such contexts, reconciliation needs to involve more than just deals 
between elites. It requires broad-based, truly national initiatives 
that reach the ordinary people most affected by these conflicts. This 
cannot be achieved without education – both formal and informal – 
as a predominant strategy. Education should therefore be a crucial 

component for any transition from conflict to peace to have profound 
results. In these contexts educational reform should not only focus 
on institutional reconstruction, but also promote a ‘dialogue between 
perspectives’ that is indigenous to the situation at hand.  

Because social divisions are taught or enforced, it is possible, Mr 
Mandela once said, to ‘unlearn’ these attitudes through education – not 
only to stimulate debate, but also to allow participation from voices not 
yet adequately represented. Post-conflict educational reform needs 
to be participatory and inclusive. Specifically in Africa, it needs to 
strengthen local reconciliation and transitional justice processes rather 
than to prescribe a ‘one-size-fits-all’ solution to partner countries.

‘educational reform should not only focus on 
institutional reconstruction, but also promote 
a “dialogue between perspectives” that is 
indigenous to the situation at hand.’

IJR receives peace 
award The Institute for Justice and Reconciliation recently received the UNESCO 

Prize for Peace Training. This is an edited version of the acceptance speech 
that was delivered by DR FaNIE DU TOIT, executive director of the Institute 
on 18 September at the award ceremony in Paris. 
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In order to address conflict in this way, the Institute has developed 
context-sensitive education resources to promote reconciliation. 
Looking backwards in order to move forwards, the Institute interrogates 
the lessons of history in order to educate for the future. In the wake 
of conflict, each generation has something to teach, an important 
answer to the question, ‘Where do we go from here?’ Located at the 
intersection between academia and the broader structures of civil 
society, the Institute draws on the insights and research of scholars, 
intellectuals, and people of creative perception, while promoting 
debate and programmes of action in society as a whole. 

These education initiatives, such as the Turning Points in History 
Project, the Transformation Audit, and the SA Reconciliation Barometer, 
enable communities to debate and address social maladies both within 
their communities as well as across historic divisions. Moreover, these 
educational resources support and strengthen the ability of educational 
institutions to implement new curricula based on human rights and 
democratic values. The Institute is equally committed to dialogue 
and cooperation with partners in other post-conflict societies, most 
specifically in the Greater Horn of Africa, the Great Lakes of Africa 
region, and southern Africa where, through its cooperation with local 
partners in each region, it is involved in the exchange of key lessons, 
best practices, and comparative analyses. 

The South Africa of 2008 is different from the South Africa of 1998 
when the TRC concluded its business. Optimism and national solidarity 
have, in some quarters, been compromised by new challenges to 
political reconciliation and by a palpable impatience with service 
delivery. This has bolstered the sense of relative deprivation as wealth 
continues to accumulate in far too few hands. A big casualty in this 
regard has been public trust in democratic institutions, as well as the 
reconciliation processes they should safeguard. And yet the basic pillars 
of democratic governance, civil society, a free press, an independent 
judiciary and economic growth remain in place. South Africa today 
does not inhabit the moral high ground which it occupied a decade and 
a half ago. Yet, it has nevertheless defied the pessimism of those who 
think that nothing good can come from Africa. Our future is, as yet, 
undetermined. It is in this struggle, between inclusion and exclusion, 
between unbridled self-interest and value-driven governance, that 
a civil-society initiative such as this Institute finds itself located and 
where it seeks to make a difference. We, together in the spirit of 
Mandela’s words, remain committed to working towards an Africa 
where indeed two simple words will reign: ‘Never Again!’ 

 

This is an edited version of Dr du Toit’s acceptance speech on the 
occasion of the Institute being awarded the UNESCO Peace Prize for 
Education in Paris on 18 September 2008. 

‘reconciliation has much to do with learning 
who we are – as victims, as perpetrators, as 
beneficiaries – and who we want to become 
together, as victims, perpetrators and 
beneficiaries.’

‘Most importantly,  
we realised that 
reconciliation cannot 
be enforced, that it 
needs to be owned  
by those being 
reconciled on  
their own terms.  
The TRC had to  
be our process.’
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In the space of a month, crises have confronted all branches of the state. GaRy PIENaaR asks how these 
state organs have fared, and what the impact has been on the constitutional doctrine of the separation  
of powers.

‘But, by showing that a court can decide in 
Zuma’s favour after a string of defeats in other 
courts, the independence of the judiciary has 
been reasserted.’

Are the checks and balances working?

The separation of powers
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2008 is turning out to be a testing time for the doctrine of 
the separation of powers in South Africa. Heated debate has 
followed Judge Chris Nicholson’s judgment in Jacob Zuma’s 

application to the KwaZulu-Natal High Court to secure his right to make 
representations to the National Director of Public Prosecutions (NDPP) 
before its decision to prosecute him. Barely a week later, on the basis of 
that judgment, the decision by the African National Congress’ National 
Executive Committee to request President Thabo Mbeki’s resignation 
has quickly shifted the focus from the courts to the executive and to the 
way power is wielded by political parties and by parliament. 

