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ABSTRACT 

The Natives Land Act of 1913 that endorsed and prevented black South Africans from owning 

land, whose section 2 also prohibited Black people from occupying white land, particularly for 

economic well-being and stability (Modise & Mtshiselwa, 2013), necessitated the establishment 

of the Seventh-day Adventist Community of Africa (Sedcom). Sedcom is a section 21 company 

which was organised on July 19th, 1921, one of whose functions was to acquire, hold, and secure 

title to landed property – including, but not limited to, land used by black South Africans for 

worship. 

The above-mentioned Non-Profit Company was compliant with the enactment that was passed 

by the state in 1913. Resultantly, the churches which were built by the financial efforts of the black 

Adventist communities were to be handed over to Sedcom i.e., registering the Title Deeds under 

Sedcom. 

Post the apartheid regime, following the democratic elections of 1994, when the state abolished 

the Natives Land Act of 1913 and introduced the Land Restitution Act; Sedcom remained an entity 

through whom its Adventist members, Black people in particular, were to procure land and the 

registration of the Title Deed was to be in the entity’s name. 

Key terms: Diswilmar farm; conference; union; Sedcom; division; constitution 
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background and problem statement/rationale 

1.1.1 Background 

The genesis of the Seventh-day Adventist church in South Africa traces back to 1878, when 

William Hunt (an American diamond speculator) arrived in Kimberley. J.H.C. Wilson, a Methodist 

preacher of the time, was amongst the notable converts of Hunt (Swanepoel, 1972:1). The 

General Conference sent the families of Dores A. Robinson and Charles L. Boyd; together with 

George Burleigh, Richard S. Anthony, and Corrie Mace to South Africa, on July 28th, 1887. 

Charles L. Boyd and George Burleigh settled in Beaconsfield (Kimberley) with Pieter Wessels; 

and Dores Robinson and Miss Corrie Mace remained in Cape Town (Swanepoel, 1972: 10, 11). 

However, it was not until August 1887 that pastor Boyd planted the first Adventist church in 

Beaconsfield, having twenty-six baptised members. The church worshipped in a school room for 

three years, before purchasing a worship structure in May 1890. Beaconsfield Seventh-day 

Adventist Church became the first Adventist church in Africa (Lottering, 2020). Du Preez 

(2010:97) adds that the church in Beaconsfield was formally opened on September 27th, 1887. 

Furthermore, the Adventist churches in South Africa convened a business session on December 

4th, 1892, in Claremont (Cape Town), whose agenda was to discuss the feasibility of organising 

the mission in South Africa into a self-supporting conference.  

The session voted to establish the South African Conference (formerly known as South African 

Mission Field), on December 5th, 1892. The South African Conference had five churches with a 

hundred and twenty-eight baptised members (Lottering, 2020). However, Du Preez (2010:97) 

contends that the South African Conference was formed on December 08th, 1892. 

The territory of the South African Conference spread across three provinces: the Northern Cape, 

Western Cape, and Eastern Cape. The five churches that the Conference had, in the beginning 

of 1893, were as follows (Du Preez, 2010:107): 

1. Beaconsfield SDA Church (26 members), Kimberley; established on September 27th, 1887. 

2. Roeland Street Congregation (16 members), Cape Town; organised on March 2nd, 1889. 

3. Rokeby Park Congregation (18 members), near Grahamstown; planted in April 1890. 
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4. Cathcart Congregation (12 members), Eastern Cape; established midyear of 1891. 

5. Claremont Congregation (65 students), Claremont Union College (Cape Town); began 

operating on February 1st, 1893 (Lottering, 2020:5). 

Lottering (2020) mentions three points of interest about the Adventist church in South Africa, 

specifically in the year 1902: firstly, he submits that the South African Union Conference (SAU) 

was established; secondly, he explains that the Union comprised of the South African Conference, 

Natal-Transvaal Conference, and the Rhodesian Mission Field; lastly, he points out that the 

Adventist membership in the SAU region was 351. Furthermore, Du Preez (2010:98, 337) makes 

two points: first, the inaugural president of SAU was F.W. Reaser; secondly, the Mission 

Conference mentioned by Lottering, encompassed the Natal, Free-State, and Transvaal 

territories. 

Lottering (2020) further points out that, the De Beers mining company bought Johannes Wessels’ 

farm for £253 460 following the discovery of diamond deposits therein. The Wessels’ family 

donated much of those funds to help establish the building of institutions in the Seventh-day 

Adventist church. 

The church in Southern Africa reached organisational maturity towards the end of 1919, when the 

leadership established the African Division of the General Conference (Thompson, 1977:1). The 

African Division began operating on October 16th, 1919 (Du Preez, 2010:341). Insofar as 

membership is concerned, the Division had a record of 2 000 members in 1919 (Lottering, 2020) 

and 3 400 in 1921 (Thompson, 1977:1). The church manual of the Seventh-day Adventists 

(2015:27, 28) alludes to several hierarchical structures, which ensure the orderly functioning of 

the organisation, namely: 

1.1.1.1 The Local Church: 

A congregation of members in a specific location. A church consists mainly of baptised members 

of the Adventist faith. Local churches are run by church boards, whose members are mentioned 

in the church manual (2015:73–109). However, the decisions concerning the local church are 

taken in church business meetings – whose members are baptized individuals of that specific 

local church. 

1.1.1.2 The District: 

Districts comprise of a cluster of local churches. The Trans-Orange Conference (TOC) 

constitution (2011:15) states that a district should be managed by a district council, whose duty 
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is to facilitate all district programs/activities which are intended to fulfil the gospel commission 

(Matthew 28:19, 20). For example, the West-Rand District is one of the 14 districts that operate 

under, and report to the TOC. District councils comprise of the following: one elder from each 

church within a specific district; all the pastors that are serving in that district; a lay representative 

in the Conference executive committee; and all district council leaders, as mentioned in the 

church manual (2015:81–104). 

The TOC constitution (2011:16) outlines that the council has the authority to: fill vacancies in the 

district council leadership; withdraw council leaders who are in violation of church policies and 

principles; and to nominate a district representative to the Conference executive committee. The 

term of office for district councils is three years. 

1.1.1.3 The Local Conference: 

The districts combined form a conference. Conferences oversee and supervise the running of 

districts. For instance, the Trans-Orange Conference oversees and supervises 14 districts which 

are spread across five provinces of South Africa, i.e., the Free State; Gauteng; parts of the 

Northern-Cape; North-West; Limpopo; and Mpumalanga provinces. Conferences report to a 

designated Union Conference. Conferences usually start off as Mission Fields, before being 

authorised (by higher structures) as a self-supporting conference. The TOC principal offices are 

in Johannesburg. 

The daily running of a conference is managed by the administrative committee (Adcom); however, 

the decision-making body of a conference is its executive committee (ExCom). The conference 

executive committee comprises of the following (TOC constitution, 2011:7): 

1. President, executive secretary, and treasurer (CFO) as ex officio members 

2. All full-time departmental directors of the conference 

3. At least one member representing institutions of the conference. 

4. Not more than four practising pastors 

5. One lay representative from each of the fourteen districts of TOC. 

6. Member(s) representing women. 

7. Member(s) representing the youth – an individual not older than 32 at the time of election. 
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8. Member (s) representing persons living with disabilities. 

The executive, according to the TOC constitution (2011:7, 8) has administrative authority to:  

1. Fill vacancies of the conference leadership. 

2. Employ pastors, secretaries, and teachers as it sees necessary. 

3. Suspend, discipline, or dismiss for proper cause any employee of the conference.  

4. Grant and withdraw credentials and licenses, at the consent of at least two-thirds majority. 

5. Appoint a standing constitution and policy development committee. 

6. Appoint the conference growth and development committee, with its terms of reference. 

7. Appoint committees, such as an administrative committee, with their terms of reference. 

1.1.1.4 The Union Conference: 

The cluster of Conferences in a particular region or country form a Union Conference. The 

Southern Africa Union Conference (SAU), in the case of South Africa, is one of 13 union 

conferences that operate under, and report to the Southern-African Indian Ocean Division (SID). 

The territory of SAU extends to four countries in Southern Africa: Namibia, Lesotho, South-Africa, 

and Swaziland (Eswatini). Islands of Ascension, St. Helena, and Tristan da Cunha are also under 

the administration of SAU. The SAU offices are in Bloemfontein. 

The administrative authority of the SAU, as listed in the SAU working policy (2015:144), uses the 

seven points that are mentioned above, only that SAU operates from a higher authority compared 

to conferences. The 38 member SAU executive committee is comprised as follows (SAU working 

policy, 2015:143): 

1 Ex officio members: 

1. President 

2. Executive secretary 

3. Treasurer (CFO) 

4. Chairperson of the Adventist Professional Health & Humanitarian Services and 

Denominational Practises (APHHS) 

5. Helderberg College rector 

6. Maluti Adventist Hospital (Lesotho) chief administrator 
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7. Voice of Prophecy (VOP) principal 

8. Swazi Eye Services chief administrator 

9. Conference/mission field presidents 

2 SID officers 

3 The remaining excom membership: 

1. Two church pastors 

2. SAU departmental directors 

3. 25% of the total number of excom members representing persons who are not 

employees of the church. 

1.1.1.5 The Division: 

Regional offices are established by the General Conference (GC), that facilitate worldwide 

activities. Divisions have been assigned general administrative oversight for designated groups 

of Unions. For example, the Southern Africa-Indian Ocean Division coordinates 13 union 

conferences that spread throughout 11 countries and islands in the Southern-African region. The 

head office of the SID is in Pretoria. 

Section 3 of the SID working policy (2018:34) indicates that, the decisions which are taken by 

division executive committees pertaining to the administration of affairs in division territories shall 

be considered final, provided they are in harmony with the plans and policy of the General 

Conference as set forth in the Constitution and Bylaws and with the General Conference 

Executive Committee actions. 

The following members make up a division executive committee (SID working policy, 2018:34): 

1 Ex officio members: 

1. President 

2. Executive secretary 

3. Treasurer (CFO) 

4. Division departmental leaders 

5. Heads of division institutions 

6. Presidents of union conferences, union missions, and mission fields. 

7. Any GC executive committee member present. 
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2 Appointed members shall include representation from denominational employees and from 

church members in regular standing who are not denominationally employed. 

3 Denominational employee representation shall include some pastors and institutional 

personnel. 

1.1.1.6 The General Conference: 

The General Conference is the highest administrative body of the Seventh-day Adventist (SDA) 

Church, located in Maryland (USA). The GC coordinates efforts to articulate the policy and 

doctrine within the SDA church. There are thirteen divisions of the General Conference worldwide. 

Article XIII of the SID working policy (2018:31) points outs that the membership of the Executive 

Committee includes representatives of all the divisions of the world field and the presidents of all 

union conferences and union missions, and therefore speaks for the world Church. The authority, 

therefore, of the General Conference Executive Committee is the authority of the world Church. 

Lottering (2020) states that, the territories over which the African Division held authority stretched 

from South Africa to Cameroon. In the years 1919–1929, the African Division region supervised 

one Union Conference – South African Union (SAU); and six Union Missions, namely: Zambesi, 

Angola, Congo, South-East Africa, Central Africa, and Southern Union Mission. 

The South African Union Conference, in a joint session with the Southern Union Mission resolved 

to merge the two organisations in 1922 – a year after the establishment of the Southern Union 

Mission. However, this unity of organisations would operate separately again in 1960 (Thompson, 

1977:54, 266). Furthermore, Thompson (1977:55) says that the united South African Union 

Conference had three Conferences and one Mission Field, namely: Transvaal Conference, 

Orange River Conference, and Cape Conference (formerly, South African Conference); and the 

Transvaal-Delagoa Mission Field (Thompson, 1977:32, 56). 

Interestingly, both G.T. Du Preez and G. Lottering are scholars that have written extensively about 

the history of the organisational development of the Seventh-day Adventist church in South Africa. 

However, in both their accounts of the history of the church (particularly of the 1920s), both 

scholars are silent on the existence and role of the Seventh-day Adventist Community of Africa 

Incorporated (Sedcom Inc).  

The aim of the study is to research on the history, the purpose, and the role Sedcom played in 

the acquisition of property in the Seventh-day Adventist church in South Africa. 
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Thompson (1977:3) postulates that the establishment of Sedcom, as a stock company, was a 

resolution taken at the inaugural business session of the African Division in January 1921. The 

chairperson of the meeting was W.H. Branson, in his capacity as president of the African Division. 

Du Preez (2010:330) indicates that the inauguration of the African Division was on January 21st, 

1921.  

Thompson (1977:37) further mentions Sedcom as an entity that is legally entitled to receive 

donations and subscriptions from individuals and other companies, on behalf of the Seventh-day 

Adventist church. 

Lottering (2020:10) indicates that, on September 7th, 1930, the South African Union Conference 

decided to separate the church along racial lines. Consequently, this affected the church 

structurally and educationally. Lottering (2020) records the following: 

The Maranatha Mission, by 1917, relocated to Butterworth from Grahamstown, and it was 

renamed as “Bethel”. In 1928, the Claremont Union College relocated to the Bakkers Kloof farm, 

which was purchased on November 7th, 1925. The Good Hope Training school for coloureds was 

opened along Klipfontein Road, on the banks of the Elsies Kraal River, on May 1st, 1930. In 1937, 

following the decision to separate the church along racial lines, Bethel was renamed as “Bethel 

Training College” and it primarily trained black students. Claremont Union College was later 

renamed to Helderberg College, and primarily catered for the whites; but exceptions were made 

for final-year students from Good Hope. 

In 1960, the church in South Africa had two Union Conferences, namely: South African Union (for 

whites) and the Southern Union (for blacks). Both Union Conferences covered the same territory. 

The General Conference brought an end to the racial segregation, when in 1985, they mandated 

both Union Conferences to merge. In 1991, both the South African Union and the Southern Union 

amalgamated to form the Southern Africa Union (Lottering, 2020:11). Lottering (2020:10) points 

out that the first Conference to cater for all races became the KwaZulu Natal-Free State 

Conference, in 1994.  

Du Preez (2010:3, 4) elaborates on two points: first, the coloured Good Hope Conference, which 

was organised in 1959, merged with the black Southern Conference (formerly, South-Bantu 

Mission Field) to form the Southern Hope Conference, in September 1997; second, the Southern 

Hope Conference further merged with the white Cape Conference, to form a non-racial 

Conference on March 16th, 2006. 
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The Northern Conference of South Africa, formerly known as the Transvaal Conference, and the 

Trans-Orange Conference attempted to merge but failed. Thus, both the conferences presently 

function as parallel organisations, both covering the Free State; Gauteng; Limpopo; Mpumalanga; 

and North-West provinces (Lottering, 2020). However, these conferences are not necessarily 

divided along racial lines. 

1.1.2 Problem statement/rationale 

Recently, the Trans-Orange Conference and Sedcom Inc. experienced an impasse regarding 

Sedcom as a property-holding entity and an insurance for all church properties. The impasse 

began when Sedcom stated that Orlando-West SDA Church was uninsurable, because the 

church did not meet the insurance standards of Sedcom.  

Perturbingly, there were only three from a total of three-hundred churches, in the Trans-Orange 

Conference, that met the insurance standards of Sedcom in 2013; yet Sedcom was receiving 

insurance premiums from all TOC churches. The impasse was exacerbated by the way the sale 

of Diswilmar farm was concluded, and how this affected the administration of the TOC and all its 

districts. 

Diswilmar farm is a five-hectare plot near Krugersdorp, which consists of two separate plots, plots 

8 and 15, and each has 2.015 hectares. The West-Rand, an all-black district of the Trans-Orange 

Conference, purchased the farm from Mr. James Thomson on October 21st, 1986. The Building 

Society Bond financed the R 215 000.00 purchase price of the farm (Mawela & Mitileni, 1986). 

However, the Deed of Transfer prepared by Van Hulsteyns Attorneys (1987:2) on May 20th, 1987, 

indicates that the farm belongs to Sedcom, because the Natives Land Act of 1913 prohibited black 

South Africans from owning white land. 

The Natives Land Act of 1913 was one of the reasons that the church established the Seventh-

day Adventist Community of Africa (Sedcom) in 1921, as mentioned earlier. Sedcom is a section 

21 Non-Profit Company, one of whose functions is to acquire, hold and secure title to landed 

property (Memorandum of Association, 1921:1, 3). The company became the institution through 

which the black Adventist churches could procure land for worship, under the apartheid regime – 

as was the case with Diswilmar farm. 

The West-Rand District, in the early 2000s, realised that Diswilmar farm had become too small to 

accommodate their entire membership of their district. Therefore, it was no longer feasible to host 

district events therein. Thus, on November 17, 2006 (Sibanyoni, 2006), the West-Rand District 

mandated Jack Smith (Realty Concepts Property Group) to sell the farm. Sedcom and Prestige 
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Park signed the sale agreement of Diswilmar on December 19th, 2006. The West-Rand District 

withdrew the sale of the farm, on December 11th, 2009, due to breach of contract by the buyer – 

Prestige Park (Netshifulani, 2009). 

However, Prestige Park counter-sued the TOC for R38 million, claiming that the Conference 

stifled the development they would have made from 2006 – 2013. Therefore, considering the 

lawsuit of R38 million which Prestige Park filed against the church, Sedcom (with SAU’s 

permission) proceeded with the sale of Diswilmar against the wishes of the district. The sale was 

finalised by the approval of the special business session that the Southern-African Union 

Conference convened on February 24th, 2013 (Letseli & Kunene, 2013). The sale of the farm was 

finalised in July 2014, on an out-of-court settlement. 

Although the sale of Diswilmar circumvented the R38 million lawsuit, the Trans-Orange 

Conference became desolate and divided. The Conference imploded with countless litigation 

cases. One of these cases was against the SAU for convening an unconstitutional meeting that 

approved the sale of Diswilmar. The Trans-Orange Conference separated into two factions – one 

was for the sale of the farm, the other was against. The SAU termed the faction that was against 

the sale of Diswilmar a break-away group. 

However, in the case between Setsiba and others v the Trans-Orange Conference of the Seventh-

day Adventists and others (6277/2014) of 28th March 2018 on the above-stated impasse, justice 

E.F. Dippenaar (acting judge of the Johannesburg high court) ruled that, the special business 

session of February 24th, 2013, which approved the sale of Diswilmar farm and dismissed the 

then executive committee, was convened unconstitutionally. Thus, setting aside and rendering 

the decisions of that special business session invalid – including that of terming the Alberton 

faction a break-away. 

However, justice Dippenaar cautioned that although the election of the new executive committee 

was invalid; the decisions which were subsequently taken by this new executive committee were 

not invalid. For example, the hiring of pastors between the years 2013 (the year the TOC split into 

two factions) and 2018 (the year of the court verdict) should not be rendered invalid merely 

because the election of the executive committee that resolved to hire them was invalid. 

Article XVIII section 1 of the Southern-African Union Conference (SAU) constitution stipulates 

that, all immovable property procured by and on behalf of the SAU shall be kept in trust by 

Sedcom, in its capacity as a trustee for SAU (Southern Africa Union Conference, 2015-2017:16). 

Whereas article XIII section 1 of the Trans-Orange Conference (TOC) constitution dictates that 
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an asset-holding entity established/appointed by the Conference, shall hold in trust all immovable 

assets belonging to the Conference (Trans-Orange Conference, 2011:13, 14). 

The TOC, during its special session of 2011, established Baleti Trust to be the asset-holding entity 

wherein all their assets will be kept. However, Sedcom has not released the properties belonging 

to the TOC. 

Although Sedcom Inc. was instrumental in the procurement and development of land for the 

Seventh-day Adventist Church in Southern-Africa during the colonial era; its current existence 

has numerous ethical anomalies in its practises. Conferences like the TOC, whose constitution 

makes provision for establishing their own property-holding entity, should not have to struggle to 

receive Title Deeds of their properties from Sedcom. This makes questionable the stance of 

Sedcom on black land ownership. However, this is not to say that Sedcom Inc. is completely 

irrelevant in the democratic South Africa. 

1.2 Research question. 

Can the current existence of Sedcom be justified from a Christian-ethical perspective? 

1.2.1 Research questions, aim and objectives. 

Research questions. 

1. How does the Seventh-day Adventist church hierarchy function? (Chapter 2) 

2. What are the specific Christian-ethical principles that this study follows? (Chapter 3) 

3. What is Sedcom Inc? (Chapter 4) 

4. What are the ethical anomalies about Sedcom within the church? (Chapter 5) 

5. What is the Christian-ethical assessment of Sedcom? (Chapter 6) 

1.2.2 Aim 

The aim of this paper is to determine whether the current existence of Sedcom can be justified 

from a Christian-ethical perspective. 

1.2.3 Objectives 

The specific objectives of this study are to: 
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1 To explain the administrative hierarchy within the Seventh-day Adventist church (Chapter 

2) 

2 To outline the Christian-ethical principles employed in determining the relevance of Sedcom 

Inc. in the post-apartheid era (Chapter 3) 

3 To give a description of the history and content of Sedcom (Chapter 4) 

4 To discuss all the ethical anomalies about Sedcom within the church (Chapter 5) 

5 Give a Christian-ethical assessment of Sedcom (Chapter 6) 

1.3 Central theoretical argument 

The central theoretical argument of this study is that Conferences should be at liberty to either 

choose to retain Sedcom Inc. as their property-holding entity or appoint/establish one at their own 

discretion. 

1.4 Research Methodology 

This theological-ethical perspective of study will be done from a Reformed tradition. The following 

method(s) will be used, to answer the different research questions: 

1.4.1 Literary Study 

Both primary and secondary sources will be used to gather information on Sedcom Inc. The 

content analysis method of study shall be applied to examine the contents of the preserved 

records on Sedcom Inc (Hofstee, 2006:124). The preserved records of Sedcom are not published 

nor are they available on the internet, thus the study has used annexures to avail the necessary 

documents. 

1.5 Ethical consideration 

This is a literary study, and no human will be used in this study. We know that this article will focus 

on a particular church, as well as the resolutions of this denomination. We are cognisant of the 

possibility of stigmatization of the Church and the resolutions thereof, but we will approach our 

study with honesty and respect for the denomination. Thus, in my opinion, this is a minimal risk 

study. 
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1.6 Provisional classification of chapters 

Chapter 1:  Introduction  

Chapter 2:  The Seventh-day Adventist church hierarchy  

Chapter 3: Principles of Christian-ethics 

Chapter 4: The history and content of Sedcom  

Chapter 5: Ethical anomalies about Sedcom in practise? Discussion on Diswilmar farm  

Chapter 6: A Christian-ethical assessment of Sedcom () 

Summary 
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CHAPTER 2 THE SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST CHURCH 

HIERARCHY 

2.1 Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to explain the administrative hierarchy of the Seventh-day Adventist 

(SDA) Church; to indicate how Sedcom features in the impasse of the Trans-Orange Conference 

(TOC); and where, in the hierarchical structure, the controversial meeting of 24 February 2013 

took place. 

The Seventh-day Adventist Church is a global institution that has several organisational levels, 

starting from the local church right up to the SDA world headquarters in Maryland, known as the 

General Conference. The organisational levels of the SDA Church may be categorised as follows: 

1 Local church 

2 District 

3 Conference/field 

4 Union/mission 

5 Division/General Conference 

 

Figure 2-1: The Seventh-Day Adventist Church Hierarchy 
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2.2 Local Church: 

The SDA Church Manual (2015:36, 37) mentions the following regarding the establishment of a 

local church: 

The local churches in the SDA faith, are organised when a company of baptised believers are 

prepared to assume the responsibilities of an organised church. The organising of a church is 

officiated by an ordained pastor, on the recommendation of the conference executive committee. 

The conference president ought to be present during the proceedings of organizing a church.  

The officiating pastor presents a summary of the fundamental beliefs. The name of each person 

in agreement with the fundamental beliefs, and desiring membership in the church being 

organised is recorded. Members who desire to join the new church, whose membership is with 

another local church, are presented with letters of transfer by the officiating pastor. 

