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Introduction

Who and what is a citizen? What is citizenship? What are the values that should underpin and charac-
terise a new citizenship for a country such as South Africa that is going through a process of compre-
hensive transformation? The Leadership Seminar conducted by St Augustine College of South Africa
in collaboration with the Konrad Adenauer Foundation, and held in Johannesburg on 14 June 2001,
explored these fundamental issues and questions.

The purpose of the seminar — which had as its theme Defining a New Citizenship for South Africa and
the Fundamental Values That Will Shape It — was to focus on the need to create an awareness in society
of the social responsibility of its citizens and to encourage people to participate in community affairs.

Taking into account the recent past of this country and the first years of the experience of being a
democracy after 1994, one has to agree that tolerance is not enough. Civility in a post-apartheid era
requires an all-round and values-based education in the public and the private sector, in the family and
civic associations, in the business world, the political arena and in the churches.

While the speakers provided broad perspectives and in-depth analyses of our complex situation, the
lively participation from the floor showed how relevant the topic was and how much needed to be done
to educate the citizenry of a new society.

The aim of the seminar was to stimulate an educational discourse that would help responsible leaders
and educationists to gain more clarity on a matter of extreme importance and to find ways to implement
suitable strategies.

This is one of the aims of St Augustine College of South Africa, the new private higher education insti-
tution, which hopes to work in partnership with government, business and the education sector to bring
about an ethical awareness as a step towards the shaping of a new society.

Many participants expressed the wish to continue and deepen the discussions on these issues. We hope
that the publication of the seminar papers will promote an ongoing intellectual dialogue and the search
for practical implementations in order to shape a new citizenship for South Africa.

Professor Edith Raidt
Vice-Chancellor
St Augustine College of South Africa




INTRODUCTION

On behalf of the Konrad Adenauer Foundation
(KAF), I would like to extend a very warm
welcome to you all.

It is with great pleasure that we are cooperat-
ing for the second time with St Augustine
College of South Africa. Today’s conference —
Defining a New Citizenship for South Africa
and the Fundamental Values That Will Shape It
—will continue to strengthen our working rela-
tionship with this new, aspiring institute of
learning, especially since the conference theme
forms part and parcel of KAF’s ongoing effort
to contribute in a meaningful way to discus-
sions regarding the ongoing democratic transi-
tion of South Africa.

1. KAF

KAF is a German-based political foundation
that has been cooperating with partners
throughout the world for more than 35 years,
in its quest to promote democracy and good
governance. We have become convinced that
the creation and consolidation of a democratic
political framework is one of the essential con-
ditions on which any development process
depends.

The strengthening of institutions and
structures that guide the development of a con-
stitutional and legal order and that favour the
consolidation of the rule of law has been at the
forefront of KAF’s activities in South Africa —
especially since transformation processes all
over the world, and particularly in Africa, have
been offering greater opportunities for direct
involvement.

In South Africa, KAF cooperates not only
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with political parties and their respective think-
tanks but also with reputable education and
research institutions. It has wide-ranging pro-
grammes in the different provinces of South
Africa.

2. CRISIS OF MORALITY

Since the adoption of the new South African
Constitution in May 1996 and the subsequent
accession of Thabo Mbeki to the South African
Presidency, the concept of an “African
Renaissance” has taken centre stage.

This African Renaissance seeks the rebirth of
spiritual values which are in the depths of all
humanity. It recognises that although each of
us has personal responsibilities, these are
accomplished by cooperating with others. This
freedom of association produces common
social responsibilities.

I believe it is fair to state that the South
Africa of today is facing a crisis of morality,
demoralising every aspect of society. The
vicious destructive effect of moral delinquency
affects all sectors of state and civil society, and
demands a united response from all sectors,
irrespective of their political, ethnic or reli-
gious differences.

The most visible signs of moral degeneration
in our society are exemplified by contempt for
the law and the state and the virtual collapse of
a system of social behaviour informed by the
precepts of humanism which, historically, have
informed particularly the African culture.

There are many examples of unethical atti-
tudes that contribute to the promotion of
immorality as a way of life throughout South
African society.
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It seems also fair to state that for a long time
South Africa suffered under an illegitimate sys-
tem of governance and therefore a regime of
laws and organs of the state, which enjoyed no
moral authority in the eyes of the majority of
people in South Africa and around the world.

Many have therefore drawn the conclusion
that the apartheid era opened the way for moral
degradation and spiritual bankruptcy.

When political change finally occurred in
1994 neither black nor white communities in
South Africa were experienced in living in free-
dom, and both were unprepared for it when
freedom eventually came.

However, the question of how a nation
should go about restoring its moral character
needs to be answered. How should a country
recovering from an era of repression and under-
going transition and social reconciliation treat
severe unemployment, an extremely high crime
rate, the AIDS pandemic and a stagnant econo-
my, at the same time ensuring that this is done
in an honourable, moral way?

We are all aware of the fact that poverty can
inhibit morality, and a society overwhelmed by
social problems eats away at ethics. Does an
economic environment that makes it impossible
for much of the population to obtain a liveli-
hood, compel millions to beg or even steal?
Should society be forced to offer such people a
viable alternative to crime?

The search for answers to these questions has
only just begun. This conference aims at dis-
cussing practical ways in which individuals,
organisations and different sectors of society
can participate in and contribute towards a
comprehensive readjustment of the moral fibre
of South African society. We are hopeful that it
will make a meaningful contribution to finding
answers to all questions arising in this regard.

3. CORRUPTION AND GREED

In a recent report on The State in a Changing
World, the World Bank stated, rightly so, that
the very basis of development becomes com-
promised when rules and practices are not
effectively monitored and applied. Develop-
ment suffers, in particular, where the rules of
governance allow arbitrary resource allocation
and the diversion of public resources in defi-
ance of the public good and to the exclusive
benefit of corrupt officials, politicians and their
collaborators.

South Africa has one of the world’s most
elaborate constitutions, revolving around exec-
utive accountability to the legislature. Over and
above this, the South African Constitution also
provides for special institutions such as the
Public Protector, the Constitutional Court and
the Auditor General, which jointly aim at assur-
ing accountable government in the best tradi-
tion of democracy.

But concerns about corruption have intensi-
fied in South Africa in recent months. The cur-
rent discussions around the arms deal seem to
indicate that all is not well in this regard.

Daniel Bell, a renown sociologist from the
United States (US), recently suggested that the
central political cleavage of the post—Cold War
world would not be between left and right, nor
between secularists and fundamentalists — as
Huntington predicted — but between the clean
and the corrupt. In his opinion, the substance of
politics would be stripped down to the simple
question of honesty.

Although history is littered with examples of
populations that live for years in appalling
squalor and never mounted a political challenge
or posed a serious electoral threat as long as the
identification between the leaders and the led
remained strong, it remains likely that poverty
combined with the perception that the political
class is self-serving, will open spaces for popu-
lar opposition.

Countries such as South Korea, the Philip-
pines, Peru and Italy have all seen heads of
state fall over revelations of dishonesty. The
US and Germany have both experienced politi-
cal crisis due to irregular or unethical behaviour
of leading politicians.

It appears that in decades to come, the most
imaginative and successful political parties will
be those that link anti-corruption to a broader
political agenda.

But corruption is only one element of the
moral degradation of South African society;
greed is obviously another even more accepted
element.

George Soros recently pointed out that peo-
ple today, unsure of what they stand for,
increasingly rely on money as the criterion of
value. What is more expensive is considered
better. People think they deserve respect and
admiration because they are rich. What used to
be a medium of exchange has usurped the place
of fundamental values, reversing the relation-
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ship postulated by economic theory. The cult of
success has replaced a belief in principles.

CONCLUSION

In view of the fact that South Africa is affected
by all those evils that arise out of great social
injustices and vast economic imbalances, we
must first of all accept the proposition that only
with the transformation of the South African
society and economy, can these evils be
redeemed.

