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ABSTRAcr OF THE DISS ERTATION

From die Margins to die MainstreaD:l:

The Anti-apartheid MOVemenl

and die Politics of Agenda-Setting in die United States

by FREDERIC IRA SOLOP, Ph.D.

Dissenation Director: Susan J. Carron

The relationship between social movements and die policy process is an

underexplored area of scholarship. This dissertation addresses this weakness in

the political science literature with an analysis of bow and why social

movements arc sometimes able to influence passage of large-scale policy

changes, also known as political innl}V3tions. The dlesis of lhis dissertation is

that social movements need 10 be brought more centrally into die political

science literature as vehicles for citizens to influence the policy agenda of

national policy-makers.

This dissertation articulates, and details, the relationship between the

anti-apartheid movement and United States policy relations witb South Africa

between 1960 and 1986. The research is based upon an analysis of an original

events data set, iDterviews with legWaton, movement activists, and corporate

actors involved in the debate over economic sanctions, and a thorough review

of Congressional bearings and movement literature.

As demonst rated, anti-apartheid movement influence in the policy

process emerged from a dialectical relationship between the capacity of the

ij



movemenl to influence policy and a winduw ;;: oppcrnmity created from

tens ions berween the executive and legislative brano:hes over control of this

foreign policy area. The result of this process was thai the movement was able

to pusb adoption of economie sanctions agains t South Africa further and faster

than would otherwise have been the case.

This researcb is significant because it inltiates a unique dialogue

between the policy precess, soda! movemeol and agenda-setting literatures. It

establisbes the importance of bringing soda! movements into the policy

literature as a legitimate mechanism of linkage between citize n interests and

the policy process. By exte nsion, this disserta tion broadens the political

science understanding of the democratic process in the United States.

Furthermore, this research pushes the boundaries of the agenda-setting

literature by moving beyond the traditional notion of linear relationships

between interests and policy. Relationships between social movements and the

policy process are dialectical and complex. This dynamie is articulated in great

detail with respect to the relationship between the ami-apartheid movement

and the policy process in the United States.
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CHAI'lER I

INTRODUcnON

When authorities begin identifying with alienated groups and their
causes, presumably changes can come without infIuencc "fro m below:
Until that day, a little influence helps.

- Gamson, The SUI teD' of Social Protest

The relationship between social movements and Ihe policy process is an

underexplored area of scholarship. This dissenation addresses this weakness in

the political science literature by examining the relationship between the

United States anti-apartheid movement and U.s. relations with South Africa.

It is a case study of bow and why social movements are sometimes able to

iDfI.uence passage of large-scale policy changes, also known as political

innovations.

The central thesis of this dissenation is that social moveme nts need to

be brought mere centrally into the political science literature as vehicles for

citizens to influence the policy agenda of national policy-makers, Relationships

between social movements and the policy process are dynamic and comp lex.

This dissertation articulates, and details, the relationship between the anti­

apartheid movement and United States relations with South Africa between
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1960~ 1986. II demonwates mat the arnW ability of social lnOVC:mellts to

iDfIueDe:e the poIiq proc:as rem upoa • c1iaIeetk:aI relalioDSobip between the

opacity of $OCiallJlO¥elDCllU 10 in1luerw:e poliq aDd the avajlabt1i1y 01

~ of opportWlily for social _meatS 10 upIoiL

A GAP IN 1HE UlER.AllJRE

Political scientists underplay the significance of DOD-institutionalized,

c:oUectivc political aetivily in the making of public polic:y. The lmpertance of

$OCial movements is ow:rshadowcd by the dominance of elite studies of me

behavior of politieal imtitutions and decWou-makcrs. awns are filCtOtcd

UIIO the policy proeni in so W as they «pfU5 the;' interests indite<:tly via

me4iating institutions soeh as die media, pol.iticll parties, mtcreu ,mups and

elcctioos.

Bul wllal happens when citizell intcrntS arc igDDl"ed. rejeacd or

repressed by mediating instinuions and poliq-makc~? Or, wbat happem

when mediating imtirutiollll are DO longer eapable of Unking citizen opinion to

the policy process? When interests are denied I "voice" in the system, citizens

sometimes organize "challenger organizations"-organizatiollS that lack routine

1«CS5 to the policy process, aDd challenge prevailinJ political oorms ami

valUes-IOpromoIc WIlL CbalIclIgcr OlJanizations strive to advance large<

sale policy innovations in the policy proens. Social~menl$ are a primary

vchide for d1a!lcnger oq3.D..iu.tioos to promote their intc rcst1. I UJUc in thi$

dw.erution that sociaJ rnovcmenu can be eritical in1l.l,Icnees in the public

policy process, pan ia darly at the agcnda~ltinl suge.
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To be deaf. political sdentists have not ignored social movements.

Several scholars have a :lIl$idered mcbiltaation and orsanizational aspects of

soc:ia.l movements (Wilson, 1960; Upsky. 1970; Pran, 1976; Castain and

Costain, 1983; Costain, 1988). Others have suggested. the importance of social

movements in the poliq process (polsby, 1985; Jones, 1975; Freeman, 1975).

A third group has eumined the reladcasbip between social movements and

state structures (farrow, 1988; Piven and Coward. 1977). What the lite rature

lacks, however, is an explication of me dynamics that take place between social

movements and policy-makers as a specific issue is acted upon in the policy

precess,

This dissertation uniquely bridges the gap between three bodies of

literature: the institutional policy process literature, the social movement

literature, and the agenda-selting literature. This dialogue across literatures is

necessary to create a more sophisticated perspective on democratic politics in

the United States, This dialogue carries particular contemporary significance

in light of the inereasing fre quency of social movement and grassroots politics

in LIle United Stales, as discussed in Boytc'$ (1980) The Backyard Reyghu ioo'

and the ever-weakening abilily or political parties to create effective linkages

between public opinion aDd policy-makers (Dalton, 1988).

RC$Carch OD the relationship between $O(:iaJ movements and the policy

process bas been suggested by a small, bUI growing, number of scholars. Jack



•
Walker sent out a call for Ibis type of fe$e3lch more than 20 years ago. He

der.cribed the problem in these words (1966:293):

Because 50 nuny politieal scientists bave WOfll the theoretical blinders
of the elitist theory. however, we bave overlooked the imponance of
broadly based social m~meot5., arising from the public at large, as
powerful agents of innovation and change.

More recently. Doug McAdam (1984:2). a sociologist, captured the

essence of the problem:

Political scientists have traditionally conceptualized power almost
exclusively in institutional terms. Acccrdlngly, they have failed to
adequately explain or take account of the impact of social movements
on lhe iDstitu tionaliud political establishment,

Additionally, this concern was the guiding principle of Jo Freeman's

scholarship on the womens' movement in The Poljtics of Women's Ii!?cra tign

(1975:4):

The study of social movements and thai of public policy are two fields
thai have berelofOfC been treated primanly as distinct and unrelated
areas in the scholarly literature. While some writers have envisioned
social move me nts as incipient interes1 groups and/or political parties
and uus as having a potential effect on policy, ec one has tried to trace
out the exact relationships between the two and the way in which each
affects the other.

My research responds to the gap in tbe literature identified by these

scholars. I apply an agenda-selting framework to a case 51udy of social

movement influence in order to better understand how and why social

movements are sometimes able to influence the policy process.

The poli tical scie nce lherature suggests thaI if social movements are

effective as policy actors, their influence is most likely to be perceived in the

formation of large scale policy changes. also known as policy innovations. The
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literature also suggests thaI noninstitutional actors are most likely to have

access to die poliq process at the agenda·setting stage of policy-making.

To better explicate the relationship between $Odal movements and the

policy process, I conducted a case study of a policy area fu lfilling two criteria:

a clear presence of federal-level policy inIlovatiODand a prominent social

movement active in the poliq area.

The criteria for defining a policy innovation are adopted from Polsby

(1984). They Include large scare. visible policy change; a break from preceding

govemmenlal responses; and, "lasting" policy e ffects. The definition of a social

movcmeol employed here is drawu from Zald and Asb ( 1984:329): "A social

movement is a pwposive and collective attempt of a number of people to

change individuals or societal institutions or stnletures:

I chose to look at United States policy towatd South Africa for Ihis

research. This policy area fulfiIb both case study criteria. The Comprehensive

Anti-apartheid Act of 19861 is an example of political innovation, This

legislation instituted comprehensive economic sanctions against South Africa

and recognized the legitimacy of black struggle against tile Preronan regime,

thereby reversing the course of United States-Soutll Africa relations, Also,

the United States anti-apartheid movement bad been uying to raise tile anti·

aparthe id issue to tile policy agenda for more than twenty-five years in the

United States,

I P.L 99-440
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~eral sebolan have &Irudy pursued researeh on U.s. poliq relations

with South AfriCII aad apanbei4. Much of thb literature eumines the history

of U.S. policy toward South Africa (Coker, 1986; Danaher, 1985; Hero and

Batnll. 1981). This reseatdl ends, however, before serious c:onsidera tiQn of

ceonomi<:~ kgislatiO!l _ underway. Similarly. while some rueardl

intO the anti-apartheid movement has been lXllldlKUd, it Iack:s the COlltul of

f«t'lll shifts in U.s. poIiq toward South Africa (Mea., 1986; LO¥e, 1985).

Love ( 1985) looks at the impact of the anti-apartheid movement at the

state level. Sbe selccu two ease studies of successful divestment activity

(Michipn and Connecticut) and analyzes movemenlgoaIs, resources. tactics'

and SL"X"'SSCS She coodude$ thai the anti-apartheid movement faciliw cd

Ioc:al invol~menl ill foreign policy iuue$.. HCIO'feYer. she has no comment on

the impact of e e ann..panbeid movement GO national policy·malting. Her

data collection period cnd$ in 1984. two yean before eomprebeese e economic

sancuons were instituted.

Mctz (1986) considers the tactio and appeals of anti-aparthe id activistS

w geting federal level policy-maken. He UJUe$ that the anti-aputbeid

IIIOYClJICQ(s appeal to populisI iDteresu limits its abiliIY to iDfiUCDCC natiolu.l

poliq . 8 "'1his researdl also preceded rapid mobl1iulion ".; thio the movement

and the imposition of economic sanctions against South Africa. It is net so

clear lhat MelZ would reach the same conclusions if he were writing today.

My dissenatioo research diffe~ sign.ifi<:antly from pasl research in this

area in WI my foeus is both poIiey-antered and ~menl-«ntere4. I

cumine the hi$lory of n.ational policy relatiom with South Africa~ the
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history of the anti-apartheid movement between 1960 10 1986. J juxtapose

government and movement activity against each other to ferret out specific

interactional dynamics. My project begins with the understanding tbat the anti­

apartheid issue was promoted by ele ments "marginal" to tile political system at

ooe time. The issue later IIlOYcd to the policy agenda of national policy.

makers in the United States. III this policy analysis, 1 am. interested in

understanding bow and why the anti-apartheid issue moved 10 the policy

agenda.

This dissertatioo specifically looks at the following issues:

INTERESTS AND GOAlS

Wbat were the interests of the anti-apartheid movement, and how bad
these interests changed over time? What were the interests of national
policy-makers? How bad they changed ove r time? H ow compatible
were me goals of movement activists and national policy-makers in this
policy arca?

STRATEGIES, rxcrtcs AND OPPORTUNfTIES

What strategies did anti-apartheid activists employ to get their concerns
ODIO the policy agenda? How much influence did the anti-aparthe id
move me nt have over passage of the Comprehensive Anti-apartheid Act
of 1986? What opportuni ties facilitated th b influence?

IMPUCAll0 NS f OR SOC1AL MOVEMENTS IN AMERICAN
POUJ1CS

Wha t does the path follo....ed by the anti-apartheid movement indicate
about the role of social movements in American politics? What are the
opportu nities available to social movements co influence the policy
process in the United States? ~iow and ....hy are some movements
successful in influencing the policy process, while others are not?



8

RESEARCi METHODS

From a rau.rdl pe~ soc:ial movements are diffiailt

pbcDOtneDOD to $tlIdy. Thut is little in the behavior ol move ments that lends

iud l 10 q\,WltificatiorL Qu.aliuti¥e tedlDique$, RId! as participant observation,

are~t1y emerprises and informatioo is ultimately difficult to detach from

pel'!oOlIal biases. Funhermore. mcvemern records and documentS are oflen

disorganized or nonexistent,

The data coUectioo techniques used in this research were des i&m'd 10

overrome reese difficulties by providina I replicable sowee o f quall tita tive

iDformatiOQ for anaJym and by providina: for JfUter depth and data validation

through I 5)'Iltbesi5 of quantitative and qualitative tedlniques. Tbc teebniques

cmpJorcd bere iDdude eftl Don of an origin.al noenl$ data set by lXlding eve nts

reponed in news~ interviews with public o fficials and anti-apartheid

aetivWs, and "DminatiOIl of published policy hislories. literature produced by

the u ri-apartheid movemeot, and governmental documents.

Events data sets have previously been used by other researchers

interested in quantifying the frequency and nature of s.ocial movement activil)'

and Dlber group activi ty (Jel1lcins and PCm;IW. 1977; Tilly. 1979; McAdam.

1982, 1984; Bvnlcin, 1985, Jenkins and Eden, 1986; Costain, 1988).1 For I

J When the media rd 1eeu political bias, il tend5 to be in subjective editorializing
ratber l!wI in the ~porting 01 hard DcWl. G illin (1980:7) explains W I "Uledia
frames are persiste nt patterns of cognition. inlerpre taUon. aDd presentation. 01
seieecce, empha$is., and e~n. by whidl $fIDbOI-handlen rou tinely organize
discourse, whether verbal or visual- II is pow"ble for rneardien to weed
IhrOUgb the media fratnes and ellirad: obje<:tive e-venl-<KieDIe<! informalion. This
is the nature of !he information coded in !his proj«t.
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quantitative source of information. I peBOnally constructed an events data set

by ceding events reported in The New York TImes between 1960 and 1986.

I read tbe universe of articles reponing on reaction to apanbeid and

South Africa withiD tile Ulliled Stales during these yean. I specifically coded

1353 events' for the events data set. This selection of events was determined

according to the selection guidelines outlined in Appendix A

Each event was coded for objective conditions where discernable: type

of event, initiators, targets, tacties/events, resources, oature of the conflict. and

supporters. A summary of each article was also recorded on a coding sheet.

The complete manual and a sample coding sheet can be found in Appendix B.

The actual coding of articles was conducted by this researcher over a

period of fourtee n months. Intcreodcr reliability was assessed by having a

research assistant independcnOy define ccdable evene for each of five years

and then code the selected events. When my work and Ihe research assista nt's

work were compared, the percentage of overlap in sample selection and coding

was consistently high! The eveOI$ data set, thus, maintains a high degree of

data integrity.

1 "Ibis dataset reflects events reported 00 in The New york Tjmes rather than
articles appearing in the paper. The distinction is I subtle one. III rare cases,
two distinetly different events were covered withi n one article. When this
occurred, each event was recorded separately with ns own set of initiators, targets
and events.

• The research assistant coded a sample of 126 anicles. Art icle selection agreed
with my selection choices in 92% of articles chosen. lntercoder reliability
averaged 82% across all variables.
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McAdam (1982:235-236) argues persuasively for use of newspaper

coding for this type of research:

I) Contcnl-coding of newspaper articles, as a methodology. allows
for replication by other researchers, As a research strategy, it is
well suiled to hypothesis testing.

2) II more than adequately allows for a macro-level perspective of
patte rns of fC:IO= allocation and strategic decision-making. It
allows a researcher to track shifting locations of activity, changing
lype$ of activitics, and frequency of activily by members of both
sides or an issue.

J) There is a minimum of other data sources that a researcher can
systematically utilize for this type of research.

II is generally agreed that Ihis type of data portrays "the rate of

involvement of various groups over time, the different patterns of activity

manifest by various panics to the contlict _ and the interaction of various

groups over time' (McAdam, 1982:235).

While there lIlay be advantages in using more than one Dews source for

this type of project, there is evidence 10 suppon the choice of The New York

l:imn if resource limitations proscribe use of just one newspaper. The~

is recognized as the paper of record. Hardly a major event transpires without

some mention in the paper.s II is for this reason that The New York Times

I The New York Time:; is a logical choice of newspapers to code for eaticeal
government and social movement activity. In the words of Leon Sigal (1973:47),
"because of their extensive readership among the politically influential., the~
and (Washington) flw. function as something akin to house organs for the
political elite.' As far as social movement activists are concerned, Gitlin cites
movement organizers' respect for coverage of their activities in The New York
Iim..c:i as well. He quotes from an SDS (Students for a Democratic Society)
organizer's paper delivered at an SDS conference: 'On the West Coast, il is said
tha t ynu have to read The New York Times to find out ....hal SOS is doing
nationally" ( 1980:300).
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has been used in other important studies as an authoritative source of

information (Etzioni, 1970; Sigal, 1973; Jenldns and Perrow, 1m; Gillin, 1980;

McAdam, 1982, 1983, Costai.o, 1988).

