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12. Letter to Parliament
The fol low ing let ter was sent by Rich ard Turner to all MPs on the oc ca sion
of the Par lia men tary de bate on the find ings of the (Schlebusch) Com mis -
sion of in quiry into Cer tain Or gani sa tions. At the time of writ ing (Au gust
1974) Dr Turner was banned and his de fence against al le ga tions made by
the Com mis sion could not be pub lished. We be lieve it is im por tant that this
be printed now for the record.

Dear Sir,
Par lia ment is about to de bate the find ings of the Com mis sion of In quiry

into Cer tain Or gani sa tions. As the sec ond and fourth in terim re ports of this
Com mis sion re fer to me in some de tail, and con tain the ev i dence on the ba -
sis of which cer tain ad min is tra tive acts were taken against me by the Gov -
ern ment, I feel that I should make known my views on these re ports to the
Mem bers of Par lia ment. I apo lo gise for the ne ces sity of send ing you a du -
pli cated let ter, but the very short pe riod of time avail able be tween the pub -
lish ing of the Fourth In terim Re port and the de bate in Par lia ment makes it
im pos si ble for me to write per son ally to each Mem ber. The ex i gen cies of
my pres ent po si tion make it impossible for me to comment in a more public 
way.

The re ports af fect me in two ways. There is a cer tain amount of ev i dence
and opin ion about my per sonal be hav iour. There is the more gen er al ised
im pli ca tion that I was in volved with a ‘clique’ which ran Nusas for cer tain
pur poses. In con nec tion with this sec ond charge, it would be nec es sary to
ana lyse the whole re port in some de tail. I am un able to do this, both be -
cause of lack of time, and also be cause much of it re fers to mat ters of which
I have no spe cial knowl edge. I shall there fore con cen trate on an anal y sis of
the ref er ences made about me per son ally. I shall, how ever, con clude with
some gen eral reflections on the report as a whole.
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Importance of talking
The Re ports con tain no ev i dence that I ei ther acted il le gally, or en cour aged
oth ers to act il le gally. My own ev i dence, printed as Ap pen dix M, shows
two things:
1. It shows that over a pe riod of four years I gave a num ber of lec tures to
stu dents. These lec tures dealt ei ther with mat ters of gen eral philo soph i cal
or po lit i cal in ter est, or else with spe cific ‘pro test is sues’. I shall dis cuss the
al le ga tions about the con tent of these talks in a mo ment. A rough count of
the items re ferred to in my ev i dence shows that I gave talks or par tic i pated
in sem i nars a to tal of 48 times dur ing the four year pe riod un der dis cus sion.
In ad di tion I pre pared about ten doc u ments. That is one talk per month, and
one doc u ment ev ery four months. I do not know how long it takes the av er -
age MP to pre pare a speech, but I may say that most of the talks I gave were
on top ics which were very fa mil iar to me. They re quired very lit tle spe cial
prep a ra tion, and were usu ally given off the cuff. To sug gest that it is dif fi -
cult to un der stand how this sort of ac tiv ity left me any time for my pro fes -
sional work is sim ply silly. It can only be made con vinc ing by ig nor ing the
time span in volved. I should also say that dur ing the pe riod in ques tion I
would have been de liv er ing an av er age of four lec tures a week through out
the year to my stu dents. This would be over 100 hun dred lec tures per year,
or well over 400 lec tures in four years. In other words, my pro fes sional ac -
tiv i ties pro duced 10 times as many lec tures as did my ex tra-cur ric ula
activities. These lectures, being more specialised, also required much
greater prepartion.
2. My own ev i dence also shows that I fre quently sug gested pos si ble
courses of ac tion to stu dents or groups of stu dents. Some times my sug ges -
tions were taken up, and at other times they were not. It has been im plied
that there was some thing sin is ter in this. This I find hard to un der stand. The 
Com mis sion no where shows that any of my sug ges tions were un de sir able.
In deed, it cites, ap par ently as ev i dence against me, ev i dence to show that
on one oc ca sion I pre vented stu dents from en gag ing on an il le gal march,
and in stead per suaded them to go out and talk to mem bers of the pub lic in
their homes. All the ev i dence quoted in con nec tion with my ac tiv i ties
shows that I at tempted to of fer peace ful and prac ti cal strat e gies to stu dents;
that I laid great stress on the im por tance of talk ing to peo ple and us ing rea -
son; and that I con sid ered it to be very im por tant to ed u cate the white pub -
lic. None of these things ap pears to be rep re hen si ble. There is no ev i dence
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pre sented that I also did other things, or that these were merely statements
for public consumption, designed to hide my true beliefs.