The nucleus of the congregation is comprised either by all the transferring members, or three 

members who are selected among those who have been worshipping in the same local 

congregation being organised into a church. The names of believers who desire membership in 

the new local church, are read one after the other; the same questions are presented to them, 

and provided they answer affirmatively, they are then received as baptised members of the new 

local church. Members whose names have been read and voted for by the nucleus, collectively 

assume the responsibility of electing a nominating committee.  

The officiating pastor functions as the chairperson of the nominating committee. The names that 

are nominated for leadership form the church board. The elected elders, deacons, and 

deaconesses are subsequently ordained. Thereafter, the church shall have been fully organised 

and ready for service. 

2.2.1 Local Church Executive Committee: 

The local church executive is an undocumented, but well-known, committee in the Trans-Orange 

Conference (TOC). The function of the committee is to prepare and discuss the agenda items of 

both the church board and business meetings; and set dates for meetings, in consultation with 

the pastor. However, this executive is a non-decision-making body. The establishment of this 

executive, though unofficial, is intended to circumvent the challenge of having only one person 

knowing and deciding on the agenda items of meetings. The committee consists of the following 

leaders: 
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1 Church pastor (chairperson) 

2 Church elder(s) 

3 Church clerk 

4 Church treasurer 

5 Head deacon 

6 Head deaconess 

2.2.2 The Church Board: 

The church manual (2015:129, 131) indicates the following concerning the church board:  

The church board is an administrative committee responsible for leading the local church, 

members of the board are elected during a church business meeting. The manual further 

recommends that board meetings should convene monthly, because the work thereof 

encompasses the life, health, and growth of the local church. The responsibilities of the church 

board are as details below: 

• Ensure an active and continual discipleship plan, for the church, encompassing both spiritual 

nurture and community outreach ministries. 

• Keep an updated membership record and initiate plans for reconnecting with members who 

have separated from the church. 

• Train local church leadership on how to encourage intentional spiritual growth in both 

themselves and fellow congregants. 

• The board, in cooperation with the local pastor, are to develop plans for community outreach 

activities. The board is expected to convene a meeting specifically on evangelism once a 

quarter. 

• Coordinate outreach programs for all local church departments. 

• Encourage each department to give progress reports quarterly to the board and subsequently 

to the business meeting. 
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• Keep record and maintain contact of all visitors who may be prospective members of the 

church. 

• Recommend to the business meeting, the delegates for the local conference session. 

2.2.3 Business Session Delegates: 

The church manual (2015:82, 114) alludes to the following, regarding session delegates: 

The responsibility of nominating session delegates is that of the church board, or a committee 

elected by the church board. The nominees are presented to the church at large in a business 

meeting for final ratification.  

The board, through the church clerk’s office, notifies the conference of delegates elected to 

represent the church at a conference session. Delegates are mandated by the churches which 

they represent, thus functioning according to the desires of the respective local churches on 

session agenda items. 

2.2.4 Business Meetings: 

The Adventist church manual (2015:128) alludes the following about business meetings: 

• The business meeting is the constituency sitting of the local church, every baptised member 

of that specific local church forms part of the business meeting and are eligible to vote. 

Members who are under discipline are part of the business meeting, but they cannot 

participate by voice nor vote. 

• The business meeting has authority over the church board and carries the responsibility to 

assign duties to the board. The church decides what the quorum for their meeting shall be; 

votes by proxy and letter are not permitted. 

• The chairperson is primarily the local pastor, and the elder only serves in this capacity when 

delegated by the pastor. The conference president functions as chairperson on rare 

occasions. Conference and Union officers may attend business meetings of any church in 

their territory. 

• The business meeting agenda should, at least once a year, include reports covering the work 

of the church. 
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2.3 District: 

The TOC constitution (2011:14-17) mentions the following points concerning districts: 

The Trans-Orange Conference has fourteen duly organised districts. The responsibility to execute 

district programs and activities is delegated to the district council by the conference executive 

committee. The conference executive committee appoints a pastor to serve as a district director, 

whose function includes being the chairperson of the district council.  

The district director is expected to submit periodic progress reports to the conference, at the 

directors’ meeting which is convened by the president. The SAU working policy (2015:36) 

indicates that the district director represents the conference administration in the district. 

Conference officials are ex-officio members of all the fourteen district councils of the TOC. 

Furthermore, the district council must adhere to the policies of the Southern Africa Union (SAU) 

and the General Conference (GC). 

The council elects lay persons from local churches affiliated to that district to serve as secretary, 

treasurer, and vice chairperson. Elders from all churches under the district form part of the council 

as well. Additionally, the council elects one leader amongst the departmental leaders in district 

local churches to serve in the same departments on district level. 

2.3.1 The District Executive Committee: 

The district executive committee, in consultation with the director, shall convene council meetings 

once a quarter. Council leaders shall report on activities of the council at such meetings. The 

executive committee shall comprise of the following leaders: 

1 District director (chairperson). 

2 Vice chairperson. 

3 Lay district representative to the conference executive committee. 

4 Pastor(s) assigned to the specific district. 

5 One laity representing each zone of the district. 

2.3.2 District Council/District Management Board: 

The TOC constitution (2011:16) alludes to the following regarding the district council: 
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2.3.2.1 Membership: 

• District executive committee 

• One elder from each organised church in the district 

• Lay representative in the conference executive committee 

• District departmental leaders 

2.3.2.2 Responsibilities: 

• The district council manages all district programs and activities which are intended to fulfil the 

gospel commission. 

• Reports to and work in cooperation with the conference executive committee. 

• Fills the district council vacancies that occur by death, resignation, or otherwise. 

• Recalls any council leader who violates policies and principles of the SDA church. 

• Nominates a district representative to the conference executive committee. 

2.3.3 District Elective Council (District Business Meeting) 

The procedure which should be followed in the election of the district council is not stipulated in 

the TOC constitution nor in the 2015 edition of the church manual. However, the TOC districts 

employ the following practice: 

The district elective council consists of church board members from all local churches of that 

specific district, whose function is that of the nominating committee. The council elects the non-

ex-officio members of the district executive committee, i.e., the district executive excluding the 

pastors. Local church elders, who were elected in their respective local churches form part of the 

district council as well. The elective council further elects leaders for the following 

departments/organizations: 

• Adventist Men Organization (AMO) 

• Adventist Women Ministries (AWM) 

• Children’s Ministries 
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• Education Department 

• Family Life Ministries 

• Health & Temperance Ministries 

• Personal Ministries 

• Publishing Department 

• Sabbath-School Department 

Furthermore, there are two departments that usually elect their own leaders in constituency 

meetings of their own, namely: 

2.3.3.1 Adventist Youth Ministries: 

The church manual (2015:104) states that, the department ministers to the youth in four levels: 

first, Adventurers Club (ages 6-9); second, Pathfinder Club (ages 10-15); third, Ambassador Club 

(ages 16-21); fourth, Senior Youth (ages 22-30+). However, there is an umbrella committee 

responsible for the overall planning of AY programs, referred to as the Adventist Youth Ministries 

(AYM) Committee.  

The church manual (2015:105) expects the following to form part of the committee: AY leader 

(chairperson); public campus ministries leader; ambassador leader; pathfinder leader; adventurer 

leader; personal ministries leader; AY sabbath-school class leader; children’s ministries leader; 

health ministries leader; AYM sponsor; local church pastor. 

Therefore, on district level, all local church AYM Committees convene to elect the District AY 

Federation Council. The district AYM Committee is chaired by the conference AY director. The 

elected president of the district AY Federation becomes a member of the district council as an AY 

leader for that specific district. 

2.3.3.2 Adventist Community Service (ACS)/Dorcas Society: 

The Elder’s Handbook (2016:101, 102) mentions two important points. First, the society was 

established in 1874, as the Dorcas Benevolent Association. The association changed its name to 

Adventist Community Service (ACS) in 1972. Although, it is still commonly referred to as Dorcas. 

Secondly, the society is inspired by the ministry of Dorcas in Acts 9. Dorcas is a community 

outreach-oriented society that aims at providing clothing, food, and other supplies for those in 
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need. The needs that the society ministers to include, educational seminars and community 

development programs (Church Manual, 2015:101). 

The district Dorcas constituency meeting, referred to as the Dorcas Federation, comprises of 

Dorcas leaders from all local churches belonging to a specific district. The Dorcas federation, 

under the chairpersonship of the conference Dorcas leader, elects the Dorcas executive 

committee (president, secretary, and treasurer), whose president serves in the district council. 

2.4 Trans-Orange Conference (TOC) History 

The Mission Fields that pre-existed and operated in the territory which we know as, the present-

day Trans-Orange Conference territory are as listed below (Nkosi & Lottering 2021): 

The Rand Mission Field, organised in 1921, was the first field that was established to minister to 

the black South African Adventist. In 1922, the field merged with the Transvaal Mission Field. The 

field superintendent was J.R. Campbell. 

Furthermore, the South African Mission Field was established in the 1930s because of the global 

depression of the time, which affected the Seventh-day Adventist work in South Africa. In 1936, 

the South African Mission Field birthed the North and South Bantu Mission Fields when it 

dissolved.  

The South Bantu Field catered for blacks in the Cape of Good Hope; while the North Bantu 

catered for the present-day Botswana, Lesotho, Swaziland, and the Transvaal area to mention a 

few. In 1961, following the proposal of G.S. Stevenson to have more black led fields; the North 

and South Bantu Mission Fields were re-organised into nine black led mission fields, namely: 

1 Cape Western 

2 Eastern Province 

3 Natal-Zululand 

4 South Sotho 

5 Transkei 

6 Swaziland-Eastern Transvaal 

7 Northern Transvaal (S.G. Mkhwananzi, president: 1961-1963) 
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8 Southern Transvaal (P.V. Msimang, president: 1961-1963) 

9 Tswana (W.M. Tshefu, president: 1961-1963) 

The Northern and Southern Transvaal, together with the Tswana Mission Fields merged to form 

the Transvaal Field; whose name changed again, in 1966, to the Oranje-Transvaal Field or the 

Trans-Oranje Field (TOF). The inaugural TOF president was Percy V. Msimang. Msimang was 

president from 1961 to 1967. TOF received Conference status in March 1980 and was renamed 

the Trans-Orange Conference (TOC). The first conference president was Z.N.S. Fosi, and the 

principal offices of the conference were in Soweto Tabernacle. 

2.4.1 Administrative Committee: 

The Trans-Orange Conference (TOC) has, by provision of the TOC constitution (2011:8), 

appointed an administrative committee (Adcom) whose responsibility is the daily operation of the 

conference office in between conference executive committee meetings. The Adcom is mandated 

by and accounts to the conference executive committee. The administrative committee (Adcom) 

consults with the conference executive committee on all major decisions to be taken. Members 

of the conference Adcom are: 

1 President 

2 Executive secretary 

3 Treasurer (CFO) 

4 Departmental directors 

2.4.2 Executive Committee: 

2.4.2.1 Membership: 

The TOC constitution (2011:7) alludes the following regarding the conference executive 

committee: The conference ExCom is elected at a regular business session of that conference. 

Secondly, the committee should not exceed forty (40) members. The president, vice president(s), 

secretary, treasurer, and associate treasurer are ex-officio members of the executive committee. 

The remaining membership of the executive committee shall comprise of the following: 

• Departmental directors 

• One representative of conference institutions (Schools, hospitals, etc.) 
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• A maximum of four practicing pastors 

• One lay representative for each of the 14 TOC districts. 

• One representative of general workers 

• 1–5 representatives for women 

• 1–5 representatives for young people under 32 at the time of election. 

• One representative for people living with disabilities. 

2.4.2.2 Responsibilities: 

• Fill any conference ExCom vacancy resultant of death, resignation, or otherwise. 

• Employ pastor and additional staff members. 

• Suspend, discipline, and dismiss, for proper cause, any conference employee. 

• Grant and withdraw credentials and licenses, provided there is an ExCom two-thirds majority. 

• Appoint a standing constitution & policy development committee, which functions between 

regular business sessions and reports recommendations through the conference ExCom. 

• Appoint a conference growth & development committee. 

• Appoint committees as it shall deem necessary, committees such as the Adcom. 

• Schedule Adcom, ExCom and constituency meetings at a determined time and place. 

2.4.3 Business Sessions: 

The church manual (2015:113, 114) and the TOC constitution (2011:3-5) state the following about 

conference business sessions: 

The conference shall convene regular sessions on triennial intervals, at a place and time 

designated by the conference executive committee. Special constituency meetings may also be 

convened by the Conference, as it deems necessary. The union and division are also permitted 

to convene special constituency meetings of conferences under their jurisdiction. The notice of 

the special business session ought to include the agenda of the meeting. Furthermore, the calling 

of the TOC special session, is legitimized by one of the following: 
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• The TOC executive committee votes in favour of the special session. 

• The request comes by vote of the delegates at any constituency meeting. 

• Fifty-one percent of the TOC churches, through their respective church boards, request for 

the sitting. 

• The SAU, SID, or GC executive committees vote in favour of the special session. 

Organised churches of the conference each elect delegates to represent the churches in the 

councils of the conference. 

Delegates are categorised into two, regular and delegates at large. Regular delegates are 

baptised members selected by their respective local churches, to attend conference business 

sessions. Delegates at large are employed pastors of that conference; executive committee 

members of the conference, union, and General Conference. 

The voting rights of delegates appointed to represent their churches, shall be limited to the 

session for which they were chosen to represent their local churches. 

The business session quorum is 50% + 1 of the authorized delegates. 

The delegates elect all officers and members of the executive committee, except the ex officio 

members (president, secretary, and treasurer). The ex officio members of the committee are 

elected by the nominating committee of the session. 

2.4.4 Business Session Committees: 

2.4.4.1 Organizing Committee: 

The responsibility of the organizing committee is to select, in consultation with the constituents, 

the nominating and constitution committees, and any other committee necessary. The organizing 

committee is elected prior to the business session, and it comprises of the following members: 

• SAU president or his designee (committee chairperson) 

• One delegate from each organised church under that conference; an additional delegate from 

each church shall be added, for every five hundred members it has. 
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2.4.4.2 Nominating Committee: 

The committee shall comprise of 25-29 members and shall be chaired by the Union president or 

his designee. Members of the nominating committee shall represent both the employees and non-

employees of the conference. Conference employees include both pastors and support staff 

(receptionists etc.); and each district shall appoint one lay person. The responsibility of the 

committee is to elect the ex officio members of the conference executive. 

2.4.5 TOC Special Session (February 24th, 2013) Violations: 

Article 2 section 2.4(b) of the TOC constitution (2011:3) makes provision for SAU to convene a 

TOC special session. Furthermore, section 2.4(c) dictates that the agenda of the special session 

shall be included in the session notice (TOC constitution, 2011:4). The SAU, on January 7th, 2013, 

published a special session notice which met the requirements mentioned above. 

On January 25th, 2013, the SAU published a letter (Letseli, 2013) justifying the need for convening 

the special session. The SAU letter was responding to the letter which the West-Rand District 

wrote on January 13th, 2013 (Siswana, 2013), questioning why SAU is convening a special TOC 

session, when the Diswilmar farm impasse concerns only the West-Rand District.  

The following were the points mentioned in the SAU letter: first, one of the reasons for which 

Sedcom was established is to ensure that fixed assets of the SAU region are safeguarded against 

any form of misuse, abuse and/or threat. The above-mentioned obligation is not limited to one 

conference, but extends to all conferences, institutions, and churches in South Africa under SAU. 

Second, Sedcom has, therefore, a legal and implied duty to act in the best interest of the church 

in South Africa. 

Third, when the West-Rand District resolved to sell Diswilmar farm, the TOC executive approved 

the resolution and subsequently mandated Sedcom to proceed with the sale of the farm in 

December 2006. Fourth, the letter mentions that the TOC terminated the sale agreement without 

following due contractual processes. Hence, Prestige Park (the buyer) was suing the TOC for 

R38 million for breach of contract.  

However, Prestige Park itself had breached the contract by failing to pay the deposit of R 500 000; 

hence, the withdrawal of sale on December 11th, 2009. Prestige Park, between November 17th, 

2006, and December 11th, 2009, failed to pay the above-mentioned deposit, which was supposed 

to have been paid within twenty-one working days. 
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Although the session notice of January 7th, 2013, met the requirements stipulated in the TOC 

constitution, the TOC published a letter on February 25th, 2013 (Segopa, 2013) mentioning the 

following points amongst others: first, SAU in session allowed more agenda items to be discussed 

which were not mentioned in the session notice. Thus, rendering the discussion of those agenda 

items unconstitutional.  Second, the SID and GC advised SAU to adjourn the meeting, after the 

item mentioned on the notice was discussed, SAU continued with the meeting, nonetheless.  

Third, the discussion of additional agenda items disadvantaged local church delegates because 

they were not mandated by their respective churches, on what their position should be on those 

additional items. For instance, local church delegates were mandated by their respective 

churches to either abstain from voting altogether, vote in favour, or against the sale of Diswilmar 

Farm. Therefore, it is unconstitutional to discuss items without the knowledge of local churches 

because churches would have not had the chance to mandate their delegates. Moreover, the 

special session voted to remove the entire TOC executive committee, which was duly elected in 

2010, whereas the session was not an elective session.  

Fifth, the session further elected interim leaders to replace the removed executive, this further 

rendered the actions unconstitutional. Subsequently, following the 2013 special session, SAU 

withdrew the credentials of pastors who served in the removed TOC executive committee for 

pointing out the policy violation committed by the union and aligning themselves to the Alberton 

faction. 

Justice E.F. Dippenaar, on March 28th, 2018, set aside and rendered the following actions as a 

violation of policy, in her judgement (6277/2014): first, the resolutions that was taken at the special 

session of 24th February 2013, which removed the TOC executive committee of the time, and 

appointing another; second, the resolution to declare the churches that were against the special 

session as not in regular standing, and reducing them to company status; third, the dismissal of 

the following pastors: M.A. Setsiba (President, TOC); T.B. Segopa (Secretary, TOC); M.B. Molopa 

(Music Director, TOC); P.P. Mbedzi (Family Life Director, TOC); and B.J. Nemaranzhe 

(Stewardship Director, TOC). 

2.5 Southern Africa Union Conference (SAU) History 

The first Union Conference in South Africa was organised in 1902 and was named the South 

African Union Conference. The Union comprised of the South African Conference, the Natal-

Transvaal, and Rhodesian Mission Fields (Lottering, 2020).  
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In 1966, South African had two Union conferences, namely: the South African and the Southern 

Union Conferences. The Southern Union Conference was established in 1919, as a Union 

Mission reporting to the African Division (Nkosi & Lottering, 2021). The Southern Union 

Conference comprised of the North Bantu, South Bantu, and the South-West African Mission 

Fields (Lottering, 2020). The above-mentioned Union Conferences merged in 1991, following the 

mandate given by the General Conference in 1985. The merging of the two Unions resulted in 

the formation of the Southern Africa Union Conference, whose principal offices are in 

Bloemfontein. 

2.5.1 Administrative Committee: 

The Southern Africa Union Conference (SAU) working policy makes no direct mention of nor 

provision for an administrative committee. However, an administrative committee in the union 

would have a similar function to that mentioned on point 3.1 above.  

Furthermore, the SAU working policy (2015:146) points out that the president, vice-president (if 

elected), secretary, and treasurer are jointly responsible to carry forward the plans, policies, and 

programmes voted for by the business session and/or the SAU executive committee.  

2.5.2 Executive Committee: 

The Southern Africa Union Conference (SAU) working policy (2015:143) mentions the following:  

first, the SAU executive committee is elected during its regular business session.  

Second, the membership of SAU executive committee should be a maximum of thirty-eight 

members: having no fewer than five women, and two young people under the age of 35, at the 

time of their appointment. 

2.5.2.1 Membership: 

The working policy of SAU (2015:143, 144) lists the following as members of the executive 

committee: 

1 The president 

2 Secretary 

3 Treasurer 

4 Vice-president 
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5 Chairperson of the Adventist Professional Health & Humanitarian Services and 

Denominational Practises (APHHS) 

6 Rector of Helderberg College (Cape Town) 

7 Chief administrator of Maluti Adventist Hospital (Mapoteng, Lesotho) 

8 Principal of VOP (Voice of Prophecy) 

9 Chief administrator of Swazi Eye Services 

10 Presidents of conferences/fields under SAU 

11 SID & GC officers 

12 Two local church pastors 

13 SAU departmental and services directors 

14 Representatives of non-employees of the SDA church (25% of the ExCom membership) 

2.5.2.2 Responsibilities: 

The SAU executive committee reserves the delegated authority to function as follows: 

• Fill, for the current term, vacancies in its boards, committees, and departments that result from 

death, resignation or otherwise. 

• Employ the necessary personnel to execute work effectively. 

• Grant and withdraw credentials and licenses, subject to a two-thirds majority consent. 

• Appoint a standing constitution committee, whose chairperson is the SAU executive secretary. 

• Appoint and remove, for just cause, any SAU employee in violation of the principles and 

policies of the SDA church. 

• Convene both regular and special executive committee and business session meetings. 

2.5.3 Business Sessions: 

The SAU working policy (2015:138-140) indicates the following points regarding SAU business 

sessions: 
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The Union Conference shall convene regular business sessions on quinquennial intervals, at a 

venue and time designated by the SAU executive committee. The Union executive committee 

shall also convene special constituency meeting as it deems necessary; the SID executive may, 

likewise, call special sessions of Union Conferences under their jurisdiction. The notices for both 

special and regular business sessions shall include the time, place, and agenda. The notice 

should be publicized four weeks before the sitting. The convening of a SAU special business 

session is considered legitimate when one the following would have happened: 

• The SAU executive committee votes in favour of the special session being called. 

• The delegates, in a business session, vote to convene a special session. 

• The special session being requested by majority of the conferences/fields under SAU. 

• The SID or GC executive committees voting in favour of the special session. 

• Local conferences and mission fields shall each send one delegate; another delegate is added 

per conference/field, for every five hundred members. The conference/field executive 

committee is responsible for electing union session delegates. Delegates at large shall be 

executive committee members of the Union and the General Conference. 40-50% of the 

delegates should be individuals who are not employed by the church. 

• Fifty percent of the regular delegates present shall form the union session quorum. 

• All officers and members of the executive committee who are not ex officio members shall be 

elected by the delegates at the regular business session of the SAU and shall hold their offices 

until the next regular business session of the SAU. 

2.5.4 Business Session Committees: 

2.5.4.1 Organizing Committee: 

The organizing committee, whose duty is to select a nominating committee for the SAU session, 

comprises of the following members: 

1 SID president (chairperson) 

2 One conference/field representative; and an additional representative for every 2 500 

members or major fractions thereof. 

3 A representative from each SAU institution 
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1. SID president (chairperson) 

2. Adventist Professional Health & Humanitarian Services (APHHS) 

3. Helderberg College 

4. Maluti Adventist Hospital 

5. Voice of Prophecy Bible Correspondence School 

6. Swazi Eye Services 

7. Two representatives from the delegates at large. 

2.5.4.2 Nominating Committee: 

The nominating committee, whose function is to elect ex-officio executive committee members, 

shall comprise of a maximum of forty-five members, namely (SAU working policy, 2015:142): 

• Local field/conference presidents. 

• One representative for each 5 500 members or major fractions thereof in each 

field/conference comprising SAU. 

• Four members to represent SAU institutions. 

• Ten employees representing other categories of workers, five of whom shall be pastors 

serving in districts. 

2.6 Southern Africa Indian-Ocean Division (SID) 

The African Division was organised and began operating on October 16th, 1919 (Du Preez, 

2010:341). The African Division was renamed the Southern Africa-Indian Ocean Division (SID) in 

2003 (Lottering, 2020). 

2.6.1 Administrative Committee: 

The Southern Africa Indian-Ocean Division (SID), like the General Conference, has an 

administrative committee, whose function may be identical to that of the GC administrative 

committee.  

However, the SID working policy makes no mention of the membership nor responsibilities of the 

division Adcom; article XIV section 4 of the GC constitution (2018:34) only mentions the following 

about the functioning of the SID office: 
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• Five members of the SID executive committee, including the SID president (chairperson), 

constitute a quorum for transaction of routine business. In the absence of the president, the 

secretary functions as the chairperson. 