One of the most important tasks must be to
eradicate poverty by reversing economic dis-
parity. Economic growth is a necessary condi-
tion for the reduction of poverty and inequality.

Today, South Africa is considered by many
observers to be a legally consolidated democra-
cy, in which development towards a constitu-
tional, pluralistic state, ruled by the new law of
the land, appears to be irreversible.

Building and maintaining a strong and endur-
ing democracy on these foundations will
depend on a continuing commitment by all seg-
ments of South Africa’s diverse population to
reconciliation and far-reaching economic and
social transformation: KAF is willing to play its
role in this process.

This seminar is designed to stimulate such
debate and I wish you enjoyable, interesting
and worthwhile deliberations.




Setting the Scene: In Search of a

New Citizenship

Edith Raidt

INTRODUCTION

In a briefing paper issued by the Southern
African Catholic Bishops’ Conference’s
(SACBC’s) Parliamentary Liaison Office in
Cape Town, the researcher Lawrence Matemba
writes: “People’s participation in politics in
South Africa needs to be strengthened.”

The recently completed South African sec-
tion of the Southern African Democracy
Barometer — a seven-country survey of citi-
zen’s attitudes to democracy, coordinated by
Idasa — reveals significant deficiencies in citi-
zenship in South Africa. Citizens of Namibia,
Zimbabwe, Zambia and Malawi fared far better
than their South African counterparts in terms
of participation in politics in their respective
countries. And Matemba concludes: “South
Africa’s hard won democracy is going through
a testing period as increasing numbers of citi-
zens regard political institutions and electoral
processes with indifference and even distrust
... We need a committed, informed, and
involved citizenry to revitalise our political
life, to require accountability from our political
leaders and governmental institutions, and to
achieve the common good.”!

The problem lies even deeper than participa-
tion in elections and active involvement in
democratic processes. A democratic society is
basically dependent on its citizens, their values
and aspirations. As the title of this seminar
indicates, we need to define or redefine a new
citizenship for South Africa and to identify and
nurture the fundamental values that will help
our fledgling democracy to reach maturity and
create a new society. This is part of the con-
certed effort to strengthen the moral fibre of
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our nation. Here we have to ask ourselves some

basic questions, such as:

* What is a citizen and what do we understand
by citizenship?

* What are the basic values needed in a com-
munity of citizens?

» And since these basic values are linked with
moral values and therefore public and private
morality, we need working definitions of
these concepts for our discussions here.

1. “COURAGE TO BE MORAL"

In his recent bestseller, Auf der Suche nach
einer dffentlichen Moral (In Search of a Public
Morality) Helmut Schmidt,” the former German
Chancellor, shocks his readers with the opening
sentence: “Have we Germans lost morality?”
No, not really, is the reply, since most citizens
still lead decent lives, but the “we-feeling” is
dwindling. People are self-centred, they are no
longer focused on the common good; there is an
“inflation of personal demands” (p. 183), self-
fulfillment and a one-sided emphasis on rights
without considering the corresponding civic
duties.

Schmidt challenges his German readers, espe-
cially politicians, business and church leaders,
to have the “courage to be moral” and to foster
again virtues; the so-called cardinal virtues
(prudence, justice, fortitude and temperance)
and civic virtues (e.g. solidarity and readiness to
help, tolerance and respect, courtesy and punc-
tuality), as well as to practise these starting in
the family, the smallest cell of democracy. It is
interesting to hear from a seasoned political
leader such as Helmut Schmidt that “virtues are
non-negotiable”.
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2. THE MEANING OF CITIZENSHIP

A citizen can therefore be defined as:

* aperson who is a member (by birth or natu-
ralisation) of a city or state

* aperson owing loyalty/allegiance to a nation
or state and entitled to the protection of per-
sonal rights

* a person within a community of citizens with
reciprocal obligations and multiple citizen
responsibilities.

And here we are already dealing with the

meaning of citizenship which, as Professor

Goodpaster will point in his paper, amounts to

reciprocal rights and duties; a reciprocity that

has to do with acknowledging the dignity of the

citizen in the community and the responsibility

of the citizen for the common good.

In defining a “new citizenship for South
Africa” we have to move away from a one-
sided emphasis on the individual, on personal
demands, expectations and rights. Instead, as
Dr Stofile will point out, “a new citizenship is
one inextricably linked to the ‘community’”.

St Augustine (354-430), the brilliant African
scholar after whom our College is named, pro-
vides a cogent answer to the questions posed
above when he writes in his famous work De
Civitate Dei (2,21):

“What is a community of citizens other than
a multitude of people bound to one another
by the tie of concord? In the State, what
musicians call harmony is concord: civic
concord cannot exist without justice.”
Augustine’s “tie of civic concord” summarises
the values and civic virtues that underpin a gen-
uine citizenship.® These have to be acquired
and practised during a lifetime, starting in the
family and the school, and continued in the
workplace and especially in the political arena.
The loss of the moral fibre of our nation has
brought about a growing awareness of the
urgent need of these values. During the past
year the Minister of Education appointed a task
group to research “values in education”. The
final report was discussed at a conference in
February this year. The researchers write:
“By values we mean desirable qualities of
character such as honesty, integrity, toler-
ance, diligence, responsibility, compassion,
altruism, justice, respect, and so on. We
would like our young adults to possess
these values and therefore for our schooling
system to actively promote them. The pro-
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motion of values is important not only for
the sake of personal development but also
for the evolution of a South African charac-
ter. The definition we give to values today
is also an avenue to imagining the future
character of the South African nation.”

In the Executive Summary, the task group

writes:
“In this report we make an argument for the
promotion of equity, tolerance, multilin-
gualism, openness, accountability and social
honour at our schools. We believe that these
values are important for the personal devel-
opment of our school-going population.
They also define the moral aspirations of
South African democracy as defined in our
Constitution and Bill of Rights. The defini-
tion we give to values today is an avenue to
imagining the future character of the South
African people. These values are therefore
the moral aspirations which South Africans
regard as desirable.”

3. THE ROLE OF EDUCATION AND RELIGION IN
SOCIETY

This “values-in-schools-initiative” is already a
big step forward. But does it go far enough? Is
it anchored in a clear understanding and accep-
tance of morality? Cardinal Napier argues that
we need “the education and formation of the
moral conscience”, and here the role of religion
in society is of decisive importance. “Where
does one get values more clearly expressed
than in religious writings and practices?” It is
the religions and religious traditions that have
to a large extent shaped the moral codes, and in
a multi-religion country like ours, an intensive
inter-religious dialogue on moral values could
make an important contribution. However,
morality is different from religion. A morality
is not as such linked with an organised institu-
tion like a church; it may involve only a set of
social or individual rules accompanied by sanc-
tions of praise or blame, and feelings of con-
science. It does involve an ethics or value sys-
tem and a way of life. Morality is a code or
view about how we should or should not con-
duct ourselves. A morality does presuppose
some belief about the world and life. In the
urgent call to restore the “moral fibre of our
nations” all the role players, and especially all
the religious communities, can and must make
a crucial contribution. After all, it is quite
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intriguing that both presidents Nelson Mandela
and Thabo Mbeki — and here I am quoting
Cardinal Napier — “have repeatedly enlisted the
aid of the religious leadership in the struggle to
turn around the moral slide that has overtaken
our nation in recent years”.

Faith-based institutions, e.g. schools or a
Catholic university such as St Augustine
College, can also be major role-players in shap-
ing the mentality necessary for the development
of a new citizenship. The shaping of a new citi-
zenship cannot be achieved through laws, it is
basically an educational process and, I would
even say, a life-long education of the citizens,
involving all sectors of society.