Revolution
It seems that there can be no ob jec tion ei ther to the fact that, on the av er age, 
I gave a pub lic lec ture of some kind once a month, or to the kinds of ac tion
which I sug gested to the stu dents. The fun da men tal ob jec tion, it would
seem, is to some of the more the o ret i cal ideas which I ex pressed in lec tures. 
In par tic u lar, the use of the word ‘rev o lu tion’ dis turbed the
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Com mis sion ers. In fact, an out-of-con text quo ta tion from a lec ture on
Marcuse in which I use this word was one of the main pieces of ev i dence
against Nusas cited in the ear lier de bates on this is sue. I would like to make
two points in this re gard. Firstly, as is clear from my ev i dence on page 563,
I dis puted the in ter pre ta tion placed by the Com mis sion on my use of this
word. As I ex plained there, I un der stand by the term a fundamental change
in the social structure.

I do not use the word to re fer to a par tic u lar method of change, namely,
vi o lence. That is, the term does nor re fer sim ply to the ques tion of po lit i cal
power.

A rev o lu tion might oc cur with or with out a change of po lit i cal power. It
might oc cur with out any body in tend ing to bring it about (eg. the ‘in dus trial
rev o lu tion’). It might oc cur with out vi o lence, or it might oc cur as a re sult of 
vi o lence. Thus the term cov ers a wide spec trum of dif fer ent pos si ble events 
(in clud ing my slightly joc u lar use of it in re fer ring to some body plan ning a
‘rev o lu tion in the So ci ol ogy De part ment’: not even the Com mis sion
wished to sug gest that I was re fer ring to a vi o lent at tack on the Pro fes sor
here.) Given that the term does, in cur rent us age, have such a wide range of
mean ings, and given that I deny us ing it in the sense in which it re fers to vi -
o lence, the onus is surely on the Com mis sion to show that I meant anything
other than what I claim to have meant.

The sec ond point which I wish to make is that the quo ta tion from my pa -
per on Marcuse was mis used by the Com mis sion. At the end of that pa per, I 
wrote: “The sit u a tion I think shows that whilst a rev o lu tion can not suc ceed
with out di rect worker par tic i pa tion, nev er the less the ini tial stu dent re volt
can act as a vi tal det o na tor which sud denly il lu mi nates the sit u a tion with
new pos si bil i ties ...” (p. 562). Now, the Com mis sion ers ap pear to have
orig i nally used this quo ta tion in such a way as to im ply that it was some sort 
of plan for a ‘rev o lu tion’ in South Af rica. My ev i dence makes it fairly clear
that the ‘sit u a tion’ re ferred to is the events in France in May 1968. The full
text of the talk it self makes this in dis put ably clear. There is no sug ges tion at 
all that this tells us any thing about what could hap pen or could be done in
South Af rica. It is sim ply an at tempt to draw from the events in France
some con clu sions about the the o ret i cal po si tions of Marx and Marcuse. As
is clear from my ev i dence, I pre pared two al ter na tive end ings to the pa per
(which was prob a bly read to dif fer ent meet ings on sev eral oc ca sions). The
dis cus sion of South Af rica re ferred to was in the other alternative ending,
and is not linked in anyway with the part about detonators.
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The essence of my opinions
Hav ing said this, I would like to make the fol low ing points clear:
1. I be lieve that South Af ri can so ci ety as it ex ists at pres ent is un just. I be -
lieve that there is over whelm ing ev i dence to sup port the con ten tion that
‘sep a rate de vel op ment’ does not only in volve sep a ra tion. It also in volves
dis crim i na tion and ex ploi ta tion. I would be happy to doc u ment these
charges more fully, but can not do it in this let ter, given the short time
available.
2. I am a so cial ist. I be lieve that there is no jus ti fi ca tion for the claim that
some in di vid u als have an ex clu sive right to own the land and the means of
pro duc tion which have been pro duced and formed by the com mon la bour
and in ge nu ity of a whole so ci ety. I have ar gued the case for so cial ism pub -
licly and at length, inter alia in my book “The Eye of the Needle”.
3. I am not a pac i fist. I be lieve that there are times when vi o lence is jus ti -
fied, against for eign in va sion or against the do mes tic use of vi o lence for ty -
ran ni cal pur poses. That is, I be lieve that it can be le git i mate to re sist vi o -
lence with vi o lence. How ever, I do not be lieve that the sort of sit u a tion
which would jus tify such a use of vi o lence ex ists in South Af rica. How -
ever, I do be lieve, in com mon with a large num ber of other peo ple, that
there is a great dan ger of vi o lent con flict oc cur ring in South Af rica. I be -
lieve that such con flict can only be pre vented by the de vel op ment of so cial
in sti tu tions which will en able com pro mise be tween op pos ing groups to oc -
cur. I do not believe that such institutions exist in South Africa.