• Ten members or 25% of the total executive membership, whichever is greater, is required to 

transact non-routine items such as major financial decisions, dismissal of employees, and the 

appointment of union mission officers. 

2.6.2 Executive Committee: 

Article XIV of the GC constitution (SID working policy, 2018:34) points out the following regarding 

the SID executive committee: 

2.6.2.1 Membership: 

The following comprise the SID executive committee: 

1 SID president 

2 SID secretary 

3 SID treasurer (CFO) 

4 SID vice-president(s) 

5 SID field secretaries 

6 Heads of SID institutions 

7 Union Conference presidents 

8 Union Mission presidents 

9 Union of Churches presidents 

1. Presidents of attached conferences/missions/fields 

2. SID directors of departments, associations, and services 

3. GC executive committee members 

4. Representation from the following: 

• Church employees (pastors and institution personnel) 

• Church members who are not employees of the church 
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2.6.2.2 Responsibilities: 

The division executive committee functions on behalf of the GC executive committee in their 

territory, and its authority shall be recognized by all the unions and local organizations under the 

jurisdiction of the SID. Therefore, the following are the functions of the SID executive: 

Actions taken by the SID executive committee on administrative affairs in its territory shall be 

considered final, provided they are in harmony with GC policies.  

SID has the authority to establish legal entities for the use, benefit, and purpose of the church in 

countries under the SID. The legal entity would carry the responsibility for property and 

governance. 

2.7 General Conference (GC): 

2.7.1 Administrative Committee: 

The GC constitution (SID working policy, 2018:78) explains that the GC executive committee has 

the authority to appoint committees such as, an administrative committee. The function of the GC 

Adcom may be summarized as follows: 

2.7.2 Responsibilities: 

In cases of questionable conduct by either the president, secretary, or treasurer, the GC Adcom 

has the authority to place any of the three officers on paid administrative leave, with consent of a 

two-thirds majority (SID working policy, 2018:72, 73). 

The GC Adcom appoints the survey commission, whose responsibility it is to establish, at the 

request of divisions, union conferences; promote existing fields to union missions; and grant union 

conference status to existing union missions (SID working policy, 2018:98). The SID working 

policy (2018:98) enlists the following leaders to comprise the survey commissions: 

1 Chairperson: GC vice-president 

2 Secretary: GC secretary or their designee 

3 GC treasurer (CFO) 

4 Preferably two presidents (or any executive officer) from other divisions 

5 Advisors: the treasurer and secretary of the division requesting the survey. 
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The survey commission reports to the GC administrative committee; and the GC present the 

recommendations of the commission to the GC executive committee, for final ratification (SID 

working policy, 2018:86, 99). 

Approves the membership and terms of reference of the GC Adventist Chaplaincy Ministries 

(ACM) committee, whose responsibility is fostering professional education and training for 

students in the Adventist Chaplaincy Institute (ACI). 

2.7.3 Executive Committee: 

2.7.3.1 Membership: 

The GC executive committee membership categorises into two, namely: the ex-officio and the 

elected members (SID working policy, 2018:17, 18). 

2.7.3.1.1 Ex-officio members: 

1 President and vice-presidents 

2 Secretary, under-secretary, and division secretaries 

3 Treasurer (CFO), under-treasurer, and division treasurers 

4 General field secretaries 

5 Union presidents 

6 Former GC presidents (with credentials) 

7 President of Adventist International Institute of Advanced Studies (AIIAS) 

8 President of Adventist University of Africa (AUA) 

9 President of Andrews University 

10 President of Griggs University & International Academy 

11 President of Loma Linda University Adventist Health Sciences Centre 

12 President of Oakwood University 

13 President-executive director of Adventist Development & Relief Agency (ADRA) 
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14 President-executive director of Adventist World Radio 

15 President of Hope Channel 

16 Director of Biblical Research Institute (BRI) 

17 Director of Geoscience Research Institute 

18 President of Archives, Statistics, and Research 

19 President of Adventist Risk Management Incorporated 

20 President of Christian Record Service Incorporated 

21 President of Pacific Press Publishing House 

22 President of Review & Herald Publishing Association 

23 President and board chair of Ellen G. White Estate 

24 Editor of Adventist Review & Adventist World 

25 Editor of Adult Sabbath School Bible Study Guide 

26 Editor of Ministry 

2.7.3.1.2 Elected members: 

1 Division executive committees select three lay persons and one pastor from their divisions. 

One additional pastor/church employee for every 500 000 members/major fractions thereof. 

2 15 – 20 laity selected by the GC executive. 

3 15 – 20 pastors and/or teachers selected by the GC executive from the retirees and 

employees. 

2.7.3.2 Responsibilities: 

The authority of the GC executive committee is of the world church, since its membership includes 

representatives of all divisions; as well as presidents of all union conferences and union missions 

(SID working policy, 2018:31). Therefore, below are the functions of the GC ExCom (SID working 

policy, 2018:31-33): 
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• Grants or withdraws credentials and licenses. 

• Appoints committees such as the administrative committee. 

• Reviews, changes, and creates working policies. 

• Approves strategic plans and activities for the world church. 

• Employs necessary personnel for the effective execution of work. 

• Elects and removes, for cause, any employee of the GC executive committee. 

• Fills, for the current term, vacancies that may occur in its offices, boards, and committees due 

to death, resignation, or other reasons. 

• Executes early retirement of GC ex-officio executive members (point 5.2.1) who develop 

health conditions that prohibit them to execute their duties. 

• Convenes Annual Council and Spring Meetings. Annual councils are convened to consider 

budget requests and adopt policies. Whereas spring meetings are intended to receive audited 

GC financial reports and the transaction of regular GC ExCom business. 

• Convenes GC business sessions quinquennially. 

2.7.4 General Conference Business Session: 

The SID working policy (2018:13-15) alludes to the following facts concerning the Division 

Sessions: 

The General Conference shall hold quinquennial sessions at such time and place as the GC 

executive committee shall designate and shall published in the Adventist Review and Adventist 

World four months ahead of time. The GC executive committee may call special sessions of the 

GC as it deems necessary. 

GC session regular delegates shall comprise of the following: 

• Union Conferences shall each send two delegates, except union presidents (who are 

delegates at large). 

• Union Missions shall each send one delegate, other than the mission president (who is a 

delegate at large). 
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• Union of churches conferences shall each be entitled to one delegate, other than its president 

(who is a delegate at large). 

• Union of churches missions are represented by their presidents, who are also delegates at 

large. 

• Local conferences shall send two delegates to the GC session. 

• Mission fields shall send one delegate. 

Delegates at large comprise of the following: 

• GC executive committee members. 

• All associate directors and secretaries of the GC. 

• 20 delegates from GC, appointed by the GC Adcom. 

• 20 delegates for each division. 

• Each division shall have a delegate for each institution operated by that division. 

• 300 delegates from the GC and its divisions, representing field secretaries, laypersons, and 

pastors selected by the GC executive committee. 

• The quorum of the GC session shall comprise of  
1

3
 of the total delegates authorized to attend 

the GC session. 

• Division administrations, in consultation with their unions, ought to ensure that all their 

delegates are members of the SDA church in regular standing (not under discipline); and that 

50% of the delegation should represent both genders amongst pastors, teachers, and non-

administrative employees. 

2.7.5 General Conference Elections: 

The following shall be elected at each regular session of the General Conference (SID working 

policy, 2018:16-18): 

Officers, directors, and associates: 

1 President and vice presidents. 
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2 Secretary, under-secretaries, and division secretaries. 

3 Treasurer (CFO), under-treasurer, associate treasurers, and division treasurers. 

4 General field secretaries. 

5 GC Auditing Services (GCAS) director, associate director, and board. 

6 Directors and secretaries of GC departments and associations, together with their associate 

leaders. 

The first annual council of the GC executive committee elects the following: 

1 Office of Archives, Statistics, and Research director. 

2 Biblical Research Institute (BRI) director and associate directors. 

3 Geoscience Research Institute director and research scientists. 

4 Principal Denominational Journals editor and associate editors. 

GC Vice Presidents and Division Vice Presidents: 

1 General Conference vice-presidents shall be elected to serve as presidents of their 

respective divisions. GC vice-presidents aid the GC president in the general 

2 administration of the GC, and occasionally chair GC executive committee at the request of 

the GC president. 

3 GC vice-presidents serve as chairpersons of the respective division executive committees, 

they were assigned to lead. 

4 Division vice-presidents are appointed at the discretion of their respective divisions, these 

vice-presidents aid division presidents in administrative responsibilities. 

2.7.6 GC Session Committees: 

The SID working policy (2018:22-24) indicates that the GC business session elects the following 

committees, and any other committee they deem necessary: 
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2.7.6.1 Church Manual Committee: 

The SID working policy (2018:22, 109) expresses the following about the church manual 

committee: 

The chairperson of the committee shall be a GC official. 

The committee is authorized to execute routine editorial work. However, the editorial work should 

not alter the meaning of the current text of the SDA church manual. 

Additionally, the committee present their editorial work to the GC Adcom and subsequently to the 

GC ExCom at an annual council meeting. However, should a one-third vote of either the Adcom 

or ExCom determine that the editorial work altered the meaning of the text, the GC session carries 

the authority to effect or reject the proposed changes. The committee can only alter the church 

manual during a GC session (SAU working policy, 2015:89). 

2.7.6.2 Constitution and Bylaws Committee: 

The SID working policy (2018:22) is silent on the membership of the constitution and bylaws 

committee, policy only points out that any GC official is eligible to chair the committee meetings.  

However, one may assume that the constitution and bylaws committee, like the church manual 

committee, reports to the GC Adcom and subsequently to the GC ExCom in annual council 

meeting. Similarly, one presumes that this committee reviews the constitution and bylaws of the 

GC working policy and present their recommendations to the GC Adcom and ExCom for 

ratification. 

2.7.6.3 Nominating Committee: 

The nominating committee comprises of the following members: 

Divisions and attached Unions are entitled to 10% of their total delegation to the GC business 

session to represent them in the nominating committee. Divisions and Unions collaborate in the 

selection of these delegates. 

Delegates at large shall elect, in consultation with the GC administration and institutions 

committees, 8% of their total delegation representation to the GC session to serve in the 

nominating committee. 

Delegates holding positions are not eligible to serve in the nominating committee. 
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2.7.6.4 Steering Committee: 

The GC president presides as the chairperson of the committee, and the members of the steering 

committee are recommended to the session, by the GC executive committee. The responsibilities 

of the steering committee are as follows: 

• Manages and monitors the progress of the session and its program. 

• Determines and amends the sequencing of the business session agenda when the need 

arises. 

• Serves as the referral point for any new business items unrelated to the approved session 

agenda and business items. 

• Reports to the session the progress of proposals for their consideration. 

2.8 Chapter Summary: 

The chapter has explained, in detail, the following: first, the five hierarchical levels of 

administration in the Seventh-day Adventist (SDA) church. Second, clarified the circumstances 

around which the controversial decision of selling Diswilmar farm, against the will of its rightful 

owners (West-Rand District), was taken. Third, the chapter provides a diagram wherein there is 

a demonstration of where, in the hierarchical structure, the special business session of February 

24th, 2013, was held. Fourth, the chapter has further discussed the aftermath of the resolutions of 

the TOC special session, and the litigation that climaxed on the court judgement of March 28th, 

2018. Chapter 3 shall establish and outline the Christian-ethical principles which will be used, in 

the evaluation and determination of the relevance of Sedcom Inc. in the democratic South Africa 
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CHAPTER 3 PRINCIPLES OF CHRISTIAN-ETHICS 

3.1 Introduction 

The previous chapter has explained the administrative hierarchy of the Seventh-day Adventist 

(SDA) Church; to indicate how Sedcom features in the impasse of the Trans-Orange Conference 

(TOC); and where, in the hierarchical structure, the controversial meeting of 24 February 2013 

took place. The current chapter shall primarily focus on outlining Christian-ethical principles, which 

shall guide this study in the evaluation of the relevance and necessity of Sedcom Inc. in the 

democratic South Africa. The three Christian-ethical principles are as follows: first, land 

redemption method; second, denominational land scrutiny; and third, land reform according to the 

Green Paper. 

Land redemption addresses two equitable methods of dealing with the loss of productive land as 

a result of socio-economic factors, and the state land ownership laws of a given time period. The 

principle which is articulated here anchors on Leviticus 5:23-28 which states that, when a family 

has sold its own land due to economic constraints, the one to whom the land has been sold should 

avail the land for resale once one of two things happen: either when the initial owners have 

accumulated means to repurchase their land; or when a kinsman redeemer purchases the land 

back, on behalf of the first owners. Alternatively, if the first owners are unable to recover 

economically, nor get a person to purchase the land on their behalf; then, on the fiftieth 

anniversary of the sale of the land, which is the year of jubilee, the one to whom the land was sold 

shall release the land back to the initial owners without being compensated. 

Denominational land scrutiny encourages all mainstream denominations to prepare and submit 

an inventory of all their church-owned land across South Africa. The intention is to have the 

religious sector participate meaningfully in the redistribution of land, by returning the land to its 

rightful owners – the previously disadvantaged. The Moravian Mission Society and the Roman 

Catholic churches are amongst a few other denominations that have participated in the 

redistribution of their own church-owned lands. The principle seeks to encourage churches like 

the Seventh-day Adventist, through its property-holding entity Sedcom, to participate in the 

redistribution of its own church-owned land. 

The central argument of the Green Paper on land reform, as shall be presented in this study, 

advocates for the following: first, the abolishment of the 1937 Deeds Registries Act which 

perpetuates vast land ownership of the white minority, and thus hampers the success of land 

reform. Second, the government would need to establish a constitutional way of implementing 
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land deprivation non arbitrarily. The aim of such deprivation would be to enhance equality, 

freedom, and human dignity. Therefore, this principle shall be used to evaluate the property 

policies on land ownership and usage of the SDA Church and Sedcom, to determine whether 

they promote principles of democracy, equality, and deracialisation of land ownership. 

3.2 Land redemption method 

23 “The land shall not be sold in perpetuity, for the land is mine. For you are strangers and 

sojourners with me. 24 And in all the country you possess, you shall allow a redemption 

of the land.25 “If your brother becomes poor and sells part of his property, then his nearest 

redeemer shall come and redeem what his brother has sold. 26 If a man has no one to 

redeem it and then himself becomes prosperous and finds sufficient means to redeem 

it, 27 let him calculate the years since he sold it and pay back the balance to the man to 

whom he sold it, and then return to his property. 28 But if he does not have sufficient 

means to recover it, then what he sold shall remain in the hand of the buyer until the year 

of jubilee. In the jubilee it shall be released, and he shall return to his property. – Lev. 

25:23-28 (ESV) 

Vorster (2007:45) identifies a set of principles outlined in Leviticus 25:23-28, regarding property 

ownership. He observes that whenever one’s socio-economic status would necessitate the selling 

of their land, particularly one that is a means of survival for the family, there would always be 

provision for them to reclaim their land in one of two ways:  

First, the land which is sold to a particular buyer should be redeemable, either when the seller 

has accumulated means to repurchase the land; or when a relative redeemer repays the buyer 

on behalf of the seller. Second, the seller would have to wait for fifty years for the year of jubilee, 

to reclaim their family land without compensation. Vorster (2007:47, 48) enlists the following to 

be lessons drawn from the biblical passage mentioned in the foregone paragraph: 

• The above land redemption principle prevents the perpetual poverty and oppression of the 

poor. The jubilee intended to prevent ownership of majority of the land by the minority. 

• The land ownership and the use thereof must serve the purpose of reconciling people and 

preventing social divisions. Land ought to be utilized by its recipients to the social and 

economic benefit of the community. 

• There should be equitable distribution of land. 
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Furthermore, Vorster (2007:49-53) presents four factors for readers to consider in applying the 

land redemption principle as stated above. His point of departure, in presenting the dynamics of 

land restitution, is Article XVII of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights which points out that 

everyone has the right to own property alone as well as in association with others. He postulates 

the following points: 

Firstly, ethicists ought to be cognizant of the distinction between legal human rights and moral 

human rights. The former refers to those rights which are included in the declaration of human 

rights; while the latter anchors on basic human needs, some of which are not necessarily 

justiciable, like land restitution.  

Secondly, although the declaration makes provision to the landless to claim the land based on 

the right to own property, the economic limitations of the government should be considered. 

Consequently, no constitutional court can order a government to provide land for all its citizens 

when it does not have the economic means to do so. 

Thirdly, Article XVII of the universal declaration of human rights further protects landowners from 

being dispossessed of their land arbitrarily. The protection against dispossession, as mentioned 

in the declaration, according to Vorster, includes land expropriation. Vorster postulates that 

expropriation of land is only acceptable when it is done to benefit the community, and the person 

from whom the land is expropriated should be compensated. The land reform must not lead to 

further division and animosity in the community at large.  

Lastly, Voster concludes that although the principle is clear, the execution thereof is not easy 

because public interest entails the interest of the previously disadvantaged groups and those of 

the owners at the time of redistribution. Furthermore, new landowners should be trained to utilize 

the land productively; because redistributing land to owners that are not equipped to use it 

profitably, hampers growth and development. 

3.3 Denominational land scrutiny 

32 Now the full number of those who believed were of one heart and soul, and no one 
said that any of the things that belonged to him was his own, but they had everything 
in common. 33 And with great power the apostles were giving their testimony to the 
resurrection of the Lord Jesus, and great grace was upon them all. 34 There was not 
a needy person among them, for as many as were owners of lands or houses sold 
them and brought the proceeds of what was sold 35 and laid it at the apostles' feet, 
and it was distributed to each as any had need. 36 Thus Joseph, who was also called 
by the apostles Barnabas (which means son of encouragement), a Levite, a native of 
Cyprus, 37 sold a field that belonged to him and brought the money and laid it at the 
apostles' feet. – Acts 4:32-37 (ESV) 
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Vorster (2007:47) commenting on verse 34 of the scriptural text above, makes the following 

observation: The year of jubilee protected a system of property rights which were intended to be 

broadly equitable, with the ownership of the land widely spread throughout the population. 

Secondly, fair distribution of the land, and restitution, are the basic Christian values because the 

aim is to eradicate poverty and to prevent monopolies in the hands of the state and all the rich 

elite. Thirdly, this ideal correlates with the basic Christian moral ideals regarding land 

management. 

Philpott and Zondi (1998:17-19) point out the following: in November 1997, the National Land 

Committee (NLC) commissioned the Church Land Programme (CLP) to undertake a research 

project into the topic of church land. The intended outcome of the research anchored on three 

factors: first, to ascertain the extent of land owned by churches in South Africa; second, to identify 

key factors relating to land transfer; third, to develop proposals around church land reform.  

The study that is mentioned above, acknowledges that South Africa has numerous denominations 

that own land, whose policies and decision-making structures vary. The understanding of 

“church”, to Philpott and Zondi, does not refer to a single organisation, instead they understand 

the church as a religious sector consisting of various denominations. 

Furthermore, there are multiple ways in which denominations register their land: Denominations 

such as the SDA Church have a central legal entity, Sedcom Inc, that holds the land for the entire 

denomination, in South Africa. However, the Catholic Church, for instance, holds land at diocesan 

(regional) level. The Catholic Church has twenty-six dioceses in South Africa.  

Philpott and Zondi (1998:21) further indicate four ways in which churches acquired land in South 

Africa, namely: (1) by permission from the chief/king; (2) as a grant from the colonial state; (3) 

donations from individuals; (4) directly purchasing the land from the state. 

Modise and Mtshiselwa (2013) contend that, in the context of South Africa, there are three role 

players in land dispossession from the Indigenous: the colonial government; the white farmers; 

and the churches. 

The observation Maylam (1986:86, 87) makes, touches on the points detailed below:  

First, in 1874, the colonial government leased five million acres of land to black South Africans 

for occupation and use. The land production that resulted from this arrangement, benefitted the 

Black community economically. Portions of the five million acres of land, leased by the 

government, were allocated to four-hundred and seventy-five mission stations.  
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Second, each mission station received between six thousand and eight thousand acres. In total, 

the state allocated between 2 850 000 and 3 800 000 acres of land to the 475 mission stations, 

owned by various denominations. Thus, Modise and Mtshiselwa (2013) acknowledge that the 

involvement of the churches alleviated poverty, to a significant extent. 

Third, the religious community encouraged Black South African communities to purchase 

farmlands to further enhance their socio-economic status. The impact of such an influence was 

evident in 1880, when Black communities would purchase land communally for both occupation 

and use. Modise and Mtshiselwa (2013) postulate two points: one, very few Indigenous people 

experienced poverty prior to the Natives Land Act (NLA) of 1913; two, the South African churches 

are thus, complicit in the arbitrary dispossession of land that Black South Africans experienced, 

upon the advent of the NLA of 1913. 

Fourth, the Natives Land Act of 1913 empowered the colonial state and white farmers to 

collaborate with churches, financially, to dispossess land from black South Africans. Thus, the 

state and white farmers gained access to fertile agricultural land from mission stations, mostly 

owned by the Dutch Reformed Church (DRC), Moravian Church, and the Anglican Church 

(Claassens, 1991:55-56).  

Although, the participation of churches benefitted the Black communities collectively, particularly 

in land accumulation, the use thereof, and the elimination of poverty; the provisions of the Natives 

Land Act of 1913, coerced the white South African churches to sell their land to white farmers.  

Hence, the mass ownership of land that the mission stations possessed, made the impact of their 

migration from these farmlands felt by the indigenous to a significant extent. The reason thereto 

is that the same Black people who once benefitted from churches, were left landless after being 

forcefully removed from the sold farmlands. 

The enlisted case studies below address the displacement of Black people in various communities 

of South Africa and the dynamics of land restitution in the democratic South Africa (Everingham 

& Jannecke, 2006): 

3.3.1 Elandskloof, Plots 475 and 476: 

Elandskloof is in the Cedarburg Mountain of Citrusdal in the Western-Cape Province. The 

farmland was established in 1839, during the enclosures of public lands by the British monarchy, 

and its original inhabitants were the Khoisan people. The colonial state and white farmers 

advocated for the settlement of the Dutch Reformed Mission Church in 1861.  
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The self-reliance of the local Khoisan farmers was restricted by the rise of colonialism and 

commercial production; and resultantly, this created a dependent wage labour force. The Dutch 

Reformed leased portions of their mission station, in plot 475, to local who would pay annual rent 

for a residential plot. Furthermore, the church permitted tenants to use the farmland, in plot 476, 

to cultivate crops.  

However, the Dutch Reformed Church, amongst churches like the Anglican and Moravian, were 

later replaced as land trustees by the Governor-General, under the authority of the Missions 

Stations Act of 1909.  

Additionally, the National Party enforced the Group Areas Act of 1950, after their election victory 

of 1948. Successively, the Governor-General expunged from the Deed of Grant a clause stating 

that Elandskloof ought to be used exclusively for missionary purposes. Subsequently, on July 

24th, 1961, the Dutch Reformed Church sold plots 475 and 476 to the Smit brothers for R 34 000. 

The reason advanced by the church for the sale of the plots was that the residents lacked 

entrepreneurial skills.  

The Khoisan community which lived and earned a living from both these plots, became ‘illegal 

occupants’ and the Smit brothers initiated legal action against them. Consequently, P.W. Botha 

ordered the forceful removal of approximately six hundred ‘illegal occupants’ on September 15th, 

1962. 

The displaced blacks of Elandskloof, firstly, consulted lawyers in the 1980s about the possibility 

of either purchasing or requesting the government to restitute the land; secondly, they resumed 

dialogue with the Dutch Reformed Church, in February 1990, shortly after Mandela’s release; and 

in February 1992, the activists of the Legal Resources Centre (LRC) and the Surplus People’s 

Project (SPP) adopted the case of Elandskloof.  

