THE RETURN OF THE PRODIGAL

Like the return C' 1ne Diblical prodigal son, De Klerk. president of fascist ‘wnte Scuth Afnca — was
welcomeo with exuberant enthusiasm in the nine European capitals he visited dunr.a May 1990. From his first
tentatve step on French soil until he left Rome eighteen days laler on May 26. he was patted on the back.
wined and dined by heads of state “as well as” leading houses of European finance capital. He was accorded
the “red carpet” treatment; his status was changed from yesterday's stinking polecat to today's perfumed
siatesman.

Afer four decades of international isolation, why should De Klerk be invited to break bread with the hub of
Europe?

His “passport™ was his “accomplishments™ since his swearing in as President of “white™ South Alrica; the
unbanning of political organisations: the release of prominent political prisoners: the repeal of certain minor
discriminatory legisiabon; granting indemnity 10 certain selected persons; the now nolonous Groole Schuur
Taks and Minute that immensely bnghtened the future of murderous capitalist exploitation in South Africa: all
liberally decorated with press photographs of smiling poses and warm handshakes with political opponents
who had been jailed for years!

What De Kierk has in fact done is to assure his European hosts that “his reform package™ is imeversible;
that he now concurs that overt constitutional racial discrimination is no longer the most productive means
to exploit the working masses in South Alrica. He has 1old them that he can sell his negotiation fraud 1o a
section of the liberatory movement (presenting his Groote Schuur Minute as proof) and has convinced them
that this plan wilf énsure long-term imperialist economic exploitation in South Africa.

In effect, De Klerk's European tour was booked and paid for by the acceptance and active canvassing of
support for the politics of a negoliated settiement by the leadership of a sector of the liberatory movement.
The commitment of laadership figures 1o negotiate on fundamentals (in other words, our essential basic
human nights) coupled with such totally unfounded descriptions of a thorough-bred Nat like De Klerk as a
“man of integrity,” has opened the door for a De Klerk 1o slip into the garb of a “world leader” WITHOUT
CONCEDING A SINGLE DEMOCRATIC RIGHT TO THE OPPRESSED.

So it is that in one fell swoop the long list of atrocities committed by the South African govermnment — that
paraliels the barbaric atrocites of the Nazis — is brushed under the carpel. Even if these European govemn-
ments did not formally rescind sanctions on June 25 they have tacitly agreed that it s a thing of the past.
Britain and Portugal have gone further and unilaterally decxded 10 drop sanctions.

in short, De Klerk has become the goiden boy of captalism-impernaksm.

What has De Klerk actually done? The answer is: “nothing” substantial. A “brief™ survey proves this.

1. The majority of the people do not have the iranchise.

2. Unemployment continues 10 rise and grinding poverty prevails.

3. Aputrid system of educabon still continues for the oppressed.

4. The state of emergency is only partially lifted and a battery of security legisiation designed specifically to
smash the organisations of the people remains firmly in place.

5. 87% of the population is still forced 10 live on only 13% of the land.

6. The health system has collapsed

7. Discriminatory legisiation still exists

De Klerk's travelling European circus, like his fraudulent negotiated settiement, will not save fascist “white”

South Africa in the long term. All the perfumes of Paris cannot hide the stench of brutality, greed and avarice

of the South African ruling class that clings to a De Klerk. Acceptance in Europe and praise from his erstwhile
political foes do not change the fact that De Klerk and the entire rotien ruling class in South Africa are the




enemies of the freedom struggle in the country The oppressed wili never be sausfied with morseis meted out
by the ruling class. It is only the long arduous struggie for full democratic nghts in a single, undivided, non-
racial South Africa that can lay the basis for permanent peace and prosperity.

==

BRIAN BUNTING AT IT AGAIN!

In the last issue of APDUSA VIEWS, we criticized Brian Bunting for falsifying history in a letter which was
published in the Leaming Nation of May 1990. Not being content with a mere letter in which to falsify, he was
able to get the New Nation to allow him to write a series of articles in that newspaper. How he did that s a bit of
a mystery, especially since the articles deal with Eastem Europe and the Soviet Union. Its like asking an
alcoholic o give a balanced viewpoint on the pros and cons of drinking aicohol. If the Leaming Nation persists
in getting people like Bunting to write in its columns, then we make bold to say that its readers will only leam
We take two passages from his article on Eastern Europe which appeared in the Leaming Nation of the 15-
21 June 1990:

1. “One of the benefits of glasnost is that the whole Stalin/Trotsky controversy can now be studied in the light of the
new facts which are coming 1o light in the Soviet Union and elsewhere though the disclosure is by no means
complete.”

Amazing! The serious and honest student of politics and history does not need “Gorbachev's glasnost” to
write about the so-called Stalin/Trotsky controversy. To call it a “controversy” is in itself a distortion of the
truth. It was NOT just a controversy. It was a life and death struggle between the forces which upheld the
revolution's objectives and those which sought to subvert the revolution. In other words it was a conflict

What new “facts” is Bunting referring to? The facts of the conflict are all in books and documents which are
available to the public. From those who defend the position of the Left Opposition, there is not much more that
can be said. From the position of the Stalinists, there is nothing more to be said. Facts favourable to the
Stalinists, if any, were used up within weeks if not days of the conflict. For the rest of the decades, there were
only lies and still more lies.

Glasnost is not the invention of Gorbachev. As an ideal it existed centuries before Gorbachev was bom.
For glasnost means freedom of speech and conscience; it means dignity and honour (e.g. a person's word
being that person’s bond). It means candour and an obligation 1o disclose in furtherence of fairplay and
To the Stalinists, “glastnost” came late in life; but even then, they only pay lip-ervice to it!
2. On the question of the Stalinist policy of “Socialism in One Country” Brian Bunting says:
“But he (Lenin) never said that socialism cannot be built in (one) country.”
Bunting's denial is categoric — “never” i.e. NOT EVER.
What did Lenin say on this matter?
“We put our stakes upon inlerational revolution and were perfectly justified in doing this . . .We have always
emphasized that we look from an intemational viewpoint and that in one country “it is impossible” to accomplish
such a work as a socialist revolution.” (Lenin: Works Vol. XXV P474) (our emphasis)
Again:
“The complete victory of the socialist revolution “is unthinkable™ in one country, for it requires the active co-operation
of at least several advanced countries.” (Lenin: Works Vol XXV 132) (our emphasis)