But the technique of events coding does DOt get at more qualitative

dimensions of soda! movement and state aetivil)'. Agenda-setting can be a

broad, sometimes nebulous ccecept, It involves danges in the definition of

public problems, changes in the range of solutions available to solve problems,

and shifts in the nature of political ccerue.

To obtain ibis type of infurmatieu, I complemented (and verified) lilt

events coded with personal interviews of important government, social

movement, and corporate actors personally involved with the policy debate

over U.s. relations with South Afrita during the 1980's (Appeodix C). 1 also

engaged in a thorough review of previously published literature which

censiders the history of United States/South Africa policy and development of

the ami-apartheid movement, read information produced by organizations

actively involved in the anti-apartheid movement (Appendix D), and poured

througb transcripts of Congressional hearings held between 1978 10 1986 ttl

consider the nature of U.S. poli<.y relations with South Abica.

In sum, my research design consists of a comhination of quantitative

and quali tative techniques. The U5e of an events data set makes it possible to

track the frequency of activity, mifting tactics, and changing eoaliticns of actors

along a time dirnen5iolL Qualitative research is used to further investigate

5hifting definitions of the public problem and corollary wlulions. This
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COlIlpoD~ nl of the research also affords a look al dimensioes of in teractions not

reflected in media coverage of events.

OVERVIEW

The traditional policy literanrre, the social movement lite rature, and the

agenda-selti ng literature are reviewed in the~ chapter. 1ltis chapter

establishes the potential importance of social movements in the pc...litical

innoVation process and develops a unique conceptual framework for

understanding the factors which facilitate entry of new issues onto the policy

agenda. This framework is then applied in the research chapters.

Chapter m~Iores the historical policy relationship between the

United States and SourJI Africa, and then examines the origins and

development of anti-apartheid sentiment in the United States through the

1950's. 'This history provides an importaru context for understanding

contemporary activity. Two central points arc establis.hed in this chapter.

First, United States pol icy relations with South Africa have historically been

based in mutual economic and geo-strategic inlt res!!.. In terest in the apanheid

system bas traditionally been a secondary concern for U.s. policy-makers. The

United Stales was williDg to challenge apanheid ollly to the extent that

primary economic and gee-strategic interests would not be threatened. Second,

the stable relationship existing between the United Slates and Soum Africa

throughou t much of the twentieth century was unraveling as the 1960's

approached.
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Oapten IV, V and VI eumine the anti-apartbeid ~ment and

United Stales policy re la tioos with Soutb AfTic'a in the 196Us. 197O"s and

19811" rc:spcctiwly. These dlapten juxtapose social _menl ldivity.

iDdudinj: _meal developmeru aDd the depIoymem of rcsourul. apinsl: 1M

evolutioD of United Stales policy toward South Afric:a. An uWym St:aion at

the end of ncb chapter integrates 1n000menlldMty with policy developments.

For heuristic PUrpose$, these chapten are divided and organized by decade.

The division by decades is panicularly useful given their eiese correspondence

to presideatial electioll cydes.

As the traditioul policy Iiterarure wou.Id suggeu. pruidtmli~ initiatives

!ended to dominate Ibis foreign policy area between 1960 and the mid- 19ll1J'5.

Tbc Ketmedy and Jolmsoo. adminiurations were more critieal of South Afria

aDd aputbeid tlwI Presidents NiKou and Ford.. J>railknt Cuter spoke out

againsI apartheid as pan ol a broader cona: ro with international hu man rights..

President Reagan SW\UIg the pendulum in the Ol:Mr direction and established a

relatively close aIlian<:e with South Africa.

On the other band, anti-apartheld sentiment has deep roolS in the

United Statu I broad based anti-apartheid IIlO\'ement wilh ties 10 the civil

rights, re ligious, and studCll! communities had bee n o rganizing in the United

Sute5 since lhe 1960's. In the period between 1960 and 1986, me ;ll1ti·

apartheid ~melll e:opanded IU~ of suppon. accumul .m :d and mobtli:red

resourR:S and &~Mn.l1y developed IU capacity to influcl'lC't policy.

ChiplU V1 is paniailarly important beca~ it is durilll me 1980'1 Ihal

lhe anti-aparthd d_m~:lt ~~ritn~d grUl~lt aeeess 10 lh<: lIalion:J,l policy
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process. Comprehensive economic $3JIctiOD:S moved 10 the governmental

agenda in the late 1970's and to the decisiOD agenda of Congress by 1983.

This raisins of the anti-apartheid iMuc to the policy agenda was primarily

facilitated by legislative a~on however, DOt tile anti-apartheid movcmcnL By

the tnid·t980'!, Ccngress was Q'lmmitted to challenging: the Reagan doctrine on

South Africa-<:onstnlctive engagement-and seizing eeecot of Ibis foreign

poUq area. This battle between the legblative and executive branches

refl cf; ted a broader set of tellSions ever foreign policy eeteucns brewing

be tween the two branches since the early Seventies.

At the end of 1984, just after the House supponed economic sanctions

and the Senate narrowly defeated the legislation, the anti-apanheid movement

experienced rapid mobilization in the United Slate$. At this point the

movement was able to redefine the meaning of the apartheid issue, mobilize a

broad-based coalition of interests, and influence public opinion. More

specifically, the anti-apartheid movement successfully redefined the issue, not

as an abstract foreign policy concern, but as a tangible, domestic. civil rights

issue. In some circlet, constructive engagement became a metaphor for the

inequities of the Reagan domestic agenda. The anti-apanheid movement was

able to promote these themes and mobilize the traditional civil rights

constituency in the United States. A1so, the movement was able to mobilize

public opinion to challenge economic and trade relationships between the

United States and South Africa because they offer material and symbolic

support for apartheid. Anri-apanheid legislation imposing comprehensive
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eeceermc 5lLnetions against South Africa was enacted during this period.

Chapter VI closely examjnes the dynamics behiDd this policy shift.

Fmally, Chapter vn draws coDclusions about the ability of social

movements to influence the policy process in the United States. A summary of

the lindinp and their implications are presented. Theoretical and

methodological lessons from this research are then offered in the form of

suggestiollS for future research,

In brief, while the anti·apanheid movement did not put economic

sanctions Oil the poliq agenda, it was able 10 influence the policy process. It

was able 10 push adoption of 5lLnctions against South Africa furthe r, faster than

would otherwise have been the ease.

While the movement had bee n growing wonger between 1960 and

1986, it was onJy able to influence the policy process once the political

elJVironment shifted. A window of opportunity for movement influence was

created 01,11 of the battle between the legislative and executive branches ove r

conlTol of this foreign policy area. In this case study, social movement

influence emerged from a dialectical relationship between the capacity of the

movement to tenueeee policy and the window of opponvnity ereated from

these tensions.

This r6eareh is signifieant because il initiales a ualque dialogve

between the polity process, social movement and agenda-seuing literatures. It

establishes the importance of bringing social movements into the polity

literature as a legitimate meebanism of linkage between citizen Interests and
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the policy process. By extension, this ciissenatioD broadens the political

5cien<:e undemanding or democratic p.oceso In the United States.

Furthermore. this researdl pushes the bouDdaries of the agenda-selting

literature by moving beyoDd the traditional notion of linear relanollSbips

between inlere$l:l and policy. Rclatioaships between soda! movements and tile

poLiq process are dialectical and complu. This diBenatiOD aniculates this

dynaIllic in great detail with respect 10 the relationship between the aDD'

apartheid movemenl and the policy proceS$ in the United StalC1.
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POUTICAL INNOVATION AND SOCIAL MOVEMEl-rr ACIlVlTY:

CITIZENS, POUCY, AND DYNAMICS O F OiANGE

The American political system bears the burden of balancing elite

eoeccr over the governing process with sensitivity to citizen interests.

MediatiDg institutions such as electio ns, inte rest groups, political parties, and

the media provide essential linkages between citizens and policy-makers.

The United States political system is insulated from direa citizen eoaect,

Policy tends to change in small. incremental steps.

But there are occasions when large scale policy changes, also known

as political innovations, transpire. Very few political scientists have

researched this phenomenon, ~t the scholarship that exists suggests l!lat

social movement activity is a potentially important influe nce in the

production of political innovation. However, the specific dynamics by which

social movements participate in the public policy process have yet to be

articulated.
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This chapter reviews. and integrates, three lite ra tures-the public

policy litera ture. the social movement literature. and the agenda-setting

literature- into a conceptual framework for examining the role of social

movements in the production of political iDllovatioll. The first sectiOD

eu mjoe5 the pbenomcDolI of political innovation 115 a public policy

constrUe! and argues thai social movements can be important to the political

innovatioo policy process.

To appreciate the specific poUcy role of social movements, it is

jmpcrtaat 10 understand bow social movements become organized 10 act as

political forces. Therefore" the second section of this chapte r reviews the

litera ture on $OciaI movement growtb and development, &Ild social

movement strategy and tactics.

The final section of this chapte r argues that the agenda-setting

literature provides a useful guide for ferreting out important dynamics

between movements and policy-makers which arc missing from the policy

and social movement literatures. The parameters of an agenda-setting

framework, designed 10 integra te social movement activity into the political

innovation policy process, arc outlined bere.

In subsequent ebapters, the agenda-setting framework serves as an

analytic guide to understanding the relationship between the United States

anti ·apanheid movement and the making of Uni ted States-South Africa

foreign policy between 1960 and 1986.
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TIlE PUBUC POUCY PROCESS AND POUI1CAL IN'NQVATION

In the political science literature, policy changes are believed to

oecut in incremental steps. There arc occasions, however, when

llooinc:rcmcotal, large scale policy changes take place. These cases of

political innovation have received little attention in the political science

ureranee. This section presents a detailed look al the incrementalist and

political innovation literatures. I argue thai while the study of

incrementalism Iccuses researchers on the policy-making roles of established

institutions and elites, the Study of political innovation leads resea rchers to

broaden their understanding of the public policy process to include social

movements as potentially powerful fO fce$ in the making of public policy.

Pluralism, tbe guiding paradigm of the United States political system,

is rooted in consensual assumptions about society. AJthough people may

suuggle to bave their individual inte rests represented in tbe policy-making

process, mey still share support for the norms and values of society. The

outcome of this precess-public policy-reflects the equilibrium of citizen

interests. Policy changes incrementally as societal interests move from one

equilib ria to another.

I.n the United States, politics are said to be "pluralistic" because

people are able to organize into groups and express their political interests

(Truman, 1951; Latham, 1965). Public officials derive their authority from

the citizenry and are ultimately responsible to it. A wide variety of interests

struggle 10 influence the policy process. Pluralist theory draws attention to
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boW ciOun iIlten$u are mediated by formal imtilUtioas wbidl filte r.

lD...age.. aggJepte. llticulate. and ul timately link public opinion 10 me

policy-making role OIl public offk:iah. Thew fonnal linbge imtitutiOllS

iDdude interest poups. poI.iti<:a1 parties.. the mass media, and the elec:totaJ

process. In its lDOSI basic form, plurallim considers the government to be

little more man a neutral broker of group struggle (Dahl. 1961; T ruman,

1951),·

Public policy is conside red 10 be action taken by national. sta le.

county and municipal authorities in response 10 problems and concerns

U:rvoM.cg COllSCquCIlCe$ of a public naNre (ADdcISOll, 1975). It is a produa

01 1 political process wbidl translates citizen prtfercllCe$ intO the

authoritative aUocatioa of public resource$. 1D brier, public opinioa and

aggrepted interests arc inpuo into the political system and policy is tbe

output (&$100. 1965).

The policy·making process is ~nerally thought to proceed through a

series of discrete phases: proble m identification. agenda-setting, policy

formulation, policy deliberation, and policy implementation (Ande~D,

1915; Jones, 1977). The study of these phases provides a forum for scholars

10 examine legislative., judicial. and eJ{CQJtive branch activity as weD IS the

role of linkage institutions.

, There i:I. a wide range of litera tu res critiquing tIlit CODecpt of a oeuual
p e rnme ol, both fronl within the pluralist model and from ouWdc the model
These aitiques are raised in the lo«'ODd !ieClion 0( 11m cbapler.
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While it is desirable for policy to ra tionally proceed through these

discrete phases, resource limitations make it infeasible for policy-makers to

conduct an ohjcaNe. comprehensive review of every public issue thai comes

before them (Braybrooke and lindblolll, 1963; llndblom, 1959). The policy

process is more realistically chatac:tct'iud by policy-makers "mutually

adjusting" their interests through compromise and bargaining as they work

to ceustruct supportive majorities al each successive stage of the policy

process. Policy-makers engage in satisficing (satisfying and sufficing)

behavior. a limited number of poliq solutions arc considered and the fiB!

solution to minimally satisfy each poliey-maker's interests is adopted.'

The most efficient and practical satisficing strategy is for policy-

makers 10 make minor alterations 10 previously successful policy decisions.

II is for this reason that policy change lypically comes in small, increme ntal

steps. Through this process, system consensus and stability is maintained.

ibis model of poliq-maldog bas been appropriately labe lled "disjoin ted

incrementalism" (Undblom. 1968. 1959; Braybrooke and Lindblom, 1963).

While stability and consensus ebaracterize most policy-making

initiatives, there is cwrenl research wbich argues that elements of confliCi

and poliq change are also present witbiD the American political system,

Nonincremental poHq cbange is known to take place, and, social

1 The concept of satisficing was firsl developed by Herbert Simon's (I957)
descri ption nf human reasoning. Wildavsky applies Ibis concept to the policy­
making process in his landmark srudy The Politics of the BudeetaQ' Process.
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movements can. under proper conditions, influence the noniacremental

policy process.

Interestingly, Braybrooke and Lindblom (1963), the pionec!1 of three

decades of scbolarship on the incremental policy process, suggest the

theoretical possibility that neaineremental policy change caD take place.

Noniocremeotal policies. according to Braybrooke and Undblom, are

,baracterized by a significant departure from past policy choices and

minimal unde rstanding of policy consequences. Labeled the arca of "Wars,

Revolutions, Crises, and Grand Opportunities; Braybrooke and Lindblom

suggest that Jll3.5,S (anned) political conflict or natural disasters can be the

catalyst to large policy changes, In these situations, legislalon may bow to

external pressures out of self-interest and forego the standard increme ntal

bargaining process.

Until rece ntly, there hll$ been a paucilY of research on the dynamics

of policy Innovation and change, In 1984, Nelson Polsby began to explore

these dynamics with grounded research. In Political InnOVlll jon in America"

The Poljtics of PoljQ' Initjation. Polsby raised bu own de finition of policy

innovations (1984:8):

1) lnoovations are relatively large-sea.le phenomeoa, highly visib le
to political ac!ors and observers:

2) Innovations embody from at least one point of view a break
with preceding governmental responses 10 the range of
problems 10 which they are addressed; and,

3) Unlike major "m sis," with which they share the preceding
traits, innovations have institu lional o r societal effe cts thaI are
in a sense "lasting,"
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Using this definition, Polsby selected eigb1 case studies of policy

innovation for cle»e examinatien; dvilian control of atomic energy. creation

of the National seeeee Foundation, the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, the

Truman Doctrine, aid to Greece and Turkey, formation of the Peace Corps,

the Council of Economic Advison, National Health Insurance for the aged,

aad loc:al. participation in Community Action Prognm5.

Examination of these case studies revealed that political innovation

may be a byproduct of institutional in-lighting or a reflection of deeper

a:lDtlicr: in society. More specifically, according to Polslly. the political

innovatioD process 5WTOUoding the selected case studies clusters around two

ideal models: the incubated model and the acute model Slow, deliberate

review of polic:y choices dlaraeterizcs the incubated model of policy

innovatioD.. Policy alternatives are researched thoroughly. Demand fo r

innovation develops at a s.low pace and is often embroiled within partisan

con1liet Pobby's research demonstrates that passage of Medicare, the

Peace Corpi, and the Council of Economic Advisors reflect the incubated

model of policy innovation.

In contrast, acute innovations develop out of sudden, widespread.

public demand for a particular policy solution. The policy process is

characterized by a rush to meet new demands rather than based upon

tbougbdul research and deliberation. Policy solutiollS are framed in terms

of a m ass appeal which alienates few members of the public. While the

incubate d model of policy innovation corresponds more clO5Cly 10 a process

dominated by poli tical im iders a nd bureaucrats, the acu te model sugge$lS
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the potential of social movement acton to activate public demand and

inDuence policy decisiollS. In Polsby's research, civilian control of atomic

energy, tbe Truman Doctrine and the Community Action Program fall intO

the acute model of policy innovation.