The efforts of the displaced Khoisan community proved fruitful when, on 11th October 1991, the 

Supreme Court of South Africa nullified the cancellation of Elandskloof as an area strictly meant 

for missionary purposes only. Finally, the Department of Land Affairs, through the Land Claims 

Commission, transferred both plots 475 and 476 of Elandskloof back to the Indigenous owners, 

in October 1996. Although Smit officially acknowledged wrongdoing, the government still 

compensated him R4 million. The South African Council of Churches (SACC) expedited a meeting 

between the Khoisan community of Elandskloof and the Dutch Reformed Church, after the 

community sought moral restitution for the complicity of the church in their displacement. The 

church offered a public apology to the community, on 7th October 1997. 



 

45 

The years between 1997 and 2004 presented the following challenges to the Elandskloof 

community: first, although the land was restored back to the rightful owners, the fruit market in 

the Citrusdal region was dominated by white farmers; second, the community to which the land 

was restored is divided on who the beneficiaries of the land should be, thus, making it difficult to 

cultivate better relations amongst community members; third, some of the families which returned 

to Elandskloof, in 1997, relocated to either Citrusdal or Cape Town for better employment 

opportunities; fourth, investors are reluctant to risk their capital on land that is owned communally; 

fifth, in 2004, the Land Reform Office in Western Cape intervened to assist the community in 

Elandskloof to recover physical Title Deeds to plots 475 and 476. 

3.3.2 Tsitsikamma District: 

Tsitsikamma is in the Eastern-Cape province, under the Kokamma Municipality. In 1837, the 

colonial state relocated the Mfengu to Tsitsikamma in response to the white farmers four Fingo 

labourers. The state granted Mfengu land on ‘ticket of occupation’ basis. The Mfengu people 

settled on five farms, namely: Doriskraal, Koksbosch, Palmiet River, Snyklip, and Wittekleibosch. 

The Moravian Mission Society was given a portion of Koksbosch farm by the state, in 1838, upon 

which they erected the Clarkson Mission Station, in 1839. The property survey of 1841 discovered 

that the entire farm, not just a portion, belonged to the Moravians. Further, land expansion was 

granted to the society, wherein they built the Charlottenburg Mission Station, in 1851. The 

Clarkson and Charlottenburg stations had a total of 1 352 228 hectares of land. Surprisingly, the 

Deed of Grant stipulated that the Moravians held these properties on behalf of and in trust for the 

Mfengu people residing in Clarkson. 

The farms of Doriskraal, Snyklip, Palmiet River, and Wittekleibosch were registered in 1858, under 

the Civil Commissioner of Uitenhage on behalf of, and in trust for the following tribes: Doriskraal 

for Uzweebe; Snyklip for Umblatze; Palmiet River for Platje Geduld alias Utholoa, his Fingo 

descendants, and the Makupula tribe; and Wittekleibosch for Matomela tribe. Additionally, the 

Fingo Reserve was granted to the Clarkson Moravian station for use by the Mfengu people and 

other Indigenous people of colour. The Clarkson Missionary Station was a predominantly Dutch-

speaking ‘coloured’ community, in 1903, and the Xhosa-speaking Mfengu folks lived in the 

surrounding reserves of Tsitsikamma. 

The advent of the 1913 Natives Land Act effected the following changes in the Tsitsikamma 

district:  
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The Governor-General who wielded the constitutional authority, according to the 1927 Natives 

Administration Act, to define boundaries of any tribe and to also relocate any tribe, removed the 

Mfengu people and Moravians as owners of the Clarkson and Charlottenburg properties. The 

Governor-General relocated more than five hundred Mfengu people from the fertile land of 

Tsitsikamma to Elukhanyweni in the Keiskammahoek reserve, west of Humansdorp, in December 

1977. However, the state allowed the Clarkson coloured community to remain in Tsitsikamma. 

The Tsitsikamma Exiles’ Association (TEA) convened a convention in Keiskammahoek, in April 

1991, whose aim was to unite the exiled Tsitsikamma Mfengu people. Archbishop Desmond Tutu 

was a central figure in helping TEA submit a communal land claim to the Ministry of Land Affairs 

and President FW de Klerk. Subsequently, successive events followed thereafter: first, in July 

1991, a TEA delegation met with de Klerk to demand the annulment of both the 1913 Natives 

Land Act and the 1936 Development Trust Land Act, and the right to retrieve Mfengu land; 

second, two conventions were held in September 1993 and February 1994, where TEA 

established the Tsitsikamma Development Trust (TDT), which was officially registered on March 

25th, 1994. The functions of TDT were to hold ownership of the returned land; conclude the Deed 

of Settlement; and administer assets of the Mfengu community. 

The Tsitsikamma Mfengu community, allowed to endorse decisions of the TDT trustees, are 

known as the specified beneficiaries. The specified beneficiaries were divided into three 

categories, according to the Legal Resource Centre (LRC): firstly, the existing members of the 

Tsitsikamma Exiles’ Association (TEA) who were part of the community that had lost land, are the 

primary beneficiaries; secondly, the secondary beneficiaries are dispossessed persons who could 

be included, at the discretion of the trustees, as members; lastly, any other disadvantaged 

persons who, at the discretion of the trustees, could be included as members, are regarded as 

tertiary beneficiaries.  

Government-funded commercial dairy farming operations and the continuous development of 

agricultural land formed part of the land settlement agreement. However, the work of the 

Tsitsikamma Development Trust had its own missteps, one of which was offering long-term leases 

to the same white farmers from whom the land was expropriated. The misstep gave rise to the 

Umanyano Lwana Tsitsikamma, a group of dissatisfied primary beneficiaries. The beneficiaries’ 

lament was that a majority of returning Mfengu descendants live in poverty; yet white farmers live 

on land which was returned to the Mfengu people. 

Moreover, TEA mobilised the Mfengu community to negotiate with the Moravian Church for the 

land it occupied in the Clarkson Mission Station. TEA rightfully postulated that the Moravians were 

merely retaining the land, on behalf of and in trust for the Mfengu people. Thus, the church had a 
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moral obligation to restitute the land to its original owners. In 1991, the church welcomed 50 

Mfengu families back to Clarkson; and further developed, in 1993, Silvertown – a housing 

development that would be availed to previously disadvantaged black South Africans. The land 

was officially returned to the Mfengu people, through TDT, in 1994. 

The Clarkson Communal Property Trust (CCPT) was organised in August 1996, and the 

Moravians prepared 99-year leases in February 1997. Although, qualifying members were 

preferably residents of Clarkson Mission Station, there was an open qualification which 

encompassed all previously disadvantaged South Africans. The Kokamma municipality 

transferred more residential sites, by authorisation of the Moravians, to individuals in April 2002.  

The post-colonial era has developed a more inclusive community in Clarkson, which has replaced 

the exclusive exile community that mobilised the land return in 1991. Current Clarkson residents 

are calling for the abolition of the Clarkson Communal Property Trust (CCPT) and the introduction 

of individual title deeds for all houses. 

3.3.3 Denominational land reform projects of the 1990s: 

Modise and Mtshiselwa (2013) indicate that the religious community in collaboration with both the 

non-governmental organisations (NGOs) and the state, embarked on land reform projects in the 

1990s. The intention of the land reform project was to scrutinize land owned by various 

denominations, with the aim to redistribute the land to the rightful inhabitants. The results of the 

projects were as stated below:  

First, the Church of the Province of Southern-Africa (CPSA) convened a summit, in 2002, which 

was facilitated by the Church Land Program. The CPSA investigated the extent of its land 

ownership, and designated bishop Rubin Philip of the diocese of Natal as “liaison bishop for land 

in the CPSA.” Second, the Methodist Church of Southern Africa, in 2004, commissioned the 

Community Organisation Resource Centre to audit its land in Kwa-Zulu Natal and Eastern-Cape, 

with the aim to redress. 

The Moravians signed the Genadendal Accord with the Minister of Land Affairs, to improve tenure 

rights of people on its land. Furthermore, the Evangelical Lutheran Church intended to redistribute 

farmland on most of its seventeen mission farms; including substantial portions of the original 

Hermannsburg mission, established at Kranskop (Kwa-Zulu Natal), in 1854. Unfortunately, even 

after the synod requested that the Dutch Reformed Church (DRC) audits their land ownership 

across South-Africa; the church remained adamant that their ownership of land was not enough 

to make a significant contribution to land reform. 
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Lephoto (2020:1-8) submits the following regarding the contribution of the Roman Catholic 

Church to land reform, between 1994 and 2014, in the post-apartheid South Africa: The South 

African Catholic Bishop’s Conference (SACBC) established a Land Desk Office which was 

responsible for the audit process of Catholic Church-owned land, between 1990 and 1995. The 

SACBC agreed that each diocese was expected to submit the final report on land audits in 2004. 

The inventory results revealed that, an overwhelming majority of Catholic properties are less than 

1 hectare in size and are used primarily for local parish buildings. However, there were 48 

properties which were larger than 100 hectares, that the SACBC considered for land restitution.  

The Diocese of Mariannhill (DOM) developed a land redistribution and agricultural support 

programme, through which eight farms were availed for redistribution to various communities, 

using land reform processes of the government. Furthermore, the DOM instituted an agricultural 

support programme by using agricultural experts that were approved by a German based 

development funding agency, Misereor. The programme transferred approximately 3000 hectares 

of land which was owned by the DOM, to communities, and further enhanced the capacity and 

skills of the beneficiaries in agriculture and animal husbandry. 

The dynamics that the Catholic Church faced in their participating in land reform, according to 

Lephoto (2020:7), are as detailed below: 

First, church-owned properties are sometimes situated in areas that are under tribal chiefs, and 

they often function as the de facto owners of those properties. The SACBC-owned land in 

Witbank, for instance, is adjacent to land controlled by a traditional leader, who exercises de facto 

control over church-owned land. The resultant impasse becomes difficult to resolve. 

Second, another dynamic that confirms the inter-relation between church-owned land and the 

broader land context was the role of government bodies and policies. State departments such as 

the Commission on the Restitution of Land Rights were under pressure to spend their budgets 

would approach the SACBC with offers to purchase church-owned land.  

Third, the debilitating degree of policy incoherence between and given within government 

departments. The Diocese of Mariannhill, after investing much time, resources, and pressure, 

convinced the Department of Land Affairs (DLA) to allocate land reform grants to beneficiaries 

even though the land was a donation by the church to the community. The grants could be used 

as a development fund for the beneficiaries; however, the DLA is not forthcoming in approving 

such grants. 
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Fourth, premature sales of church-owned land due to the above-mentioned difficulty. The ongoing 

difficulties encountered in state departments prompted the sale of St. Joseph’s in the Diocese of 

Dundee. The sale of church-owned land regresses land restitution, in that it is more difficult to 

eradicate poverty, effect development and social transformation. 

Therefore, the plan for the audit report was not as successful as the SACBC expected, owing to 

the following factors: one, lack of competent co-operation from the state department. Two, lack of 

adequate skills development for the sustainable livelihood of affected community members. 

Lephoto (2020:8) emphasises that the commitment of decision-makers to the land restitution 

programme would be helpful for reform policies well executed. 

The Catholic Church, after the final audit of 2004, decided to focus more on skills development of 

community members. The Catholic Community Service (CCS); Sekelwe Centre for Social 

Reflection; Justice and Peace; Mariannhill Land Desk; and German-based Misereor, are church 

organisations that facilitate the skills development trainings to communities around which the 

church exists. 

Oetting farm, in Kwa-Zulu Natal, uses approximately 130 hectares of land as a residential 

settlement for the community. The Oetting farm community receives training in permaculture, from 

the church. The facilitation of the training focuses on listing the food types they consumed and 

where they sourced them.  

Subsequently, the discussion pointed the trainees into identifying food types they could produce 

for themselves. The training, according to Mariannhill Land Desk (2016), was 30% theory and 

70% practical. 

3.3.4 Conclusion: 

Lephoto (2020:8) therefore makes the following observations and recommendation: 

Lephoto laments that the majority of land reform beneficiaries have not been able to meaningfully 

use their land because of the inadequate post-settlement support provided by the state. The poor 

infrastructure on farms and group tensions are amongst the challenges that land reform 

beneficiaries are confronted by. Resultantly, the beneficiaries are stifled from using the land 

effectively.  

Additionally, Lephoto further enunciates that lack of planning, and the lack of post settlement 

support are weakening the Land Reform Programme of South Africa. Therefore, he recommends 
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that the state considers the strategy of providing post-settlement support, and involving the 

church, as a religious sector, in the post-settlement stage of land reform. 

Tsele and Butler (1999:42-45) further make the following assertions regarding church-owned 

land: 

First, they point out that unless churches honestly examine their own complicity in the 

displacement of the Indigenous from their own land, as well as the need to redistribute the land 

in question to the rightful owners; these churches compromise their own credibility, insofar as, 

taking a public stand for land reform is concerned. 

Second, they both contend that although returning the land is preferable, the objective of land 

redistribution should not be about merely resolving legal disputes of title ownership, but to help 

create a sustainable livelihood, for the Indigenous, from the land restored. Therefore, the more 

effective course of action is to ensure that after redistributing the land, the socio-economic status 

of the people to whom land has been returned improves. 

Philpott and Zondi (1998) emphasize the importance of churches auditing landed properties under 

their ownership, they suggest two levels at which the audit may be conducted: the first is that of 

an inventory of all church properties, detailing how much land is owned by each denomination 

and the location of each property. The second level identifies larger properties from the inventory 

and provides details about the community within which the land is located, such as: (1) 

demographics of the community, i.e., population, their socio-economic status, details of the 

marginalized groups. (2) The present and potential effective and sustainable use of the land. (3) 

The available human, material, and financial resources. 

Furthermore, Philpott and Zondi (1998) enunciate two principal factors: firstly, the land audits 

should be initiated and owned by churches themselves. Secondly, the proposed land audit should 

lead all church organisations towards a revision of their policies on land use and ownership, to 

accommodate previously disadvantaged groups. Additionally, these land policies ought to be 

developed in consultation with the communities residing on denominational land. 

3.4 The Green Paper on Rural Development and Land Reform of 2011: 

17 But if anyone has the world's goods and sees his brother in need, yet closes his heart 

against him, how does God's love abide in him? – 1 John 3:17 
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13 For I do not mean that others should be eased and you burdened, but that as a matter 

of fairness 14 your abundance at the present time should supply their need, so that their 

abundance may supply your need, that there may be fairness. – 2 Cor. 8:13, 14 

The following ethical principles on property management can be derived from the above scriptural 

texts (Vorster, 2007:48, 55, 56): property management should be executed in a manner that has 

the unity and the well-being of both the previously disadvantaged and the white minority as its 

governing principle. The execution of property management ought to be equitable at all times.  

Secondly, land ownership should not be administered in such a way that some parts of the 

community are enriched, while the rest are impoverished. Thirdly, he notes that the democratic 

South African government has been engaged in orderly land reform programs, whose aim is to 

redress the inequalities caused by the apartheid system. Furthermore, he asserts that access to 

land is meaningless if the state and financial institutions do not assist the dispossessed, 

financially, to acquire land. 

Bester (2011:51-53) enunciates the following concerning the Green Paper: 

Firstly, the Green Paper was approved on August 11th, 2011; although, Rudman (2012:422) 

contends that the Green Paper was published on August 31st, 2011, by the Department of Rural 

Development and Land Reform, to set in motion a consultation process on the contents of the 

Green Paper nationwide. Contrarily, Erlank (2014:614) places the date of the Green Paper’s 

publishing to have been on September 16th, 2011, and that it represents the latest development 

in a long history of land reform in South Africa.  

Secondly, the Paper presents a new framework for land reform, which is a four-tiered system of 

land tenure, whose intention is to ensure that previously disadvantaged people have reasonable 

access to land with secure rights.  

Thirdly, the aim of the Green Paper is to fulfil basic needs of housing and productive livelihood, 

for the Indigenous. Additionally, Rudman (2012:422) alludes that the main objective of the Paper 

is to set in motion a new trajectory for land reform and set proposals in an attempt to break from 

the past without significantly disrupting agricultural production and food security; and avoid 

redistributions that do not generate livelihoods, employment, and income.  

Fourthly, the key aspect is that the Paper proposes a recapitalisation and development 

programme to ensure that all land reform farms are 100% productive. Fifthly, the four-tier tenure 

system proposed by the Green Paper is as follows: (1) State and public land on leasehold; (2) 

privately owned land on freehold with limited extent; (3) foreign ownership on freehold but with 
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precarious tenure; (4) communally owned land on communal tenure. The current section, 

however, shall specifically focus on the fourth tier mentioned above: 

3.4.1 Land Tenure: 

Bester (2011:57-58) states the following concerning land tenure as an aspect of the Green Paper: 

Land tenure, as mentioned in the Constitution, indicates that individuals or communities whose 

tenure is legally insecure because of past racially discriminatory laws/practices are entitled to own 

tenure which is legally secure. Therefore, it is upon this background that the Green Paper 

advocates for equal opportunities of land ownership in South Africa, especially to persons who 

previously could not own land. 

Ngcukaitobi (2021:133) further points out that Professor Henry Louis Gates Jr. of Harvard 

University observed, in 2007, that property to African Americans was not only a symbol of 

prosperity and security but building a property-owning class was key to ending racial inequality 

as well. Additionally, ending discrimination by itself will not eradicate black poverty and 

dysfunction.  

Therefore, Professor Gates (2007) proposes that there is need for an intervention to promulgate 

a middle-class ethic of success; and this intervention for him should be to give property to the 

people who had once been defined as property. However, opening the market of land ownership 

to the previously disadvantaged may not be enough, because indigenous do not have enough 

resources to afford land purchases. 

Ngcukaitobi (2021:137) believes that South Africa’s land tenure is deliberately made complex and 

multi-layered. Land policy was not constant during the periods of colonial and apartheid rule. The 

British permitted freehold rights over land to Africans; whereas the apartheid government 

prohibited Africans to hold land in their own names, instead land would be given to white 

missionary societies. Ngcukaitobi (2021:138-144) discusses the South African land reform under 

three elements as follows: freehold, leasehold, and sectional title. 

3.4.1.1 Freehold: 

The Deeds Registries Act of 1937 is one of the few surviving laws from the Union of South Africa 

era, which created registry offices in the exclusive white areas of Cape Town, King William’s 

Town, Kimberley, Vryburg, Pietermaritzburg, Pretoria, and Bloemfontein.  

The primary function of the registrar, according to the Act, is to facilitate the transfer of land rights 

as follows: ‘the ownership of land may be conveyed from one person to another only by means 
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of a deed of transfer executed or attested by the registrar’. The legal effect of freehold is to have 

perpetual and exclusive rights to that land without any limitations on its use. 

The negative elements of freehold rights pointed out by Ngcukaitobi (2021:139) are stated below:  

Firstly, freehold rights are absolute in excluding anyone whose name is not reflected on the 

transfer deed. The exclusion problem arises in cases of marriage, where the property is only 

registered in the name of one spouse; it is further seen in cases of a family setting, when the 

property is registered in the name of one sibling to the exclusion of others; and even where land 

is land communally under the authority of the tribal king/chief, freehold riots would grant the leader 

ownership rights. The consequence thereto may result in the unilateral eviction of residents from 

their properties. 

Secondly, freehold rights, in the context of land reform, perpetuate racial and gender inequalities 

inherited from apartheid. Additionally, freehold as a form of tenure secures those who are already 

secure. Therefore, Ngcukaitobi (2021:140) calls for the revision of the 1937 Deeds Registries Act. 

3.4.1.2 Leasehold: 

Leasehold, in South Africa, is associated with the formal property sector, access to legal 

infrastructure, and robust financial systems. However, alongside formal leasehold is an active 

informal property market. The informal property market uses leasehold as a primary mode of 

transacting and granting people access to homes. The quality of the houses is typically poor, due 

to the limited access to money and the minimally enforced legal regulation by the state. 

The emergence of informal the housing sector was a combination of the absence of houses in 

urban areas, and the laws that prohibited Africans from exercising any meaningful tenure. The 

informal sector is characterised by structural poverty and chaotic legal rules. Surprisingly, the 

formal urban residential market has a strong commercial base and is supported by clear legal 

institutions. 

The Reconstruction and Development Programme (RDP) was introduced by the government in 

1994. Although the aim of the programme was to eradicate the informal housing sector, the advent 

of RDP houses intensified the growth of the informal housing sector. Resultantly, a new RDP-

house economy has developed wherein recipients of the RDP houses lease the houses out for 

tenancy. 

Therefore, Ngcukaitobi (2021:142) advances the following recommendations: First, he stresses 

the need to regulate the informal housing sector; and further advocates that the state should avail 
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more land in urban areas for human settlement. Second, rights of occupation should be clearly 

defined, in legislation, to protect the tenure of the occupants. The response of the government to 

communities residing on illegally occupied land, should not always be the eviction of illegal 

occupants; but finding justice-based solutions to the land-shortage crisis. 

Third, regarding the leasing out and resale of RDP houses, Ngcukaitobi (2021:142) further urges 

the state to enforce the legal which prohibits the sale of RDP houses for a period of seven years. 

The reason thereto is that the intention behind the building of these houses is to provide a social 

housing scheme.  

Fourth, reforming the rules of the informal housing sector should include protecting the interest of 

the vulnerable groups, particularly foreign nationals. The unscrupulous landlords, in the informal 

housing sector, exploit the foreign nationals who are unable to obtain housing using their own 

resources. Fifth, fulfilling the constitutional mandate of giving tenure to people who were 

previously denied it on discriminatory grounds, requires for the formalisation of the informal 

housing sector. Finally, the priority should be making more land available; protecting the most 

vulnerable to exploitation and thus enabling them to seek economic advancement. 

3.4.1.3 Sectional title: 

The Sectional Titles Act of 1986, whose primary purpose is to regulate the division of buildings 

into sections and common property; the Act further facilitates the acquisition of separate 

ownership in the sections, as well as the joint ownership of common property. 

Sectional titles are often applicable in blocks of apartments, where each apartment is separately 

owned, but the whole block is jointly owned. Sectional titles, in a residential block, are a joint 

responsibility. The committee usually responsible for the management of the residential complex 

is known as the body corporate. The owners are jointly responsible for designing rules by which 

they would all abide regulating the use of shared areas. However, communal areas are not always 

used by owners, household service providers such as gardeners and cleaners, use the spaces 

as well.  

Sectional title owners, according to the Act, are under no obligation to consult the household 

service providers who usually occupy attachments to the main apartment, when new rules are 

implemented. Ngcukaitobi (2021:144) suggests, therefore, that the law on sectional titles ought 

to be transformed to be fair towards people who depend on their employment for tenure security. 

Rudman (2012:418, 424) identifies two points of departure in her reflections of the Green Paper 

on Land Reform, namely: first, she points out how problematic the narrow interpretation of section 
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25 of the Constitution is; second, she questions the underlying idea of the Green Paper, which is 

the nationalization of land as an asset. 

3.4.2 Section 25, South African Constitution: 

Rudman (2012:418) quotes Ntsebeza to have made the following statement: 

There is a fundamental contradiction in the South African constitution’s commitment 
to fundamental land redistribution to the dispossessed while at the same time 
protecting existing property rights. The two... cannot happen at the same time. 

The willing-buyer willing-seller principle poses two difficulties regarding expropriation: one, the 

calculation of compensation for land expropriation, intended for public purposes, has made large 

scale land redistribution impossible, due to the limited state resources. Two, the state has not 

sufficiently explored nor utilised expropriation with less compensation than of the market value, 

and land deprivation without compensation, for socioeconomic purposes. 

Rudman (2012:419) further recommends the necessity of developing policy and legislation, built 

on alternative and wide interpretations of sections 8, 25, 36, and 39 of the South African 

constitution, which would enable the government to exit the deadlock it currently finds itself in. 

Furthermore, Rudman emphasises that it is not necessary to bypass the constitution by totally 

nationalizing all land to achieve successful redistribution of agricultural land. The state faces a 

major dilemma of how to redesign land reform, to break from the colonial/apartheid past radically 

and rapidly, without significantly disrupting agricultural production and food security. The state 

ought to innovatively device a strategy which does not violate the constitution. 

Rudman further observes the inconsistencies and discrepancies within the policy statement of the 

Green Paper. She mentions that the government is considering two options to reach their 2014 

target of redistributing 30% of white owned farmlands, namely: one, the formulation of new policy 

and revising the constitution. However, the state is reluctant to alter the constitution because this 

may face resistance from civil society; and investors, both local and foreign could be less likely to 

invest in the South African market. Two, redefining the power of the government over land through 

the concept of sovereignty. 

