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Introduction1
APARTHEID – . . . May it thus remain, but may a day come when it will
only be for the memory of man. A memory in advance. . . very close to
silence, and the rear-view vision of a future for which apartheid will be the
name of something abolished. Confined and abandoned to this silence of
memory, the name will resonate all by itself. . . . The thing it names today
will no longer be.
Jacques Derrida2
Without the truth, there can be no reconciliation.
G. Werle3
In the context of signifiers such as Rwanda and Zaire, and in the context of the
end of apartheid, it is important to reflect on the significance and pertinence of the
memory of apartheid which not only marked the South African political landscape indelibly, but which also played a remarkable role in the construction of the
identity of the West. In this article I will attempt to disaggregate several important dimensions of the manner in which the memory of the past is being negotiated and reconstructed in and through the work of the Truth and Reconciliation
Commission (TRC), established by an Act of Parliament with the task of investigating and exposing gross violations of human rights4 that took place in South
Africa under the apartheid regime, covering the period from March 1960 to May
10, 1994.5 I will argue that to do justice to the complexities of this process, one
has to explore the relation between memory and identity, and more specifically,
memory and national identity, as well as the different modalities and political
logics which different forms of commemoration and articulations of national
identity may take. In short, I wish to bring to the fore the fact that the question of
the remembrance of apartheid, and the institution of a new order that has to articulate a relation to that history, is no simple matter. The issue is complicated even
further if we want that memory to facilitate an opening onto a post-apartheid,
post-national society. I intend to offer a reading of the logic of apartheid and the
negotiation of its memory in the work of the TRC which may point to such an
opening, to a future which is no longer dominated by apartheid.6
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Truth and Reconciliation in Wider Context
Any discussion of questions of truth, justice and reconciliation has to be placed
in a wider comparative context and has to deal with the manner in which posttransitional democratic governments handle social demands for an official recognition of the truth about human rights violations committed by previous regimes,
and for dealing with those guilty of ordering and committing those violations.7
The last two decades of this century have been marked by a growing interest in
these issues and how they affect transitions. It is not possible to give a detailed
account of the different contexts in which these issues have arisen over the past
ten years. It is, nevertheless, useful to note at least that events in former
Communist countries in the early 1990s were responsible for sparking off initial
interest in the process of “truth-telling” and its relation to achieving a just social
order, and that these processes have historically taken many different forms, ranging from special national (Argentina) or international tribunals (Nuremberg and
Hague tribunals) to individuals (Chile, Paraguay, Uruguay) and non-governmental groups (Honduras, Uruguay, Paraguay) taking their cases to national or international courts.8
Equally, there are many ways in which these processes may be approached
analytically. One could, for instance, focus on the political conditions which
permitted or inhibited the realization of practices of truth-telling under successor
regimes. Such a focus would demand a detailed examination of the repressive
constitutional and political legacies of specific transitional contexts, as well as of
how democratizing political conditions shape the ability of governments to deal
with issues of truth and justice.9 Alternatively, or in addition to this, one could
focus on the manner in which collective identities, national self-images and political cultures are negotiated, reworked and reconstructed in the course of investigations into past abuses of human rights. As Perelli has noted:
When the past is resignified so as to explain (and thus legitimate) the present, what
is at stake is more than the here and now. To the extent that the resignification bears
on the projects and possibilities of the actors in question, a dispute over the past is
a struggle for control over the future.10

Thus, reconstructing collective memory and instituting new foundational myths
do more than “deal with the past”; they act as legitimating moments for and
shape the character of new regimes. It is on these issues that I wish to focus in
this paper.
Practices of Truth-Telling
I believe too much in the truth not to suppose that there are different truths and
different ways of saying it.