Polsby's W'Ork, in su.lIllILaf)'. shows thai both institutional and

IlOninstitutional interests can be involved in the policy innovation process.

Incuba ted innovations lend to be based solely within institutional politics.

ACUle innovations, while possibly initiated by institu tional forces. may also

be ini tiated by social movements and protest activity which captures the

public conscience and translates feelings of dissatid action into broad-based

public demand for reforms. M Walker (1966:294) notes;

Ooe major eoesequeaee (function, if you will) of social movements is
10 break society's log jams, to prevent ossificatioll in the political
system, 10 prompt and justify major innovations in social policy and
economic organization.

Charles O. Jones raised the possibility of a relationship between

social movement activity and policy innovations in Clean Air. his classic C3Sl!

study of air pollution politics. While pollution had been a concern in local

communities for some time. the environme ntal movement of the 1970'5

helped to define pollution as a national issue and move the issue to the

national policy agenda. The movement began to mobilize national support

and focus it into wide-spread popular demand for national anti-pollution

legislation 00 Eanh Day, April 22, 1970. As Jones (1975:146) comments:

Panidpation proved to be quite phenomenal: literally thousands of
schools and orgawriollS staged demonstrations. sit-ins. automobile
burials. debates. and harassment of various industries. There was
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little or no violence. Te levision coverage was extensive, both on
local and national network news programs.

National poliq-makers responded to this Intense public pressure wilh

innovative, experimental, legislation. Some policy actors supponed this

legislation out of their 'perceptions of wbat was necessary to meet public

demands" (Jones, 1975:176). Other policy actors, according 10 Jones, seized

upon "grand opportunities" created by the popularity of this issue. Jones

(1975:178) gives an example:

Increased public concern about the environment, therefore, not only
provided President Nixon with a theme for the domestic portion of
his 1910 State of the UniOD address, b UI also served as a diversionary
issue from Vietnam. like many middle-class suburbanites, the
president was surely willing to find an issue 00 which be could join
forces with young people.

The Oean Air Amendments of 1970 (ame nding the Air Quality Ad

of 1967) passed quickly through the House and Senate. "Instead of a

majority having to be constructed for a policy, (this) policy had to be

ecesruetec for a majority" (Jones, 1975:176). This legislation mandated

compliance with air pollution standards thai went beyond existing technical

capabilities of implementation. Th e Clean Air Acts provide an example of

an acute innovation where social movements played an intricate ro le in the

policy process. Indeed, a policy analysis of clean air politics would be

incomple te without an examination of the coDtnllutions of the

environmental movement.

Wbe n the political science literature moves beyond assumptions of

increme ntal policy change it suggests that noninstitutional forces, such as

social move me nts, can be panicularly important in the ir ability to influence
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we public polley precess. When this occurs, social movements censtitu te

another fonn of linkage between citizens and the stalC. However, though

the political innovation literature establishes thai social movements

potentially play an active role in the making of public policy, this lite rature

is rather vague about the specific dynamics which chan.cterize movement

involvemeot ill the political precess,

Before understanding how $OciaI movemeots affect the political

innovation process. it U imponant to discern the differences between social

movements and more traditional poli<:y teneenees like interest groups and

political parties. Knowledge of these differeoce$ leads to an appreciation of

the goals and obj ectives of social movements. and the logic behind social

movement activity. These issues are reviewed in the next sectioo of this

ehapte r.

SOCIAL MOVEMENTS: ORIGINS AND ACTIVTIY

Social ~mcots arc a noninstitu tional form of political

participation. They aggregate and articu late concerns ....hich lack a voice

within mort traditional linkage institutions. In this sense, social movements

edst in relation to a political system unresponsive 10 the interests and

demands of their participants. Social movements operate, therefore, as an

additional channe l of linkage in American polilia.

As mentioned, the pluralist paradigm assumes that eitizens have the

capacity to organize into groups. to mobilize resources, to voice their

interests in the political system. and thaI polity reneets the equilibrium of
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group interests. 'Ibis process will nOI work, however, if the government fails

to re main a neutral mediator of group 5ll1lgglc.

The COlICCpt of "neutr2l" government has been critiqued from a range

of perspectives. operating withiD the pluralist paradigm and outside iL

Scbauscbneider (1960) laments that in the United States, "the chorus of

democracy sings with an upper class barmony;" democracy favors those

endowed with greater resources such as money. prestige, and technology

(Schattsehncidcr, 1960; McConnell, 1966; Green, er al. 1m).

From I slightly diffe rent perspective, Lindblom (1m ) critiques the

neutrality of government when he speaks of a "privileged" position in the

pol.u:y process for corporate interests responsible for maintaining a

profitable economy. And, hom a third point of view, some argue that

geverumeut functions primarily to promote the structural needs of

capitalism: accumu lation and legitimation (O'Connor, 1973).

These critiques share a belief thai government acts as a gatekeeper

in the political system; it is a biased mediator of group suuggle.

Government may, al times, limit access to the policy-making process to a

narrow range of opinions and interests.

Endorsing this argument, Gamson (1975) believes that citizen

Interests can be divided into two categories: member interests and

challenger in terests. Interests Ihat support the values, nonns and goals of

the political system, and are accepted by the government a5 legitimate

participants in the political process, are known as me mber interests. They

are me mbers of the polity and enjoy routine access to the governmenl
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through member organiz.atiollS such as interest groups and political parties.

Member organizations support me polity and the particular social. political,

and economic structures which form its foundation.

In contraSt, interests which bear lID antagonistic re lationship to the

political system, thai challenge me inlerests of the government. and are

routinely denied access to the policy p rocess, lie outside the polity and an

rden ed to as challenger interests. This concept is relational: challeoger

interests are, in essence. creations of a self-Interested, gatekeeping.

governmeOL For member Interests, the pluralist ecmeeuce tha t policy

reflects an equilibrium of forces may have some validity. According to

Gamson (1975:141):

(Group) theory is a portrait of the inside of the political arena.
There one sees a more or less orderly conlest, carried out by the
classic pluralism rules of bargaining, lobbying, logrolliog, coalition
formation, negotiation, and compromise.

But for challenger interests, the pluralist framework is 001 sensitive

to lhe gate keeping mechanisms of government and the activities challenger

interests must undenake 10 create a voice in the policy process. How do

challenger interests respond to gatekuping? Typically, the costs of

continued participation in the political system are excessive (Olson. 1965).

Apathy can be. therefore, a rational reaction to an unresponsive political

system (Walker. 1966). Another type of response to the de nial of formal

access to the political system is participation through other channels.

Whether people become apathe tic or active in the face of unresponsive
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institutions is related to the costs, benefits, and perceived opportunities of

continued participation (Eisinger. 1973).

1rJ eonsuucting Social Problems. Spector and Kitsuse make this

argument with their anal)'$is of social problem development, also known as

elaims.makiag aerlvity. While daims-making activity is rooted in objective

conditions, they argue thai the nature of the claim itself is socially defined.

"Definitions of conditions as social problems are constructed by members of

a society who altempt to call attention to situations they find repugnant and

who try to mobilize the institutions to do something about them" (Spector

and Kitsuse, 1977:78). Oairns are created within a socially defined context

and the nature of these claims., in part, reflects the opponunities for

resolution created by social-political institutions.

Pivca and Ooward ( 1977) argue thai citizens with chal lenger

interests tend to first assume that the greatest opportunities for claims-

making lie in electoral mechanisms. According to Piven a nd Cloward

(1977: 15):

In the United States the principal structuring institution, at least in
the early phases of protest, is the electoral-representative
system-Ordinarily defiance is first expressed in the votiDg booth
simply because, whether defiant or net, people have been socialized
within a political culture that defines voting as the mechanism
through which political change can and should properly occur.

Once political actors perceive that elections and other institutions fail

to effectively translate their demands into public policy, they may move to

other forms of participation,

But when people are thus encouraged in spiril without being
appeased in fact, the ir defiance may escape the bour.daries of
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e\ecUlnJ rinuh.. aDd evape tM bOl!Jndl"i~~ by the
politieal DOmlIi of the eleetoraJ.reprCKntadvc S)'5tern in gcoem
TheY tna)' iDdee4 eeeeee ~bellious. bul wbile their rebe llion often
appears dJaotic from the perspective of c:ouveDOOIla1 AmcriQll
politia. or from tile perspective of some organizen., it is 1101 chaotic
at aU; it is structured political bcbavior (Pivco and O oward. Im:18).

Political and soda.! conditions thus 5tI'\Ietul'C opportunities for dWellS

10 pvticipalC in political activiay. Oa. an individual level. people may uy 10

opras discoIItcnt in the clcetonl pn>ceU. Wheo wit efforts ue

frustrated, they may rebel, u iDdividuab, a.pinJ1 the political $)'Ste m. 01",

individuals widl challenger intCfe$t$ may group together to promote their

interests through no Dinsti tutional ized fol'1Il5 of participation.

Soc:i.al movemcllt$ arc important vehicles for the expre»ioa of

dWICllIc r mtcrcsu. Tbey are, accordiD& 10 J o Frccm.i.D (l97S), "ooc of the

prinWY muns of sod·liring eonfIkl: of taking private disputes aDd making

them pol.itical~· 1bey differ from interest JIllUPS and other member

orgarUz.alioDS in their lack of formal a«es$ 10 the political S)'$lcm and their

propensity to use disruptive tactics such as direct action and civil

disobediern:e to promole their interests.

imporurlee of elites and iDstirutiom, Pability, aDd COIlSensul-bave cnatcd a

bAs ill the politk:aJ sdCDCe lite tltutC against srodyin& nonjmtirutioDal socia.I

mO\lCmCnl activity. In fact, there is • body of literature in political science

wllicb denigrates social mcvemenu as a ponlegitimate form of politica.l

e:cpreuioa. Sodal tnOYemeot$ are ICCUSed of attracting psydJologica.lly

Dw'poal people witb &democratic Yalues (Lipsel, 1960). They are also
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charged. with threatening [0 overwhelm and u.adermiDe the political system

with excessive demands (Huntington, 1968).

Although political $dentists lend 10 overlook the imponancc of social

movements in the policy precess, there is a rich body of sociological

literature whicll addresses many of the fundamental issues surrounding the

origins and activity of social movcmcot!. The sociological literature on

social movements was dominated from the 1960'5 to the early 1970'5 by

relative deprivation theory. This pcnpeetivc asserts thaI social movement

activity is rooted in the subjective perception of disadvantage re lative 10

other groups in society. Increased levels of grievance, often attributed to

suuaural straiD or dis location, is a precondition to social movement activity.

Collective action is a means for redressing these grievances (Smelser, 1963;

Ourr, 1970).

A critique of relative deprivation theory emerged during the 1970's.

McCarthy and zaJd (1977) found the evidence supporting a relat ionship

between grievance levels and movement activity "ambiguous' a t best.

Gurney and Tierney (1982:35) attribute the lack of empirical support for

relative deprivation theory to internal weaknesses io the "relationsblp

between objective conditions and perceptions." While re lative deprivation

offers insight into the importance of understanding the nature o f grievance,

it offers Iitde information abour how challenger interests ultimately

crystallize into social movement organizations.

Resource mobiliza tion the ory was developed as a response to the

weaknesses of re lative de privation theory. This theory assumes that



32

grievance is a constant byproduct of inslitutionaJ activity and therefore an

inSufficient explanatioll of wby social meeemems emerge (McCarthy and

Zald. 19n; Piven and Ooward, 1971; Je llldns, 1983; TlIly, 1978; Oberscball,

1973). Instead, resource mobilization theorists argue thai $Ocial movements

-rcrrc because of long-Ierm changes in group resources, organization. and

opportuniti es for ecuecwe action" (Jenkins, 1983:530). These resources can

be tangible such as money, office space. and sources of publicity; or,

resources can be intangible such as organizing cJqlertisc, lime,

communication networks, and other people-oriented resources (Freeman,

1919). According 10 resource mobilil.ation theory, challenger interests able

to accumulate resources are more likely 10 be transformed into social

mcvemems than interests unable to accumulate resources.

In order to analyze why specific interests organize into social

movements, Jenkins (1983) suggests "the need for a multifaetored approach

to the problem of movement formation" (p. 532). He cites Fireman and

Rytina's (1982) development of a "threshold model" of resources. Beyond

certain thresholds. additiooal resources add little to the emergence: of a

movement, Presumably though, tbtesbold levels of resources, grievance$,

organization and opportunities need to be present for a movement to

emerge. "l.o general, a multifactored approach is more useful than

McCarthy and Zald's exclusive emphasis 0 11 organizational resources"

(Jenltins, 1983:532).

Thus, challenger interests emerge as a byproduct of institut ional

governme ntal activity and, under proper conditions, challenger interests may
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evolve iDlO sodal movemenlS. Social movements differ from more

traditioaal tinkale TIM'('b.njsm in that they Iaek routine acceu 10 the policy

pnx:eu aDd an: b"kely to engage iD dina actioa to prtllDOtC tbeif mu rau.

A Dumber 01 questious remain 10 be a.aswered: How do social

III(JYcmentS pursue political goals? Are they able 10 influence the public

policy prate"? How do social movements interact wir.h policy-makers in

their ( floru to create linkages between dliuo interests and the political

5)'5lem? In the Den secdon, these cencerns are colISidered and a framework

for guiding reKal'Ch in this area is developed.

If _ are 10 investigate the reb.\ion$hip between~ _meolS

and lA.~ poIK:y-making. it is important 10 first specify the stage in the

policy proeess wbere social movements ean potentiaUy have the glUIest

impaa. Cobb and Elder (1m) and albers (Pran. 1976: Cobb. Ross and

Ross, 1976) argue that me agenda-setting Siage is the IDOSI appropriate

place for ullcifating wcial movements uuc the polky-making process.

AD ageoda-5CttiD& framework is I plleotially useful tool ror

evaluating the dy!laInie relationsbip between social movements and the

public policy proceu (Cobb and Elder. 197'2; Pratt, 1976: Cobb. Ross and

Ross. 1976). This framework focuses primarily upon "the~ "" wbien

Qemand$ of variouf, groups in the population are translated UIIO items vying

for the seriO\l$ ancotion of public otrldals...: (Cobb. R0s.5 and Rou.,

1976:126). II assumes thai though the policy :l.genda may be laden ..ilh
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opportwtities can arise for new issues 10 move to the policy agenda. As

Jones notes (1977:36):

We can simply record that gow: rnmental agenda-setting processes
rnay well favor some groups and their problem definitions over
othen, or even actively pre~nt access for cenain interests.

An ageoda-setting framework draws anention to the Strategy and

tactics inte rests use 10 move issues 10 the policy agenda (Kingdon, 1984). In

the case of social movements, an agenda-setting framework Is capable of

eonsidering the resistance that movement a<:lon encounter from

governmental gatekeepen and tlte special activities movements must initiate

10 have a voice in the public policy process.

When analyzing the public policy process. it ts conceptually useful to

think in terms of three Iypes of policy agendas: the systemic agenda. the

governmental agenda and the decision agenda. The svstemj( agenda

consists of problems political actors argue are deserving of public resolut ion.

Once policy·maken regard an issue as legitimate and worthy of

consideration, the issue moves to the SOVtrnmemal agtnda (Cobb and

Elder, 19n). FinaUy, the decision agenda includes proposals receiving the

immediate attention of policy-maken (Kingdon, 1984). The decision agenda

directly precedes the deliberation and selection of policy options.

In Agtndas AltemiUmS. and PubHc Politits. John Kingdon pre sents

a succinct analysis of how changes in problem, policy. and political ·strearos"

facilitate movement of issues between the systemic, governmental and

decision agendas. Problem SlrtamS encompass competing definitions and
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interpretations of public problems. Problem streams can be thrown into flux

by etses, personal esperience, symbol manipulation, and feedback, fQli.Q:

m eams are defined by the range of available solutions 10 public problems.

Factors sucb as lbe gradual accumulation of knowledge in a policy area and

the generation of policy proposals by researchers and scbclars can affect the

ebarac:tcr of prevailing policy streams. Finally, poljtical sueams involve tbe

essence of politics: power relatiOIl$hips among contending Interests.