4. LIFE-LONG EDUCATION

In their 1986 statement Economic Justice for

AllL* the United States Catholic Bishops made

clear reference to this ongoing educational

process:
“What the Bible and Christian tradition
teach, human wisdom confirms. Centuries
before Christ, the Greeks and Romans
spoke of the human person as a ‘social ani-
mal’ made for friendship, community, and
public life. These insights show that human
beings achieve self-realisation not in isola-
tion, but in interaction with others.

The virtues of citizenship are an expres-
sion of Christian love more crucial in
today’s interdependent world than ever
before. These virtues grow out of a lively
sense of one’s dependence on the common-
weal and obligations to it. This civic com-
mitment must also guide the economic insti-
tutions of society. In the absence of a vital
sense of citizenship among the businesses,
corporations, labour unions, and other
groups that shape economic life, society as
a whole is endangered. Solidarity is another
name for this social friendship and civic
commitment that make human moral and
economic life possible” (Economic Justice
for All, nrs. 65-66).

5. THE VIRTUE OF SOLIDARITY AND THE
COMMON GOOD

The need for stronger bonds of social solidarity
across cultures and for efforts to attain a greater
degree of shared moral vision is increasingly
evident in our world today, writes David
Hollenbach of Boston College. Clearly, toler-
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ance is not enough because it is a live-and-let-
live attitude that avoids introducing concep-
tions of the full human good into political dis-
course. The “method of avoidance” actually
further threatens democracy by deepening
alienation and anomie, and this is exactly what
we do not need. A functioning democracy
requires the virtues of mutual reverent accep-
tance, of mutual cooperation, mutual responsi-
bility, and what Aristotle called civic friendship
and concord.’

Pope John Paul calls this “the virtue of soli-
darity”, and he describes it as “a firm and per-
severing determination to commit oneself to the
common good; that is to say the good of all and
of each individual”.® And he expresses the hope
that all people, “whether or not they are
inspired by religious faith, will become fully
aware of the urgent need to change spiritual
attitudes which define each individual’s rela-
tionship with self, with neighbour, with even
the remotest human communities, and with
nature itself”. Such a change in attitudes arises
from a recognition of “higher values such as the
common good”.

Commitment to the common good requires a
hard-nosed recognition of the reality of human
interdependence, and it requires a promotion of
justice. Referring again to the United States
Bishops, “basic justice demands the establish-
ment of minimum levels of participation in
the life of the human community for all per-

sons”.’

6. CONSEQUENCES FOR EDUCATION

There are clear consequences for education:

* Education shapes the values that become
operative in a republic by helping to shape
the virtues and character of its citizenry.

» Worries about the quality of public life in a
democracy lead directly to worries about the
whole process by which each generation pre-
pares its progeny to assume their responsibil-
ities as citizens.

 Education in virtue is education that guides
the development of students in ways that
enable them to become good citizens; men
and women dedicated to the service of the
common good.

+ Education in virtue is not a mere civic do-
gooderism. Helmut Schmidt certainly does
not think so. Tertiary education, in particular,
should be aimed at a commitment to infellec-
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tual solidarity. Here the Catholic tradition of
education has some distinctive intellectual
resources. Intellectual solidarity — David
Hollenbach writes — is a willingness to take
other persons seriously enough to engage
them in conversation and debate that makes
life worth living. It includes an appeal to tol-
erance, but goes beyond it. Tolerance is a
strategy of non-interference with the beliefs
and ways of life of those who are different.
But the spirit of intellectual solidarity differs
radically from pure tolerance by seeking pos-
itive engagement with the other through both
listening and speaking. Here a community of
freedom begins to exist.

CONCLUSION

This intellectual solidarity must be accompa-

nied by a social solidarity which is of special
relevance to Catholic universities. A university
that aspires both to be Catholic and to serve the
common good must translate the importance of
social solidarity into its teaching and research
priorities.

A “culture of service” should be the hallmark
of such universities; they should propagate
what Robert Greenleaf calls “servant-leader-
ship”.

St Augustine College of South Africa, as the
first Catholic university in this country, hopes
to make such a contribution with its postgradu-
ate programmes for values-based leadership.
Today’s leadership seminar will hopefully con-
tribute towards a constructive intellectual
debate that can be translated into action in our
effort to help shape a new citizenship.
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Civility in a Post-Apartheid Era:
Tolerance is Not Enough

Vincent Maphai

INTRODUCTION
The contention that tolerance is not enough
when discussing civility in a post-apartheid era,
is true in the most obvious sense. It seldom
happens that a single variable constitutes a suf-
ficient condition for the achievement of any
national or institutional goal. If anything, it is
doubtful that tolerance is even necessary for
civility because tolerance is not an absolute
value. We should, after all, hardly be tolerant
of evil. Under certain circumstances, intoler-
ance becomes a moral imperative. In addition,
like non-racialism, the concept of tolerance is
ultimately vacuous unless its object is speci-
fied. One must always tolerate something.
Alternatively, appeals for tolerance may sim-
ply be an avoidance tactic in the face of
uncomfortable social issues. One cannot help
feeling at times that tolerance is a smokescreen
for an anti-transformation agenda. Indeed, a
single-minded focus on tolerance may lead to
what may be termed “frozen democracies”, that
is, the consolidation of the substance of the sta-
tus quo.

1. WHAT TOLERANCE IS NOT
The concept of political tolerance is too elastic
to be of value. It may therefore prove helpful to
dismiss certain common misconceptions. First,
tolerance does not refer to absence of disagree-
ment among rivals. On the contrary it presup-
poses such disagreements. Second, tolerance
does not mean uniformity. If anything, unifor-
mity is the very antithesis of tolerance.
Tolerance promotes the coexistence of multi-
plicity of viewpoints and institutions. Third,
tolerance does not imply the absence of politi-
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cal competition or rivalry. It presupposes this
rivalry and competition, but merely attempts to
specify rules governing such competition.
Fourth, tolerance does not collapse political
rivals or foes suddenly into friends or allies. It
merely converts political enemies into political
rivals. Lastly, tolerance is not political license.
It is incompatible with anarchy, authoritarian-
ism or dictatorship.

2. WHAT DOES TOLERANCE MEAN?
To understand the concept of tolerance it might
be illuminating to draw parallels between poli-
tics and a sports competition. Politics, or any
social organisation, is a type of contest. Every
game is played according to rules. Tolerance
essentially means playing a game according to
accepted rules. This means, inter alia, the will-
ingness to accept defeat under those rules. It
also requires preparedness, on the part of the
winning party, to be subjected to subsequent
elections. Tolerance does not mean there can
be no winner. In the same vein, the winner is
subject to certain constitutional and moral con-
straints in the exercise of political mandates.
Democracy, in this context, is used widely to
refer to a set of procedures and systems
designed to facilitate maximum political partic-
ipation and representation in decision making.
This requires the toleration of as many political
actors as are evident in any given community.
Sometimes this requirement creates a tension
between the contending demands of compre-
hensiveness on the one hand, and compatibility
on the other. The more comprehensive and
diverse the participants in government are, the
less likely that such a government will be
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effective. Democracy may, at best, entail a
happy medium between the need for effective
government and for the widest possible repre-
sentativeness.

3. ASSUMPTIONS UNDERPINNING
COMMITMENT TO TOLERANCE

Commitment to political tolerance is based
upon certain assumptions regarding human
nature and society. First, all humans are pre-
sumed to be inherently rational. To be rational,
among other things, is to be able to define goals
and ends and to adopt the means and strategies
that are appropriate for the achievement of
those goals and ends. Second, all humans are
born equal as moral persons; that no person is
more human than the other.