Michel Foucault

 Blackwell Publishers Ltd. 1998

252

Constellations Volume 5, Number 2, 1998

There are a plethora of considerations which have to be taken into account in the
examination of practices of truth-telling (Wahrsagen), and of the limits and possibilities of these practices. I take my lead, in this regard, from an important study
by De Brito of these processes in Uruguay and Chile. De Brito argues, first, that a
policy which provides for “total” truth and justice is impossible if one takes into
consideration the intensely political nature of the pursuit of truth and justice, and
the tension between the (“absolute”) nature of demands for truth and the political
conditions in which attempts to fulfil those demands are made.11 In fact, I would
go further and argue that these processes may make visible the contextual and
negotiated nature of the truth of the past. Second, it is important to keep in mind
that the nature and success or failure of policies designed to achieve truth and
justice are determined by the particular national political conditions and institutional and constitutional limitations operating during the transitional period.12 For
instance, it is crucial to distinguish between restricted, negotiated peaceful transitions to democracy, and transitions where the previous regime was completely
defeated. Third, creating accountability for past abuses and dealing with the legacy
of previous regimes are not, in and of themselves, able to consolidate democracy.13
It is only insofar as they form part of a wider process of fundamental institutional
reform to promote accountability that they can become a key to democratic consolidation.14 Following from this, it is finally important not to treat these processes on
a purely instrumental basis, for instance, just because they could act as a future
deterrent.15 Justification of the pursuit of truth and justice derives its strength from
an appeal to more fundamental intuitions about the just treatment of citizens in a
democratic society. Truth and justice, then, are not to be regarded as peripheral
issues in the process of transition; they are key ethical and political problems,16 and
the manner and extent to which they are attained, insofar as that is possible, are
crucial to the consolidation of a pluralistic, democratic ethos.17

The South African Context
It is now well over a year since the Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC),
modelled explicitly on the Chilean example, commenced its work in South
Africa.18 Its task, in the words of the Vice Chairperson of the Commission, Alex
Boraine, is to contribute to the healing process in SA through
an honest assessment and diagnosis of the sickness within our society in an attempt
to give people, both perpetrators and victims, an opportunity to face the past and its
consequences and to start afresh. The Truth and Reconciliation Commission is an
opportunity to make a contribution in order to deal finally with the past without
dwelling in it and to help to create the conditions for a truly new South Africa.19

It attempting to address questions central to the process of transition – namely,
how emerging democracies deal with past violations of human rights, how new
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democratic governments deal with leaders and individuals who were responsible
for disappearances, death squads or psychological and physical torture, and how
they deal with the fact that some of the perpetrators continue to play important
roles in public life – South Africa decided that the way forward was to be through
the work of this Commission, rather than through Nuremberg-style trials.20 After
extensive discussion, the idea of such trials was rejected on several grounds. The
first was a concern with the difficulty of proving guilt in the context of a criminal
justice system. As the Nuremberg trials have shown, in cases of political trials
where large numbers of people acted as members of political organizations, it is
very difficult to determine individual legal responsibility. A second concern was
the difficulty in gaining evidence of such acts. It was generally agreed that there
was very little likelihood of new evidence coming to light or of witnesses being
prepared to testify in criminal trials. Most importantly, however, was the consideration that the granting of amnesty was a central part of the very process which
made the negotiated transition process possible. As Desmond Tutu has recently
argued, “many of those now calling for justice through criminal trials supported
the negotiated settlement at Kempton Park, and seem to forget that amnesty was
a crucial ingredient of the compromise which reversed the country’s inevitable
descent into a bloodbath.”21
Instead, it was agreed that the TRC should proceed by attempting to answer,
on the one hand, the demands of those who lost family and friends to know the
truth surrounding those tragedies, and, on the other, the desire of perpetrators of
abuses to make full disclosures of their crimes in return for amnesty.22 Already
this is indicative of the nature of the relations between truth, justice and reconciliation as they are perceived by the TRC. The TRC has been criticized, both
in the initial debates around its inception and in the course of its proceedings,
for sacrificing justice for reconciliation.23 These criticisms have emanated from
individuals and organizations across the whole of the political spectrum. While
it is not possible to treat this issue in any depth here, it is important to take note
of the main lines of criticism so as to come to a fuller understanding of the
nature of the task undertaken by the TRC. Objections to the proceedings and
their perceived lack of justice arose, in the first instance, from those for whom
justice entails prosecution and punishment of perpetrators of abuses. From this
point of view, the only possible path to justice would be the criminal prosecution and imprisonment of perpetrators.24 Ntsiki Biko, for instance, argued that
“[i]f these perpetrators are just let to go to the Commission, definitely they are
going to lie there, because they want to get amnesty. And therefore no justice
will have been done at all to the families.”25 However, objections were also
voiced from the perspective of the perpetrators themselves, who argued that
principles of natural justice are perverted in the proceedings. Their main objections were that the TRC lacks impartiality and that, since untested allegations
are made in public hearings, the accused are not offered the procedural protection of the justice system.26 On this reading, the workings of the TRC quite
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simply amount to a witch-hunt. In both cases, the TRC is argued to fall far short
of achieving its aims of establishing the truth and so bringing about justice and
reconciliation.
