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The plan that mercifully got nowhere 
     When I was writing The Happy Warrior, the biography of TC Robertson, in his day 
our leading pioneering conservationist, a notable journalist and war correspondent, and 
close friend of Jan Christiaan Smuts, I managed to get hold of a few copies of Veldtrust, a 
conservation magazine of which TC was the editor. His passion was the conservation of 
grasses, and he warned continually of the ‘desert creep’ taking place in our country. 
Veldtrust was an influential journal in its day, but regrettably few copies have been 
preserved.  
   We are much concerned about the canned hunting of large wild animals, especially 
lions, and the fact that considerable numbers are being bred on so-called game ranches to 
satisfy the curious blood-lust of hunters who find it mystifyingly soul-satisfying to kill a 
beautiful young wild creature which has no way of protecting itself or using its natural 
skills to try to escape.  
   Browsing through the Veldtrust of June 1965, I came across an article entitled 
“Jagreservate in S.A. nou beplan”. Veldtrust was a bilingual magazine. The article 
reported that plans were well under way to establish “jagplase” (hunting farms) to 
“satisfy the bloodlust” of tourists and South African hunters. Government, provincial 
authorities and Parks Boards were apparently all involved, and there was enthusiastic 
support from various wildlife protection agencies.  
   It was claimed that ‘jagplase’ would stimulate wildlife protection in South Africa and 
would help to develop the reserves. A further dubious argument was that, “in any case”, 
game reserves had to cull animals from time to time. Angling facilities would also be 
included in the new ‘hunting reserves’. 
   In a 1963 article in the national magazine, Field and Tide, mouthpiece for a large 
number of angling associations, a hunter pleaded for the project to be speeded up. I was 
quite startled to read this, because, as a young writer, I became editor of Field ad Tide for 
four years from 1965 and left only to go back to studying and move on to a career in 
lecturing. Hunting reserves would never have been supported under my editorship, nor 
did the subject ever come up for discussion.  
   But what really intrigued me was that, whatever we imagine about our society today, I 
don’t believe there would be any widespread support by the authorities to establish 
‘jagplase’ especially for the purpose of satisfying hunters’ bloodlust, nor do I believe they 
would even consider doing so. We do know that breeding for canned hunting is 
happening in our country, but it does not have public support.  
   The canned hunting issue has gone quiet for the present, mainly owing to serious public 
protests relating to various socio-economic problems, but we mustn’t let it become of no 
consequence. It is part of our general striving for a more moral society.  
   What raises one’s spirits is that the plan to establish official ‘jagplase’ never 
materialised, and that 43 years later the majority of the general public would be hugely 
against the very idea.  
 
To what extent is a ‘no pets’ rule limiting pet ownership in our country?  
    An interesting article in the online The Conversation discusses the problems 



experienced by pet owners who rent properties in three countries with similar socio-
economic environments: Australia, Britain and America.  
   In Australia, 63% of households have pets; in America, the figure is 62%, and in 
Britain, it is 46%, which is perhaps lower than one would expect, since the Brits are seen 
as great pet-lovers. But it seems that property owners’ rules play a significant role in 
limiting pet-owning. Many landlords and property agents apparently ban the keeping of 
pets, which must surely have a marked effect on the number of households that do have 
pets.   
   Rules that prevent the keeping of pets also affect the adoption rates of animal welfare 
organisations, including the SPCA, and therefore raise the rate of euthanasia of healthy 
animals for which homes cannot be found. The constant drive of the Durban & Coast 
SPCA, and our greatest wish, is for greatly increased adoption by caring owners. ‘No 
pets’ rules should therefore be a talking point in society, and this is not the case. Let’s 
make it one of the things we talk about. What is not talked about in society has little 
likelihood of being changed for the better.       
   Emma Power, an Australian senior research fellow, has conducted an indepth study 
involving 679 families living in rented properties in Sydney. About half had had  
applications rejected because they had pets.  
    Many felt that when a property was advertised as pet-friendly, it was often of lower 
quality than houses that did not permit the keeping of pets. Some renters had chosen to 
put up with longer commuting distances in order to keep their pets, or were resigned to 
paying higher rentals than a property was worth. Others had compromised on location 
and were living in areas they considered to be less than desirable. Some renters hadn’t 
admitted to having pets when they applied to rent a property and just hoped they would 
not be found out. This caused them a good deal of stress, as they felt constantly under 
threat of eviction.  
   Owners who forbid pets apparently fear that animals could cause damage, but the 
evidence that rentals would not more than cover such instances is rather slight; in fact, far 
less than the average rent deposit.  
   A pet-friendly lease could actually benefit an owner. American research has indicated 
that renters with pets remain in rented properties longer than those without pets, which 
offers property owners the security of long-term renting arrangements.    
   The SPCA is constantly endeavouring to encourage retirement communities to allow 
pets or at least to adopt a couple of large dogs, so that pet-lovers can have the special 
companionship that pets offer. But one wonders how many households in our own 
country are being deprived of pet ownership by a no-pets rule. Children who are brought 
up in homes without pets miss out on relationships with animals that bring something 
special to life.   
 