Third, everyone is born free and it is the task
of society to protect and enhance that freedom.
Fourth, if people are rational, equal and free, it
follows that they are likely to cherish different
viewpoints — morally, socially, politically and
ideologically. A tolerant society is one in which
various viewpoints are freely expressed and
protected. Fifth, if various viewpoints are possi-
ble it follows that no person or group is infalli-
ble. This is not to deny that certain beliefs and
attitudes can be reasonable or unreasonable,
civilised or barbarian, fair or unfair. However,
no single person or group reserves the sole right
to pronounce on these issues. Last, the alterna-
tive to tolerance is violence. Where there are no
acceptable methods of conflict resolution, vio-
lence is perceived as a legitimate form of self-
defence.

To summarise, tolerance features in various
spheres of our experience — political, social,
cultural and religious, to name obvious exam-
ples. Politically, a tolerant society accommo-
dates a multiplicity of viewpoints and permits
the expression of such viewpoints organisation-
ally. A multiplicity of political forums becomes
a form. In liberal democracies, this multiplicity
is expressed, amongst other things, through a
multi-party system.

The political culture in which the multi-party
institution thrives manifests an extraordinary
degree of trust between political rivals. It
assumes that the governing party will allow
itself to be voted out of power. Such willing-
ness to relinquish power rests on the ruling par-
ty’s belief that its successful opponents would
“in turn”, be willing to surrender power if voted
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out of office. A further precondition to the
multi-party system is that the defeated party,
while being the parliamentary opposition, need
not fear a change of the political rules or the
loss of jobs, houses and lives by its members.

4. THE CONTEXT OF TOLERANCE

Tolerance becomes salient against the backdrop
of an authoritarian or totalitarian political cul-
ture. The apartheid edifice, with its varied
package of repressive legislation, was the
bedrock of intolerance par excellence.

Since February 1990 the concept of tolerance
has gained currency in South African political
discourse. Initially, the unbanning of organisa-
tions did not result, as some had expected, in
free and fair political competition. On the con-
trary, violence and effective declaration of
“own territories” or “no-go” areas became hall-
marks of the country’s political culture in the
early 1990s.

The features of violence, intolerance and
authoritarianism were, and to some extent still
are, central to South Africa’s socio-political
culture. Historical state violence against politi-
cal rivals, violence against the state and its
agents and general criminal violence form part
of this legacy. The same applies to corporal
punishment in schools, families and community
violence.

Until their unbanning, resistance movements
themselves operated under impossible condi-
tions. Unlike political parties, they could not
mobilise in a democratic manner. Democratic
behaviour requires a climate of openness, con-
sultation, debate, discussion, elections and
accountability. Such an environment, by defini-
tion, hardly exists in an authoritarian culture.
The culture of revolution and resistance is a
culture of secrecy, vigilance, suspicion and
fear. Consultation becomes impossible, and yet
effectiveness depends on the mobilisation of
the very broad mass that cannot be consulted. It
should be of no surprise that anti-apartheid
mobilisation entailed both persuasion and coer-
cion of communities.

Resistance politics invariably and impercepti-
bly contributes to a culture of intolerance. In
addition, a revolutionary political culture tends
to produce a spill-over into secondary violence.
Just as insurrection against an illegitimate
regime becomes normal, physical attacks
against rival organisations soon become com-
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monplace as well. This too culminates into ter-
tiary coercion, where inter-party intolerance

translates ultimately in to intra-party repression.

5. WHAT DOES THIS ALL MEAN?
Several points emerge from the foregoing
analysis.

Tolerance as a political value is pronounc-

ed at a particular conjuncture in society.
The issue of tolerance is particularly salient at
the aftermath of transition from authoritarian-
ism to democracy. For obvious historical rea-
sons, intolerance is deeply rooted in the South
African culture. Yet, there are obvious signs of
a departure, however slow, from this tradition.

Secondly, South Africa is not tottering on the

brink of civil war due to political or any form
of social intolerance. There are powerful insti-
tutions to underpin the country’s democratic
fabric. The Constitution protects just about
every conceivable right. Even more promising,
there is an uncompromising preparedness on
the part of citizens to use the courts to protect
their rights.

Overall, throughout the 1990s, South

Africans have displayed an incredible

degree of commitment to political tolerance.

This was partly assisted by the growing

awareness of the human rights culture.
Thirdly,

Tolerance is generally a necessary but never

sufficient condition for a democratic culture.
Strictly speaking tolerance, like non-racialism,
is not even a value or a goal. It is an instrument
or a possible condition for the promotion of
other values, notably freedom and democracy.
If it converts into a value or an end in itself; it
becomes obstructive to the achievements of
other national goals. This leads to the next les-
son.

Tolerance is never an absolute value since

society has to be intolerant of certain val-

ues, attitudes and behaviour.
Finally, tolerance remains central to the
creation and consolidation of a democratic cul-
ture in South Africa. Yet, its salience recedes
with time. A decade since the commencement
of the transition process, we now face a new set
of challenges and goals. Intolerance features
minimally among these.

6. CURRENT KEY CHALLENGES

Commitment to tolerance in a plural society
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does not preclude the existence of a dominant
culture or set of values in that society. In South
Africa, the Anglo-Saxon liberal culture typical-
ly dominates every aspect of society. Domestic,
regional and international changes in the 1980s
and 1990s also served to intensify a strong
sense of liberal triumphalism. Internationally it
was expressed by Fukuyama’s discredited “End
of History” thesis. Briefly, according to this
thesis, liberal democracy as an ideology was
here to stay and there would be no other ideo-
logical challenge to it. The South African ver-
sion of this thesis may be summed up as fol-
lows:

Communism has failed;

Apartheid has failed;

therefore, liberalism has and will triumph.
This explains partly why it is only liberal insti-
tutions which, post-1990, have steadfastly
refused to re-evaluate their role and ethos in the
new South Africa. This is unsustainable in the
long term. The sub-text underpinning the
African Renaissance crusade is the claim by the
majority that self-respect will not allow them to
subject themselves to what amounts to cultural
imperialism. Other cultures and values will
stake their claim with vengeance in the shaping
of the South African national ethos.

One can rightly ask: If not liberalism, then
what? Certainly, if the South African Constit-
ution is anything to go by, the South African
political culture is, and is likely to remain for a
long time, rooted in a strong liberal tradition.
The challenge, it would appear, is not how to
repudiate the fundamental values of equality
and freedom, but how to “indigenise” them, for
lack of a better term. Liberalism in contempo-
rary South Africa has to take a cue from what
Christianity began to do decades ago.

Christianity has had to adjust to local cul-
tures. Without that, it was increasingly becom-
ing irrelevant. South African liberalism runs a
similar risk. Not only is it in danger of becom-
ing irrelevant, worse still, it also has the poten-
tial to be the only respectable channel for white
supremacist positions. Their language is still
rooted in 19th century English and European
culture.

The major challenge for contemporary South
African liberalism is an unambiguous depar-
ture from fundamentalism. Of its nature, funda-
mentalism — be it political, religious or whatev-
er — is irrational and irrelevant because, by defi-
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nition, its context and time is of no conse-
quence to it.

There is one area in which liberal fundamen-
talism is starkly pronounced. It is its chronic
distrust for the state, coupled with an unbridled
celebration of the market. This tendency is
rooted in history. The South African liberal
class is largely English speaking. The point
often made by Frene Ginwala is that this politi-
cal class lost control of the state in 1910 and is
unlikely to regain it. If this is so, the cynical
anti-state tendency of this class is hardly sur-
prising. There is also an international dimen-
sion, with local content, to the liberal distrust of
the state.

Liberalism in Europe was born out of a mid-
dle class rebellion against monarchy and aris-
tocracy. In South Africa, the black middle class
is created largely by the state, although there is
— unlike anywhere else on the African continent
— a strong private sector. Contemporary South
Africa is characterised by a black state and a
white market. Deliberately or sub-consciously,
demands for the unbridled exultation of the
market, coupled with demands for a minimalist
state ultimately amount to clarion calls for
white supremacy. This appears to be the chal-
lenge for liberalism if it intends to be relevant
in South Africa.

