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Present: as per register
NM:
there is only one item on the agenda: strategic perspectives. I received a document from 
Pallo,
which I have asked to be distributed. You should all have it.
The meeting will have to last till 1pm today, due to an emergency situation of the delega
tion
going to Natal tomorrow. I also leave tomorrow for Zimbabwe and Nigeria.
I want Cyril to indicate how the paper should be handled today. But this paper was given 
to
members of the PF on Thursday, and I should explain the circumstances under which this wa
s
done. It was done at my suggestion. I read the draft speech for the PF and it referred to
 two
statements, the implications of which I did not fully grasp. I therefore read this to the
 PF, and
mentioned that we would be circulating to members to the PF two documents, namely the
proposed agenda of the meeting with the government. and secondly this document on strateg
ic
perspectives. After I had delivered the address comrades reminded me that this document w
as
still being discussed by the NWC, and that it would not be proper for us to distribute it
. I raised
the question that we had already told them we are going to distribute the document,a nd s
ome had
already asked for it. I said that for the purpose of confidence building we should consid
er if it
would be. wise, having said we would circulate it. now not to do so. We therefore decided
 to get an
undertaking that the document would be treated confidentially "nti! adopted by the NWC.
Secondly that there were two paragraphs which Pallo, in his contribution referred to, and
 in
view of that fact we should blot them out. This was done prior to giving it to members of
 the PF.
It was my proposal over which other comrades were reluctant. There was no sinister motive
,
but really only concern that would be created in the PF if we did not distribute it in th
e
circumstances. Since then there has been a hard-hitting memorandum sent to my office. whi
ch
has not yet reached my desk, prepared before the motivation of distributing the document 
was
explained.
Cyril:
We discussed that we should raise one other matter. which is that of time-keeping. We see
m to
start our meetings late and the situation is getting worse. We propose that we should try
 to start
on time. We are 25 minutes late today. We should as a matter of practice make each of us
accountable on why we arrive late, giving an explanation to the chair and to the meeting.
 The
meeting should be stopped to hear the explanation of the comrade arriving late, and it sh
ould be a
credible reason. If we begin to be accountable to each other things may improve in our
organisation as a whole.
We discussed with the officials how this debate should ge handled. The mistake of the las
t NWC
was that the NC presented a consolidated paper. without taking the NWC through the proces
ses it
had gone through. The NC had been presented with three papers - JS. Thabo and Mac - and
arrived a t a point to consolidate the three papers. The version we had last week was the
consolidated one. Feelingtwas need to take the NWC through the process, so we can hear at
 least
two of the papers. And they should do so in a summarised version. before we start the dis
cussion
in full. Both JS and Thabo agreed to make brief presentations, and then we get into the d
ebate.



NM;
Before we call on JS, are there any observations to be made on the way the paper was
distributed.
Joel:
Can we discuss it at the end of the meeting.
Terror:
We should accept the explanation and there is no need to discuss it further.
Gill:
Broader consequences: firstly, time allowed for preparation of presentations
Cheryl:
Agree with Gill. Does not make it easy for us to discuss the document, as it goes to the 
regions in
a particular way. for instance Western Cape response on power sharing. Not correct to giv
e the
document to PF prior to our structures, and has placed us in a defensive position in rela
tion to
the document.
Peter Mokaba:
YL taken aback that a document not approved by the NWC was presented there. Ace:mt vm-r
explanation. Cthe; problems arose, as they felt that even yesterday’s negotiaticn: fgr’lr
z thus
were attempts to bring up the matter. This paper also featured outside the meeting of the
Tripartite. Seems that people who believe in the document did not abide by the decision o
f the
NWC about non-distribution. We will, however, take your explanation and the circumstances
 of
the distribution to the YL.
NM:
Comments noted. I will be more careful in future.
Trevor:
My concern was a sense that this document has been leaked. I often find myself in circums
tances
where matters unresolved in constitutional structures are then taken to the papers. Refle
cts a
sense of mistrust here. I am raising that the question of leaks must be dealt with.
WS:
Noting reservations, explanation of president should be accepted.
House agrees.
JS:
Approach the question with an open mind.
Urgent need for a theoretical framework for the negotiation process. Too often we respond
subjectively. Response depends on image of militancy, or a passing event that makes us an
gry.
Need for a lasting framework. First question such a framework must answer is: why are we