While the work of the TRC clearly, for the reasons specified, does not serve the
purpose of justice conceived of as the meting out of punishment, it does achieve
justice in another sense.27 As Verwoerd has argued, the truth emerging as a result
of the amnesty process “can be seen as a response to wrongdoing which remains
to some extent true to the spirit of justice.”28 It is only in and through full disclosure (truth-telling) that justice as acknowledgement can be attained and this, in
turn, opens up the possibility of reconciliation.29 I would argue that public recognition and acknowledgement of injustices thus constitute the basis for the attainment of justice.30 That is why the public recognition of memories of the past in the
reconstruction of the present and the future is absolutely crucial to the whole
process. With the creation of the TRC, South Africa “has decided to say no to
amnesia and yes to remembrance; to say no to full-scale prosecutions and yes to
forgiveness.”31 This sentiment was clearly expressed in the new Constitution. Its
last section, dealing with “National Unity and Reconciliation,” includes the
following statement:
The adoption of this Constitution lays the secure foundation for the people of South
Africa to transcend the divisions and strife of the past, which generated gross violations of human rights, the transgression of humanitarian principles in violent
conflicts and a legacy of hatred, fear, guilt and revenge. These can now be
addressed on the basis that there is a need for understanding but not for vengeance,
a need for reparation but not for retaliation . . .

But, one may ask, what precisely is the role of memory in this process, and how
is it to be negotiated so that it avoids two excesses – that of too much dwelling on
the past and that of too little disclosure – either of which would make reconciliation well-nigh impossible? Indeed, one may want to reflect somewhat further on
the very possibility and nature of the “reconciliation” that is to be achieved, on its
precise relation to remembrance, and on the relation between memory and identity in general.
Memory and Identity
Let me start with the relation of memory and identity. Each depends upon the
other. Any individual or group identity – that is, a sense of sameness over time
and space – is sustained by remembering and what is remembered is defined by
the assumed identity.32 Memories are constantly revised to suit our current identity, and this memory work is always embedded in “complex class, gender and
power relations that determine what is remembered (or forgotten), by whom, and
for what end.”33 Indeed, at this moment, when it is apparent that both identity and
memory are political and social constructs,34 and when we can no longer assign to
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either the status of a “natural object,” we “must take responsibility for their uses
and abuses, recognizing that every assertion of identity involves a choice that
affects not just ourselves but others.”35
History offers us a multiplicity of examples of the gravity of that responsibility – here one need only think of the history and historical narratives of the
Holocaust – and of the widely divergent ways in which memory and identity
interact. In situations of “new beginnings,” identities are constructed and held
together as much by forgetting as by remembering. Such new beginnings sometimes require the eradication of the past and engagement in what Benedict
Anderson has called “collective amnesia.”36 This is most evident in the construction of new states in post-revolutionary situations: revolution has to inaugurate an
absolute beginning that necessitates the introduction of “new time” and a radical
break with the past. Constructing a new Japan and two new Germanys after the
Second World War also involved forgetting rather than remembering.37 It is, moreover, of interest to note that even in the case of the construction of the new state
of Israel, the first few years focused more on the present than the past. The
concept of the Holocaust only came into existence in the 1950s, after the new
state was firmly established and Jews could reflect on the “pastness of the
European past.” It was only when the memory of those terrible events could no
longer be taken for granted that there was a powerful reason to commemorate.38
Even the need to commemorate, then, has a history. Gillis argues that
commemoration has taken roughly three different forms historically: prenational (before the late eighteenth century), national (from the American and
French revolutions to the 1960s), and post-national. The early, pre-national
history of memory shows a sharp divergence between popular and elite memory:
while the elite classes (the aristocracy, the church, the monarchical state) had
need of institutionalized memory, ordinary people relied on living memory.
