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THE DECISION IN KATEKWE V MUCHABAIWA A CRITIQUE*
WELSHMAN NCUBE
INTRODUCTION

Few statutes in the history of this country haweaated as much debate and controversy
as the Legal Age of Majority Act, No 15 of 1982 wihiformally became law on 10 December,
1982. In a comment ihe Sunday Mai(9.9.84) and in the Talking Point Column of the sam
paper (16.9.84) the Legal Age of Majority Act wasndemned for having destroyed our
society’s culture and social norms. The Aws even raised eye brows and discomfort in
Zimbabwe’s Parliament, the body which enacted irilly the Prime Minister’'s question time
on 2nd September, 1984 Mr Mukarati, the UANC MP Nashonaland East asked the Prime
Minister to comment on the Supreme Court JudgenmeHiatekwe’s case in so far as it has
“obliteratedlobola” and if he was aware of the sharp adverse reabtidhe public. The Prime
Minister replied that”if there has been a flaw Ire tdrafting of the regulation that flaw will be
amended”. He added, apparently in a moment of flat,if his sister were to get married, he
would demandobola and if the intended husband pointed to the Katekgement, he would
say to him "O.K. That is the judgement. Do you wenmarry my sister or not{Hansard,12th
September, 1984).

On November 7, 1984, the Minister of Justice, Leggad Parliainentary Affairs, Cde. E.
Zvobgo was quizzed on the same subject in Parlianis was asked by Mr Mukarati if the
government would consider amending the Legal AgMaijority Act in order to accommodate
lobola. The Minister replied that his Ministry had “no inten of repealing the Act for reasons
given by the questioner®dn being pressed by Mr Mukarati and Cde Sydney Malunga, ZAPU
MP for Matabeleland North, the Minister disclosthat the government was "looking” into
whether the Legal Age of Majority Act could be arded to allow an African father to claim
seduction damage@iansard,7th November, 1984). Opening Chiunye Primary Schiod\it.
Darwin on the 23rd November, 1984, the Minister @Gumity Development and Women’s
Affairs, Cde. Teurai Ropa Nhongo on pursued theesdrame and declared that the Legal 'Age
of Majority Act will be amended to give parents tmhover their children. “We want to retain
our cultural values and we shall invite parentdeed, and traditional leaders to advice us on the
necessary amendments needed to retain those galcies we cherish”, said Cde.

**B.L. (U2.); Staff Development Fellow, Departmerft_aw, University of Zimbabwe.

*| would like to record my thanks to Doris GalendaRenis Robinson, both of the Law Department, ehsity of Zimbabwe,
for their invaluable suggestions and guidance tlgloout the preparation of this paper. However \tesvs expressed herein are
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mine and should not be interpreted to be thosstbér Doris or Denis,

Nhongo amid loud applauses from elderly pedplee Herald7th November, 1984). Hardly the
words of a Minister who a few weeks earlier in logrening address to delegates at the
Colloquium on “The Rights of Women in Zimbabwe”ganised under the auspices of the Legal
Research Department of the Ministry of Justice,dlegpd Parliamentary Affairs, had said:

It should be borne in mind also, that in the context of the national ideology and the
principles on which the liberation struggle was fought, a perpetuation of inferior status
of women is a real embarrassment for it negates the very principles of socialism ...
Cultures and traditions are not static but change as circumstances and situations
change. Customs are made by people and it is people who can change them. They are
fashioned to suit the prevailing socio-economic order and it is on this basis that women
feel certain aspects of customary law are simply obsolete and out of step with the
situation in Zimbabwe today (The Rights of Women in Zimbabwe p. 23)

Speaking on the ZTV programme, “The Nation”, television on Sunday 25th November,
1984, the Minister of Justice, Legal and Parliamentary Affairs, Cde. E. Zvobgo, was of
the opinion that there was nothing wrong with the Legal Age of Majority Act as
interpreted by the Supreme Court. However, he added that,"we hear an outcry against
the judgment and the Act, to which the Government must respond”. The Government'’s
response took the form of a proposed Legal Age of Majority Act Amendment, 1984,
which at the time of writing is still being discussed by officials of the Minister’s Ministry.
The proposed amendment would provide that notwithstanding the provisions of Act 15
of 1982 a person who would in terms of customary law be regarded as a guardian of a
woman should be entitled to claim /obola in respect of the marriage. Further the
amendment seeks to give the person who would have been the guardian of the woman
at customary law the right to claim damages for seduction in terms of customary law.
The Minister of Justice confirmed this in a news item carried by ZTV in their main news
bulletin on 5 December, 1984.