The compromise reached by the ANC and the NP regarding property during the negotiations, 

leading up to the development of the interim constitution, ought to be the convergence point in the 

development of meaningful agrarian land reform in the post-apartheid South Africa. Section 28 of 

the interim constitution, the predecessor to section 25 of the 1996 constitution, represents a 

concession between ANC and NP positions on land.  
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Consequently, there is a contradiction in the above-mentioned sections stemming from the 

constitutional protection of existing property rights on one end; while on the other end, there is a 

commitment to expropriate land “for public purpose” to undertake agrarian reform. Therefore, 

Rudman (2012:421) advocates that the property clause ought to be read and understood in the 

spirit with which it was founded, the spirit of compromise. The courts should not be overzealous 

to protect property rights because substantial land reform depends on land expropriation. 

3.4.3 The Nationalisation of all Productive Land: 

The second point of departure for Rudman (2012:424) is found in the preamble of the Green 

Paper, which reads: 

National sovereignty is defined in terms of land. Even without it being enshrined in the 
country’s… constitution, land is a national asset. This is where the debate about 
agrarian change, land reform and rural development should, appropriately, begin. 
Without this fundamental assumption, talk of effective land reform and food 
sovereignty and security is superfluous. All anti-colonial struggles are… about two 
things: repossession of land… and restoring the centrality of indigenous culture. 

The above statement, according to Rudman (2012:424), complicates the ambivalent compromise 

struck between the ANC and NP at the advent of the interim constitution, which envisaged a 

transformation of land distribution but never at the cost of unconstitutional infringements of the 

protection of private ownership. Rudman further indicates that the reasons why the state has not 

made considerable progress on land redistribution is because of corruption and the breaking down 

of the system. 

The Paper’s preamble could be an indication that the government intends to use the concepts of 

sovereignty and colonialism to construe a new baseline that would allow it to regard all land as an 

asset already belonging to the state. 

The “national asset” statement should be understood in the context of the discussions that took 

place prior to the Green Paper being made official. The Minister of the Department of Rural 

Development and Land Reform suggested, in the first draft proposal which was published in 2010, 

that all productive land should be turned into a national asset by amending the constitution and 

that the land should then be leased back to the farmers. The second option the state considered 

was to retain the current freehold tenure system but impose a ceiling on the number and size of 

landholdings owned by individual farmers. 

Furthermore, instead of the cumbersome process of amending section 25 of the constitution, using 

the procedure spelt out in section 74; and the possibility of differing views from other political 

parties and civil society, the state is moving towards circumventing the constitution by 
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reinterpreting the concept of sovereignty. However, it is a misconception to regard national 

sovereignty as defined by the possession of land rather than the authority over territory. 

Rudman (2012:426-430) presents two perspectives from which national sovereignty ought to be 

understood: (1) equal sovereignty of all states – international/external perspective; (2) and national 

sovereignty from a national (internal) perspective. She explains the two concepts as follows: 

The concept of national authority, as it is understood internationally, differs from the way it is 

presented in the preamble of the Green Paper. The Green Paper promulgates national 

sovereignty as it was understood in the Medieval period, wherein the European ruler of the land 

was the owner who would allocate land to whomever they would see fit.  

However, equal sovereignty of all states, in modern international law, refers to the ability of 

governments to exercise unilateral control over their policy instruments and the issues that are 

important to them; and to operate without outside influence in their internal affairs.  

Furthermore, national sovereignty from an internal viewpoint allows the state to express authority 

over its territory and govern within its jurisdiction, but only as far as the constitution allows; and 

without confusing the above-stated authority with actual ownership of the land. 

Therefore, the state has the power to act within its land, but in the case of a democratic state like 

South Africa, section 25 of the constitution dictates limitations to the state on the authority they 

possess.  

Thus, it is an unconstitutional exercise for the Green Paper to advocate that national sovereignty 

should be defined in terms of land being regarded as a national asset, to the extent that it would 

circumvent section 25. 

The Green Paper has left us with two main questions: Firstly, whether the national sovereignty is 

really defined in land; and secondly, whether this gives the state the right to regard land as an 

asset of the state even though the constitution may contradict this? 

The relevant challenges at hand are whether the agrarian reform of South Africa is an anti-colonial 

struggle; and if so, does the oppressive colonial history of South Africa legitimise the post-

apartheid government to disregard the constitution in their pursuit of agrarian reform and the 

nationalisation of land as preamble in the Green Paper? 

Rudman (2012:430, 431) postulates the following responses: First, she mentions that it would 

have been more helpful for the Green Paper to rephrase the problem from being a “colonial 
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struggle” to being a struggle against the inequalities in land possession as created during 

colonialism and apartheid regimes. Secondly, she states that it would have been further useful if 

the Paper had related to the current problems and policy weaknesses, which need to be combated 

to make the agrarian reform successful in South Africa. 

25th August 2011, the Department of Rural Development and Land Reform identified the following 

weaknesses as contributing factors to the failure of the current policy: 

• Land acquisition strategy, i.e., willing-buyer willing-seller 

• Fragmented beneficiary support 

• Beneficiary selection for land redistribution 

• Land administration/governance in communal areas 

• Meeting the 30% redistribution target by 2014 

• Declining agricultural contribution to the GDP 

• Unrelenting increase in rural unemployment 

• Problematic restitution model and its communal property institutions and management 

The same presentation also pointed out the core principles with the new trajectory of agrarian 

reform, as stated in the Green Paper, namely: 

• De-racialisation of the rural economy 

• Democratic and equitable land allocation and use across gender, race, and class. 

• Strict production discipline for guaranteed national food security. 

Rudman (2012:435-437) proposes the following as workable solutions to the current minimal 

progress that the ANC-led government has made:  

Firstly, land expropriation with compensation that is less than the market value of the property. 

Second, deprivation of property for redistribution purposes. However, the state would need to 

establish a constitutional way of executing the land deprivation non-arbitrarily.  
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Courts could consider the extent of deprivation and evaluate it in the light of the purpose of the 

legislation that necessitates deprivation, to determine whether there is sufficient reason for the 

deprivation.  

Additionally, she submits that under some circumstances, deprivation of property for purposes 

that would enhance the fundamental principles of equality, freedom, and dignity as enshrined in 

section 39 of the constitution as cornerstones of South Africa’s democracy could fit within the 

ambit of the wide interpretation, which in her opinion could be one way the courts could execute 

deprivation non-arbitrarily.  

Consequently, there is need for new constructive policy and legislation that focuses on the 

redistribution and socio-economic values of property (Rudman, 2012:436). Finally, Rudman 

(2012:437) believes that the answer to the present-day land crisis we find ourselves in, is a 

comprehensive and nuanced reanalysis of the deprivation and expropriation clauses in section 25 

of the constitution; as well as combating corruption and mismanagement of current redistribution 

schemes. The underfunding that the Department of Rural Development and Land Reform is 

currently facing needs to be remedied. 

3.5 Chapter summary: 

Chapter three has outlined three Christian-ethical principles, which will be used to best evaluate 

the relevance and necessity of Sedcom Inc. in the democratic South Africa. The first principle, 

land redemption method, advocates for the following: the land that is sold to a particular buyer 

should be redeemable, either when the seller has accumulated means to repurchase the land; or 

when a relative redeemer repays the buyer on behalf of the seller. Second, the seller would have 

to wait fifty years for the year of jubilee, to reclaim their family land without compensation. 

The second principle, denominational land scrutiny, promulgates for the following: first, the study 

establishes that church missionary societies received land from the state, which was 

dispossessed from the indigenous people. Therefore, the democratic government is making a call 

for a total audit of church-owned land, with an intention of involving the church in the land reform 

programme of returning the land to its rightful owners. Furthermore, the religious sector is 

encouraged to participate in the skills development of communities to which the land has been 

redistributed. The objective of training the community members, is to help them create a 

sustainable livelihood from the land restored. 

The third principle, land reform, calls for the need to abolish the 1937 Deed Registries Act which 

perpetuates and secures land ownership to the minority and hampers the success of land reform. 
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Additionally, the government would need to establish a constitutional way of implementing land 

deprivation non-arbitrarily. 

Chapter four shall provide a detailed history of the origins of Sedcom Incorporated and how it 

functions. 
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CHAPTER 4 THE HISTORY AND CONTENT OF SEDCOM 

INCORPORATED 

4.1 Introduction: 

The previous chapter has established the Christian-ethical principles that the study has used, to 

evaluate the relevance of Sedcom Incorporated in the democratic South Africa. Chapter four shall 

explain how Sedcom functions, so that the reader understands the ethical anomalies practised 

by Sedcom which chapter five will discuss. 

The inaugural business session of the African Division, held on January 21st, 1921, resolved to 

establish a stock company called the Seventh-day Adventist Community of Africa Incorporated 

(Thompson, 1977:3; Du Preez 2010:330). The Sedcom Articles of Association mentions the 

following important points: first, the initial capital of the association was £1000 which was divided 

into twenty thousand shares of one shilling each; second, on June 27th, 1921, the first Sedcom 

Council consisted of nine pastors and administrators, whose combined shares accumulates to 

50% ownership, namely: 

Table 4-1: Shareholders (Annexure): 

Name Address Position No. of 
Shares in 

percentage 

George Carloss Jenks Markham Rd, Claremont Missionary 5% 

Benjamin Ernest Beddoe Rosmead Avenue, Kenilworth Vice-
President 

5% 

John William MacNeil 56 Roeland str, Cape Town Pastor 10% 

Homer Cleveland Olmstead Oaklands, Johannesburg Pastor 5% 

Johann Josef Birkenstock Stranack str, Pietermaritzburg Pastor 5% 

Walter Edward Straw Rosmead Avenue, Kenilworth Pastor 5% 

Dores Eugene Robinson Rosmead Avenue, Kenilworth Editor 5% 

William Henry Branson Grove Ave, Claremont, Cape President 5% 

William Bazett Commin Rosmead Avenue, Kenilworth Accountant 5% 

 

Third, Sedcom was incorporated, on July 19th, 1921, under the provisions of the companies act 

of 1892 by William de Neufville Lucas, the then Registrar of Deeds in Cape Town. Fourth, the 

company altered its name twice, in compliance with the revisions of the Companies Act 61 of 

1973 and Act 71 of 2008: on May 27th, 1983, the name became Sedcom Incorporated Association; 



 

62 

and in 2008, the designation changed to Sedcom Non-Profit Company. Fifth, the principal office 

of the association is located at 110 Selborne Avenue, Bloemfontein. 

4.2 The Objectives of Sedcom: 

The company has thirty-six objectives that are listed in the memorandum of association. The 

study has, however, clustered these objectives into two main sections: fourteen of the objectives 

point out the aims of Sedcom; while the remaining twenty-two, enlists the functions and authority 

of the Sedcom council. 

4.2.1 Aims of Sedcom: 

The first section, which enunciates the aims of Sedcom, has three sub-sections as shall be 

mentioned below: 

4.2.1.1 Education: 

Insofar as education is concerned, the objectives mention the following three points: first, the 

association aims to improve moral and religious education throughout Africa and the adjacent 

islands. Second, the promotion of religious education shall be carried out in accordance with the 

SDA Church doctrines and principles. Third, Sedcom aims to promote measures that advance 

religious instruction and education. Furthermore, the association commits itself to co-operation 

with local authorities, in their pursuit of religious education. 

4.2.1.2 Literature: 

The association, under this section, enunciates that they aim to print and distribute publications 

that are in harmony with their objectives. Additionally, Sedcom is at liberty to use whatever 

instrumentalities and methods that are available and appropriate, to advance the aims thereof. 

4.2.1.3 Institutions: 

The central purpose of Sedcom, from its inception, has always been to establish organisations 

such as churches, schools, publishing houses, and medical institutions. Moreover, the association 

inaugurates and equips missions and missionary agents; as well as supports and improves the 

qualifications of all its institutions. The building of libraries is also among the aims of Sedcom. 
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4.2.2 Administration: 

The second section of Sedcom’s objectives subdivides into three sections: governance; landed 

property and estates; and employees and finances. The Sedcom memorandum of association 

bestows the following functions and authority to the council: 

4.2.2.1 Governance: 

The council has the authority to act as follows: first, to form local committees that manage 

Sedcom-owned institutions; and to determine the functions and powers of those local committees. 

Second, to determine the constitution, rights, privileges, and duties of its institutions. Third, the 

council has the competency to modify and/or dissolve any of its institutions.  

Forth, the council wields the power to accept affiliations from associations whose objectives are 

similar to those of Sedcom, especially associations that do not pay their members dividends. 

Finally, the memorandum bestows the council the right to act lawfully in all incidental or conducive 

pursuits of all its objectives. 

4.2.2.2 Landed property and estates: 

The memorandum of association entrusts the following responsibilities to Sedcom: 

First, the responsibility to acquire, hold, and secure title to landed property; second, to deal with 

real and personal assets throughout Africa and the adjacent islands; third, to acquire and take 

over estates that are suitable for the requirements of the association; fourth, to obtain control of, 

and utilise, on trust, every real and personal assets convenient for Sedcom, in the Cape 

Conference and all the other Conferences, Union Missions, and Union Conferences in South 

Africa. 

Moreover, the Sedcom council possesses the power to sell assets of the association. Resultantly, 

they have the authority to let and/or sub-let; mortgage and/or resell; as well to dispose of any of 

its land, buildings, and other property. The council reserves the right to support or oppose 

legislative measures that affect Sedcom directly and indirectly. Additionally, the council has the 

authority to implement Acts of Parliament and/or Ordinances of Provincial Council for the 

incorporation, extension, and dissolution of the association, provided the Acts are aligned to 

Sedcom’s objectives. 
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4.2.2.3 Employees and finances 

Insofar as finances and employees are concerned, the memorandum enunciates the following 

points as the responsibility of the Sedcom council: 

• Receive and administer loans, gifts, and deposits of money. 

• Make advances with/without securities to individuals/institutions acting under, and in co-

operation with Sedcom. 

• Obtain subscriptions and donations from persons and/or companies desirous to support 

Sedcom. 

• Grant pensions and annuities to all Sedcom employees. 

• Invest Sedcom moneys that are not immediately required, as may be determined by the 

council. 

4.3 The Sedcom Council: 

The provisions of the Article of Association indicate the following important factors about the 

Sedcom Council: 

4.3.1 Elections:  

The council shall be elected biennially in the Sedcom general meeting. The council candidates 

shall be elected in accordance with the bylaws and regulations that are determined by Sedcom.  

4.3.2 Council Members: 

The Sedcom Council shall consist of a president, one or more vice-president(s), and no less than 

seven other councillors. The first council comprised of the following: 
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Table 4-2:  Council Members 

Portfolio Council Member 

President William H. Branson 

Vice-President Benjamin E. Beddoe 

Councillors William B. Commin 

Walter F. Straw 

George C. Jenks 

U. Bender (first name not known) 

John W. MacNeil 

Dores E. Robinson 

Homer C. Olmstead 

 

4.3.3 The responsibilities of the Council: 

The Council reserves superintendence and control of Sedcom affairs. Additionally, the council 

has the following special powers and duties: 

Superintendence and control of the funds and property of Sedcom. 

Itemising, in general meetings, matters that the council considers important and those that affect 

the objectives of Sedcom. 

Making, altering, and annulment of bylaws subject to the approval of the association members 

who are either present in person or represented by proxy. The bylaws that are made or annulled 

must be consistent with the rules and regulations of Sedcom and the government. 

Directing the completion of any contract for the purchase, sale, hire, lease, and mortgage of any 

movable and immovable property for and on behalf of Sedcom. 

Appointing among themselves a secretary, treasurer, and other officials of Sedcom; and further 

determine their respective functions and remuneration. 

Appointing sub-committees and delegate their powers to such sub-committees. 

4.3.4 Sedcom membership: 

The Sedcom memorandum of incorporation alludes the following regarding the members of the 

company: persons and/or companies that are eligible for admission are only those approved of 

by Sedcom, in a general meeting – provided the majority of subscribed members are present, in 

that duly convened meeting. Persons and/or companies that desire to remain as subscribed 
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members, must have made payment/donation to the Sedcom fund, whose exact amount shall be 

determined by the board. 

The purpose for which members are subjected to pay levies is to enable Sedcom to pay all its 

incurred and anticipated expenses. The amounts which are payable by members, by way of 

levies, shall be a debt owed by members to the Association. The levies which are paid by Sedcom 

members shall not be reimbursed once the said members cease to be members of the 

Association. However, persons whose membership ceases shall not be expected to continue 

paying these levies to Sedcom. 

Furthermore, the Sedcom articles of association make the following pronouncements on 

membership: Sedcom members may consist of the office bearers thereof and of persons 

comprising the several executives and/or other committees that are appointed and/or recognised 

by conferences, missions, or institutions of the SDA church in Africa and the adjacent islands 

thereto. Secondly, members are entitled to have one’s own name entered in the register of 

members. Thirdly, the majority of subscribed members present at a duly convened meeting, have 

the voting right to elect a candidate to become a shareholder. 

Additionally, whenever a subscribed member dies, becomes insolvent, or ceases to be a member 

of the Sedcom Committee or an institution associated with Sedcom, the shares that are registered 

in the person’s name shall be controlled by the council. The Council shall subsequently transfer 

and register them in the name of another qualified person. 

4.3.4.1 Resignation and/or suspension from membership: 

The memorandum of incorporation enlists three factors that necessitate resignation or suspension 

from membership, these are: First, members who voluntarily resign must submit a written notice 

to the Sedcom secretary. Second, subscribed members whose conduct is considered detrimental 

to the interests of Sedcom, by the council, shall by 75% vote be suspended from membership. 

Third, members who die while serving as Sedcom members, shall be declared insolvent and their 

membership ceased. 

4.3.4.2 Members’ right to information: 

The members of Sedcom, as prescribed by the memorandum of incorporation, reserve the right 

to information, the inspection thereof, and to make copies of the following, at their own cost: 

• Sedcom’s memorandum of incorporation, all its amendments and alterations thereof. 
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• The company’s record of its directors. 

• Reports presented at the Sedcom Annual General Meeting (AGM). The right to request for 

such is limited to seven years from the time of the meeting. 

• Annual financial statements, for seven years after the date upon which the particular 

statements were issued. The Sedcom accounts are to be examined at least once in every 

year by qualified auditors, as per the dictates of the memorandum of association. 

• Accounting records, for the current financial year and the preceding seven years. 

Furthermore, the memorandum of association expects Sedcom to keep true accounts of 

money received and spent by the association. Additionally, members have the right to inspect 

the properties, credits, and liabilities of Sedcom – provided reasonable notice for such is given 

and that the inspection conforms to Sedcom standards. 

• Notice and minutes of all meetings, including all resolutions that are adopted and any 

document the association avails to members, in relation to each adopted resolution. 

• Copies of any written communication which the company sends to all its members, this right 

is limited to seven years after such communication was sent. 

• Minutes of all meetings and resolutions directors committee or the audit committee, if there 

be any, for seven years after the date of each meeting. 

4.3.5 Meetings: 

The memorandum of Incorporation indicates that Sedcom has three types of meetings, namely: 

(1) The Sedcom Council/Board meeting; (2) subcommittee meeting; and (3) Annual General 

Meetings/Members’ meeting. 

4.3.5.1 Sedcom Council Meetings: 

Council and subcommittee meetings shall be convened by notice sent to each member by the 

secretary. The notice shall state the principal business to be dealt with. 

The president and one or more vice-presidents shall be elected at the first council meeting, each 

year. 

The president or, in the case of a subcommittee, the chairperson thereof may convene an 

emergency council meeting; provided a requisition is signed by at least three council members. 
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The secretary should convene the emergency meeting within three days of receiving the 

requisition. 

The president or failing him, a vice-president shall preside at each council meeting. The president 

shall further serve as an ex-officio member in all sub-committees; however, in his absence the 

vice-president shall serve in his stead. The chairperson of any subcommittee may either be the 

council president or one may be elected from the subcommittee members. 

One-third of the council present, at any council meeting, shall constitute a quorum with power to 

act. However, for duly called subcommittee meetings, the quorum shall constitute of three 

members with power to act. 

In the event of vacancies in the council either by death, resignation, disqualification, or permanent 

absence, the remaining council members may appoint persons to feel such vacancies until the 

next general meeting. 

The minutes of each council and/or subcommittee meeting shall, in the absence of any fraud, be 

taken as conclusive evidence of the transactions recorded therein once the chairperson appends 

his/her signature. 

4.3.5.2 The Annual General Meetings: 

The Annual General Meeting (AGM), according to the Memorandum of Incorporation, shall be 

held once in each calendar year. However, the AGMs should not be more than fifteen months 

apart. The Association shall convene annual meetings during the month of November, or on such 

other date as the Council members may, from time to time, determine. The annual meetings are 

for purposes of: 

• Transacting the business of the Association. 

• Receiving the report or return of members elected to fill Council vacancies. 

• Appointing an auditor or auditors and fixing the remunerations thereof. 

• Receiving reports on transactions and accounts of the preceding year. 

• Receiving accounts for the foregone year with the auditor's report thereon. 

• Electing a new council. 

• Discussing questions incidental to the Sedcom and its members. 
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The president shall preside as chairperson in all Sedcom meetings; the vice-president shall serve 

as chairperson, in the absence of the president. The chairperson shall be selected from Council 

members, should both the president and vice-president be absent. 

The secretary shall give notice, not less than fourteen days previous to each general meeting. 

The notice ought to contain the date, place, and time of the meeting; and in the case of a special 

AGM, the secretary ought to communicate the purpose (agenda) of the meeting. However, the 

non-receipt of such notice by any member shall not invalidate the proceedings at any meeting. 

The minutes of all general meetings shall be recorded in a book and signed by the chairperson 

of each meeting within fourteen days after each AGM. The signed minutes are binding to all 

Sedcom members, insofar as matters that were discussed are concerned. 

The Council may convene a special general meeting, provided that at least fifteen Sedcom 

members sign and submit, to the Council, a requisition stating the purpose of the proposed 

meeting. 

The special general meeting may, by resolution passed by vote of at least two-thirds of the 

members present in person, remove any member of the Council before the expiration of his/her 

period of office, and may appoint another member as replacement. 

The quorum in all bi-annual or special general meeting shall be seven members, and no business 

shall be transacted unless the quorum is present. Furthermore, the meeting shall stand adjourned, 

for a week, if the quorum is not formed within thirty minutes after the appointed time. 

4.3.5.3 Votes and proxy votes: 

The number of votes, whether as a member or as proxy representing a member, shall be 

determined in one of two methods, namely: first, if the proxy is not a Sedcom member, one vote 

for every member the person represents shall be afforded to the proxy. Second, if the proxy is a 

member, then the person shall have one vote for each member they represent and one more vote 

in their capacity as member. 

The method used for voting shall be by show of hands. However, a polled vote may be used if 

requested by either the chairperson or at least two persons having voting rights. However, the 

request for a poll shall not prevent the continuation of a meeting for the transaction of any other 

business. 
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4.3.6 Meeting resolutions: 

The resolutions that are taken in duly convened regular meetings, shall require the approval of at 

least 50% of voting members. 

Resolutions taken in special or emergency meetings shall require a minimum of 75% approval 

from voting members. 

Members that abstain from voting when resolutions are passed, shall be deemed to have 

exercised no vote when the chairperson determines the number of votes. 

The Memorandum of Incorporation prescribes the below stated methods, to undertake both the 

election of directors and the resolutions of Sedcom which would need to be approved outside a 

meeting setup: 

The Council submits, in writing, a proposed resolution to members entitled to vote. The 

proposed resolution shall then be voted on in writing by voting members, within twenty 

business days after the resolution was submitted to them. The resolution shall be adopted 

only when supported by the minimum required votes for ordinary and special resolutions, 

as mentioned in points 4.6.1 and 4.6.2 respectively. 

Additional to the method mentioned above, in some instances a resolution ought to be 

signed by all voting members for it to be valid and effectual as though it were adopted in 

a duly convened AGM. 

