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I know it would be natural for me to begin by talking about the FIFA World Cup that has just taken place in South Africa. However, I will not say too much about it because our team, like yours, was knocked out pretty early in the rounds.
Suffice to say we were very happy with how we hosted the cup. We feel it was an extremely joyous and successful event and if the choice was ours we would probably want to host another one, because it was really such a great party. 

What I am going to do - and I assume most of you would know quite a lot about South Africa – is not to give one long lecture but to really touch on a few points which I think are relevant to what we might talk about or take account of, and then from there I would prefer to be guided by any questions you might have, because that will probably go more directly to what it is you are interested in or want to know.

First of all – the first Europeans arrived in South Africa in 1652. The Africans who were there basically felt themselves a wealthy population because they had land, cattle and so on. 
The Dutch arrived and the first wars and dispossessions began. Then the British arrived and there were wars between the locals and the British and between the British and the Dutch, but the British, among other things, established the sugar cane industry in South Africa. That becomes quite relevant because the blacks did not want to work in the sugar cane industry as they had land and cattle, so the British had to bring workers from India. 

It is also relevant because Indians subsequently played a significant role in the liberation of South Africa. You might be aware that Mahatma Ghandi himself began his political life, if you can call it that, in South Africa. 

The discovery of diamonds and gold led to these wars between the British and the Dutch, but they also led to the deliberate impoverishment of the local population. Principally this was done through legal instruments, the land tax the poll tax, which really meant that land was taken away from black people and generally given to our white counterparts, as was cattle.

So it was a process of impoverishment on the one side and enrichment on the other. Then there were the forced removals which really meant that at one time or another the Government would declare an area a coloured area or an Indian area and the people who lived there were forcibly moved out, generally to many kilometres away from where they were, adding to transport costs but really forcing them to live in areas that first of all were not theirs, but also that were built to preserve poverty.

In these areas - Soweto was a typical example - there would be deprivation of the right to own property. So even if you were moved to Soweto and had a house, you only had a 99-year lease; the property never became yours. If your grandfather had it, your father had it, the day you came to have it and the lease expired, there was no security.

So it was an additional way of entrenching and extending poverty among the black or non-European population.

We had the formation of the African National Congress in 1912, the Communist Party in 1921 and the Congress of Trade Unions. In 1955, on 26 June, we had a coming together of a number of organisations, including the African National Congress, the Communist Party and the Congress of Trade Unions. But there also came together what was known as the South African Congress of Democrats, which was a white organisation.

This being South Africa, everything was subject to race, so the African National Congress was mainly black, the South African Coloured People’s Congress was for coloured or mixed race people and the South African Congress of Democrats was white.

Then you had the Natal Indian Congress and the Transvaal Indian Congress of which Mahatma Ghandi was once a member and they brought together a document called the Freedom Charter.

I am saying this because even in some of today’s discourse in South Africa, the Freedom Charter tends to be mentioned and it really did have a number of political and economic principles which included at the time the nationalisation of the banks, of the mines, of large monopoly industries and so on.
But it also talked about things like the people’s birthright, the right to education and to live securely in comfort. Subsequent to that, when we adopted our new constitution in the post-Mandela era, a lot of what is in the constitution was derived from what is in the Freedom Charter.

In the late 1960s we had the treason trials, about 156 leaders of what was known as the Liberation Movement were arrested and later acquitted. We had the Sharpeville Massacre which led to, by and large, the formation of the military wing of the ANC, which was a radical change from what the ANC had stood for and propounded up until that period.

Shortly after that came the arrests at Lilliesleaf Farm. Mandela was already in jail, serving time for having left the country illegally, but the fellows at Lilliesleaf Farm were the part of the High Command of Umkhonto we Sizwe and that included Walter Sisulu, Govan Mbeki, the father of our former president. Mandela was brought out, retried, now on different counts and they were all given life imprisonment.

A lot of the ANC were sent into exile to try and preserve and reform the organisation and promote international mobilisation, in part using the figure of Nelson Mandela. It had its successes – apartheid was declared as a crime against humanity and the international community began looking at apartheid in a different light. We had the large international campaigns, boycotts on apartheid sport and on anything that was produced in South Africa. 