Political streams can be influenced by elections, public opinion., the media

and deployment of resources by inte rest groups. Kingdon contends that

while changes in any one stream can facilitate placement of an issue onto

the governmental agenda, changes in all three streams are necessary for

iMues to move from the governmental to the decision agenda,

Social movements, like interest groups. strategically manage their

resources to influence problem, policy, and political streams (Oberschall,

1973; Gamsen, 1975; McCarthy and Zald, 1m, T illy, 1978). They may

attempt to influence problem streams by focusing attention on new issues o r

by raising new Interpreta tions of old issues. Movements can try to influence

policy streams by critiquing current policies and by promoting innova tive

Ideas, Finally, ~al movements can affect political streams by building

eoenucas with other political interests and organizations, and by capital izing

on their access 10 institutional resources.

Normally, problem, policy and poli tical streams are dominated by the

uneresrs of ins tltu tlcnal actors. Interest groups., for example, can employ

voting, lobbying. letter writing, campaigning, and o ther instlnnlonal forms of
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~ of interesu denied access 10 imtitu tioDal paths for iDllllencing

probIelD. policy and politia.l 5b'ea.IDS, they mug tunl. 10 oonimtitutional

~ths to infhH,1ICC these strumS.

SociaIlDO\Iemenu caD attempt to inDllenee SlreaJDS througll two

general types of strategies: leverage manipulation and expansion of the

scope of eonflicL'With leverage manipulation, cbalIenger groups attempt 10

maneuver their wgel groups' into a bargaining posi tion through tile use of

'Dega~ inducemenu' (Piven and Coward, 1m, Gamson, 197:5, Lipsky,

1970). Obcndlall (1979:46) de:scn"bes this silUalioo:

The dtalIen&en make life so unpIeasanl for !he talJe1 poup that the
wgel's welfare is diminisbed-The challenger __ is in I posi tion 10
offer !he WJel $OIDClhin& thaI wiD iDcrease his welfare.: he offers 10
desiu from threalS, d.i.snlption, and violence in relUnl for the
collective &ood he is seekina-

Leve~ manipulation through noninstilUliona.I IaCtia like strikes,

boycotts, civil disobedience, rioting. sabolage and eueriI1a warfare caD

influence problem streams by bringing attention 10 movement demands,

affect policy stJeanu by forcing acceptance of movement solutions, and

affect political streams by redefiJ1ing ee bargaining re lationship between

I These !Wo stralepes are presented as ideall)peS for bewistie purposes only. In
the real world, social IDO\Iemetil strateiY rypicaIly combiDe thew two stntegits.

• Targel groups are tbose poups which have the cajW.'ity 10 satisfy social
movement goals. The wget poup of polilieallnO'iemenu i:I., typic:aIly,
p emmenr policy-naken. In some c:ases, sociaIlJIO\oe menu W1el corporalions
.. bose policies impact directly upon lbeit empl~es an4/or tbe larger public
(Boyte. 1980). Also, dWlenger groups may simulunc:ousIy wgel government31
and carpcrate aetMty.
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movements and the ir wgtts. In a review of S3 challenger organizations

operating between 1880-1945. Qa.JIl$()D (1975) found that those groups which

created disruption through use of 'negative inducements' were mere likely to

have a higher than average success rate ill promoting their goals than

challenger organizations which employed non-dimtptive tactics.

A second b roadly-defined stralegy that sociaI lIIOYcments can pursue

to affect problem, political and policy streams is altering the mobilization of

bias by expanding the scope of conflict. More specifically, movements work

to mobilize other interests (both member and challenger) to intervene in

the political 5)'5tcm on their behalf (lipsky. 1970; Sdlanschneidcr. 1960).

Dcmonstnltioll$, pkkcting, general education campaigns, hunger

strikes, aDd other symbolic campaigns are often designed to encourage

sympathetic third parties to Intervene in the political process on behalf of

challenger interests. Wilh suppa" from cu ers, !oOcial movements can

reshape political streams, as well as problem streams, by building coali tions

and fOCU$ing new attention 011 their Issues, They can affect policy streams

by pelluading others to consider their policy propoials.

III summary, we have seen thai the political innovation literature

suggests that social movements can influence the policy process. And, social

move me nts can be most influential at the agenda-setting stage of this

process. The poli tical innovation and agenda-setting llteramres are

complementary. Both acknowledge Ihat policy agendas are not fixed; there

is a sense of ' policy windows,· known elsewhere as ' opportunity structures'

(Eisinger, 1973), in both literatures. Conditions can converge 10 create
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open windows Of new opportunities for different issues and iImovati¥e

~utiOll5 011 me pemmental and ded5ioa agendas.. O anges ill probIClll,

policy. and politicLI mums infIUCDc:c the opening of tbex wiDdl:lwl or

opponunitic;$ ('Ki.lIgdo1l, 1984; PoIsby. 1984; 1..eviDe, 1985; Mumper, 1987).

A1so, both literatures ~me wt I variery of political acton CiUI

facilitate issue movement bctween the systemic, governmental and decision

agendas: interest groups. political panic," policy experts and policy-makers

are prominent in me incubated model; broad public demand or widespread

disruption, WtllctiJncs rnobiliud by social movemcots, may be prominent in

lIle acute model of politic:al innovation.

In the chaplC~ thai foUOOII, a unique and origia.al agenda-letting

fnmework is applied to 1.11 I.Do1..IyY$ of the relarionship berweeo IIo'ltioa.al

policy-makers 5hapina: United States re lations with South Africa and tbe

anti-apanMid movement beeeeea 1960 and 1986. 1bc: pinnade ol this

relationship was pa.uagc o f the Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Aa of 1986,

aDexample of poli tically innovative legislation.

In particular, the agenda-sclting anal)'$is which foUows considers: I)

the nature of the (:OnIDa between !oOCiaI movement and govcrnmeotal

interests; 2) the watcpes and taeti C$ puoucd by me anti-apartheid

Jnl)VCIDe OI u il tried to InOYC its concerns f:'om die $)'$Iemic: to the

&O'"cmmcnw and dccisioa agcnda$; 3) prC'\'ailinC problem. policy and

politicil weams WptnC U.s. policy, and !DO"ement influelKC over usese

nre ams: and. 4) UIe window$ of oppor1uniry whic:h facilita ted social
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movement input intO consideration and passage of the Comprehensive Anti·

Apartheid Act.
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AN OVERVIEW OF 1HE RELATIONSHIP BElWEEN

TIlE UNITED STATES AND SOtJIH AFRICA

History provides an imponant CODtext with which 10 understand

contemporary events. Sucb is the ClISl! with respect to the relationship

bctweco the United States and South Africa.

This chapler explores the historical roots of apartheid in South

Africa, the foreign policy interests of the United States with respect to

South Africa, and the antecedents of the contemporary United Stales anti­

apartheid movement. Three imponanl points are developed bere. First,

tbe United States has historically ignored apartheid in order to preserve

economic and miliwy/geo-suategie interests in the region. Second, the

roots of the Anti-apartheid sentiment in the United States lie deep in our

own national history. Third, the relationship between tile United States and

South Africa was beginning to destabilize by the end of the 1950's.
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A BRIEF HISTORY OF SOlTTH AFRICA

U history is written by victors, it is not surprising thaI tbe Western

understanding of South Africa dates back to 1652 when the Dutch East

India Company created a port at the scuthem tip of Africa 10 service: trade

between the Netherlands and Indonesia. Over time small numbers of Dutch

Easl India Company employees settled in this region and the Cape area

became a trading colony. A large population of westerners did DOt populate

the region until the Bri tish conquest of the Cape area iII 1806. By the mid-

1800's the British government actively recruited thousands to the alt a with

promises of free passage and land grants 10 settle in regions beyond the

Cape areas a.!i well

Racial distinctions became ingrained within South African socie ty as

early as the founding of the first Dutch East India settlement. The

Company actively divided people into two classes: whilt colonists and black

slave laborers. Though the British abolished the slave trade in 1807 and

emancipated the slaves in 1834, racial cleavages pe rsisted. One report

characterized the situation as follows:

As elsewhere, the presence of slaves differing in appearance from
their owners paved the way for a caste-oriented society. The
colonists grew to despise manual labor and to equate infe rior status
with inferior talent-end both with race (Study Commission on U.S.
Policy Toward Soulhem Africa, 1981:33).

Racial cleavages deepened as the British came to control the Cape

area in the nineteenth century and DUICb sealers migrated further inland.

The Dutch, joined by French Huguenots and German seulers evolved into



the Afrikaans community. M they moved inland, they displaced many

indigenoll$ black people from their ancestral territories. Woods and

~lOck (1986:22) refer to this as "territorial apartheid." Apartheid is an

AfrikaanS word which translates as separate-ness,

The descendants of Dutch and British settlers consolidated their

respective powe r within various regions of South Africa10and in 1910

fanned the Union of South Africa. The franchise was res tricted to white

males. Blacks were excluded from partidpating in politics except in the

British dominated southern Cape region. And, by 19,36. African voters were

denied access to the ballol in this area as well

During the mid-1930's, political coalitions began 10 shift in South

Africa largely due to pressures generated by a failing economy. Prime

Minister Herzog of South Africa allied with Jan Smut and the South African

Party to form me pro-British United Party. An oppositional "pure" (i.e.

white ) National Party was also founded at this time by the Alrikaaners.

When the United Party joined the Allied forces in World War Il, me

National Party capitalized on nationalist sentiment and argued for even

tighter control over the "rebellious" black population. One report described

the conditinns of me day in these terms:

In me 1948 election campaign. me Nationalists ....ere able to exploit
grievances of the sort tbat bad existed in other countries involved in
the Second World War, including demobilization and unemployment
problems and shonages of housing and some food items. But the

By the early 20th century, the British controlled the Southe rn Cape
Area and the Dutch controlled the Nonhern and Eastern areas
surrounding the Cape.
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Nationalists also capitaliud heavily 00 the electorate's racial
anxie ties, and for this purpose they coined a new slogan: "Apanheid"·
·in English, "apartness" (Study Commj« 'OD 00 U.S. PoUcy Toward
Southern Africa, 1981:40).

The National Party WOD a majority of seats in Parliament in 1948 and

proceeded to consolidate their control over the political system, The South

African political system was mobilized not only to deny blacks protection

under the law, bue also to define blacks outside the purview of the legal

system altogether.

In 1949, the National Party declared mixed racial marriages 10 be

illegal witb the Mixed Marriages Act. Then the National Party adopted the

Race O auification Act and the Population Registration Act in 1950 to

classify the wbole population by race and establish an administrative

apparatus to reinforce and oversee the racial classification system.

Classifications were a function of appearance and descent; disputes over

c1assificatioo were to be resolved by an established governmental unit,

A completely separate political syste m was forged in the 1950's with

the Group Areas Act which reserved 14% of South Africa's land for the

black population wbich comprised 80% of the entire population. Blacks

were forced to live in territories referred to as "Bantustans." A separate

eUlllomy for blacks was also created in the 1950's by acts wbich restricted

the ability of blacks to engage in trading olltside of their homelands.

Thc National Party was obsessed witb controlling the lives of the

black people, mixed race, and Indian populations. Pass laws restricted thc

movement of segregate d classes. The Bantu Ed ucation Act created a



segre gal~ educational system, The Separate Amcnitie" Act mandated

segregation of public: facilities, and transportation including trains, buses

and taxis were segregated by the Railway Act and Road T ransportation Act.

The govel1llI1Cnl a1so &MUIIled wide powen to control dissent through the

Suppression of Communism Act. The National Party forced blacks to

become "foreigners in the land of their birth" (Lipton, 1985:23).

like Jim Crow laws in the United Stales, apartheid legislation was

justified in terms of "inherent" dlfferenc:es between the races. Eac:b race, il

was though!, 5bould be lett alone 10 Jive and develop ac:cording to its own

potential. But the conscqueDc:e$ of legal segregation go beyond keeping the

rac:es apart. Apanbeid bas created a situation where the quali ty of life for

blacks remains far below that of the white population. Violence-pbysic:al

and mental- is a daily experience for blare living in South.1I

The iMue of apartheid has been partic:ularly troubling for the foreign

policy of nations, like the United States, which must weigh moral differences

with apartheid against other fore ign policy interests. As shall be developed

in the nest secdcn, the United Stale" has bistoric:ally maintained a friendly

posture lOWard South Afric:a. Through the 1950's. apartheid was generally

not raised as an obstacle to a stable policy relationship.

" As I complete this dissertation in 1990. it is importanl to note that
pieces of apartheid legislation have been repealed recently in a wave
of reform. Mixed marriages are 00 longer illegal, some public:
facilities such as beaches have been desegregated, and blacks are no
longer required to carty pass books. The underlying elemen ts of
apartbeid-political, eeeeomte, and legal exclusion of blacks-remai ns
in place however. Apanheid can not end until these barriers are
removed and blacks gain the right to vote in free elections.
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HISTORICAL ROOTS O F TIlE
UNITED STAlES/SOUTH AFRICA RElATIONSHIP

Historical1y, the United States' relatioll$hip with South Africa has

primarily been governed by an assumed commonality of interests, botb

economic and military/ geo-strategic (Easum, 197':68). Concern for

apartheid has been a secondary interest; differences over apartheid have not

threatened the stabilily of the economic and military bond formed between

the United States and South Africa in the early pan of the twentieth

century.

Since me tum of the century, an Open Door free trade policy in the

Uoiced Slates, and higher than average rates of return, encouraged

corpcratlons and entrepreneurs to invest heavily in the South African

economy. U.s. miners and business professionals contributed 10 the rapid

development of South Africa's mining and diamond industries in the late

19th and early 20th centuries. Major companies based in the United States,

such 8$ Mobil, General Electric, Ford and Kodak, opened South African

offices by 1913. Within 15 yeatS, National City Bank of New York (now

Ciubank), Prentice-Hall, Colgate-Palmolive, Firestone, and G eneral Motors

bad also opened branches in Soutb Abica.U

Military and gee-strategic concerns constitute a secccd set of

commonly held interests between the United States and Soutb Africa.

u For an in-de pth view of the U.S. role in development of die South
African Ecn nomy, see Danaher, The Poljl jg! Economy of 11 SPoilS:)'
Tow3rd Soutb Afrig.
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So\Itb Africa bas been I IDiliwy ally of the United Stales since lbe 1940's.

South Afrig fought .nth the Allied forces ill World War n. South Africa

abo helped the Ulli ted States with the Berlin Airlift in 19<&8 and had

~di('~ fightiDI alongside Americans in Korea from 1950 to 1953 (Easum.

1975:68).

In return, dllriDg the Truman and Eisenhower administrations. the

U nited States Pentagon and the Central Intelligence Agency provided

nllli tary and intelligence support 10 South Africa. The United SlateS

pcrnment abo ~eflded nearly a billion doUan of credit to South Africa

fOf developmeot of un.nium production. This. arrangemeol p araDlecd a

~k, plentiful $IIpply of unnium for die U.s. "udear weapoDS iDdwuy ill

the 19SO"s~r. 1935).

Became of South Africa's politieal history, lbe United Stiles

oomiders it I bulwark 'Iain.. communism &Dd Sovic l aggressiOl:l 0l:I the

African eentineet, South Africa is also of strategic interest to the United

Statu because iI contro15 the Cape: area of Africa where the Indian and

Allantic Oceans mee t, a major international trading rmne.

While United States-South Abic:an comity bas been forged primarily

by shared economic and military interests, I seCODdary interest bu abo

$baped U.s. fouip policy toward South Atriea. The United States

iDacasingly differed with South Africa O¥ef support fO!" the apanbcid

~em. UJJi led Statn antipathy toward apanbcid bowevcr. bas traditionally

been I W1gential concern shaping foreip policy (Easum, 197.5 ). Until lhe
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1980's., antagonism toward apartheid never seriously interfered with United

States ecooomic or militaty!geo-suatcgic interests in the region.

The historical reality of discrimination in the United States may have

set the stage for U.s. tolerance of de facto and, post-l948, de jure apartheid

in South Africa. It was not until race relations began being questiooed in

the United Stales, that they began to be actively questioned abroad.

However, given the importance of economic and military concerns, the

United States traditionally chose 001 to emphasize concerns about apartheid

in its relationship with South Africa (Easum, 1975:67-68). In fact, The

United States bas a track record of enthusill$tically embracing South Africa.

The United Stales was one of the firsl nations, for example, to cstablisb an

ambassadorial level presencc in South Africa following the victory of the

National Party in 1948.

EMERGING CHAllENGES TO THE
UNITED STATES/SOlJIH AFRICA RELATIONSHIP

As the 1960's approached, events in South Africa. at the United

Nations. and in the United States began to reshape public opinion and

destabilize the foundation of United States interests in South Africa..

four factors came together in the late 1940's and 1950's to bring

South African racial policies under close scrutiny within the United Stales.

These factors were the legaliz.ation and institutionalization of apartheid in

South Africa., emerging independence movements in other African nations,



third world efforts at the United Nations to oppose apartheid, and the

bUJ1conin& Civil Rights movement in the United States.