Therefore, within ten business days after adopting a resolution or conducting an election 

of directors, the council shall circulate communique announcing the outcomes. 

4.3.7 Fundamental transactions: 

The Memorandum of Incorporation prohibits Sedcom from amalgamating, merging with, or 

converting to a profit company. The memorandum further proscribes the Association from 

disposing of any part of its assets, undertaking, or business to a profit company, other than for 

fair value. The proposal to dispose of all or the greater part of Sedcom’s assets or to 

amalgamate/merge with another non-profit company, must be submitted to voting members for 

approval. 
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4.4 Sedcom Fixed Property Acquisition Flow Chart: 

The diagram below is a simplified version of the Sedcom fixed property acquisition flow chart 

(Annexure 15): 

Figure 4-1:  Sedcom fixed property acquisition 

 

4.5 Sixth Regular Business Session of SAU: 

The Southern-Africa Union Conference (SAU), on August 21st – 23rd, 2022, convened its sixth 

regular business session in Bloemfontein. Advocate Andrew Du Preez, the director of Sedcom, 

in his presentation at the Business Session, mentioned that there are six services that Sedcom 

carried out on behalf of the SDA Church, in the 2015-2022 term, these are: 

4.5.1 Property registration and sales: 

Sedcom, between the years 2015 to 2022, received a total of 46 properties that were registered 

under the association, whose value amounts to R 52 834 951. Additionally, a total of 23 properties 

were sold, valued at R 31 177 500. Consequently, the denominational property value increased 

by R 21 657 451. The property portfolio consists of churches, manses (pastors’ houses), school 
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buildings, institutional buildings, Meals on Wheels and ADRA properties, retirement villages and 

administrative offices. 

4.5.2 Denominational insurance: 

Sedcom has an insurance department which covers property, funeral, fleet, travel, and general 

liability of the SDA Church in the SAU region. The following insurance entities were utilised to 

insure the organisation against risk: 

• Bryte (Pty) Ltd for movable & immovable property and denominational cars. 

• SAFRICAN for Group Funeral Fund 

• SANTAM for stated benefits such as Group Accidental Death and Disability 

• Adventist Risk Management (ARM) for general liability, short-term travel, youth and 

pathfinders, personal effect and baggage, volunteer and volunteer labour, executive risk and 

activities accident, and hospital liability cover. 

The following claims statistics were recorded by Du Preez in his session report (Annexure 16): 

Table 4-3: Claims statistics  

INSURANCE CLAIM VALUE 

Fixed property and contents R 10 663 049 

Fleet R   2 970 305 

Stated benefits R   3 902 162 

Funeral R   1 133 500 

4.5.3 Management of loans, bequest, and gifts: 

The Southern-Africa Union has mandated Sedcom to manage the SAU Special Assistance Car 

Loans, which is intended to assist qualifying employees to receive loans for purchasing or 

repairing vehicles. The association, during the term of 2015-2022, has loaned employees a total 

of R 25 705 535. 

4.5.4 Trust services: 

Sedcom has been delegated the responsibility of overseeing trust services within the SAU region. 

Trust services seeks to encourage members to support God’s work, financially and otherwise, by 

making such provision in their wills. Therefore, Sedcom aims to establish trust services 
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departments in all Conferences under SAU. However, the Northern-Conference of South Africa 

(NCSA) is the only Conference with a trust services department in the SAU region. 

4.5.5 Legal services: 

The association offers legal services which include legal advice pertaining to labour, contractual, 

and civil matters. The legal services also extend to complex and sensitive litigation against and 

by the church. Sedcom is currently assisting three Conferences with civil litigation matters. 

4.5.6 Sedmed Medical Scheme: 

Sedmed is the Medical Scheme of the SDA Church, which is registered with the Council for 

Medical Schemes (CMS) and operates under the Medical Scheme Act 131 of 1998. Sedmed, 

according to the provision of its rules, covers individuals who are employed full time in any of the 

Conferences and/or institutions that are operating within the SAU region. Sedmed, according to 

the provisions of the Medical Scheme Act, is governed by a Board of Trustees (BOT). The 

principal officer of Sedmed is the director of the Medical Scheme, in compliance to the Act. 

4.5.6.1 Strategic governance: 

The Council for Medical Schemes (CMS) conducted its last administration compliance audit on 

Sedmed, in 2015. The compliance audit sought to certify that Sedmed meets the accepted 

corporate governance and administration standards, determined by the corporate practice model 

and medical aid industry criteria. The first CMS audit on Sedmed was in June 2013, and the 

outcomes ruled that Sedmed was non-compliant in the following areas: 

1. Governance 

2. Membership administration 

3. Claims assessment. 

4. Accounting 

5. General risk management 

The non-compliance not only indicated the high risks present in the governance model of Sedmed 

at that stage, but it also highlighted the importance of managing church corporate entities in 

accordance with the relevant and applicable corporate standards. The CMS gave Sedmed a 
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conditional accreditation, on condition that Sedmed would resolve the above-stated areas of 

concern within a period of six months after the date of accreditation. 

The Board of Trustees (BOT) addressed the non-complaint areas to the satisfaction of the CMS. 

Thus, Sedmed continues to operate as a self-administered medical scheme, according to the 

Medical Scheme Act. The BOT, during the period under review, aligned its strategic plan to 

maintain its accreditation standards and improve the services rendered to its members. The 

following goals were set: 

• Appoint third party organisations to manage certain benefit categories. 

• Improve and develop the administration program of Sedmed. 

• Train Sedmed staff and trustees to equip them to satisfy legislative requirements. 

• Implement enhanced healthcare mechanisms to ensure sustainable performance of Sedmed. 

• Increasing benefit limits. 

• Appoint external auditors to monitor internal adherence to compliance standards. 

• Focus on preventative healthcare. 

• Implement preventative care program which include HIV tests, health assessments, 

vaccination, and immunisation. 

Sedmed further prepared the following implementation strategies for the above-mentioned goals: 

First, the BOT appointed the Professional Provident Fund Society Health Administrators (PPSHA) 

to manage the Sedmed hospitalisation benefit. The PPSHA assisted the Sedmed BOT to appoint 

the Designated Service Providers (DSP), these are healthcare providers such as doctors, 

pharmacists, and hospitals that Sedmed prefers to work with. Sedmed members that choose not 

to use the DSP selected by the scheme, shall be subjected to co-payments to their preferred 

healthcare provider. 

The Sedmed board, in consultation with PPSHA, entered into DSP agreements with MediClinic 

and Netcare for acute services, as well as National Hospital Network (NHN) for psychiatric and 

day clinic procedures. Sedmed saves a projected amount of R 800 000/annum by using the three 

DSPs. 
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Second, the board has adopted the Disease Risk Management (DRM) program as a preventative 

care measure, whose focus is to understand the health of its members and improve their 

wellbeing. The DRM program is achieved through coaching and monitoring of members to ensure 

better outcomes. 

Third, the board has appointed the three committees to ensure proper risk evaluation and 

prevention and dispute resolution, namely: (1) Sedmed Audit Committee, (2) Internal Audit 

Committee, and (3) Sedmed Dispute Committee. The Sedmed Board, to ensure that the 

competency requirements are met, have intentionally employed individuals who have a strong 

medical aid industry, accounting, or legal background. Furthermore, BOT members are further 

trained to function competently. 

Fourth, Sedmed has a health awareness and lifestyle change initiative, which intends to minimise 

risks of diseases and illnesses by promoting healthy lifestyles amongst its members. Sedmed has 

observed that the most prevalent illnesses amongst its members are lifestyle-related illnesses 

such as diabetes, high cholesterol, and heart disease. Sedmed is also planning to have a rewards 

program, as an incentive to members that improve their lifestyles.  

4.5.6.2 Covid-19 

The Covid-19 pandemic which befell the world, increased South Africa’s unemployment rate to 

30.8% and Sedmed was also affected negatively. Resultantly, the Sedmed BOT reported as 

follows: between March 2020 and February 2022, the Scheme paid R 14 537 598.61 on Covid 

related claims. 429 Sedmed members contracted Covid-19 and 18 members succumbed to 

Covid. 

4.5.6.3 Finance 

The annual financial statements for the period of 2016 – 2020 received unqualified audit opinions 

from Mazars Auditors, in Bloemfontein. Sedmed, during the above-stated period, collected R 

296 941 178 from contributions; and paid R 287 107 694 for claims. Therefore, the Scheme had 

an operating gain of R 9 833 484. Furthermore, the BOT implemented stringent measures on debt 

management which helped reduce their debt from R 360 000 to R 60 000 at the close of 2020. 

4.6 Chapter summary: 

Chapter four has detailed the history and work of Sedcom Incorporated in the SAU region of the 

SDA Church. Furthermore, the chapter has explained the committees and sub-committees 

involved in the operation of the association. The aims and objectives of Sedcom were also 
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mentioned. Chapter five shall explain what it is that is problematic about Sedcom in the manner 

in which it functions in the democratic South Africa. 
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CHAPTER 5 1ETHICAL ANOMALIES OF SEDCOM WITHIN THE 

SDA CHURCH 

5.1 Introduction: 

The previous chapter provided the reader with the history of Sedcom and how the association 

operates. Chapter four presented Sedcom’s fixed property acquisition flowchart. Chapter five 

discussed the ethical anomalies of Sedcom within the Seventh-day Adventist Church; and has 

used the Diswilmar farm as a case study. 

5.2 The history of Diswilmar farm: 

Diswilmar is a ten-hectare farm which has two separate plots: plots 8 and 15, and each has five 

hectares. The farm was previously owned by James and Anna Thomson before the West-Rand 

District of the Trans-Orange Conference (TOC) purchased it on October 21st, 1986 (annexure 1). 

The purchase was funded by the Building Society Bond for an amount of R 215 000.00 (annexure 

2), and the farm was transferred to Sedcom (annexure 3). Although the farm was transferred to 

Sedcom, the West-Rand District was solely liable to pay the monthly instalment of R 2 331.00 to 

the South African Permanent Building Society (annexure 4). Hence, in March 1988, when Sedcom 

received a letter from the Building Society reporting non-payment, Sedcom promptly wrote a letter 

to the TOC president, Pastor (Ps) Mawela, requesting that the matter be resolved (annexure 5). 

The West-Rand District, between August 1995 and June 1997, paid a sum of R 100 100.00 

towards the farm; the interest on the bond for the above-mentioned years was R 48 438.08. The 

amount that was paid towards the bond balance of R 179 357.56 was R 51 661.92, which reduced 

the bond balance to R 127 695.64 in June 1997. The amounts mentioned above were 

contributions coming from churches of the West-Rand District. The above-mentioned figures are 

attached as “annexure 6”, which is a progress report presented by the district treasurer, MP 

Nyama. 

There are two reasons for which the farm was transferred to Sedcom, namely: (1) the provisions 

of church policies stipulate that, church properties and other assets must be held in the name of 

 

1 The study, in chapter 5, discussed in depth the case study of Diswilmar farm and pointed out all the ethical 
anomalies of Sedcom. The attached annexures, though voluminous, are necessitated by the need to 
prove the validity of everything that the chapter has discussed and the recommendations that the study 
has made in chapter 6. 
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an appropriate denominational corporate entity; individuals, trustees, and local congregations are 

prohibited from registering fixed properties in their names (GC Working Policy, 2019:535). The 

SID Working Policy (2018:112) permits the division to establish a property-holding corporation for 

the Union Conferences operating within their territory. Thus, article 18 sections 1 and 4 of the 

SAU constitution determine that Sedcom shall be the legal property-holding corporation on behalf 

of the SAU. The constitution further bestows Sedcom with the power to sell the immovable 

property of the Union, with a resolution from the SAU executive committee agreeing to the sale; 

and that, Sedcom shall have the power to independently prevent the sale and/or transfer of the 

movable and immovable property of SAU, only if it is to protect the interests of the Union (SAU 

Working Policy, 2015:151). (2) Sedcom was the corporation through which the TOC purchased 

its fixed assets because, at the time of purchasing the farm, the Natives Land Act of 1913 had not 

yet been abolished. 

5.3 The sale of Diswilmar Farm: West-Rand District Report 2005 – 2007 (annexure 7): 

The West-Rand District executive committee appointed the Farm Development and Management 

Committee (Farmcom), as a subcommittee, whose delegated responsibility was to manage the 

affairs of Diswilmar farm; these included: ensuring that the farm pays its rates and services to the 

local municipality, developing the facilities of Diswilmar in preparation for the district annual Camp-

Meetings, and to have general management of the farm’s finances. 

The farm report for the period stated above, indicates that the outgone Farmcom whose tenure 

ended in 2005, was mandated to facilitate the sale of Diswilmar. However, because some 

members in the district objected against the sale of the farm, the outgone subcommittee was 

unable to finish the task. Therefore, the newly elected Farmcom took over the mandate. The 

correspondence of the TOC executive secretary, Ps. MC Nhlapo, to the West-Rand District 

director Ps. J. Mongwe places the intention to sell the farm to have been communicated to the 

TOC on May 25th, 2004, (annexure 8). 

The district executive committee, in an attempt to resolve the above-mentioned objections, 

arranged a consultative meeting with the TOC executive to find common ground with the 

dissatisfied brethren within the district. The meeting was scheduled for April 21st, 2005, and the 

TOC executive was represented by the following conference officials/pastors: Trevor Kunene, the 

president; Seleseng, the secretary; Hieter, the treasurer; and Tebogo Segopa, member of the 

executive.  

The reason advanced for the objection was that the district leadership failed to sufficiently consult 

the churches before resolving to sell the farm. The conference officials subsequently advised the 
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district executive to visit the 40 churches of the West-Rand District and afford them the opportunity 

to deliberate, in their respective business meetings, and vote for or against the sale of the farm. 

The district leadership generated forms upon which the resolutions of the churches would be 

written; church elders and clerks were to validate the forms by appending their signatures on 

them. The TOC executive verified the forms, and the outcomes were: 30 churches voted “yes” to 

the sale of Diswilmar; 5 churches voted “no”; and 5 churches abstained from voting. The follow-

up meeting was convened on March 12th, 2006, and the conference executive accepted the 

results, hence, the mandate to sell the farm continued. The district executive was approached by 

several interested buyers, but most of them only made verbal offers, and their prices ranged 

between R 5 million and R 5.5 million. 

Lethato, one of the bidding companies, offered to buy Diswilmar for R2 million per hectare, which 

amounted to R10 million because both plots had a total of five hectares. However, the offer was 

too risky because the company proposed that the district should give them possession of the 

farm, and further allow them to pay the district over a four-year period from the proceeds of the 

company’s developments in Diswilmar. Lethato’s payment to the West-Rand District was going to 

be a four-hectare farm in Magalies, which they would develop for an amount equivalent to the 

value of Diswilmar farm.  

Lethato revised their offer and proposed to pay R8 million over a four-year period; apportion a 

quarter of Diswilmar farm to the West-Rand District for community service; sponsor the district 

with R 250 000 for the community centre; and give the district a four-hectare farm in Magalies. 

The district executive and the district elders’ council accepted the offer, but they were still open 

to receiving better offers elsewhere. 

Jack Smith, an estate agent, who was also a member of the SDA Church, pointed out to the TOC 

executive secretary, pastor MC Nhlapo, that he could sell the farm on behalf of the district for R11 

million. The sale amount reduced to a R9.6 million cash price which included R 480 000 

commission for the estate agent.  

The offers of Lethato and Jack Smith were presented to the TOC executive for a decision, and 

the conference executive, in consultation with the district executive, favoured the R9.6 million offer 

of Jack Smith. The TOC mandated Smith to sell Diswilmar farm on November 17th, 2006 

(annexure 9); and Smith acknowledged receipt of the mandate on November 28th, 2006 (annexure 

10). The agreement between Smith and the TOC was that the conference would receive R9.5 

million from the sale of the farm. 
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The sale agreement between Sedcom (represented by TOC treasurer, Ps. Elliot Sibanyoni) and 

Prestige Park (represented by Ms. Brenda Paulis) was signed on December 19th, 2006 (annexure 

11). Ps. Sibanyoni, on February 05th, 2007, sent a signed copy of the Offer to Purchase (OTP) 

and the TOC executive committee minutes which approved the sale of the farm (annexure 12). 

The Sedcom secretary, AJ Scholtz, communicated by correspondence the Sedcom Council 

minutes which approved the sale of the farm, to the TOC on February 15th, 2007 (annexure 13). 

The sale agreement stipulated that a non-refundable deposit of R 500 000 must be paid directly 

to the seller (Sedcom) on March 20th, 2007; and the purchase price balance of R9.1 million would 

be paid within 90 days after March 20th, 2007. Therefore, the balance was due on June 17th, 2007.  

The Diswilmar farm report records the first dispute to have been in July 2007, when Prestige Park 

wanted to evict the farm tenants, whereas, at the time the West-Rand District and the TOC had 

not yet received any payment from Prestige Park. Nonetheless, the TOC treasurer and Sedcom 

representative, Ps. EM Sibanyoni, sent a letter to Sedcom on June 20th, 2007, informing them of 

the urgency of relocating the farm tenants (annexure 14). 

The district executive arranged and agreed with the buyer to give the church until October 31st, 

2007, to relocate the farm tenants. The date was consensually amended to reflect December 31st, 

2007, as the purchase date, due to the refusal of the tenants to vacate the farm (annexure 15). 

The study finds it ethically and legally questionable for Prestige Park to expect the tenants to 

vacate the farm when their company had not paid the deposit and the purchase balance as per 

the stipulations of clause 4 of the sale agreement.  

The sale agreement, in clause 8.1, indicated that the seller (Sedcom) will give the purchaser 

(Prestige Park) occupation of the property once the deposit has been paid to the seller. 

Nonetheless, the district leadership was worried that Prestige Park would evict the farm dwellers 

by end of December 2007, if the dwellers were not given an alternative place to live. Gilbert 

Matlhoko, the farm caretaker, sought the intervention of the ward councillor, much to the 

disappointment of the district executive. 

The district appointed the services of MNMR Attorneys to help facilitate the process of relocating 

the farm tenants lawfully. The Molefe and Mosete families were the only farm tenants that the 

district was aware of, however, there were other tenants who were allegedly brought into the farm 

by the caretaker without prior consent from the district leadership. The leadership knew of these 

dwellers but took no action against them because they did not pose any threat to the church. 

MNMR Attorneys, according to the farm report, categorised the tenants into two groups because 

they were protected by two sets of legislation: (1) the Molefe and Mosete families were protected 
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by the Extension of Security Tenure Act (ESTA), which applies to tenants who have occupied a 

farm as employees for at least ten year; (2) the rest of the farm tenants were protected by the 

Prevention of Illegal Eviction Act (PIE), which applies to tenants who have been farm dwellers for 

less than ten years.  

The leadership of the district, in the interest of protecting itself from an uncontrollable list of 

unknown farm dwellers, verified the tenant through a Deed Search, to ascertain that the dwellers 

with whom they would make settlements, do not have a registered home elsewhere. The 

Farmcom was given a budget of R 300 000 to broker settlement agreements with the nine verified 

farm tenants, and the diagram below details the settlement amounts that the Farmcom reached 

with various tenants, the diagram is an extract from the farm report: 

Table 5-1: Extract from the farm report 

NAME OF FARM DWELLER SETTLEMENT AMOUNT 

Constance Mokoena R 12 000.00 

Martha Tshishonga R 14 000.00 

John Manyolo R 20 000.00 

Isaac Ditshabe R 15 000.00 

Rojah Ndebele R 20 000.00 

Elizabeth Mabanda R 12 000.00 

Frank Montja R 10 000.00 

Sub-total R 103 000.00 

Sinah Mosete R 60 000.00 

Dorah Molefe R 130 000.00 

Sub-total R 190 000.00 

Grand Total R 293 000.00 

The Farmcom paid a total amount of R 83 000 to six of the nine tenants mentioned above 

however, the Molefe and Mosete families rejected the monetary offer and preferred that the district 

purchases houses for them instead. The Molefe and Mosete families, following the December 

05th, 2006, meeting with Ps J. Mongwe, submitted their request to MNMR Attorneys through the 

Department of Land Affairs on December 07th, 2007. The two families were requesting for five 

houses within the Mogale City vicinity, however, the West-Rand District leadership counter-

offered two three-bedroom houses for the Molefe and Mosete families. The two families were not 

keen to accept the counteroffer of 2 houses instead of the five they had requested.  
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Inasmuch as the settlement agreement with the Molefe and Mosete families was stalling, the other 

seven families listed above had willingly vacated the farm after receiving their settlements on 

December 18th, 2007. The TOC president convened a district executive meeting, on December 

18th, 2007, to discuss the request for financial assistance that the Farmcom needed from the 

conference. 

The Diswilmar report mentions that there were some brethren who proposed that the district 

executive should consider a monetary settlement for the caretaker as well, because the caretaker 

did not receive any remuneration for his services. The district executive pointed out that such an 

arrangement would need to be ratified by all the 40 churches of the West-Rand District. 

Furthermore, the caretaker had purportedly mentioned before that he will sort himself out, when 

the district executive offered that he lives in one of the mission houses of the West-Rand District. 

The district, at the close of 2007, had several outstanding payments due, these included: legal 

fees of R 80 000 owed to MNMR Attorneys; and money needed to purchase the houses of the 

Molefe and Mosete families. The quantity of houses to be bought were yet to be agreed upon. 

The report further mentions the intention of Prestige Park to take legal action against the district.  

Ps. EM Sibanyoni, on February 01st, 2008, updated Sedcom by correspondence, stating that all 

the farm dwellers had been relocated except the two families mentioned above (annexure 16). AJ 

Scholtz, on February 18th, 2008, wrote to the TOC president requesting the TOC to instruct 

Sedcom on whether to continue with the sale of Diswilmar farm (annexure 17). Scholtz warned 

further, that failure to comply with the sale agreement terms may result in the agreement being 

cancelled, and Prestige Park may sue the church for damages. 

Leeuwner-Maritz Attorneys, the legal representatives of Jack Smith, sent a letter of demand to 

the TOC on March 03rd, 2008, requesting that their client be paid the agent commission amount 

of R 480 000 within a seven-day period (annexure 18). The argument of the law firm was that 

Jack Smith had fulfilled the mandate of selling the farm, because both Sedcom and Prestige Park 

had signed the sale agreement. Furthermore, the law firm threatened to institute further legal 

action should the conference fail to pay their client within seven days. 

Ps. Sibanyoni, the TOC Sedcom representative, forwarded the letter of demand to Sedcom on 

March 20th, 2008, requesting their intervention (annexure 19). The response of Sedcom dated 

March 28th, 2008, noted that the impasse between the District and Prestige Park had become an 

embarrassment to the church, because when the sale agreement was signed, the TOC accepted 

the condition that before the registration of transfer, the farm had to be availed to the purchaser 

without any occupants living therein (annexure 20). The Sedcom letter further mentioned that the 



 

83 

TOC president, Ps. MA Setsiba, had not responded to their letter of February 18th, 2008, and that 

it is this lack of action from TOC that has led to the letter of demand from Leeuwner-Maritz 

Attorneys. Sedcom’s view was that the R 480 000 commission be paid immediately. 

The West-Rand District indicated in their letter of June 03rd, 2008, (annexure 21) that: the sale of 

Diswilmar farm was incomplete because Prestige Park had not paid the R 500 000 deposit 

needed before they could be given occupancy of the farm. The letter also stated that the 

commission of Jack Smith was going to be paid from the proceeds of the sale; the West-Rand 

District Management Board registered their doubts on the validity of their deal with Prestige Park 

because the district had not received any payment from the buyer; lastly, the district leadership 

pointed out that the removal of tenants requires a large sum of money, which the district is not in 

possession of. Thus, the district further requested Sedcom to defend their interests on matters 

related to the sale of the farm. 

