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THE YEAR that has passed since the last Black Sash 
National Conference in March 1982 has brought us 

face to face with the harsh realities of the National Sec
urity State.

The shape of the Total Strategy has become clear as 
the concept of a Total Onslaught is created for us requir
ing also the creation of the image of an enemy. This 
created concept of Onslaught as well as requiring the 
image of an enemy also requires a redefinition of the 
‘State’. Our understanding of a State as being the or
ganised political community of the whole people within 
defined geographical borders has to be abandoned and 
replaced by a word State which refers to the centre of 
political and armed power and the few in whose hands 
that power lies. ‘State’ has become synonymous with the 
ruling elite. Thus all who oppose the policy and actions 
of the ruling elite become ‘the enemies of the State’.

Because the overwhelming majority of people in 
South Africa do oppose the policy of the ruling elite, 
total strategy is designed to destroy or to neutralise that 
opposition: and it is a total strategy.

Total Strategy does not refer to the ever- 
increasing militarisation of the society and to the powers 
of the Security Police. It includes all the plans for con
stitutional change, the creation of new geographical 
boundaries, the denationalisation of black South Afri
cans, the new patterns emerging in the control of the 
supply of labour, the improvements in quality of life for 
those black people who have some limited rights to live 
in ‘white’ urban areas, the containing of the growing 
black worker organisations, the harnessing of the power 
of the economic sector, the control over the dissemina
tion of true and accurate information and the mounting 
of a propaganda onslaught directed towards those within 
and without the country.

A t this 1983 conference the Black Sash will be study
ing the mechanisms of the Total Strategy — the ways in 
which the exclusion of the majority for the benefit of the 
minority is being accomplished.

The political 
mechanisms
Change is certainly happening in South Africa —  proba
bly the most radical change there has been since 1652 but 
that change cannot, by any stretch of the imagination, be 
described as reform. We believe that it is change away 
from the goal of democracy towards the entrenching of 
political economic power in the hands of a minority elite 
and towards the complete exclusion of the majority from

political, economic and social participation in our 
common society. This means used have become more 
sophisticated and more efficient over the years and the 
current attempt to include people who are not white in the 
governing minority is a necessity forced upon govern
ment by the impossibility of continuing to maintain on a 
small base a militarised State at the same time as keeping 
the country’s administration functioning and its industry 
growing.

The line between the prosperous and powerful minor
ity and the poor excluded majority is no longer the same 
as the line between white and black, but the line between 
rich and poor, between the in-group and those outside is 
becoming a fortified and impregnable wall.

Some years ago (before the abolition of the Senate) I 
heard a black political leader say that there is nothing 
wrong with the existing South African constitution ex
cept that it denies the vote of black people. He main
tained that, given a universal franchise, our constitution 
would be a democratic one because it enshrines the prin
ciple of direct government by the people for the people 
through the elected Parliament. I don’t entirely agree 
with him because the lack of entrenched restraints has 
enabled this Government to remove the civil liberties of 
citizens by denying them unfettered access to an inde
pendent judiciary and to the Courts. Nevertheless, what 
we have is infinitely better than what is proposed for us.

We are jettisoning it, not for a new constitution 
modelled on any existing democracy’, but for a constitu
tion which will remove power from all elected represen
tatives of the people and place it uncontrolled in the 
hands of an executive State President who will not be 
directly elected by the people.

Any idea of an entrenched Bill of Rights for the pro
tection of the civil liberties of the individual has been
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rejected.
The escalation of conflict caused by the constitutional 

proposals became evident immediately the Labour 
Party announced that it would participate in the new sys
tem. This conflict can only become more bitter, more 
violent and more destructive as long as constitutional ar
rangements continue to be made by only a small minor
ity of the people of South Africa.

The people of South Africa demand no less than did 
the people of the United States when they defined their 
purpose in making their constitution: ‘In order to form a 
more perfect union, establish justice, insure domestic 
tranquility, provide for the common defence, promote 
the general welfare, and secure the blessings of liberty to 
ourselves and our posterity’.

The present proposals move'us in the opposite direc
tion.

The political exclusion
The political exclusion of the majority is being achieved

• by the denationalisation of black South Africans 
through the bringing to independence of the homelands.

