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beyond a reasonable doubt for a positive finding that a 

death has occurred in a case where no body is found • 

When section 16(2)(d) was amended the legislature, in my 

opinion, provided for a different standard of proof . 

This conclusion still does not determine what exactly is 

meant by the words prima facie. It has been suggested 

that the test is to be the test applied at the end of 

the state case in a criminal trial where an application 

is made for the discharge of the accused, or the test 

applied at the end of the plaintiff's case in a civil 

trial where absolution from the instance is sought. The 

problem is that we are dealing here with an 

inquisitorial and not an adversarial proceeding and it 

is difficult in the former type of proceeding to apply . 
the test that is used in the latter type of proceeding. 

The officer presiding at an inquest does not always have 

all of the available evidence at his disposal. He 

submits his report to the attorney-general who then has 

to decide whether or not a prosecution should follow. 

If a prosecution does follow it will be for the trial 

court to decide whether the case against the accused has 

been proved beyond a reasonable doubt. The presiding 

officer at the inquest need go no further than to ask 
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himself whether a prima facie case has been established 

against any particular person . 

In deciding whether a prima facie case has been 

established some regard must, in my opinion, be had to 

the reliability and credibility of witnesses if they 

have given evidence at the inquest. The fact that 

evidence has been produced which, if accepted, would 

prove that some person has committed an offence which 

brought about the deceased's death will, in my opinion, 

not be sufficient to justify a positive finding if it is 

obvious to the officer presiding at the inquest that 

there is no prospect of such evidence being believed at 

a subsequent criminal trial. 

Bearing in mind the object of an inquest it is my 

opinion that the test to be applied is not the "beyond 

reasonable doubt" test but something less stringent. In 

my opinion the test envisaged by the Inquest Act is 

whether the judicial officer holding the inquest is of 

the opinion that there is evidence available which may 

· at a subsequent criminal trial be held to be credible 

and acceptable and which, if accepted, could prove that 

the death of the deceased was brought about by an act or 

omission which involves or amounts to the commission of 
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a criminal offence on the part of some person or 

person:s. 

Mr. Bizos has submitted that the person referred to in 

the section need not be a natural person but could be an 

artificial person since artificial persons can be held 

liable for criminal acts or omissions. See e.g. section 

332 of Act 51 of 1977. This is no doubt correct but in 

my opinion it. will only apply where one is dealing with 

a corporate body or association which can be correctly 

described as an artificial person. 

Mr. Bizos has submitted further that the evidence 

establishes prima facie that members of the South 

African police and members of the South African defence 

force planned and carried out the murders of Matthew 

Goniwe and the others. He submits that I should find 

that there is prima facie proof that General van der 

Westhuizen, Colonel du Plessis, Major General van 

Rensburg, Colonel Snyman and Colonel Winter were all 

involved in the murders. He submits, in the 

alternative, that I should find that General van der 

Westhuizen and Major General van Rensburg conspired to 

commit the murders, or that General van der Westhuizen 

is guilty of incitement to murder . 
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As regards the allegation of incitement I must bear in 

mind the fact that r cannot make a positive finding in 

terms of section 16(2)(d) unless the evidence prima 

facie establishes an offence which "brought about" the 

deaths of the murdered persons. If the evidence 

establishes an incitement to murder which in fact did 

not cause or contribute to the deaths of the murdered 

persons this will not justify a finding in terms of the 

section. The same applies to conspiracy to murder. rf, 

for example, there is evidence which prirna facie proves 

that General ·van der Westhuizen and Major Genera1 van 

Rensburg conspired to murder the said persons, but if 

the murderers who carried out the murders were unaware 

of that conspiracy, it cannot be said that the deaths 

"were b:r::ought about by" the conspiracy. In such a case 

again no finding in terms of section 16(2)(d) would be 

justified. In the case of an alleged conspiracy it 

would of course also have to be proved that there was a 

meeting of minds amounting to an agreement between the 

conspirators that the persons in question be murdered. 

Mr. Bizos submits that the only inference to be drawn 

from the proven facts ·is that the murders were planned 

and committed by members of the south African defence 

force, including General van der Westhuizen, Major 
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General van Rensburg and Colonel du Plessis, and that 

the murders were committed with the help and assistance 

of members of the police force, including Colonel Snyman 

and Colonel Winter. There is no direct evidence 

suggesting a common purpose to murder or an agreement 

between the defence force and the police to commit the 

murders and I intend at this stage to deal separately 

with the allegations against members of the police and 

the allegations against members of the South African 

defence force. 

I start off with the police. 

At the time of the murders the country was in a state of 

unrest and the Eastern Cape in particular was described 

as the centre or burning-point of the unrest. The 

African National Congress (ANC) had been banned but the 

United Democratic Front (UDF) had not been banned even 

though it was considered to be a front for the ANC. 

Matthew Goniwe was an organiser for the UDF. He played 

a leading role in organising school and trade boycotts, 

and it was felt that he was actively assisting in what 
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was termed the revolutionary strategy. This included 

the setting up of alternative structures such as street 

committees. The security police and the army were 

engaged in what was regarded as a counter-revolutionary 

strategy. Matthew Goniwe was a thorn in the flesh of 

the security forces and he was at times referred to as 

an enemy of the State. 

Colonel Harold Snyman was in 1985 head of the Eastern 

Cape branch of the security police and was stationed in 

Port Elizabeth. The head of the local security branch 

in Cradock was Colonel Winter. The commanding officer 

of the Commando Unit in Cradock was Commandant Botha 

Marais. 

Matthew Goniwe was on 1 September 1977 convicted in 

Umtata of furthering the aims of Communism in the 

Transkei and was sentenced to four years'imprisonment. 

He then left the Transkei. In 1984 he was detained in 

South Africa for a period of six months in terms of the 

security legislation then in force but on his release he 

continued with his anti-establishment protests. He lost 

his position as a teacher when he refused a transfer 

from Cradock to a school in Graaff-Reinet. He then 

became the main organiser of the UDF in the Eastern Cape cf 
L,c... 
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and he devoted most of his time to his political 

activities. It was felt that something had to be done 

to curb his activities. 

The Depa:rtment of Education and Training felt that 

Matthew Goniwe should be reinstated as a teacher in 

Cradock in an attempt to end the school boycotts and to 

curb his political activities. The security forces in 

general were opposed to his reinstatement. 

Col. Snyman was against Matthew Goniwe's reinstatement 

as a teacher. He would have preferred to see him 

convicted of a crime and given a long prison sentence. 

lie felt in any case that Matthew Goniwe's further 

detention in terms of the security legislation was 

warranted. Commandant Botha Marais was also opposed to 

Matthew Goniwe's reinstatement as a teacher. Colonel 

Winter, on the other hand, stated in evidence that he 

favoured Matthew Goniwe's reinstatement. However it is 

clear that on 3 April 1985 there was a request from the 

security branch of the South African police that Matthew 

Goniwe be detained in terms of the security legislation. 