National memories, in contrast, tend to focus on the construction of unity and
continuity so as to cover over the fragility of new nations. (Women, national
minorities and young people were generally admitted to national memories at an
even slower pace than they were admitted to national representative and educational institutions.)39
Since our concern is with modern, national memory, it is necessary to reflect
further upon some of its most central characteristics. National memory is above
all archival: it relies on the immediacy of the recording and on the visibility of
the image.40 It is also, however, acutely aware of the efforts of each group to
make its version the basis of national identity. It is thus aware of conflicting
accounts of the past. And it is out of this awareness that a different relation to
the past emerges in what Gillis calls the post-national era, a relation which bears
a strong resemblance to the struggles at the time of the Reformation between
the older Catholic practice of locating the sacred only in certain times and
places, and the anti-ritualistic, iconoclastic Protestant demand that the sacred be
brought into everyday life itself. The new iconoclasm attempts to desacralize
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the nation-state, to democratize memory, and to retrace a multiplicity of pasts
better suited to the complexities of a post-national era.41
This account provides us with valuable insights for questioning the relation
between memory and identity as it is being played out in South Africa today in
the movement towards a post-apartheid society. In South Africa, the struggle over
the meaning of the past is by no means over, its character by no means settled.
While there is general agreement on the evil that apartheid represented, that
agreement, some argue, has been reached without a thorough-going engagement
with the past.42 One only has to think here of the refusal to engage with the work
of the TRC evident in the submission of General G.L. Meiring, Chief of the South
African National Defense Force. Instead of focusing on the period under investigation, his submission dealt only with the transition period. The few scant references to the past, moreover, were couched in terms of an “explanation” of acts
perpetrated in the context of “a war situation.”43 Indeed, this was a characteristic
which marked the submissions by all the main parties. It is to these submissions,
to the wider discourses informing them, and to the manner in which they relate to
and commemorate the past, that I now want to turn.44
Identitarian Constructions of the Past
We are all the children of our times and the product of the cultural and political
circumstances into which we were born and with which we grew up.
F.W. de Klerk45

We know that during the period of transition in South Africa, many different articulations were given to the memory of the past. These ranged from National Party
appeals to put the past behind us to nostalgic demands for a resurrection of
apartheid, be it in the form of an Afrikaner Volkstaat or an independent KwaZulu.
National Party discourse, for instance, continuously admonished the people not to
be obsessed with past grievances, not to insist on “apologies for everything that
has occurred in the past,” and to “let bygones be bygones.” Indeed, it was argued
that one should not “dwell on the real or imagined injustices of the past,” but work
towards building a future “without mistrust, prejudice, hate and domination.”46
These themes echo throughout the NP submission to the TRC,47 which exhibits
an exemplary form of “nationalist” history, with all its monuments and archives,
exclusions and denials. National identity, on this reading, is natural, given and
pure, constituted with reference only to the characteristics of the “nation” itself.