The first proposals for this new constitution were pre
sented to us in 1977 soon after Transkei independence in 
October 1976. Bophuthatswana became independent in 
1977, Venda in 1979 and Ciskei in 1981.
Between October 1976 and December 1981 more than 
eight million South Africans had their citizenship taken 
away from them. There was no Tswana, Xhosa or Venda 
speaking South Africans anymore. They are aliens 
amongst us and as such have no legal daim to a vote for 
the central institutions of South African government.

Reform demands, at the very least, restoration of 
citizenship to all those from whom it has been taken away 
and no further deprivation in the future. Without this 
recognition of our common citizenship no constitutional 
arrangements can even be begin to be seen as a step in the 
right direction.

^^The physical exclusion
The physical exclusion of the majority is continuing 
apace through the Government’s resettlement prog
ramme. There used to be a rule of thumb that one third 
of the black population lived in the towns, one third in 
‘white’ rural areas and one third in the reserves. By 1960 
40% of the black population was resident in the bantus- 
tans. By 1980 54% of the black population was resident 
in the homelands and the removals go on all the time, 
concentrating poverty, unemployment and economic 
activity in the homeland areas.

We shall be reporting at this conference on the 
economic exclusion through influx and efflux enforce
ment which is being applied ever more rigidly. It is now 
being reinforced by the urban labour preference policy 
which seeks to concentrate the privilege of having a job 
in that part of the urban black community which has 
rights of residence in the urban areas. (It is very impor
tant to understand that when Government refers to ‘The 
urban black’ it only means that minority who have Sec
tion 10 rights and not to the much larger group of people 
who are in fact living and working in the urban areas).

The encouragement of a commuter system (workers 
living in the bantustans and travelling to work in the 
‘white’ area on a daily basis) ensures a supply of labour 
to the ‘white’ economy while shedding the costs of the 
social infrastructure on to the homeland governments. 
This system is increasingly excluding from any possibil
ity of legal employment those who live in remote home
land areas and those who live in those homelands with 
no geographical proximity to industrial centres.

The Government is intent upon reducing the number 
of black people in the urban areas and upon preventing 
all further black urbanisation in the ‘white’ areas. The 
Orderly Movement and Settlement of Black Persons Bill 
has been postponed until next year but we are now 
threatened with amendments to the existing legislation 
which are to ‘return us to the status quo ante the Komani 
and Rikhoto judgements’. In other words amendments 
are to be introduced to take away the rights of women 
and children to live with a qualified husband or parent 
and to take away the rights of migrant workers to acquire 
urban residence status after working for ten years in the 
same job. This amounts to a total clampdown on all 
black urbanisation outside the bantustans.

This brings me to the next point I want to make 
tonight:

The exclusion of law 
from administration

The Komani judgement handed down by the Appeal 
Court in 1980 established the rights of women and child
ren to live in town with their husband or parent provided 
that the latter enjoys urban residence rights. That is the 
law.

The judgement has been consistently frustrated by the 
refusal of officials in Johannesburg to recognise the legal 
rights of such wives and children.

More than two years after the judgement women are 
still having to enlist the help of an attorney before their 
rights are endorsed in their identity documents.

The Rikhoto judgement in the Transvaal division of the 
Supreme Court and the Booi judgement in the Cape Divi
sion established the rights of migrant workers to acquire 
urban residence rights after ten years legal employment 
in one job. An appeal has been lodged by the Administra
tion Board in the Transvaal but not in the Cape.

Tens of thousands of people are affected by these 
judgements but 18 months after the Rikhoto case they are 
still not receiving recognition of their rights. Not only 
that, but the refusal of the bureaucrats to obey the law « 
and to give Section 10 endorsements is being extended to 
other categories of people who have perfectly straightfor
ward claims to urban qualifications.

People have complained that they have been told, 
‘There are no more qualifications’ or ‘there is a new law’ 
or ‘you will be fined R5 000 if you continue to employ this 
person’. All these comments are in anticipation of the Or
derly Movement Bill which is not yet law.

•  We have now been forced to realise that in this whole 
area of our work it is impossible for people to enforce 
their legal rights and that Court judgements will simply 
be ignored if  they are not in line with Government 
policy.
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This is a terrifying realisation. It cuts away from under 
our feet that foundation on which the future society in 
this country might have been built had it not been de
stroyed by the present Government.