The proposed amendments, it is respectfully subthittvould effectively return African
women virtually to the position which they occupiaderms of customary law before Act 15 of
1982. The novel situation would be created whereicAh women would be majors for
contractual purposes but “quasi - minors” in relatito some aspects of personal law, for
example, in seduction suits. Consequently a ridigsilposition would arise whereby the law
would say that a woman who had attained the agggbteen years and was a major may marry
without the consent of her father and yet, at #maestime she requires the consent of her father
to have sexual relations before her marriage. Eteerl would be so because the father's
customary law right to claim damages for the Sedoatn his daughter/ward is based on the fact
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that a man has had sexual intercourse with therdacig/ard without his (the father’'s) consent
but surely a major daughter should not require scmhsent. With respect, the proposed
amendment would lead to ridiculous results, notnmention its complete negation of the
principles of socialism.

It cannot be seriously argued that the governraadtParliament were unaware that Act
15 of 1982 would removiebola as a legal requirement to validate a marriagentimducing the
Bill to Parliament, the then Minister of JusticeeC&imbi Mubako made it clear that one of the
consequences of the Bill was to remdubola as a legal requirement to validate a marriage.
(Hansard16th June, 1982). Therefore, the government’s gitémbacktrack on the Legal Age
of Majority Act, must not be seen as an effort@atrecting a consequence that was unforeseen
in introducing the Bill, but as an example of tlaersfice of a fundamental principle for political
expediency.

The Decision

Katekwe’scase came before the Supreme Court as an appealttie decision of the
District Court for Midlands Province, that the resdent, the father of the seduced daughter,
was entitled and hadbcus standito sue for damages for the seduction of his daughte
notwithstanding the fact that at the time of thdustion, his daughter had been a major. In the
District Court, the Magistrate, while agreeing tAat No. 15 of 1982 conferred majority status
on any person who had attained the age of eightears, dismissed the appeal by holding that”
the court is fully of the strongest opinion thatat time did the Legislature intend to do away
with the award of damages despite indicating thatltegal Age of Majority Act applies also in
relation to customary law.”

In appealing to the Supreme Court, the appetigmeated his contention that ‘in the wake
of the Act, a black Zimbabwean female who is a majay contract a valid marriage without a
parent’s or guardian’s consent, it follows thatsnfar as her guardian must loose his legal right
to claimlobola for her upon her attaining majority, the whole psg underlying the action for
seduction falls away. Consequently there can bémpairment of a non-existent right”. In a
judgment handed down on September 7, 1984 Duminas@el held that:

1. As aresult of Act 15 of 1982, an African fathedhast the right under customary law to sue
for damages for the seduction of a daughter whaattamed the age of 18 years at the time
of seduction. The father could not sue even ifrtiagor daughter consents.

2. The right to sue for damages for seduction - actialiow falls on the major daughter under
the genera law of Zimbabwe which requires thatwimenan must prove that there was
sexual intercourse and thereafter she is presumbdve been seduced and to have been a
virgin at the time the seduction.
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3. The proviso to section 3(3) of the Customary Law 8nimary Courts Act, No. 6 of 1981,
has been repealed by No. 15 of 1982 and henceaffaxity to enforce or defend any rights
in a court of law or to enter into contractual ghlions is determined and governed by the
general law of Zimbabwe.

4. If however, the daughter is a minor the right ofi@t remains with the father under
customary law, if his daughter is seduced.

The Chief Justice also made detailed pronouncepetiie issue obbola. In his obiter
dictumon lobola Chief Justice Dumbutshena was of theiopithat as a result of the Legal Age
of Majority Act the father no longer has an indegemtlegal entitlement tdobola. However, a
woman with majority status can, if shedsiresallow her father to ask fdobolafrom the man
who wants to marry her. "She and she alone can rtfedtechoice”, said the Chief Justice (at
page 16).

These points will now be analysed in turn.