negotiating and why did we initiate negotiations. Answer given previously is that the ene
my was
tr. crisis at Such a nature that it was forced to make a major break with the past. not w
ith white
supremacy, and it could not do so without the ANC. Our assessment was that the seizure of
 power
was not on the agenda as an immediate perspective. Seizure of power through a protract:
struggle is always there, but the moment was not there. So question was how to handle the
contradiction arising from the fact that neither side had been defeated.
Question: can we expect the enemy to surrender. The answer is that the ruling class does 
not give
up voluntarily. We cannot win at the negotiating table what we cannot win on the ground. 
It is
not the place where we will get the surrender of the enemy precisely because we cannot fo
rce
this due to balance of forces. The enemy cannot rule in the old way, but we cannot place 
on the
agenda an uprising and seizure of power.
Conclusion l draw is that negotiations is only one of the elements, a key element. toward
s
liberation. but will not deliver a full liberation package. If we go to negotiating table
 expecting a
full liberation package we are wasting our time.
This all depends on the balance of forces, which are not a static concept. Two options: h
old out,
continue negotiations until mass pressure forces a surrender. problem with this option is
 that
it can work both ways. Our status and support have by no means consistently risen among a
ll
sectors of our people. We are weaker today than in 1990 among Indians and Coloureds. The 
black
middle class is getting tired, the masses fed up with economic piight and violence.
internationaiiy, mo.r.ent:. when we were on top internationally, but before Doipatong De 
Klerk
was making remarkable headway. We cannot proceed on the assumption that the balance of fo
rces
can improve, but must try to do this. If the option is not a correct one, which I believe
 it is not,
then we must work out a realistically based scenario on balance of forces now. Must use p
olitical
pressure and mass action in support of this scenario.
Delays are not in the interests of the masses of our country.
What can we achieve at the negotiating table. We can achieve a package which will enable 
us to
occupy greater heights from which to advance, occupy a dominant majority position in the 
legal
process, and favourable to achieve objectives of the national democratic revolution. If w
e get rid
of De Klerk and we have a majority in the CMB structures, by that fact alone we will have
achieved a qualitative transformation to enable us to advance the struggle for democratic
 power.
Negotiations is a key element in the struggle for power as it holds out the possibility o
f bringing
about a radically transformed political framework. Project possibility of outcome for
negotiations which will result in the liberation movement occupying more favourable heigh
ts,
eg if tricameral parliament replaced by elected representatives
From all that there are four other points to take into account:
As we wili not get the surrender of the other side, the outcome will be less than perfect
 and will
involve compromise. i i- ’
We are not only faced with problem of winning power, but in conditions that will enable u
s to