GeDCtaily speaking. it is fair to say thai the Uniled States' public was

pOI Wf:U informed about AfricaD eYeIlts througboul the 1940's and 1950's.

Mucb of this lack of information can be attributed to Weslern domination

of the continent and the lad. of media attenlioD brougbt to indigenous

events there. In "Africa and the United States Media; Aaron Segal reports

thai prior to the mid-1950's, DO Uaited States news eerrespendems were

based in Africa. Inattention to African affairs was slowly cbanging,

"'""',.
One: IrIajor structural faetor leading to public awareness of South

Africa was the legal institlltionalwuion of apartheid foUowing the 1948

victory of the National Party. The election of ee National Party in 1948

and the codification of race-based legislation dearly stated the intentions of

the white minority community 10 dell)' politicaI. social. and economic rights

to blacks, mixed race and Indian people in Soolh Africa.

Black opposition to aparlheid took • more militanl tum in Sooth

Africa al this time. The mosl prominent of the opposition organizations,

the African National Congress, moved away from its long-beld policy of

passive protest in 1949 and embraced more militant confrontational tactics:

Strikes, boyams, and dvil di50bedience. This Defiance Campaign was

launched in 1952 (South Africa in tbe 12S0:j' State nf Emergency. 1985).

White Soulb African resolve to limit the righU of blacks hardened

funbcr by 1956 when the govemmem arrested over 500 black and while
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resistance leaden and announeed thai more than 150 of these activiscs

would be tried for treason. Noer (1983) believes that this announcement ser

off fears in the United States that the remaining opponents of white rule in

South Africa would tum toward further violcm:e and posslbly communism in

their effons to ovenhrow the goveramenL

A second factor iDa'easing awareness of AfricaD affairs withiD the

U.s. W8$ the emergence of demands for cDdiDg colonial role in Africa and

the proliferation of liberation movements across the African eocunem, The

Unite<! States was interested in maintaining I friendly relationship with

independent black AfriCID natiollS for the pul'p05C of limiting Soviet appeals

in the region. To giYe closer scrutiny to Afri(:llIl afflin, respol1S!bility for

South Africa was transferred out of the Swe Department'S European

section 10 a DCWIy created AfricaD Bureau in the Fifties. This institutional

change offered experts with more African experience and contae1S in the

region inroads into the United States foreign policy process. These new

expem brought to the policy process a sensitivity to African affain that had

DOt been present II an earlier time.

A third major factor bringing heightened scrutiDy 10 affairs in South

Africa WlU the use of tbe United NatiOIl5 as a torom for third world nations

to raise grievan<:e$ of international importance. It was within this context

that international disdain for apanbcid was first registered, And. il was at

the United NatiOll$ thaI the United States was finl forced to declare I

formal. publie position on apartheid.
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IDdi.a initially raised the issue duriIl& me early 1950'5 10 prole-a

Asians in South AfriQ, the status. of wbo!n _ ItHeloed by a treat)'

~f\Il'C:eD India aDd Saudi Africa. Apanbcid was finI c:onfromed directly in

19S2 when aD AsiaA-Arab resolUbOll c:oodelDDin& apanbeid aDd South

Africa was broughl before the United Nations.

The Uni ted StileS uied to subven this resolution by a ttempting to

redefine the issue as I domestic concern subject 10 the internal ' rule of law"

of Soulb Africa and. therefore, outside the jurisdiction of the United

:ilations. When the Asian-ARb resolution was brought to a VOle. tbe

United StateS abstained, thereby c:ollUl1iltilll iuelf to a nou-position wbich

c ffe~ly became iq staled poIiq. The Study Commission GIl U.s. Policy

Toward Southern Africa (1981:34S) dwaclcliud the United Sl.I.tef;' position

The Uuited Sules 'regretted' cenaiD internal developments in South
Afri<:a bul fell obliged to abstain from interfering in mallerl withia
tbe domestic jurisdiction of I stale, particularly one that regularly
dedared iuelf .. stlunch ally in the fight against communism,

The United s u ies first departed from this position six yeaR later. In

1958, the U.S. sucteSSfuUy moderated United NatiollS' criticism of South

Ahica by negotiating the word 'condcmnina" 0111 of .. U.N. resolution and

voting to apreu -regret and ccccera" over South Africa's rad al polide,-

But despite al1empu 10 moderate alUCks on South Africa, debate within tbe

Uaned Nati0a5 beigbleDed awareDeU of apanbeid withia the: Uniled. Su.~

The founb majot" bctor lading DOl only 11) do$er sautiny of

apartheid in the: Vnited Stales, but aho 10 illCfcued seMitivil)' of !be
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implications of a u.s. alliance with a regime thai practices overt

discrimination, W3$ the dv:iI rights movement of the Forties and Fifties.

This movement was organized in the United States to raise public awareness

of the injustice of racial oppression and to pressure public officials 10 cnd

.egrcgatiolL Furthermore, 5UCCeSSful black independence movements in

Africa began to kindle a Pan-Africanist fOCUl among blac;ks in the United

States (While. 1981). and some civil rights ac:tivislS began highlighting

apanheid and racism in South Africa in their organi:ting effons.

ActuaUy, anti-apartheid sentiment has a deep tradition within a

particular set of challenger interests in lIIe United States. Its roots arc in

the black coDSCiousneu and liberation movements which emerged from the

Pan·AfrieanisI influence of Marcus Garvey. W.E.B. Du&i$. and Paul

Robeson during the first half of this century (Shepherd, 1917). The

National As.sodatiOD for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) and

Garvey's Universal Negro Improvement Assodation (UMA) offered the

first organized opposition to apartheid (Marc n, 1984). The NAACP was

iIutnunental in helping to establish the African National Congress in South

Africa during 1912. South Africa was imponant to the NAACP and UNlA

because. as African-AmericaD organizations. they supported the struggle of

blacks throughout the world for independence from segregation and

colonization.
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The fint Ullited States-based organization solely dedicated 10 anti­

apartheid activities was founded by Paul Robeson and Max Yergan13 in

1937. II was called the Council on African Main. This organization

anacked apartheid from an anti-capitalist, pan.Afric:ani5t stance (Danaher,

1985:~ 9-60). The following passage re flects the politics of The Council on

Africa.nAff~

South Africa is part of President Truman's "free world." Yes, douns
of America's biggest auto, oil. mining and other trusts have bighly
profitable holdings in that country.

Hence il is dear that ill raising our voices against the Malan
regime we simultaneously strike a blow at reactionary forces in OUf

own land who seek 10 preserve here. in Soutb Africa. and everywhere
else the super profits they harvest from racial and national
opp ression. United suppon for OUf brothers' struggles in Africa is an
integral pan of our task in achieving freedom for all Americans and
peace for the world (Sootlia bt On Africa. 1952:1)14

Following World W u II, me Civil Rights movement gained

momenfUm in the United States. Suea:ssful independence movements in

Gbana, Guinea, Mali, Senegal. Zaire (Congo), and Nigeria ignited a Pan­

Africanisl focus among many civil rights leaders and act ivists (Wh ile, 1981).

Anti-apartheid sentiment funher CJ)'Stallized within the Civil R ights

movement witb tile formatioo of several interracial organiutions advocating

" lruerestingly, Max Yergan, an American sceiologist. repudiated bis
ear lier Ann-apartheid act ivities in a celebrated tour of South Africa
in 1964. See · U.S. Negro Sociologist Praises South Africa's
Apartheid Policy," Th e New york TIme$, November 30, 1964.

Originally cited by Martin (1974), page 112.
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tbe end of colonial control of Africa (White, 1981).15 These organizations

included the African American Institute (1952). the American Committee

OD Africa (1953). and tbe African Studies Association (1957) [Danaher,

1985; While, 1931].

The American Committee on Africa (ACOA) played a particularly

imponanl role in initialing and sustaining ADti-apanheid activity throughout

the middle to late Flftie$. Founded by George HOU5ef. a white civil rights

activist and fermer founder of the Congress on Racial Equality, ACOA was

initially a vebicle for libe ral whites and moderate civil rights activists to le nd

support to African bberatioD movements.16

Of particular Importance, was the support by ACQA of the Abican

National CongTe$.5 Defiance Campaign. Woods and Bostock (1986:99) offer

a description of this campaign:

10 wbat was known as the Defiance Campaign. thousands ignored the
curfew and pass laws and marched silently through the while cities.
ending their marches at police stations where they offered themselves
for arrest,

The new government responded with violence: hundreds were
killed in several cities when police opened fire on the demonstrators.

u

"

During the period after World War n . civil righ~ leaders in the
Unned States made a eoescous dedsioo to forse alliances with white
trade union, church, d vil·libertarian, and other poli tical activists.
This interraeial ini tiative. in addition 10 national desegregation effortS
by Presideot Truman and cold war politics in the 1950's, di~d

black leadership 00 African issue1. lnlerradal Africanisl
organizalions., bowever. tended 10 be large ly white led (White, 1981).

For an in-depth look at ACOA's hin ory. see George Houser.
"Meeting Africa's Chal lenge: The Siory of the American Ccmmlttee
on Africa: Issue: A Quarte rly Journal pf ~injplL 6:2·)
(Summer/Fall 1916). pp. 16-26.



III ruetioa 10 a major treuoo trial ill South Afrka durinl 19$1.

ACOA initiated Ul educadonal Q "'P'ip a "DedaratioD of Comcienoe

rgaimtreala support. fLe· ...... Roo5e¥dc wu the cbairperwa of the

n mpaign The " "'P'ip wu a1so endorKd bJ ManiD Luther Kin.. Pablo

C.nls, Walter Reuther and Bertrand RU$$CD. ACOA remained u one of

the primary orpnimtiom educating the publie aboul apartheid and

reauiting anti-apanheid $Uppon in the Uniled Slalel 1hrousbout the 1960'1,

1970's, aDd 1980'1 (MarCil, 1984).

The wort of ACOA and otber early antH.panbeid efloru cmbodiel

UnporwI1lia.b IKII 0IlIy between dYil ri&bU iateratS and mti.-apartbeWl

aaivity. but abo betweea daI!enF iataau IDUJUWIO the poIilicaI

~m aDd IDember iIlteresu with acceSI 10 insdl1ltiotW resourees, lid! u

the religioul mmnpn1i1J and otber white, mjdd\f= dus orpnizatiolll. 'Ibele

liabgel were imponaru for !bey c:reated polnU of &«eS5 for blaeb in the

United States 10 innuenoe public opinion and advanc:e their cause.

With (OIlJ1 decisions like Brawn n . Topeka Board of Edygll jOD

(1954) and situaliOll$ like the integration of Central High SdIooI in lillIe

Rod MaMi' (1951), the United Slates perumenl became more

defcmiYe aboul iu ll.Ilional aDd iateJDational reputation with resped 10 reee

iuuel. Tbe federal pocmrnent _ in a po5ition where it bad 10 appear u

though i1 \ItU makin. prosreu OD IKe qtH'$'iQm botb domestically and

abroad (Danaher. 1985). Noer (1983:89) describellbe comequcnoes of this

situation:
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Like support of civil rights or opposition to capital punishment,
criticism of South Africa emerged as a touchstone of American
liberalism ill the 1950s. With the continued drive toward radal
separatism in South Africa, these opposed to apartheid mobilized to
pressure Eisenhower for wed action against Pretoria.

The United States goeerumene was in the position of baving to

appear sensitive to racial issues in South Africa. AI the same time, the

United States still bad to protect its economic, military, and political

relationships with a cold war ally. The Truman and Eisenhower

administrations balanced these interests by disassociating the United States

from apartheid while maintaining an unwillingness to support the black

majority in South Africa (Noer, 1983).

N the 1960's approached, United States policy toward South Africa

was relatively stable. But this stability was under attack from forces internal

and external to the United States.

The nen chapter of this dissertation considers anti-aparthe id

move me nt growth in the 1960's, United States' policy deve lopme nts toward

South Africa, and me relationship between the US . ami-apartheid

movement and national policy-makers. These themes are raised using the

agenda-setting framework and the concept of policy streams developed in

Cbapter two.
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ANll-APARntEID MOBllJZATION AND POUCY FLUcruATION:

1960 TO 1969

This dJ.apte r enmjDe$~IopmeDl of the United SUltes anti ­

apartheid IIlO¥ttICll! lhrougboul the 1960'1. The _ UleDi D disawed in

ICrtllS of bow i1~red 10 influence~ political, problem. and

polic:y $treaIm affeainl policy·makers. This dlapte r also~ U.s.

foreiga policy developme nts eoneemillg South Africa duricll the 1960'1. The

ageo(la definition of the Soul.b Africa problem changed some....hat during

this period and corresponding policy cbanges were enacted. Finally. this

chapter considers !.be re lationship between movement activity and policy

developments whicb took pteee in the 1960'"

Four ttDb'al questions guide this cllaplCr: I) How wa$ the anti­

apanbeid movement otpJUud durin&: the 1960"17 2) How did the

lllOVemelll anempc 10 influence policy-maken? J) How did the policy

ageDda change duriDg this period? 4) Wbal were the eo~e~ of

lllO"cment activity during the Sixties?
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Due to the historical nature of this researeb, the argument in this

chapter (and in Chapters five and six) is organized 3.$ follows. The first pari

of the chapter presents a narrative description of both anti-apartheid and

Ilational policy agenda dynamics. The seccnd part of the chapter analyzes

tM dynamic relationship between and-apartheid movemeot activists and

policy-makers using the agenda-setting framework of problem, political, and

policy streams, outlined in Chapter two.

1liE ANTI·APARTIIEID MOVEMENT

From the data set of events recorded in Tht New York Time\. it is

evident that the anti-apartheid movement was active in the United Slates

throughout the 1960'" As Figure IV-I demonstrates, the movement was very

active in 1960, somewhat active between 1962 and 1964. and experienced a

Steadily rising level of activity between 1964 and 1969.17 These three periods

correspond to me organization of this section on the anti-apanheid

movemenL The first poruon of this section relates the bUI'St of activity in

1960 10 the movement's reaction to the Sbarpeville massacre in South

Africa; the second portion looks at the involvement of Civil Rights

movement activists and leaden between 1962 to 1964; and, the third ponion

of this section looks at the growing ability of the movement to conduct

" In terms of using the dataset, Anti-apartheid activity involves the sum
total of events critical of apartheid and initiated by all actors, other
than people affiliated with the government, corporations, or
businesses.
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proactive campaigns against domestic targets linked 10 apartheid in South

Airi~

De Anlj .apaa beid Movement Reacts to tbe Sba[pl:viJle Massaro:

Throughout the 1950's, the Uni ted States public was becoming more

Unsitive to racial injustice and African affain.. This ~nsitivity was

uoderscored by the volume of in ternational a ttentioo paid to the Sharpeville

Massacre, a borrific incident of state violence perpetrated against blacks

d1allenging the apartheid system in South Africa.

The racial policies of South Africa commanded international

attentioo on March 21. 1960 wben South African police fired randomly into

a crowd of thousands of blacks pro testing national pas$ laws." Mass

demonstrations followed in Soulh Africa and the government declared a

stale of e mergency. arrested tbousaads of activists and banned the main

opposition organiz.ations-tbe African National Congress (ANC) and the Pan

Abican Congress (PAC).

This incide nt became known worldwide as the Sharpeville massacre.

It functioned to instruct people, almost overnight, about the depth of racial

politics foste red by the South Africaa regime (Woods and Bostock, 1986).

As one author noted, "It was the Sharpeville massacre, in which seventy

blacks lost their lives, which changed the terms of the debate overnight"

(Coker 1986:5).

"SO Killed in South Africa As Police Fire 00 Rioters," New York
~, March 21, 1960.
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The events of Sbarpeville provided a concrete organizing focus for

anti.apanbeid efforts in the United States. The massacre was adopted by

activists in me United Stales as a symbol of the violence and immorality

upon which apartheid is founded. Anti-apattbeid activists tried 10 seize the

moment by publicly condemning South Africa and educating the United

States public about the evils of apartheid.

As Figure JV·2 demonstrates from a month by month perspective.

there was an increase in reporting of Ami-apartheid activity at the lime of

the massacre-March, 1960. Anti-apartheid activi ty peaked just after the

massacre. and continued at a relatively high level through June, 1960.

Aw:Irding 10 The New York TImes. the anti-apartheid movement

was dominated at this time by challenger groups such as Ami-apartheid

organizationsl
' and member groups such as the clergy (Figure IV-3 l~ Labor

also had an active presence at this time, though it is not included in Figure

IV-3 because, according 10 The New York Times. labor did not play a vel)'

visible role in the movement after Ibis period.