To conclude, in a highly and grossly unequal
society such as South Africa, liberal fundamen-
talism becomes a powerful instrument in the
hands of the dominant class. The intellectual
roots of liberalism, expressed in the classical
consent theory of Locke, Hobbes and
Rousseau, makes this point. Individuals in the
“state of nature” were assumed to be absolutely
free, rational, individualist and, above all, equal
in every respect. Theoretically at least, liberal-
ism is an ideology of equals.

The remaining section focuses on principal
values likely to shape the evolving South
Africa. It is tempting to provide a catalogue of
such values, because they must surely be count-
less. That will, however, prove pointless.
Instead, for the purpose of this discussion, these
will be crystallised to the absolute minimum.

Before dealing with the three main values, it
is worth commenting on a fundamentally wor-
rying change that has been witnessed in South
Africa since 1994. In general, South Africans
are known for their generosity and voluntarism.
If social science statistics are anything to go by,
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it is quite surprising that a large percentage of
black South Africans have not died of malnutri-
tion, exposure to the elements, diseases and
mini-wars. Why is this so? Perhaps it is
because social scientists often forget that
behind institutions and structures, lie ordinary
people with tremendous resolve and capacity to
survive.

In addition, there has always been a strong
culture of civil society and non-governmental
organisations that have volunteered their time
and resources to intervene in hopeless situa-
tions. Family networks have also helped. Post-
1994 South Africans have, perhaps quite under-
standably, become extremely statist. There is a
worrying dependency on government to pro-
vide almost everything. When the government
proposed earlier that young graduates should
provide some form of rural voluntary service,
this was denounced as a violation of their
rights. Yet, a few years earlier when we
unleashed our young people upon one another
in a mindless war, we called that “national ser-
vice”.

Now back to the key values driving the new
South African citizenship.

7. THREE FUNDAMENTAL VALUES

The post-1994 national agenda is broadly about
transformation of society. In particular, it is
about the introduction and reinforcement of
three key elements into the national political
culture, namely, democracy, rights and social
justice. The degree to which South Africa man-
ages to promote these values will ultimately
define the form and content of its transition. It
is not feasible to undertake a pedantic defini-
tion and analysis of these concepts.

The key issue to remember is that, contrary to
popular tendency, these three values are not
interchangeable. A worrying feature of contem-
porary South Africa is the almost exclusive
focus on first generation negative rights, lip ser-
vice to democracy and virtual silence on social
justice.

Why are these values mutually exclusive at
times? Rights claims are typically anti-democ-
ratic. To claim a right is like labelling someone
racist or sexist. It places one in an unassailable
morally pre-eminent position. This tendency is
demonstrated in the manner in which three
political and moral issues have been dealt with:
namely, the death penalty, affirmative action
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and abortion. The anti-death penalty lobby
appeals, amongst other things, to the right to
life. Similarly, affirmative action becomes the
right due to the historically disadvantaged.
Abortion, in turn, is simply an expression of
women’s rights.

Rights, by definition, are freedom-limiting.
To claim a right is to place a moral obligation
on the part of others to refrain from interfering.
In fact, a right entitles the holder to employ
coercion in the defence of that right. Precisely
because these three issues are defined in terms
of human rights, they are placed outside the
ambit of debate and discussion. Those who dare
challenge these positions are, by definition,
morally flawed. The issue is not that rights are
undesirable or indefensible. I am simply sug-
gesting that rights claims place the objects of
such claims consciously outside a democratic
framework. There is a definite trade-off
between rights and democracy. Ironically,
when rights claims are underpinned by a strong
demand for tolerance as well, democracy suf-
fers in turn.

The issue is further complicated by the rela-
tionship between rights and justice. South
Africa’s dominant discourse is about first gen-
eration rights. This is hardly surprising for a
society with a long-established authoritarian
culture. Yet, a single-minded focus on first gen-
eration rights, to the exclusion of justice, is
unsustainable in the long-term. It will have the
effect of blocking transformation and social
justice. I refer specifically to first generation
rights, which often tend to benefit the powerful
by limiting the capacity of the state to redirect
national assets.

The contending demands for justice on the
one hand, and the respect for the first genera-
tion rights, will define markedly the difficult
trade-offs the country has to manage. The

Zimbabwean crisis illuminates this dilemma,
although it is by no means solely about redistri-
bution. For the moment let us bracket President
Mugabe’s machinations and focus on the
underlying unresolved land question. The Zim-
babwean experience reinforces what is general-
ly know, namely, that neither the state (law) nor
religious institutions (morality) can successful-
ly legislate against survival. The key lesson
here is that a single-minded commitment to first
generation constitutional rights, to the exclu-
sion of considerations of justice, is a recipe for
national disaster.

CONCLUSION

The triadic cornerstone of South African citi-
zenship comprises democracy, human rights
and social justice. All three values are essential
but not interchangeable. Sometimes they may
be mutually exclusive. They are not simultane-
ously salient to the same degree. Commitment
to democracy remains over-arching at all times.
Tolerance and first generation rights were par-
ticularly prominent in the 1990s. In the future,
justice will increasingly take a central position.

This means that, beyond these values, South
Africa will need quality leadership to manage
these trade-offs. Discernment, rather than
dependence on text book solutions, is what will
define such leadership.

All are important. There is no sense of per-
sonal dignity in the absence of a human rights
culture. Yet, personal dignity is intricately
linked to a collective sense of dignity. Middle
class blacks and women cannot simply shake
off the baggage of historical domination over
them.

Finally, there is no sense of collective dignity
without a strong culture of social justice.
Tolerance is certainly not sufficient for the task
of reconstruction facing South Africa.
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Good Corporate Governance:
A Fundamental Value for New
Citizenship in South Africa*

Mervyn King

INTRODUCTION

The governance of corporations is a highly top-
ical issue at present and is a dynamic that has
spread throughout the world. It actually began
in the 19th century, but in the last two decades
of the 20th century, corporate governance has
truly come to the foreground of peoples’
minds. The reason for that is a growing realisa-
tion that corporations in fact impact on all
human endeavour.

We drove here this morning in motor vehi-
cles manufactured by corporations. We are
wearing clothes manufactured by corporations,
and at tea break, the tea bags we will use were
no doubt delivered here by a company. The
point is that companies today affect all aspects
of our lives. They in fact link us to the commu-
nities in which we live and create mutual rights
and obligations in society to the extent that a
company is as much a citizen as an individual.

In the middle of the 19th century, Lord
Gladstone developed the concept of limited lia-
bility, and this concept was the driving force
behind the development of the Industrial
Revolution. It is wonderful for an entrepreneur
to know that he can take his idea, put some
capital into a company and limit his personal
liability. The creation of that legal personality
is a privilege granted by the state and it creates
a citizen.

But that creation of citizenry by way of
statute also brings with it certain legal obliga-
tions, such as having to keep books and records.
As a citizen, however, the company also has to

*This is the edited version of a speech delivered by
Mervyn King at the seminar.
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comply with the social norms and mores of the
society in which it operates. Companies, like
individuals, do not operate in a vacuum. This
was not appreciated in the 19th century, nor in
the first half of the 20th century. We had then
the so-called robber barons. Henry Ford, for
example, was a great entrepreneur: we would
not be driving mass produced vehicles today if
it wasn’t for him. But Ford did not care about
the exploitation of resources and labour when
he began his business. To assuage his social
conscience, however, he later created the Ford
Foundation. There are many other similar
examples.

The question is: Can the great entrepreneurs
of today have the privilege of a limited liability
corporation and assuage their consciences by
creating foundations? Would that open them to
severe criticism in the 21st century?