We have over the last 30 years watched the way in 
which the legislature has removed the rights of citizens 
by making laws to diminish those rights. Now even the 
rights that remain in law are increasingly being denied by 
administrative decision and bureaucratic action.

Official lawlessness 
in Ciskei

I have observed what this means to people in the Ciskei 
where law has become meaningless in many aspects of 
people’s lives. There the process is crude and obvious. 
People seeking redress for their legitimate grievances 
about pension rights, housing matters, extortion of 
monies by CNIP* officials, for example, are often warned 
‘You are too clever. You are ready for Dimbaza’, Dim- 
baza being where the Ciskei National Intelligence Service 
takes people for interrogation and where they may be de
tained indefinitely.

The South African Government is more subtle in its 
approach but the end result is the same. Citizens become 
powerless to act lawfully in obtaining redress of wrongs 
done to them. The lawlessness of Government inevita
bly leads to lawlessness in society and to political confu
sion and disorder.

Civil liberties 
and the USA

In a very' encouraging speech in Johannesburg last 
month the United States Ambassador to South Africa 
said:

‘This Administration does not wink at violations of 
human rights in this country, or elsewhere. We recog
nise that any State has a legitimate interest in the 
maintenance of law and order and that, indeed, the 
breakdown of law and order would be incompatible 
with the process of peaceful change. But for precisely 
that reason we believe in the judicial process which al
lows every person his day in Court and a fair trial.

This is why we cannot accept the concept of deten
tion without trial or the onerous punishment of ban
ning, which restricts people by administrative fiat.
For if there is one thing that conservatives feel 
strongly about it is that the State should not be en
trusted with arbitrary and discretionary powers over 
the individual’.

This is in marked contrast to an earlier statement by Dr 
Chester Crocker. US Assistant Secretary of State for 
Africa that ‘We do not believe that change is inconsis
tent with tough security measures. It may be precisely 
when change is going on that the people who are respon
sible for it may feel a need to prove more than ever that 
they are in charge’.

This argument is often used in South Africa by those 
who believe that a process of political reform is under

* Ciskei National Independence Party 
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way. It is an almost extraordinary statement for a 
member of the Government of a country which is a great 
democracy, whose justification for that claim lies in a 
constitution which enshrines the most magnificent ideals 
to which mankind can aspire:

‘Congress shall make no law respecting. . .abridging the 
freedom of speech, or of the press, or the right of people 
peaceably to assemble, and to petition the Government 
for a redress of grievances’. (First amendment).
‘The right of the people to be secure in their persons, 
houses, papers and effects, against unreasonable 
searches and seizures, shall not be violated . . . (Fourth 
Amendment).

‘No person shall. . .  be deprived of life, liberty, or pov
erty, without due process of law. . (Fifth Amend
ment).

‘Cruel and unusual punishment (shall not be) inflicted’ 
(Eighth Amendment).

•  Dr Crocker is protected in his own personal life by the 
constitution of his country and we resent very much 
that he should so lightly discard the idea of that protec
tion for the people of this country. Dr Crocker may be 
thankful that Minister Le Grange is not in a position to 
engage himself constructively in the affairs of the Un
ited States of America.

D etainees Parents’ 
support com m ittee

The Minister of Law and Order’s attack, under the pro
tection of his Parliamentary privilege, on the admirable 
work of the Detaines Parent’s Support Committee and 
on their attorney Raymond Tucker, our respected and 
trusted friend and legal advisor, has made us all realise 
afresh that every person living in South Africa has cause 
to be personally and immediately fearful of the power 
wielded by this man — power not controlled by the law 
or by the Courts.

But the Minister should also know that our fear will 
not cause us to desist from speaking out and upholding 
those values of justice in which we fervently believe. He 
can do many things but he cannot touch or destroy those 
ideals which he has abandoned but which will outlive 
him and his temporary power.

Civil War and 
conscientious o bjection

At this conference we will also be considering the ques
tion of conscientious objection and the harsh and un
reasonable new proposals for alternative service and the 
punishment of objectors. We will be asking why there 
should be conscription at all.

In the Second World War there were deep emotional 
divisions of opinion in this Country about the war and we 
had no conscription.

