


















































































































































































































IN THE COMMISSION OF INQUIRY INTO ALLEGATION OF STATE CAPTURE, 

CORRUPTION AND FRAUD IN THE PUBLIC SECTOR INCLUDING ORGANS OF 

STATE (“THE COMMISSION”) 

 

In the matter between: 

 

THE COMMISSION        APPLICANT 

           

and  

 

JACOB GEDLEYIHLEKISA ZUMA      RESPONDENT 

 

                                             

NOTICE OF INTENTION TO OPPOSE 

 

 

KINDLY TAKE NOTICE THAT the Respondent hereby gives his notice of intention 

to oppose the Application. 

 

AND TAKE NOTICE FURTHER THAT the Respondent shall receive all Notices, 

processes, and pleadings in this matter in the address mentioned herein below. 

 

DATED at Johannesburg on this the 06th day of January 2020. 

       

 

 

 

 



 

                  ________________________________________ 

LUGISANI MANTSHA INCORPORATED 

      Respondent’s Attorneys 

      No. 410 Jan Smuts Avenue 

      Burnside Island 

      Block 6, First Floor 

      Craighall, Johannesburg 

      P O Box 1127 

      Randburg, 2125 

      Tel: (011) 781 0099 

      Fax: (011) 781 0526 

      Our Ref: LW0257/18/c 

Email: info@lugisanimantshaattorneys.co.za 

 

 

TO: MS. K B SHABALALA  

ACTING SECRETARY OF THE COMMISSION OF INQUIRY 

 

Per email: BoipeloR@commissionsc.org.za  

2nd Floor, Hillside  House  

17 Empire Road  

Parktown 

Johannesburg 

2193 

Tel: 010 214 2651 

Tel: 0800 222 097 

 
 

AND TO:  HONOURABLE JUSTICE ZONDO 

THE CHAIRPERSON OF THE COMMISSION OF INQUIRY 

 

2nd Floor, Hillside House  

17 Empire Road  

Parktown 

Johannesburg 

2193 

Tel: 010 214 2651 

Tel: 0800 222 097 
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AND TO:  P J PRETORIUS  
  Head of the Legal Team  
 

2nd Floor, Hillside House  

17 Empire Road  

Parktown 

Johannesburg 

2193 

Tel: 010 214 2651 

Tel: 0800 222 097 

  Per email: Ppretorius@commissionsc.org.za  
 

mailto:Ppretorius@commissionsc.org.za


 

Director: Lugisani Mantsha Bjuris, LLB 
Lugisani Mantsha Incorporated Reg: 2012/069234/21 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Our Ref: Mr. D Mantsha LM0257/18/C 
 

The Chairperson of the Commission of Inquiry 
 
C/O Ms. B.K Shabalala 
Acting Secretary of the Commission of Inquiry 
Per email: BoipeloR@commissionsc.org.za  
 

Date: 10 January 2020 

PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL 

“URGENT” 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE:  JUDICIAL COMMISSION OF INQUIRY INTO ALLEGATIONS OF STATE 

CAPTURE, CORRUPTION AND FRAUD IN THE PUBLIC SECTOR 

INCLUDING ORGANS OF STATE: MR. JACOB ZUMA  

 

1. We refer to the above matter and our letter dated 06 January 2020. 

 
2. We advise that we will not be able to serve our client’s affidavit due to the fact that 

our client underwent a medical surgery procedure on the 6 and 09 January 2020, 

we will endeavour to provide you with his affidavit on or before the 14 January 

2020.  

 

Yours Faithfully  

Mr. L.D Mantsha 
Transmitted electronically without signature 

 
CC:  Adv Pretorius SC 

Per email: Ppretorius@commissionsc.org.za    
And to:  ShannonV@commissionsc.org.za  

"PIM11"
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15 FEBRUARY 2021 

 

FINAL STATEMENT ON CONSTITUTIONAL COURT DECISION COMPELLING ME 

TO APPEAR BEFORE THE COMMISSION OF INQUIRY INTO STATE 

ALLEGATIONS OF STATE CAPTURE AND MY REFUSAL TO APPEAR BEFORE 

THE ZONDO COMMISSION 

 

1. On 1 February 2021 I issued a statement in which I set out my position and 

attitude towards what I referred to as an unprecedented decision of the 

Constitutional Court, which effectively stripped me off my constitutional right 

as a citizen and created, as some of our courts have been doing to me, 

jurisprudence that only applies to Jacob Gedleyihlekisa Zuma. 