In denying the fundamentally relational nature of identity, this account attempts
to efface the difference at the heart of every identity, and, in so doing, to affirm
an essentialist, identitarian, homogenous and non-pluralistic conception of
nationhood.48 Young’s description of nationalist monuments perfectly encapsulates the account of Afrikaner history this account presents. The submission plots
“the story of ennobling events, of triumphs over barbarism, and recalls the
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martyrdom of those who gave their lives in the struggle for national existence. . . .”49 Much of the submission, then, is taken up by setting out the historical context in which “the conflicts of the past” and “unconventional actions and
reactions” should be considered according to its authors. The use of the plural
here is noteworthy: the conflicts involved many forces, and the Commission is
constantly reminded that “no single side in the conflict has a monopoly of virtue
or should bear responsibility for all the abuses that occurred.”50 Indeed, in judging abuses, De Klerk argues that distinctions should be drawn between those
carrying out the orders, those carrying out orders “over-zealously,” and malpractices and serious violations of human rights. But, above all, the context of these
actions – working within a state of emergency – must be considered so as “to
explain the historical context in which they occurred.”51 One cannot but be struck
by the contrast between this narrative and accounts of the Holocaust which, time
and again, run up against the sheer inexplicability of its evil. While the NP
acknowledges the suffering of all those involved in the conflict, the whole
submission serves to provide a context which could explain, and so justify, the
actions perpetrated.52
Now, in stark contrast to the certainties and clear-cut justifications which
inform the submission of the NP – and also those of the other main political organizations and official institutions – the whole of the transition process itself was
marked indelibly by a series of ambiguities. Since the end of apartheid came
about not as the result of a revolutionary break or a complete discontinuity which
divided the past from the present and future, it had the character of an impure
transition. This raises certain problems for the negotiation of memory, truth and
the institution of a just and democratic society. It both imposes restrictions and
opens possibilities for those processes of negotiation. In the first instance, as De
Brito notes, since the oppressors are not defeated and are even given a degree of
political legitimacy by their “voluntary withdrawal” from power, successor
regimes must avoid a backlash which may endanger the stability of the transition.53 Secondly, negotiated democratic transitions set frameworks within which
truth and justice have to be pursued: democratic pluralism ensures that the
victims’ voices are heard at the same time as it ensures continued voice for violators. Thirdly, under these circumstances, there are usually state institutions which
survive; institutionalized crimes have to be dealt with, while there must simultaneously be a concern for not destroying state institutions entirely. Fourthly, mechanisms and institutions dealing with abuses must be seen to comply with judicial
due process – even if that means that some of those who are guilty of abuses may
not be brought to book due to a lack of evidence – so as to strengthen the institutionalization of democratic procedures.54 For all of these reasons, new regimes are
engaged in ambiguous processes of negotiation which are a far cry from demands
for clear-cut ethical stances and decisions. It would, therefore, be strange if these
ambiguities did not also enter into the processes in and through which past memories and new beginnings are negotiated.
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Post-Nationalism: Towards a Different Remembrance
It is in this context that the memory work of the TRC has to be understood. The
important investigative work of this Commission has brought to light the existence of state structures for identifying targets for elimination, first-hand claims
of ministerial-level approval of bombings and killings – all those activities which
the NP submission euphemistically called “unconventional actions” – as well as
events known, until now, only to the communities immediately affected by them.
Indeed, I would argue that one of the most important effects of the memory work
of the TRC is the way in which it has offered an occasion for survivors to gain
recognition of their plight in full public view.55 These public hearings allow
submissions to contain the names of perpetrators of abuses – the TRC’s investigative unit tries to check these as carefully as possible beforehand and warns
persons to be named, inviting them to respond to allegations – and seek to bring
into public view both well-known events and everyday injustices perpetrated
against persons hitherto unnamed. In this focus on the everydayness of injustice
and the reoccupation of memory sites by ordinary citizens, the real significance
of the public hearings and the search for justice becomes visible. As one commentator on a similar process elsewhere put it: it does not bring the dead back to life,
but it brings them out from silence; for their families, it means the end to an
agonizing, endless search.56
The end of that search, of course, depends upon the knowledge obtained during
the whole process. As the daughter of an activist argued: “I want to forgive, but I
don’t know whom to forgive.” Steve Biko’s mother, shortly before her death last
year, said much the same: “Yes, I would forgive my son’s killers. I am a Christian,
and we Christians do forgive. But first I must know what to forgive, which means
I must be told fully what happened and why.”57 The hearings consequently offer
an opportunity not only for survivors, but also for perpetrators of violence to
come forward and give full statements of their participation in events. In this
manner, reconciliation is sought between the parties participating in and affected
by the events.58 Not only high-ranking officers, but also low-ranking police officers and ordinary citizens are given the chance to partake in what I would argue
is a public memorial exercise which differs from the “standard” nationalist uses
of memory and monuments.
