THE A.N.C. CHARTS A COURSE TO A PROPER SELL-OUT

Whenever reformist organisations wish to hide theie aims and the real meaning of the
policy of their organisations, they resort to anulmgs language capable of vague, meaningless
interpretations. A fine example of this is the #iteersion of the A.N.C. Freedom Charter.
Obviously the Stalinists of South Africa and thadership of the African National Congress have
not changed the aims of their so-called struggldreedom and their overall strategy. What they
have done is to change the unambiguous languatye 8feedom Charter, language which clearly
expressed the road to a sell-out.

It is necessary to recapitulate the criticism agfaihe old Freedom Charter in order to show
clearly what the new Charter is trying to cover up.

In March 1984, the Unity Movement of South Africemmenting on the recently unbanned
A.N.C. Freedom Charter wrote, "The question thiearis: what made the Botha regime go out of
its way to announce the fact that the Freedom €haray now be legally propagated. Evidently it
contains, inter alia, something, some sentimeritlea, which the Government wished to have
propagated and that something must be in line Gadkiernment thinking on some major aspect of
its policy. Indeed the policy of the governmentiedl as that of all White parties in South Africa
was at one on the question of multi- nationalisiitfe Unity Movement then pointed out that ". . .
Multi- nationalism in the concrete situation of oéfrica is another name for Bantustanism" . . .
'it is this projected sell-out which is being orgal by the racist regime with the able assistaifice
the White liberals. It is against this plot thdtm@bgressives should devote their time and energy
mobilising the population . . . the reason whydHhite parties in South Africa cling to the idea of
multi-nationalism . . . is because they see thihadast ideological bastion against the risiag ti
of nationalism amongst the oppressed.’' "Thus theg&ss now had to eliminate its unambiguity
and present the same ideas in more suave languggetthe impression of scholarly research and
thought.

Slovo, who sometime ago indicated how hard he hadate Ruth First had worked on the
original Congress Freedom Charter, now publishganaphlet at about the same time that the new
A.N.C. Freedom Charter comes out. In it, he writeshe astonishment of all those who knew
Stalinist policy on this matter, "We stand for omeited democratic South Africa based on
universal adult suffrage”. A new sentiment thatdsy to be found also in the new Charter. The full
text of the official new version of the A.N.C. Fdeen Charter is published in the Aug. 12-18 issue
of the Weekly Mail of South Africa. Under the heagli The State", we read "South Africa shall be
an independent, unitary, democratic and non-ratae . . ."

Clause (c) states, "The institution of hereditarers and chiefs shall be transformed to serve
the interests of the people as a whole in confgrmith the democratic principles embodied in the
constitution.” Clause (d) announces, "All organgyo¥ernment, including justice, security and
armed forces shall be representative of the peapla whole, democratic in their structure and
functioning and dedicated to defending the prirespdf the constitution.”

The new Charter then goes on to deal with variaugests in full under the following
headings, Franchise, National Identity, Bill of Rig, and Affirmative Action. Under "Economy"
it asserts, "The state shall ensure that the estmaomy serves the interests and well-being of the
entire population.” On "Land", it says, "the stateall devise and implement a land reform
programme that will include and address the follmyvussues: "Abolition of all racial restrictions
on ownership and use of land, implementation odl legform in conformity with the principle of
affirmative action, taking into account the stabfisictims of forced removals.” On "Workers", it



states: "A charter protecting workers' trade umights especially the right to strike and colleetiv
bargaining shall be incorporated into the constitut

No one knows better than the ANC or the SACP tiege demands will not be granted by the
capitalist state of South Africa. What then is pogpose of making them? Note that there is not a
word about the class that will control the stateclwhs supposed to grant these demands. They
dare not mention the working-class state which el capable of granting these demands.
Clearly the intention is firstly not to drive awtye bourgeois liberals who themselves are opposed
to the policy of apartheid on the ground that itvnchokes the development of capitalism and
secondly, to win over the Black petit bourgeoisdkrahip who want to be incorporated into the
bourgeois state so that those few who have cap#glinvest their money in profitable enterprises
of imperialism. Thirdly, Clause (c) which seeksgiablish the institution of hereditary rulers and
chiefs is intended to woo P. W. Botha together whk apartheid diehards, for they will
understand that the ANC and the SACP are not indpposed to multi-nationalism in spite of
what they write to the contrary.