Matthew Goniwe, Sparrow Mk.onto, Fort Calata and Sicelo 

Mhlauli were murdered on the night of 27 June 1985. It 
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is clear from the evidence that the murders were 

carefully planned and that the murderers went to great 

lengths to try to prevent any identification of the 

murdered persons and of the vehicle in which they 

travelled. 

When the inquest was held by regional magistrate de Beer 

it was thought that members of AZAPO might have been the 

murderers. However, in the evidence given before me it 

was conceded by most witnesses that this was unlikely. 

A further fact is that before leaving.Port Elizabeth 

Matthew Goniwe told Derrick Swarts that on their return 

journey to Cradock they would not stop for anyone other 

than the• police or the traffic police. It is unlikely 

that they would have stopped for members of AZAPO, and 

there were no signs to indicate that the vehicle in 

which they travelled had been forced off the road or 

forced to stop. 

The. evidence suggests that Matthew Gortiwe and his fellow 

travellers voluntarily stopped their vehicle, and the 

evidence suggests further that their deaths were then 

caused by members of the security forces. I use this 

term to include the police, the security police and the 

army. The question I am now dealing with is whether 
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there is prima facie proof that the murderers were 

members of the South African police or of the security 

police • 

It is clear from the evidence that at the time of his 

death Matthew Goniwe's telephone was being tapped by the 

Cradock security police and his movements were being 

carefully monitored. In a telephone conversation on 

Monday 24 June 1985 Matthew Goniwe let it be known that 

he would be travelling to Port Elizabeth for a meeting 

there on Thursday 27 June 1985. On the morning of 27 

June 1985 he telephonically confirmed this arrangement. 

These conversations were tapped by the Cradock security 

police, and it is probable on the evidence that this 

information was passed on to the security police in Port 

Elizabeth. 

The security police in both Cradock and Port Elizabeth 

would thus have known that Matthew Goniwe would be 

travelling to Port Elizabeth on 27 June 1985. 

The witness Sgt. Koni, a member of the security police 

in Cradock, whose main task was to listen into and to 

record tne telephone conversations on Matthew Goniwe's 

telephone, stated that shortly before his death 
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Matthew Goniwe's surveilance was stepped up and that 

wherever he went in his vehicle he was followed by 

members of the security police or by persons appointed 

by them. If his evidence is correct a member or members 

of the security police, or a person or persons appointed 

by the security police, would have been following 

Matthew Goniwe's motor vehicle when it was stopped and 

would have known what happened to Matthew Goniwe and to 

the others. There is evidence also from Colonel Snyman 

that Matthew ·Goniwe's movements were closely monitored 

up to the time of his death but no other evidence was 

led to support Sgt. Korti's statement that Matthew 

Goniwe's motor vehicle was actually followed wherever it 

went. 

Sgt. Koni was in many respects an unsatisfactory witness 

and it would not be possible on the evidence given py 

him to make a positive finding that Matthew Goniwe's 

vehicle was being followed at the time when it was 

stopped, immediately prior to the murders. 

A worrying factor is that records pertaining to the 

monitoring of Matthew Goniwe's movements on the days 

immediately preceding his death have disappeared or have 

been deliberately destroyed. If they were deliberately 

destroyed the suspicion is that this was done by a 

member or members of the security police. 

1 
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There was no evidence to prove how and by whom Matthew 

Goniwe's vehicle was stopped. According to police 

records there was no police or army roadblock near Blue

water Bay on 27 June 1985. There was such a roadblock a 

week earlier. Evidence was given by Mrs Butters and her 

driver Vusani that they encountered a huge roadbl.ock 

near Bluewater Bay, manned by police supported by 

members of the army, during the ev~ning of 27 June 1985. 

Vusani said it was there that morning as well. Both Mrs 

Butters and Vusani impressed me as being honest and 

truthful witnesses but their failure to report this fact 

earlier, and their need to rely on their memories of 

what happened several years ago, creates the possibility 

that they could be mistaken as to the date upon which 

they encountered the roadblock, even though they 

themselves were convinced that they were not mistaken. 

The probabilities suggest that Matthew Goniwe and his 

fellow passengers voluntarily stopped their vehicle on 

that fatal night and this suggests a roadblock as 

described by Mrs Butters and Vusani. There is, however, 

in my opinion, insufficient evidence to make a positive 

finding to this effect. 

A pointer to the possibility that the security police 

were at least involved in the murders is the fact that 
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the registration number on the false numberplate found 

near Matthew Goniwe's vehicle had been used on vehicles 

parked near the security police offices in Strand street 

in Port Elizabeth. At least seven parking tickets were 

issued in respect of vehicles bearing this number but no 

prosecutions or fines followed. The evidence was that 

where police vehicles, used on official business, 

received parking tickets these were subsequently 

withdrawn by the public prosecutor. This is apparently 

what happened to the seven parking tickets referred to 

and this suggests that the false numberplate found near 

Matthew Goniwe's car carried a regist~ation number 

formerly used by the security police in Port Elizabeth. 

This evidence is however not conclusive. Some of the 

tickets were withdrawn at the instance of the former 

civilian owner of the number and there is evidence that 

other persons, including members of the South African 

Defence Force, also on occasions used false number

plates . 

On 14 December 1989 three policemen, Detective sergeant 

Mgoduka, Sergeant Faku, Constable Mapipa and a black 

man, Xblile Sakati, described as an askari, were killed 

when the'car in which they were travelling was totally 

destroyed by a bomb. Detective Sergeant Mgoduka and 
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Sergeant Faku were members of the security branch and 

were stationed in Port Elizabeth in 1985 at the time 

when Matthew Goniwe and the others were murdered. The 

suggestion was that the four persons were deliberately 

killed because one or more of them knew who had caused 

the deaths of Matthew Goniwe and the others, and were 

about to spill the beans. A considerable amount of 

evidence was led concerning this bomb incident and 

several suspicious and unexplained facts emerged. It 

was suggeste~ that Major Nieuwoudt planned and carried 

out the murders of the four men. 

The evidence, briefly, was that Major Nieuwoudt alleged 

that he )lad received information on 14 December 1989 

that a terrorist was in hiding in a house in Hintsa 

street, Motherwell, and he decided to ~end members of 

the police force into Motherwell to keep the house under 

observation. He arranged for the policemen concerned to 

meet him at a certain cross-road. He said it was 

necessary that they use a vehicle not easily identified 

as a police vehicle so he arranged with Captain Lotz 

that the latter would drive a Volkswagen Jetta vehicle 

from Louis Le Grange Square police station to the cross

road from where it would then be used by the 

policemen. Captain Lotz would then return to Louis Le 
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Grange Square in the policemen's Kombi. This was done. 