1. That a father has no right to sue for seduction dges if the daughter was a major at the
time of seduction.

Under traditional customary law, the delict of setthn is defined as sexual intercourse
with a woman, with her consent, but without herrgian’s consent. The delict is committed not
against the woman, but against her guardian, weaha wronged party is entitled to claim
damages. The woman is merelyahjectthrough whom the delict is commited. Customary law
does not recognise a woman’s right to claim damdge$er seduction. A guardian cannot
succeed if he has consented or encouraged thetgegduas such action amounts to collusion.
Damages are awarded to him for the dimunition @ldbolavalue of the girl.

Under customary law, women were pergeminors. At all times they were under the
guardianship of their fathers, husbands, or soferahale relative. Section 3(1) of Act No 15 of
1982 provides that “on and after the fixed dateees@n shall attain the legal age of majority on
attaining eighteen years of age”. Unlike the Lefygé of Majority Act, (Chapter 46) which it
repealed, and which did not apply to Africans, Alo 15 of 1982 proceeded to provide in
section 3(3) that "the provisions of subsectiongid (2) shall apply for the purpose of any law
including customary law.” The Act thus conferred fegal capacity on African women over the
age of eighteen who had hitherto remained perpatirabrs under customary law, and had had
nolocus standat law.
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Before the coming into force of the Legal Age ofjbtay Act No 15 of 1982 an African
woman could not, regardless of her age validly @mita marriage without her guardian’s
consent. With the passing of the Act on attainiigiteen years of age, all women acquire full
legal capacity andull contractual powers. Consequently they can mmter into any contract,
including a contract of marriage, without the cansef their father of former guardian. If,
therefore a woman can validly contract a marriag@out her father’s consent, it follows that
the father can longer insist on the paymentobbla before the marriage. Previously, as his
consent was necessary, a guardian could alwaysolitht, unless and untibbola was paid or
satisfactory agreement in respect thereto had ineele.

Under customary law, the father was entitled to ages if his daughter was seduced on
the theory that the seduction had the effect oficedy the amount of potentiidbola he would
receive on the marriage of his daughter. But asalt of Act No. 15 0f1982, the father lost his
Entitlement to loblaand, therefore, it followed that the whole purpose entying an action for
seduction damages fell away.

Further, cession apart, (which can only be undeege law) the seduced daughter
cannot confer a right to claim for seduction dansagethe father, since it is an established
principle of law that a delict committed againse@erson of full legal capacity cannot found a
cause of action by a third party. Thus, the Supr@uurt correctly stated that a ‘woman with
majority status cannot surrender her majority itheorto enable her father to sue for damages for
seduction”.

In view of the foregoing the Chief Justice wasisitsubmitted, correct in law when he
held that a father has mocus standio sue for damages for the seduction of a daugttierhas
attained the age of eighteen years at the timechiction.

2. The Right to sue for damages for seduction now @aillthe major daughter under the general
law

At page 9 of his judgment the Chief Justice said;
It is my view those in terms of section 3 of Ac1881 (namely, the Customary Law and
Primary Courts Act) an African woman who has besstused can make an election as to
which law she wants to be applied: If she eleces deneral law Zimbabwe, then she
herself can bring an action for damages for seducti

Further at page 20, he added:
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The right to sue for damages for seduction- actialbw falls on the daughter. The
daughter can sue for damages for seduction unaergdaw of Zimbabwe. She has the
capacity to do so.

With the greatest respect to the Chief Justicggarty to a disputean unilaterally elect
that his/her case is to be determined in accordaitbehe general law or with customary raw. It
is the duty of the coutb determine which system of law applies, and isto so in accordance
With the guidelines set out in section 3 of thetGosary Law and Primary Courts Act.

Section 3 (1) (a) of Act 6 of 1981 sets forth thadglines for determining whether
customary law or general law applies to a particdigpute. It provides that
Customary law shall be applicable in any civil cagere:-
i. the parties have expressly agreed that it shoutyapr
ii.  having regard to the nature of the case and thewnuling circumstances, it appears that
the parties have agreed it should apply; or
iii.  having regard to the nature of the case and thewulling circumstances, it appears just
and proper that it should apply.

Further, section 3 (1) (b) provides that“teneral law of Zimbabwe shall be applicable in
all other cases”. Section 3 (2) then defines whaneant by’surrounding circumstances”, and
provides as follows:-

For the purpose of paragraph (a) of subsection’qdjrounding circumstances’, in
relation to a case shall without limiting the exgsien include;

(a) the mode of life of the parties;

(b) the subject matter of the case;

(c) the understanding by the parties of the provis@insustomary law or the general law of
Zimbabwe, as the case may be, which applies todke;

(d) the relative closeness of the case and the patimsstomary law or the general law of
Zimbabwe, as the case may be.