These three points con tain the es sence of my opin ions about pol i tics and
South Af ri can so ci ety. None of these opin ions is il le gal. I have stated them
all fre quently and pub licly. I ac cept these prin ci ples be cause I be lieve that
there are good ra tio nal rea sons in fa vour of them. If I can be pre sented with
better rea sons against, then I will hap pily change my mind. But I be lieve
that it is im por tant that there should be ra tio nal de bate about these ques -
tions. And my con clu sion from a care ful read ing of the Re ports is that it is
es sen tially be cause I hold and ex press these views that I have been banned.

The only sug ges tion that there is any ev i dence of im pro pri ety in my con -
duct that I can dis cover is an al le ga tion by an anon y mous mem ber of staff
from Rhodes to the ef fect that he “has ev ery rea son to be lieve from stu -
dents” that I “abuse my po si tion in the class room to preach rad i cal pol i -
tics”. As this al le ga tion is linked in some way with my per sonal be liefs, I
feel I ought to con sider it in some de tail. I should say in pass ing that the
qual ity of ev i dence ap par ently ac cepted by the Com mis sion about my pe -
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riod at Rhodes is of some sig nif i cance. It is quite un sub stan ti ated hear say
ev i dence. The above quo ta tion co mes from a man who can not even re -
mem ber if I am a psy chol o gist or a po lit i cal sci en tist (p. 90). An other lec -
turer from Rhodes is quoted as say ing that I “used to ad dress the gen eral
body at stu dent meet ings and so on” (p. 91). In fact, I joined the staff at
Rhodes Uni ver sity on the 1st of Sep tem ber 1969; that is, less than two
months be fore the end of lec tures for the year. I left at the end of 1969. Dur -
ing the very short pe riod that I was there, I have no rec ol lec tion of ad dress -
ing a sin gle stu dent body meet ing, let alone sev eral. The only stu dent body
meet ing I ever ad dressed there, as far as I am aware, was about two years
later, when I was no lon ger a mem ber of staff. Whether the claim that some
stu dents had com plained that I abused my po si tion in the class room is true I 
do not know. Given the vague ness of the al le ga tions it seems more likely
that the lec turer who can not re mem ber which de part ment I was in is in fact
ex press ing some per sonal an tip a thy. But the claim can not be re jected sim -
ply be cause it is vague and un sub stan ti ated. In fact, I would be very sur -
prised if there were not oc ca sional stu dents who felt that I was ‘preach ing
rad i cal pol i tics’. Such a risk is unfortunately inherent in the subject I teach.
It is also to a certain extent inherent in my teaching method.