The three policemen and the askari got into the Jetta 

and after they had driven a short distance there was a 

massive explosion that blew the Jetta and its occupants 

to pieces. 

The evidence given in connection with the explosion 

uncovered many strange facts and left many questions not 

satisfactorily answered . 

The Volkswagen Jetta used by the police had false 

numberplates. It was parked under some trees opposite 

the entrance to the police station at Louis Le Grange 

Square .. It was kept locked where it was parked, and it 

was used for different purposes by different policemen. 

It was not used continuously for regular trips. The 

police suggested that members of the ANC must have 

secured the bomb underneath the vehicle while it was 

parked under the trees. The type of detonator allegedly 

used would have caused the bomb to explode at any time 

from five minutes to one hundred and ninety nine hours 

after it had been planted underneath the vehicle. If 

the bomb had been planted by the ANC one wonders when 

and how it was done, why a vehicle that was not used for 

regular police duties was chosen, and why the ANC would 

254



• 

-

,. 

.. 

• 

29 

have planted such a bomb if there could be no guarantee 

that anyone would be in the vehicle when the bomb went 

off . 

Major Nieuwoudt, who it was suggested planned the bomb 

blast, was the man who investigated the incident. He 

subsequently signed documents suggest~ng that the 

explosion was caused by a limpet mine of the type 

commonly used by the ANC. He claimed to have picked up 

a detonator of a type used for such limpet mines 

approximately ten meters forward of the huge crater 

caused by the explosion. The detonator was virtually 

undamaged. It is made of a relatively soft alloy and 

the question arises how it managed to remain virtually 
. 

undamaged in an explosion that completely wrecked 

everything else. His explanation was that explosives 

are unpredictable and can produce surprising results . 

It was suggested to Major Nieuwoudt, and denied by him, 

that he had activated the bomb using a radio apparatus . 

This would be one way of ensuring that the bomb would go 

off at the right moment. There was however no other 

concrete evidence to support this suggestion. 
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The arrangements allegedly made by Major Nieuwoudt also 

raised questions. He said he had first spoken to the 

policemen and the askari, other than Detective Sergeant 

Mgoduka, at the New Brighton police station. There they 

were told what to do. He then went to Detective 

Sergeant Mgoduka's house and spoke personally to him 

there. The arrangement was that the other policemen 

would fetch Detective Sergeant Mgoduka at his house 

later on and take him with them to the cross-road. The 

first question posed was why it was necessary for major 

Nieuwoudt to himself go to the cross-road. He said it 

was just to check and co-ordinate the carrying out of 

the instructions he had already given to the policemen. 

The next question was why the parties all had to meet at 

the cros's-road. Major Nieuwoudt said it was so that 

the policemen and the askari could change vehicles 

there. It was clearly established that this change of 

vehicles could have taken place at either the Louis Le 

Grange Square police station or the New Brighton police 

station in which case everyone concerned would have had 

a shorter distance to travel. To get to the cross-road 

the policemen had to virtually pass Motherwell, the 

place where the terrorist was supposed to be in hiding. 

The suggestion put to Major Nieuwoudt, and denied by 

him, was that the cross-road was chosen because he knew 
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that an explosion would take place and he wanted to 

ensure that this would happen in a comparatively 

isolated place where other persons or property would not 

be affected. 

Another strange fact is that after the explosion 

apparently nothing was done to complete the unfinished 

business of looking for the alleged terrorist. 

Major Nieuwoudt himself investigated the explosion and 

it was suggested, with some justification, that the 

investigation was not as thorough as it could have been . 

The explosion was caused by a bomb containing probably 

more than six kgs. of explosive, yet written statements, 

signed by Major Nieuwoudt, suggested that the explosion 

was caused by a limpet mine which would have contained 

only about 300 grams of explosive. These written 

statements misled the press, the attorney-general, the 

district surgeon and the magistrate who carried out the 

ing~est into the deaths of the four men, yet no attempt 

was made by Major Nieuwoudt to correct the wrong 
~ 

impression he had created. His explanation in evidence, 

namely that he had signed the written statements without 

reading them, was unconvincing. 

cl 
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The evidence concerning Major Nieuwoudt's instruction to 

Captain Lotz to drive the Jetta to the cross-road was 

also contradictory and unsatisfactory. In an affidavit 

Captain Lotz stated that Major Nieuwoudt told him to 

take the white Jetta to the cross-road and told him also 

where he would find the keys of the vehicle. This did 

not fit in with Major Nieuwoudt's evidence and both 

Major Nieuwoudt and Captain Lotz had difficulty in 

explaining the allegation in Captain Lotz' affidavit, 

but both stated that it was incorrect. 

The unsatisfactory evidence to which I have referred 

raises a suspicion that the truth has not been told and 

that Detective Sergeant Mgoduka, Sergeant Faku, 

Constable Mapipa and Xolile Sakati might have been 

deliberately killed by their own colleagues. There is 

however no definite proof of this, nor is there proof 

that either of them had information about the death of 

Matthew Goniwe and the others. 

Despite the suspicions raised, there is, in my opinion, 

no direct proof that any specific member of the police 

force or of the security police plotted or carried out 

the murders of Matthew Goniwe, Sparrow Mkonto, Fort 

Calata and Sicelo Mhlauli • 
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Mr. Bizos has submitted that the murders could not have 

been carried out in the way they were carried out by 

other members of the security forces without the 

knowledge and co-operation of the police because in the 

absence of such knowledge and co-operation the danger 

existed that the police might come upon the scene and 

prevent the murders from being carried out, or arrest 

the perpetrators thereof. Mr. Bizos points out further 

that it was the police who monitored Matthew Goniwe's 

movements and who knew that he would be travelling to 

Port Elizabeth on 27 June 1985. There is some force in 

Mr. Bizos' submission but in my view this does not 

constitute prima facie proof that the police were 

involved in the murders. In particular the evidence 

falls short of proving Colonel Snyman's and Colonel 

Winter's co-operation or support for the murderers . 

The witness Sergeant Koni testified that shortly before 

the murders the monitoring of Matthew Goniwe was stepped 

up and he stated that on the day of the murders Colonel 

Winter left the police station early in the day and did 

not return until the next morning. Ha stated further 

that when he did return Colonel Winter appeared to be 

unusually nervous and he anxiously and frequently 

enquired whether any conversations had taken place, or 
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were taking place, on Matthew Goniwe's telephone. I 

have already stated that Sergeant Koni was in many 

respects not a reliable witness and, as Mr. du Bruyn 

pointed out, his evidence concerning the telephone calls 

and his reports to Colonel Winter in connection 

therewith is contradictory and unsatisfactory. It would 

accordingly not be possible to make any positive finding 

on Sergeant Koni's evidence or to draw any inference 

therefrom. 