It is clear from section 3 that the court must deavhich system of law applies. It must
consider all the factors contained in section 3 {2) making its determination. In its
determination the court should only concerned withich system it is proper to apply to the
case. Such matters as whether or not a causeioh &tists under one system or the other and
which party would win under either system are tgtatelevant should not be considered by the
court at all. In deciding that the woman can now sader the general law of Zimbabwe the
Chief Justice at to have given too much weighh®donsideration that, since customary law no
longer provides remedy for a major daughter's seoncthenall major daughters can claim
under the general law. However, the correct pasitibis submitted, is that the non-existence of
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a remedy under customary law does not necessatitjeeeveryone to claim under general law.

Further, under section 3 the parties may, sub@a tontrolling statute, agree which
system they want applied to their case. If theyaapeed, then the court must decide the dispute
in accordance with the system of their choice. He®xeno one can unilaterally decide which
system should apply. It follows, therefore thassmfar as the Chief Justice held that a woman
can unilaterally elect that her case be decideztoordance with the general law, this cannot be
supported by the language of section 3 of the @uaty Law and Primary Courts Act.

If the guidelines set forth in section 3 subjebts parties’ dispute to customary law, then
such a woman cannot claim under the general law.illdstrate this point, an illiterate, rural
major girl who has lived all her life in Binga ahds been seduced by a Batonga fisherman who
is also illiterate and has lived all his life inral Binga, cannot succeed in claiming to be
governed by general law and therefore cannot hagkim for seduction damages under the
general law. The traditional life style, mode ofiriig, closeness of the parties to customary law,
and their understanding of customary law, exclutthesapplication of general law. It is thus
those women who can point to a non-customary tiye svho would successfully claim to be
governed by general law.

What the Legal Age of Majority Act did was to taaeay the right to sue for seduction
damages from all fathers, but it did not Africanmen a right to sue for seduction damages in
their own right if they are governed by customaayvl

3. The Proviso to section 3(3) of the Customary Lad/ Rrimary courts Achas been repealed
by Act No. 15 of 1982

The Honorable Chief Justice decided that_egal Age of Majority Act has repealed by
implication the proviso to section 3 (3) of Act 61®81.

What has been directly affected and repealed byicatpn by Act 15 of 1982 is the
proviso to section 3 (3) of Act 6 of 1981. Now tbapacity to enforce or defend any
rights in a court of law or to enter into contradtabligations is determined and governed
by the general law of Zimbabwe. African women haiklegal capacity”

said the Chief Justice at page 16 of his judgment.

At this stage it must be noted that in a subseqcese Ettie Nyemba v Joshua JeRi&-
H-434-84 Sandura JP agreed with this conclusion.

Section 3 (3) of Act 6 of 1981 reads:
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The capacity of any person to enter into any tretiwa or to enforce or defend any rights
in a court of law shall subject to any enactmefegding such capacity be determined in
accordance with the general law of Zimbabwe.

If there had been no proviso to section 3(3), #ttion would have given African
women the same legal capacity as that enjoyed btewtomen under the general law. That
would have meant that African women would have aegufull legal capacity on attaining the
age of twenty-one years (the old legal age of nitgjoand would have had their capacity
governed by general law. However, the proviso thige 3(3) went further to provide that:

Provided that if the existence or extent of anyhtigeld by an African or of any
obligations vesting in any African depends uponsogoverned by customary law, the
capacity of the African concerned in relation ty anatter affecting that or obligation
shall be governed by customary law.

This proviso effectively deprived African womentbe right to elect tdoe governed by
general law in matters relating to their capaaitylong such election would have had the effect
of depriving an African father/guardian of any riglesting in him under customary law.

It is clear that the proviso is inconsistevith Act 15 of 1982in so far as it purports to
deny major African women the right to have thepaeity governed by the general law and in its
attempt to have the capacity of all African womeoveyned by customary law. It is not
inconsistent with Act 15 of 1982 in so far allowsagher to claim rights in relation to a minor
daughter. It is not inconsistent with a fatherail seduction damages for a minor daughter.