It is worth mentioning that a lot of solidarity internationally at a government level mainly came from the Scandinavian countries, the socialist countries – or what was then known as the Communist bloc and other governments in Africa with the exception of one that I will not mention. At the popular level we had a lot of support in the major Western countries.

South Africa became a regional aggressor. It not only occupied Namibia, but it also invaded Angola and bombed Mozambique, Zimbabwe, Botswana and all the way up to Zambia in a bid to try to eliminate the liberation forces, particularly the ANC. 

I am mentioning this because the turning point in this history of aggression of the apartheid regime really comes with the role that Cuba played. Cuba engaged the South African Defence Force militarily on the ground in Angola and it was that engagement over quite an extended period that helped to break the spinal cord of the South African Defence Force and therefore their ability to project military power.
This subsequently led to the liberation of Namibia and eventually the liberation of South Africa and of course Mandela became our president. 

In today’s world South Africa sees as its primary area of foreign policy the African continent. It is our environment, African people are generally our people; we have lots of blood and other relations, and we define that as the African agenda, which is really an agenda for conflict prevention, management and resolution as well as sustainable development – these are really key issues on the continent, because of where we find ourselves. 

We are a developing country but we are fairly wealthy in relation to a number of countries in the sub-region, especially a number of the countries that border South Africa. 
It tends to be particularly problematic in terms of things like immigration and services. We had a visit here last month of the Treasurer General of the African National Congress. He used to be the Premier of a province that borders Mozambique and he made the point when he spoke in Sydney that when he was Premier 80 per cent of the hospitals and other services in his province were used by Mozambiquians and not by South Africans.

There is an abysmal economic difference in the provision of services and so on between South Africa and the neighbouring countries. Even one of our poorest provinces has a larger economy than a number of the countries with which it borders. 

I have used this example before. I say to people if you imagine Australia having a land border with PNG, the Solomon Islands, Fiji and so on. The NT would probably have a bigger economy than some of those, with the resultant mass movement of people. So that is where South Africa finds itself in terms of the size of its economy and so on.

It is a poor neighbourhood and therefore it is a responsibility for us to work towards the improvement of the sub-region. 

South Africa has remained a member of the G77 and China and also of the Non-aligned Movement, largely because these are organisations that champion the liberation and decolonisation agenda internationally, but also because of the development agenda of developing countries.

South Africa has signed a trade and development cooperation agreement with the European Union – that takes account of the fact that we are a developing area and they are a developed area. It was signed at the time of the EU 15 and when it expanded to 27 it applied to those countries as well. 

South Africa maintains a very close partnership with Brazil and India. We have at the summit level an annual meeting which is known as IBSA. More recently we got together with other countries to form what is known as BASIC – Brazil, Africa do Sul [South Africa in Portuguese], India and China. BASIC really came out of Copenhagen. 

South Africa has been engaging for quite a number of years now with the G8 annually, through what is known as G8 Plus Five Outreach. It is called Plus Five because it has India and China from Asia, Brazil and Mexico from Latin America and South Africa. 

When the G8 meets it calls in these five countries and has what is called an outreach program. The G8 also has another outreach program called Africa Outreach. South Africa also sits in this but with a number of other African countries. 

We have signed a number of other agreements, the most recent one, signed this year, is what as known as the Bilateral Strategic Dialogue with the United States, which includes a whole host of things.

Our participation in IBSA really takes a number of forms, but includes a level of negotiation prior to a World Trade Organization meeting or a key issue at the United Nations General Assembly, so it is a very important consultative mechanism. It also has an extremely important trade component between the three countries. Significantly, Brazil goes into the Security Council in 2010-11, South Africa and India want to go in 2011-12 and of course Australia wants to go in 2013-14 if the Government does not change.
We really see the Security Council as important because it is, for us, a forum that places us in a unique position to influence a number of debates, as well as their outcomes. That includes a number of issues with which, fortunately, we agree with Australia – nuclear non-proliferation, nuclear disarmament, meeting the MDGs and so on. 

In South Africa we are happy with the recent evolution in our relations with Australia. We have had important visits, of Minister Smith, Minister Crean, our Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs came here. Things have changed now, but we had been working on a number of high-level visits which we have put on hold and we need to see how the situation in the country is going to evolve.