The evidence raises a suspicion that Colonel Snyman and 

Colonel Winter knew that Matthew Goniwe and the others 

were to be murdered and that they could have taken part 

in the planning of the murders. The acceptable evidence 

however• falls short of establishing a prima faci e_:.·case 

agains_t them. 

I come now to deal with the members of the South African 

Defence Force, and in particular with the signal sent to 

Major General van Rensburg on 7 June 1985, the 

disclosure of which in the New Nation newspaper was the 

main reason for the reopening of this Inquest. 

The author of the signal was Colonel Lourens du Plessis. 

He stated however that he sent the signal on the 

instructions of his superior officer in Port Elizabeth, 
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Brigadier (as he then was) van der Westhuizen. For the 

sake of convenience I will now refer to him as 

Brigadier van der Westhuizen. The signal was sent to 

Major-General van Rensburg in Pretoria . 

At the time the signal was sent the country was in a 

turmoil of unrest, and the Eastern Cape in particular 

was referred to as the focus or burning point of the 

unrest and of the militancy directed against the local 

authorities who were seeking to maintain law and order. 

A body known as the Joint Management Centre, in 

Afrikaans the Gesamentlike Bestuursentrum or GBS, had 

been formed with branches in various centres and the 

branch in the Eastern Cape was known, in Afrikaans, as 

the OPGBS. I shall for the sake of convenience, and for 

ease of reference to the relevant portions of the 

evidence which was given in Afrikaans, use the Afrikaans 

abbreviation and refer to it as the OPGBS. A State 

Security Council, or Staatsveiligheidsraad, had also 

been formed to deal with the unrest situation in the 

country, w~_th a full-time secretariat known in Afrikaans 

as the Sekretariaat van die Staatsveiligheidsraad, or 

SSVR. Again I intend using the Afrikaans abbreviation 

and will refer to it as the SSVR. 

Matthew Goniwe was an active member and organiser of the 

United Democratic Front (UDF) and was regarded as one of 

J 
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the most important political activists in the Eastern 

Cape. He was alleged to be the prime instigator of the 

school and business boycotts that were widespread in the 

Eastern Cape and he was commonly referred to as a thorn 

in the flesh of the authorities who were trying to deal 

with the unrest situation. Brigadier van der Westhuizen 

was under extreme pressure from senior members of the 

government because of his apparent inability to put an 

end to the chaotic situation which was developing from 

the boycotts and general unrest in the area. Matthew 

Goniwe was a particular problem for him since the UDF 

was not a banned organisation even though it was 

considered to be a front for the banned A.NC, and Matthew 

Goniwe was therefore entitled to the rights and the 

freedom enjoyed by any other citizen. 

Much evidence was led concerning the so-called anti

insurgency operations carried on by members of the South 

African defence force. It was stated in evidence that 

various books and articles were distributed and read by 

inter alia members of the defence force, the most 

important being that written by John J. Mccuen entitled 

"The Art of Counter-Revolutionary War" and that written 

by Brigadier· C.A. Fraser entitled r•Lessons Learnt from 
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Past Revolutionary Wars". It was argued that in 

applying the principles set out in these books and 

articles the South African security forces accepted in 

principle the fact that political activists could in 

certain circumstances be legitimately killed. However 

the decision to kill a political activist was a 

strategic decision which had to be taken at the highest 

level. 

Matthew Goniwe had been imprisoned in the Transkei on 1 

September 1977 for allegedly furthering the aims of 

Communism, and in 1984 he w~s detained for approximately 

six months in terms of the South African security 

legislation. This did not deter him from his political 

activities or from his support for the various boycott . 
actions being undertaken. He became one of the most 

prominent members of the UDF in the Eastern Cape and he 

was given a motor vehicle by the UDF so that he could 

more easily attend political meetings in various centres 

in the country. 

Because of his activities and his importance as a member 

of the UDF his telephone was tapped by the security 

police and his movements were closely watched • 

Matthew Goniwe had lost his position as a teacher at the 

cl 
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Cradock school and he then devoted his time to his 

political activities. The classes at the school were 

boycotted and demands were made that he be reinstated 

as a teacher. The authorities decided that something 

would have to be done to curb his activities and various 

possibilities were considered. The Department of 

Education and Training were of the view that he should 

be reinstated as a teacher in the hope that this would 

end the school boycotts and also limit the time he would 

be able to spend on his political activities. The 

authorities involved with state security, on the other 

hand, were of the opinion that Matthew Goniwe was too 

dangerous a person to be reinstated as a teacher. 

. 
On 6 June 1985 a body known as the GVS-Aksiekomitee held 

a meeting under the chairmanship of Deputy Minister Vlok 

and among other things the position of Matthew Goniwe 

was discussed. It was decided that a ,committee under 

the chairmanship of Brigadier Geldenhuys, which I will 

refer to as the Geldenhuys committee, would be formed to 

go ~nto the question and to make a recommendation 

concerning the fate of Matthew Goniwe and in particular 
' the possibility of his being reinstated as a teacher at 

the Cradock school. The committee would commence its 

deliberations on 7 June 1985 and its recommendation had 

to be forwarded to Deputy Minister Vlok by not later cJ 
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than 12 June 198S. The committee duly met at 10 a.m. on 

7 June 1985 and its recommendation, submitted on 12 June 

1985, was that Matthew Goniwe be reinstated as a teacher 

in Cradock. 

The signal sent on behalf of Brigad~er van der 

Westhuizen to Major General van Rensburg was sent at 

2.30 p.m. on 7 June 1985, the day the committee started 

its deliberations. At the time the signal was sent 

Brigadier van der Westhuizen was the commanding officer 

of the Eastern Province command and he was also chairman 

of the OPGBS. Colonel du Plessis, a commandant in the 

army, was acting senior staff officer; Information, and 

he was also in charge of the OPGBS's secretariat. Major 

General van Rensburg had been seconded to the 

secretariat of the state Security Council and he was in 

charge of the strategy branch of the council. 

The signal marked II PRIORITEIT" and "UITERS GEHEIM", 

purports to be a signal sent from the OPGBS to the 

Secretariat of the State Security Council. It reads as 

fol.lows: 

"PERSOONLIK VIR GENL VAN RENSBORG 
-

1. TELEGESPREK GENL VAN RENSBORG/ BRIG VD 

WESTHUIZEN OP 7 JUN 85 VERWYS 

2 • NAME AS VOLG 
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MATTHEW GONIWE 

MBOLELO GONIWE (BROER OF NEEF VAN BG) 

FORT CALATA 

3. DIT WORD VOORGESTEL DAT BG PERSONE PERMANENT 

UIT DIE SAMELEWING, AS SAAK VAN DRINGENDHEID, 

VERWYDER WORD. 

