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T =T uss mpeEnwe T Tis e ocentenial year of
e mnrr Sessutior ™ mamy 2 casssoom all sorts of com-
Smrsnms il 2= drmen 2nd ansioges mplied. Some of these
e S= s wihile ofers may be less plausible. Fact is,
e sy Eacher ougit i any case o endeavour, not
e sEEE T = emigue Spisode or individual, but to ade-
Sy Sedpe The g2p between the unique and the general,
e catcusr ans e apical. On the other hand, history is
mr = semrsl scesce and accordingly the human and
IEnecs getems of events in history are different from those
e Ews apiicabie D natural phenomena. In other words,
sty cammoE S==ch by direct example, but certainly it can
Humeats ane Deoaden Hhe frame of reference of mankind
2 =nsingy: Dy debating with the past over universal human
saues = psSce Feedom and fair play - all of these
awmesty =t 2nd parcel of any assessment of the influence
o &= Fe=mch Revolution on present-day society.

DwomusSy The Speciic meaning or content given to these con-
=== h=we changed over the years. The important point to
sm===_howewer, s Hhat the ongoing dialogue between values,
mSwanals =nd events is at the centre of the potential for-
mamwe walise of History as a school subject. The more the
m=mry E==cher succeeds in conveying history to his pupils
== =» omgoing debate between human values, the more
mson wil aoculate a definite existential message. In other
wo= ¥ mistory is presented as a debate between different
ssmeses. walues and individuals the experience of other
T ui-duals can, in a certain sense, become self-
SpEmence

= specic case the Declaration of the Rights of Man dur-
e Fe=nch Revolution is often conveyed as the ideal, the
=== =s=mple for similar declarations in another time and
= W= Te Freedom Charter in contemporary South Africa.
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The danger, of course, exists in a very real sense that such
an exercise may be nothing but an exercise in futility if the
similarities are highlighted without explicit reference to the
possible and inevitable differences between the two historical
realities.

Fact is, there are obvious differences between the French
Revolution and the present revolutionary climate in South
Africa — differences not only of time and place, but dif-
ferences far more basic to any balanced assessment of
present-day South Africa. To mention but a few: There are
indeed different race groups involved in the South African
scene and these groups constitute, not only racial, but also
cultural differences, differences of life view, political
experience, social and religious differences and the like. On
the other hand, pre-revolutionary France was a far more clear
cut case of political social and economic stratification within
a reasonably homogeneous society. Accordingly, the in-
ference that in both cases it is basically a class struggle be-
tween the haves and the have nots, is a gross oversimplifica-
tion and biased presentation of reality. It is, of course, a fact
that the ruling minority in present-day South Africa is basically
the Afrikaner, but they are not a homogeneous economic
group. What is more, the Afrikaner acted the way he did to
a great extent in order to safeguard his cultural heritage, as
he saw it. His prime concern was thus not to deny the black
man political, economic and social upliftment, but to preserve
the Afrikaner as a separate cultural entity by maintaining
political control of his destiny. The basic premise of his action
is therefore often not in the first instance economic greed but
cultural exclusiveness. One can, of course, argue that by de-
nying other groups fundamental political and human rights,
the interests of the Afrikaner have not been served in the long
run. What is more, the ugly duckling of apartheid has
dramatically bedevilled intergroup relations and is still casting
a dark shadow on the future of all South Africans. In fact,
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it was a very naive policy in theory and in practice constituted
an affront to human dignity. Nevertheless, these arguments
do not refute the basic premise that the South African reality
resembles a Marxist or even New Marxist class struggle only
to a limited extent.?

Secondly, in the case of the French Revolution, the accep-
tance of the Righs of Man was not part of the build up to the
revolution, but a manifestation of the fact that the people were
already in power. In the case of South Africa, more than thirty
years have lapsed since the acceptance of the Freedom
Charter by the African National Congress and still the downfall
of the citadels of power is all but imminent — in spite of many
predictions in this regard.®

On the other hand, in both cases the relevant document was
and is seen as a sort of Bill of Rights — a declaration of intent.
In both cases much is made of values universally acclaimed
— freedom, justice, equality and fraternity. In both cases there
was eventually substantial popular support for the documents.
Another parallel is that the importance of the document did
not diminish after a lapse of time. In fact, both gained momen-
tum, so to speak, and in the case of the Freedom Charter
this fact has become more than evident over the last few
years.*

In conclusion the history teacher has to generalise if he has
something worthwhile to say and if the formative value of his
subject is uppermost in his mind. But as is evident from this
case, his generalisations are of a limited nature and have to
be reconciled with the basic ingredients of the historical
reality. What is more, history is an ongoing debate between
historians and their facts, values, assumptions and perspec-
tives. Therefore, true history teaching implies more than one
perspective. This presentation of different sides of a story is
funda;nental if education rather than indoctrination is the
ideal.
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THE TEACHING OF THE FREEDOM CHARTER IN
SOUTH AFRICAN SECONDARY SCHOOLS

To understand how history is taught and what history is taught
in South African schools, one has to briefly refer to the educa-
tional system of the country. There are no less than 18
basically autonomous educational departments serving the
different ethnical and cultural communities. None of these
departments is significantly multicultural or multiracial,
although a number of private schools have lately been pro-
pagating a multicultural approach to education.

There is, however, a degree of coordination between educa-
tional departments, as far as curriculum planning is con-
cerned, in the sense that here is a basic core curriculum
which serves as a basis for regional or ethnic educational
authorities. In the past the Joint Matriculation Board had, at
school leaving level, substantial influence due to the fact that
it controlled university entrance qualifications and standards.
Recently, the influence of this board on especially curriculum
content has been drastically reduced.®

Furthermore, it is a fact, that in a subject like history there
is at this point in time, a lot of dissatisfaction regarding the
curriculum. Basically, the criticism is levelled at the Eurosen-
tric bias of the curriculum. It is argued that African history
is grossly neglected, and that an emphatic approach to a
multicultural society is needed if history has a contribution
to make, in fostering a more tolerant society. The present core
syllabus explicitly is, nevertheless, the first cirriculum that
addresses, amongst other issues, black responses to apart-
heid during the period 1948 — 1970. Unfortunately, prescribed
and recommended reading is still very much the prerogative
of the individual departments and, sadly enough, not many
of them have explicitly facilitated a multiperspective approach
to this controversial period in our history. Generally speak-
ing. the parochial focus of especially the whites is siill very

‘much the order of the day. Personally | believe that unless
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Refierence 1 he Fresdom Chartser m most other textbooks
s scant. What s however, more alarming, is that the educa-
Son deparyment for biacks chose 1o ignore the period after
1948 because & was deemed 0o controversial. Granted that
the imt=rpretations of present day South African history are
ofien biased. one has 10 a2ccept that the essence of history
is controversy. Sinpped of s controversiality history becomes
but ‘one damned thing after another.” (Toynbee) with very
littie educative value.

Fact is, that nobody can be totally impartial, but everybody
has to strive 1o be honest. The truth — that elusive ideal —
is in the end the ultimate goal of every true historian and
sincere history teacher. In spite of the emotional impact a
document like the Freedom Charter is bound to have in a
divided society, the dedicated history teacher will at least try
to dismantle the myths and build a reasonable appreciation
of the historial realities surrounding the Freedom Charter. The
true history of South Africa can only be taught if the Freedom
Charter becomes part of the heritage of all South Africans.
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