Politics and Political Science
It is rel a tively sim ple, I imag ine, to keep pol i tics out of psy chol ogy or phys -
ics. But it is rather dif fi cult to keep it out of po lit i cal sci ence. Of course, one 
can avoid sup port ing a par tic u lar po lit i cal party, and one can avoid ad vo -
cat ing par tic u lar pol i cies. I have al ways avoided do ing ei ther of these
things. But the fact re mains that stu dents come to class with pre formed po -
lit i cal opin ions. These Po lit i cal opin ions do not only re fer to which is the
best po lit i cal party. They also in clude be liefs about how so ci et ies and po lit -
i cal pro cesses work. These be liefs are al ways over sim pli fied and some -
times, from the stand-point of in formed ac a demic judge ment, plainly
wrong. Un der these cir cum stances, it is ev i dent that stu dents are bound to
have some of their firmly held be liefs about the na ture of so ci ety chal -
lenged. And of ten this chal lenge will seem to be a ‘rad i cal’ chal lenge. This
can only be avoided by pre tend ing that po lit i cal sci ence is not about so ci ety 
at all. As far as my teach ing method goes, I think Paula Ensor sum ma rises
what I have al ways tried to do: “He was good for me in that he would raise
ob jec tions to the way I thought, or he would chal lenge my as sump tions,
and he would force me to crys tal lise things a lot more” (p. 93). (It is worth
point ing out that Miss Ensor is re fer ring roughly to her pres ent out look
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here, and not, say, to the as sump tions which she ac quired at school.) I find
her de scrip tion flat ter ing, since it de scribes what any good teacher ought to
do. But it does in volve pos si ble dif fi cul ties. In or der to help students to
challenge their own assumptions, it is necessary to encourage them to ar -
ticulate those assumptions.

I do not be lieve that stu dents learn very much if one sim ply lec tures to
them and ex pects them to take notes. I be lieve that class dis cus sion is es -
sen tial, so that stu dents can ex plore the tex ture of ar gu ments for them -
selves, rather than sim ply ac cept them pre formed from the lec turer. Thus I
en cour age ques tions and dis cus sion in class. I also be lieve that stu dents
should read a fairly wide range of opin ions and ap proaches to a par tic u lar
topic. For ex am ple, when teach ing US Gov ern ment at Rhodes I en cour -
aged stu dents to sup ple ment their read ing of the ac a demic text books with
books such as Nor man Mailer’s ac count of the 1968 Con ven tions. I can
well un der stand that this ap proach, com bin ing class room dis cus sion and
the read ing of a wide range of ma te rial, might ap pear to some to con sti tute
‘rad i cal pol i tics’. Personally, I believe that it constitutes good pedagogics.

Thus it seems to me that the ev i dence pre sented in the two Re ports
shows:
(a) that I took my du ties as a South Af ri can cit i zen se ri ously, by in ter est ing
my self in the na ture of my so ci ety, and by mak ing at tempts to im prove it
where I thought it necessary;
(b) that my in flu ence on stu dents was pos i tive; I of fered them prac ti cal and
peace ful strat e gies, and dis cour aged hasty and ill-con sid ered dem on stra -
tions:
(c) that I was a good teacher who was able to get the stu dents in ter ested in
the sub ject, and taught them to ques tion their as sump tions and to think log i -
cally and sys tem at i cally.

I find it a lit tle dif fi cult, there fore, to un der stand why the Com mis sion
thought that this ev i dence showed that I was un de sir able. I find it even
more dif fi cult to un der stand why the gov ern ment thought that it con sti tuted 
grounds for banning me.

Report on Nusas
But I think it is ob vi ous that the ques tion has to be con sid ered in the con text
of the whole re port. I must there fore now con sider the re port as it deals with 
Nusas in gen eral. Un for tu nately I am at a dis ad van tage here.

As an ad viser to Nusas, I knew very lit tle about the de tails of its op er a -
tions. I knew vir tu ally noth ing about top ics which in ter ested the Com mis -
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sion, such as the source of funds and Paul Pretorius’s visit over seas. But I
must at once say this: al though the re port re veals the ex is tence of opin ions
with which I would dis agree, and ex am ples of ap par ent ir re spon si bil ity in
the use of funds, it re veals noth ing which would cause me to change my
gen eral at ti tude to wards Nusas or to wards the peo ple in volved. I shall
there fore con fine my self to a gen eral dis cus sion of some of the main points
which emerge, rather than at tempt to un ravel all the in sin u a tions, mis un -
der stand ings and mis in ter pre ta tions which go to substantiate the charge
that Nusas leaders acted wrongly.