In the war of occupatioin in Namibia and in the con
flict within South Africa there are even greater and more 
intensely felt divisions.

If in this conflict it is considered necessary to have con
scription, is that not an admission that the war is already 
lost? Such a war cannot be won if the hearts and minds of



the people are not engaged in it. Without conscription 
those whose hearts and minds are convinced of the 
rectitude of their cause will volunteer for military service. 
Those many of us who feel that only political solutions are 
possible in a political conflict will be freed to work con
structively for a just and democratic future for all the 
people of this land. We do not believe that it is possible to 
do this while the guns roar about us and the chaos of war 
destroys all rationality.

War does not only destroy lives and infrastructure. In 
its blood and dust and flames ideals of justice and demo
cracy are also consumed.

War destroys the future as well as the present — an al
ways it is the people wbo suffer.

We in the Black Sash do not like what we see is hap
pening around us.

We are not seduced by the image of an enemy so skil
fully presented to us.

If the enemy is communism its soldiers are not some
where ‘dut there’ battering at our borders to get in. That 
enemy’s forces are the extremes of wealth and poverty 
within our borders and the forces which seek to maintain 
the great gulf fixed between the haves and the have nots.

The enemy is within the gates.

There is no enemy ‘out there’. There are only people 
wbo want food and shelter, land and opportunity, 
security and peace, and who know that their hunger will 
only be assuaged if they have some political power and 
who know that there can be no peace unless there is jus
tice.

Black Sash Conference, March 10, 1983

Address by Dr Allan Boesak to the national conference of the Black Sash in the 
Claremont Civic Centre, Cape Town. March 1983

New deal seeks to 
entrench evil system

I AM PROUD to be associated with this organisation 
which has such a wonderful record in the history of 

resistance to injustice in South Africa. You have been 
around for a long time now, driven not only by deep care 
and concern for people in need, but also by a genuine de
sire to work with others towards those ideals which have 
come to mean so much to the people of our world: 
human liberation, freedom, justice, peace and fulfil

ment.
J  The struggle for these ideals in this country has been 
long, and your own contribution to it shall not be forgot
ten by the oppressed and suffering people of our land.

Since the day you joined this struggle in your own 
gallant way, much has remained the same in this sad, be
loved country. We still have apartheid and discrimina
tion. In many areas of our national life injustice still 
reigns supreme. Inequality is still sanctified by law and 
apartheid still justified by theology. In too many places 
too many children still die of hunger and malnutrition 
and too many old people still languish in too many 
resettlement camps. In too many eyes the years of end
less struggle have extinguished the fires of hope and joy 
and too many bodies are bowed down by the weight of 
that peculiarly repugnant and slow” death called 
hopelessness.

But the decade of the eighties has brought its own de
mands and new elements are evident in the common 
struggle we face.
First, and most important, is the slow but sure evolve- 
ment o f our country into a national security state. At al
most every level we are taught to accept that the security 
of the State is supreme. All other things: human rights,

human dreams, and hopes, freedom, democracy, are of 
secondary importance. Even worse: some give the im
pression that to hold on to these values is in itself a 
dangerously subversive activity which the State dare not 
tolerate.

The catchword of the national security ideology in this 
country is ‘Total Onslaught’. The mere mention of this 
concept dispels rational discussion on what really is the 
source of unrest in South Africa, the reasons for the 
protracted war on the border of Namibia and allows for 
the unprecedented militarization of our society. It 
makes it impossible to understand that security for the 
people of this land does not lie in draconian measures 
and the quite frightening powers of the security police, 
but rather in the pursuit of justice for all South Africa’s 
people.

It is the national security ideology which to a large ex
tent determines the nature of the struggle in South Af
rica today. It is also this ideology which is becoming the 
focal point of the conflict between the church and the 
government in South Africa. Within this context there 
are two things which reveal startlingly what we are fac
ing: one is the incredible ease with which the white 
Dutch Reformed Church at its Synod last October in 
Pretoria, could allow representatives from the army and 
the National Intelligence Service to set the tone for their 
deliberations in a secret meeting at the beginning of that 
Synod.
The second is the current investigation into the affairs of 
the South African Council of Churches by the Eloff Com
mission. Here the Church is on trial, and a careful read
ing of the report submitted by the South African Police,
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