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CG	So, that’s it, that’s where we’re at, that’s what we are wanting to do.

I	Cool. I have preliminary thoughts. Why I find this enquiry so fascinating is because it’s been...I think what I have been doing most of my adult life is digging and delving but also trying to understand the spaces of secret, of taboo, of disavowal, of lie, and you know at one level, it’s like really easy. You want to know why there are secrets? It’s about power. But at another level, it’s a complete mystery. Why do human beings have taboos? Why do they keep these secrets, you know? And you can answer that at different levels but at the deepest level, it’s a mystery to me, and it’s very difficult to understand how a narrative can shift from a space of secret to a space of exposure, sharing, validation. So I am intrigued by it all and I am intrigued by it every single day, whether I am at work doing research into something that happened 30 years ago or whether I am trying to understand what the @~*# is going on in the world right now. So the thing that is intriguing me right now is, how is it possible that in the dominant narratives globally, and the media are part of this, and structures of the state, international organisations are part of this, there is...it’s an orthodoxy, is that regulation by government hampers growth and employment, if you want to boost employment and get growth for your economy, you have got to de-regulate.  Now that’s despite...

BR	South East Asia!

I	...a strong body of evidence. If you want to look at South Korea and Japan, if you want to look at, you know, the United States in the late 30s, 40s, it’s that actually regulation can be critical to these desired objectives but you know in the end neoliberalism holds sway in great swathes of our public discourses and you think, why? Well, at one level again, it is easy to answer that in terms of the instruments of power and the interests that they serve, but at another level, it’s like, how can people be so @~*# stupid? I mean, it’s like a mystery to me. 

BR	Yeah, and I think that...I mean, it’s a quality that it’s there or it’s not, right? And it’s the way in which things are, quote, known and unknown, or knowns or unknowns or whatever. These 2 things run along with themselves and there’s a strange way...I mean, it works out differently but these 2 kind of need each other in some way, right? That’s how the secret works, it propels on to the next and the next, but oftentimes never revealing anything and I guess that’s our...

CG	Or hiding anything.

BR	Or hiding anything, quite.

CG	You know, I mean, I think that’s exactly the point, is that very often that secret is a secret about the absence of a secret, you know?

I	It’s like the TRC archive. There was this view, which I think – am I right? – was dominant in the years post Madiba and government, is that the TRC archive was full of incredibly sensitive...

CG	Explosive!

I	...so that the 34 boxes were so dangerous they...you remember when the Minister of Intelligence was saying, ‘I won’t give it to a court!’  It’s like a paranoia...

BR	Why, because I don’t know what’s in it!

I	Because when you open those 34 boxes and look inside and you say, ‘@~*#,What?!!’

CG	What was all that about?!

BR	Yeah, yeah.

CG	But the question for me is, what is the necessity behind that secret-keeping? So what work is that secret doing? So is it concealing our ignorance? Is it creating an importance around something that needs to be created for some reason that’s not entirely obvious?  I mean, what function is that secrecy performing? I mean ...

I	I think that’s the right question.

CG	...and the 34 boxes is exactly the right example of this because we now know that when you open those boxes, it’s not that exciting, you know!

I	There’s a mirror!

CG	It’s just not that exciting and yet, how much time, money, did it take before those boxes were made available? I mean...

I	It cost a hell of a lot of money. It took several years.

CG	Exactly, and it took an organisation spending concerted effort on it, with a lawyer.

I	And still to this day you don’t, you can’t say anything.

CG	Exactly, exactly.

I	And we know that there’s nothing there that should be kept out of the public domain apart from insight into how the French secret services operated at that time.

CG	Precisely.

BR	Yeah, a long time ago.

I	#*@!

CG	Yeah, early 80s.

I	But an interesting example for me is the ANC in the early 90s, and so when de Klerk made the public pronouncement around the nuclear weapons programme, there’s the ANC leading the charge. ‘This is completely unacceptable, you are not disclosing enough, we want all the records made available, you’d better tell the truth,’ and then, in the early 2000s, NECSA with ANC people in charge … 

CG	NECSA, NERSA? No, NECSA, the Nuclear Energy Corporation of South Africa, that’s it.

I	And we’re putting in promotion of access to information Act requests and they’re just (dismissive noise).

BR	Yeah, nothing.

I	We got nothing, we got nothing.

CG	You know, but that leads one into a different kind of conversation perhaps as well, which is about the logic that we have as activist researchers, if you like, which is that by opening...opening is good. Revealing is good. Transparency is good. The more you put out there, the more we know, the more democratic it is, the more...you know, the better it is. There is some inherent good in more knowledge and yet I am not convinced of this anymore!

I	There’s a healthy taboo. There’s a necessary...

CG	Well, I mean, think about it...

I	Once you admit that, everything becomes complicated, right? So a necessary lie – and I may have used this phrase in gatherings and then people say, ‘What?! Give me an example of a necessary lie,’ because if you were tortured, and you are now in a public space, in a dialogue, there are people there, and somebody asks you the question, ‘Were you tortured?’ and you don’t feel that you are able to go there, for you to say, ‘No, I wasn’t,’ it’s a lie, but it’s a necessary lie, right? Because you are protecting a fundamental right that you have.

CG	Or maybe the state... if you think about the state and lies, I mean, and generally, don’t you think that lies perform an important function in creating this impression that the state is in control, knows what it’s doing, has a plan, you know?

I	I’m a great believer in lies myself, you know?

CG	Yeah, I’m with you on that!

I	In the work environment every day, at least 3 or 4 really juicy ones, right? And it’s about protecting...