4. WYE REAKSIE KAN PLAASLIK SOWEL AS NASIONAAL 

VERWAG WORD AGV BELANGRIKHEID VAN HIERDIE 

PERSONE, VERAL EERSGENOEMDE, VIR DIE VYAND BV 

A. INTERDIKTE SOOS ONLANGS MET VERDWYNING VAN 

GODOLOZI, HASHE EN GALELA {PEBCO 

AMPSDRAERS) 

B. 

c. 

REAKSIE VAN LINKSE POLITIC! SOOS MOLLY 

BLACKBURN 

PROTES SOOS GEVAL OSCAR MPETHA IN 

SIMPATIE. 11 

At the top of the signal is a figure S inside a circle. 

I was told in evidence that the form, which is 

apparently the only one available, is not the original 

signa1 form but is a copy thereof, and the figure 5 

ind"icates that it was the fifth document placed in a 

file of documents. 

cl 
LC.... 
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Much evidence was led concerning the intention and the 

meaning of the signal, and the reason why it was sent to 

Major General van Rensburg. 

Colonel du Plessis stated that at approximately 2 p.m. 

on 7 June 1985 Brigadier van der Westhuizen called him 

into his office and told him that he had just spoken to 

Major General van Rensburg and that Major General van 

Rensburg had told him, inter alia, that he could be of 

assistance in solving the Goniwe problem. Brigadier van 

der Westhuizen then instructed Colonel du Plessis to 

send a signal to Major General van Rensburg confirming 

their telephonic conversation. Colonel du Plessis 

stated that he in all probability made a rough note of 

the wora'ing of the signal to be sent but he could not 

specifically remember having done so. He stated however 

that he was satisfied that he understood what message 

had to be sent and he then arranged for the signal to be 

sent in the form in which it was sent. Paragraph 3 of 

the signal which reads "Dit word voorgestel dat BG 

per~one permanent uit die samelewing, as saak van 

dringendheid, verwyder word" wa$ the essential part of 

the message. Colonel du Plessis stated that he was also 

instructed to refer to the telephonic convers~tion 

between Brigadier van der Westhuizen and Major General 
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van Rensburg and to add to the name of Matthew Goniwe 

the names of his close associates. He was also told to 

spell out in the signal what the likely consequences 

would be if the recommended action was carried out and 

this he did in paragraph 4 of the signal. 

Colonel du Plessis could not remember Brigadier van der 

Westhuizen's exact words to him but he stated that he 

clearly understood from Brigadier van.der Westhuizen 

that the proposal was that Matthew Goniwe and his 

associates should be murdered. This was the message he 

intended to convey in the signal. He stated that the 

words "kill" or "murder11 were never used in such signals 

but that it was well understood in army circles that to 

propose that someone "permanent uit die samelewing 

verwyder word" was a proposal that the person be 

"eliminated" i.e. killed. Twenty days after the signal 

was sent Matthew Goniwe and the three other persons in 

his motor vehicle were in fact murdered. 

Brigadier van der Westhuizen gave evidence and stated 
-

that he could remember nothing at all of the incident. 

He did not deny the telephone conversation or the 

sending of the signal, but he stated that he had no 

recollection at all of the incident. He denied that rJ 
le.. 
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he would ever have sent a signal proposing the unlawful 

killing of anyone. He stated that the words "permanen·t 

uit die samelewing verwyder", if used, \olOuld probably 

have meant a lengthy detention in terms of the security 

legislation, but he denied in any ease that he would 

have used such words in giving instructions to Colonel 

du Plessis. He described Colonel du Plessis as a 

conscientious and dedicated military officer but added 

that he was at times forgetful and scatter-brained. 

In an affidavit g;i.ven by Brigadier van der Westhuizen, 

and filed before the first oral evidence was led at this 

re-opened inquest, Brigadier van der Westhuizen stated, 

in paragraphs 19 and 20, the following: 

"19. Ek ontken ten sterkste dat ek ooit voorgestel 

het, soos wat die media beweer, dat Goniwe, 

Mbolelo Goniwe en Ford (of enigiemand anders) 

doodgemaak moet word. 

20. Indien die sein wel deur die OPGBS aan Generaal 

van Ransburg gestuur is, kan die woorde 

" •.• permanent uit die samelewing 

.verwyder •...• ", in die konteks van die OPGBS se 

funksie en die omstandighede wat op daardie 

stadium aldaar geheers het, slegs beteken dat 
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die persone vir h lang tyd deur middel van aan

houding uit die gemeenskap verwyder moes word. 

Neg ek, nog die OPGBS bet ooit die moord van 

enige persoon beplan of goodgekeur." 

After his affidavit had been filed, but before he was 

called as a witness to give further evidence,documents 

came to light giving details of a plan referred to in 

the evidence as the Katzen plan. The plan had as its 

object the overthrow of the government of President 

Lennox Sebe in the Ciskei. Colonel du Plessis gave 

evidence that an active participant in the formulation 

of the Rlan was Brigadier van der Westhuizen, and 

documents signed by Brigadier van der Westhuizen 

relevant to the plan support this statement. Reference 

is made in the documents to President Lennox Sebe as 

being a major stumbling block and to the need that he be 

"eliminated". Colonel du Plessis stated in evidence 

that what was meant by such words was that Lennox Sebe 

should be killed. The effect of Colonel du Plessis' 

eviden~e was that Brigadier van der Westhuizen was an 

active p~rticipant in a plan which included the possible 

murder of Lennox Sebe. 

When he gave his evidence Brigadier van der Westhuizen 
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declined to confirm the words "of enigiemand anders 11 in 

paragraph 19 of his affidavit and the last sentence in 

paragraph 20 which reads "Nog ek, nog die OPGBS het ooit 

die moord van enige persoon beplan of goedgekeur 11
• 

He also refused to answer questions in connection with 

the Katten plan and documents on the grounds that he 

might by his answers incriminate himself. 

Mr. Mostert has submitted that the documents in 

question, which I shall refer to as the Katzen 

documents, do not prove that Brigadier van der 

Westhuizen was party to a plan that included the 

possible killing of Lennox Sebe and others. He submits 

that the documents can and should be given an innocent 

interpretation. Such an interpretation will however be 

contrary to the direct evidence given by Colonel du 

Plessis, and in my opinion the wording used in various 

passages in the documents provides strong support for 

Colonel du Plessis' statements. The Katzen documents 

are not all in Brigadier van der Westhuizen's 

handwriting and are not all signed by him, but he was 

clearly an important party to the whole plan. State

ments in the . documents include the following: 

"Die groot struikelblok is Lennox Sebe en daaroor 
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moet hy ash stap van hierdie fase - of selfs 

vroeer - "uit die weg geruim" word. Dit kan deur 

enige, of deur n kombinasie, van die volgende 

metodes bewerkstellig word: 

(a) Magoma verslaan Lennox in'n verkiesing. 