Simultaneously, the Parliamentary Portfolio Committees on Justice 
and Constitutional Development, and Safety and Security, are wrestling 
with legislation to disband the National Prosecuting Authority’s 
Scorpions. And we anxiously await Frene Ginwala’s findings concerning 
Mbeki’s suspension of the NDPP, Vusi Pikoli, which he alleges was 
because of Pikoli's refusal to refrain from executing an arrest warrant 
for National Police Commissioner, Jackie Selebi.

In the space of a month, crises have confronted all branches of the 
state. How have they fared, and what impact have they had on the 
constitutional doctrine of the separation of powers?

At its core, the doctrine aims to institutionalise in a domestic setting 
a military strategy that characterised European history – a balance of 
power. No single major component of society controls all the levers of 
power. Rather, power is deliberately divided between the executive, 
legislative and judicial branches of the state – with the subsequent 
addition of the news media as the ‘Fourth Estate’ – so that each may 
keep the others in line through a system of checks and balances.

South Africa’s fourteen-year old democracy has yet to achieve its own 
clear, widely understood and accepted definition of the separation of 
powers. We continue to live uneasily with a fifth centre of power – the 
party of the revolutionary vanguard, as the ANC continues to characterise 
itself. While the ANC believes that the current stage of our history 
requires it to play this particular role, many outside the party perceive 
this feature of our young state to be both anomalous and antithetical 
to the deepening and strengthening of a truly democratic culture.

Features of the party’s involvement in affairs of state include the 
policy of ‘deploying’ loyal cadres not only to public office, which is 
unremarkable, but also to positions of power and influence in the state 
administration and in business. The retention of underperforming 
cabinet ministers has been one debilitating consequence. Another 
implication of this blurring between party and state has been the 
questionable awarding of public procurement contracts to individuals 
with few qualifications or little relevant experience but with close 
relationships with the party. The reciprocal benefit to the party’s 
finances has not always been matched by an equivalent gain for 
citizens anxiously awaiting the delivery of public goods and services. 

The country was divided by the chairperson of the Safety and Security 
Portfolio Committee’s comment that the primary task of parliament is 
to implement the party’s Polokwane resolution to disband the Scorpions, 
the public’s views being irrelevant. The post-Polokwane optimism – 
generated by the glimpse of more rigorous, although still uneven, 
parliamentary oversight of the executive – is under threat. 

 The chairperson of the Justice Committee has since sought to lead 
the two committees in a painstaking exercise to reassert an appropriate 

balance between the rightful respect by the majority party in parliament 
for the views of its party congress, and parliament’s responsibility 
between elections to attempt to understand and to represent the views 
and interests of its primary constituency – all the people of the country 
– regardless of where they placed their cross on the ballot paper.

With this delicate exercise under way, the judicial branch of the state 
has intervened in a far-reaching manner in the ‘titanic political struggle’ 
for the leadership of the ANC between President Mbeki and ANC 
President, Jacob Zuma. 

Judge Nicholson endorsed the definition of our executive presidency 
as extra-parliamentary, intended to rise above party-political 
considerations and ‘fulfill a unifying, reconciling and, if necessary, 
mediating role in the profoundly cleavaged society that South Africa is, 
with its potential for conflict and violence’. This was contrasted with the 
divisive role actually played by Mbeki when he controversially stood 
against Zuma for the position of party leader, seeking to separate the 
leadership of the party from the leadership of the country.

The judgment traced the genesis of this struggle to the suspicions 
surrounding the legality of the arms deal that continue to suffuse our 
body politic. While the court strongly expressed its belief that only a 
commission of enquiry can heal the wound left by the arms-deal 
debacle, it went on to point out that only the president, as head of the 
executive branch of the state, is empowered to authorise such an enquiry.

The judgment found that Mbeki’s divisive political actions had 
extended to interfering with the independence of the judiciary, to which 
the prosecuting authority is a vital contributor, through the then 
minister of justice, Penuell Maduna. The court found that Maduna had 
improperly influenced erstwhile NDPP chief, Bulelani Ngcuka, to decline 
to prosecute the recipient of bribes (Zuma) while charging the donor 
(Schabir Shaik). The court found that this malign influence had continued 
to undermine the integrity and independence of the NPA and, 
consequently, that of the judicial branch of the state.

The judgment’s controversial inferences concerning Mbeki’s breach 
of the separation doctrine have led to speculation regarding the 
advisability of the court’s foray into politics. Arguably, the judgment has 
had the effect of both facilitating and obliging the ANC to seek Mbeki’s 
resignation. Not for the first time, a judicial finding against Mbeki has 
had profound political implications for the executive. 

But, by showing that a court can decide in Zuma’s favour after a string 
of defeats in other courts, the independence of the judiciary has been 
reasserted. And, as a consequence, the vitriol hurled at a ‘counter-
revolutionary’ judiciary has largely been deflected, albeit at the 
expense of Mbeki and the NPA.  

Whether this bloodletting serves ultimately to strengthen public 
confidence in the independence of the NPA and the judiciary remains 
to be seen. It may depend on whether the Malemas and the Vavis 
understand the contradictions inherent in choosing to act decisively 
against Mbeki on the declared basis of the court’s finding against 
him in absentia while refusing to accept the clear implications of 
another court’s finding against Zuma in absentia when convicting 
Schabir Shaik. 

 
Gary Pienaar is a senior researcher at the Institute for Democracy in 
South Africa’s Political Information and Monitoring Service
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Is the independence of our judiciary safe? asks PIERRE DE VOS.

