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'T 'HE topic you have asked me to speak on. South 
Africa in Africa, calls, at least by implica

tion, for some assessment of the future. The only 
way convincingly to predict the future is to have 
the power to shape it. Even then, those who do 
have decision-making powers with respect to im
mediate courses of action have neither sole power 
over them nor yet control over the flow and 
direction of the events they set in motion. 

I shall pick up the threads with the profound 
changes in modern consciousness we call anti-
colonialism; the anti-colonialism crusade a t the 
UN; in the OAU; ever-increasingly in the UN 
specialised agencies; among the Third World 
nations and at most international conferences; 
the emergence of a definition of colonialism which 
includes South Africa, despite its legal sovereign 
status, and insists on the unity and territorial 
integrity of any territority in question the basis 
for which is ever more widely seen as one-man-
one-vote, majority rule and sovereign control over 
its natural resources. 

I have in mind here, the almost continuous 
singling out of apartheid for condemnation in 
international document after document ranging 
from declarations and covenants on human 
rights to declarations on the human environment 
or the world population. 

And I cannot overlook the now famous Lusaka 
Manifesto of 1969, Article 6 of which states 
quite unequivocally what has now come to be both 
the OAU and the UN official stand on South 
Africa. 

"The truth is, however, that in Mozambique, 
Angola, Rhodesia and the Republic of South 
Africa, there is an open and continued denial of 
of the principles of human equality and national 
self-determination." 

And while Article 20 makes an affirmation — 
which 1 believe has often been repeated out of 
context in this country — concerning the status 
of South Africa as "an independent, sovereign 
state and a member of the UN" whose internal 
affairs on every legal basis "are a matter for 
the people of South Africa", Article 21 contends 
that "The whole system of government and so
ciety in South Africa is based on the denial of 
human equality. 

"The system is maintained by a ruthless denial 
of the human rights of the majority of the 
population and thus, inevitably of all." 

Articles 20, 21 and 22 maintain the responsi
bility of the rest of the world to take action to 
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extend the "principles of human equality" and 
the "doctrines of self-determination and non-
racialism" to South Africa "just as they extend 
to the colonial territories of Southern Africa". 

In this way, of course, the distinction in inter
national law between the sovereign status of 
South Africa and any formally recognised 
colonial status is obliterated in the name of 
general principles. 

The Manifesto deals with this when it de
clares, "But it appears that for many countries 
international law takes precedence over human
ity; therefore no action follows the words". 

If we are to understand the feeling which 
confronts South Africa we need to l'ecognise that 
these general principles constitute a distinct mode 
of thought — in my view anti-colonialism — 
which is now virtually universal. 

Western in origin and essentials these prin
ciples are shared by former colonialists and their 
opponents alike; and they a re unaffected by the 
discrepancy between their ideological appeal and 
the harsher realities of post-colonial independence. 

During the general debates in 1960 which 
formed the prelude to the UN Declaration on the 
Granting of Independence to Countries and 
Peoples, better known as the UN Declaration on 
Colonialism, the US representative abstained 
from the voting but nevertheless insisted that all 
forms of colonialism, whether benevolent or not, 
were undesirable, and then went on to define 
colonialism in terms which are not only capable 
of very wide application but would still, pre
sumably, he entirely acceptable to the Third 
World and the African liberation movements. 

"Firs t let me say what we mean by colonialism. 
There is no need for a formal definition. We 
have learned from history certain of its charac
teristics. 

" I t is the imposition of alien power over a 
people, usually by force, and without the formal 
and free consent of the governed. It is the denial 
of the right of self-determination — whether by 
suppressing free expression or by withholding 
necessary educational, economic and social de
velopment." 

We can hear the echoes of this and similar 
elaborations whenever we examine the major 
policy statements of the OAU. Article II of its 
charter calls on all its signatories "to eradicate 
all forms of colonialism in Africa" and its sixth 
principle enjoins all members to "an absolute 
dedication to the total emancipation of the Afri-
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t a n territories which are still dependent." 
From the very beginning the OAU resolutions 

included South Africa in this category. It is 
against this background and within this context 
as well as the more immediate and dramatic 
events of the past 18 months that the options 
open to South Africa have to be viewed. Let me 
begin with detente. 