 

2. I took this extra-ordinary step not to undermine the Constitution but to 

vindicate it, in the face of what I view as a few in the judiciary that have long 

left their constitutional station to join political battles. I took it after my 

observation that there are some concerning tendencies slowly manifesting in 

the judicial system that we should all fear. It is my political stance and mine 

alone. 

 
3. Today, unprovoked, Deputy Chief Justice Zondo decided to propagate some 

political propaganda against me. In my absence he and Pretorius SC decided 
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on what they have always sought to do, turn all the narratives against me into 

evidence. In his long-prepared speech, Pretorius SC presented what Deputy 

Chief Justice Zondo literally called evidence against me. Realizing that they 

had forfeited the opportunity to present the evidence to me, they did what has 

become their hallmark at the Commission in making submissions to each 

other and playing politics to influence public opinion. 

 
4. That Deputy Chief Justice Zondo could mislead to the nation is something that 

should concern us all. In justifying his position earlier, he stated that it was my 

legal team that said I would come and exercise my right to silence. Those who 

know the truth will know that when my legal team made this reference, it was 

in the context of an example and suggestion of how a more responsible way 

forward could be found.  

 
 

5. His conduct today fortifies my resolve and belief that he has always sought to 

!"#$%&'(# )#* +, -./0 1##)#& 2'3# 4"#05"'%1 6781 (251',9 /"9%)#,0: '0

appeared that the script thereof was already written for the report of the 

Commission. In his typical approach, he smuggled new allegations about me 

that were obviously intended to ambush me. He has prejudiced my children, 

my family as he presented his version that he always sought to place in 

75))'11'5,81 report. 

 
 

6. The Deputy Chief Justice concluded by saying my contempt constitute 

grounds for him to approach to the Constitutional Court to seek a sentence. 

Ofcourse he will get it. I am not certain that ordinarily that is how contempt 
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proceedings would commence, but I have accepted that Deputy Chief Justice 

Zondo and due process and the law are estranged.  

 

7. Now that it seems that my role in the Commission has come to an end, I wait 

to face the sentence to be issued by the Constitutional Court. Accordingly, I 

stand by my statement of 1 February 2021 and no amount of intimidation or 

blackmail will change my position as I firmly believe that we should never allow 

for the establishment of a judiciary in which justice, fairness and due process 

are discretionary and are exclusively preserved for certain litigants and not 

others.  

 
8. Many in our society have watched this form of judicial abuse but choose to 

look the other way merely because of their antipathy towards me. They choose 

to lay the blame at my doorstep and fail to confront head-on the judicial crisis 

that is unfolding in our country. 

 

9. The Zondo Commission has today again showed how it is short of the 

attributes necessary to conduct an independent, fair and impartial 

investigation or hearings that involve me or that contradict their script on state 

capture. Judge Zondo has today again displayed questionable judicial 

integrity, independence and open-mindedness required in an investigation of 

this magnitude. Upon being advised by my legal team in open proceedings 

that it would have been more prudent to have more than one person preside 

over a commission of this nature, Judge Zondo answered that he could not do 

this since he risked a dissenting voice when the report is written. What judge 

says this as a reason and justification not to be assisted in such a mammoth 
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task? What type of society accepts such an explanation from a Deputy Chief 

Justice who sits in the apex court with ten other judges in order to enrich, 

sometimes by dissent, the quality of judgments?  

 
10. What society looks the other way when a judge adjudicates a matter involving 

his own disputed facts? What judicial system tolerates a judge admitting that 

he concealed a fact in his statement relating to whether he had ever met with 

me during my tenure as President? I invite all of those who care to look closely 

at my replying affidavit in the recusal application as well as the Deputy Chief 

;%10'(#81 &#2/<#& /&)'11'5, 0./0 .'1 10/0#)#,0 ./& ,50 =##, /((%"/0#* +,&##&:

as this admission stared us in the face, all looked the other way in their 

consistent attempts to conceal or downplay the obvious errors of the 

Chairperson of the Commission. 