The independence of the 
judiciary in south Africa

a US Supreme Court judge once famously remarked when 
speaking about pornography that he could not define it, but he 
would recognise it when he saw it. The same could, to some 

extent, be said about the notion of the independence of the judiciary. 
While it is very difficult to define precisely the requirements for the 
safeguarding of the independence of the judiciary, it all too soon 
becomes apparent when that independence is being threatened by 
irresponsible or self-serving politicians or other members of the public.

Given recent personal attacks in South Africa on some judges of the 
High Court and the Constitutional Court, and given recent attempts by 
some politicians to de-legitimise various court decisions, the question 
may well be asked whether South Africa’s judiciary is under threat and 
whether the independence of our judiciary is safe. This is, however, not 
an easy question to answer – the independence of the judiciary 
depends on both tangible and intangible factors. 

On the one hand, what is required is for judges to be institutionally 
independent. This means that judges – once appointed – should be 
insulated from material pressures that might sway them in particular 
cases. It is therefore important that they should enjoy security of 
tenure, should be provided with a guaranteed pension once they retire 

and should be very difficult to remove from office and then only on 
objective grounds.

In South Africa, our Constitution provides for all these institutional 
safeguards for judges and there have been no threats from members 
of the governing party to use its overwhelming majority in parliament 
to take any of these safeguards away. On a formal level, there has 
therefore been no attack on the independence of the judiciary.

On the other hand, judges can only truly act without fear, favour or 
prejudice – thus in an independent manner – if they are implicitly 
trusted by the population and if they know their decisions will be respected 
and followed. In order for the decisions of judges to have legitimacy, 
the judiciary itself should be viewed as legitimate by the vast majority 
of the population. If the judiciary lacks this basic legitimacy, it will lack 
the power to truly act in an independent  manner.

In a constitutional state in which the values of constitutionalism have 
taken deep root and the independence of the judiciary is seen as 
sacrosanct, most people will abide by even unpopular decisions 
because of an inherent respect for the judiciary and because of a belief 
in the general legitimacy of the courts. Thus Democrats in the United 
States may have been deeply unhappy by the US Supreme Court 
decision which handed the presidential election to George W Bush, 
but not once did they argue that the judges of the Supreme Court 
should be removed from office or that the decisions of that court should 
not be respected.

It is not easy for a court to achieve this kind of legitimacy – especially 
in a constitutional state with a justiciable Bill of Rights where judges 
have enormous power to rule against the wishes of the majority. 
Despite being appointed and not elected, judges can declare invalid the 
actions of the democratically elected parliament or of the president and 
his cabinet. This creates the so-called ‘counter majoritarian’ problem: 
at first blush it seems rather undemocratic that unelected judges can 

‘Calling judges of the Constitutional Court 
“counter revolutionaries”, for example, or 
threatening to create chaos or even kill if a 
judgment with adverse consequences for one’s 
political hero were to be handed down, is 
obviously unacceptable and very worrying.
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there yet, it is worrying that in recent months – especially regarding 
the various legal cases of Mr Jacob Zuma – the majority party has not 
always affirmed their respect for the independence of the judiciary.

The decision of the National Working Committee (NWC) of the ANC 
that Mr Zuma will be the ANC candidate for president at the next election, 
regardless of what any court might decide, is the most troubling of 
these recent moves because it sends a signal that the judicial process 
will not be respected if it delivers a guilty verdict for Mr Zuma.

If the ANC wants to reassure South Africans of its respect for the 
judiciary, it will have to do more than issue platitudinous statements. 
Instead, this decision of the NWC will have to be revisited. Failure to 
do this will leave many to conclude that the ANC does not respect 
the independence of the judiciary and that it cannot be trusted to  
do so. 

Pierre de Vos is a professor of law at the University of the Western Cape. 
He has an online blog called ‘Constitutionally Speaking’ that deals with 
political and social issues in South Africa, mostly from the perspective of 
constitutional law. 

‘In order for the decisions of judges to have 
legitimacy, the judiciary itself should be 
viewed as legitimate by the vast majority of 
the population. If the judiciary lacks this basic 
legitimacy, it will lack the power to truly act 
in an independent manner.’

make decisions affecting the majority of the people against the direct 
wishes of those we have actually elected to lead the country. 

However, judges act as referees in the political game and their 
decisions therefore often safeguard the very democratic system – the 
rules of the game, so to speak – without which no democracy will be 
possible. Without an independent judiciary, majority rule can easily turn 
into mob rule in which a majority abuses its power to oppress 
minorities and change the rules of the game to ensure its hold on 
power. It is therefore extremely important that politicians and other 
influential people in society support and build respect for the 
independence of the judiciary. 

This does not mean that judges should not be criticised. On the 
contrary. Judges – unelected as they are – are accountable to the 
public and must provide well reasoned and logical justifications for 
their decisions. Responsible citizens have a duty to subject these 
decisions and the reasoning provided to searching scrutiny and to 
engage in robust debates and arguments about the wisdom of 
individual decisions.

But personal attacks on individual judges and uninformed and 
unprincipled criticism of judgments are dangerous. Calling judges of 
the Constitutional Court ‘counter revolutionaries’, for example, or 
threatening to create chaos or even kill if a judgment with adverse 
consequences for one’s political hero were to be handed down, is 
obviously unacceptable and very worrying.