We were supposed to have signed a broad Memorandum of Understanding between the Foreign Ministries, which would have guided the relations between the countries – this was supposed to have been signed in July but your Government went into caretaker mode so that did not happen. 

Broadly speaking we are happy with Australia’s engagement on the continent. Australia makes very significant contributions to peace building and delivering technical expertise. We have a renewed climate change partnership. Importantly we work together on trilateral ventures in Zimbabwe, there is one on tax administration, another is on water sanitation. I think this is not well known enough. It is important to know that Australia has a positive engagement in Zimbabwe.
So we look forward to signing the MoU. Even though South Africa is a recipient of donor aid we have decided we want to form our own aid agency. We call it the South African Partnership Development Agency which wants not to replace or compete with the large donor countries in our area but to complement a lot of what they do. 

So we will be working with Australia to help us in the conceptualisation of that of this Agency which is going to be a kind of a counterpart to AusAID. We are looking at cooperation in education, science and technology. We already work together in the G20 and Australia is doing quite a lot in agriculture and food security, animal husbandry across the continent and so on.

Maybe lastly, we have very similar structures to our economies broadly speaking. Our land is fairly similar in terms of what is beneath the soil, and what it produces, but our economies are, of course, of a very different scale. One of the reasons why we need to work closer with Australia is that the African continent has a billion people and Australia has 22 million, the Australian GDP is round about the same size as the entire African continent. So we think that Australia is in a position to assist us with some knowhow in terms of trying to improve productivity, investment and so on, on the continent.
The South African economy – we have 50 million people which, depending on who you speak to they will tell you that three or five or seven million are illegal immigrants. We are round about the 25th largest economy, and in relation to Australia’s we are probably about a third of the size. 

Our stock exchange is round about the 16th largest in the world. It is an important statistic that about 95 per cent of it is still white-owned. Therefore it is one of the things that emphasises that in South Africa transformation is an imperative for the sustainability of the very democracy that we have. 

Maybe one last point: We generate about 40,000MW of energy. Of that about three per cent is nuclear and we are intending to move much more into the nuclear field. South Africa, like Australia, is burning a lot of coal and I think some of the arguments that were being pushed at the environment summit…if we had to have a per capita punishment for those countries that were polluting, South Africa would pay very dearly because for the size of our population and our country we are an extremely huge polluter.

Therefore all your issues around clean energy carbon capture and storage, renewables, all of those things, have become more and more fashionable in South Africa. They have become things that the Government has had to consider. 

I will leave it there and I look forward to any questions that you have to ask.

QUESTIONS 

South Africa became a nation state on 31 May 1910. Does this date pass by without comment in South Africa, or is it marked in some way.

I think the problem with 1910 is that it is the year that South Africa became known as the USA – the Union of South Africa. The Union of South Africa was really the union of two republics with two provinces. You had in South Africa two Dutch republics, the Orange Free State which even today is still called the Free State and you had the Transvaal. You had two British provinces which was the Cape and Natal.

In 1910 this was really an effort to bring an end to the war between the British and the Dutch. It had nothing to do with the local population. In South Africa there were concentration camps where a lot of Dutch people or people of Dutch descent were held. A lot of them died there, and of course were carrying out a guerrilla war against the British forces. 

So it was a compromise, but it was a compromise that excluded the Africans and therefore that anniversary for us is not one which we celebrate. In fact, the formation of the Union of South Arica in 1910 is what really led to the formation of the African National Congress two years later, so for us it is not a proud anniversary. It was simply an arrangement between two European powers. 

It was part of the beginning of the institutionalisation of our exclusion from everything. When Mahatma Ghandi was arrested in South Africa and he said to the authorities that he was an advocate, he was told that there were no black advocates in South Africa because in South Africa everybody who was not European was black. It was part of that deprivation of education and everything.

So for us, the 1910 anniversary is not something that we celebrate. It is the year when two European forces got together to institutionalise our oppression. 

I notice of all the organisations you listed to which South Africa belongs you did not mention the Commonwealth. What is South Africa’s attitude to the Commonwealth and does it feel the Commonwealth still has a role to play?

I had dinner with Philip Green last night and we spoke about the last Commonwealth Summit in Trinidad and Tobago where former Prime Minister Kevin Rudd was the chair of the Climate Change Panel and our President was his deputy.