Smith van der Watt, Prestige Park lawyers, prepared a list of proposals in their January 05th, 2009, 

letter (annexure 22) and the points discussed below are extracts from the proposal list: The 

attorneys mentioned that the R 500 000 deposit which was held in trust by the transferring 

attorneys, Gys Louw & Partners, since March 22nd, 2007, must be released back to the buyer; the 

transfer of the two plots in Diswilmar should be postponed until January 31st, 2011, because 

Nedbank rejected the registration of the development bond without Prestige Park obtaining vacant 

possession of the farm; the caretaker, Gilbert Matlhoko, will retain occupation in the farm until 

October 31st, 2010; R 400 000 from the R 500 000 deposit will be paid directly to Jack Smith by 

Smith van der Watt; and that the remaining R 100 000 shall be used to procure the two houses 

for the Molefe and Mosete families.  

The study notes that the amount that van der Watt proposed for the Molefe and Mosete families, 

R 100 000, is less than the R 190 000 that West-Rand District offered to the two families. 

Furthermore, van der Watt proposed that Prestige Park be permitted to erect an electrical 

substation which will be used for electrical distribution; to build boundary walls and an entrance 

gate to the properties, according to the architectural drawing that will be submitted to the seller 

for approval; and to construct 20-unit apartments for marketing purposes. 

The TOC executive secretary, Ps. JE Netshifulani, on March 13th, 2009, (annexure 23) advised 

Sedcom secretary, AJ Scholtz, that the TOC executive committee in its meeting of January 11th, 

2009, considered the proposals on the letter from Smith van der Watt, and thus appointed an Ad-

Hoc Legal Committee to study the offer. The Ad-Hoc Legal Committee convened a meeting on 

March 11th, 2009, and advised the TOC to communicate their position on the Diswilmar farm 
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matter with Sedcom and the SAU. The TOC informed Sedcom that the TOC executive will 

communicate its position after their midyear meeting of 2009. 

5.4 The withdrawal of the sale of Diswilmar farm: 

The West-Rand district convened an Elders and Delegates meeting on June 07th, 2009, 

(annexure 24) and the Farmcom chairperson of the time, Mr. M. Motea, alluded to the following 

in his presentation: the buyer, Prestige Park, was negotiating in bad faith, because he was already 

threatening eviction before the sale was even concluded; the estate agent, Jack Smith, was not 

acting in the interest of the district; and that both the seller and buyer had violated the sale 

agreement, the seller failed to remove the farm tenants and the buyer failed to honour his payment 

deadlines. The above-mentioned violations led to the proposal of the revision of the sale 

agreement as presented by van der Watt on January 05th, 2009. The chairperson reported that 

the conference shall advise the district leadership accordingly after the TOC executive committee 

meeting scheduled for June 18th, 2009. 

The district seating, therefore, voted and resolved to recommend to the West-Rand District 

churches to withdraw the sale of Diswilmar farm, the motion was supported by 79 delegates; 2 

delegates opposed the motion; and 4 delegates abstained from voting. 

Finkelstein & Associates, the newly appointed legal representative of the West-Rand District, 

submitted a letter to the TOC president, on June 22nd, 2009, (annexure 25) stating the instance 

where Prestige Park violated the sale agreement which was signed on December 19th, 2006. 

Finkelstein records that the purchaser had not paid the purchase price of R 9.1 million, although 

Prestige Park alleges that the reason the purchase price was not paid is because the seller did 

not provide them with vacant land occupation.  

Finkelstein countered that argument by indicating that, according to the sale agreement, Prestige 

Park was only supposed to get vacant possession of the farm after the registration of the property 

in the name of the purchaser. Therefore, the seller was not in breach of the contract because 

registration of the property had not taken place yet. Finkelstein observed that the problem is 

caused by the incorrect interpretation of the contract by Prestige Park, and that the buyer is only 

prepared to execute the contract as he interprets it. 

The district leadership, on July 12th, 2009, (annexure 26) convened the West-Rand District 

Business Session to discuss the recommendations of the Elders and Delegates meeting which 

was held on June 07th, 2009. The district business session voted to request the TOC to instruct 

Sedcom to withdraw the services of MNMR Attorneys and replace them with Finkelstein & 
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Associates; the business session further voted to reject the January 05th, 2009, proposed 

amendments of Smith van der Watt; and lastly, they voted to cancel the sale of both plots of 

Diswilmar farm.  

Subsequently, the district wrote to the TOC, on July 28th, 2009, announcing the resolution to 

cancel the sale of Diswilmar farm (annexure 27). The letter mentioned two points of concern: 

firstly, although the district voted to sell the farm for R11 million, an agreement was reached to 

sell the farm for R9.6 million without the consent of the district. Additionally, Prestige Park failed 

to pay the R 500 000 deposit on March 20th, 2007, as per the agreement. Secondly, the estate 

agent, Jack Smith, represented the district in bad faith because he sided more with the buyer at 

the disadvantage of the district. The district felt betrayed by Sedcom, and thus voted to withdraw 

the services of the Nic Barneschone, Sedcom’s Attorney, because the attorney had failed to 

consult sufficiently with the district. 

The TOC communicated the district’s decision to withdraw the sale of Diswilmar farm to Sedcom, 

on August 03rd, 2009 (annexure 28). Scholtz responded to the TOC letter on September 10th, 

2009, indicating that the conference is at liberty to appoint legal counsel of their own to assist 

Barneschone in the matter of the R 480 000 commission owed to Jack Smith (annexure 29). The 

Sedcom letter further requested the TOC executive to attach the meeting minutes wherein legal 

counsel to represent the TOC was appointed. AJ Scholtz, Sedcom secretary, stated that the 

decision of the district to withdraw the sale of the farm was communicated telephonically to van 

der Watt on August 18th, 2009. The TOC letter which contained the meeting minutes indicating 

the resolution to cancel the sale of the farm, as requested by Sedcom, was sent on December 

11th, 2009 (annexure 30). 

Smith van der Watt, on January 20th, 2010, references a telephonic conversation between his 

colleagues and Sedcom, wherein Sedcom advised van der Watt never to send any of their 

communications to the TOC, but instead send them directly to Sedcom (annexure 31). The letter 

further notes that van der Watt would be irresponsible to send any communication to the TOC. 

Sedcom, through its director AJ Scholtz, wrote to the TOC on March 04th, 2010, (annexure 32) 

indicating that the Sedcom Board noted the letter of the TOC executive secretary dated August 

03rd, 2009. However, the Board voted not to act on the instructions of both the West-Rand District 

and the TOC, until the Board was provided with a clear statement on what should be done with 

Diswilmar farm from both the district and the conference, which will be signed by the elders of all 

churches in the West-Rand District, as well as the TOC president and executive secretary. The 

decision of the district and the conference would then be subjected to the legal advice of Mr. 

Barneschone and Mr. Finkelstein. 
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The legal representatives of Prestige Park sent a communique to Sedcom, on April 07th, 2010, 

(annexure 33a) acknowledging receipt of the new address to which Smith van der Watt Attorneys 

should send all communications. The letter also laments that Sedcom failed to instruct its 

conveyancer to register the transfer of Diswilmar, even though Sedcom’s conveyancer had been 

in possession of the prescribed guarantees securing the payment of the R 9.1 million, since 

February 09th, 2010 (annexure 33b). Therefore, Smith van der Watt demanded Sedcom to instruct 

their conveyancer to provide the law firm with a statement reflecting all legal costs pertaining to 

the registration of the transfer of Diswilmar, and confirmation that Sedcom has instructed the 

conveyancer to proceed with the transfer of both plots. 

The SAU president, Ps. Francois Louw, emailed AJ Scholtz on April 15th, 2010, reminding him of 

the vote that Sedcom took to not proceed with further action on Diswilmar until the West-Rand 

District elders and the TOC issue clear instructions, signed by the president and executive 

secretary, to Sedcom (annexure 34). The TOC sent a letter on April 16th, 2010, (annexure 35) 

clearly stipulating the resolution of the West-Rand District Business Session, rejecting the 

proposal of van der Watt sent on January 05th, 2009, and thus cancelling the sale of Diswilmar 

farm.  

Finkelstein, on July 05th, 2010, (annexure 36) sent communication to Nic Barneschone, Sedcom’s 

attorney, bemoaning that Sedcom was disregarding the instruction to cancel the sale of the farm, 

and were thus continuing with the sale of Diswilmar against the wishes of the TOC and West-

Rand District. The letter further called upon Barneschone to give written confirmation that Sedcom 

would not continue with the sale of the farm by Tuesday, July 06th, 2010. 

Andre Scholtz, on March 07th, 2011, (annexure 37) emailed Barneschone explaining to him that 

the TOC is angry at him for not cancelling the sale of the farm; the SAU administration is of the 

opinion that he is not competent in his function as Sedcom director; and that the way the farm 

matter has been handled compromises his position.  

Ps. T. Letseli, the SAU president, on September 06th, 2011, gave feedback of his call with TOC 

president Ps. MA Setsiba to the new Sedcom director, Andrew Du Preez, stating that the TOC 

president mentioned that the West-Rand District is continuing with developments in Diswilmar, in 

preparation for the upcoming Camp Meeting; and that if Prestige Park is still interested to 

purchase the farm, the development costs amount to R 600 000 would be added to the purchase 

price (annexure 38). 
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5.5 TOC Special Business Session of February 24th, 2013: 

The Southern-Africa Union Conference (SAU), following their executive committee meeting of 

December 02nd, 2012, resolved to convene a TOC Special Business Session on February 24th, 

2013. The notice letter announcing the special business session was circulated on January 07th, 

2013 (annexure 39). The agenda of the session mentioned above was to solely receive the 

Diswilmar farm report. 

The West-Rand District, in response to the session notice circulated by SAU, sent a nine-point 

letter to the TOC administration on January 13th, 2013, after the district held their Management 

Board meeting (annexure 40). The letter reaffirmed the resolution that the district took to cancel 

the sale of the farm on June 07th, 2009; it further argued that Sedcom and SAU do not have the 

mandate to discuss nor decide on Diswilmar farm; thus, the district leadership called upon both 

Sedcom and SAU to discuss the farm matter with the West-Rand District, before tabling the farm 

as an agenda of the TOC special business session. Furthermore, the district resolved to request 

the TOC to remove Diswilmar farm from the trust services of Sedcom and place the property 

under the TOC Trust services. Additionally, the letter recommended that the TOC administration 

should appoint an auditing firm, to conduct a forensic audit on the entire process of the sale of 

the farm. 

The SAU explained the necessity of convening the entire TOC constituency to discuss the farm 

report, in their letter of January 25th, 2013 (annexure 41). The points the letter alluded to are 

discussed below: 

First, the letter explained that one of the reasons for which Sedcom was established was to ensure 

that the fixed property of the SDA Church in the SAU region is safeguarded against any form of 

misuse, abuse, and/or threat. The matter of Diswilmar farm, according to SAU, threatened the 

security of the denominational fixed property of SAU, because Prestige Park was suing the seller 

for R 38 million. Therefore, Sedcom has a legal obligation to act in the best interests of the church 

at large. 

Second, the administration believed that the cancellation of the sale of Diswilmar farm did not 

follow due contractual process, hence, the lawsuit against the church. However, the study 

believes that it was unethical and premature for the SAU to resolve to convene a TOC Special 

Business Session without engaging the West-Rand District. 

The TOC position on the special business session, as resolved in their executive committee sitting 

of January 26th and 27th, 2013, was of distancing themselves from the said meeting because the 
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SAU failed to consult the TOC administration sufficiently; and further appealing to the Southern 

Africa-Indian Ocean Division (SID) administration for intervention (annexure 42). The second 

letter appealing to the SID was sent on February 01st, 2013, wherein the TOC conveyed their 

disappointment in the biasness of the Division.  

The SID executive secretary, Dr. Solomon Maphosa, circulated two letters in response to the TOC 

appeal letters, the letters were published on February 01st and 06th, 2013. The first one endorsed 

the SAU decision to convene a TOC special business session; and the second affirmed that Ps. 

MA Setsiba, the TOC president, shall preside over the session as chairperson (annexure 43). 

The TOC executive secretary, Ps. TB Segopa, following a joint executive committee meeting with 

SAU held on February 10th, 2013, (annexure 44) published correspondence to all TOC employees 

addressing the points mentioned below: 

The first indication that the conference made is that the correspondence that the SAU sent directly 

to local churches, without consulting with the TOC administration in a duly convened executive 

committee meeting, was unconstitutional. The TOC appreciated the intervention of the SID in 

resolving the impasse between the SAU and the TOC administrations. However, the conference 

leadership was dismayed by the constant absenteeism of the SAU administration in duly called 

TOC executive committee meetings; their observation is that the absenteeism hindered both the 

TOC and SAU to resolve their differences. 

On February 20th, 2013, the West-Rand District sent a follow-up letter to their January 13th, 2013, 

letter to the TOC. The letter called upon the conference to demand that Diswilmar farm be 

removed as an agenda item of the special session, and that the TOC should urgently interdict the 

improper sale of the farm by Sedcom (annexure 45). 

Notwithstanding the apparent violation of the TOC constitution and the TOC pleading with the 

SAU to follow due procedure, the unconstitutional seating of the February 24th, 2013, TOC Special 

Business Session continued (annexure 46). The special session voted to approve the transfer of 

Diswilmar farm; to mandate Andrew Du Preez, the Sedcom director, to negotiate an out of court 

settlement with Prestige Park; and after consultation with the SID and the GC, the sitting voted to 

remove from office the following TOC officers: Ps. MA Setsiba, the president; Ps. TB Segopa, the 

executive secretary; Ps. EM Sibanyoni, the CFO; and the entire executive committee. The 

reasons given for the removal of the TOC administration include failure to attend the February 

24th, 2013, session; inciting churches and pastors to boycott the meeting; the alleged carefree 

attitude of the TOC administration towards the R38 million lawsuit against the church. 
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Subsequently, the special session elected the officers listed below to be the newly elected TOC 

executive committee. 

5.5.1 The TOC Interim Executive Committee (February 24th, 2013 – October 27th, 2013): 

1 President: Ps. Justice Mongwe Snr 

2 Executive Secretary: Ps. Thamisanqa Danxa 

3 Chief Financial Officer: Bongani M. Khanyile 

4 Departmental directors: the nominating committee voted to mandate the interim executive 

committee to fill these positions. 

5 TOC Institution representative:  Mrs. Mogane, Orlando-West Primary School 

6 Four practising pastors: 

1. Ps. P. Mahlangu 

2. Ps. T. Lebuso 

3. Ps. R. Seikaneng 

4. Ps. PZ Magagula 

7 Non-denominational worker: Ms. P. Semenya 

8 Lay district representatives: 

1. Diamond-Heritage District: B. Mgwevhu 

2. East-Rand District: A. Modise 

3. Far-West District: the representative shall be elected by the TOC executive. 

4. Free-State District: K. Finger 

5. Golden-West District: L. Hoho 

6. Highveld District: T. Khumalo 

7. Lowveld District: A. Nomotye 

8. Mahikeng District: L. Motlholwa 

9. North-East District: RR Khumalo 

10. Orange-Vaal District: L. Zwedala 

11. Shalom District: S. Masina 

12. Shiloh District: F. Themba 

13. Vhembe District: MT Makumule 
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14. West-Rand District: T. Nkosi 

5.6 The Aftermath of the TOC Special Business Session: 

5.6.1 Letters appealing the special session outcomes: 

Ps. TB Segopa, on February 25th and 27th, 2013, sent the SID leadership appeal letters lamenting 

the numerous constitutional violations committed in the February 24th, 2013, session (annexure 

47). The letters bemoan that the sole agenda of the session was: to receive the report on 

Diswilmar farm, and not the removal of the TOC executive committee; the delegates representing 

local churches within the TOC were not mandated by their respective churches to remove the 

TOC executive nor to elect a new one; moreover, the session entertained an item of receiving 

newly organised churches, an item which is only discussed in a regular business session. 

Furthermore, the session appointed a chairperson and a secretary, contrary to the provisions of 

the TOC constitution. Lastly, the sitting continued without an appropriate quorum. Therefore, the 

recently removed TOC executive committee called upon Dr. P. Ratsara, the SID president, to 

nullify their removal and the subsequent appointment of an interim executive committee. 

The deposed TOC leadership, on March 06th, 2013, (annexure 48) bewailed the biasness of the 

SID leadership, because the SID avoided to grant them audience to present their grievance; thus, 

the removed leaders pleaded that the SID escalates the matter to the General Conference (GC). 

The letter further points out that the SID defied counsel from the GC to adjourn the meeting and 

not discuss nor entertain any other agenda item(s). 

5.6.2 Letters written to the TOC administration rejecting the newly elected TOC 

leadership: 

The response of the TOC churches to the session outcomes resulted into two camps. The first 

group was in support of transferring Diswilmar farm to Prestige Park and removing the allegedly 

incompetent TOC leadership; whereas the second group was anchored on the policy violations 

mentioned earlier.  

The churches that resonated with the second group, sent letters to the TOC office denouncing 

the newly elected interim TOC executive committee, and pronouncing their support of the 

legitimate TOC leadership which was removed by the constituency meeting. 

Kimberley SDA Church published their letter on March 26th, 2013, (annexure 49) distancing 

themselves from the illegitimate TOC leadership; refusing to participate in any of the programs 

and activities which would be organised by the new conference leadership; demanding another 
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special session to resolve the apparent impasse; and calling for the reinstatement of the removed 

TOC executive committee. 

The Mafikeng District Management Board (DMB), in their letter of March 27th, 2013, (annexure 

50) mentioned that none of the churches within the Mafikeng District mandated their delegates to 

vote in favour or against of the transferring of the farm, because the session agenda was simply 

to receive a report on Diswilmar farm. Therefore, the vote that favoured the transferring of the 

farm was illegitimate. The board further mentioned that the district should have been favoured 

with the farm report prior to attending the session to enable them to mandate their delegates 

accordingly. Moreover, the district leadership pointed out that although the removal of the TOC 

executive committee did not feature as an agenda item on the session notice, they suspected that 

it was the main objective of the special session. 

The management board of Shalom District sent their letter to the TOC on April 15th, 2013, 

(annexure 51) announcing the unanimous vote the district took to disregard and dissociate from 

the outcomes of the February 24th, 2013, special session. The district encouraged churches in 

Shalom to withhold tithe remittances from the TOC administration, and alternatively send the 

tithes to a separate account. The money would only be released upon the reinstatement of the 

legitimate TOC leadership. 

The District Management Board (DMB) of Shiloh in their letter of May 12th, 2013, (annexure 52) 

reported the outcomes of their District Business meeting whose agenda was to deliberate on the 

TOC special business session. The district upheld the decision to transfer all TOC properties to 

Baleti TOC Development Trust; advocated for the illegitimacy of the interim TOC executive and 

voted that the interim committee be removed from office and recommended that the removed 

TOC administration convenes a convention for all 14 TOC Districts, in order to survey whether 

majority of the TOC districts were in favour of the special session and its outcomes. 

The West-Rand District Management Board in its letter of August 04th, 2013, (annexure 53) 

rejected the interim TOC leadership; called for another special session wherein all West-Rand 

District properties will be registered under Baleti Trust instead of Sedcom; and declined the R 9.6 

million offer by Prestige Park because the district cancelled the sale of the farm in 2009. 

5.6.3 The higher structure stance on the special session outcomes: 

The SAU president, Dr. T. Letseli, subsequently published a letter addressed to church leaders, 

on May 20th, 2013, (annexure 54) affirming the outcomes of the TOC special business session, 

particularly the elected interim executive committee. The president’s letter mentioned that it is 



 

92 

normal for brethren to have nuanced views on issues, however, he emphasised that amidst our 

conflict we must find peaceful ways of resolving our differences.  

The newly elected TOC executive secretary, Ps. T. Danxa, circulated a letter on May 23rd, 2013, 

giving feedback on the latest conference developments (annexure 55a). The letter featured three 

points of interest: firstly, an announcement that the new executive committee voted to reinstate 

the TOC insurance portfolio with Sedcom, and thus requested churches to re-enlist their churches 

by sending their list of ‘household items’ such as church PA System and computers that they wish 

to insure. Fidelity cover, tithe and offering insurance, was also made available for churches to 

reinstate with Sedcom. Furthermore, the letter mentioned that Sedcom was attending to the 

concern of uninsurable church buildings. 

Danxa, secondly, mentioned that the TOC had been taken to court by members who reject the 

special session outcomes of February 24th, 2013. Danxa regretted that the brethren who litigated 

against the conference did so against the authority exercised by the TOC constituents in the 

special session. However, the executive secretary assured churches that the conference is 

defending itself against the litigation. 

Finally, Ps. Danxa, reported that the outgone TOC executive convened a meeting on February 

24th, 2013, to approve the withdrawal of R 470 000 which was meant for litigation. The current 

executive then mandated Sedcom to recover the money from the legal counsel of the outgone 

leadership. Justice TM Makgoka, the Northern Gauteng High Court Judge, ordered an interdict 

on the remaining R 214 000 because the outgone leadership had already used R 256 000 for 

legal fees. Judge Makgoka further ordered that Ps. EM Sibanyoni refrains from transacting any 

business related to the TOC; and finally ordered that the conduct of the attorney be referred to 

the law society for investigation. The R 470 000 was paid to the TOC in full by Ngcingwana 

Attorneys, according to the TOC letter published on August 26th, 2013 (annexure 55b). 

The TOC convention which Shiloh District requested for in their May 12th, 2013, letter was 

convened in Orlando Community Hall on May 25th – 26th, 2013, (annexure 56) and the members 

resolved to open a bank account into which funds solicited for defending the sale cancellation of 

Diswilmar farm would be injected; voted to disregard the outcomes of the unconstitutional TOC 

special business session; to urgently transfer all TOC properties from Sedcom to the TOC Baleti 

Trust; and to appeal to the GC president, Dr. Ted Wilson, to restore order in the TOC by upholding 

church policies.  

Furthermore, the convention elected a working committee which comprises of representatives 

from all TOC districts, whose duty was to implement the convention resolutions. Moreover, the 
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convention sought to persuade the SAU to convene an urgent special session, whose intention 

would be to restore order within the TOC. 

The TOC president and executive secretary, pastors J. Mongwe and T. Danxa, published a joint 

letter on June 03rd, 2013, giving a summary of key decisions taken before and during the special 

session (annexure 57). The letter explained four points: first, that the SAU resolved to convene 

the special session because the TOC leadership persistently failed to provide Sedcom and SAU 

with a legal opinion on the Diswilmar farm impasse; second, the outgone TOC executive appealed 

to the SID, whose ruling, after consultation with the GC, was that the SAU was compliant with the 

model prescribed in the GC/SID Working. Therefore, the session was valid and incontrovertible, 

according to the SID.  

The third point indicates that the reason Dr. Letseli chaired the special session was because the 

TOC president, Ps. MA Setsiba, refused to preside over the meeting; and that both pastors TB 

Segopa and EM Sibanyoni, the TOC executive secretary and TOC treasurer respectively, 

absented themselves from chairing the meeting. Fourth, the outgone TOC executive was 

removed from office according to Article 2 section 8 of the TOC Constitution and B 45 20 of the 

SID Working Policy, which dictate that officers may be removed for cause by a special session 

for reasons which include incompetence and persistent failure to cooperate with duly constituted 

authority on substantive matters. 

Inasmuch as policy makes provision for the removal of officers and the executive committee as 

mentioned above, the session notice announcing the special business session must state clearly 

and openly the agenda items to be discussed, as prescribed by article 2 section 2(c) of the TOC 

constitution (2011:4). Therefore, the SAU in its notice of the resolution to convene the TOC 

Special Business Session should have outlined all the agenda items that they desired for the 

constituency to discuss, so that churches may mandate their delegates accordingly. 

The elective regular session was scheduled for October 24th – 27th, 2013, and a letter to that effect 

was published on June 24th, 2013, by the TOC executive secretary (annexure 58a). The follow-

up letter to the session notice was published on August 13th, 2013, and the agenda items of the 

session included departmental reports; conference performance review for the preceding term; 

and the election of the new TOC executive committee (annexure 58b). 