BR	In terms of my own work now, as head of my department at a university for few years beforehand and the idea of being transparent, I mean, I began to regard it as a joke because there are so many things that could be said, and there are questions about what conversations one begins and would be able to follow through. I mean, what is the use of information if it can’t be kind of meaningfully dealt with as well? And well, but so, this is raising...this is our kind of star question now about what do we write? OK, we are revisiting the programme and we’re concerned about buying into a logic of coming clean, like that’s our goal, we want to have the programme come clean and we’re going to try to do the most we can in terms of revealing it, right? Is there another way to tell this story? What story do we want to tell? I suppose that’s all part it, but not an anti-revelation story but maybe a kind of a-revelation story, if that makes sense!  But I don’t know, do we need to talk about the programme any more in terms of ...I mean, I don’t know how familiar you are with it. Are you just, you know, up to speed or should we be a bit more concrete in terms of the CBW?

I	I read your book, I mean, your biography.

CG	Biography? Which one?

I	That horrible...

CG	Oh, yeah!

I	You did write one. 

CG	I suppose you are right. I mean, and that’s exactly the point, isn’t it? One of the points, one of the interesting things, about this whole thing is how it became so personalised in Basson, so if you talk to anybody about this programme, they will take you back to a discussion about Basson because...

I	You see with Basson, I have a sense that he enjoys the thought that he was a mastermind of this incredibly ingenious and effective programme, whereas in fact, my sense is that it was pretty Mickey Mouse and it was in its early stages of trial and error, ‘Let’s try this,’ and it was just sort of beginning to come together and actually it’s scary in terms of the thinking behind it, its objectives, horrifying, but in terms of what it was actually doing in the world at the time it was closed down, it was like, ‘@~*#, are you nuts?’ So he’s kind of walking around with this kind of... oh shit, he was, like, the equivalent of like the President of the World Bank when in fact he was actually like a branch manager on the south coast. 

CG	Well, no, I mean I think in much the same way as he went to sign his own name on the wall, Dr Death, in the restaurant downstairs, but I think the question about the programme is how the TRC in general, and not only in relation to this programme, how the work of the TRC translated into what everybody in South Africa saw and thought about the past, and how that was mediated through what journalists were writing, through the emotion of the moment, the kind of hope, expectation, fear, and I don’t know...

I	Just to say, for me, in so many ways it was exemplary, is that here’s an investigation that is looking at structures, is looking at systems, but it’s also looking at individuals and holding them accountable and then it’s following through, it’s trying to actually nail perpetrators who didn’t get amnesty, well, one.

CG	One, a good follow-through!

I	But in so many other areas, you know, what individuals did wasn’t properly contextualised, we didn’t understand the big structures, and there was no follow-through whatsoever, right? So yeah, there is like an interesting case study. It failed, it didn’t impact on popular consciousness and it didn’t nail anybody.

CG	Well, I mean, it isn’t that a lot about the whole story of the TRC? I think that’s where you come to this question of the TRC being a mechanism for forgetting and I think that mechanism functions in a number of different ways, so the one way it functions would be what we heard yesterday, so we asked somebody from the scientific community, ‘So what impact do you think this programme had on the scientific community? How were you as a scientist responding when this all came up?’ and,  ‘Well, because the TRC was dealing with it, I don’t have to.’ So that’s one level on which it’s a mechanism for not dealing with stuff, and I just wonder, I mean, that can’t have been peculiar to the CBW programme –or was it?

I	I mean, you know, arguably, and this is an analysis that Adam Sitze – I don’t know if you have come across him? He’s just published a book, University of Michigan, I can’t remember the title but he’s looking at the TRC, the South African TRC, and I don’t want to give you the whole argument but he’s saying surely it’s significant that – and I can’t remember the numbers precisely – is that over 20 of the world’s truth commissions have taken place in former European colonies? And is it also not significant that indemnity for colonial officials was fundamental? It was systematised, right, so you could argue that the South African TRC is drawing on a long tradition of indemnity. And then ‘the commission of enquiry’: so you go out, you listen to what people are saying, you hear their stories. It’s actually about an instrument to adjust...if there are strains, let’s hear what people are saying and then let’s adjust so that we can keep exercising power safely. So he is giving a completely different perspective on the South African TRC. Now is it possible that that gives us more insight into what our TRC was actually about? It’s not an example of forgetting, arguably, it’s like we never knew, we didn’t think to even ask those questions, right? In fact, you could argue that as an instrument of forgetting, that's how you see the South African TRC, is that well, we need to deal with the past, right? And we need to adjust the system, make some attempts to transform it so that a new elite can come in and yes, we’ve dealt with the past...

CG	I don’t even think that was unspoken. I think that was, to my mind, that was exactly what we were doing. I mean, at the time I might have been slightly idealistic but I think that’s exactly what the TRC was, it was...and the way we put it so that it was acceptable is that we need some kind of bridge between the past and the present because we can’t go forward until we’ve kind of cleansed the past, we’ve dealt with it. So absolutely, I don’t think it was necessarily put in those terms, I think everybody understood that this is a mechanism of going from past to present and a way of putting the past away, I think, hey?

I	I don’t think it was that cynical. Do you think Madiba, do you think Archbishop Tutu, do you think that your colleagues in the TRC understood that talk about prosecutions, perpetrators who didn’t get amnesty having to face the full force of the law, was actually all probably good?

CG	No, no, no, no, I think we believed that.


I	And there was a tension, yes, we will do this, it will be painful, it will be complicated, but we are going to do this.

CG	And yet it was the ANC government that withdrew all resources for those prosecutions.

I	Yeah, you need to speak to President Mbeki right?

CG	Well, you see, this is exactly...this is...