Such threats and attacks in and of themselves will not destroy the 
independence of the judiciary, but they will have a cumulative effect and 
will prepare the ground for politicians and ordinary South Africans to 
refuse to obey or respect judicial decisions they do not agree with.

It is at the point when judges hand down decisions and those 
decisions are not respected or implemented that the independence of 
the judiciary would have been fatally compromised. While we are not 
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t
he dramatic chain of events that continues to unfold against the 
background of persistent political infighting within the ruling 
African National Congress clearly underscores the debilitating 
impact that uncertainty can have on a body politic. From an 

economic perspective this manifested most evidently in the billions of 
rand that were wiped off the JSE in the immediate wake of the initial 
announcement that Trevor Manual would step down from his position of 
finance minister. Yet, it has been less obvious up to now what impact 
the ANC’s internal squabbles over the past two years have had on 
ordinary citizens’ sense of political stability. 

Certainty, in any context, can never be absolute – an element of trust 
is always required. Within the context of governance, such trust ought 
to be placed in the political system and in its constituent parts. Indeed, 
trust is one of the most important pillars upholding the legitimacy and 
sustainability of the democratic state. This is particularly the case in 
recently democratised societies, where fledgling institutions have to 
establish themselves in the face of various developmental challenges. 
In this article, we want to reflect briefly on a number of preliminary 
results from the SA Reconciliation Barometer Survey relating to public 
trust and confidence in the South African political system and a number 
of its key institutions. 

Our data for recent years points to a consistent decrease in 
confidence in public institutions that are responsible for general 
governance. The same has not necessarily been the case for private 
institutions, such as the media, churches or business entities. 
Importantly also, it clearly points to the fact that South African citizens 
differentiate in terms of the confidence that they extend to representative 
institutions, government performance and support for the principles of 
democracy. Because of this it is possible to draw a distinction between 
two kinds of trust: one diffuse and concerned with general faith in the 
system; and the other institutional, focusing on confidence in the 
component parts of the system. This distinction is important. While a 
temporal loss in institutional trust can be overcome through short-term 
intervention, a loss of diffuse trust is more systemic and takes much 
longer to restore.  

As noted, the need for trust assumes the existence of a degree of risk 
and uncertainty. However, somewhat ironically, such trust can only be 
nurtured in democratic systems through the institutionalisation of 
distrust by means of checks and balances, whose presence serve to 
diminish uncertainty and the regularity with which contesting parties 

need to monitor their counterparts’ abidance to fundamental 
constitutional and governance principles. As Mischler and Rose correctly 
remark: ‘…no government enjoys the absolute trust of its citizens; 
[and] arguably, none should’. Implicit in their comment is the notion 
that citizens’ confidence in the system of governance is deepened by 
means of the entrenchment of distrust in absolute power.  

Trust in a new democracy like post-apartheid South Africa is 
significant because, unlike in the previous dispensation, the ability to 
govern is not determined as much by coercion as it is by the legitimacy 
that the new system enjoys in the eyes of its citizens – in other words, 
by the extent to which citizens will accept the authority of the new 
regime to regulate society in terms of a negotiated constitution. To 
generate such trust in developing nations with severe inequalities and 
a high level of vulnerability to international markets is not an easy task, 
particularly because many citizens have high material expectations of 
the state. Weatherford for instance notes that ‘when inflation is severe, 
citizens must have sufficient trust in economic and political institutions 
to accept temporary economic pain in return for the promise of better 
economic conditions at some uncertain future date’. Therefore, trust 
gives representatives the opportunity to postpone immediate concerns 
in the pursuit of more important longer-term objectives.

In this regard, two types of political support have been identified over 
the years by scholars of democracy. Diffuse support points to attitudes 
regarding the broader regime within which democratic institutions 
function. In measuring diffuse support, questions regarding commitment 
to the rules and principals of the regime are used as indicators. Specific 
support relates to the ability of the government and political authorities 
to perform the duties that they are supposed to. Questions about the 
confidence in government are used as indicators of specific support. 

Trustuncertaintyand

‘Our data for recent years points to a 
consistent decrease in confidence in public 
institutions that are responsible for general 
governance. The same has not necessarily 
been the case for private institutions, such as 
the media, churches or business entities.’

amidst seismic shifts in the South african political landscape, South africans 

still show strong support for basic democratic principles. a decline in support 

for specific institutions of governance should however be cause for concern, 

write DaDISaI TaDERERa and JaN HOFmEyR.
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Figure 1 shows that, based on a number of key indicators employed 
by the SA Reconciliation Barometer Survey, diffuse support for the 
South African political system has remained fairly stable since 
measurement started in 2003. Question 4 asks whether it is desirable 
to create one united South African nation. The fact that close to 
70 per cent of respondents agreed with the statement in 2008 suggests 
that strong support exists for the basic tenets that underpin the post-
apartheid state. Question 7 asks respondents whether it would be 
better to do away with parliament if it makes decisions that do not 
enjoy popular support. Forty per cent of respondents agreed with this 
proposition. Although this is a substantial figure, it still suggests that 
less than half of South Africans would be inclined to dispose of 
democratic institutions, such as parliament, when they have to preside 
over painful but necessary policy. Question 59 gauges the willingness 
of respondents to adhere to laws of a government that they did not vote 
for. In other words, it tests whether public trust rests in the broader 
political system, or whether it is centred in a single entity. Only 20 per 
cent of respondents agreed with this statement, which does seem to 
translate into a vote of confidence in our democratic dispensation. When 
viewed together, these results represent a substantial and encouraging 
commitment to the rules and principles of democracy.