NSPCA asks public to report incidents of organised dog fights 
   It is not all that difficult to look at human beings and wonder what kind of species we 
are. The only way to get past this is to reflect on the best rather than the worst.  
   Among the worst are the despicable human beings who run (or actively support) 
organised dog fighting, which is brutal and vicious beyond description.  
   The NSPCA recently reported that ten people were arrested, and nine severely torn-
apart dogs were rescued, during a raid on a dog-fighting operation by the NSPCA’s 



Special Investigations Unit on 27 August. The Unit was assisted by the South African 
Police Service. Criminal charges were laid against the ten arrested individuals in terms of 
the Animals Protection Act No. 71 of 1962. 
   A group of people had gathered in an isolated area of veld in Dobsonville, Soweto, and 
a brutal dog fight was taking place. The rescuers separated the dogs that were fighting 
and then attended to those that had been severely mutilated in earlier fights. The dogs, 
usually animals that have been stolen, had appalling injuries. It is common practice to 
starve them to the point of desperation before fights. Goading methods are used to initiate 
fights.  
   The dogs were taken for veterinary attention, and those whose lives were able to be 
saved were later taken to the NSPCA to recover.   
   If we read of the cruelties of bear-baiting, which was a favoured ‘sport’ in England and 
Europe centuries ago, we are horrified at the callousness of the public who found such 
vile cruelty entertaining. Yet here we are in the 21st century, and equally viciously cruel 
organised dog fighting is growing as an underground activity.  
   The range of people who support it, watch it, and bet on it, would surprise most readers. 
We are incredibly naïve and ignorant about what goes on around us. A report of a Springs 
dog-fighting syndicate that came before the courts a short while go described the 
enthusiastic ‘audience’ as comprising a cross-section of society, including people from 
the teaching, legal and business professions, some of whom had brought their children.  
   Another case, shocking in its implications, involved a primary school where younger 
children were being forced by older children in the school to simulate dog-fighting at a 
frighteningly realistic level. Bets were being placed by members of the screaming 
audience of children. The practice came to light when a teacher reported torn clothes and 
minor wounds on children after breaks. How unobservant can people be? Where is the 
professional supervision? Where are the playground monitors? Where is the parental 
teaching of basic decency?  
   People need to ask questions of their employees regarding what they might have seen 
or heard; the media should write about it; the police should warn about it; city councillors 
should ask questions; churches should talk about it; parents should question their 
children… and perhaps children should question their parents! Without focusing on the 
sickening details, our humane education programme alerts children to the criminality and 
cruelty of the illegal and secret practice of organised dog fighting, so that they are aware 
of it. Most have never heard of it, but now and again there is a telling response.  
   If we turn our faces away from things that appal us in our society and do not want to 
hear about them, we make ourselves complicit. Things change only when we refuse to 
accept what is unacceptable.  