The most strik ing as pect of the re port is that it pro duces no ex am ples of
il le gal or vi o lent acts. When ever the Re port spells out the ac tual na ture of
any Nusas programmes, it is clear that these programmes are le gal, and the
Com mis sion can pro duce very lit tle ar gu ment against their de sir abil ity.
The Com mis sion’s ob jec tion, then, is not that Nusas acted il le gally, but
rather that its mo tives were bad, and that all its le gal acts were part of an
over all plan which it self was bad, and quite pos si bly il le gal. It is there fore
of cru cial im por tance to ana lyse the ar gu ments which the Com mis sion uses 
to es tab lish those mo tives. There are three meth ods of ar gu ment. The first
method re lies on quo ta tions from var i ous Nusas lead ers. The sec ond
method re lies on an ar gu ment from the na ture of their fi nan cial sources.
The third method re lies on a com par i son of the views of various Nusas
leaders with the views of communist theoreticians.
1. The first ar gu ment, I think, es tab lishes that many Nusas lead ers use
rather loose rhet o ric in some of their pro nounce ments. It es tab lishes that
they were op posed to cap i tal ism, and to what is loosely de scribed as ‘au -
thor i tar i an ism’. It es tab lishes that they were in flu enced in their use of lan -
guage by stu dents else where, which is scarcely sur pris ing, given the
amount of pub lic ity which such stu dent move ments have re ceived. But
does it es tab lish, as the re port claims, that they were ac tively fol low ing a
postering [sic] ’polar is ation' of the races, with the hope that this would lead
to some kind of, pre sum ably vi o lent, rev o lu tion? To the ex tent that the ev i -
dence is pro duced in the form of con text-less ex tracts, it is dif fi cult to
judge. But one pa per, which the Com mis sion ev i dently be lieves is of great
sig nif i cance is re pro duced vir tu ally in full. This is Neville Curtis’s po si tion
pa per on stu dent ac tion (p. 418-426). It seems to me that what Curtis is say -
ing here, and what emerges clearly from a careful reading of the paper, is
this: 

There is a de vel op ing polar is ation in South Af ri can so ci ety. We can not avoid this. 
So in this con text we have to choose what to do. We can not ‘help the blacks’ be -
cause they do not want our help in such a pa ter nal is tic way. We can not sim ply
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join with those who con trol so ci ety at the mo ment, be cause we be lieve that they
are acting unjustly.

His con clu sion, once the prob lem has been for mu lated in those terms, is the 
much quoted state ment “I be lieve that stu dents must align them selves
against the white po lar ity and with the black po lar ity”. It is, once it is seen
in con text, not an ar gu ment in fa vour of bring ing about polar is ation ... in
fact it could not be, since the only way in which white stu dents could in -
crease polar is ation be tween black and white would be to be anti-black ... it
is an ar gu ment about what can be done, given that polar is ation ex ists. His
an swer, put sim ply, is that stu dents ought to work for the kind of so ci ety in
which whites would stop act ing in such a way as to bring about polar is -
ation. Now his anal y sis may be wrong, al though the Com mis sion brings no
ev i dence to re fute it, but the point is that it is an anal y sis which is widely ac -
cepted in ac a demic and non-ac a demic cir cles, both here and out side. To
pro duce such an anal y sis as evidence of a desire for ‘polarisation’ is
nonsense.