While diffuse support has declined gradually over the past five years 
it has not been as pronounced as has been the case with the losses in 
specific support. Figure 2 shows levels of confidence in major 
institutions and illustrates how confidence in key institutions, such as 
the presidency, has dropped by over 23 per cent since 2006, while the 
equivalent decline for other important institutions, like parliament and 
national government, has been 15 per cent and 18 per cent respectively. 
A striking aspect of this measurement has been that public confidence 
in private institutions, such as business and the media, has been more 
consistent than that for public institutions related to governance.

 As noted, these institutional indicators refer to what we have termed 
specific trust because they relate directly to government outputs over 
a fairly short period. For this reason it is then premature to describe 
the decline in their support as alarming. It is however significant that 
the drops in approval have been so considerable over this short period. 
This may be related to the extent to which government has been unable 
to realise unrealistic expectations, but also to the debilitating effect 
that the ruling party’s internal squabbles has had on its ability to govern. 

The picture that therefore emerges from this data is one where 
profound trust in the political foundations of the country remains in 
tact. Yet, there should be a level of concern about the steep trajectory 
that has marked the decline in public trust in key institutions over a 
relatively short period of three years. Although this may be attributable 
to temporal factors, such as factionalism within the ruling party, a 
protracted decline at substantial levels like these does not bode well 
for the development of a robust democracy. The country should avoid a 
scenario where optimism, one of its key attributes up to now, is 
replaced by a profound sense of entrenched cynicism. 

Jan Hofmeyr and Dadisai Taderera work in the Institute for Justice and 
Reconciliation’s Political Analysis Unit.

‘To generate such trust in developing nations with 
severe inequalities and a high level of vulnerability 
to international markets is not an easy task, 
particularly because many citizens have high 
material expectations of the state. ’
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w
e converged on Rocklands, Mitchell’s Plain twenty-five 
years ago to form a movement that would change the 
course of history in South Africa. We had come not only to 
register our protest, but to fashion a dream, to spell out a 

vision, and to make a promise to work toward an undivided South 
Africa and an open democracy, where no one is excluded and human 
dignity is respected. And then we spoke of three little words: ‘All, here, 
and now.’ We wanted all our rights. Not just some rights, but the rights 
of all South Africans, including those whose citizenship had already 
been stripped away by the apartheid government. We wanted all our 
rights here, in a united, undivided South Africa. We did not want them 
in impoverished homelands, we did not want them in our separate 
little group areas. We wanted them here in this land, which one day 
we longed to once again call our own. We wanted all of our rights, we 
want them here, and we said that we wanted them now. We waited so 
long; we struggled so long. We pleaded, cried, and petitioned too long. 
We were jailed, exiled, and killed for too long. Then we said: ‘Now is 
the time!’ 

‘ALL,
HERE, 
AND
NOW’

Our people are not looking for the politics of instant 

gratification and entitlement; they are longing for 

the politics of justice, says DR allaN BOESak.

Ashley Kriel Memorial Youth Lecture
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the ghosts of racism to rise and haunt us, because we have buried 
them in graves too shallow and too close to home. The non-racialism 
we believed in, fought for and actually practised, is in danger of 
disappearing altogether in our new democracy. The racial divisions 
and ethnic categories are back, and with them simmering tensions 
that are threatening to dictate the trends of our democratic discourse, 
the integrity of our democratic institutions and the quality of our life 
together. I am convinced that we now have an opportunity, a second 
chance as it were, to make real, and give substance to, the dreams we 
once had, the promises we made, and the ideals we have held up to 
our people as they so bravely struggled for a better life. 

But if it is a time of new promise, it is also a time of new challenges. 
South Africa’s problem is not an ethnic problem. Our problem is the 
betrayal of the poor, the loss of faith in the people, the loss of vision 
for the nation. It is a problem of disconnection from the people, of 
greed and hunger for power, of self-deceit and mindless arrogance. 
Our problem is not believing in ourselves, not trusting ourselves with 
our own dreams of justice and not claiming our heritage of freedom. 
Our problem is forsaking our spirituality and forgetting our faith. And 
what about those rights we fought for and now think we have lost? It 
is time to claim them with new intensity. All, here, and now. Too many 
of us are despairing, mourning the loss of what we thought we had, 
bemoaning the state of our democracy, blaming others and forgetting 
our own responsibility. Let us be done with all that now. Remember 
when we attended funerals during the struggle, we used to say, ‘Wake 
up from mourning!’ 