We were talking about how they went through all the objections and additions they wanted to make, and how eventually they ended up with the text that was presented by Mr Rudd.

I did not mention the Commonwealth because there are a host of organisations that we belong to – The Indian Ocean Rim, NAASP, (the New Africa Asia Strategic Partnership). So it is not a sense of irrelevance of the Commonwealth. 

However, I think that we also need to do something to make the Commonwealth a little bit more substantive in terms of what it is we give ourselves as an objective and what it is that we actually manage to do. It is difficult in an organisation as large and as diverse as the Commonwealth. It has in its memberships some of the smallest States in the world and the world’s largest democracy. The interests of the small island States and of India can never be the same, and you have the development paradigm, all of these contradictions.

That is what makes us need to work even harder to make the Commonwealth continue to be relevant, especially to your small island developing States and your other developing states, so I did not leave it out on purpose.

I hope we get some medals at the Commonwealth Games. I don’t know who is going. Coming from our hosting of the FIFA World Cup, we wish India all the best in its hosting of the Commonwealth Games. We will be represented and with some luck we will do well.

What is South Africa’s role in assisting Zimbabwe with its problems?

Firstly a large number of South Africans and Zimbabweans have similar ethnic origins. Some of the cultures and languages in South Africa are really very similar to those in Zimbabwe. Our relationship pre-dates the arrival of the Europeans by many years. 

Secondly, South Africa and Zimbabwe were not only colonised and had to fight wars against colonialism because there was really no other way of getting there, but we were also equally subjected to what is known as the Cold War.

Many times in our history people forget the Cold War element and fail to fully take account of what the Cold War did in our countries. It was not only an East-West division in terms of those who supported the US and who the Communist countries. There was also a Russia-China division. There were those who were aligned to the Chinese and the current Government in Zimbabwe is one of those who pretty much continue to be aligned to China. 

The parties that are in power in South Africa and in Namibia were closer to the Soviet Union, but we had in our countries organisations that were closer to China, just like in Zimbabwe there was ZAPU that was closer to the Russians. 

So there is a lot of common history and ancestry in all those things and therefore in any resolution of the conflict there we take all of those things into account. Zimbabwe triumphed against colonialism in 1980 and it is true that we had Lancaster House and those agreements and some of those agreements somewhere down the line were not fulfilled and at some point they were used as a reason or an excuse depending on which way you see it, to do or not to do certain things. 
Zimbabwe for us is an important neighbour and besides the ethnic and other commonalities it is an important trading partner, an important source of labour, so there are lots of migration and trade and all of those things. So for us it is important to have a stable Zimbabwe, because it is our neighbour.

As I was saying earlier, depending on who you ask, you will get a sense that there is anything between three million and seven million illegals in South Africa. A large proportion of those are Zimbabweans.

We felt that our primary role in Zimbabwe has to be one of stabilising the country and I generally sum it up as saying, ‘making today better than yesterday and tomorrow better than today’. So our interventions in Zimbabwe have been really aimed at that specific objective.
This is mainly because we do not have the advantage of an ocean between us. we have a land border – I am not sure what it is, the Crocodile River that we have between us, and despite the Crocodile River people still cross. It is a sad reality because a lot of them perish, but the urge to go is strong.

I know in Australia you are dealing with our own issues of migration. People talk all the time about pull and push factors. There are a lot of push factors. There are pull factors as well. Many people do not leave where they come from just because they want to leave; something makes them want to leave. 

So to summarise: Our intervention in Zimbabwe has been aimed at the management of the conflict and trying to move it to prevention of further conflict. That has meant a lot of compromises on both sides. To be fair and honest, both sides have been resolute on certain positions. Our former President, Thabo Mbeki, pretty much negotiated the Global Partnership Agreement.
However, a lot of that was not fulfilled and it remains for us to try to continue to encourage them to fulfil that. Sometimes people look at southern Africa and see Zimbabwe as a province of South Africa, but it is not. It is a sovereign nation State and I sometimes give this example – if you think of the power and size of Australia and you think of – let us use an unfortunate term – a naughty boy out there called Fiji. Australia can’t do much if Fiji doesn’t want to do it, as small as it is, because Fiji is a sovereign State.