I believe that a corporation must operate
within the context of the community in which it
carries on its business. For example, if in South
Africa a corporation today endeavoured to
carry on its business, not in a participative or
transparent manner, but in an intolerant, hierar-
chical manner, it would not succeed. Corpor-
ations are therefore closely linked to what soci-
ety demands.

1. TRANSFORMATION

South Africa has begun its process of transfor-
mation, which, I believe, will be on-going. In
keeping with this, I was asked in the early
1990s to chair a commission into corporate
governance because it was appreciated that
South Africa was returning to a normal society
of equal opportunity. Most of our citizens who
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were disadvantaged under the apartheid laws,
were now going to move into the mainstream
economy, yet they had not participated actively
in corporate life. Could we, for example, blind-
ly follow the Cadbury Report on corporate gov-
ernance in the United Kingdom (UK)?

Those who had asked me to chair the com-
mission had already concluded we could not,
and I agreed with them. Sir Adrian Cadbury
had reported on the financial aspects of corpo-
rate governance; the very matters on which
Ford and others had focused, namely the profit
bottom line.

The commission concluded that South Africa
had to develop an integrated system of gover-
nance that dealt with financial, social, ethical
and environmental concerns. The report pro-
duced in November 1994 embraced those four
elements.

When the Commonwealth Heads of
Government met in 1997, it was decided that
the 56 countries in the Commonwealth should
have guidelines to establish governance of cor-
porations in those countries. I was asked to
chair that body in the Commonwealth because
of the principles laid down in what has now
become known as the King Report, and which
report went further than dealing with the finan-
cial aspects of corporate governance.

2. OWNERSHIP

We in our lives are owners of assets; many of
us are fortunate to be owners of a property, a
house or an apartment. As the owner of a
house, would you allow noxious gases, fumes
or noise to pollute your neighbour? Would you
consider allowing sewage to escape on to your
neighbour’s property, or would you regard that
as the conduct of a bad citizen?

Why then, one should ask, if one or all of you
became agents of another citizen — for that in
effect is what one becomes when one is a direc-
tor of a company — do you permit that company
which has no mind, heart or soul of its own to
pollute the neighbourhood in which it carries
on its business?

That is a strange phenomenon of human
behaviour, and yet from the middle of the
19th century when corporations were first reg-
istered, we have seen corporations actually
destroy communities. As with an individual cit-
izen, a company must therefore be a good
neighbour.
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3. GLOBAL CLUB MEMBER

The company today — whether it likes it or not
— is also a member of the global community.
This is because we live in a borderless world —
not borderless in the sense of the World Trade
Organisation, which tries to break down the
artificial borders created for trade, but literally
through the ether; information today moves
about without consideration of borders.

The great global institutions in the world
today are the major shareholders of equities in
companies, including those in South Africa. As
an example, the Californian Public Service
Employment Pension Fund has invested tens of
millions of dollars in South Africa. How do
these institutions decide to invest in a company
in, for instance, South Africa, Malaysia, France
or Germany? They rely on information and on
the quality of governance of the company issu-
ing that information.

The measurement for investment today by
these great institutions has therefore become
the quality of how a corporation is governed.
From a hard-nosed business point of view, it
therefore makes good business sense to be a
good governor when one is the director of a
company.

4. HISTORY

Before moving on to the international trends in
governance, [ will briefly discuss the history of
the corporation and how governance developed,
as there is no better way to understand the pre-
sent and the future than to know the past.

The corporation developed as follows: hun-
dreds of years ago human beings busied them-
selves keeping body and soul together — this
was our main function. Then we learned that if
we worked collectively we could produce
goods and services more cheaply. Following
that, the concept of limited liability was devel-
oped and we moved to another level; with lim-
ited corporate liability one could now produce
goods and services without one’s personal lia-
bility being at stake.

From the 19th century until the end of the
Second World War, wealthy families were the
majority owners of equities in most countries
and the members of wealthy families were the
directors of those companies. However, when
families started listing their companies or issu-
ing rights to garner more capital, they started
taking other people’s money into the company.
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When they realised they did not have the skills
to make certain business decisions, they
appointed outsiders to the board, and in this
way some of the concepts of corporate gover-
nance were unwittingly born: the people who
invested their money now expected account-
ability. Also, those outsiders who came in were
not involved in the day-to-day running of the
business and so the concept of the non-execu-
tive director developed.

Shareowner dominance prevailed in the 19th
and 20th centuries. The theory was that there
should be an exclusive focus on the bottom line
of profit. It did not matter if labour or other
resources were exploited during the course of
business, so long as the bottom line — profit —
was met.

We have seen in our lifetimes corporations
both destroy and create communities. In the
UK, for example, the great textile companies
have failed because of competition from the Far
East regarding textiles. Other examples are the
closing of coal-fields in England and the decay
of those communities, as well as the deteriora-
tion of health caused by employment in
asbestos mines. But we have also seen the cre-
ation of communities. There can be no finer
example today than Silicon Valley on the west
coast of the United States (US).

In the second half of the 20th century we
moved into the post-industrial era with its focus
on services rather than manufacturing, and the
introduction of technology and robotics in man-
ufacturing.

Take, for example, motor vehicle manufac-
turing plants. As far as the eye can see, robots
are busy assembling components. Occasionally,
a vehicle will drive in to deposit components to
be used in the just-in-time manufacturing
process, but there are hardly any people
involved, and those who are, are usually over-
seeing the computer-aided processes driving
the robots.

Other characteristics of this modern age are
e-commerce companies, where intangible com-
pany assets have become more valuable than
tangible assets. Outsourcing is popular, man-
agement structures are flatter and self- and part-
time employment are common.

In short, we are living in a changed world. In
this regard we have a shareowner revolution.

I can say with some confidence here that all
of you are shareowners. You may not think so,
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but if you are a member of a pension fund, own
unit trusts or have savings at an institution,
indirectly, you are a shareowner.

This is why universities today teach not only
that a corporation is a being created by statute
and that the directors are the minds, heart and
soul of that corporation, but that the corporation
is also a link between the various stakeholders
that it brings together: the employees, the local
community, the customers, the suppliers, etc.

As a result, we have today, for example, the
United Nations Human Rights Declaration
Against the Exploitation of Labour, as well as
environmental groups such as Greenpeace,
which monitors what corporations are doing
environmentally. Multinational companies now
operate, as their name suggests, not only locally
but nationally and internationally. General
Motors, for example, gives livelihood to mil-
lion of people worldwide through direct
employment and outsourcing. The company’s
gross turnover is greater than the gross domes-
tic product of a country like Denmark. Figures
such as this make one wonder at the power of
multinational corporations.

We live in a borderless world that is charac-
terised by globalisation, and the result is what I
have called the “Seattle Battle”. As the
President of the World Bank has said, this is an
attack on the rich getting richer and the poor
getting poorer. But the medium that creates this
situation today is the corporation. If the corpo-
ration does not begin to act as a good citizen, it
will be destroyed and capitalism will be
destroyed with it!

I therefore pose some questions: Can we as
directors and governors of companies in the
21st century continue shareowner dominance to
the exclusion of other stakeholders? Can the
financial focus ignore this changed world, and
continue to use only backward-looking finan-
cial measurements? Can a company perform
but not conform to some of the constraints that
society now demands? Is it possible for a com-
pany to decide not to be a responsible corporate
citizen?

5. INCLUSIVE TREND

We move now to the trends in corporate gover-
nance worldwide. We described earlier the
exclusive approach to running a corporation.
Today, however, the trend is towards a more
inclusive approach (see graphic). As the direc-
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THE INCLUSIVE APPROACH
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tor of a company today, one does not simply go
to a regulator and obtain a licence to do busi-
ness. Over and above this, there are many other
factors one has to take into account as a prudent
governor of a corporation. One must consider
the individual attitudes of one’s customers,
one’s suppliers, one’s industry reputation, the
media, etc.