Funding peaceful change
2. The sec ond ar gu ment is based on an anal y sis of the sources from which
Nusas gets its funds. This I found one of the odd est ar gu ments in the whole
Re port. Pretorius ex plained clearly in his ev i dence in this re gard that there
is a wide spread be lief over seas: (a) that South Af rica is an un just so ci ety,
and (b) that there is no pos si bil ity of work ing peace fully to change it. As a
re sult of this, fund ing sources are un will ing, of ten, to give money to be
used for such peace ful work in side South Af rica. As a re sult of this, when
Nusas ap plies for funds, it has to per suade peo ple that such change is pos si -
ble peace fully. It has to es tab lish ‘cred i bil ity’. Now, in cred i ble though it
might seem, the Com mis sion be lieves that it is wrong to try to con vince
peo ple over seas who are con cerned about change in South Af rica that it is
pos si ble to work for such change by peace ful means. Does the Com mis sion 
wish peo ple to be lieve that change can only be brought about by vi o lence?
The Com mis sion claims that Nusas was com pet ing for funds with ‘ter ror ist 
or gani sa tions’. Would the Com mis sion then pre fer the money to go to the
ter ror ist or gani sa tions, rather than to Nusas? The fact is, that the Com mis -
sion’s ar gu ment here is sim ply non sense. The ev i dence which it pres ents
establishes that the projects so funded are peaceful Nusas projects, and
nothing more.
3. The third ar gu ment is, if any thing, even more bizzarre. It con sists in pro -
duc ing quo ta tions from Le nin, or some other Com mu nist source, to
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es tab lish that what they said is in some way sim i lar to some thing that Nusas 
has said. It is not pos si ble here to ana lyse these ar gu ments one by one.
Rather I shall ana lyse the struc ture of such an ar gu ment. If I say ‘The sun is
shin ing’, and a Com mu nist says ‘The sun is shin ing’, this does not es tab lish 
that I am a Com mu nist ... un less, of course, it hap pens to be the mid dle of
the night. That is, we are liv ing in the same world as the Com mu nists, and it 
would be scarcely sur pris ing if we did not some times make the same judge -
ments about it. Most of the quo ta tion com par i sons seem to me in fact to
deal with these kind of ba nal sim i lar i ties (I am not here re fer ring to the dis -
cus sion of ‘black power’). In or der to es tab lish that these sim i lar i ties were
ev i dence of Com mu nism in side Nusas, it would have been nec es sary for
the Com mis sion to hear ev i dence about whether the state ments re ferred to
are or are not rea son able judge ments to hold about South Af ri can so ci ety.
Are they state ments ac cepted only by Communists, or are they also ac -
cepted by at least a large number of other people?

Absurd insinuations
I will dis cuss only one of the more ob vi ously ri dic u lous ex am ples of this
kind of ar gu ment. In their dis cus sion of a pa per by Keith Gottschalk (pp.
415-16), the Re port claims that “Gottschalk’s ver sion of South Af ri can his -
tory dif fers in many re spects from what is cur rently ac cepted to be the real
facts”. In fact the ob ser va tion can be made that there is very lit tle dif fer ence 
be tween his ver sion of the his tory and that pub lished in the South Af ri can
Com mu nist Party’s “The Road to South Af ri can Free dom”. It then goes on
to point out that he re fers to the Ox ford His tory of South Af rica, from
which he makes one quo ta tion, and to an ar ti cle by John stone. Both were
ap par ently also re ferred to in a num ber of the Af ri can Com mu nist, which
also used the same quotation as was used by Gottschalk.

What do these co in ci dences prove? The Com mis sion ne glects to point
out that Gottschalk is a post-grad u ate stu dent in Af ri can Gov ern ment, do -
ing re search into South Af ri can his tory. It ap par ently called no ex pert wit -
nesses to judge the qual ity of Gottschalk’s in ter pre ta tion of South Af ri can
his tory. It was ap par ently un aware that the two books and the ar ti cle to
which it re fers are widely known and dis cussed in ac a demic cir cles. A stu -
dent of South Af ri can his tory would scarcely have to wait to see a copy of
the Af ri can Com mu nist be fore hear ing about them. The whole ar gu ment is
a tis sue of ab surd in sin u a tions. It shows clearly the ex tent to which the
Com mis sion ers were ap par ently will ing to make damaging insinuations on 
the basis of inadequate investigation.
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Thus it seems to me that the ar gu ments used fail to es tab lish that the mo -
tives of those in volved in Nusas were sus pect. I should also men tion that
the Com mis sion fails en tirely to es tab lish that there was some or gan ised
group of con spir a tors. equipped with these sin is ter mo tives, and ma nip u lat -
ing the whole concern.