The TOC circulated a letter on July 09th, 2013, (annexure 59a) which declared that the transfer of 

Diswilmar farm was finalised by Sedcom, as mandated by the special session resolution. Prestige 

Park is said to have settled the R 9.6 million purchase price; and that the proceeds were to be 

given to the West-Rand District to purchase another farm of their own. The settlement agreement 
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was finalised and signed on May 09th, 2014 (annexure 59b). The agreement stated that Sedcom 

must transfer holdings 8 and 15 of Diswilmar farm into the name of Prestige Park; Prestige Park 

would further receive payment of R 25 million from Sedcom, which shall include their legal fees 

of R 4.5 million and R 2 million contribution towards the costs of relocating the illegal occupants 

of Diswilmar farm. 

5.7 The Judgement of March 28th, 2018, by Justice EF Dippenaar (annexure 60): 

The March 2018 judgement comes five years after the special session of February 24th, 2013. 

The TOC, in the period between February 2013 and March 2018, held two triennial regular 

business sessions, one in October 2013 and the other in October 2016, wherein new TOC 

executive committees were elected. 

The October 2013 executive resolved, in December 2013, to dismiss pastors MA Setsiba; TB 

Segopa; MB Molopa; PP Mbedzi; and BJ Nemaranzhe from the pastoral ministry. The SAU 

subsequently voided the ordination of the five above-mentioned pastors in June 2014. 

Furthermore, the 2013 TOC executive stripped 35 local churches in 10 districts off their church 

status, on May 31st, 2016, and barred these churches from sending delegates to any of the TOC 

business sessions. Dippenaar mentions that there was no evidence that the church manual was 

followed in disciplining the offending churches stated above. Moreover, the SAU resolved to term 

the faction that was against the sale of Diswilmar a break-away group. 

Therefore, in the case between Setsiba and others v the Trans-Orange Conference of the 

Seventh-day Adventists and others (6277/2014) of March 28th, 2018, on the TOC impasse, the 

acting judge of the Johannesburg High Court, justice E.F. Dippenaar, ruled to set aside the special 

business session of February 24th, 2013, which approved the sale of Diswilmar farm and 

dismissed the executive committee, was convened unconstitutionally. Thus, rendering the 

decisions of that special business session invalid. The decision to demote 35 local churches was 

also set aside as invalid; and the dismissal of pastors Setsiba, Segopa, Molopa, Mbedzi, and 

Nemaranzhe and voiding their ordination was deemed invalid. 

However, justice Dippenaar cautioned that although the election of the new executive committee 

was invalid; the decisions which were subsequently taken by this new executive committee were 

not invalid. The decisions justice Dippenaar was referring to include the hiring of pastors between 

2013, the year in which the TOC split into two factions; and 2018, the year of the court verdict, 

should not be rendered invalid merely because the election of the executive committee that 

resolved to hire them was invalid. 
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The judgement then directed the TOC executive, which was elected in October 2016, to convene 

a regular business session within four months of the court order date to elect a new TOC executive 

committee in accordance with the TOC constitution. Additionally, the new executive committee 

should comprise of a proportionate number of individuals representing the TOC Alberton (TOC-

A) faction and the local churches that support Alberton; individuals representing the February 

2013 and October 2013 executive committees, and the local churches that support the two 

executive committees. 

5.8 Correspondences post the March 2018 judgement: 

The TOC Alberton (TOC-A) administration, between March 29th and September 11th, 2018, 

exchanged correspondence with the TOC Orange Grove (TOC-OG) administration. The Alberton 

leadership rejected the directives of the court order and intended to approach the court to 

formulate a more appropriate directive, insofar as convening the 2018 TOC regular session is 

concerned (annexure 61). The judgement gave the October 2016 TOC executive committee the 

full responsibility to distribute to all TOC local churches, including the ones previously demoted, 

appropriate guidelines for the nomination of individuals eligible for election to the 2018 TOC 

executive committee which would be elected in the joint business session; to include guidelines 

that ensure that the 2018 executive represents, in its membership, the members of Alberton, the 

February 2013 and October 2013 administrations; to propose a mandate to be given the new 

executive; and to identify the number of churches that support each faction.  

Hence, the TOC-Alberton (TOC-A) rejected the court order and called for an appropriate directive 

which does not sideline the Alberton administration in the planning and convening of the 2018 

TOC regular business session. Moreover, the Alberton leadership demanded to know how the 

October 2016 TOC executive intended to reinstate the dismissed employees; to compensate the 

said five pastors for lost income since February 24th, 2013; and to issue a letter to all TOC 

churches to redress all the wrong committed against the 35 demoted churches (annexure 62). 

Contrarily, the TOC executive of October 2016 welcomed the March 2018 judgement and the 

responsibility that the court order granted to them to convene the 2018 TOC regular session; 

announced that the TOC regular session is scheduled for June 24th, 2018, and that a formal 

session notice shall follow in due course; declared that all 35 demoted churches have been 

restored of their status and are eligible to participate in the upcoming session; and that the five 

previously dismissed pastors are eligible to participate fully in the June 2018 session. The 

executive mentioned that the finer details of the reinstatement of the five pastors would be 

handled by the 2018 newly elected TOC executive committee (annexure 63). 
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The official session notice was published on May 22nd, 2018, in the June edition of Maranatha, 

after the October 2016 administration voted in their TOC executive committee meeting of April 

14th, 2018, to convene a regular business session on June 24th, 2018, which would be held at the 

SAU auditorium from 09h00 to 17h00. The agenda items of the session were to elect the TOC 

executive committee, and to mandate the newly elected executive committee (annexure 64). 

The Alberton leadership solicited the October 2016 TOC administration on May 23rd, 2018, to 

convene a meeting wherein all stakeholders would discuss peace and unity; deliberate on the 

reinstatement of the five pastors and their compensation for lost income; and that the October 

2016 administration should write a letter properly accepting the 35 demoted churches back into 

the TOC sisterhood of churches (annexure 65). The stakeholder meeting requested above was 

scheduled for June 05th, 2018, according to the letter and the email of June 01st, 2018, written by 

Ps. Segopa and Ps. Kunene respectively (annexure 66).  

Subsequently, the SAU executive secretary, Ps. TM Kunene, circulated a letter on June 06th, 

2018, celebrating the peaceful and spirit-filled stakeholder meeting (annexure 67). The October 

2016 administration published a letter on June 08th, 2018, thanking the Alberton leadership for 

the candid discussion of the June 05th, 2018 meeting (annexure 68). The letter further explained 

that the October 2016 administration was mandated by all the TOC respondents listed on the 

March 2018 judgement to undertake the call for unity and levelling of playing fields as requested 

by the Alberton administration. 

The TOC letter of June 08th, 2018, also responded to the May 23rd, 2018 letter from the TOC 

Alberton (TOC-A) and Dr. PS Makuwa, the TOC Orange Grove (TOC-OG) executive secretary, 

emphasising that the reason the court order tasked the October 2016 administration with the 

responsibility of convening the TOC regular session, was in the interest of avoiding further strife 

and disputes between the two groups, and further pointed out that reconciliation is an ongoing 

process, thus it should not be a prerequisite for convening the June 2018 session. The TOC-OG 

explained that the five dismissed pastors have been automatically reinstated, as per the court 

order; and further elucidated that the October 2016 leadership needed proof that the five 

previously dismissed pastors had not received remuneration since February 2013, before the 

TOC-OG could compensate them for lost income. Finally, the letter affirmed that all the demoted 

churches have been accepted into the sisterhood of churches, as per the court order. 

The Alberton administration requested a follow up meeting to the June 05th stakeholder meeting, 

on June 12th, 2018, (annexure 69). The requested meeting for June 19th, 2018, was going to 

address the points that the Alberton leaders deemed as deal breakers to their attendance of the 

June 24th, 2018, session. The leaders in Alberton emphasised that although reconciliation is an 
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ongoing process, there are some items that need to be resolved prior to the session, to ensure 

that there is one united TOC as opposed to one of two divided groups.  

The June 12th letter mentioned that all legal cases against Alberton must be dropped; demanded 

written apologies from Price Waterhouse Coopers (PWC) for accusing the TOC administration of 

corruption, and from the General Conference Auditing Services (GCAS) for refusing to audit the 

TOC Alberton (TOC-A) on August 29th, 2016; and expected that all legal fees, as directed by 

courts, be paid before the June 2018 session. Lastly, the letter requested that the pastors and the 

support staff, which were employed after 2013, by both the TOC-A and TOC-OG, be included in 

the new dispensation of the combined TOC. 

The October 2016 administration, in their TOC executive meeting of June 14th, 2018, resolved to 

continue with the regular session of June 24th, 2018; and bemoaned the non-compliance of the 

TOC-A in submitting the requested statistics (annexure 70). Although, the TOC-A, on June 18th, 

2018, (annexure 71) requested a postponement of the regular session to July 22nd, 2018, and 

further pleaded for a mutual engagement to finalise relevant matters to the implementation of the 

court order, the TOC-OG administration, in their letter of June 19th, 2018, (annexure 72) pointed 

out that since the June 05th meeting, TOC-A has been aware of the willingness of TOC-OG to 

consider rescheduling the session to July 22nd, 2018, but has subjected the TOC-OG to demands 

and preconditions before consenting to the date. Therefore, the TOC-OG letter indicated that it 

was too late to postpone the regular session date due to incurred financial costs. 

The TOC-A leadership circulated communique on June 22nd, 2018, bewailing the biasness of SAU 

in excluding them from the May 08th, 2018, meeting held with the SID, SAU, and TOC-OG 

leadership, and pointed out that the TOC-OG eight-point letter of May 14th, 2018, emanated from 

meetings held in the absence of TOC-A. Surprisingly, although the SAU was uncomfortable with 

meeting the TOC-A administration in the absence of other stakeholders, according to their July 

13th, 2018, correspondence (annexure 74) which was responding to the TOC-A letter of July 11th, 

2018, (annexure 73), they were evidently comfortable to having meetings with other stakeholders 

in the absence of TOC-A.  

Nonetheless, the TOC regular business session of June 24th, 2018, continued in the absence of 

TOC-A and the TOC territory remains divided even to the present day. The loss of trust and failure 

to work in good faith between TOC-A and TOC-OG resulted in the failure to implement the court 

order of the March 28th, 2018, judgement. The higher structures of the SDA Church in South-

Africa could not resolve the long-standing impasse in the TOC region. 
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The TOC-A, in its executive committee sitting of October 31st, 2021, resolved to institute legal 

proceedings against Prestige Park and others for the sale and transfer of Diswilmar farm 

(annexure 75). 

The SAU constitution, article 18 section 1, stipulates that all immovable property procured by and 

on behalf of the SAU shall be kept in trust by Sedcom, in its capacity as a trustee for SAU. 

Whereas article 13 section 1 of the TOC constitution dictates that an asset-holding entity 

established/appointed by the Conference, shall hold in trust all immovable assets belonging to 

the Conference. The TOC, during its special session of 2011, established Baleti Trust to be the 

property-holding entity wherein all their assets will be kept. However, Sedcom has not released 

the properties belonging to the TOC. 

Although Sedcom was instrumental in the procurement and development of land for the Seventh-

day Adventist Church in Southern-Africa during the colonial era; its current existence has 

numerous ethical anomalies in its practises, as has been evidenced throughout the chapter. 

Conferences like the TOC, whose constitution makes provision for establishing their own 

property-holding entity, should not have to struggle to receive Title Deeds of their properties from 

Sedcom. 

5.9 Chapter summary: 

Chapter 5 has provided a detailed history of Diswilmar farm from the year the West-Rand District 

purchased it from James Thomson, in October 1986; and further narrated the build up to the 

district resolving to sell the farm in December 2006, and later withdrawing the sale of the farm in 

December 2009. Additionally, the chapter has pointed out two ethical anomalies with Sedcom: 

first, Sedcom failed to abide to the instruction of the district to withdraw the sale of Diswilmar; 

second, Sedcom sold the farm against the will of the district, albeit the association was acting on 

the mandate of the special business session. Chapter 6 shall give an ethical perspective on 

Sedcom. 
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CHAPTER 6 A CHRISTIAN-ETHICAL ASSESSMENT OF SEDCOM 

6.1 Introduction: 

The preceding five chapters have done intensive research on Sedcom and all the hierarchical 

levels of the SDA Church, chapter six climaxes with a Christian-ethical assessment evaluating 

the relevance of Sedcom in the democratic South Africa. The intention of this chapter is to 

promulgate supplementary methods which Sedcom may explore to redress the inequalities in 

land usage and ownership in local Conferences of the SDA Church within South Africa. 

6.2 Summary of findings: 

The problem statement in the first chapter concedes that the sale of Diswilmar farm, albeit against 

the will of the West-Rand District, may have avoided the R38 million lawsuit, but it has left the 

TOC separated into two factions. The higher structures of the SDA Church in Southern Africa, 

i.e., the Southern-Africa Union Conference (SAU), and the Southern Africa-Indian Ocean Division 

(SID) have, for the past ten years, been unable to resolve the impasse within the TOC. 

The second chapter enlisted the five hierarchical levels of the SDA Church, so that the reader 

understands the circumstances around which the contended decision of selling Diswilmar farm 

was taken; provided a diagram demonstrating where, in the hierarchical structure, the special 

session of February 24th, 2013, was held; and pointed out the various policy violations committed 

before and during the 2013 session. 

Although the SAU operated within the prescripts of article 2 section 2.4(b) of the TOC constitution, 

which permits SAU to convene the TOC special business session, the session notice published 

only one agenda item to be discussed. Perturbingly, the special session entertained items which 

were not published in the notice, thus disadvantaging local church delegates, because they were 

not mandated by their respective churches on what their position should be on those additional 

items. 

The session was not an elective session, yet the sitting ultimately voted to remove the TOC 

executive and subsequently elected an interim TOC executive to replace the ousted leadership. 

Furthermore, the session notice was sent directly to the local churches and thus bypassing the 

local conference responsible for the said churches.  

The order that prevails in the SDA Church is that whenever the higher structure calls for a special 

constituency meeting of a lower structure, in this case the TOC, the local conference should 
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convene its executive committee, and invite the higher structure for discussions on a mutually 

cooperative approach to follow in convening the special session. 

The three Christian-ethical principles discussed in the third chapter are land redemption method; 

denominational land scrutiny; and land reform. Land redemption method advocates that the land 

which was sold to a particular buyer should be redeemable when the seller has accumulated 

means to repurchase the land; when a kinsman redeemer repays the buyer on behalf of the seller; 

or alternatively, the seller may reclaim, without compensation, the land from the buyer in the year 

of jubilee, which is 50 years after the selling of the land. 

Denominational land scrutiny promotes that various denominations should conduct total audits of 

their own church-owned land, with an intention of meaningfully participating in the land reform 

programme of returning the land to its rightful owners; and encourages the religious sector to 

participate in the skills development of communities to which land has been redistributed. 

Land reform calls for the need to abolish the 1937 Deeds Registries Act which perpetuates and 

secures land ownership to the minority and hampers the success of the land reform programme. 

Thus, the state would need to establish a constitutional way of implementing land deprivation non-

arbitrarily. 

The history of Sedcom and how it functions, as narrated in the fourth chapter, provides the reader 

with information about the committees and subcommittees involved in the operation of the 

association, so that the reader understands the ethical anomalies practised by Sedcom, which 

chapter five has pointed out. The chapter has also listed the aims and objectives of Sedcom. 

The fifth chapter discussed the Diswilmar farm in detail, to allow the reader to apply their own 

mind, even though the study shall draw its own conclusions and recommendations. The chapter 

narrated the history from October 21st, 1986, when the West-Rand District signed the Offer to 

Purchase (OTP) Diswilmar farm from James and Anna Thomson. The chapter proceeded to 

December 19th, 2006, when Sedcom signed a R 9.6 million sale agreement with Prestige Park, 

following a mandate from the West-Rand and TOC to sell the farm; and subsequently mentioned 

the December 11th, 2009, resolution of the West-Rand District and the TOC to cancel the sale of 

the farm because Prestige Park had failed to pay the R 500 000 deposit and the R 9.1 million 

balance, within the stipulated period of time. 

Moreover, Sedcom stalled the implementation of the instruction to terminate the sale of Diswilmar 

farm, because their appointed conveyancer had been in possession of the required guarantees 

which secured the payment of the R 9.1 million balance since February 09th, 2010, as per the 
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contents of van der Watt’s letter of April 07th, 2010. Sedcom neglected to communicate such 

crucial information to the TOC and the West-Rand District. Additionally, Sedcom sold the farm 

against the express instruction of the West-Rand District, albeit the association was carrying out 

the mandate of the special business session. 

6.3 Conclusion: 

The central theoretical argument of the entire study advocates that local conferences should be 

at liberty to either retain Sedcom as their property-holding entity or establish one at their own 

discretion. The argument stated above emanates from the realisation that the root cause of the 

TOC division is land ownership, because Diswilmar farm was sold without the consent of its 

rightful owners, the West-Rand District. 

The working policies of the Seventh-day Adventist (SDA) Church do not prohibit conferences to 

appoint nor establish a denominational corporate entity for holding their assets. The General 

Conference working policy S 55 05 (2019:535) on property ownership proscribes individuals, 

trustees, and local congregations from owning church property, but makes no pronouncement 

against conferences. Similarly, the SID working policy BA 25 20 (2018:112) makes provision for 

the division to permit union conferences to establish property-holding entities. Thus, the SAU 

appointed Sedcom to serve both the SAU and all local conferences in its region as a real estate 

trustee (SAU working policy, 2015:386). 

However, BA 25 01 of the SID working policy (2018:111) emphasises the need for organisations 

to have a legal persona, such as a corporation, in order to exercise their duties and be 

accountable for their own liabilities. The incorporation of such legal entities is subject to division 

policy. Moreover, BA 25 05 points out that the GC, SID, SAU, and TOC have separate legal 

identities; neither of the organisations mentioned above assumes responsibility for the liabilities, 

debts, and actions of another (SID working policy, 2018:111, 112). Finally, BA 25 10 demands 

that all division subsidiary organisations, such as TOC, which seek to form legal corporations, 

must comply with the division policy regarding the formation of legal entities and receive 

authorisation from their own executive committee (SID working policy, 2018:112). 

The TOC, after the 2011 special business session, revised their constitution to include articles 8 

and article 13 which grant the conference the authority to appoint, establish, or repeal trust 

services, provided a two-thirds majority votes in favour of the action; and further states that all 

immovable property belonging to the conference, shall be held by the appointed property-holding 

entity of the conference.  
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Therefore, the establishment of Baleti Trust was in no violation of any policy provisions of the 

SDA Church. The reluctance of Sedcom to release the immovable assets of the TOC into a 

property-holding entity established by the conference, is unethical and a violation of policy, and 

further disadvantages the TOC Alberton local churches from developing their church buildings, 

because the majority of their title deeds are registered under Sedcom. The fact that SAU, as per 

their letter dated April 20th, 2021, does not recognise TOC Alberton as a Conference, further 

makes it questionable for both the union and Sedcom to hold onto the properties belonging to 

TOC Alberton. 

Insofar as the TOC division is concerned, the General Conference needs to intervene by 

organising a meeting, in the interest of unity, with TOC-A, TOC-OG, SAU, Sedcom, and the SID 

to negotiate a peace treaty. The onus would be upon each stakeholder to engage in good faith, 

and each party must approach the negotiation table with open-mindedness as opposed to myopic 

rigidity. 

6.3.1 The Peace Treaty – Redressing February 24th, 2013: 

The stakeholders mentioned earlier, each have core points that they would likely approach the 

envisaged negotiation table with. The central desire of TOC-A is land ownership; TOC-OG intends 

to implement the March 28th, 2018, court order without deviations and preconditions; the SAU 

anchors  on the principle that TOC-A is not an organised conference, an action which would be 

the competency of the union; the SID endorses the TOC leadership which was elected in the 

three sessions of February 24th, 2013; October 24th-27th, 2013; and October 20th-23rd, 2016, held 

before the March 2018 judgement; and the GC presides as chairperson of the peace treaty. 

The point of convergence, in the opinion of this study, would be to empower the TOC-OG to 

convene a joint regular session in October 2025; and dedicate 2024 to a series of meetings whose 

focus would be to iron out factors that may hinder the success of the business session, factors 

such as the retention of pastors and support staff which was employed between February 2013 

and the present day. 

The 40-member TOC executive committee, which would be elected in that 2025 session, should 

have representatives of both TOC-A and TOC-OG, as per the dictates of paragraph 158.6.2 of 

the court order. The mandate of that 2025 executive, amongst others, should be to facilitate one 

of two things: first, the official integration of Baleti Trust as an additional property-holding entity; 

or second, the establishment of another property-holding entity for the TOC, in accordance with 

the SID working policy.  
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The local churches and districts would subsequently decide whether to retain their immovable 

properties with Sedcom, or have it held in trust by Baleti. The SAU and Sedcom would then 

expedite the allocation of immovable assets and other church properties to the appointed trust 

services, in accordance with the resolutions that districts would have voted upon. The envisioned 

development stated above does not negate the role and importance of Sedcom in brokering peace 

and unity in the TOC region. 

The second mandate, which the study proposes, for the 2025 executive would be to initiate 

discussions with the SAU to officially organise and welcome the TOC-A into the sisterhood of 

conferences, during the 7th SAU regular business session of 2027. The reason that the study 

advocates for SAU to organise TOC-A in 2027 is to minimise hostility and ensure that peace and 

unity is fostered before establishing another conference. 

6.3.2 The Christian-ethical principles of chapter 3: 

Although the study has pointed out that it was unethical for Sedcom to stall the implementation of 

the instruction to withdraw the sale of Diswilmar farm; to withhold information from the TOC 

pertaining the guarantees securing the payment of the R 9.1 million balance; to proceed with the 

sale of the farm against the express wishes of the district; and to forcefully retain the immovable 

properties of the TOC-A, even after the conference has requested Sedcom to release them; 

Sedcom still has an important role to play in the equitable redistribution of land back to the rightful 

owners. 

The first principle of land redemption, as taught in Leviticus 25:23-28, would require of Sedcom 

to conduct an audit of the land that has been registered in their name for 50 years and longer, by 

black churches which were forbidden by the state laws of the colonial era to own land. The SAU 

and Sedcom would have to assist conferences to which the land would be distributed, to establish 

property-holding corporations which would aid these conferences to grow financially, while 

ensuring that there would be accountability and proper usage for the land. 

The denominational land scrutiny principle not only calls for churches to conduct land audits, it 

further calls for churches to avoid merely redistributing land to its rightful owners, but to provide 

skills development and training in the field of agriculture. Therefore, it would be good for Sedcom, 

in cooperation with conferences in the SAU region, to fund the academic training of church 

members who have an interest in agriculture. The training of these members would ensure that 

arable land is used efficiently to benefit the conference financially, and to help members create a 

sustainable livelihood from the land restored. 
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The aim of land reform, when interpreted in the context of the SDA Church in South Africa, is to 

evaluate the property policies of the church on land usage and ownership, to determine whether 

they promote the principles of democracy, equality, and the de-racialisation of land ownership. 

The working policies of the GC, SID, and SAU, as quoted earlier in the chapter, are not racially 

discriminatory nor counter democratic. However, in practise the church is racially unequal in terms 

of land usage and ownership. Sedcom, between 2015 and 2022, has had 46 immovable 

properties valued at R 52 834 951 registered in their name; and after selling 23 of those 

properties, the value of Sedcom increased by R 21 657 451. The TOC, particularly TOC-A, most 

of whose immovable property is held by Sedcom, has not benefitted financially from the above-

stated proceeds of Sedcom. 

6.3.3 Summary of contributions: 

The study is an addition to the already existing research on the contribution of various church 

denominations to land restitution. The research has sought to present the history of Sedcom 

during and post the colonial era, to juxtapose what the role of Sedcom should be in the democratic 

South Africa, different from what it was in the colonial state. 

6.4 Suggestions for further research: 

The study has taken interest in two important factors regarding the operation of Sedcom in relation 

to the Conferences, whose properties the association holds in trust: there is need to research on 

what the Sedcom insurance prerequisites are for covering local church buildings, and to further 

establish how many church buildings in the TOC fulfil those requirements in the present day; 

moreover, it is necessary to investigate how much money, from the proceeds that Sedcom 

receives after selling immovable property, is shared with the district and conference to whom the 

property belonged. 
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