consolidate and retain that power. We cannot postpone to the point when we have won that 
power
to decide what we can do to consolidate and I’dldill that powet. 50 must address need to 
address the
inevitable counter-revolution. This is not the question of allaying fears, but is the que
stion of
the survival of the revolution. In a cold. scientific manner. how do we secure and defend
 the
transformation. Remember that when political victory comes, and we win a majority, we wil
l
be in a position to occupy political office, but we will not have power. The day after th
e election
the heights of power will still be in the hands of the other side. The economy will be in
 the
control of the same people who controlled it the day before the election, the same for ci
vil
service, judiciary, police and army, as will the media. The problem of backward ethnicity
,
manifested in the form of lFP/quzo approaches, will be there. And what we have to address
 is
how we can take steps in order to minimise this immense block of power which we will face
after we achieve a political victory. In deciding what kind of package we want to introdu
ce we
must take this into account.
A negotiated solution is a package. We must not approach problem of negotiations by taggi
ng onto
one element, but must see the package as a whole to see if in the circumstances it will a
dvance or
retard our revolutionary objectives.
What then is the test for compromise. How do we decide what is permissable. The main test
 is
does that compromise permanently block advance to real people’s power. This is the real t
est. A
permanent entrenchment of power sharing, or veto rights in a second chamber, permanently
biock the advance to real pocplo’s pcwer. So must have bottom lines from which we can nev
er
depart.
The bottom lines are:
The CMB is democratically elected, sovereign, 1910 borders and no veto
The general constitutional principles are only limitations on CMB
Free and fair elections, time frames, dead lock breaking mechanisms. transitional constit
ution
etc.
Quantitative and Qualitative compromises
Quantitative: does not affect bottom line and gives negotiators room to manoeuvre.
What are impermissible qualitative compromises.
Any permanent power sharing or veto power, or that decisions on regions be taken by Codes
a and
CMB. Any imposition on the CMB which will paralyse the future government’s economic polic
y,
as this relates to affirmative action. Cannot bind CMB so that a future state is prevente
d to
effectively intervene to address racially accumulated imbalances.
There are further major qualitative compromises for which we would have to get a mandate 
that
we must consider:
Major compromises with merit in themselves because they we 1 help consolidate majority
rule and diminish potential of counter revolution. They will consolidate majority rule an
d help
defend ithxample of sush’compromises in economic field we have been forced to retreat fro
m
nationalisation. We have to take this into account into the sphere of the kind of transfo
rmation in
reality of period after we have won political victory. There are other compromises that d
o not



violate bottom lines.
Even if my specific proposals are wrong, people must not confuse those proposals about th
e
broad characterisation of what we face.
A temporary period of power sharing has caused most reaction, after constitution has been
adopted. Worth considering this. I am not sure I am 100% right, but it is really making a
 virtue
of necessity. Comrade President has said we will face such a terrible socio-economic situ
ation
that we as ANC will voluntarily have a government of national unity. We have not said thi
s as a
collective. Merit of making this virtue of necessity is that it will divide the right win
g, and we
must try to divide the other side, weaken the opposition of smaller parties whose only in
terest
is it they will have some share in the state, and even in the enemy there are some indivi
duals
who are concerned about their own participation. It will tempt elements, but the proposal
 is not
equal power sharing, it is conditional. first of all on being part of the package with bo
ttom lines,
and power sharing itself subject to proportional representation with decision making
procedures which will not paralyse its functioning.
Examples. power sharing arrangement in Namibia. During the last war, power sharing
arrangement in Britain. In 1976 when there was a call for Angola not to break a governmen
t of
national unity between MPLA, Unita and FNLA. We know what has happened. But it might have
even gone the same way and now they are going to have a government of national unity.
if a constitutional commitment to power sharing is too strong a medicine :3 take, we shou
ld then
stick to a collective undertaking that we will do it. which we have never committed ourse
lves to
do.
The rest is not entrenched in any constitution. What I suggest is that we reach agreement
between the two parties: amnesty, regional powers, restructuring of the police and army -
 on
these three things it is not suggested we bind the CMB, but a bilateral arrangement. We a
re
talking about a transition period in relation to a bottom line of affirmative action. One
 of first
tasks of new government will be to undermine all these structures of white power.
There must be no illusions about De Klerkls intentions. No one here believes that De Kler
k will
deliver liberation. or that he will use any major compromise we make for his own purpose 
and
exploit temporary power sharing. We know that. But we have to decide whether the overall 
new
dispensation will place the ANC-led liberation forces in a favourable position to defeat 
such
manoeuvres. We must get rid of them. the tri-cameral and have a popular mandate that we h
ave
been elected into the majority and with that political power we will be more equipped to 
deal
with the manoeuvres of the other side.
So as a stage in the process of the struggle for power necessary to consider what real ta
ctics are
and not merely sloganised revolutionary cliches.
Thabo: a
Agree with JS, not sureif ’further input is required. except for one issue. President sai
d some
paragraphs were removed, which raise question of a contradictory relationship that exists
between ourselves and the NP. The process that JS has been describing and the changing ba
lance