A point which ob vi ously dis turbs the Com mis sion is the stress some times 
placed on the idea of ‘chang ing val ues’. The Com mis sion seems to have
made up its mind from the be gin ning that any change in val ues is bad, and
there fore does not seem to have in ves ti gated what might have been meant
by the idea. But the fact is that the call for ‘new val ues’ or a ‘change in val -
ues’ is com mon place. ‘We must get away from the ma te ri al is tic val ues of
the mod ern world’ is a fre quent speech-day sen ti ment. Is Nusas say ing
some thing vastly dif fer ent from this? Curtis is quoted as de fin ing his val ues 
as fol lows: “In es sence I see it as a be lief in peo ple, in hu man ity — our own
and that of oth ers. A be lief in the rights of peo ple — our selves and oth ers
— to live in such a way, and to live in such a so ci ety that we can real ise our
own hu man ity to the full” (p. 423). Kegan is quoted as say ing that the aim
of his cul tural ac tion is “to pro mote in ter per sonal con tact and to erad i cate
the crip pling in tel lec tual drought fac ing ev ery South Af ri can cam pus. It is
only when stu dents start think ing and ques tion ing in tel li gently and ra tio -
nally that they can ini ti ate any form of po lit i cal ac tion, or de velop a po lit i -
cal sen si bil ity.” (p. 336). These val ues do not seem to me to be very sin is -
ter. It seems to me that the Com mis sion has not been in ter ested to find out
what peo ple mean; they were only in ter ested in what stu dents could be
made to seem to mean. Un der stand ing some body else is al ways dif fi cult, of 
course. But there is no evidence that the Commissioners even tried to
understand the concern of the students.

Violence
I would like to con clude with some re marks on my own mo tives and val -
ues. I have also to make what would count, us ing the Com mis sion’s rules
of ev i dence, as a con fes sion. An in ter est ing fea ture of the Re port is that it
be gins with an ac count of a speech made by Jonty Driver in 1964. This
speech is al leg edly the blue print for the take-over of Nusas by an in ner core 
en gaged in se cret ac tiv i ties. The Re port then jumps to 1969, with out any
ac count of how the con spir acy pro gressed in the in terim. Had they delved a
lit tle fur ther into my past, they might have been able to es tab lish, to their
own sat is fac tion, the miss ing link. When I was a stu dent, Jonty Driver was
a close friend of mine. I shared a house with him for a while in Cape Town.
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An other close friend at the time was Alan Brooks, re ferred to in my ev i -
dence. I shared ac com mo da tion with him for sev eral years. At the time he
was, I later learnt, part of the Af ri can Re sis tance Move ment, which is prob -
a bly what Legassick was re fer ring to obliquely in the pa per re ferred to in
the opening chapter.

Had the Com mis sion dis cov ered these facts they would prob a bly have
used them to at least im ply that I was the miss ing link; that I was the sur vi -
vor of the early plot, and that I then in fil trated back into South Af rica and
into Nusas five years later.

But the same ev i dence could in fact be used to es tab lish quite the op po -
site. In fact, the ARM ep i sode, in which dis il lu sioned stu dents tried sab o -
tage, shat tered their own and oth ers’ lives, and did great dam age to the
cause they were fight ing for, made me acutely aware of the dan ger of stu -
dents turn ing to vi o lence. It has made me aware of the cru cial im por tance
of pro vid ing them with mean ing ful ways of work ing peace fully for change
if they feel that change is nec es sary. The ARM sab o tage move ment oc -
curred be cause there had been a sud den de crease in po lit i cal lib erty in
South Af rica. Many av e nues of work ing for peace ful change had sud denly
been closed, and these stu dents could think of no al ter na tive strat e gies. So
they wasted their idealism in violence.

I find it ironic that the gov ern ment now seems to be in tent on rec re at ing
those very con di tions. I find it ironic that in the light of all the ev i dence that
I have con sis tently of fered stu dents peace ful strat e gies for work ing for
change, the gov ern ment has nev er the less con cluded that I am a bad in flu -
ence on students.

I be lieve that the sec ond and fourth in terim re ports of the Com mis sion of
In quiry into Cer tain Or gani sa tions are doc u ments which do dis credit to the
South Af ri can par lia ment, and which do a dis ser vice to South Af rica. My
main emo tion on read ing these re ports is a sense of actute in tel lec tual em -
barassment. I be lieve that Par lia ment should re ject the Fourth Interim
Report.

Rich ard Turner
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