I	You know what he would argue, I am absolutely convinced of it, is that he would argue actually, if we had gone that route, and done it comprehensively, it would have been an incredible drain on our energy, on our resources, and it would have dragged us down. If we had done it in some kind of symbolic, superficial way, the kind of unravelling of the moral underpinnings of the whole process would have been exactly the same as not doing anything at all, and so for pragmatic reasons, we just walk away from this. So if you have a Buthelezi in Madiba’s cabinet, then you are [stuck], you can’t prosecute anybody. That would be his argument. And I think there is a legitimacy to that argument, we can’t just dismiss it.

CG	No, you can’t, I mean in the same way as I wouldn’t necessarily dismiss as appallingly cynical the idea that we need some kind of mechanism to move from past to future that will be imperfect. I mean, at the moment, at the time, I was furious about amnesty even. I mean,  we knew...

I	Now we have blanket amnesty.

CG	...we knew we had to do amnesty and the exchange though was disclosure, wasn’t it? It was truth for amnesty.

BR	So did we get truth?

CG	No. Well, we got versions of truths. We got some truths.

I	I think we had some fairly extraordinary exposures.

CG	OK, so I will  tell...do you want a story about that?

I	Not systematically,  but some deep, deep sort of, wow, @#*~! And CBW would be one of them, for me.

CG	Although if you speak to somebody who was intimately involved with the CBW programme, they might tell you that...

I	‘You didn’t even get close.’

CG	No! They might tell you that because the truth commission chose, or because the truth commission had the approach that it did, it gave a very one-sided view of the programme, it gave a very narrow view of the programme, it constructed a reality that was very far from the truth, it concealed more than it revealed, you know, so I don’t know. 

I	I think what we achieved was shafts and we still ...I was kind of wondering, how do we start to connect these shafts, right? And understand the deeper pattern underlying? I don’t think we’ve done any really meaningful work subsequently, honestly.

CG	Because of the TRC?

I	I don’t know that I have an answer yet. I think the TRC has become a significant kind of barrier but I don’t think it’s...you can’t say it’s because of the TRC. I think it’s one amongst many other kind of elements there. There’s, ‘We’ve done that work, we’ve been there, we’ve probed and we’ve revealed as much as we can so now we are moving on, right?’ The TRC did that in that sense, yeah, but I think there’s something deeper going on and I look at other countries. I am just beginning, you know, in this project we are doing now, is that people have been saying it to us in those interviews, is that it feels like a patterning and it’s almost like a deep, human patterning, that you need to wait a time and some people have said, ‘No, there’s a generational thing, it’s that the generation after those horrors just can’t go there but the one after can go back,’ and I’m wondering if we rushed things? I think we just rushed into them a little bit, you know, even if it was for good reasons?

CG	Although you needed the mechanism of transition.

I	Yeah, yeah, yeah.

BR	I guess, I mean I think that issue is kind of at the forefront of what we are thinking about now because we are thinking about what kind of story now, today? And it seems like there may or may not be an opportunity to tell certain kinds of stories that didn’t exist in the past so we are hoping that’s the case with the people we are interviewing. From what I know of the TRC, from its discussions, there was an acknowledgment of suppression but not what was suppressed through the TRC in the sense that what did the TRC not itself have access to? And so it’s these questions about what kind of truth can you tell, or what kind of story can you tell, at given times? And I don’t know, we had discussions about you not wanting to go down the coming-clean...you know, we can’t approach this project as trying to come clean, like with the past. OK, so maybe can you kind of articulate that for our interviewee here and see whether he bites it?!

I	(laughs)

CG	OK, so, one of the...I think I’m going in the right direction here but I may not be, so correct me if I’m wrong, you know. So one of the fictions is that South Africa had a programme and it was a defensive programme, and what was developed was gas masks, means to decontaminate chemical exposure, that the research being done at (inaudible, tape ref 26.47, place name) Research Laboratories may or may not have been looking for assassination weapons or ways to detect assassination weapons. But anyway there was this defensive programme and that is a fiction that exists in the context of the Biological Weapons Convention so the Convention requires you to say what was this past programme so we say we had a defensive past programme, OK.

I	Because the communists are coming.

CG	Because the communists are coming...

I	We have all these technologies here.

CG	Exactly, we are under threat, and so...but the telling of that is important because it gets told at exactly the same time, 1993, as the programme is being closed down and then it’s a few years before the Truth Commission hearings and in the end all of those things start happening. But, at the time when the Truth Commission hearings are happening, South Africa is engaged in discussions in the Biological Weapons Convention that are aimed at strengthening that Convention, and South Africa is playing a very positive and key role. The people who are leading those discussions on behalf of South Africa have links back into this programme so in order for them to sustain their credibility, they also have to sustain the fiction, at least insofar as they don’t talk about it. It’s not polite to go there, and that fiction plays an important function. It has an important function.

I	We are comfortable with the notion that it doesn’t matter how long or complicated the narrative or the purpose of the narrative -  is it a new school curriculum or is it   a state historiographical project, it doesn’t matter - is that if you tell a story there is a fictionalisation taking place, right?

CG	Yeah.

I	So we are all complicit in this.

CG	Yeah.

I	And I think we are all seduced by the power of fiction to bring healing. You need a story, a story that pulls it all together and connects with the realities that you are experiencing now which won’t be the same as in a year’s time, but for now. So I don’t think it’s like a cynical deployment of lies and...

CG	No, but even in what we are doing...

I	It’s not about...certainly I feel it every single @~*# day, is the fact of, ‘What are we doing here?’ So what is the alternative? Do we turn ourselves into, like, egghead scientists and it’s all like no it has got to be but you still need a narrative to knit all that stuff together so you can’t @~*# avoid it.