When we come down to earth from the airy-fairy spheof hereditary rulers, we find that
firstly in real life, the Whites in South Africa % no hereditary rulers or chiefs, secondly that th
Coloured people and the people of Indian desceve ha such chiefs or rulers either. Thirdly
there is no such thing as democracy in a statd tehereditary rulers. The only creatures who
bear such titles are to be found in the variolmtrgroups. These are nothing else but Bantustans
which are supposed to be got rid of to facilitadgatiation and in real life the proposed rulers and
chiefs referred to are the Matanzimas, the SebesMangopes and the Gatsha Buthelezis etc.
Since no White Herrenvolk will agree to be ruledchyefs and no other ethnic groups have chiefs,
this provision is intended for the African tribesch with its tribal chief. Thus we are back once
more in the land of Bantustan.

It is clear from all this that even today when pa®ple of South Africa have been awakened,;
when they unequivocally reject all that the Goveentrand its White lackeys, the White liberals,
have offered, in short, when the oppressed haeeter] imperialist machinations, the Stalinist-led
ANC still hopes their mythical state of South A&ishall grant their demands. This is what we call
an UTOPIA in the sense that Lenin used the wordwitgewrote: "In politics Utopia is a wish that
can never come true, neither now nor afterwardsish that is not based on social forces." A
bourgeois state cannot achieve or grant any ohbloee-mentioned rights. It is an instrument for
exerting pressure, of force under the control specific class which uses it against other classes.
In South Africa the bourgeoisie uses state violeaganst the oppressed Blacks as well as against
workers and peasants. There is no way that theniStaCommunist Party and the African National
Congress can achieve their aims unless the wortaxs, the majority of whom are members of
the oppressed seizes power, that is the stateuseslits power to lay the basis for a socialist
construction.

It is only a worker's state that can and is obligegrant democracy to the workers and the
peasantry and what Lenin called the semi-proletattawill be in their interests to do so. For in
order to get to power it will have to help mobilitee poor and ride on the wave of the peasant's
insurrection. And if it is to continue to remainpower, it will have to extend democracy to the
oppressed and exploited. In this way a basis & dawn for the building of socialism on the
bedrock of socialist democracy.

The problem that takes priority on the agendaaffitist democratic assembly of a liberated
South Africa for solution is the LAND QUESTION. Tlgeotesque situation in which less than 5
million White people own 87% of the land while mohan 25 million Blacks legally occupy 13%



will have to be attended to. This question will betdiscussed by the parliament of the bourgeoisie
but by an assembly of the representatives of thpregssed and exploited people, the
representatives of the working-class, the peas#imtssemi-proletariat and the oppressed petty
bourgeoisie. From this it is clear that the roadléomnocracy for the oppressed and exploited in
South Africa goes through the dictatorship of thelgiariat. But what does the A.N.C. Charter say
on these matters? Nothing. It prattles about tagesthall do this and that. Is the bourgeoisie
suddenly going to be converted, perhaps by thé eighe Pope or Botha's visit to Mobuto and
concern itself with the problems of the oppressed the exploited? Let us understand that
capitalism-imperialism cannot change its natureleéd the Stalinist Communist Party which
controls Congress knows this only too well. Bus wital to the success of its plans for a selltout
pander to imperialism. It is not by mistake thagrewnow at this stage of political development
when South Africa has reached a crisis that ittstiks about a nebulous people's state.

Let us now turn to what Joe Slovo, top theoretimathe South African Communist Party
(SACP) has to say in his pamphlet, "The South AfricNorking Class and the National
Democratic Revolution".

"A struggle for democracy in the modern era hadelitif anything, to do with the
'‘Bourgeois-democratic revolution' . . . The faseigperience exemplifies this point. But, in any
case, in regard to our own situation, there are evare compelling reasons for rejecting the label
bourgeois-democratic to describe the content ofiberation struggle.”