There are certain things you cannot do or impose. You can impose sanctions and things like that, but sanctions do not always achieve what they are intended to achieve.

So it is not for us to cut electricity to Zimbabwe. It is for us to try and help them to bring about a situation that will be good for them and in turn that will be good for us. Broadly speaking that is what our key interventions have been aimed at; we are happy that Australia has joined us in some of them.

Like I said, we are helping them with tax administration and with water sanitation. There is a colleague from AusAID somewhere here. 

You mentioned South Africa’s membership of the G77 and the Non-aligned Movement. Why does South Africa, given its history, not always champion the rights of people who are being abused in other countries?

I am not an expert on the G77, or on human rights. I will begin by saying that as South Africa we try as much as we can to champion human rights. I am not sure which countries you are referring to – maybe it is Burma, but generally speaking we do champion human rights, but there are certain things that you can do nothing about.

Having read some of the documents from the G77, I do not recall any specific attempt to try to play down a human rights situation.

Maybe I should give you a specific example and talk about the African Union and Sudan and the fact that the International Criminal Court wants the arrest of President Omar al-Bashir. It is the position of the AU that it has requested the UN to defer the execution of the arrest warrant for al-Bashir principally because the AU believes that there is a very delicate situation in Sudan.

It has problems in Darfur and with the ceasefire – because it is not much better than that – in southern Sudan where a referendum is planned next year. Because of this delicate situation the AU believes it is better not to execute the arrest warrant.
Again, how do we actually enforce peace by taking al-Bashir by force or other means out of the country and into court? Is that not likely to just reignite the problems that exist in Dafur and in southern Sudan, maybe the partition of southern Sudan, which by the way, many of us do not want? 
The approach that we tend to take is more along these lines. Maybe it will sometimes be seen as shying away from addressing human rights situations but we do not see it in that way.

Maybe I should just talk about Burma, because we had a non-permanent seat on the Security Council when the matter came up. Not that our vote really mattered, but we voted against the resolution on Burma, and we got a lot of flack from within South Africa from the likes of our beloved Archbishop Desmond Tutu and many others in the media and so on.

The key reasoning behind that was not that we opposed action to be taken against Burma. It was a position of principle, this being that the role of the UN Security Council is prevention of regional conflict, not of internal conflict in any particular country.

The countries of the sub-region have said that they did not think it was a problem for the region. I was talking a moment ago about what South Africa used to do in the sub-region. It occupied Namibia; it invaded Angola and used to bomb Mozambique. Burma does not present that kind of a problem for the sub-region in which it is. Therefore, it is not the province of the UN Security Council. You have got the General Assembly and the Human Rights Commission to deal with that. 

So I am really saying that from where we sit we think that we do address issues of human rights. For us it is a fundamental tenet, and something on which a lot of blood was spilt in South Africa. We also think there are ways and means and certain things have to be dealt with in certain ways.

We may not always agree on which route to take, even if both yourselves and ourselves think that the end result must be the same.
The economic dislocation in Zimbabwe seems to be the result of the Government’s appropriation of white-owned farms. Does the South African Government have a similar agenda?

In South Africa the expropriation of white-owned farms is something that has not been discussed, debated or on the agenda of any organisation. Our former president and our current president have said that these are things that South Africa will not tolerate. In Zimbabwe there was a huge element of lawlessness.

In South Africa we have a process of land reform and redistribution which is legal, and even though there is a fair amount of attempts to block or slow the process, we do not see ourselves as ever moving in the direction that Zimbabwe has gone.

The situation there, from where we sit, is one in which in 1979-80 there was an agreement – Lancaster House. That agreement included, among other things, a moratorium on land reform for 10 years. As part of that moratorium the British Government was supposed to assist Zimbabwe financially in the implementation of land reform. That did not happen.
I will not sit here and tell you that all the problems that led to the expropriation of white-owned farms were really related only to the fact there was no support for land reform, but I also do not think the expropriation of the farms is the sole cause of every problems that Zimbabwe has today. There were other institutional failings and other things that happened which should not have happened.

Cleary the expropriation of the farms precipitated a lot of the collapse in the economy, because agriculture was important. Again it is an area where we would want to help Zimbabwe. It is an issue of national sovereignty because they passed laws that enabled them to do that. It is a sovereign decision.