 

11. Although my statement was a response to the judgment of the Constitutional 

Court, my reservations about the Commission and its lawfulness are well 

recorded. I stand by my reservations and that the Commission was 

conceptualized as part of the campaign and sponsored multi-sectoral 

collaboration to remove me from office. Faced with this obvious unlawful 

appointment of the Commission, the Chief Justice endorsed it. Later, and 

indeed unsurprisingly, Judge President Mlambo also endorsed this 

unprecedented breach of the principle of separation of powers between the 

executive and the judiciary. No matter how long we deny it or ignore it, the 

illegality of that decision to allocate to the judiciary a constitutional function of 

the President will stubbornly stare us in the face.  
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12. The Commission approached the Constitutional Court in total disregard of the 

fact that I was taking its ruling on the recusal application on review. This 

calculated stratagem was to frustrate my chances of even challenging their 

subpoenas in our courts. The Commission obviously ran to seek a licence to 

act with impunity. I still persist that there was no basis or dispute necessitating 

the Commission to approach the Constitutional Court and that there was no 

factual basis for presumption that I would defy the subpoena. I have already 

presented myself to the Commission on two occasions when called upon to 

do so. 

 

13. Fed with absolute lies, the Constitutional Court assumed that I or my legal 

team had threatened that I would defy or refuse to answer. You only have to 

peruse the records of the date of the recusal application to know that my legal 

team was at pains to suggest a responsible way forward. The submission by 

the Commission that a threat was made that I would defy or refuse to answer 

is a blatant falsehood fabricated on behalf of the Commission and entertained 

by the judges of the Constitutional Court.  

 

14. My lawyers, as a courtesy, advised the Constitutional Court that I would not 

participate in the proceedings. The judges of the Constitutional Court 

concluded that my election not to waste their time deserves a cost order 

against me. It has become common place for some of our courts to make 

these costs orders against me in order to diminish my constitutional right to 

approach courts. 
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15. It was submitted on behalf of the Commission, something it seem to have been 

accepted by the Constitutional Court that; + /) >/((%1#& ?5 @A /0 0.#

Commission. Labelling me in this fashion is deeply offensive to me but is also 

clear evidence that the Commission treats me as an accused, not a witness. 

 

16. B.# 75,10'0%0'5,/2 75%"0 -#,0 C%"0.#": /((#!0',9 /1 / C/(0: 0.# 75))'11'5,81

submissions that I had a constitutional duty to account to it (for the 

wrongdoing). I have followed the evidence of many witnesses at the 

Commission, including those alleged to have implicated me and elected that 

none of them had any case of substance against me. However, the 

Commission sought to deliver me at all costs and in this endeavour is prepared 

to break every rule of justice and fairness.  

17. It is that type of judicial conduct that I protest against, not our law or our 

Constitution. It is not the authority of the Constitutional Court that I reject, but 

its abuse by a few judges. It is not our law that I defy, but a few lawless judges 

who have left their constitutional post for political expediency. I respect the law 

and have subjected myself even to its abuse for the past 20 years. I have 

presented myself to the Zondo Commission twice and therefore the was no 

factual justification for the order given by the Constitutional Court. None 

whatsoever. 

 
18. I protest against those in the judiciary that have become an extension of 

political forces that seek to destroy and control our country. I seek no special 

treatment from the judiciary. I ask them to remain true only to their oath of 

office and their duty to treat everyone as equal before the law. I do not ask 

them or any of them or you to develop any affection for me. I only seek to 

janicebleazard2
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vindicate what we fought for so that even when society is in turmoil, as it will 

from time to time, we will have a judiciary that refuses to join the lynching 

mobs.  

 

19. As it has become common place in our country in cases that relate to me, my 

statement has been met with the bigotry that has become the hallmark of our 

sponsored opinion makers. Instead of pausing to consider whether the so-

called constitutional crisis may be emerging from the conduct of some of our 

courts themselves, the debate has been conducted in the usual binary, 

simplistic and biased terms, seeking to shield what I regard as a few in the 

judiciary that have forsaken their oath of office to !"#$%&'( )*( $+&,-., the 

Constitution and the human rights entrenched in it, and will administers 

justice to all persons alike without fear, favour or prejudice, in 

)..&+()*.- /0,% ,%- 1&*2,0,#,0&* )*( ,%- ')/34 

 

20. I do so not to undermine the Constitution or the law, but to express my own 

protest about those in the judiciary that have turned their back on their 

fundamental task in society. I take this stance because I believe that judges 

should never become agents of ruling classes in society. 