of forces. there are moments of co-operation. but this does not mean we become allies or 
belong
to the same pack. Questions are important tactics! questions arising cut of concrete situ
aticnc. in
Lusaka in the mid-80s, we received a message from the regime saying: why do we not take
certain steos to secure Mandela’s release. As a result of struggle they accepted our dema
nd for
the release of Mandela. They had certain concerns: fear that it would be a signal for
insurrection. We said what can we do to secure this release. address their concerns. We h
ad
arrived at a point where we agreed on a common objective. and we could then meet and disc
uss.
They were pursuing different objectives, stated that he had become too powerful a mobilis
ing
factor and wanted some controls. Despite different purposes, we both wanted the release.
Take the white referendum in March. We took the same position as the regime as it was
important to defeat the ultra-right, for different purposes. But this did not mean that w
e
belonged to the same camp as the purposes were different.
This question will arise throughout the course of our struggle. When elaborating tactics 
and
strategy, we must be able to identify these points when we can act together. but this doe
s not
make us allies. Critically important to understand the need for co-operation.
If you take the Second World War: Nazi Germany, a bourgeois state. in class terms in the 
camp
with Britain and the USA. yet other bourgeois states co-operate with a socialist state to
 defeat
the Nazis. Did not mean that the US wanted Germany at the end of the war to become a soci
alist
country. chiet leadership recognised it was possible to secure co-operation with other ca
mne
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Say interim government of national unity as there are areas we can co-operate on, but doe
s not
mean we have become one. Must determine with whom you co-operate. at what stage and about
what.
’ Discussion
Valli:
Procedural point: need to report on forthcoming bilateral. We have met with alliance and 
PF.
and held a national negotiations forum. But NWC has not had the opportunity to discuss. s
o hope
we can find time to give that report.
NM:
Problem is that when do we accommodate Pallo’s input?
Terror:
Suggest that we have had this input, and suggest we ask Palio to summarise his paper in a
simiiar manner, so we can then discuss and take a position as a body.
NM:
Agree PalLo present his paper
Pailo:
It was not presented on basis of presentation by JS and Thabo. It is based on the consoli
dated



document. I have read JS’s article. The approach JS is adopting I cannot quarrel with, th
at is a
theoretical framework within which to view the whole question of negotiaticns. NSC have n
o
quarrel with his submission that neither side has been vanquished. Where we part company 
is
on the issLie of hat the negotiations are about and what we should try to attain through
negotiations. Take on board Thabo’s submission that there are moments when forces that ar
e
diametrically opposed do find areas which need co-operation or objective circumstances im
pose
such co-operation. I point to the provisional governments in Angola and Mozambique.
Objectively there was a basis of co-operation.
What I point up is that the fundamental difference in our instance is that where the Port
uguese
administration would go back to Lisbon, we are not faced with that situation in South Afr
ica.
given that ourselves and the regime entered negotiations for different reasons, negotiati
ons in
our instance must end with one side losing. Both sides cannot win. How they define the lo
sing and
extent of the losing is a matter that will be decided by the balance of forces, which I s
ubmit is
constantly fluid. The paper suggests that it might be static and there cannot be qualitat
ive
changes in the balance of forces.
The theoretical framework must be based on the framework that one side will be the loser,
 and
we cannot approach the negotiations as both sides being the winner. 80 manner we conduct
ourselves in negotiations is to enhance our capacity to be the winners, and reduce the ot
her
side’s capacity to win. Make them Iccs a: much as possibie.
This goes to the core of the questions in the consolidated paper, that is the package. My
 fear is
that while JS and the consolidated paper say neither we or the regime have lost, they pro
ceed as
if we have lost, and it is we who have to make the concessions. If neither side has lost,
 we have
no reason to behave that way. The other side cannot possibly win. If the other side can w
in, then
our whole conception of history needs to be revised. The fact that we are not as strong i
n the
Indian and Coloured communities as in 1990. but does that mean we are going into decline.
 We
stand at the head of a record of understanding that we have imposed on the regime. We hav
e
imposed the release of remaining political prisoners. able to tease out big business’s st
rong
alliance with the regime. eg on eve of strike. All these we claim as victories. And at th
e end of
these victories we conclude that the regimes immediate demands are: a government after th
e
elections in which they have a voice, secure greater part of white civil service, in poli
ce and
army, and so condition the terms on which the democratic government comes into office tha
t its
capacity for affirmative action is limited.
JS says we should not make compromises that will block the way forward. Their suggestions
 do
precisely that. What are the victories if you win and then give the other side the victor
y. JS is
right that we will not win on the negotiating table what we have not won on the battle fi
eld. All
we are asking is that we do not give away what we have won on the battlefield in the nego
tiating
table.
ConceptuaL confusion: power sharing and a government of national unity. Churchill’s
government was a Toryxgovernment. not a government of power sharing. It was a government 
of
national unity. Difference between power sharing and goverment of national unity. Dangero
us