One of the few things we could do was to push for the signing of an agreement for the promotion and protection of investment, so as to protect South African properties in Zimbabwe. You cannot do much more than that. Beyond that, for us as a country is to continue encouraging Zimbabwe to move away from the conflict to try to go back to the prevention of further conflict.

That is the way we see as giving us the most positive engagement, to help us move backwards slowly from the type of situation that led to the wholesale conflict that took place. The conflict did not end with the farms; there was a lot of political conflict as well. 

We are trying the help the country to move towards the point where there is less conflict, where people do not see the need for conflict any more. That is the key intervention we are trying to make. 

In talk of reform of the United Nations Security Council there is a list of countries that believe they should be permanent members including South Africa but also Brazil, India, Nigeria, Egypt, perhaps even Ethiopia. Do you see a way forward on this issue from an African perspective?

I am not sure whether you are referring to something like the AU Peace and Security Council, because we have that kind of mechanism, we are trying to form standby brigades and that sort of thing. 
We have the position that was adopted in Swaziland which is known as the Ezulwini Consensus, which really says that if there is reform of the UN Security Council permanent seats – which we think there should be – that Africa should get two seats. I speak under correction, but I think that is the position Australia supports. 

The African Union has not got into deliberating who the candidates for that will be. If there is a change it will have to be a change that happens and that eventually gets to the AU where a position is taken. 

I was the Ambassador to Italy when lots of this was happening and the Italians in particular were the key leaders of the movement that said why should Germany go in and not them? So they mobilised the rest of the world, including a number of countries in Africa – countries that were unlikely to make it into the Security Council. These decided to join Italy in the position that said no expansion of the permanent seats in the UN Security Council. 

It depends on the amount of momentum you would be able to gather for reform. If you could get it, there is a likelihood that you could get a different debate. The Ezulwini Consensus might be challenged or you might start finding countries that do not agree with that any more, so there could be a different dynamic developing.
But as of now we have the Ezulwini Consensus despite the fact that the African countries have expressed reservations and have joined the Italians in that position. 

South Africa is regarded as the jewel in the crown of southern Africa. What is the major internal challenge to its further development? 
If I was to point out one single thing which I have said over and over is probably the longest-lasting and most damaging legacy of the system of apartheid, it is the deprivation of education and training.

This was intended to preserve a lot of extremely cheap labour, so in a sense, even in today’s South Africa 16 years after the demise of the apartheid system, that aspect of our economy has not disappeared. We still have a lot of people – too many people – who are beyond education and training age who are unemployable.

They are unemployable because in South Africa we have many times defined our economy as a combination of the First and the Third World – a developed and under-developed economy. That is literally how South Africa was in the past. You had two economies running in one country.
On the one hand you had a part of the population that benefitted from all the rates and taxes, and you had a part of the population that was deprived of all of that – all those services, education, training, who lived in complete deprivation, completely de-humanised. Yet these two populations existed in the same territory. 

If you look at the South African diaspora in Australia, you will find that the white population is at the very top of the economic bracket, followed by the South African Indians and the coloured or mixed race and at the very bottom of the ladder are what we refer to as Africans or black people like myself. 

That is what apartheid did, and this is really a microcosm of, not exactly what continues to happen in South Africa, but with the majority of the population it continues to happen.

It is what enables 95 per cent of the Stock Exchange to still remain in the hands of a racially defined population group which is not the majority. In fact it is more than 95 per cent. 

So from where I sit, the single biggest challenge in South Africa is education and training, which, by the way, has all sorts of implications for crime, unemployment and abject poverty. A lot of that will be resolved in a generation, but the key is education and training.

We have a large company in South Africa called SASOL. It is famous because it is the company that implemented the technology of extracting liquid oil from coal. They have been doing it for many years and they are doing it Dubai and now they are building a plant in China. 

When they were expanding one of SASOL’s plants, they had to go all the way to the Philippines to get welders. This is a result of the deliberate deprivation of education and training. It had a name; it was called Bantu education, education for the black man. Not black in the South African context, but black in the international context: Education for the African.
Deprive him of education and he will never rise up and challenge you, but of course they were wrong. We did manage to challenge them; but broadly speaking the ownership of the economy is still in white hands. From a sustainability point of view it is something that has to change.