This is what we need to say to ourselves now. This is what South 
Africa needs to hear now. Wake up from mourning! We are a tired 
people, but we are not a broken people. We are a tested people, but 
we are not a failed people. We might be battered, disappointed and 
disillusioned, but we are not defeated. We are a fighting people. We 
may stumble, we may fall, but we rise up again and walk! We must 
say this, not to the politicians, not to the world, but to ourselves: to 
the parents and the children, the students and the workers and the 
professionals, the churches and the mosques and the temples, the 
organisations and the movements; to ourselves, all of us, the people of 
South Africa, all the people of South Africa, in all our rainbow brilliance: 
wake up from mourning! Yesterday is behind the mist of night. Today 
is the gift of new arising. Tomorrow is the dawn of our awakening. 
The coming day belongs to us! Let us wake up from mourning and do 
what we know is right. Let us wake up from mourning and unite this 
nation. Let us wake up from mourning and take hold of our destiny.  
For ourselves, for our future, for our country. 

This is an edited version of the speech presented by Dr Allan Boesak at 
the 5th Annual Ashley Kriel Memorial Lecture earlier this year. 

‘South Africa’s problem is not an ethnic problem. 
Our problem is the betrayal of the poor,  
the loss of faith in the people, the loss of vision 
for the nation. It is a problem of disconnection 
from the people, of greed and hunger for power,  
of self-deceit and mindless arrogance. ’

What were we speaking of then? When we look at the politics of 
today, we have to ask ourselves whether this was the politics of 
delusion. The cynical politics of recent years, the arrogance of those 
in power, and the shameful neglect of the aspirations and dreams of 
the poor would certainly seem to suggest so. But I remember that 
day in Rocklands too well. I remember all this and I know: this was 
not the politics of delusion; it was the politics of hope. I look at South 
Africa today and I see disappointment and disillusionment, anger and 
frustration. But I also see the resilience of hope, the refusal to give up, 
and the strength to continue to dream. Our people are not looking for 
the politics of instant gratification and entitlement; they are longing 
for the politics of justice. They are not looking for the politics of self-
satisfaction and self-aggrandisement; they are searching for the 
politics of hope. When we spoke of ‘all our rights’ all those years ago, 
we did not speak of the rights taken from the pages of some liberal 
document that are then taken for granted in what they call a ‘liberal 
democracy’. We spoke of the rights that would make a qualitative 
difference to the lives of our people.

There is an important part of the word ‘all’ that we must consider 
because it has particular relevance to the time we are living in. In 
1983 we said, standing upon the incorruptible truth of the Freedom 
Charter, ‘South Africa belongs to all its people’. That is a basic truth 
we must cling to tenaciously for now and for the future. In defence 
of this view, we said that in this new organisation we shall invite all 
to work together, white and black. We were severely attacked and 
some refused to cooperate with us because of this inclusivity. But we 
knew we were right: non-racialism is a central pillar in the political 
and social construction of South Africa, an essential part of our soul 
as a nation, and a priceless gem in our system of values. We refused 
to do without it then, and we cannot do without it now. What the UDF 
then became – in our prayer meetings and discussions and rallies, 
in our marches of protests and our services of thanksgiving, in the 
prisons and in the torture chambers – was the embodiment of the 
ideal of a non-racial South Africa. We were serious when we said 
that ‘the nature and quality of our struggle for liberation cannot be 
determined by the colour of one’s skin, but rather by the quality of 
one’s commitment to justice, peace and human liberation’.  

In January 1983, when I called for the formation of the UDF, I 
reminded the audience that South Africans’ flirtation and fascination 
with ethnicity is an exercise fraught with danger. Ethnicity, I warned 
then, does not solve differences, it entrenches them. To narrow down 
our Africanness to an ethnic dimension – ‘Africans’ becoming ‘ethnic’ 
Africans –  is not only degrading, but historically untrue and politically 
offensive. That is why affirmative action has in places taken on new 
forms of racial exclusion, ruthlessly and thoughtlessly throwing 
overboard the solidarity forged through years of struggle. That is why 
today, everywhere we look, it takes but the merest provocation for 

‘What were we speaking of then? When we 
look at the politics of today, we have to 
ask ourselves whether this was the politics 
of delusion.’
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Only older, veteran activists would have been able to recall similar 
events prior to the suppression of the 1960s. In interviews, activists 
recall that they met for the first time at the launch people from other 
parts of the country who, until then, had been mere names. In many 
cases, even quite senior members of ANC underground structures 
had not met each other. Thereafter, activists were linked into a 
national movement with countrywide networks.

Because social and political conditions varied across South Africa, so 
were there differences between the various regional and sub-regional 
structures that made up the UDF. When I was conducting research for 
my history of the UDF, published in 2000, I was struck by how the UDF’s 
history in fact comprised many different histories, in different regions 
and even within regions. When speakers refer to the UDF tradition, they 
downplay differences within the Front. When speakers in the Western 
Cape refer to the UDF tradition, they rarely pay much attention to the 
character of the UDF in other regions, or nationally. 

This is of particular importance to any assessment of the non-
racialism of the UDF. Whilst we celebrate the successes of the UDF in 
building non-racial politics, we should not overlook the limits to these 
successes, or the very real difficulties that had to be faced in achieving 
as much as was achieved.