Thus, not only did the TRC steer South Africa away from a culture of violence,
but it had several effects which arguably no other form of engagement with the
past could have had. It has subverted the ability of national leaders of all persuasions to grasp and represent history in their own image; it has undermined both
the possibilities which can make reconciliation impossible – it has avoided both
being overwhelmed by and covering over the past. In contrast to the usual
constructions of memories of a nation’s past, this exercise has no singular past
and commemorates no one unified nationhood. It does not determine what it is
that should be commemorated. Indeed, it is not even simply a commemoration,
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for it is a mixture of the remembrance of a nation’s own barbarity and of the
survivors’ scars; it also calls into presence the misdeeds perpetrated in the name
of national liberation.59
The memory work, therefore, performs a multitude of complicated functions.
Through it, all discourses of nationhood and ideas of sacrificing one’s life for
national existence are problematized, if only by the absence of a singular narrative.
Through it, the past is recalled so that it becomes possible to leave the past behind.
This memory work, scheduled to continue for a total of two years and to be supplemented with a public archive in which all the materials obtained by the
Commission will be housed, thus contains the seeds of a relation to the past and to
memory which may lead South Africa to a post-national conception of identity, a
conception of identity characterized by the distance it takes from that which was
exemplary in the identitarian conception of identity which informed apartheid.60
This possibility of a post-national (post-apartheid) identity depends upon the
ability to go beyond apartheid insofar as apartheid functions as a signifier of
closure. If apartheid signifies the denial of difference at the heart of identity, a
remembrance of apartheid would consist in a remembrance of (the effects of)
closure as such. A pluralistic, post-apartheid social order would consequently be
one in which the constitutive nature of difference is thought. It is this constituting
function of difference, this holding-against-an-other, which I would argue
becomes visible in the memory work of the TRC. This can further be clarified by
analogy to the structure of memory. Remembrance (technically, primary remembrance or retention) serves as the not-now which is constitutive of the possibility
of the presence of the now.61 Remembrance thus in essence points to the incompleteness of the present. If a post-national order is to be characterized by such a
remembrance, it is structurally determined as incomplete. However, this remembrance is not to be of just anything. It is to be a remembrance of the logic of
closure. Thus we have here a double signification: a remembrance as such, which
already reminds us of the incompleteness of our present; and a remembrance of
something, of a discourse of closure. These two moments reciprocally reinforce
one another and serve to show that which cannot be made present. Its marking,
paradoxically, can only consist in keeping open the space, the interval between
the present and the past, between the now and that which preceded the now. In
remembering apartheid (as a logic of closure), the work of the TRC may open a
space for difference which will not immediately be subsumed and transformed
into a logic of othering.62 This remembrance may be able to encircle, to mark the
space of difference as such that is constitutive of any already constituted identity.