The primary Ami-apartheid organization at the time was the

American Committee 00 Africa (AOOA). One and a half weeks after the

"

•

The category "Anti-apartheid organizations" in f igures IV_I and IV·2
during the early 1960's tends III05tly to reflect American Committee
on Africa activity.

Figure IV-) (and subsequent figures aeour movement acrors) reflects
tbe activity of primary and seconda ry movement actors. Primary
Actors are defined in the database as primary initiators. Secondary
actors are drawn from the list of secondary initiators as well as
movement ccnnections / suppcrt organizations.
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SbVJlC"iU: Massac:re. ACOA ran an advertisement in The New york TImO

titled '"The Shame of Soutb Africa.- They IOlidted emergenq douDons loc

~ Afri<:a Defense and Aid Fund. Abo, iD 1960, the AmericaD Qunmittec

011 Africa COlltinued 10 try to expand the scope of mobiIiz:adoo by initiating

I fund·raisina: drive for tbe victims ol Sbarpevillc and orpnizing I

conference on South Africa featuring Oliver Tambo, Pre$ideol of the ANC.

Additionally, ACOA attempted a leverage manipulation strateiY by

lallIl ching a boycott 'Sainst South African SGOds. The American Committee

liDAfrica also played an instrumental role in encouraging labor 10 proum

apartheid.

Labor had been involved with procestinJ apanbeid fot soUle time.

YOIcd 10 IUJc their U milliOli mcmbc.n to boycott aD raw materials and

lIWlufactutcd looOs coming into the U.s. from South Africa.:n lmme4ialely

after Sbarpevilfe, with ACOA's suppon, the Intcmational lonp horcrnan's

Union in New York and San Francisl:o voled to boycott the unloading of

ships carrying South AfrieaD goods for DOC day in symbolic suppol1 of

COODOmiCsanctiOIlS against Soutb Africa (Houser, 1976:2Q).Z1

The religious community had been involved in anti.apartheid activity

prior to SharpeYiIlc. Followi.og Sharpevillc, the following re ligious group

actions ~re reponed in the media: DQ(cd Evangelist Billy Grafwn.

• I Ulmterl Ent To Gel W Pact." The HI:"!' YoU limn. f ebruary
14, 1960-

-COCkman Ask Boycott," The New y ork Jjmn. Apn1 6, 1960.
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publicly cancelled a South African lOW in prolesl of apartheid%) and The

National Council of the Protestant Episcopal O1un:b voted to send $5,000

to the South Africa Anglic:an church to support the vierims of Sbarpeville.lO

After June 1960, anti-apartheid movement activity receded from the

beadlines. It was not to be: revived again until the period between 1962 and

1963. However, the Sbarpevillc incident did help to legitimate tbe

imponance of the anti-apartheid issue. For the United States movemeot,

the massacre symbolized the v iolence and hatred associated wilh apartheid.

Abo. by 1960 it was clear tbat the anti -apartheid issue ....as no longer only a

cballenger issue. Some member group interests also adopted the issue for

aD organizing focus.

Post-Shawville

According to news storics in The New York Times. once the

SharpeviUe massacre receded from the headlines, Anti-apartheid activity was

basically nonexistent in 1961, then somewhat active between 1962 and 1964.

As Figure [Y.) illustrates, activity between 1962 and 1964 was dominated by

Anti-apartheid organizations like the American Commillec 00 Africa and by

the voices of CMJ. Rights activists.

Actually, ACOA emerged as the predominant voice of ami-apartheid

sentiment in the United States. George Houser, Director of ACOA, was

"G raham Curbs Tour," The N,w York Times. February 14, 1960.

"Church Rebuffs Alabama Bishop," The New York Time\- April 29,
1960.
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not just Interested in raising the Issue 10 the policy agenda but was

concerned with actively broadenillg the base of oppositioo 10 U.S. policy

n:garding South Africa. Houser worked to gamer support for African issues

within the more mainstream black-civil rights communicy.

Houser assembled a conference in 1962 with the specific objective of

uan:o;fomUng the mainstream domestic civil rights agenda into an

international program. From this ecererenee. t.l:e American Negro

Leadership Conference on Africa (ANLCA) was born.ZI Civil rights leaders

5IIch as Martie Luther King. Whimcy Young, A. Philip Randolph and Roy

Wilkins, representing the Southern Christian Leadership Conference. the

National Association for die Advancement of Colored People. the Congress

on Racial Equalil)', and the Urban League. respectively. were in attendance

at the founding eoejereaee (Whi te, 1981; Houser, 1976). ANLCA quickly

became "the prime institutionalized expression (of black American concerns

wi th African affairs) during the firsl half of the 19605" (White, 1981).

Al its foundi ng conference. ANLCA resolved to lobby President

Kennedy 10 support economic sanctions agairuil South Africa. ANLCA also

resolved to suppan b"beration movements in AJlgola, MoUltDbique. and

South West Africa.lI6One week after the conference, ACOA and Martin

Luther King announced their intention of initiating a campaign on Human

•

"Leading Negroes Agree On Goals: The New York TImes.
Nove mber 26, 1962.

"Leading Negroes Agree O n Goals.; The *w y ork TImes
November 26, 1962.
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Rights nay (December 10, 1962) to urge me United States government 10

impose eeooomie sanctions all South Ab'ica.2'1

Also at this time, Anti-apartheid sentiment was flaring once again at

the United Nations. Member nations of the United Nations had been

passing resolutions which condemned rad al discrimination in South Africa

as a violation of hl1tllaD rights for quite some time. Now. with the highly

publicized massacre at Sharpeville and the defiance or the South African

regime to world opinion, tbird world member-nations tried 10 move the

United Nations to take an increasingly more forceful position on aparthe id.

The definition of the WIle shifted, especially in the General

Assembly, during the pcst-Sharpeville period to declarations tha t the South

Africa siruation posed a threat 10 international peace and was, therefore, a

legitimate issue for the United Nations to aet upon.111 Third world nations

eventually pushed the United Nations to endorse the Iiberationist position

as the solution 10 apartheid in South Africa. This position endorsed the

legitimacy of tile internal movement to overthrow the South African regime

(Ozgur, 1982).

"
•

"Group to Seek U.s. Curbs On Regime in South Africa,· The New
)'mk 11m". December 2, 1962

See Otgur (1982) for an excellent discussion on the rede finition of
the South Africa issue from a human rights violation to a threat to
international peace within the purview of the United Nanons.
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1.11 N~mbcr 1962, the United Natioas General AMembly called for

diplomatic and «ODOmK: WlClions apiIw South Atria?' and established

tile Spedal U.N. Committee 0.11 Apanlleid as I. monitoring agency. A1so in

1962 tbe U.N. Security Council called for membcNlations 10 support a

.otuowy embargo apimt $&Ies of miliwy items to Soulb. Africa.

Tbc Voiced Nations broulhl clarity to tile apattbcid issue botb i:a

termt of imuuctin& people aOOul the moral iJnplieatic1ll5 of apartheid and in

~gi timating • Stroll&. b'beratiOlMXiented response as a policy IOlutiol1.

Following the pace established II the Uniled Nations, activists and

or,anizations throllgboul me world were inspired to mobilize against the

South Afria.D regime (Sbepberd. 1977). It is duriq this ~riod (early to

middle 196C1's) WI anti-apartheid scntirDenl begins to pin a solid foothold

withiD a broader set of member U:llerem iII the United Sta le$.. And, it is

lhe b'be rationist position being proll'lOlcd at the Uni ted Nations ....hich~

interuts advance.

The Anli-apanbejd Mm meol Sgljdjfin

After 1960, there were 110 SlarpeYille ~eres for the emerging

United States anti-apanbeid _meul to e:xp\ott. The 1964 RMma trials

against bbdr. leaden like Nelson Mandel... and Waltu Sisulll made it d ear.

bowever, thai avenues of pretest wilhin South Ahiea were being

ResoIut iOll GJ.. 1761, November 6, 1962.
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continuously choked off. 1IO Reform of aparthe id appeared as far away as

Despite the absence of a panicular l7W5 in South Africa, anti­

apanbeid sentimeDt in the United States a:lDtinued to build in the middle

1960's due to the mobilizatioo of new constituents and the reactivizatioo of

old constituents. As Figure IV-3 demonstrates, anti-apartheid sentiment was

largely driveD. by civil rights and ether blade organizations in the middle

1960'5., then broadened from to include continuous involvement from the

religious community and the student community in the latte r 1960's.

Between 1965 and 1969, the anti-apartheid movement began to target

tangible institutions in the United States as part of tbeir organizing

campaigns. Whereas just after Sharpevtlle, anti-apartheid sentiment was

broadly directed al United States policy abroad, by 1965, according to lli

New York TImes.. a campaign against the financial community's credit

arrangements with South Africa took bold in the United States (Figure IV·

4)' By the end of the 1960's. sustained campaigns against corporations,

universities and colleges were being waged.

Three factors present in the Sixties-sustained activily, multiple

constituents, and persistent campaigns against tangible targets-Indicate that

the anti-apartheid movement was no longer driven by external events;

instead it was able to engage in proactive organized oppositio n to apartheid

• These: highly publiciu:d trials jailed key leade rs of the black
opposition, some of whom have only recently been released from jail.
Walter Sisulu was released from prison in 1989 and Nelson Mandela
was released during February 1990.
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and i~ coUaboraton.. The resource bMe of the III(IYetDeDI grew during lhis

periOd aDd poIilic:al oppornmities cbaoced La sud! a way tIw the _ment

perceiYfll iaelf as able to adlieve significant pim lbrougb thiI DeW

difectiOD. By the cod of the r!eade. the w:tic of Iobbyioc~~m

officials for economic ADCtions was replaced with campaigns 10 chaDcegc

the right of institutions 10 invest their monies freely, without regard for

public consequences. Tb.is is a rather radical tum in the dircaion of the

ClOVcmcnl as it CI.IlIC to d1al1cnge one of the fundamental principles of

cap,Wisln-the righl 10 private a)tItro! of inve$tmenu..

A more in-depth look at the movemenU' CODStiruCOts follows:

1M PIZ1I·AjricmiJI andN~UftM_

~id .aMI)' was fueled in the mid to late 1960's by a 50CiaI

Illilicu W I c llClOUragcd a more militant critique of 5OdcI)' and which

motivated people 10 organiu and particip.ate iD poIitic:al issues. Militant

white and bl;ad: activisu framed their concern with apartbc id in morc

radical, aoti-rarnt, anti-eapitalist terms. This position is perhaps best

identified with activists .....ho tried 10 push the civil rights movement into the

lulm of a more radical blad: power movemenL

Leaders sudl l.$ toblcolm X. Stokely Canniclael, and H. Rap Brown

ClIunOale<! tbe libcrationist penpective of Afriea.n events as I context for

tbc SOlIgglC f()/f' dvil riglllS II bome.. Frequent re ference is made by

Malcolm X and leaden of tbe Student NorMoknt Coon1inatinr: Commillcc
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(SNCC) 10 the relationship between liberatioD struggles in South Africa and

other African nations, and issues facing black Americans."

The white, studcnl'based, New Len mOYelIlent articulated this

position as well African liberatioD struggles lent a tangible focus to the

New Left's aitique of Western imperialism and the call for participatory

democracy. Students for a Democratic Society (50S) used South Africa as

a focus for organizing during a brief period of time. 5DS acivists mobilized

demonstrations between 1965 and 1966 10 challenge the financial support

received by the South African regime from banks such as Chase Manhattan

and Fint National Oty, and prestigious Universities such as Princeton. The

relative Importance of these campaigt15 to the ccmpleccn of the anti·

apanhcid movement is illustra ted in Figure rv-4. Howeve r. 5DS virtually

abandoned its South Africa focus after the escalation of United Srares

involvement in Vietnam offered a more concrete focus to its organizing

efforts.

~ Civil Righl$ Community

By the middle 1960's, the American Negro Leadersh ip Conference on

Africa, the voice of more moderate civil rights leaden on African affairs,

n See "The Ballot or the Buller" by Malcolm x.. Abo see "SNCC
Speaks For Itself," "SNCC Position Paper: Vie tnam," and "\Vbat We
Want" by Stokely Carmichael, These documents can be found in lli
Sixtjes PalX:cr Documents of a Rdx:!Ijoys Decade by Juditb Clair
Alben and Stewart Edward Alben (New York: Praeger Publishers.
1984.) Also look at Southern Africa /Black America Same
SIOJggle/Same Fight by Bill Sales (Harlem. NY: Black Liberation
Press. 19n).
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organiled Itself primarily around South African issues. The organization's

South Africa position reflected the tenor of the civil rights movement.

ANLCA stood fOf 'stronger U.S. action against South Africa, including

prohib ition of future investment, discouragement of the continuance of

subsidiaries of plants owned by Americans, American support for U.N.-

sponsored economic sanctions, imposition of an oil embargo. rigid

adherence to an arms embargo, and abandoemeer of the practice of

excluding blacks from the U.S. diplomatic mission to Soutb Africa" (White,

198 1).

For the most pan, ANLCA and moderate civil rights leaders only

look limited action toward challenging apartheid. They essentially vocalized

an anti-apanhcid perspective but never chose 10 mobilize people around the

issue. Manin Luther King. for example, gave the issue a high profile in Iris

speeches. As be traveled to Oslo, Swilzcrland 10 receive his Nobel Peace

Prize in 1964, he repea tedly included South African issues in his specches~

To his credi t, King did do some fundraising in 1965 to support the e ffortS o f

six Zulus seeking asylum in the United States.D

But, unlike the Pan-Abicanist's and the New Left, ANLCA and the

mainstream civil rights leaden neve r invested resources into a large

"Dr. King Bids West Act On South Africa : The rkw york ljrne$,
December 8, 1964.

»
"Dr. King Asks Aid for 6 Zulus Seeking Asylum," The New y ork
~ April S, 1965.
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edveatiOCI or m.w OfIaniziog campaign (While, 1981).:10 This prompted

GeorJe Houser of the Americ:aD Commincc GO Africa to label lbcit anions

as I "rather elitisl. non_meot approacb 10 Afriea" (HO\Uet. 1976:22).

Despite this aiticism. ANLCA', aetMty a«:oUJlted £or lID upswing iD dvil

rigbts participation ill c:ampaigns. .gainst aati-apanheid, as illl/$tnied in

Figure IV-J. ibis .ctivity abo large ly accounts for the government as target

of the anti-apartheid movement eeweee 1960 and 1965 (see Figure IV....).

The Ameriea.n Committee OD Afriea continued to push the anti­

a~id IIJOYCmeDt in a more proactive direction as the 196O"s peogl"eued..

In Jeague witb New Lefl: IfOUpI like SDS and students in New York 01)'

scboob, ACOA initialed, during the mid--196O's, what "feu (1986:383) eans

"lbe first major lIDti-apartbcid effon in the U.s:

This tampaiga targeted tinandal in5tirutions.. The goal of the

campaign was to force Qase Manhauan and r llSl National City &Db 10

Slop lending money to the South Afri(:llD government, The campaign began

iD 1966 when srodents at Union Theological Seminary and Columbia

• One of the few acrivisl: projects uDdcnakn by ACOA lind ANLCA
~ $I."xe$$fuUy lobbying the U.s. pemmenl to uop aD aircraft
earrlcr from docking iU Capetown, South Africa in 1965. The
premise for litis dfon was thai black $O!dicn ""OUld Iace
~Ntioa when they went &!bore. f or more information, sec
HOIlK:r (1976); "Call At CapelQWn By Ship <>PPO::-d." The New y ork
Jjrno. Febr\lU}' 2, 1961; and, "U.s. Carrier Cuts vun To CapeIOWll,­
The New york Jjrnn, February' 6. 1967.
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Universily. working with ACOA, conducted a depositors withdrawal

aIJlpaign against First National Oly Bank in New York..JS

ACOA broadened thi$ effort in late 1966 by organizing the

CotJlIl1ittee of CollScicocc Against Apartheid with A. Philip Randolph as co­

cl1aiJ. The Committee's goal was to ball a $40 million dollar credi t

anangeroent held by Chase Manhattan, First National City and a

consonium of eight other banks with the South African government.J6 The

initiation of this campaign is reflected in the increase in student involvement

in the anti-apartheid movement, as recorded in The New York Times

ber.o.'cco 1965 through 1969 (sec Figure 1V-3) and in a new focus on the

financial oommunity u a targe1 of movement activity (see Figure IV-4).

The bank campaign reeefved significant publicity at me time. It had

the consequence of bubbling over into other realms of aetMly. One specific

direction this c:a.mpaiga took was that the students of UniOD Theological

Seminary used the bank earnpaign to draw attention for the first time to

their univenity's investments in banks such as Chase Manhattan and First

National City. and in ccrporatlons wi th operations in South Africa)'!