I should like to draw a distinction between 
detente meaning contact, communication or even 
dialogue with countries such as the Ivory Coast, 
or the Central African Republic and detente 
meaning the attempt to defuse the situation in 
Southern Africa created by the suddenness of 
Poituguese decolonisation. I am concerned here 
with the second. 

I have some difficulty in fully understanding 
the furore and excitement aroused here by the 
diplomatic initiatives of the past 18 months. As 
I see the matter there was no practical alterna
tive to detente, 

Mr. Vorster offered South Africa's assistance 
and co-operation in finding peaceful solutions 
to the problems on its frontiers and preventing 
the escalation of violence in Southern Africa. 

This was hardly a matter in which given any 
opening there could be any real alternative. The 
outward movement with its emphasis, on the one 
hand, upon the ties with the West — essentially 
Britain, France and the United States — and 
on the other the ties with a ring of buffer states 
which provided geographical insulation from the 
icier winds further north, was no longer adequate 
or wholly applicable after the Lisbon coup and 
the changes in Mozambique and Angola. I t had 
dominated South Africa's external policy for the 
previous decade. In 1974 it was suddenly over
taken by events. 

As I understand it, Mr Vorster was offered and 
sought the establishment of diplomatic relations 
and normal intercourse and co-operation in social 
and economic matters with the other African 
states most immediately concerned. 

He described it as the normalising of relations 
between South Africa and the other African 
states — in short, a choice of conventional diplo
macy as an alternative to past ideological con
flict and the existing threat of violent confron
tation. 

Up to that time relations between, for example, 
South Africa and Zambia had steadily worsened 
as a result of the Republic's economic and mili
tary aid to Rhodesia and Zambia's encouragement 
of and assistance to the African nationalist and 
freedom fighters. 

I t has, I believe, always been the official stand 
of the South African Government that the deci
sion to commit the South African Police in a 
paramilitary role in Rhodesia involved no inter
vention in Rhodesian affairs but was rather a 
normal and logical measure to deal with terror
ists of South African origin using Rhodesia as a 
base for operations south of the Zambesi. 

Be that as it may, the fear that South Africa 

might be drawn into a prolonged and demanding 
conflict of ever increasing scale cannot have been 
confined to the opposition newspapers. The coup 
in Portugal underlined at one and the same time 
the international and the strategic implications 
of tha t military involvement and pointed to the 
possibility, indeed probability, of involvement on 
fronts far more extensive, far less controllable 
and far more conspicuous than the Zambesi 
Valley. 

Such involvement, moreover, would carry with 
it the danger of providing the UN majority with 
its case that South Africa's policies constitute 
a threat to international peace and security. And 
it would draw on South Africa whatever measures 
and actions were aimed a t Rhodesia. 

The alternative was disengagement and detente 
not perhaps an easy choice but an obvious one. 

Mr Vorster, clearly, looked for spillover effects 
from detente which would not only ease South 
Africa's immediate international position, but en
sure increasing exchange and co-operation be
tween, a t least, the states of Southern Africa. 

In his famous "crossroads" address to the 
Senate on October 2.1, 1974, he referred speci
fically to Rhodesia and SWA as well as Mozam
bique in regard to which he stressed the need for 
orderly development, and drew attention to the 
common economic interests which it shared with 
the Republic and the benefits which derived 
therefrom. 

Regarding Rhodesia he said tha t the time had 
come for a durable and just solution which would 
restore Rhodesia to a normal place in the com
munity of nations. He believed one could be 
found. 

Since the only basis on which the African 
leaders — whether within or without Rhodesia — 
can accept a settlement is the implementation of 
majority rule — the issues for negotiation being 
when and how — we cannot but presume Mr 
Vorster envisaged this. 

With regard to SWA Mr Vorster made it clear 
that a Rhodesian type approach was unacceptable 
to the government and tha t he still regarded the 
matter largely as a domestic one. 

While he accepted the goal of eventual self-
government, he rejected completely the idea of 
outside intervention or participation in the pro
cess, or the withdrawal of South Africa in favour 
of the UN. Any such intervention or the with
drawal of South Africa a t this stage, he argued, 
could only result in chaos. 

He insisted that the peoples of SWA must be 
allowed to decide their own future and without 
outside interference. At the same time he spoke 
of the need to gain experience for the exercise 
of self-government. 