 
 

21. So, I take this stance not because I refuse to accept that my Presidency like 

any other was not perfect, but because we continue to allow some in the 

judiciary to create jurisprudence and legal inconsistencies that only apply to 

me. To date, nothing has been said about Judge President D2/)=581

contradictory rulings on the powers and remedies of the Office of the Public 



(

Protector, not because none can see the contradictions, but because they 

care less about the Constitution than they do about seeing me lynched and 

punished. 

 

None can claim not to see that the recent judgment of the Constitutional Court 

is a travesty of justice. That we accept a judgment based on mere conjecture 

and speculation about my future conduct is a betrayal of the Constitution that 

many refuse to confront as they scapegoat me for every malady in society.  

 
22. The debate has tended to focus on me, with many suggesting that I regard 

myself as above the law or that I do not recognize our Constitution and our 

law. They know as well as I do, that is not the case. Some have argued that if 

I do not appear before the Zondo Commission I must be jailed or stripped of 

presidential benefits or pension. Well, for the record, I am the one that 

suggested that I do not mind defending myself against the sanction that 

accompanies my principled stance. Secondly, it should naturally please them 

that, should I fail to defend myself before the relevant contempt forum, I will 

face jail term.  

 

23. The suggestion that I would be enticed with pension and benefits to abandon 

my principled stance against what I see as bias by a few in the judiciary, can 

only come from people who believe that money can buy everything. When I 

joined the ANC and fought for democracy, I did not do so for money and 

benefits. This, to me, is a foreign tendency to some of us who have been 

freedom fighters.  
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24. I am grateful however, to many comrades, who have sought to hear my side 

of the story and have understood my frustration. I am grateful for their support 

and their courage to stand with me rather than to appease, at my expense, 

those who seek to control our economy, judiciary and our country.  

 
 

25. Some in our so called intelligentsia have become blinded by their prejudice 

towards me, they agree that the court my take away my right to remain silent, 

yet they fail to recognize that the Zondo Commission has already extended 

this right to at least three witnesses that appeared before it. Where is the 

consistency in this approach?  

 

26. I demand no more than justice, fairness and impartiality, all of which are 

attributes we should not have to remind some of our judges to possess. They 

promised the country they possessed these attributes the day they applied for 

judicial office and took their oath of office. We should not have to remind some 

of them of this. 

 
27. If we paused, in any case that involves me, and asked whether many of the 

decisions taken, and attitudes adopted are not merely driven by the antipathy 

towards me. What legacy are some of our judges leaving for future 

generations? 

 

28. When Judge President Mlambo can flip flop on the same principle simply to 

punish me, what kind of judges do we have? What justice are we serving and 

what law will be followed when I am long gone. I know that instead of 
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confronting these questions I am raising, many will resort to sarcasm, and 

seek a response that blames me. In any event, that is what has led us to this 

point. The failure to see our law beyond one individual we seek to punish. 

 

29. We sit with some judges who have assisted the incumbent President to hide 

from society what on the face of it seem to be bribes obtained in order to win 

an internal ANC election. We sit with some judges who sealed those records 

simply because such records may reveal that some of them, while presiding 

in our courts, have had their hands filled with the proverbial 30 pieces of silver.  

 

30. I repeat, it is not the law against which I protest, as I refuse to subject myself 

to Zondo Commission. I protest against our black, red and green robes, 

dressing up some individuals that have long betrayed the Constitution and 

their oath of office. It is those who allow it and look the other way that must do 

some reflection. You do not have to like me to do this reflection. It is a choice 

we must make because this country and our law will and must outlive Jacob 

Zuma. 