BR	I don’t think we want to avoid narrative but we do want to avoid buying into the mystique of secrecy for sure, I think. So OK, let’s say we want to go, ’20 years on, what really happened?’ you know, and then so we go round and we do all these interviews and we speak to these people and we get these very strange stories that don’t seem to make any sense, that we would be tasked with kind of coming to a resolution about. We would still have problems about accessing information, there would still be this play of the boxes or the safe or whatever it is in terms of these unknowables, or just history and just time passes. We’d still be faced with questions about, what is the utility of this truth? What is this for? Do we just want the truth to be out? I mean, that’s really  like, wow so how to tell the fiction, how to tell the narrative  without reproducing the very kind of dynamics around secrecy that we are trying to find some way around rather than just reproducing.  We are telling another story.

I	The only way to I think work with secrets and lies and taboos and whatever in a healthy way is to protect fiercely the legitimate secret and I think we did that really well with the Promotion of Access to Information Act, is that when you define those restrictions on access, these are the categories that must be protected. You fiercely protect them, and that frees up the rest of the rest of the space, frees it up. It’s when there isn’t the recognition, the acknowledgment, and then the adequate protection that people are insecure and so let’s close everything @~*# down because something really important is going to @~*# squirm out. And you know, that’s what I loved about the 2008, the first version of the Protection of State Information Bill. It basically said, the Promotion of Access to Information Act defines the boundaries of the legitimate state secret. We respect that. We are putting in measures to ensure that we police that soundly, effectively, right? And then it’s saying something very, for me, liberating, saying two-fold – on the one hand, the structures of the state which determined state secrets in the past under Apartheid are illegitimate.  We are not interested in those determinations so anything that was classified by the Apartheid state is now automatically declassified and into the future, you are going to have to come up with the following very good reasons for ...

CG	Classification.

I	...beyond 20 years. It’s very reasonable and I think that our institutional – it’s not just government, it’s not just the state, it’s the private sector, it’s like corporations, it’s like...’@~*#! Now we can’t do with that kind of...’ and that’s why we just...

CG	But I mean, look at this, I will give you an example of how that functions as well, that I heard yesterday - it surprised me, so it’s new and exciting for me – is when I was appointed to serve on the Non-Proliferation Council, it was the first time a civil society person had ever been allowed onto the Council … So I was nervous and worried and didn’t know the bounds of what I could do, what I could say. I didn’t understand how this thing functioned. You know how you walk into something and you actually just don’t know what environment you are walking into? Well, it turns out that for the other people, the government departments and other people on that structure, a similar kind of thing happened because suddenly this person comes in and they have never dealt with a person from outside before, and suddenly, where you think this opening up by including civil society leads to an opening up, it leads to a closing down. You can say less because somebody is watching what you say and you don’t know what they are going to do with that and you can’t necessarily trust them and you don’t know how they are going to use that, or what’s going to come. And so you have this kind of weird interplay between opening and closing and revealing and concealing that doesn’t work in the way that you expect it to work.

I	But isn’t it about...I am trying to think now of, like, 2 people, say you and me, when I become sure that you and I have a mutual understanding about boundaries, and I feel comfortable that even in spaces of pressure or inebriation or whatever, you will be respecting those boundaries and I will be divulging a hell of a lot to you. As long as I am unsure you are going to get...

CG	A little bit.

I	And for me, if that’s how human connections work, then that’s how it’s got to work in institutional spaces, surely? So understand the boundaries, respect the boundaries, protect the boundaries.

BR	So let me give you an alternative (inaudible, tape ref 37.09, background noise) and then I can say how it’s kind of inspired at least some thinking about how we want to do the next phases of clerical work. So have you seen The Act of Killing? This documentary. It’s just come out so if you haven’t...OK, so here’s my rendition...

I	You were involved in this?

BR	No, no, not at all. No, I just saw it a few weeks ago. Director is in Indonesia, wants to tell a story about the ‘65/’66 mass killings, you know, a million people die.

I	A million people.

BR	Yeah, yeah, when they got rid of the communists and the Chinese and the trade unions and you know, some other people who...

I	Wow.

BR	Yeah, yeah, and so what does he do? He spends a few years trying to, like...

I	Are we talking about the 60s?

BR	Oh yeah, during that time. He tries to tell a story about, through the victims and survivors, the children and so on, about what happened. Every time he wants to interview someone, he gets his equipment taken away, and the second  thing is no-one wants to fund it because no-one is going to watch this documentary anyway. So this is his choice. So what does he do? So he decides through... various, you know, things pop up, and he decides he is not going to interview the victims, he doesn’t want to tell that story. He’s going to interview the perpetrators, right? And what he finds out, the reason why he does that, is because he finds out that actually they’re not very secretive at all about what they did. In fact, they’re really happy to boast about it. They are so happy they were willing to be interviewed and on a camera and all these sort of things. OK, so what does he do? He gets them to re-enact how they did the killings, on camera, as part of telling this story. So he is able to tell a story about the past through enabling people to...he basically says to them, ‘Tell me in any way you like, recreate it any way you like, what happened.’ And they kind of...one of the interesting dynamics of this is the way in which people’s own sub-conscious or whatever kind of propels them on because it turns out that many of these, at least the people he interviewed, were very interested in Hollywood films, played out their killings according to what they were seeing on the screen, right? And so he tells this story where they are being inspired by Hollywood and yet the story it focuses on is this ever more elaborate recreation of the killings that went on, that are in particular kind of propelled forward by this one person’s difficult in coming to terms with what he did so there’s ever more surreal, ever more elaborate kind of reconstructions that go on and basically until this guy kind of has a bit of a breakdown. Anyway, so it’s playing this act of killing, right? So it’s playing on acting, an act, and the way it’s being done. So basically the short story of that is he goes into fiction, right, to tell a story about what happened and to open up people’s capacity for telling stories. So it was just an initial thinking on our part but what we were thinking is, let’s not try to say what happened. Let’s go around to people and ask what kind of stories, what kind of histories, what history of the programme that they want to be told now, right?  And by not looking at it kind of head on, OK, but by looking at this secondary issue of what shall we say, maybe we can open up a lot more. So that's out kind of initial...