Counter-Monuments and the Impossibility of Full Reconciliation
It is in this context that the counter-monument movement in Germany offers some
interesting parallels we can fruitfully draw on in considering the South African
case. My earlier remarks on modern iconoclasm and the deinstitutionalization of
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memory are relevant here. Gillis argues that democratic societies need to publicize the memories of different groups “so that each may know and respect the
other’s version of the past, thereby understanding better what divides and unites”
them:
In this era of plural identities, we need civil times and civil spaces more than ever,
for these are essential to the democratic processes by which individuals and groups
come together to discuss, debate, and negotiate the past and, through this process,
define the future.63

A central part of this process consists in a move away from traditional monuments
as memory-places, for monuments tend to become the opposite of what they set
out to be. Rather than allowing people to remember, they facilitate forgetfulness:
operating “[u]nder the illusion that our memorial edifices will always be there to
remind us, we take leave of them and return only at our convenience.”64 They tend
to bury events under “layers of national myths and explanations.” Rather than
allowing us to participate, they make us passive spectators and consumers.
Sentiments such as these informed the German counter-monument movement,
and specifically the work of artists Jochen and Esther Gerz, who designed the
Hamburg Gegendenkmal (counter-monument) against fascism, war and violence.
This counter-monument consisted of a 12m high, 1m square aluminum pillar,
plated with a thin layer of soft, dark lead. An inscription on its base – in German,
French, Russian, Hebrew, Arabic, Turkish and English – invited people to put
their names on the “monument.” This counter-monument, however, was designed
to be lowered into the ground over time as it was filled with names, eventually
disappearing. The last part of the inscription read:
One day it will have disappeared completely and the site of the Hamburg monument
against fascism will be empty. In the end, it is only we ourselves who can rise up
against injustice.65

Proper to the post-apartheid, and thus post-national, age is, I would argue, such
a form of memory which embodies the sense of the never-sutured nature of
memory and identity. The Hamburg counter-monument acts, in its absence, as a
present reminder of a past. The TRC in a similar manner acts as an important
memory site which demands engagement, not passivity, and change, not the
commemoration of a past with a fixed identity. The fact that its existence is limited
by statute prevents it from becoming a permanent fixture of the South African
political landscape, and thus from becoming simply yet another monument which
allows, and indeed works toward, forgetting rather than remembrance.
The kind of remembrance it calls forth, I have argued, is not of a given and
singular past: the past is continuously renegotiated and reconstructed in its
proceedings. Moreover, it does not simply call forth a plural past, that is, a past
consisting of many, but completed, elements. Rather, the continuous reworking
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and re-elaboration of the past point towards a fundamental impossibility: the
impossibility of completion as such. In recognizing that identity relies upon traces
of the not-now, not-here, it opens identity out onto a beyond which is to be postapartheid and post-national. That is, it marks both dimensions of the “post”: that
which it is beyond, but to which it nevertheless retains a relation, “apartheid” and
“national identity.” The TRC potentially celebrates and commemorates not
completion and national myths of origin in their full splendour, but the impossibility of identity, of the purity of origins, and also of reconciliation.
Let me conclude with some final remarks on the impossibility of a final and
complete reconciliation. Is it not one of the TRC’s explicit aims, if not its central
aim, to heal the wounds of the past and to bring reconciliation to a community
torn apart by conflict? If, however, the argument concerning memory and identity
is correct – if it captures something of a fundamental relatedness to the other –
then a full reconciliation with the other and with the self will never be possible.
Since full reconciliation depends upon a complete coincidence with the self, it by
definition rules out any relation to another which prevents such self-completion.
The idea of full reconciliation thus comes closer to an identitarian image of
apartheid than to a democratic post-apartheid society which takes difference and
not singular unity, both as its starting-point and as its impossible goal.

NOTES
1. This paper was first delivered to the May 1997 Prague Colloquium at the Institute of
Philosophy of the Czech Academy of Sciences. I am indebted to the constructive comments of
participants in that colloquium.
2. The original version of J. Derrida’s paper, “Racism’s Last Word” (Critical Inquiry 12 (1985):
290–99), appeared in the exhibition catalogue for “Art contre/against Apartheid.” This collection of
works forms a travelling museum to be presented as a gift to the first democratically elected government of South Africa. One of Derrida’s most persistent questions concerns the nature of the gift. In
his “Tours de Babel” (A Derrida Reader: Between the Blinds, ed. P. Kamuf (London: Harvester
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