The inclusive approach recognises stakehold-
ers other than shareowners. The relationship
between the company and some of these stake-
holders is contractual — as with the customer
and supplier — while some are non-contractual,
such as the community in which it operates.

The inclusive approach has three legs: a cor-
poration should define its purpose; identify its
values; and identify the stakeholders relevant to
its business. The strategy it develops should
combine all three and it should develop recipro-
cal relationships with its stakeholders.

Take for example a parcel delivery company.
Its purpose would be the delivery of parcels. Its
values may include the usual values such as
respect for the individual, integrity and respon-
sibility. Since we are running a parcel delivery
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service, we might agree that reliability and reli-
able conduct are essential values. We must then
identify the stakeholders. Naturally, the
employees are important, but so are the airlines
and other transport companies in the delivery
chain. So we would talk to them and explain
that the more parcels we can deliver, the better
for their business. In this way, a reciprocal rela-
tionship is developed, and this leads on to the
development of a business strategy.

That is the modern inclusive approach: it
embraces stakeholders other than the share-
owner.

6. ACCOUNTABILITY AND RESPONSIBILITY
There is a difference between accountability
and responsibility. If you gave me money to
establish a company to manufacture chairs, I
would be answerable and accountable to the
company in which you had invested. But that
does not stop me being responsible also to the
various stakeholders that come together as the
result of the formation of this statutory citizen.
I need to be responsive and responsible to
them.
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As we have mentioned, ownership creates
responsibility. In the course of my study on
corporate governance and speaking with vari-
ous governments throughout the world about
their corporate legal situation, one thing has
become clear: one cannot have a single corpo-
rate governance code that pertains throughout
the world. Each country has its own corporate
laws and its own culture of doing business that
has developed over many years. Each country
therefore has to develop its own code of gover-
nance.

But in looking at the codes of governance of
several countries, four pillars stand out; pillars
that directors in the 21st century need to be
aware of when making decisions either through
act or omission. These are fairness, account-
ability — in the sense of accounting to the com-
pany — responsibility — acting responsibly
towards the various stakeholders, and trans-
parency. And all this must rest on a base of
intellectual honesty, that is, being able to sepa-
rate fact from assumption, and making good
decisions based on all the facts.

7. NON-FINANCIAL ASPECTS

As we have mentioned, the shareholder domi-
nance that pertained certainly until the middle
of the 20th century, was characterised by a
backward-looking financial focus. But we live
in a changed world; investors today want a for-
ward-looking approach or a “score-card”
approach — they want information at a glance.

To use an automobile analogy, a financial
focus would be like driving a vehicle but only
being able to use the fuel gauge to monitor
what was happening. Using non-financial
aspects, one can have measurements which will
allow investors to draw conclusions as to
whether a business will or will not have sus-
tained success.

Investors today are looking for measurements
that will allow them to view performance
through the customers’ eyes, not through the
manager’s eyes. As a result, some companies
have now appointed corporate reputation offi-
cers. These officers ask the company’s third
parties — their customers and suppliers — ques-
tions such as: What is your opinion of how this
company is operating? What do you think of
the credibility of its managers? The corporate
reputation officer reports to the chief executive
officer, who then reacts to these reports.
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The report from customers should cover cus-
tomer satisfaction, perception of key service
areas, internal business — i.e., audit, risk man-
agement, service standards, productivity —
human resources — i.e, morale, skills gaps and
training, etc. Other examples of non-financial
aspects include innovation, learning and train-
ing.

One would, for example, probably not want
to invest in an information technology (IT)
company where the profile showed that most of
the employees were over 50 years of age, since
it is known that the age profile for IT compa-
nies should be between 19 and 34. One would
also want to know:

+ What is the age of the senior manager of this
company?

» What is the intellectual capacity, i.e., train-
ing, innovation, etc.?

* What incentives are used to retain talent?

* How does the company incentavise to attract
the right new talent?

» How does the technology in the company
compare with its competitors’?

* Check the company’s licence to operate.

* What of the company’s general conformance
aspects?

Investors today want directors to account for

their stewardship of the assets of a company.

We have been taught and have a language for

communicating in financial terms. If, for exam-

ple, I say I want to reduce my company’s work-

ing capital ratio to its gross turnover, one would

know what I am talking about. However, if I

say my company has great intellectual capital,

what am [ talking about? Intelligence quotient?

People who have tertiary education? People

who are skilled in the industry in which I am

working?

A language to communicate non-financial
aspects needs to be developed and this, I think,
is going to be one of the challenges of corpo-
rate life in the 21st century. Great work is being
done internationally by the Global Reporting
Initiative to develop such a language.

The general accounting principles cannot, for
example, value intellectual property, nor do
they account for the cost of equity capital.
Social and ethical accounting principles have
recently been developed in the UK. The Global
Reporting Initiative has introduced reporting on
the triple bottom line principle, that is, on the
social responsibility of a corporation — its eco-
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nomic life, social aspects and its environmental
responsibility.

A good example of a modern corporation is
the Shell Organisation, which has come a long
way from its attempt to explode the Brent Spar
platform at sea, and its drilling in the Nigerian
Delta. These episodes reinforced Shell to adopt
a triple and not a single bottom line.

Today, Shell reports on its social responsibil-
ity in the various countries in which it operates,
how this is linked internationally and economi-
cally and, of course, what it is doing environ-
mentally.

Organisations such as the Association of Unit
Trusts and Investment Funds in the UK have
now laid down guidelines for institutions to
invest in corporations and their duty to gauge
the quality of corporate governance in the cor-
porations in which they invest.

To summarise, shareowners today, especially
institutional investors, want measurements to
judge stewardship, performance, conformance
and sustainability.

8. SHAREOWNER ACTIVISM

We have moved from an era of deference to an
era of activism, with Warren Buffet perhaps
being the best example of that. Shareownership
in the world is dispersed, particularly as benefi-
ciaries of institutions. But institutions today are
asking themselves: which guard should guard
the guardians?

Take, for example, Norwich Union, a well
known institution in South Africa and the UK.
Norwich Union invested in a company in the
UK that was polluting the English countryside.
Friends of the Earth approached Norwich,
which promptly disinvested from the offending
company.

Perhaps the most extreme example is
Huntingdon, a company listed on the London
Stock Exchange. Six months ago, the UK Ani-
mal Anti-Cruelty League discovered that
Huntingdon was experimenting on animals at
its laboratory outside London. Amid much
uproar, Huntingdon was asked to stop, but the
directors said they could not, as carrying out
such experimentation was in the best interests
of its shareowners. The Animal Anti-Cruelty
League then went about finding out the names,
addresses and telephone numbers of the trustees
of the major institutions that had invested in
Huntingdon, published their names and invited
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their members in the UK to tell these trustees
what they thought of their investment. Two
weeks later, those institutions disinvested from
Huntingdon, which subsequently lost 60% of
its market capitalisation and to this day has not
recovered. In fact, quite tragically, about three
weeks ago, Huntingdon’s CEO was physically
attacked upon leaving his office. An extreme
example, but an example which shows that
activism has arrived.

Another example of shareowner activism is
the UK National Association of Pension Funds,
which has established guidelines for pension
fund investment. Trustees’ responsibilities now
include that they be active in companies to
ensure that companies are socially responsible
and are also looking after the environment.

9. CONFORM AND PERFORM

As a good corporate citizen in the 21st century,
one has to conform to certain good governance
standards while one performs.

Following research into institutions in the
UK and the US, leading international consul-
tants have found that institutions today will pay
up to 27% more for equity in company A com-
peting with company B in the same industry,
where company A has good quality governance
compared with company B, which does not.
Professor Black of Stanford University, only
three weeks ago, came out with a similar report.