•

•

"Students Urge 8oycou of Bank Over Branches in South Africa," 1M
New York Times. March 14, 1966; "City Bank Unmoved By Student
Demand,"The New York Ti mez, March 19, 1966; "Students Here
Stage Bank RUDTo Protest 'Apanhe id Support'," the New York
Tjmes. April 21, 1966-

"Anti-Apanheid Group Tells Of Bank Withdrawal.s Here: The New
York Times, December 6. 1966; "300 Here Prote$t South Africa
Loans," The New y ork Tj me$. December 10, 1966.

"Students Urge Boycott of Bartl: Ove r Bra nches in Sou th Africa.," 1M
New Yo rk Tjmes, March 14, 1966.
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Student's concern for their university's investments continued to expand over

the next few yean inln a major tacti(:ll.! campaign for anti-apartheid activists.

Students protested al Cornell University, The University of WiKonsiD,

Princeton University, and Barnard College. Demonstrations turned ro si t­

ins al Princeton and violence OCCUlTed al Comell Universlty during the

latter 1960's.

This university activity fits dearly into a broader cultural and

intellectual awakening developing on campuses during the late 1960's to

early 1970's. South Afric:aa investments were raised as a way of accusing

universities and a:llleges for lacldng sensitivity to race issues on campus and

abroad. Investments were also used to challenge the university's place

within a broader world capitalist system. Thus, the South Africa issue

cootributed vigor 10 the agendas of various groups on campus, particularly

civil rights groups, black militants. and New Left activists.

By the end of the 1960's, university and college administrations began

to respond to Anti-aparthe id protests on their campuses. Cornell reacted by

partially divesting some stock boldings from corporations involved with

South Africa,:II Princeton rejeaed divestment, though il did pledge to I10t

make new investments in companies with primary operations in South

Africa. Princeton also established a faculty-student committee to overcome

racism on campus, and in South Africa.

• "Sale of Bank Stock Disclosed at ccmen After Campus Clash," 1M.
New )'mt Times. March 10, 1969.
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The growth of student activism on university and college camplJ!.e$ is

illustrated by ilS strong presence in the data se t of articles from The New

y ork TIme$. particularly during 1968 and 1969 (Sec Figures IV·3 and IV.

4). 'Ibis activity is especially IJOtewonhy because the targets of these

campaigns bcgaD to respond, concretely, to protester's demands. There

were greater opportunities for students, as a marginal group. to leverage

their way onto university and college agendas, than for them to secure

access 10 agendas of other institutions, such as within the financial

community.

Religious Groups

Just as The American Committee on Africa's bank campaign spun off

into campus pretests, il also spun off Into a stockholders' campaign, flfSt

against fi nancial targets, then againsl corporate targe ts. These campaigns

were, for the most part, promoted by the religious community. The

significance of stockholders' campaigns is visible in the record of events in

The New York TImes data set Figure IV.) shows that

religious/stockholder activists were visible from 1965 through 1969. Figure

IV-4 shows that the financial community was a target of mceernent activism

between 1965 and 1969, and corporations were a target of activity between

1%7 and 1969.

The fint stOo:kbolder resolution involving financial relationships with

South Africa was raised in 1%7 by James Foreman, fermer Director of the

Congress on Racial Equality, at the national meeti ng of Morgan Guaranty
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Trust. Morgall Guaranty Trust was one of the banks participating in the

consortium of financial institutions which held a S40 million credit

arrangement witb South Africa.:III

George Houser (1976:23), lIIe Director of ACOA at the time, said

this about the impLicatiom of the siodmolden' tactie:

Considerable publicity was given 10 the annual stockholders' meetings
of both 0I&e and First National City Banks. Some depositors and
stockholders went to the meetings, or gave their proxies to ACOA
representatives, to protest the loans to South Africa. This was the
beginning of an effort which ra pidly expanded 10 include investments
not only in banks but in large American corporations doing business
in souther Africa, pan icularly South Africa.

or all American institutions, the churches were the most
receptive 10 this campaign. They were subjected 10 pressures,
particularly from their black membership, 10 withdraw the ir
investments &om those corporations involved significantly in South
Africa. This led 10 organiud effortS within the denominations to look
intO their investments, and to take actions which could influe nce
corporate polic:y. In the period of the fonnalion of these eemmittees.
ACOA played an important role .

Resolutions deal ing with credil arrangements were expanded to

include corporate respollSlb ility for any economic relationship with South

Africa. AI first, ami-apartheid aC'livists in ACOA and ot her organizations

conducted investigations into the economic links between U.s. corporati ons

and South Africa inveslments. ActivislS then used Ihis infonnation to

• "Morgan Banik Scored at Meeling O n Share ill South African Loan:
The New Ytrk Times, March 16, 1967.



publicize cotpOla~ deeds through tc:sWnoay before the United Nations,·

and in uockbo!de\"li meetings.

As Uldicated by H ClU5er. d1un:h poups were very receptive to mis

a.znpaip. It is well worth DOtin& that dJurch p-oups have a Ioa& history of

iJr.'O!VClDtot, prilDll'ily as missiooaties, wim the cominCDt of Africa. The

Unitcd SLatCS dlurdles in pankular have beee ramer sensitive to race

is,§Ues in lile post-World War D period. They played a visible role

ehaUenging nazism and Iasdsm during the War. as we ll as challenging

segregatioD in the United States between the Erucs and Simes. The World

CowIeiI of O urdlcs brought the issue of racism 10 the forefront of dtwdt

ckbale with the esWKhhmcm of tbe f'rosram 10 Combat RKisro ( that

program fo<:u.scd primarily UpoD racism in South Africa durin, 1m) IDealS,

1981}.

Durina the milSdle 1960's, d1urcbes beg.au 10 place c:omideratioo of

rari5m in South Africa on their own agendn. The executive council of the

Episcopal Church, for example. called on all Epi5copal dioceses and

parishes to consider "the moral dile mma" lilc)' raee by profiting from church

investmeots in Sooth Afric:a."' Consideration of t.be moral implications of

apartheid cbarael:erizcd the diureh campaigu against corporations. lD the

•

"

"PrincetOll Alumni Group Set Up To Oppose Coeds and PrOlcsu,"
The New York Dm" Mardl lJ. 1969; "Wide Drive Az;a.iost U.s.
Trade Wilil South Africa is E.tpceted," The New y ork Dmn.
febru.uy 7, 1971.

"Kennedy's African Trip Is Praised By Harriman," The New York
D me- June 21. 1966.



words of Rev. W. Sterlling Cary. president of the National Council of

Churches:

The United States companies haVl: made huge profits there (ia Soulh
Africa) wbile paying their black worl:en pitifully inadequate wages.
They have pl'O\'ided products for the white government and mililaJ)' .
thereby strengtbening white control They have helped create a
Dourishing economy _ for wbitC5,U

Church organizations responded to this moral challenge by bandiag

together to wield their large portfolios and raise the issue of apartheid

within the board rooms of the corporations themselves. The Board of

Missions of the Methodist Church voted 10 remove a SlOmillion investment

portfolio from First National City Bank in 1967 and the Uniled Church of

Christ voled to remove $2 million of inVl:stment in other participating

""""-"

In summary, as the 1960's ended, the anti-aparthe id movement

maintained a solid base within both challenger interest and member interest

eccsurceee es, Although each constituency approached the ami-apartheid

issue from a slightly different angle. in general, there was increased support

for directly challenging those institutiOllS economically collaborating with

South Africa.

"

Quotation drawn from "Churches Press Businesses on African
Holdings," The New y ork Jimes. January 17, 1973.

"Bank Here Facing Church Sanctions," The New York TImes.
Septembe r 30, 1967; "Church Is Leaving Bank As A Protest," :Ihf;
New York Times. February 10. 1968.
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The DUI portion of this chapler C'llmi...... the changing statuS of

South Afriea with rupeel to the foreip policy .,elida of the United Slates..

to !hi5 seecee, U.s. policy interestS as _U as die manging c:ompleDoa of

policy in the 1960", is iDYestip ted.

GOVERNMENT AC11VITY

Federal pollcy·makers became rather active around South African

Issces during the 1960's. According 10 the data :leI of events recorded in

The New York Ijmes. this activity was marked by two peaks: one in 1963

and ODe in 1966 (FilWc IV·S). U lePJative and executive level actors are

dWinguisbed from eee another. it bec::omes dur thai the 1963 peak is

driven by ue('lJtiYe kYd actiYilY and the smaller 1966 peU. is drMD by

legislative activity (Figure IV.(j).

Durin, the Sbties. federal activity around South African U$ut:1 is

linked to pnln s.eMitiviry to the problems a.uodated willi apartheid lD

South Africa. 'Ibis sensitivity wu enrouraged by eve nts both at bome u d

abroad. But, this sensitivi ty had its limits. Policy in me SUllcs illustrates

the willingness of federal policy-makers to criticize apanheid despite their

elear unwillingnc.u 10 I e! in ways W I might jeopardize the stability of US .

erooomic and military inlere5U in South Africa.

This section takes an in-deptb look al federal-level pol icy adivity

throughout the 1960'1- For purposes 01 darity, this SKtion is divided. into

two para. eacll rencC'ling the periods suTl'Ollnding peala of federal

goorcrnmenl aaiYily.
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The Early lQ Mid.196O's

The ShaJpeville massacre provoked an immediate response in the

United States 001 just from the community of activists already sensitive to

the issue of apartheid but from policy.makers in Congress and the Executive

Branch as well (see Figure IV-S). Irmnedialely following Sbarpeville, the

State Department "expressed regret" over the events'" and supponed

international efforts 10 have the apartheid issue placed on the United

Nations Security Council agenda.

BUI governmcotal concern with Sharpeville was shon-lived.

Aocording to the data SCi of events recorded in The New York TImes. there

was an immediate flutry of federal government activicy just after the

Massacre (March. 1960) and vinually no activity for the rest of the year (see

Figure IV·2). Once South Africa restored order in their nation with

repressive measures, the urgency of the situation appears to have faded

away. It was not until the Kennedy administration was inaugurated in 1961

that a more substantive reccastderanoe of African policy was initialed.

Whereas the Eisenhower Administnltion paid little attention to

African events, the Kennedy Administration seemed more sensitive to the

limitatinns of United States policy toward South Africa. Kennedy had

previously chaired the Senate Foreign Rela tions Subcommittee on Africa

and in that role spoke out against American duplicity in the region.

Referring to Africa, Kennedy said, ·We have deceived ourselves tote

' Police Violence In South Africa Criticized by U.S.: The New York
~. Marth 23, 1960.
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believing thai we have thU$ pleased both sides and disple_d no one with

this head in the W1d poUcy-wllcD iD truth, we bave earned the suspicion of

oJl~

cceeere for Sovtb Africa benefitted Kermedy's <:ampaign as well

since domestic ruialooneems also played a major role in preside ntial

politics during 1960. Kennedy courted civil righu Interests and tore them

away from the Republican Party, their political home since the e ra of

Ljncoln and the Civil WI!:. Kennedy understood the Importance of bringing

African-Americans into the New Deal coalition. He brought them in by

demonstratintt: aaue sensitivity to their ccncems, Africa being one of them

(Krieger, 1983).

Bul Kennedy's concern for Africa was still overshadowed by his

support for economic and military interests in the region and by bis fervent

anti-com.munist stance. While Kennedy was more attentive to the internal

politics of African nations, he still grappled with defining an appropriate

balance between his dlsfike for apartheid and suppon for "the national

interest".

Once Ke nnedy was in office. South Africa look on a rela tively low

priority for his administration (Danaher. 1985). Ke nnedy was overwbelmed

by other fore ign policy issues including Cuba, Berlin. Vietnam, and the

Congo during bb short tenure as Ptesideet. In the wake or the SbarpeviUe

Massacre (1960), however, public opinion about United States policy toward

.. Quote original ly cited in Waldemar Nielson, The Oreal Po....er:; and
Afrig, {Ne.... York: Praeger, 1969), p. 278.
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South Africa bad shifted. The Kennedy administration perceived a broad

consensus over the undestrabillty of apanbeid and the issue now was what

to do abovl iL Facing domestic and international pressure for substantive

aWOD, the J(eD,llcdy administration stepped up its verbal denunciations of

apanbeid.

International pressure was mounting within the United Nations. On

a verbal level, the United Slales was critical of apartheid; substantively.

however, the United Stales resisted acting upon thaI criticism with

diplomatic or economic sanctions. Within three weeks of asking the Uni ted

Nations to condemn South Africa in 1962, the United Stales voted aga.inst a

General Auembly c:all for economic sanctions against South Africa.*
By 1963 the United Nations was moving closer toward Unpc:lsing

ecoeccr.. sanctions against South Africa, and tbe United Sta tes was prodded

by domestic and international pressure to see if i[5 action would finally

matcb its rbetoric on this issue. Responding to us critics, bur also to avoid

the embarrassment of appearing 10 be pressured into action, the Kennedy

admi nisuation declared that the United States would unilaterally halt all

• See -SOuth Africa Pre ssed by U.s. To Modify Pollcy of Apartheid,"
The New York TImes October, 13, 1961 for an example of Uni ted
States' verbal condemnation of apartheid and see ·U.N. Vote Scores
South African For Race Policy: The New York. TImes, November 14,
1961 where the United Stales votes against resolutions for expulsion
of South Africa from the Uni ted Nations and the call for sanctions.
This policy of verbal condemnation without substantive sanctions is
alse captured in the contrast between "U.S. Asks U.N. to Condemn
South Africa's Race Policy,"1be ~w York. TImes October 20, 1962
and ·U.N. For Boycott of South Africa," The New York TImes,
November 7, 1962.
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lIlilitatY wes to South Africa just days before the United Nations voted for

an arms embargo." This was the first significant llDti.apanheid action

UDdenaken by the United States government.

Etcerpts from a statement by Adlai E. StevellSOn. United Stales

Ambassador 10 the United Nations, on this issue reveal the Kennedy

administration's setaitivity toward racial <:on<:erns at home and abroad wbich

fueled this decision 00 arms sales:

II is all 100 true thar there is scarcely a society of the world thai is
nol touebed by some form of discriminatioD._ln my country too many
of our Negro dtiullS still do oot enjoy their full civil rights because
ancient atti tudes stubbornly resist change in spilt of the vigorcus
official policy 01 the Government. BUI such indignities arc an
anachronism that 00 progressive society caD tolerate, and the last
vestiges must be abolished with all possible specdJust a.'i III)' country
is determined to wipe out discrimination in our society it will support
effons to being about a change in South Africa....

00 I rhetorical level, Ambassador Stevenson paid homage to

mounting pressures on the Kennedy administration 10 directly tackle racial

issues. 0 0 a policy level though, Danaher (1985) believes that Kennedy's

arms embargo was more symbolie than concrete. Danaher notes that

Stevenson included the following proviso in this speech: 'There are existing

contracts which provide for limited quantities of strategie equipment for

defense against e:eternal threats, such as air-to-air missiles and torpedoes for

submarines. We must honor these contracts."

"

•

·U.s. Tells U.N. It Will Halt Arms Sale to South Africa, · The New
york Times, August 3, 1963.

This quote was drawn from the excerpts of Adlai Stevenson's speech
reprinted in the "U.S. T ells U.N. II Will Halt Arms Sale 10 South
Africa: Th e New York Times, Augusl 3, 1963.
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This ca~at allowed the Kennedy administration to honor a

previolUly negotiated contract allowing the United States to maintain a

space trading station in South Africa in CJl:change fOf American weapons.

Despite me United NatiOIl$ arms embargo.. South Africa was able to

continue expanding its military capabilities. Kennedy's position, while

lacking in substance. allowed the AdmillistratioD. to symbolically appear to

suppo" iwlating South Africa from participation in the international

community while cootinuing 10 protect United Stales economic and military

interests in the region.

10 essence, during the early to mid 1960'5, Presidenl Kennedy

cootinued. to wa1k the line between economic: and military interests, and

moral concern for apartheid, established by the Truman and Eisenhower

administrations. Forces external to the Administration-particularly activity

within the United Nations and domestic pressure from civil rights leade rs

and public opinion- were able, however, to shape the policy debate

SWTounding foreign policy relations with South Africa.

The JohnsQn Administration Takes Ove r

Between 1964 and 1969, President Kennedy's dcfinitioDof eeneere

for Soulh Africa (t,e. criticize apartheid while protecting military and

economic interests in the region) persisted on the governmental and

decision agendll$. President Johnwn essentially extended Kennedy policies

in the region.