(b) Charles bedreig en "verwyder" horn. 

(c) Matanzimas raak van horn ont~lae. 

(d) RSA VM (Veiligheidsmagte} koverte optrede. 

(e) Lennox word deur RSA 11op pension geplaas". 

In my opinion more than one of these options contemplate 

the possibility of Lennox Sebe being murdered. 

One of the documents is a report of a meeting held at 

Mzikaba on 10 November 1986 at which Brigadier van der 

Westhuizen was present. The document contains the 

following statements: 

"Kwane Sebe "uithaal". Hy is gevaarlik en sal by 

Lennox Sebe oorneem. 

Lennox S moet permanent "uitgehaal" word." 

In another document the following appears: 

"Kol Zibi moet verdwyn {Permanent)." 
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Apart from the documentary evidence there was further 

evidence from Colonel du Plessis that part of the Katzen 

plan was implemented, and this included a violent attack 

launched on Lennox Sebe's home. 

The documents and the direct and uncontradicted evidence 

given by Colonel du Plessis constitute, in my opinion, 

prima facie proof that Brigadier van Qer Westhuizen was 

party to a plan that included, as a possibility, the 

killing of Lennox Sebe and others, and that the 

statements originally made by Brigadier van der 

Westhuizen in paragraphs 19 and 20 of his affidavit are 

not the truth . 

Major General van Rensburg also gave evidence. He 

stated that he could remember telephoning Brigadier van 

der Westhuizen on 7 June 1985. He stated that the 

purpose of the call was to ascertain from Brigadier van 

der Westhuizen what the attitude of the OPGBS was to the 

suggested re-instatement of Matthew Goniwe as a teacher 

so that he could advise the Geldenhuys committee 

accordingly. He stated that he asked Brigadier van der 

Westhuizen to confirm his attitude by sending a signal 

to him and to spell out in the signal what the probable 

consequences of his suggested action would be, something 
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which he said could not be discussed over the telephone. 

Major General van Rensborg stated that the conversation 

took place before 10 a.m. on 7 June 1985, and that he 

passed on to the Geldenhuys committee Brigadier van der 

Westhuizen's verbal recommendation. This evidence is in 

conflict with the evidence given by Brigadier van der 

Westhuizen and by Colonel du Plessis. Brigadier van der 

Westhuizen stated that immediately after the telephone 

call he called in Colonel du Plessis and instructed him 

to send the signal, and Colonel du Plessis stated that 

he carried out the instruction immediately. It is clear 

from the signal itself that it was sent at 2.30 p.m. and 

Colonel. du Plessis stated that it was just after 2.00 

p.m. that Brigadier van der Westhuizen called him in and 

told him that he had just spoken to Major General van 

Rensburg. 

It seems from the evidence of Brigadier van der 

Westhuizen and Colonel du Plessis that the telephonic 

conversation between Major General van Rensburg and 

Brigadier van der Westhuizen must have taken place in 

the afternoon of 7 June 1985, and not before 10.00 a.m. 

as stated by.Major General van Rensburg. 

A further difficulty is the fact that the signal was 

~ 
Le_ 
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never shown to the members of the Geldenhuys committee 

despite Major General van Rensburg's evidence that it 

was important that the committee be advised what the 

implications would be if the recommendation made by the 

OPGBS was adopted. Major General van Rensburg's initial 

explanation was that he did not himself see the signal 

until 17 June, i.e. after the committee had forwarded 

its recommendation to Oeputy Minister Vlok. Why the 

signal would have taken so long to reach Major General 

van Rensburg, or to be seen and read by himJwas not 

satisfactorily explained. Major General van Rensburg 

stated that the only use he made of the signal at that 

.f stage was to show it to Brigadier Verster and to the 

witness Stemmet as an example of the exaggerated and 

unacceptable language used by high ranking officers of 

the army. 

After the witnesses had completed their testimony the 

advocates commenced making their submissions. ~. 

Mostert submitted that I should make a positive finding 

that the signal of 7 June 1985 was in fact placed before 

the members of the Geldenhuys committee and considered 

by them-before they completed their report. Such a 

finding would have run contrary to the express evidence 

given by Major General van Rensburg who had said in 
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evidence that he saw the s .ignal for the first time on 17 

June 1985, five days after the Geldenhuys committee 

report had been completed and sent to Cape Town. Such a 

finding would also amount to a rejection of the evidence 

given by committee members Brigadier Geldenhuys and J.N. 

Vermaak who both stated that the signal was not placed 

before the committee. 

Before the completion of counsels' submissions Major 

General van Rensburg indicated in writing to his counsel 

that he wished to change some of the evidence he had 

already given. Advocate Mostert decided that he could 

in the circumstances no longer continue to represent 

Major General van Rensburg who then instructed a 

different attorney and counsel to represent him. In due 

course he furnished a further affidavit and was called 

to give further evidence, and in the light of the 

evidence that he then gave I decided that a further 

witness, Mrs Vorster, should be called and that 

Brigadier Geldenhuys should be re-called for further 

testimony. 

In his further evidence Major General van Rensburg 

stated that his earlier evidence that he had seen the 

signal for the first time on 17 June 1985 was incorrect . 
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He stated that he in fact saw the signa1 on 12 June 

1985, before the Geldenhuys committee report was sent to 

Cape Town. He stated further that the draft Geldenhuys 

committee report and the signal were handed to him by 

his secretary, Mrs Vorster, on the afternoon of 12 June 

1985. He read the two documents, made alterations to 

the Geldenhuys report by adding to it certain facts and 

recommendations prompted by the wording of the signal, 

and then himself arranged for the completed, amended, 

report to be sent to Cape Town. He stated that the 

alterations and amendments he made to the report were 

inserted therein by Mrs Vorster. 

This new evidence drastically altered Major General van 

Rensburg's earlier evidence, and if accepted it might 

support the allegation that the recommendation made in 

the signal of 7 June 1985 was in fact intended for 

consideration by the members of the Geldenhuys 

committee. It would also explain why the signal was not 

seen by the members of the Geldenhuys committee. 

Major General van Rensburg was asked how it was that he 

now suddenly remembered receiving the signal on 12 June 

1985, reading it, altering and adding to the report of 

the Geldenhuys committee and then himself arranging for 

the report to be sent to Cape Town when he could 

remember none of these details when he first testified. 
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He stated that it all came back to him when he by chance 

discovered that his staff officer, Colonel Le Clus, 

was away on study leave during June 1985. He stated 

that he then realised that Colonel Le Clus could not 

have sent the Geldenhuys committee report to Cape Town 

and that he himself must have done so. He then 

remembered all the details to which I have referred. 

