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Dear Mr. Brown, 

Lincoln College 
0}~f~rd OX 1 3DR. 
September 3rd. 

Your letter of August 16th reached me today, and I'm replying 
immediately because I feel very much like the cuckoo's egg; moreover, 
you are one of the last people I would want to offend through my 
work. 

Let me say immediately that I fully agree that the tone of the paper 
is far too hostile, and has already been altered before the 
Conference later this month where I have to present it J The hostility 
stemmed from a number of personal factors affecting me at the time of 
writing and which time and distance have shown me more clearly. I 
would add only that it is interesting that none of the Rhodes 
Liberals - Terence, Rodney Davenport, Gavin Stewart etc - found the 
paoer hostile . 

To deal with the 'myth' regarding non-participation - I use the word 
because the basis of my argument is that the reasons for non
part1cipation, in the final analysis, had very little to do with 
abjections as to the workable nature of the C.O.P. plan . That 
yourself and others objected on such grounds does not obscure the 
fact that the leading Liberals of the time - Wollheim, Ballinger<s>, 
Molten□ , Stanford, Rubin, even Jimmy Gibson - objected for the very 
differ ent reasons charted in the paper, and used the C.O.P. as part 
of an internal LP struggle . That was what I was attempting to get 
over. Historically you have become one of the best known Liberals, 
and your own objections - via the Rhodes pape r etc - have gained wide 
currency. I was attempting to show what the leaders of the time were 
saying and doing. That these differed from your own (and others') 
objections I attempted to convey (albeit b riefly!) on page 22, <para 
2). 

You say you see no reason why , 'if co-sponsorshi p was what was 
wanted, the Liber al Party could not have been invited to join the NAC 
1n the very earliest stages of planning' . This is unquestionably what 
should have taken place but is, I believe, ignoring the historical 
facts of the time. The C.O.P. was an ANC campaign from start to 
f1n1sh, and was the first time they had to make accomodation for 
working closel y with the COD ; and of course they had not exactly been 
over-enamoured with the formation of the LP. Most leading LP figures 
at the time pointed out that it would be Liberal "deeds" (Gell's 
favourite word) that would prove the LP's sincerity to the Congresses 
and allow the development of a working relationship. I argue that the 
C . O.P . was precisely the opportunity to 'show willing' and perform 
such deeds. 

You then state that: 'By 
set - and many members of 
work. Nor d i d i t in its 
part of that in the paper, 

the time the invitation came the plan~ 
the National Committee felt it couldn ' t 

original form'. I have disputed the first 
and woul d argue it backwards - the fact 



, 
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that the original Plan Of Campaign was not followed, but was altered, 
proves entirely the flexibility of the whole thing, as stressed in 
the invitation. Slovo told Jack Unterhalter and Violaine Junod that 
he expected the C.O.P. to be banned, and he wasn't alone in that . The 
fact that the Congresses did alter the Plan to suit new circumstances 
etc seems, to me at least, to vindicate the comments in the 
invitation in which they state that the LP would be 'ideologically 
free' ta campaign for liberalism etc., and to vindicate Ken Hill's 
call for Liberals to fight for liberalism within the structures of 
the C.O.P . My own argument attempted to suggest that, if Liberals 
believed that the Plan was unworkable, the way to change it was from 
within; but the sincere objections were 'hi-jacked' by those who were 
fighting the internal battle . 

Re anti-commun ism: I accept fully that I have not taken account of 
the atmosphere of the times it is something I am attempting to 
reconstruct but it is not easy; but, although I will do my damndest, 
I still abject ta the assumption of COD as a Communist front, o 
Communist-dominated or whatever ter m is used . Almost every member o~ 
the Cape 'Old Guard' had co-operated with the CP itself in the past , 
be it in the Anti-Fascist Co-Ordinating Committee during the war, 
Molten□ in his Cape Western election and so on; and with individual 
Communists in the Springbok Legion, in the Torch Commando, the Anti
Banning Committee and so on. But the assumption - as demonstrated by 
the quotations in the paper, and with the caveat that such 
perceptions were not Party-wide - was that COD was nothing more than 
a Communist front. The simplistic answer to that is to say that if 
four years of Treason trial couldn't prove it •• . etc . But in Cape Town 
it was well-known that the CP had split over the issue of COD as a 
white-only organisation, and thus the Bunting group concentrated on 
Advance/New Age, Jack Simons refused to join etc. In other words, the 
notion was shot through by ex-CP members themselves. What I argue is 
not that 'if this is what Liberals think they should have sai d so 
publicly~ : rather, I argue that while the policy was for co-operation 
on specific issues, the leaders of the Party at t he time had no 
intention of carrying out such a policy; and, that COD was written 
off as a CP-front without regard to policy or programme. Co-operatior 
with known (ex) Communists only seems to become i mpossible as 
opposed to a wary/distrustful co-operation once the CP is 
disbanded, and COD and the LP are in 'competition'. Finally, this is 
true even after fears of 'infiltration' of the LP by the 'Left' have 
been allayed precisely by the formation of COD. 

I'm sorry if this has been long and turgid but I wanted to explain 
that the hostility was unpardonable - and I do sincerely apologise 
for it - but I d o feel that the arguments are valid. Please reply if 
you disagree; and let me repeat that the last thing I wanted to do 
was offend you. I s h all send Randolph a copy of this letter, which 
applie§ equally to him. 

---