31. Finally, I restate that my statement is no breach of the law. It is a protest 

against some in the judiciary that have sold their souls and departed from their 

oath of office. It is my respect for the law that obliges me to reject the abuse 

of law and judicial office for political purposes. The law I respect, its abuse I 

will not. 
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32. I restate that my review of the recusal ruling remains undetermined and this is 

part of my reservation about presenting myself to the very presiding officer 

whose decision I am taking on review. I have no doubt that I will lose it like 

many other cases. Be that as it may, I am entitled to have it determined or at 

least recognized. 

 

33. Ordinarily I should have the faith to approach the Chairperson of the 

Commission or our courts to seek whatever remedy would stay the 

proceedings until my review is determined. However, the antipathy of some of 

the courts and the Commission towards me has made it futile for me to 

exercise my constitutionally guaranteed access to courts. Not only will I be 

dismissed, but I will also be punished with punitive costs for approaching the 

courts. 

  

34. I am in the process of revising all matters I have before our courts, except the 

criminal matter, as it has become clear to me that I will never get justice before 

some of the current crop of our judges in their quest to raise their hands to 

seek political acceptance at my expense. I have observed in hearings how 

some of our judges have directed their antipathy towards my counsel in 

hearings and am grateful that my legal team, under testing circumstances 

have kept their professional composure. 

 

35. I am aware that that our judiciary and magistracy have a number of men and 

women of integrity, many of whom are shunned when matters are allocated. I 

respect them and must not be understood not to recognize them or that I am 
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tainting all of them with the same brush. Unfortunately, many of them, for their 

refusal to be part of the syndicate or to forsake their oath of office, they will 

never be allocated matters wherein pre-determined outcomes are demanded. 

 

36. I respect our citizens and our law. History will soon reveal that it is only some 

in our courts that have been captured to serve political ends and to undermine 

the Constitution, which is the supreme law of the land. I will not join those who 

seek to do this.  

 

37. As you sharpen your pens to condemn me, I reiterate that I stand by my earlier 

statement and will not appear before a process that is not impartial. I stand by 

the decision not to forsake the law and our Constitution. I choose to protest in 

order to restore our constitutionally enshrined principle of an independent 

judiciary.   

 
 

ISSUED BY: 

JACOB GEDLEYIHLEKISA ZUMA 
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25 March 2021 
 

STATEMENT ON CONSTITUTIONAL COURT HEARING THIS MORNING 
AND MY  DECISION NOT TO APPEAR BEFORE THE COMMISSION OF 
INQUIRY INTO STATE ALLEGATIONS OF STATE CAPTURE, FRAUD AND 
CORRUPTION IN THE PUBLIC SECTOR INCLUDING ORGANS OF STATE 

 
1. Today, the Constitutional Court heard arguments made on behalf of Deputy Chief 

Justice Zondo in which all sorts of untruthful and selective averments were made 

against me. Many of these missed my real concerns which have compelled me 

to take the stance I have taken. 

  

2. At the outset, I wish to state that the public would have noticed the composition 

of the Constitutional Court this morning. The inclusion of Justice Dhaya Pillay 

was indeed curious if one considers her historical hostility and insults against me. 

That she was included in this particular matter demonstrates the crises engulfing 

our judiciary. 

  

3. Justice Dhaya Pillay has previously insulted me by insinuating in her judgment 

that I am “…a wedge driver with a poisonous tongue.” It is the same judge 

that issued a warrant of arrest against me as she refused to accept a medical 

report from the Sergeon General of the South African National Defence Force. 
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The same judge said that “It is in fact Mr Zuma who damaged the 

reputation of the ANC as a result of the allegations of fraud and 

corruption levelled against him. Removing Mr Zuma was therefore 

consistent with the country’s Constitution and in the interests of the 

ANC and the people of  South Africa.” This was said in a case that had 

nothing to do with my role in the ANC and government.. I would have expected 

that a court, acting impartially, would have the conscience of mind to exclude a 

judge that has made such statements against the subject of a matter before 

them.  

 
4. Ordinarily and if I had faith that a South African court would consider my 

submissions, I would present them to the Constitutional Court. However, my 

experience is that many South African judges, including those of the 

Constitutional Court, can no longer bring an open mind to cases involving me as 

they have done in awarding legal costs against me in a case I had not 

participated in. 