I have difficulty with the further evidence given by 

Major General van Rensburg. Colonel Le Clus' name did 

not feature at all in his earlier evidence. If he had 

thought Colonel Le Clus was doing duty as his staff 

officer during June 1985 it is strange that he did not 

initially mention him as being one of the people who 

might know what happened to the signal document after it 

had served its purpose. 

Major General van Rensburg was asked whether he would 

have been entitled to refer to a document which had not 

been seen by any of the members of the Geldenhuys 

committee and to then alter and add to their report 

information and suggestions obtained from that document. 

His answer was that this was perfectly in order provided 

that he did not alter the final recommendation agreed 

upon by the committee members. He stated inter alia 
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that he was fully entitled to add paragraph 40 which 

reads: 

"Dit kan oorweeg word om meelopers van Goniwe, soos 

sy nee£ Mbolelo Goniwe en Fort Calata na die 

Direkteur van Staatsveiligheid te verwys vir 

moontlike aanhouding of inperking. Dit moet egter 

nie Onmiddelik saamval met Goniwe se aanstelling 

nie aangesien dit weereens "n moontlike uitkomkans 

vir Goniwe kan bied. Jn Geskikte tyd en 

omstandigheid meet hiervoor afgewag word" 

even though this was not a matter up for consideration 

by the members of the Geldenhuys committee and was not 

considered or even referred to by them. He stated 
. 

further that he himself added under the heading 

11 OPORAG" the words "Oostelike Provinsie GBS het ook'n 

kart skriftelike inset gelewer 11 and admitted that if 

this is so it created a wrong impression, namely that 

the "kort skriftelike inset", which he said was in fact 

the signal of 7 June 1985, had been placed before the 

members of the Geldenhuys committee and had been 

considered by them. Nowhere in the report itself is it 

stated; or does it appear, that Major General van 

Rensburg'added his own thoughts and comments to the 

report which on the face of it appears to be a report 

cJ 
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drawn up and agreed to in its entirety by the members of 

the committee. 

A further conflict between Major General van Rensburg's 

earlier evidence and his later evidence is the fact that 

he originally stated that the chairman of the committee, 

Brigadier Geldenhuys, had himself arranged for the 

signal to be sent to Cape Town and that he, Major 

General van Rensburg, was given a copy thereof to pass 

on to Mr. Jaap Strydom. In his later evidence he stated 

that he had sent the report, and that Brigadier 

Geldenhuys was not even on duty when this was done. 

Major General van Rensburg was asked why, if his later 

evidence was true, he did not first discuss the signal 

and his proposed alterations to the report with 

Brigadier Geldenhuys or with other members of the 

committee. His answer was that it was a Wednesday, that 

it was already in the afternoon, that the report had to 

be sent to Cape Town that day, and that Brigadier 

Geldenhuys had taken the afternoon off to take part in 

sports·activities. He added that he did speak to a Mr. 

Strydom, 'now deceased, but that he did not attempt to 

speak to any of the other members of the committee. 

Brigadier Geldenhuys, when he was recalled, stated that 
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he did not take an active part in sports activities, and 

that if he had for some reason not been on duty that 

Wednesday afternoon it would definitely not have been on 

account of sports activities. He said that he was not 

told at any time that Major General van Rensburg had 

seen fit to alter and to add to his committee's report. 

Major General van Rensburg stated that he furnished 

Brigadier Geldenhuys with a copy of the completed report 

together with a memorandum containing the words "Sorg 

dat jy dit verder afhandel'1
• Brigadier Geldenhuys had 

no recollection of this, and he said that there was in 

any case nothing else that he could have done with the 

copy of the report other than hand it to the correct 

person for filing purposes. 

When he was asked how he could remember that it was 

during the afternoon that the report was sent to Cape 

Town Major General van Rensburg stated that he 

specifically telephoned the Cape Town office with the 

request that they remain open after 4 p.m. to receive 

the report. He stated further that the next day Deputy 

Ministir Vlok told him telephonically that he had 

received "the report. None of these details were 

remembered by him when he first testified. 

0fi 
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In his original evidence Major General van Rensburg 

stated that the words "Oostelike Provinsie GBS het ook 'n 

kort skriftelike inset gelewer" were included in their 

report by the members of the Geldenhuys committee 

themselves., and he then presumed that what was referred 

to was a signal dated 23 May 1985. If in fact he had 

himself added those words after he had seen the signal 

of 7 June 1985, and if it was the signal of 7 June 1985 

that was referred to, it is remarkable that he did not 

remember that fact when he was questioned in some detail 

about the matter during his initial evidence. The same 

applies to paragraph 40 of the Geldenhuys committee 

report. In his earlier evidence he stated that 

paragraph 40, relating to Mbolelo Goniwe and Fort 

Calata, was included in the report drawn up by the 

members of the Geldenhuys committee. If he himself 

added that paragraph later, as he stated in his later 

evidence, it is remarkable that he did not remember 

having done so when his attention was directed 

specifically to the paragraph during his earlier 

evidence • 

What is even more remarkable from Major General van 

Rensburgls later evidence is his statement that on 17 

June 1985 he had already forgotten that he had five 
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days earlier amended the Geldenhuys committee report by 

adding to it information obtained from the signal of 7 

June 1985. He stated further that he was on 11 June 

1985 under the impression that Colonel Le Clus, his 

staff officer, had been with him on duty the previous 

week whereas Colonel Le Clus was in fact away on study 

leave for the month of June 1985. 

A further change from his earlier evidence made by Major 

General van Rensburg in his later evidence concerned 

what happened to the copy of the signal after it had 

been sent to Cape Town. He originally stated that he 

had shown it to Brigadier Verster and had later shown it 

to the witness Stemmet, and he stated that he had 

probably left it with Stemmet. In his later evidence he 

said that he first showed it to Stemmet on 13 June 1985 

and that he thereafter received it back from Stemmet and 

handed it to Brigadier Verster on 17 June 1985. He also 

gave different reasons for having shown the signal to 

Stemmet and to Brigadier Verster. He went on to say, in 

his later evidence, that he might have left the signal 

with Brigadier Verster. This was in conflict with his 

earlier evidence that he had probably left it with 

Stemmet. The fact that he might have left it with 

Brigadier Verster was also not mentioned in paragraph 16 ct 
~ , .. 
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of his latest affidavit which deals with what could 

possibly have happened to the signal. In paragraph 16 

he alleges that he might have left the signal with his 

secretary. When asked why he did not include the 

possibility that he might have left it with Brigadier 

Verster he said that he had omitted to include it in the 

final draft of his affidavit on the advice of his legal 

representatives who advised him to keep his affidavit 

short and to the point. 