I	That’s what marriage counsellors do.

BR	Do they?

I	Couple counselling, so you tell your story and you tell your story and then I triangulate and come out with, this is what actually was going on.

BR	But we are not interested in triangulating. Can we tell...

I	What are you interested in doing?

BR	I don’t know!

CG	You see, I am not interested in...I don’t believe in truth so I am not really looking for a truth, looking for the truth. I think that what I am interested in is how the way the story was told did or didn’t resonate with various categories of people that would allow it to result in something good and positive. So the logic that I started with was, we need to learn lessons from the past in order to prevent it from happening in the future. So if we tell the story about the past, we are going to learn something about how we need to act in the future so that we don’t do that again. Well, that’s a fiction. I mean, that is an absolute nonsense but one holds onto that for a while. I denied it! It foolishly informed a lot of what I did. So if you reflect back, and if you think about...if your purpose in doing this kind of absurd exercise is to kind of come up with new ways of doing things and seeing things so that you achieve a better outcome...

I	Yeah, so if you were to do a study of Idi Amin and you do really hard, empirical research and you are able to say how he was shaped in the military, his upbringing, you can tell exactly how many people died (pause) like, does it teach us a lesson? The more thorough your research, the more like compelling the lesson becomes? 

CG	Isn’t that the fiction we labour under?

I	No, you see, the lesson becomes the fiction that you tell. It’s like African leadership’s @~*#, or whatever the story is that you want to tell, I think why do we do it, because human beings very seldom learn from the mistakes of the past, very seldom. My motivation is to find the inspiring story, the story of people who were in those spaces, who did extraordinary things and lived lives that were like...wow, how did you @~*# do that in the context of Idi Amin, because that inspires me to deal with the challenges of today, where I am, right? I can’t see any other reason for doing that. You see, Jacques Derrida makes the argument that this work is inspired by 2 imperatives, and these imperatives are articulated by ghosts. It’s the ghosts of those who have done it, and it’s the ghosts of those who are yet to be born, so my work has to be about honouring those who died, it’s that you didn’t die in vain but it’s not about some kind of like...hidden, like a mausoleum, right? It’s about doing something liberatory with that, with those stories, so that the ones who are coming will come into a world that is hospitable to them.

BR	That’s through the positive functions of the stories, the inspirational, rather than the, I don’t know, responsibility, liability, determination of guilt kind of (inaudible, tape ref 46.02).

CG	Well, you see, James Gilligan, if we are going to throw around the people that we really like at the moment, would say that if you are thinking about violence, and I mean this is what we are thinking about, state violence, whatever, then it doesn’t help to think about it in moral terms of good and bad and evil and wrong and right, but it helps to think about it in tragic terms. So if you take that approach generally then I suppose that what you are saying is the construction, the narrative, in the Biological Weapons Convention Form F, is as legitimate a narrative as a narrative that emerged from the Truth Commission. Its function is as legitimate and ultimately as functional, good, positive, whatever...

BR	Different things, but yeah!

CG	It makes something good happen, or it allows for something good to happen.

I	Surely this can’t be justified.

CG	Really?  What, do you think...OK, so give me the alternative. 

VH 	There isn’t one.

CG	You’d better tell it otherwise you’re not respecting this treaty.

BR	I mean, you don’t have to say there is a truth to not say that some truths are better than others, or more useful than others which is what you are pointing to here. This is a story...we are faced with a practical issue here, what do we say? What do we want to say about all this, and you know, we have to make some sort of decision about – in whatever form, at whatever level – about that, and we are presumably going to be guided by some sense of our understanding of the purposes and of our tellings. We are not just going to say any old thing will do, right? Sounds like what you were saying, which would leave us, I don’t know, what should we do? Let’s just type it up now, you know? We don’t need this, what are we waiting for? Why are we bothering to speak to people who might give us some groundings?

I	That matters more than anything else in the world, I would say?

CG	What, you have to have something?

I	Like wrestling with these questions.

BR	OK, so fine, but I think we change our minds all the time but if we take that as a topic, how do we most vigorously start wrestling with it? I don’t know if you have any suggestions or exemplars of where you can say, OK, this person, you know, they’ve gone on a path and you can see like they’ve posed this question in skilful ways? If we could just pose these dilemmas skilfully, I think even that would be...

CG	Well that I think is fine. I am fine with posing the questions skilfully.

I	You guys have a whole, like, framework that you share, a language, an idiom. I am trying to work it out! Does this have any resonance for you? I know that the really important work in terms of understanding the Apartheid era in South Africa will be done by our children, and our role is to inspire them and we haven’t done very well because what we’ve done is, we’ve oppressed them.

CG	Oh, I don’t know about that.

I	No, not you.

CG	No, no, I wasn’t...

I	Our generation of progressive people generally, that’s what we’ve done with...

CG	Well, dominant narratives.

I	...the dominant narrative, and I just think, oh @~*# it...

CG	Goodies, baddies.