 

5. It is a travesty of justice to observe how the Constitutional Court has allowed 

itself to be abused in this manner and the repeated warnings I have made in this 

regard continue to go unheard simply because they emanate from me. The truth 

is that the Commission approached the Constitutional Court directly to compel 

me to appear on the grounds that Commission was running out of time and that  

approaching a lower court as is the correct legal procedure, would have caused 

delays that would have affected the timelines around which the Commission 

needed to finish its work.  
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6. What the Constitutional Court failed to appreciate is that in rescuing the 

Commission from its own ineffeciencies and incompetence, the Constitutional 

Court chose to prejudice me and violate my constitutional rights by being the 

court of first and last instance by circumventing my right to the normal due 

process of having the judicial decision of a lower court remaining subject to 

review by a higher court. The fact is that it is the Commission that has failed to 

regulate its own costs and processes in allowing itself to waste time pursuing to 

all sorts of evidence under the sun that had nothing to do with their terms of 

reference. In addition to that, the Commission has never been truthful about its 

own inefficiencies that include the hiring expensive premises with extravagant 

extras and over staffing with expensive investigators and legal personel  that 

caused the costs of the Commission to grossly exceed its initial allocated budget. 

 
7. In an attempt to cover up these in efficiencies and wasteful expenditure, the 

Commission sought to scapegoat me by asking the Constitutional Court to 

encroach my constitutional rights. For the sake of  expedience of the 

Commission, the Constitutional Court accepted the unfounded allegations that I 

was delaying the Commission in the completion of its work when all I had done 

was  excercised a legitimate right to challenge the impartiality of the Chairperson 

of the Commission.  

8. In what appeared to be a plea for my severe punishment for revenge’s sake, 

speculations were made about me and my case. In truth, I have stated that my 

stance is no disrespect of the law. Instead, I seek to express my disapproval of 

what I deem to be an abuse of legal processes by people who should know 
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better, judges, in whom we vest public power to protect the rule of law and the 

Constitution.  

9. What I wish to reiterate though, in order to deal with the misrepresentations and 

lies peddled in the Constitutional Court on a previous occasion and this morning, 

is the basis of my stance as well as my right to express my views on the judiciary 

without being limited.  

 
10. This approach to the Constitutional Court by the Commission is but a scheme to 

ignore and sidestep the serous issues raised in my review application. Therein, I 

raise the issues on the basis of which I seek the recusal of Deputy Chief Justice 

Zondo. In that review I also demonstrate that the Deputy Chief Justice had been 

untruthful in his statement regarding whether or not he had met with me while 

I was Head of State. This much is acknowledged by him in his attempt to explain 

his initial denial that we had indeed met. 

 
11. Further, my review deals with the fact that Deputy Chief Justice Zondo had 

become a judge in his own matter. It is common knowledge that he made 

averments which were disputed. In this regard, he could not be the one to 

determine a dispute that involves his version.  

 
12. The insistence made on behalf of the Commission that I must be incarcerated 

revealed the hostility of the Commission against me. It is no longer my 

attendance that they seek, but they have joined the political campaign to destroy 

me. It also reveals that this was always the Commission’s mandate. 
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13. I have expressed my concern at the manner in which the Deputy Chief Justice is 

improperly exploiting his proximity to the Constitutional Court to protect and 

advance his own interests as chairperson of the Commission . I strongly disagree 

with the assertion that I have raised my concerns in order to diminish the stature 

of the Constitutional Court. This assertion is a contrived appeal to the 

Constitutional Court to make it seem as if the case of the Commission is to protect 

the integrity of the Constitutional Court. 

 
14. I have stated previously that mine is a conscientious objection to the abuse of 

legal processes. I do not stand against the rule of law but seek to defend my 

own rights against the onslaught emanating from the Commission and our 

courts. I am entitled to express my views in this regard and to express them 

rigorously.  

15. More recently, various forces claiming to be defending the Constitution have 

emerged in their sponsored attempts to influence and exert a public pressure 

the Constitutional Court to find against me. These hypocrites and pharisees in 

priestly collars parade as men of God seek nothing but the control of the judiciary 

and the country. 