It is partly due to this pre-occupation with whiagy consider to be linguistic inaccuracy that
is responsible for the confusion in the Stalinisim@nunist Party. It is their great concern with
words and syntax rather than concepts. It doe®oair to them that fascism is capitalism, i.e.
bourgeois democracy, in crisis. Bourgeois democmaeyterm that describes the nature of rights
accorded to the various classes of society inta stader the control of the bourgeoisie. From the
time of bourgeois rule, all rights and lack of thesere defined by the bourgeoisie.

Thus it was they who awarded themselves all thetsighat would advance capitalism and
denied them to the other classes - the workingscliie peasants and the poor. The latter despite
being members of the community of the same coumid/no inherent rights of their own. This
concept of the SACP seems to be the key to thersiaoheling of Joe Slovo's pamphlet.

Here he has taken upon himself the role of showamg the Communist Party has always
played a leading role in the struggle of the opgddor liberation and that, there is no reason why
it should not be trusted to guide the struggle teuecessful end. He uses an ingenious quite
original ploy. First he presents us with two susaes organisations whose memberships are the
same. The first and older one is called the Comsturarty of South Africa, the second and new
one is the South African Communist Party. But ®dredit, we must mention that he remains Joe
Slovo. He does not juggle with the names to clieat¢ader. He simply forgets the grave mistakes
of the older organisation, the Communist Partyait8 Africa, even though it is the source of the
present confusion on the part of the new Stalipssty of the South African Communists. For
instance, their difficulty in understanding theggahe oppressed has reached, flows from the
original flaw of the old Stalinist CPSA which dedithe legitimacy of the national struggle. Joe
Slovo now uses pages and pages trying to proab#slute necessity and indeed its centrality in
the struggle for democracy. But, despite this, &letill fails to understand the relationship that
exists amongst the various classes of the oppressed

The second problem is that the old CPSA postulatedlicy of "TWO STAGES". By this
they meant that the Blacks would have to fightdourgeois democratic rights, and having got
them, they would in the fullness of time, fight fwcialism. There was no dynamic connection



between the two stages. Up to this day, it is diean Slovo's pamphlet that even this new body,
the SACP does not understand the dynamic conndatitveen the national struggle for bourgeois
democratic rights and the class struggle for ssoml

When Joe Slovo writes: "A struggle for democracthi; modern era has little or anything, to
do with the bourgeois democratic revolution . n any case, there are even more compelling
reasons for rejecting the label bourgeois-demactatidescribe the content of our liberation
struggle”, he reveals more than a lack of an uahcstl approach. It suggests that the national
liberation movement has no past. Indeed the woittewstruggles for national liberation on the
part of the oppressed for those bourgeois righticlwinave been denied to them by their
oppressors, are meaningless. | suppose Joe Slayd ke to blot out of his mind the fact that the
working-class as a class came out of the wombeobtiurgeois capitalist system. The position of
servitude was determined at its birth and it willyoget rid of it by destroying the bourgeoisieaas
class together with the system that gave birth. tba do so, the working-class must know how it
came into being; how the bourgeoisie reduced & fsition of servitude; how the bourgeoisie
made use of it during the battles against theamiaty and finally how the same bourgeoisie,
using it, established its own system - the capitalystem which can only survive for as long as it
is able to keep the working-class in bondage thnotlng use of state power and violence and
deception. The working-class needs to study pasbtyi and see through the manipulation of the
state by the bourgeoisie for the sake of keepiagdelves in power.

If Joe Slovo is to understand the process of lii@main which we are engaged, he must
remember that, in addition to what has been meeti@bove, that Britain conquered our country
and reduced it to a colonial status. This compéidanatters. For although the indigenous people
adopted the capitalist system, all the colonialptearespective of class, were denied what had
come to be known as bourgeois democracy in additicdheir being deprived of their land.

The following is what APDUSA writes on the matté8oth these were calculated to facilitate
super-exploitation . . . Thus it followed that thibole of the oppressed - the workers, the peasants,
and the petit bourgeoisie were to be mobilisedmuiidbe demands for land for the peasantry, equal
rights for the workers and full democratic rights &ll, in short, it was necessary to organise a
national movement which alone could have a compelippeal to all the classes among the
oppressed. This was the very antithesis of C.Rcyuwlhich denied the legitimacy of a national
struggle.” (Obviously this refers to the old CP 3} to the present SACP). "It was essential to
bring the various classes among the oppressedh&gander one federation on the basis of
bourgeois democratic demands, and in this wayedhes national movement as a vehicle to carry
the oppressed masses forward along the road talisotiand in the process to acquire the concept
of the class nature of the struggle and of theHidépendence of the various classes, particularly
that of the peasantry on the working-class."