VH ...we have got to release them to go and do the really imaginative, you know, like deeply kind of revelatory work. Now, what might that look like? I’ve talked to you about this movie from Chile.

CG	Yes.

I	It’s called, what is it called? Something with the light?

CG	Yes.

I	Nostalgia for the Light. I wonder if you have heard of this?

BR	No, I haven’t.

I	So this is like a documentary but I think so many other things are happening there that it feels like something other than a documentary. In the desert, I can’t remember the name of this desert in Chile, which is like the driest part of the world, a lot of activists were murdered and buried so this movie is about mainly women who are looking for the remains of their loved ones and they are digging with little spades and they’ve been doing this for years and they are just keeping going, you know? There is some evidence that there was some kind of concentration camp there and then there was this extraordinary (inaudible, tape ref 52.13), what do you call these incredible installations where you can look at the universe?

BR	Telescopes.

I	Yeah, but what do you call the structure where all these telescopes are? Anyway, some of them are like really young dudes, young scientists, looking at the skies because this is the best place in the world to be looking at the skies and then you have sort of archaeologists, palaeontologists, historians, who are doing research on movements of human beings over many centuries across this desert space. Now these 3 groups of people kind of start interacting and the kind of narratives that they share, and that they start to generate, it felt liberatory to me because it’s not that kind of classic post-repression narrative – Pinochet, the Lost Ones, the searchers for bodies – something else is going on here. So when you get a young astronomer who is probably, like, 26, 27, talking to a group of women who he’s encountered digging in the desert a few kilometres away, and he’s showing them the work that he does, then he’s saying, ‘I’m studying the past, like you. What I am seeing there happened a long, long time ago, so we have a lot in common.’ And it’s kind of understood and that somehow feels good to them. They feel that they are part of a community of searchers. @~*#, I thought that was amazing and I don’t think we have that kind of engagement here in South Africa yet. It’s still very heavy and it’s bound by all these, like, orthodoxies and these burdens and they are often like ethical burdens. The people who made that movie just seemed free in a way that we’re not free but I think it’s when you start doing that kind of work that the great discoveries take place, the really important discoveries. I don’t think they really happen in TRCs.

CG	Well, they can’t. Also because the TRC can’t tell the stories about people who did not suffer human rights abuses as defined by the TRC. The TRC can’t tell the story about stuff that doesn’t meet its mandate so you can’t talk about the elements of the chemical and biological weapons programme that aren’t relevant to our mandate. It doesn’t exist. But because there’s no other space to tell it, other than maybe a court of law, which suffers from its own constraints of mandate and definition,  you are constantly faced with situations where only elements of the narrative can appear and because those elements of narrative are defined either by the needs of state, nation, building or the law, you can’t tell the ordinary stories, you can’t tell the stories of ordinary life.

I	You can’t tell the stories of complexity.

CG	No, or that lack exceptionality.

I	Exactly, so like what you can do is put Winnie Mandela on the stage and bludgeon her into some kind of apology, right? But can you do this? Can you share the stories that will show us how deeply infiltrated the liberation movements were? Can we tell the stories of family members who were informing, who were being paid to inform? Which becomes the context to understand what Winnie was doing, is that there were (inaudible, tape ref 56.31) anywhere and how the @~*# do you defend yourself against that? And it’s like that moment last year, (inaudible, tape ref 56.40, name) and I were in Cape Town and we had a meal with [Darren] and in the orthodox narrative Harry Gwala was like hard-line, kind of brutal, @~*# almost a warlord in that civil war, right? And that Madiba and he butted heads and this is not what we want to be, and @~*#, we have got to control these elements, right? But [Darren] tells the story of living in Greater Pietermaritzburg and you know, the war starts and people are dying and then Gwala comes in and he said (inaudible, tape ref 57.30) made a big difference. ‘We learned self-respect and we found ways of defending ourselves.’ So for him, he understands that Gwala was problematic but there’s another side of it and we can’t tell that story now. 

CG	And I think that we’re struggling with a similar thing, Brian, and I don’t...we are struggling with this thing of, OK...I think the thing that’s bothering you most, and it isn’t bothering me yet – it’s starting to! –is that...

BR	What, me?

CG	Yeah, you are starting to bother me now! So what I would have said, and did say, 5,10 year ago, is South Africa lied essentially, and got away with it about how it spoke about its past programme to other states, and that should be set right. And it’s important to set it right because we expect the same of every other state and here we have an example where in the public domain is information that shows that what you said is not right so by setting it right, all you are doing is aligning yourself with what’s already in the public domain, and you are doing the right thing because this in some way helps us to go forward because it creates a believable basis for us to check each other. And you need to be exemplary, so South Africa, you need to be exemplary now and make this change because you will show the way for others, OK? That’s the kind of logic.

BR	That’s a pervasive logic in the world we live, yeah.

CG	OK, well what if that isn’t the case? I mean, what if the kind of confidence that states need to build doesn’t necessarily rest on a reliance...well, doesn’t necessarily rest on there being a singular truth. I mean, what if that confidence exists in other things? And I think that’s exactly what somebody who was involved in those kinds of meetings tells us, is that confidence isn’t about what’s on that paper. What’s on that paper has a function, it has to be there, but actually you build that kind of confidence through other things, through having dinner together, having a drink together, having states that share the same interests. But it leaves us in rather a sticky little position as activists!

BR	It’s truth for who, too because some of these other ways you talk about building confidence, this is between people who would get together and who are knowledgeable and this particular interview, you are talking about a world, you know, the US, Russia, China, you know, so that is that kind of conversation, right? And then there's the non-knowledgeable, the people who aren’t au fait, which is probably, you know, the majority of people who go to these kinds of international meetings, who are civil servants or who are doing this job, but they’ll do something else. I mean, they have no background in this topic in particular, they are given a brief, so it’s this question of for whom as well. I don’t think we have a sense of for whom we wish to tell this story.  That’s the issue as well.