With respect it is not correct that the proviso baen repealed itoto. It has only been
repealed to the extent that it is inconsistent WAttt 15 of 1982. For all other purposes the
proviso remains intact.

To argue that the proviso to section 3(3) has eeinlrepealeth toto is not to concede
that the proviso is desirable. On the contraryegds to be repealed by the Legislature for the
avoidance of doubt, since it is largely responsiblemost women being deprived of certain
rights under customary law. It is this proviso thaintains the dominance of men over women
in many aspects of personal law. The repeal optbgiso is an absolute necessity as it has not
been rendered meaningless by a subsequently istemsstatutory provision, namely Act 15 of
1982.

4. 1f the daughter is a minor the right of action rangwith the father under customary law

After holding that proviso to section 3 (3) of A&tof 1981 has been repealed, and that a
father has ndocus standio claim damages for seduction of his daughterneivéhe daughter
consents to such claim Dumbutshena CJ proceedpditit out that the father’s right to claim
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seduction damages remains intact under customearyifladhe seduced daughter was below the
age of eighteen years at the time of seduction. rédsons are given in the judgment for that
conclusion. In the absence of an explanation, tbide presumed that the father retains his
customary law right because he is still the guardigthe girl: and as such, apparently retains all
his customary -law rights which remain unaffectgdot No.15 of 1982.

The Supreme Court decided that the proviso to@e&{3) had been repealedtoto and,
therefore, section 3(3) of Act 6 of 1981 now stamadlsne, without a proviso. Consequently
according to the Supreme Court “the capacity of pesson to enter into any transaction or to
enforce or defend any right in a court of law shallbject to any enactment affecting such
capacity, be determined in accordance with the rg¢teav of Zimbabwe”. The crucial question
here is the meaning of the word “capacity”. Gengralapacity refers to a persorp®wer to
perform, or benefit from, juristic acts. Therefone,order to determine whether or not a given
person is a minor one must look at the generalvdaich provides, by necessary implication
through the Legal Age of Majority Act, that any pen under the age of eighteen is a minor. The
consequences of that minority fall to be determibgdhe system of law that is applicable to
each particular case. In other words, while theacdy of all Zimbabweans falls to be governed
by the general law, the rights sought to be enfbroay be governed by either the general or by
customary law. The fact that capacity is governgthle general law does npeér seresult in the
substantive rights, which may be sought to be geaby the general law.

Therefore, the fact that the capacity (i.e. the @otw perform certain acts), of a minor is
governed by the general law does not mean that thaior's substantive rights or obligations
fall to be determined under general law. The gankw only governs her capacity and it
provides that as a minor she must have a guardihnobligations towards her.

Under customary law a father’s claim to seductiammdges is predicated on his
entittement tdobola. Since the general law provides that he is stillghardian of the girl who
is below the age of eighteen years, he must stilebtitled to receive lobola for that minor
daughter, on her marriage, unaffected by Act Noofl5982. Consequently he is still entitled to
claim damages for the seduction of his daughtecesisuch seduction has the effect of
diminishing herlobolavalue. This is how the Chief justiceusthave reasoned in coming to his
conclusion.

But such reasoning assumes, it is submittedrrectly, that the father’'s entitlement to
lobola is based simply on his being guardian of the woniant not inherent in thdéobola
institution that the woman must be a perpetual nfind/as it not part of the institution that the
woman must be a perpetual minor? Was it not path@finstitution that the father transfers his
rights of guardianship to the husband? Was it mpiicit in the institution that the husband paid
lobola for the acquisition of the father’s rights of “owskip” over the woman? Further, was it
not the father’s undertaking to surrender to thebland in perpetuity, or at least until divorce, his
rights of ownership? In the light of Act 15 of I®&e woman can no longer be regarded as a
perpetual minor, the father can no longer fulfiif obligation of transferring his rights of
ownership in perpetuity, or at least until divoremy can the husband claim to acquire such
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rights as ajuid pro qudfor hislobola.

It is submitted, with respect, that the purpose labola cannot be realized in
circumstances where the woman does not remainpetot minor. If a minor girl’'s capacity is
governed by the general law she becomes a majbeoanivil marriage and the husband to such
a marriagecannd, therefore, acquire any right of guardianshiprdwer. Why then should he be
obliged to pay for a woman who will be emancipatesin minority by the very fact of
marriage?