All this conflicts directly, as does Mr Vorster's 
interpretation of self-government here, with the 
UN Declaration of Independence, the resolutions 
of the UN and the explicit positions taken up by 
the OAU and the Western powers alike. 

Since then the Government has initiated the 
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Turnhalle constitutional conference in Windhoek 
on the basis essentially of ethnic or tribal repre
sentation. 

The contrast between these negotiations and 
those which Mr Vorstcr helped convince Mr Smith 
were necessary in Rhodesia is considerable. In 
any event they do not as yet appear to have 
made any significant impact on external opinion 
— unless it be to add to the criticism. 

One important link between the outward policy 
and detente which remained essentially the same 
was or is the insistence that peaceful co-existence 
and economic co-operation must take place on 
the basis of non-interference in domestic affairs. 

To put it in another way, that the finding of 
some solution to South Africa's external difficul-
teis carries with it no implications for the con
duct of its internal affairs. Even without taking 
into account the still graver implications of re
cent events I would have to question the long 
te**m prospects of detente on such a basis. 

As I sought to show in my brief general ob
servations concerning anti-colonialism, for most 
African states the normalisation of relations with 
South Africa and the development of economic 
and diplomatic links and relations are not more 
important than "decolonialisation" and apart
heid. 

For them, therefore, detente is at one level, 
simply a response to a new regional crisis and, 
at another, a temporary alternative to the 
policy of political isolation and confrontation — 
to be judged by its success in achieving the same 
goals. What those goals are has been stated many 
times in the major policy statements of the 
OAU and the resolutions of the UN namely, the 
achievement of majority rule in Rhodesia, the 
independence through majority rule and the 
maintenance of territorial integrity in Namibia or 
SWA and the abolition of apartheid. 

Detente is not flourishing with respect to Rho

desia, nor is it making much headway on the 
issue of SWA, 

The reasons for this are not far to seek. To 
begin with, South Africa does not accept the 
Advisory Opinion of the International Court 1971 
which declares South Africa's administration to 
be illegal 

Secondly, it does not view SWA as the UN and 
OAU do — the last major colonial problem other 
than Rhodesia. 

Thirdly, it refuses to include SWAPO in the 
Windhoek constitutional talks despite its recogni
tion by the international community as the 
"authentic" representative of the SWA people, 
or to negotiate with it. Fourthly, it refuses to set 
a fixed period of time for independence and its 
own withdrawal, Fifthly, it refuses to accept 
the role of the UN in the process of bringing 
about independence and sixthly, it has moved very 
slowly to bring about the abolition of discrimina
tion and the repeal of apartheid laws in the ter
ritory; and finally it has neither released political 
prisoners nor granted amnesty for the return of 
political exiles. 

There can be no doubt that SWA is a major 
target and a top priority in the anti-colonialism 
campaign- The Third World is determined that 
it shall reach independence and according to 
principles which have dominated the rhetoric of 
decolonialisation if not, unhappily, the substance. 

If South Africa is to salvage detente at all, 
if detente is to provide any basis for further 
co-operation or a breathing space for internal 
reforms, South Africa will have to find a more 
flexible approach to SWA and a more substantial 
basis for compromises. 

The conditions for the maintenance of detente 
are presumably South African assistance in 
bringing about a Rhodesian settlement — that 
is a transition from the status quo to a Black 
majority government; the granting of independ
ence to SWA in an acceptable form and the move
ment away from discrimination in SA itself. 

* i* ENID WATT 
TyfY old friend, neighbour and fellow Sasher has died peacefully. An enthusiastic 

member of the Black Sash, in the days when I couldn't attend meetings, she was 
my contact, and many a day she called over the fence to tell me of the latest decisions to 
"haunt", or other activities, and to arrange to go together. 

Then one day she said to me, "You know, before I joined the Black Sash, I only read 
the Women's Page. But now I realise how very important and interesting knowledge of 
political facts are in order to be able to oppose those things we consider to be in need of 
change in our society." 

her newfound 
views. 

In her circle, Enid therefore often used 
ments against those holding "verkrampte" 

How I shall miss her mini car pulling up at my gate! 
We extend our sympathy to her two sons and their families. 

knowledge to support her argu-

ANNA MARAIS 
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