I	How are you using truth, the concept, here? In your idiom and your language, because if you were to assemble all this evidence and now finally be able to say, well, the programme as authorised at this level and these are all the structures and this is what it had been doing, these were its plans for the next 5 years, would that be the truth? Is that the truth that we are looking for, or is it understanding what it meant?

BR	But are we primarily interested in truth? I don’t know.

I	Maybe we don’t give a shit about truth. We just want the @~*# evidence. People can work out their own truths, right?

CG	Well, not at that level, because here I think there’s a few...	

I	Because you know for me, that’s increasingly becoming a question. It’s like I don’t know what it means. I don’t know what truth means in relation to things like infiltration of family members, I don’t know what that means, right? But I just have a profound conviction now that you need to give this stuff to people to work with. Like my own conscription, right? So I am only beginning to be able to engage it. For many years it had to be hidden. I just needed it to be not there, but I’m not sure at what point I kind of realised I have to work out: what does it mean? What does it say about me? What is the truth about that? I don’t know what the truth is actually but it needs to be engaged, it needs to be made available to parts of myself, it needs to be made available to [my family] and others around me. But what the truth is about, @~*#, it’s to be determined through dialogical processes, right, and it will shift over time, new significances will emerge. Why is it so important? Why is it so important to have...

BR	So deferral in a kind of sense, this is what ...OK, so how do you do that skilfully? I mean, if we were to say, OK, let’s think about it, we are supplying a kind of ...in our raw resource, but we’re interested in setting the scene for future conversations. I mean, how to do that? How do you think about your own work as enabling that? What is it you do? What is it you don’t do as part of configuring the archive or something like that?

I	Yeah, it’s a beautiful question! But do you know, here’s a practical example. You know, if I had allowed 10 years ago, if I allowed now the activist inside of me free rein, it’s like, @~*#, I’ve got this stuff here and Madiba talking about stories of MK using drug-smuggling and let’s get it out there, man! You know, I would lose my job very quickly and things would...the whole operation would be shut down. So first of all, I understand that that is something that needs to be put in a safe space

CG	Your necessary lies!

I	Well yeah, but it’s this notion of deferral, is that I will now find ways of alerting people to this and enabling people to utilise the mechanisms that are there to allow for this to be engaged.

CG	OK, so you’re coming at it sideways.

I	Yeah, exactly. Everything I do is sideways!

CG	You see, so if we were to take that logic through to where we are at, then if we see...the function that we as activists...

I	If [Steve] were in my position there’d be some huge like exposures and then everything would close down, boom.

CG	Revelation and concealment!

BR	The dialectic works in a particular way!

I	And there’s a place for that, you know, arguably, well (inaudible, tape ref 1.07.30) go that route. But I’m saying let’s just...we’re crabs here, we’re crabs.

CG	We’ve got to keep it open, keep it open, keep it open, keep it open. You see, that’s it, is that what I would be... first of all, I would be afraid to appear as some kind of agent of truth, that is coming along in an accusatory fashion, because this is the other thing, when I was an investigator for the Truth Commission and even after that in relation to the CBW programme, people who worked on that programme were to see me as being an accusatory, playing the role of accuser. And so what you don’t want to do is appear in Geneva in a judgmental, accusatory kind of role, to point to shortcomings and suggest that they should be fixless. You don’t want to do a shaming, that’s not helpful because that will result in a closing down in many respects, so you need to find a way to come at this sideways.

I 	And you know, I don’t know if you followed the debate around Wiki-Leaks and in particular what ...what is his name now? Deep Throat.

CG	Bradley Manning, no?

I	No, from the Pentagon papers. What was his name now? The guy who...

BR	Yeah, sure, umm...we know who you are talking about.

I	(pause) It will come back to me but if I remember correctly, he was talking about how this kind of ‘suck it up and just spew it out there’ kind of undermines the work of the really serious whistle-blowers who are digging away carefully over years and putting together something that will trigger or enable structural change. You want to stop the war in Vietnam, right? You don’t want to just like embarrass a whole bunch of people and show the system to be @~*#. Well, we know it’s @~*#, but how would you stop the system? Maybe the Wiki-Leaks strategy undermines the work of people like that, who are crabs and are working sideways like...so here’s a personal anecdote. I think we have to be...there’s a Biblical phrase, it’s something like, innocent as doves and wily as snakes or something. So I was in the National Archives in the heady days of Nelson Mandela’s presidency and things were opening up and you could access records in amazing ways. And ironically the Promotion of Access to Information Act, when it came in, closed things down, made it more difficult, and well, I saw the writing on the wall and I knew I was going to have to leave and so one of the things I did was to ...and one of the documents that you leaked to me was that list of what was in the 34 boxes so what did I do with it? I placed a copy with an innocuous like covering memo on a routine enquiries file and then I left the National Archives and I waited a year and then I put in a Promotion of Access to Information Act request for these innocuous files and I was given access to the files and then I could put in the public domain that list! Now you needed a lot of patience, you know, we are going to wait...

CG	You’ve got to play the long game!

I	And, you know, like in terms of ethics as well, you could have looked at every document on that file before you showed it to me. I mean, you know, you should have checked it.

CG	Yep.

I	But you could argue, you know, that that was as much about me, my narrative and what I was doing with my life as about some kind of noble struggle for justice or commitment to telling the truth which always complicates all of these.