The United Democratic Front (UDF) and itsreal purpose

The UDF as seen by Joe Slovo and his followerfiasumbrella organisation covering all the
organisations of the oppressed fighting for liberain concert with so-called sympathetic White
parties. The first most important questions toaek Whose brainchild is it? Who financed it then
and finances it now? The UDF is the offspring opemalism and its agents, the crafty liberals.
Once the scheme was mooted (to form an organisttidhe purpose of heading off the growing
upsurge of militancy) millions of money poured inrh Europe. It is significant that the UDF has
no defined policy or programme, and this is no@eai. It operates as an ad-hoc body that decides



on each problem as it arises. The criticisms ledekgainst it come from the trade union
movement, the many political parties of the opprdsand the various action committees set up by
the people on national and local issues and whiehua on democratic lines and whose officials
are elected democratically. They accuse the UDBeasg undemocratic, opportunist and of
making bureaucratic decisions of its own while geamswerable to no one.

As time went on, the White press began to makateetsuggestions and finally asserted that
the UDF was the brainchild of the ANC and that @swthe internal functioning body of the
external ANC. To this suggestion the ANC took miastly. Indeed this is not the first time that
such a false claim has been attributed to Congfégsmassacre that has gone down in history by
the name of Sharpeville, was, without doubt, duhéoactivities of PAC. But, in course of time,
the press attributed it to the mobilisation of A&MC. This deliberate manipulation of facts has its
reasons into which we shall not go now.

The truth of these criticisms against the UDF isdenied by Slovo. He simply says that the
effect "of this approach would be to downgradelfid= as the umbrella legal liberation Front".
He further makes the suggestion that "There is feedCOSATU and the UDF to create
permanent structures at national and regional 'le\relother words, the trade union movement
must deliver itself hand and foot over to the Ujch is under the leadership of the bourgeoisie.
Is it not criminal at this stage of political dewpment for a man who calls himself a Communist to
advocate the formation of an umbrella organisatmvering the imperialist representatives, that is
the liberal bourgeoisie and the working-class? Woags Slovo want to tie the working- class to
the apron-strings of the bourgeoisie?

One would think that Joe Slovo has lost his serfidegic. That would be a great mistake.
Slovo is strictly logical. From the beginning whigye Unity Movement was formed in 1943, both
the CPSA and Congress together with the libera¢gsewot so much bothered by its enunciated
programme -- the 10-Point Programme, except ofseBoint 7 which disturbed them because it
implied that the land question could not be solweder capitalism. What troubled them most was
that the policy of the Unity Movement was insepégaibom its programme. This policy was
known as "Non-collaboration with the oppressor"vidobsly because this was introducing a class
concept into the politics of the oppressed. Nowyfgears after, the policy of non-collaboration
has become common currency, that is, it has bethelanguage of the people. It is this policy of
"Non-collaboration with the oppressor" that JoevBlavith all his rigmarole and deviousness is
trying to obliterate and expunge from the mindshef people. It is this policy which stands in the
way of a dialogue between the Government andotsggts who will be chosen by them to be the
spokesmen of the oppressed. The UDF, which receni#idns not only from the rich in South
Africa but also from Europe, has another undendyet equally important function. It is to win
over the Black petit bourgeoisie to accept a diadogn the basis of apartheid as we have already
seen in the new Freedom Charter with its suggestigiving their hereditary rulers and chiefs a
function within the system. To gain this objectiliey have to get the masses to reject the policy of
"Non-collaboration with the oppressor".

It is clear from Slovo's pamphlet that he regatr@s iparticularly important to get the workers
to fraternise with their bosses and to spreadddsaraderie to cover the bourgeoisie as a whole.
In this way, imperialism will have won a major ¢y in the present struggle that has created a
deep crisis in South Africa.
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December 1988