In his later evidence Major General van Rensburg stated 

that the original report, as well as the alterations 

thereto, would have been typed by his secretary, Mrs 

Vorster. Mrs Vorster however denied this and said that 

the style of typing was not the style she used • 

Mrs Vorster; in an affidavit signed by her on 1 March 

1994 stated, with reference to the signal of 7 June 

1985, "Ek kan kategories verklaar dat ek daardie sein

berug nooit gesien het of dit hanteer het nie". In her 

evidence she did not fully support this allegation. She 

stated that she did not always read the documents she 

received and handed to Major General van Rensburg and 

that it was possible that she might have handed him the 

signal without knowing what it was. She stated however 

that if she had received the signal marked "uiters 
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geheim" in a sealed envelope, she would have handed it 

in that form to Major General van Rensburg. Major 

General van Rensburg, on the other hand, stated that the 

signal and the draft report were handed to him by Mrs 

Vorster as two loose documents, not in envelopes and not 

even in a folder. Mrs Vorster stated that she could not 

recall having seen the Geldenhuys conunittee report at 

all, nor could she recall having been given instructions 

by Major General van Rensburg to alter or to add words 

or paragraphs thereto. She stated also that she 

normally did· not alter or amend documents typed by 

someone else, but might have done so if that person was 

not available when the alterations or amendments had to 

be made. However she had no recollection at all of 

having seen the signal or the Geldenhuys committee 

report . 

Brigadier Geldenhuys in his original evidence stated 

that he had arranged for the committee report to be sent 

to Cape Town on 12 June 1985. Wh.en he was recalled to 

give further evidence he repeated that this is probably 

what happened because on the copy of the report handed 

in he had himself written the words "Per disket na 

Kaapstad op 12/6/85 11 and had then signed the document . 

He said he was reasonably sure this had happened but he 

could not be 100% sure about it . 
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As can been seen from what I have already stated the 

changes Major General van Rensburg sought to make to his 

original evidence were substantial changes, and they 

concern matters about which he was closely questioned 

when he first gave evidence. His latest evidence is 

given no positive support by the further evidence of the 

witnesses Mrs Vorster and Brigadier Geldenhuys and I 

find his latest evidence to be unconvincing and 

unacceptable. 

The witness Stemmet was questioned about the meaning of 

the signal of 7 June 1985. He stated that in his 

opinion the words "permanent uit die sarnelewing verwyder 

word" could have meant that Matthew Goniwe be trans

ferred qut of Cradock and given a permanent teacher's 

post somewhere else. When it was pointed out to him that 

the signal went on to state "Wye reaksie kan plaaslik 

sowel as nasionaal verwag word" if the recommendation 

was adopted, he stated that he still thought the signal 

could have meant that a simple transfer to another 

school was recommended. When asked why a simple transfer 

would be likely to cause such widespread reaction he 

altered his opinion and said that the signal perhaps 

meant that Matthew Goniwe and the others should be 

restricted or detained. It was then pointed out to 

Stemmet that the signal goes on to draw a comparison 
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with the Pebco three who disappeared and were not heard 

of again, and he was asked whether this did not suggest 

that a more sinister meaning should be given to the 

words "permanent uit die samelewing verwyder". His 

answer was that he had not considered the matter in that 

light and that paragraph 4 of the signal was 

inappropriate and should not have been included in a 

signal sent to the secretariat of the State Security 

Council. 

The evidence surrounding the signal is in practically 

every important respect unsatisfactory. 

Major General van Rensburg stated that the signal was 

intended to convey to the Geldenhuys committee the 

attitude of the OPGBS to Goniwe's reinstatement as a 

teacher. Mr. Mostert has submitted that this evidence 

should be accepted, and he has submitted that I should 

accept also the latest evidence given by Major General 

van Rensburg to the effect that he first saw the signal 

on .the afternoon of 12 June 1985 when it was too late to 

place it before the members of the Geldenhuys committee. 

In support of his submission that the signal was 

intended for the Geldenhuys committee Mr. Mostert points 

to the following facts: 
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62. 

The Geldenhuys committee started its 

deliberations on 7 June 1985 and it was on that 

same date that the signal was sent. Further, 

the report furnished by the Geldenhuys 

committee contains the statement "Oostelike 

Provinsie GBS het ookJn kart skriftelike inset 

gelewer. 11 

2. ln the signal, in addition to Matthew Goniwe, 

reference is made to Mbolelo Goniwe (as 

Matthew's brother or nephew) and to Fort 

" Calata. The report also refers to Mbolelo 

Goniwe {as Matthew's nephew) and to Fort 

Calata. 

,. 
3. The signal uses the words "permanent uit die 

•• samelewing .•.. verwyder II and paragraph 3 5 (a) of 

the report, in listing the possible 

consequences of a transfer of Matthew Goniwe to 

another school, uses similar wording, namely, 

11Hy word uit die gemeenskap waar hy h leidende 

.. 

I 

rol speel verwyder 11 
• 

The submission by Mr. Mostert overlooks the following 

facts: 
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63. 

1. The signal does not refer at all to Matthew 

Goniwe's reinstatement as a teacher or to the 

likely implications of such a reinstatement. 

2. Major General van Rensburg stated that he 

telephoned Brigadier van de:r: Westhui~en before 

10 a.m. on 7 June 1985 and passed his 

recommendation on to the Geldenhuys committee 

at the start of their meeting at 10 a.m. As 

stated above, this evidence is in conflict with 

the evidence given by Colonel du Plessis and 

Brigadier van der Westhuizen, and by the fact 

that the signal was in fact despatched only at 

· 2.30 p.m. Brigadier Geldenhuys also stated 

that he could not remember Major General van 

Rensburg ever telling the committee that the 

OPGBS recommended that Matthew Goniwe be 

detained. 

3 . The signal was given the classification 

11 Prioriteit11 which, according to W/0 Wybenga, 

was the third highest and second lowest speed 

delivery classification. If Major General van 

Rensburg telephoned Brigadier van der 

Westhuizen immediately before the Geldenhuys 
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committee was due to start its deliberations, 

and if the signal was required for the 

attention of the committee members, one would 

have expected it to be marked either 

"Operasioneel Dadelik" in which case, 

according to Major General van Rensburg, it 

would have reached him approximately one hour 

after it had been despatched, or "Flits" 

which, according to W/0 Wybenga, was the 

highest speed delivery classification. 

4. On the assumption that the reference to the 

"kort skriftelike inset" was included in their 

draft report by the members of the committee, 

the witnesses Vermaak and Geldenhuys could not 

say what was referred to, but they were adamant 

that it was not the signal of 7 June 1985. It 

could however have been the signal sent on 23 

May 1985. 

5. Major General van Rensburg initially stated 

j that he did not receive the signal until 17 

June 1985. He could not satisfactorily explain 

the delay but he assumed that it was delivered 

late or that it lay around in his office await

ing his attention. Stemmet stated in his 

"'I 
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