CG	No, precisely, I mean it does...everything sort of always comes back to really...

I	But you know, honestly, I can’t remember everything that went through my head back then but I don’t think I at any point believed that in those 34 boxes were things that needed to be in the public domain, really important, so you are going to make this an obsession where you are going to find funding and you are just going to keep going for it and I just ...I think it was about the principle. If you let these @~*# get away with this...

CG	Absolutely.

I	So, that’s why I am doing it. I don’t care what’s in the boxes actually, truth be told.

CG	No, no, no, I think that’s absolutely right. I mean, that was what it was about, is the principle, how can you remove something about the TRC from the TRC archive and hide it away? That’s what it was about, it was about us being lied to, deceived...

I	If we let you get away with this, then people will not be enabled to tell their truths in the future, not because of what’s in the 34 boxes but because the @~*# got away with it and then they would do another thing and then they would close it down and then would come the Protection of State Information Bill, then we have...

CG	Yep. (pause) You look very happy, Brian!

BR	So we’ve sorted it all out then?

I	No! We don’t know what the @~*# we’re doing and why!  Brian is clear! But I mean, arguably you could step away from it all and say, we are on the precipice, the human project is on the precipice, right? So if we are going to allow structures of power to keep deceiving people and keep doing what they’re doing, in relation to the earth’s resources, in relation to human populations, whatever, is that we might all disappear and our children will not have a future and maybe it’s that kind of instinct, it’s got to that point now and that’s why it’s so urgent. Is it about the end-game? 

CG	Gosh, doesn’t every generation think that?

I	But I think we can say on 2 scores at least, is that there is still nuclear capability to destroy the earth, right? We know that. And we also know that climate change is getting close to that point where it might not destroy the earth but destroy ...

CG	Food sources.

I	...the human population. Which might be a good thing for the earth, right? Maybe! So maybe we are just part of like a small group of like activists who are fighting for the survival of the human species so that in some way or another humanity can keep @~*# over the rest of the species!  So we are actually instruments of reaction!

CG	Of our own oppression!

BR	(inaudible, tape ref 1.16.09).

I	No, if anybody ever can say, this is what it’s about, that’s not clear, what the @~*# are you doing, it’s not clear. We just know it’s important and we know these things will define us and define our children in fundamental ways so we have to do it. 

CG	OK, so let me ask you another question, just one more. Because you’ve been in touch with Kulowmoney and all these kind of memory types post-TRC, was there...

I	Is that part of your idiom too, memory types?!

CG	Well, that’s you, hey? And me when I’m working with you, then I am also a memory type! 

BR	It’s just a couple of hours a week, right?!

CG	(laughs) 

BR	The rest of the time you forget.

CG	Even where I am sometimes! But certainly what I believe seems to be kind of fleetingly running away from me. So the thing is that, there were hearings, business hearings. There were media hearings, there were conscription hearings.

I	Business too, I think.

CG	Yah, there were business.

I	Faith community.

CG	Faith community. So there were a number of kind of subject-specific hearings that  presumably were meant to lead to revelations that would lead to some kind of action. OK, it was taking accountability as well, the truth  about the role business played in maintaining Apartheid, but then the question is, from any of those hearings, from any of those processes, were there communities of people, groupings, that took that further and kind of used that as a basis for changing things or for further activism, that you know of?

I	(pause)

CG	OK, on the business stuff I think there was there.

I	Yeah, I think...

CG	There was the Jubilee...

I	You can’t say there was nothing but it was fairly insignificant, right? The follow-through. How is it possible that nobody mobilised around well, here’s a township and here are 43 victims telling their stories who came from this township, and there are 14 amnesty applications relevant to these victims, so why don’t we pool these together and go into that community and start to tease this out more? Because now it’s not TRC, it’s just about like, what is your story? What is your story? Do you remember this?  Nothing, that I know of!  I don’t know a single community project which has used the TRC’s work in that way.

CG	OK, so in that respect the CBW programme was not exceptional?

VH 	No.

CG	In fact it was exceptional. I mean maybe, you know...

BR	This is as good as it gets!

CG	This is as good as it gets!

BR	What are you complaining about?!

CG	OK.

I	You see, the argument could be mounted was that we rushed this and that across the board, like...we’ll get there, we’ll get there.

CG	What, so now is the time to have a hearing in the TRC and the states about slavery? No, really.

I	@~*#!

CG	I know. 

I	Is it time yet for us to like, think about projects that might take us into Mozambique and Botswana and Lesotho and do we want to go there? In terms of what we, as a country, did to those countries? The TRC 

CG	Cross-border raids? No, it’s not our domain.

I	That’s a great space of secrecy for us, I think, as a country you know. It’s not unrelated to attacks against foreign nationals in 2008.

CG	You think so?

I	I think it’s part of the price we pay.

CG	For not having spoken about cross-border raids?

I	For not having kind of engaged that.

CG	Oh right, I understand what you mean. So in other words, I mean, at no point did...OK, if I am understanding correctly...

I	Almost like Freud, you know? It’s like repression and compensation and shit like that.

CG	Well, it’s also about the only legitimate victim so the only legitimate victim is the South African victim, on South African soil. And outside of that there are no victims, there are no legitimate victims and so in owning that victim status, you are justified in, what, committing xenophobic attacks? 

I	Who knows what the psychology of that is? How do you understand a state that was overseen by people who were…it is beginning to change now…but unless recently dominated by exiles.  How do you explain a state that is happy to have these camps?  And you are complicit in developing this language of othering, these @~*# from the north.  I cannot even begin to explain that, but we need to read what was happening in the mid-1990s as not unconnected to what we are seeing now.  
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