The UDF was born out of a concern to oppose the constitutional 
reforms proposed by the state with the goal of co-opting coloured and 
Indian South Africans into supporting an inadequately reformed version 
of apartheid. Opposition to the continued exclusion of black African 
people combined with opposition to the unequal basis on which the 
apartheid state proposed to incorporate coloured and Indian people 
into a pro-apartheid coalition. The UDF’s leadership at national and 
regional levels included many activists from coloured and Indian 

birthdays and anniversaries are generally occasions for 
celebration, not for criticism. When we gather to wish our 
friends or kin ‘Happy Birthday’, we don’t use the occasion to 
remind them that they had promised to fix the leaking roof or 

tidy their bedroom, lose or gain weight, take a holiday or work harder, 
or (for us academics) complete that overdue book manuscript. Similarly, 
when we commemorate the anniversary of the birth of a great 
composer or artist or politician, we focus on their triumphs, not on their 
failures or personal weaknesses. 

With political organisations, however, the situation is rather different. 
For organisations that still exist – such as the African National 
Congress (ANC) – a birthday is an occasion for celebration and for 
reasonable self-criticism. Even for organisations that no longer exist, 
such as the United Democratic Front (UDF), there is a need for critical 
commemoration, because the political organisations of the past often 
have relevance today.

Commemorations of the 25th anniversary of the launch in 1983 of 
the UDF have been characterised by speakers drawing implicit or 
explicit lessons for today. Some speakers have criticised the ANC for 
having betrayed, to some extent, the ‘tradition’ of the UDF. The elements 
of this tradition that have been left behind are, it is claimed, the 
practices of non-racialism, robust debate and criticism, and grass-
roots participation. In the context of Cape Town, what underlies these 
claims is often a perception or assertion that coloured South Africans 
– either individuals or the ‘group’ as a whole – have been marginalised 
or betrayed by the ANC. Conversely, speakers at other commemoration 
activities, linked to the ANC, have sought to emphasise the ANC’s roots 
through the UDF in coloured as well as African neighbourhoods. In the 
Western Cape, the votes of coloured citizens are crucial to electoral 
outcomes. Given the current ferment within Western Cape politics, with 
recurring crises and disputes within the provincial ANC as well as a 
post-National Party reconfiguration of the other parties, it is hardly 
surprising that the inclusive and non-racial ‘tradition’ of the UDF is 
being invoked for contemporary political purposes. Indeed, in other 
parts of the country, little or no attention seems to have been paid to 
the anniversary of the UDF. 

Yet the UDF was a national organisation, and the UDF should not be 
reduced to any one of its regional manifestations. The most 
extraordinary thing about the national launch of the UDF, held in 
Mitchell’s Plain, was that it was attended by activists from all over 
the country, and the new organisation was national in ambit. For the 
younger generation of activists, this was an unprecedented event. 

Celebrating
the UDF
The UDF’s history comprised many different histories, 
writes JEREmy SEEkINGS.
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neighbourhoods because of the central importance of campaigning in 
these areas. At the outset, the UDF’s strength was concentrated in 
regions with large coloured and Indian populations, especially around 
the cities of Cape Town, Durban and Johannesburg. The UDF was 
committed to a non-racial leadership, and did organise activities in 
some black African townships, but its efforts in 1983–84 were focused 
primarily on coloured and Indian voters.

This emphasis was not without difficulties even within Charterist or 
ANC-oriented political groups. In several areas – including Cape Town 
– some older black African activists had mixed feelings about the 
prominence of younger, typically university-educated coloured and Indian 
activists. Civic organisations in African and coloured neighbourhoods 
struggled to form broader coalitions, although youth organisations were 
typically more successful. When UDF structures were established in 
areas without large coloured or Indian populations – such as the 
Border region – they adhered to a more Africanist emphasis.

Tensions came to a head at the end of 1983 over the UDF’s choice of 
tactics and strategy, with specific reference to its response to the 
prospective referendum that the state proposed holding among 
coloured and Indian people (as it had among white people) over its 
constitutional reforms. Some activists favoured participation in any 

such referendum on the basis that they were confident of defeating and 
hence fatally delegitimating the reform proposals. Other activists 
favoured boycotts, arguing that this was the historic approach of the 
ANC to such state initiatives. Whilst the dispute did not divide the UDF 
neatly along racial lines, the divisions did reflect the racialised political 
realities on the ground that apartheid had produced. When the UDF met 
in conference in Port Elizabeth in December 1983, the dispute 
threatened to split it apart. Luckily for the young UDF, the state – 
fearing defeat – decided to introduce the reforms without any 
referendum among coloured and Indian voters.

The township revolt that bubbled and then exploded in the second half 
of 1984 transformed the national political landscape. Nationally and in 
most regions the UDF reoriented itself towards the resistance rooted 
most firmly in African areas. Whilst organisations based in coloured, 
Indian and even white areas continued to play important roles in the 
UDF and its activities, they were of secondary importance relative to 
the preceding 1983–84 period. Cape Town was the main exception to 
this, unsurprisingly given the small size of the city’s African population. 
Coloured areas remained central to the activities of the Western Cape 
UDF, as was very evident in the Defiance Campaign of late 1989. 
Elsewhere, however, the shift in the UDF’s overall focus from coloured 
and Indian areas to African areas meant that tensions persisted or 
even worsened over the prominence of Indian, coloured and white 
activists within the UDF leadership. Some Charterist activists chose to 
operate outside of the UDF. Tensions were to surface in the late 1980s 
in controversy over the role of the so-called ‘cabal’ dominated by 
Indian activists. When the unbanned ANC and UDF debated the latter’s 
future in 1990–91, an important factor in the decision to disband the 
UDF was the extent of hostility towards the UDF within the Charterist 
movement inside the country.