CONCLUSION

The modern day director has to perform a very

difficult balancing act for success and sustain-

ability.
The good new corporate citizen has to:

* adopt an inclusive and not an exclusive
approach

* interact with institutional activism

* place greater emphasis on non-financial
aspects

« apply the tests of fairness, accountability,
responsibility and transparency

* be accountable to the company

* be responsive to other stakeholders and act
responsibly towards them

* balance performance with conformance.

The fundamental values of a new corporate citi-

zen in South Africa must be a realisation that

the ownership of assets has concomitant

responsibilities. It must practise those four

mentioned pillars, must be a good neighbour,
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and must conduct itself ethically. In short, a Solomon, and when it comes to balancing per-
director in the 21st century needs the courage formance and conformance, the agility of a
and strength of Hercules, the wisdom of trapeze artist.
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Defining a New Citizenship for
South Africa: Culture, Diversity

and Recognition

Makhenkesi Stofile

INTRODUCTION

The adoption of a new constitution in the 1993
marked an important paradigm shift in tradi-
tional debates on citizenship in South Africa.
The new Constitution (1996), as you know,
confers an extraordinary array of formal free-
doms to our citizens — not only conventional
political liberties (vote, free speech, associa-
tion), but also social and economic conditions
that must be created for such citizens to mean-
ingfully exist in our democracy. Today, almost
seven years after the birth of South Africa’s
democracy, these rights encoded in the Con-
stitution may appear self-evident truths as we
work our way into the new century. But their
inscription in our Constitution was neither
recognised by many conventional political the-
ories nor was it an automatic outcome of the
discourse of struggle.

In less than a decade, the debate has shifted
from the formal attainment of political rights,
to finding effective institutions and a political
culture for making those rights real and mean-
ingful to our citizens. For the past five years or
so, we have been hard at work in trying to
expand the frontiers of political participation to
include all the people of this country — particu-
larly those who have for centuries been exclud-
ed from participation in the political decision-
making process.

However, in more recent times, the debate
has gone beyond a preoccupation only with
political participation, and has begun to touch
upon the crucial question of the economic and
social (cultural) underpinnings of citizenship.
This broader view of citizenship is, I have to
submit, something recent to many of our politi-
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cal parties and the traditions of these parties. It
is clearly not something new to the democratic
movement — after all, as far back as 1955 the
Freedom Charter proclaimed a basis for com-
prehensive citizenship. This document, in my
view, remains to be one of the most visionary
landmarks in our recent history. Long before
the Universal Charter of Human Rights was
formulated, the African National Congress
(ANC) had been calling for a charter of human
rights.

The notion of a comprehensive citizenry is
central to the question of democracy. An
acceptance of this notion is, after all, not some-
thing that was universally acclaimed by politi-
cal parties in South Africa.

For me, citizenship can only be a meaningful
construct if it defines the totality of the human
condition in a modern, democratic society.
Traditionally, this wider concept of citizenship
was hardly recognised in academic disciplines
such as political science and political philoso-
phies such as liberalism. It was only very
recently, during the post-war period, that con-
ventional notions of citizenship tended to
embrace a more wider and inclusive set of doc-
trines.

In Europe this found expression, for exam-
ple, in the birth of the “welfare state” and in
many African countries, in the establishment of
post-colonial nationalist states wherein the
state provided for a wider range of social rights
than mere political rights. Of course, in many
cases these societies failed to provide appropri-
ate conditions for the preservation and exercise
of these rights. And, in many cases, the depen-
dency on state intervention tended to erode the
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role of civil society and communities in the
development of the wider society.

The excesses of this period since the Second
World War fuelled a rightwing reaction in
many countries during the 1980s and 1990s that
sought to swing the pendulum in the complete
opposite direction. This “reaction” — led most
militantly by Thatcher and Reagan in the north
— wanted the emasculation of the state in pro-
viding for the needs of citizens, and gave
almost exclusive agency to the individual as the
“master of his/her destiny”. Fortunately, this
era too came to an end, and many of the voices
of this conservative tradition have been toned
down in recent times.

In the past decade or so, there has been an
increased appreciation of the need for a balance
of state/society, individual/community and
unity/diversity. The way in which we approach
these equations is still at issue in our young
democracy, and I wish, in this paper, to make a
few comments on these issues.

1. ISSUES FACING A DEMOCRATIC CITIZENSHIP
I think we have grown in significant ways as a
political democracy since 1994. We are often
not able to see these shifts in our political cul-
ture, perhaps because we are so close to the
political terrain. An example of this point is the
fact that today almost all the major political
parties agree on the principle that without a
major and material redistribution of wealth, our
political democracy will be rendered perpetual-
ly unstable and unachievable. In other words,
there appears to be a widespread acceptance
that without complementing formal political
rights with substantive conditions of economic
and social freedom and well being, our democ-
racy will fail. In fact, without also enjoying
economic and social freedom and well being,
the very political rights we have achieved will
be threatened.

The construction of economic and social citi-
zenship, in my view, is the most crucial chal-
lenge facing the present generation. For politi-
cal rights to work, our citizens must have and
enjoy a better quality of social and economic
life.

In recognising and embracing the notion of
social and economic citizenship, we are of
course implicitly rejecting and moving beyond
traditional liberal and conservative theories of
citizenship.
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The traditional liberal notion of citizenship is
a self-limiting one, focusing almost exclusively
on a one-sided emphasis on formal political
rights. Rights such as the right of representa-
tion, freedom of expression and association are
typically stressed in the liberal refrain. These
rights, to be sure, are vital to our democracy,
and they must be cherished. But they do not
represent the totality of freedoms that are nec-
essary for a true democracy to work. They need
to be complemented by economic and social
freedoms which citizens need if they are to
exercise such political rights in the first
instance. After all, as the traditional saying
goes, “people cannot eat political rights”.

Moreover, it is equally difficult to see how
disadvantaged sectors of our society — the vast
majority of black people — would be able to
effectively exercise such political rights if they
lack the means to do so. Material well being is
an essential condition for meaningful political
participation. If one is struck with hunger and
illiteracy, one would find it difficult, if not
impossible, to be engaged creatively in the polit-
ical sphere. For this reason, the quest for materi-
al well being — through the redistribution of
wealth — is indispensable to the political process.

A good example of the relationship between
material well being and the quality of political
participation can be found in the way “public
opinion” is both constructed (made) and articu-
lated today. The haves are the “public” and the
have-nots are relegated to obscurity and
silence.

Take for example, the print media (I am of
course generalising here for the purposes of
illustration). In the “mainstream press”, it is a
fact that the editorial boardroom (where stories
are finally edited for publication) is still vastly
under-represented. Most columnists purporting
to represent “public opinion” convey a set of
impressions that are, like the ones they critique,
subjective. Nonetheless, they are portrayed as
“public opinion” or in the “public interest”.
Who is the “public”?

A cursory reading of “mainstream newspa-
pers” will also probably show that most “letters
to the editor” are written by the educated — the
majority of whom tend to come from one sec-
tion of our society. Again, these voices are held
out or give the impression of being constitutive
of “public opinion” and “public interest”. My
view is that they form part of public opinion.
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That these voices belong to the public domain
is not in question here. But they form only a
part of the “public” whose diversity of voices
are often not heard, but on whose behalf the
privileged few purport to speak. Invariably,
opinions of citizens who happen to be “white”
are constructed as “public” interests; and those
voices who happen to be “black™ are not recog-
nised as belonging to the domain of the “pub-
lic” sphere.

Unless we find the means of ensuring that all
citizens of this country have the means and
space to exercise that freedom, we will contin-
ue the fiction of constructing the views of a
segment of our population as if it represents
that of all or the majority of people.

A second argument relates to notions of
“individual” and “community” in a democratic
South Africa. Traditional liberalism tends to
abstract the “individual” (with his/her rights)
from the social or comm