precedents to deal with regions, general amnesty, which should be the province of the nat
ional



assembly. What we are saying is that issue should be determined by the balance of power t
hat is
determined t’niough the elections. .53 says we should make agreement bilatelally now with
 the
NP. This is dangerous. Equally dangerous will be the notion of trying to address the coun
ter-
revolution by giving assurances to the white uIVIl service. SAP and army. l defy anvone h
ere to
quote one instance where a progressive government that has attempted to diminish the chan
ces of
counter-revolution by accommodating the reactionary police, army or civil service has
succeeded in doing that. In every example it has emboldened them - Franco, Pinochet are
examples. When we deal with societies, and the way classes behave. we are dealing with
probabilities and how they have behaved in other instances.
The question is: will these compromises make the way forward or block it. My submission i
s
that they will block it. if you give assurances that you will not tamper with the civil s
ervice,
leaving aside politics, you are dealing with a bloated civil service, in the instances of
 austerity
you will have to tackle the civil service.
Diminish chances of counter-revolution by consolidating your support base and enhancing t
heir
confidence in the ANC.
I am not offering any prescription in terms of what needs to be done immediately in a neg
otiating
process, this process has to be framed so that at the end of the day one of the sides has
 to lose.
Dlscussion:
JN:
Do we have an option that is an alternative to JS. We want to deal with the realities on 
the
ground.
Pallo:
My point of departure was that the options posed are based on a foundation and what I pos
ed the
last time is that the foundation is fundamentally flawed. This is what I have tried to de
monstrate.
if it is accepted that the foundation is flawed, then the options should be discussed in 
a different
framework.
NM:
We are not just debating. we want solutions to the problem. We cannot resolve the problem
s now
and will need another meeting.
Trevor:
Pallo raised question about defence force. Good example in Nicaragua. Chimora unable to g
overn
because backbone of the army is Sandanista. We must set our sights on quality of change, 
which
will be constrained by objective conditions. But need to take account of where the power 
of
government is based. Cabinet meets for one hour on Wednesdays, and can do this because ci
vil
service prepares and cabinet merely rubber stamps. This indicates power of the civil serv
ice.
Unless we address that issue we cannot conceptualise the quality of change. We were invol
ved in
the Mont Fleur scenarios) What I have heard from JS and in the paper we received is the
classical lame duck scenario: a government of national unity taking decisions and constra
ined by
lowest common denominator and civil service. Government is not only assuming elected offi
ce. In