This does not mean that the UDF failed in its efforts to build a non-
racial leadership or non-racial political practices. On the contrary, the 
UDF’s national, regional and (in some cases) local structures were 
unprecedented in the extent to which they brought together activists 
from diverse backgrounds to work together around common goals, and 
recorded extraordinary achievements. But it would be a mistake to 
imagine that this was straightforward. Apartheid penetrated into many 
corners of South African society, bedeviling even opposition to 
apartheid itself, by entrenching cultural differences and applying 
degrees of social and economic privilege according to ‘racial’ criteria. 
Insofar as the ANC has, since its unbanning, neglected the interests 
and concerns of coloured (or Indian) South Africans at a national level, 
this does not mark a fundamental break with the UDF ‘tradition’ as 
much as the continuation of the practice in some regions from 1984 and 
nationally after 1984. It seems like a break from the tradition in the 
Western Cape primarily because the Western Cape was different even 
then. In the Western Cape, and Cape Town in particular, where coloured 
constituencies remain of crucial political importance after apartheid – 
as they were in 1983–84 – the ANC has remained sensitive to the need 
to preserve and expand its support in coloured neighbourhoods and 
therefore to promote a distinctly non- or at least multi-racial leadership 
and appeal. 

Jeremy Seekings is a professor at the University of Cape Town and author 
of The UDF: A History of the United Democratic Front in South Africa, 
1983–1991.

‘Whilst we celebrate the successes of the UDF 
in building non-racial politics, we should not 
overlook the limits to these successes, or the 
very real difficulties that had to be faced in 
achieving as much as was achieved.’
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SA RECONCILIATION BAROMETER SURVEY 2007 

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 
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TRUTh, JUSTICE, MEMORY:  
SOUTH AFRICA'S TRUTH AND RECONCILIATION PROCESS
A 12-episode course on the TRC

How did the Truth and Reconciliation Commission 
contribute to South Africa's transition? Only time will 
tell. We do know that this was a first, and possibly 
unique, opportunity for ordinary South Africans to 
take centre stage and to get the nation to listen to 
their stories of suffering and sacrifice. How can 
we, years later, use this legacy in the building of a 
generation of reconciling South Africans? This first-

of-its-kind course, conceptualised as part of the Institute for Justice 
and Reconciliation's education programme, aims to expose learners to 
the TRC event in a sensitive but forthright manner. Twelve DVD video 
clips, each about 20 minutes in length, cover a series of important 
aspects in the TRC's work. The accompanying teacher's guide contains 
twelve corresponding chapters complete with content summary, key 
questions, tasks for learners and teachers as well as additional sources.

The TRC DVD and course book retail for R250.

PEACE IN ThE BALANCE
THE CRISIS IN SUDAN

The ongoing crisis in Sudan is characteristic of the 
many challenges of nation-building on the African 
continent. Yet it has unique dynamics. Current 
attempts to end half a century of war, instability and 
state repression have led to a fragile peace. 
Sustaining this peace will demand all the efforts of 
national, regional and international actors. This book 
attempts to trace the origins of the problems, the 

ongoing conflicts and the huge challenges confronting the efforts to 
bring peace and reconciliation to this war-torn country.

2007 TRANSFORMATION AUDIT –  
LEADERShIP AND LEGITIMACY
Edited by Susan Brown

One of the essential functions of national leadership is to continuously 
construct a national sense of identity and mutual trust, and another is to 
ensure the effectiveness of institutions, both of delivery and democracy. 

The 2007 Transformation Audit focuses on 
leadership and legitimacy: on the way in which 
many aspects of our national life and 
development are defined by how they are led 
and managed. The paradox we see at the macro 
level is the way in which economic stability, 
rising affluence and improving growth – 
normally stabilising factors in democracies  
– are contradicted by decreasing political 
confidence. Government and the ruling party 

face the imperative of healing the rifts opened by the protracted leadership 
battle, and regaining the trust both have lost. It is time for us as a nation to 
get back to a conversation about leadership and the rules we will rededicate 
ourselves to, in a search for national unity, coherence and social trust. 

The 2007 Transformation Audit is now also available online at Kalahari.net

I think it’s very important in society that we have organisations like this who 
can be independent, who can be objective and who can raise the really 
tough questions and help us find solutions going forward. 

Maria Ramos
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PEACE BEYOND JUSTICE
DOCUMENTARY DVD

Work has just been completed on an IJR 
documentary on the Gacaca Courts institution in 
Rwanda. The documentary is being distributed to 
educational institutions in Rwanda, as a means of 
providing a historical record and learning tool.
Based on a traditional justice mechanism, the 
Gacaca Courts constitute a brave and ambitious 
intervention by post-genocide Rwanda to deal 

with egregious crimes.  The film describes the context that Gacaca 
seeks to address and the intent of those responsible for its 
implementation, and includes coverage of actual Gacaca hearings.
The critique of the courts is not discussed in detail as the aim of the 
documentary is to engage Rwandans and others in a debate on issues 
of justice and reconciliation.