With the greatest respect to the Chief Justices far too simplistic to reason that the
father is entitled tdobola by the fact of his being guardian of the womanptiaiter. He is not
just entitled tdobola qua guardian himself he must be able to surrerdgrguardianshipo the
husband. But if the capacity of any person is deiteed in accordance with general law, he
cannot do so, since the woman will become a majaihb simple fact of her being married in
terms of civil rights, or alternatively when sheached the age of eighteen, if she marries in
accordance with customary law.

The Chief Justice’s conclusion leads to the somewilculous result that an African
minor’s rights duties would, at all times be gowsin by customary law concepts of minority
while on attaining the age of majority by the gahéaw concepts of majority. That would mean
that one system of law applies (subject to se@iof Act 6 of 1981) as long as a person remains
a minor, and another system (the general law) talkes on the attainment of majority. African
minor girls on attaining the age of eighteen yemosild “graduate” to a large extent from the
operation of customary law.

The Obiter on Lobola

We now turn to Chief Justice Dumbutshenabster dictum on the issue ofobola. The
Chief Justice summed up what he thought was nowpdbk#ion as follows:-

As I see it, what the Legal Age of Majority Act has done with regard to roora is this:
The major daughter will say to her father,”Father I want to get married. You have no
right to stop me. I do not require your consent because 1 Aave majority status. But if
you want /obola you are free to negotiate with my prospective husband. If he agrees to
pay roora that /s a contract, an agreement between you and my prospective husband If
he refuses to pay roora, 1 shall go ahead with my marriage”. (Page 19)

Earlier,at page 16 of his judgment, the Chief Justice remarked ltifatla wasdependent on the
discretion of the woman. In his own words:

“It seems to me that an African woman with only status can, if she so desires, allow her
father to ask foroora/lobola fromthe man who wants to marry her. She and she alamenake
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that choice”.

The Chief Justice’sbiter dictumwas based on the fact that since an African wonaan c
now marry without the consent of her father, ildaled that the father has no legal entitlement
to demand or receive lobol&dhe woman having been released from his guardiprnshiegal
control, he no longer can have any right to clibola.

As the Chief Justice correctly pointed out, undaditional customary law the father the
daughter, and because of his rights of ownerstegstentitled to receiviobola from whoever
marries his daughter. He receivebola in exchange for surrendering and passing overid r
of ownership to the husband. The husband then @xjthat right of ownership. Now in the
wake of Act No. 15 of 1982, the father loses hghtito ownership of his daughter when his
daughter attains the age of majority. The fathesrefore, has no right to clailmbolain respect
of his major daughter.

The Chief Justice was therefore correct in law wherheld that an African father no
longer has an independent entitliemémtlobola upon his daughter’s attaining her majority.
Legally speaking, whether or not he will receivey dmbola will now be dependent upon the
discretion of his major daughter.

The daughter has a right to impose any conditi@cgutent to the contract of marriage.
She can say to her prospective husband, “I wanpamgnts to receiviobola and, therefore, if
you want to marry me, you will have to negotiatéhvthem and agree on a reasonable amount of
lobola. If you do not want to pajobola, then | shall not marry you.” She is entitled tottat,
and if the man does not want to palgola thenthe woman is at liberty to refuse to marry him.

Further, she need not make the agreement on ladbotandition precedent of the
marriage. She can, in fact merely allow her fatilenegotiate and make it clear, as the Chief
Justice pointed out, if no agreement is reachedd®t her father and the prospective husband;
she will nonetheless marry the man.

However, one wonders whether or not the daughtegtd to impose a condition to the
marriage is totally unfettered. Can she conferrtgbt to negotiate fofobola on anybody she
chooses, including a former boyfriend? If that @ will the resultant contract dbbola be
enforceable as a customary law contract or as ergelaw contract?

Whatever the answers to those questions may eclear that a woman with majority
status can, if she so desires, allow her fatheegpotiate for lobola with the man who wishes to
marry her.

In conclusion, it must be pointed out that theitngbn of lobola is inconsistent with the
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creation of equal status between men and womerin IEnacting Act No. 15 of 1982, the
intention of the legislature was to create equalftgtatus between men and women regardless of
race, the institution dbbola, which the author regards as nothing more thatallistagnation,
stands as a bulwark against such a noble interifiothe extent that Act No. 15 of 1982 permits
a daughter to enable her father to cléaola, it falls far short of creating the ground work for
equality of spouses in the family.
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