respect of those scenarios capital understanding that lame duck government is incapable o
f
deiivery. In that respect at least some segments of capital have been disiodged fr-" tb
block.
There were some points that JS threw in: retreat from nationalisation. transitional const
itution
which is new and I do not know that the ANC has accepted this in any constitutional struc
ture,
loss of support in Indian and Coloured communities. Must not introduce our subjective
weaknesses as objective realities. Must ask what we need to do to recover in these commun
ities.
What we need is a strategy to transform the civil service. because even if we assume
government tomorrow we will be sitting with a civil service that must be transformed. We
would do that regardless. To suggest that those circumstances only arise because of the i
ssues
raised in the document. This is what we have to grapple with. This strategy must observe 
what is
happening around us. in Namibia Swapo found the civil service entrenched by the negotiati
ons
and today you have a bloated civil service because Swapo has had to introduce its own mem
bers,
but its ability to transform Namibia is hampered by the old civil service which is contin
uing to
strip the country bare. We will have to consider pensions etc. Transforming the civil ser
vice
must not be contlated with the need for a goverrnent of national unity. Those who remain 
in the
civil service do so at the behest of the victor in elections. To suggest that you can ent
rench the
civil service is to show your hand when you do not need to. What distinguishes this docum
ent
from the notion of entrenchment. I am saying you need a strategy for the civil service.
Paragraph 6 gives a feeling of entrenchment.
Klll.
I tlvlc
One of the problems are questions asked today about what we propose to do with the civil 
service:
how do we answer?
Trevor:
Cannot afford to have a situation where all civil service packs up and untrained people t
ake over.
identify nodal points central to transformation and we need to have people trained to tak
e over
these areas that are key in each department.
Joel:
3rd option: combination of mass action. international mobilisation and capture beach-head
 in
structures of power and change balance of forces so we can move to democracy. Basic probl
em
faced in Zimbabwe: either they reject Lancaster and go to war weakened, or accept some of
 the
concessions proposed and use them to consolidate national liberation. ANC has reached suc
h a
time where we have to make similar hard choices. Either we lead the nation or drown in ou
r own
slogans. Points of departure become clear and Pallo’s presentation is fundamentally flawe
d.
Confusion arising out of phrases we have used and taken as absolutes. We say negotiations
 are a
terrain of struggle. We say they are a form of struggle, but this only describes a functi
on of
negotiations. We also say negotiations can represent the form of transfer of power. Pallo
 only
takes one aspect. a tactic. when they are a combination of terrain, form and transfer. Pa
llo
challenges formulation in document that ANC turned to armed struggle but armed struggle
adopted when a negotiated transfer of power became impossible. Negotiated transfer of pow
er is
the conjuneture we are at.- the formulation on consolidated document on competition is no
t good,
can use conflict instead. Contradictory elements of co-operation should be elaborated. Pa



llo says
lG as we propose is is not an expression of an lG of national unity, but an expression of
 what the



Harare Declaration says. Most of the criticisms of the document are faced on a fundamenta
l
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Hasstiicn he dc:u...cnt deals mainly with sunsc. ciauscs. but not with .. sunnse measures
. and
does not address fears of the majority. Third presentation by Mac addressed those questio
ns and
not incorporated in this document. Must incomorate temporary coalition means that ANC sho
uld
be the dominant force in that coalition and how it should be achieved, or how army integr
ation
and threat anaiysis is dealt with, so compromises we are talking about are golden handsha
kes in
the process of restructuring. We also need to say while we deal with the NP, what do we d
o
directly with the army, civil service etc. Document not harsh enough with the civil servi
ce, but
harshness depends on balance of forces and this can invite retaliation.
TerrOr:
Propose we adjourn discussion and resume them later, and have a briefing on the negotiati
ons
and the bilateral meeting which needs concrete action.
Cyril:
Agree if we had enough time to deal with questions that arise. But if we are stopping at 
12.45 we
do not have time enough for that.
NM:
AGree we get information so comrades are aware.
House accepts.
Trevor:
Delegation to the US next week. No one knows what is going to be said there. There is als
o the
question of Natal.
Cyril:
On the USA and Natal. I propose that we agree that meetings of the delegations be held. W
e do not
need substantial discussion here. Natai delegatio meet today at 2pm, and US delegation me
et on
input. Many people presenting papers. documentation distributed by our office. We need to
ensure that those inputs have a common thread.
Trevor:
There are some particular problems. Must take account of the fact that this is the first 
major
conference in the US after the elections. and speaking to the foreign policy of whoever i
s elected.
Who decides when sanctions are lifted? The delegation or the NWC. Cannot get any joy, and
 must
be considered by constitutional structures.
Cyril:
Most helpful way is for delegation to get together. Do not see how the NWC wiii input unt
il the
delegation has focused on those issues that are policy matters be brought to the NWC. Del
egation
to meet on Thursday.
Pailo: t V
Could we suggest that as the BIA Is responsible for the conference that it convene a meet
ing of
the delegation not later than this weekend, and that meeting process what should be the i
nput of
10