 
16. So much was said about my non-participation in the Constitutional Court 

proceedings. I am entitled not to file opposing papers and it is unfair to suggest 

that I must be punished for this election. First, I was told that should I oppose 

the application, I would pay punitive legal costs. Then, when I do not oppose, 

the Commission asks that I should be punished for not opposing. This simply 

reveals the attitude of the Commission towards me. 
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17. Similarly, even when I could not attend because of ill-health, Deputy Chief Justice 

Zondo refused to believe me. I invited him to meet with the Sergeon General 

and he undertook to do so, but never did.  

 
18. The approach to the Constitutional Court by the Commission is nothing but a 

scheme to divert attention from the review application, which reveals that Deputy 

Chief Justice Zondo has not only lied, but became a judge in his own matter. I 

would have thought it was not allowed for a judge to sit in his own case. 

 

19. The Commission persists with its convenient untruth which has now 

unfortunately received judicial endorsement that I have refused to give evidence 

before the Commission. Deputy Chief Justice Zondo knows that it is false that I 

have refused to participate in the activities of the Commission.  What I have 

objected to, is appearing before Deputy Chief Justice Zondo against whom I have 

a pending review application to determine whether he should have recused 

himself from sitting in my appearances. 

  

20. The conduct of Deputy Chief Justice Zondo continues to demonstrates bias 

against me, the nature of which disqualifies him from adjudicating any dispute 

regarding evidence presented at the Commission involving me or my family.  In 

short, the moment that he presented a disputed version of facts involving the 

nature of our past relationship, he became an adjudicator in his own case and 

therefore disqualified from adjudicating any dispute involving me fairly, 

impartially, and independently.  
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21. I believe that the review applicaton is being deliberately ignored because the 

facts do not support Deputy Chief Justice Zondo and the desired finding that 

must be made against me. The pending review application must first be 

determined before I should be expected to appear before the Commission.  The 

Constitutional Court has drawn an oppressive line against my right to have the 

review application determined in order to preserve the impartiality and dignity of 

the Commission. It is highly inappropriate for the Constitutional Court to 

intervene to save Deputy Chief Justice Zondo from embarrassment from separate 

issues arising out of the Commission. 

 
 
22. I believe that history will absolve me.  I know that I have dedicated my life to 

the cause of advancing the interests of my people.  I will serve the term of 

imprisonment imposed by the Constitutional Court - that has already become the 

focus point of the defend our democracy campaign.  This campaign is dangerous 

to our democracy and when its true fruits are seen in time, I will be vindicated. 

 
 

23. Many now claim that there is a constitutional crisis. I do not see any 

constitutional crises when I accept the statutory sanction that may accompany 

my conscientious objection to the conduct of certain senior members of the 

judiciary. The crisis would arise if I refused to face the sanction that accompanies 

my stance, if so determined by a competent court and impartial forum. 

 
24. All I said is that I am not afraid of going to jail as I was not under the apartheid 

system.  However, I will not subject myself to an oppressive and unjust court 
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system.  They can put my physical body behind prison doors; however, my spirit 

is free to speak against the injustice of the imprisonment.  Our people – ordinary 

people – will gain their voice and when they do, not even the Constitutional Court 

will not be spared the rigorous questions. 

 
25. All South Africans should be concerned about the dangerous situation we are 

heading towards. The core principles about separation of powers between the 

judiciary, legislature and the executive are being gradually weakened. More 

concerning for me as a person who fought for this democracy, is how the 

judiciary is now in the position where they are beyond reproach and the judges 

in this country are continuously taking extra powers to themselves to the 

detriment of legitimate democratic processes. I  strongly agree with the public 

sentiment that is starting to see the emergence of a judicial dictatorship in South 

Africa. This, like the injustice of apartheid will not last as there are many like me 

who still stand for true freedom and democracy. We have in South Africa today 

the gradual entrenchment of the counter-majoritarian problem.  

 
26. Unfortunately, when people rise up against this judicial corruption, our young 

democracy will unravel and many democratic gains will be lost in the ashes that 

will be left of what used to be our democratic state. Many who profess to be 

acting in the interests of democracy will leave for their wealth destinations 

abroad as many of them hold dual citizenship. The stooges of these so-called 

defenders of democracy, will be left with us battling to re-buld our country again. 

ISSUED BY: 

JACOB GEDLEYIHLEKISA ZUMA 
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