Soulb Afliea remaiDe4 I Iua-ative InIIlu:tpbce for U.s. mrpora le

,aiYitit$ \hrOUJbouI tile deeade ol the Sinies. DuriD&: this period, Uniled

SUJe5 i!l>'CS' menU in South Africa mmimlcd 10 e>:pa M aDd yield I

(:OIlSisl.endy bilb rate of retunl-between 17~ Illd 23% (Table lV-I). 1D I

lJ S "rn aDd World Report publk opinion poll. busiDess leaders in

A1ne rica actually espressed support for apartheid as I political 5)'Slem

legitimately W(Irnng to solve Soum Africa's problems.-

BUI there was increasing momenlUm within the United States to

isolate Sou th A&ica IS Johoson ente red office (see Figut'e Iv- I). The

Preside tll was unable to devote $igni6caJll ellC'1)' 10 Ibis problem, however.

as his R:$OlIl'Ca were qely upended protedina civil rigbu and baltling

blad. militants It borne, funding the Waz 00 Poveny, and 6ghtillli t&e:tical

nightmMC in Viell:LJ.m.

JohDsoD officialJy eo~ 10 c:ondcmn apartheid while maintaining

an amiable relatio~ip witb the Soulh AfricaJl government. Over time.

thougb. even the symbolic denundatioltS of apartheid became standard

operating procedure and nonthreatening (Danaher. 1985).

Johnson did extend Kennedy's arms embargo to cover additional

miliwy produas stich IS materials used 10 COnltnlet weapons.

Responding: 10 the requ~ of civil righlS leaden in 1964 and 1965., U.s.

aircraft c:anien were steered away fro m dock:inC in South African pons foe

• Danahc:r (1985) reportS on the fCsulu ol this poll which ..-as 6n!
presented in Ogene. Frands C. G roup Intew u and United Stj!lN
Foreign Policy on AfriqlQ I»ua (PhD. dissertation, Case Weuefll
Reserve Universiry. 1974) p. 278.
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shore leave because South Africa made it known that apartheid restrictions

would apply to minority members of the ship. In 1966, Johnson also

prevented the sale of a f rencb jetliner bousin& Genen.! Electric engines to

South Africa.

The Johnson administration also followed the lead of President

Kennedy by cootilluing to participate in United Natioo's debates on South

Africa. The United Stales even pushed symbolic ecedemaadon or Soutb

Africa a bit furthe r in 1964 by supporting a United Na tions resolution 10

study the practical legal and economic consequences of imposing sanctions

00 South Afric:a.'" And in 1967, U.N. Ambassador Goldberg denounced

apartheid as 'one of the greatest offenses against human rights still exining

in the warld",sl ODC~ar later, Vice-President Humphrey called for sell·

delenninatiOD in South Africa.n

Co0lIess Becomes Involved

Throughout the 1960's, United Stares foreign policy toward South

Africa was largely driven by Preside ntial initiat ives. According to events

recorded io The New york Times. Congress was nOI an active participant in

the policy debate during the first half of the decade (Figure IV-6).

•

"

"U.N. Will Assess A Sanct ion Move On South Africa.' The New
York Times. JURe 19. 1964.

"Goldbe rg Assai ls Apanheid," The New York Times. March 22, 1967.

"Humphrey Scores J While Regimes,' The New York 11mes. Janua ry
6. 1968.
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Q:/Ilgressional voices were beginning to be raised by 1965 bowever, with a

peak of activity in 1966.

Aware of the A dmillistratioD.'s weak substantive position regardiog

apartheid. the H ouse Foreign Affairs Subcommittee Oil Africa held its first

hearings into United Stales policy interests in South Africa during the

IDiddle Sixties. These bearings were designed mostly to serve as information

sessions. As a legislative body, Congress gave 00 indication tha t it was

willing 10 gct involved in making foreign policy.

The boldest signal of legislative interest came from one individual:

seooor Robert KCMCdy. Kennedy announced in 1965 that he would travel

to South Africa in 1966 as an invited guest of the National Union of South

Africa srudents.» During his internationally publicized trip, KCMCdy

labeled apartheid "one of the evils of the world" and likened il (0 serfdom

in India. mass slaughte r in Indonesia, and the jailing of intellectuals in the

$oviet Union. The New York Tjmes said Kennedy's speech was ' one of the

most important by a visitor to South Africa...M

For all the rhetoric, however, Kennedy stiU pul fonh a pro-corporate

perspective of South African events, Upon his return 10 the United Stares,

Kennedy applauded South Africa's economy as "the greatest force in

breaking apartheid," He adamantly opposed any cut-off io United States

" "Roben Keonedy 10 Visil South Africa," The New York Times.
October 24, 1965.

"Keoncdy Denounces Apartheid as Evil," The New y ork Times, June
7, 1966.
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trade with South Africa.. Senator Kennedy eacourascd big business 10

maintain their ties to South Africa IJId to offer racial equality in the

workplace.'" While. Kennedy brought more pubUe attention to the issue of

apanheid, he abo helped to defend United States' economic and military

inICTe$U in the region. 15 traditionally defined.

In ~"mmary. the pohcy agenda regarding South Africa changed

somewhat during the Sixtic$., It became more important 10 criticize:

apartheid ramer thaa 10 ignore iL Importantly though, this criticism

mntinucd 10 be tempered by the govemrncnt's concern for economic and

militaIy interests iII the region. Despite the development of a broad-based

anti-apartheid ~mcnt challenging institutional investment patterns

(sometimes successfully). the national government continued to maintain a

primary Interest in protecting the United States al liance with South Africa,

with ouly a distant ~condary interest in raising concerns about the

apartheid system.

ANALYSIS

Throughout the 1940's and 1950's. the United StateS orchestrated I

foreign policy which related to South Africa primarily in terms of economic

and military/geo-strategic interests. Moral concern for apertbeid was,

historically, a non-issue as far as the foreign policy agenda was concerned.

"Kennedy Urges an Equality Policy," The New York ljmes, June 15,
1966; "Kennedy Says He Favors Johnwn Re-election in '68: lli
New york ljme... J une 20, 1966.
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It was not until the 1960's that the United States took a public, substantive,

stllIld against apartheid.

Problem, political and policy stream changes preceded elevation of

concern for apartheid to a more central jocauon lin the governmental

agenda during the Kennedy administration, and then the decision agenda

with passage of the arms embargo against South Africa. This new definition

of the South Africa situation persisted Oil the policy agenda during the

Johnson years.

Despite renewed rhetoric over apartheid and policy developments

such as the Kennedy arms embargo, this redefinition of the South Africa

problem actually deviated only slight ly from the T ruman and Eisenhower

era, however. Economic and military interests cootinued to reign supreme

in the Sixties. Criticism of apartheid was appropriate as long as it was

convenient and Inconsequential. This analysis considers how Anti-apartheid

activists attempted to affect problem, political and policy streams in the

Sixties, and also considers bow these streams eventually shaped the

definition of the South Africa problem on the policy agenda in the Sixties.

Problem Streams

Problem streams cootain factors which affect problem recognition and

defIni tion. They can be disturbed by crisis, symbols, feedback, and personal

experiences. Problem streams surrounding South Africa policy were most

profoundly influenced by the Sharpeville massacre in 1960. This crisis

severely dramatized the violent base upon which apartheid politics was
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founded, The massacre captured the attention of the world and altered the

terms of debate that persisted throughout the Sixties.

The anti-apanbeid movement seized upon the Massacre and tried to

use 11as a IlIean5 for educating the U.s. public, but also as a means of

legitimating its own existence and establishing a morc solid base for the

anti-apartheid movement within a broader network of interests. Anti­

apartheid sentiment was previously a challenger group interest promoted

mostly by supporters of Pan·Africanism. By the Fifties, more mainstream

civil rights leaden began addressing the issue. Labor and religious groups

(mcmben of the civil rights c:oalition) also supported these effons.

The Sharpeville massacre renewed energy within the movement for

continued action. II helped motivate mainstream civil rights leaders 10

intemationaliz.c tile civil rights agenda between 1962 and 1964, and it

helped motivate labor organizations, religious groups, and students-a

mixture of challenger and member interests-to solidify their involvement in

Anti-apartheid issues by the middle Sixties.

Sbarpevillc also enraged third world member nations in the United

Nations, These nations proceeded to invest energy into aLlling for United

Nations' condemnation of South Africa. The United States was already

~nsitive to its international reputation regarding its stance toward racial

issues. It was also sensitive 10 how other African nations. recently emerging

into indepe ndence, perceived the role of the United SlateS in Africa.n

affairs. Kennedy later responded to U.N. anti-apartheid activity.
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ThIB, the SbarpeYillc mny cre. &I I major problem meam

~ indinctly iDlIueoced foreign policy iII the: United StalQ. II

cD(:OU!aied political W'Um deve lopments b:J' re iDvigor.atiq uti-apanbcid

ac::doD- by c~ ullcrnatiooal CiOOOernnatioa of apanbeid and

initialing Ullitecl Nations debates, and by $Waying public opinion swaying

agaiDsl South Ahica.

pqliljg J St rC3!I!S

Politieal strc:ams arc the essence of pllitio because tile)' involve the

"baJ.an« of power: These $tt~ arc dermed by the stale of conflict

~r-cn roatcndinl force1- PoIitieal m cams ean be: influenced by elections,

public opinion, media, me mteresu of public offic:ials, and fe$OWces.

'The uti-apanhcid lDO¥'elTlClIl attemp!ed to inflUCDCe poIitiCLl

streams i.o the Sini~ by broadening its eee of support and deepening its

c:omtitvcnU' level of commitmellt 10 battling apartheid. Tbe lDO¥'ecnent

tried to prCQUIC President KeIUlCdy ime acting against South Africa.

Though Kennedy did raise criticisms of apan.bcid to a more central location

OD the polic:y agenda, il was Dot a direct response to anti.apartheid

movement activil)' per se, as mudl es it was • respoll.W: 10 broad-ba.sed

conecrns o f African-Americans, pressure from public opinion, and anti­

. putheid action I' the Uni !ed Natioll5.

As the data set dnwu from The New y m k TimN anidcs dUpbys,

Anti-apartheid aetMsu seized upon the Sharpcvillc~c to renew their

eall far ccollOtnic sanaions agaillSl South Afric:a. Wilhin I Won period of
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time (1962 to 1964). anu-apartheld senumeat gained sol id fooling within the

mainstream Civil Rights movement camp. Civil rights leaders lobbied

President Kennedy for economic sanc:tions.

When the IDOYcmc nt was able 10 expand the scope of mobilization by

reaching out to religious a:roups and student5, the anti-apartheid movement

took a new tact, This mill of challenger and membe r inte rests organized

mass mobilizations to attack credit arrangements he ld by financial

institutions with the South African government, corporate operations in

South Africa. and eollege and university portfolios with South African­

related investments.

But, de$pite growing levels of mobilization, the anti-apartheid

mavemelll was be reft of direa influence in political streams which might

promote criticism of apanhcid 10 the governmental agenda and decision

agendas. The pclltieal stream developments or major influence in this

process were the election of John Kennedy to the Presidency, the role of

African-Americans in this e lection. and the state of civil rights in the United

States.

The Exeeative Branch traditionally ccmrels the character of Iorelgn

policy. Such was the case with South Africa policy in me Sixties (see Figure

IV-S). When President Kennedy came 10 office in 1961, he was already

sensitive to African affairs. This coupled with the fact Ihat African.

Americans pla~d a major role in delivering the Presidency to Kennedy,

insured [hat the re would be a new se nsitivity [0 African issues at the While

House.
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Thus. anti-apartheid sentiment was iDilucntial at this time in thai it

resonated with the agenda of African-Americans. DOt because the anti­

apartheid movement was able 10 create leverage within the political system

and manipulate public officials into taking a stand against apanhcid.

AI the same time, the United States was being maneuvered into an

clllbaJT~ing position by the United Nations, G iven domestic racial

problems in the early Sixties, the U.S. was interested in appearing sensitive

to racial concerns among its international allies. It had to support United

Nations actions, or fear being branded as a racist nation. The United

StaICS' inte rnational reputation was important as well because of lIle ris ing

tide of African independence movements. Kennedy did 001 want to be

labe led as insensitive to African issues and shut OUI of having influence on

the African continent.

Thus, it was problem and political stream developmems-sthe election

of Kennedy and pressures he faced-that primarily drove criticism of

apartheid to the governmental agenda. But it took policy stream

deve lopments before the issue moved to the decision agenda, preceding

imposition of an arms embargo against South Africa.

Policy Strnms

Policy streams contain the range of available policy solutions. This

range can be affected by scholars and think tanks which research policy

areas and make recommendations. or they can be affected by the

accumulation of new knowledge by policy-makers.



"The anti-apartheid movement tried to affect prevailing policy streams

in the Sixties primarily by promoting anti-apartheid policy solutions which

lacked a place on the governmental agenda. For the mOS1 pan, activist

initiatives never reached the governmental agenda during the Sixties.

Instead, President Kennedy did respond 10 apartheid with a policy solution

raised at the United Nations.

The anti-apartheid movement promoted eeoeceue sanctions as their

preferred solution to apartheid during the early Sixties when the Movement

was dominated by civil rights leaden. When more militant votees were

raised within the Movement (1be New Left, Black Militants). institutional

economic relationships witb South Africa were challenged. The Bank

Campaign targeted financial institutions which provided revolving credit 10

the South AfriCll.ll gcvemmem, This Campaign evolved Into the

Stockholder's Resolution Campaign which directly challenged corporate

investments in South Africa, and divestment campaigns on university and

college campuses,

The movement had moved to a more confrontational position by the

end of the Si,rtie$. Activists called for !leVering e conomic rela tionships with

South Africa as a means of isolating that natio., from the international

community.

Neither Preside nt KeMedy nor President Johnson accepted this

policy SOIUliolL Instead, KeMedy seized the moment in 1963 and

uni laterally called for an arms embargo to be levied against South Africa.

This policy solution was initially raised at the United Nations. KeMedy
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jnstituted the e mbargo just prior to the United Nations forcing a VOle on the

i5$uc. By imposing an lIIIll$ embargo prior to this vote. Kennedy appeared

to be sufficiently critical of apanheid without baving been pressured into

thi5 position, and withou1 jeopardizing U.s. strategic interests in the region,

In sum. anti-apartheid activil)' was, at best, driven by external events

ill the early Sixties. Activists were able to use lbc Sharpeville massacre for

educational and organizing purposes and they were able to draw strength

and legitimacy from the United Nations debates condemning South Africa.

The anti-apanbcid movement strategically chose 10 contront

investment practices of institutional investors (and the reby confront

principles of capitalism). a tactic that was moderately successful in the

Sixties. The morc radical anti-apartheid movement position of severing

economic collabora tion with South Africa did not move from the systemic:

agenda to the governmental agenda; however, iI is important 10 note that

th is position did move to the institutional and decision age ndas of various

colleges and universities, a precedent thai may have helped to shape later

governmental events and policy decisions.

'Throughout the Sirties, foreign pol icy was driven by Presidential

polities. Legislative e ntrepreneurs like Senator Raben Kennedy tried to

present a more forceful posltien on the issue, but Congress never seriously

became involved in the making of South Africa policy.

The liberationlst position was ra ised in the United Natio ns, and

endorsed by anti-apartheid act ivists in the United States. The Kennedy
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administration preempted this effort by raising a refomUsl solution-the

weapons embargo-to the decision agenda. Because of this development.

United Stales policy appears to have shifted against the South African

government dwing the Sirlie$. In reality, symbolic appeals WQO nul as the

Kennedy adm.in.istration was able to conunae conducting business-as-usual

with South Africa as an economic and military ally.
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TABLE IV-I

EARNINGS AND RATE OF RETIJRN ON •
U.S. DIRECT INVESTMENI'S O'J scum AFRICA

(millions or doUars)

YEAR EARNINGS RETURN (%)

1%0 so 175

1961 61 21

1962 72 23

1963 82 23

1964 st 21

1965 101 22

1966 224 23

1967 128 21

1968 111 17

1969 127 18

1970 141 18

Source: Francis C. Ogene, Group Interests and United Stales Forejgn
Poljcy On African hS\le5 (Ph.D. dissertation, Case Western Reserve
Universi ty, 1974), pp. m·ns.
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TABLE lV·I (OODL)

u.s. "ffiADE wrrn SOt.JTI{ AFRICA
(millions of dollars)

CHANGE

EXPORTS

IMPORTS

•

2n

200

563

288

+103

+44

Source: Francis C Ogene, Groull lnlmsts and United States Forcjlm
Poljcy gn African hwes (Pb.D. dissertation, Case Weste rn Rese rve
Univcrsily. 1974), pp. m-VB.
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CHAYIER V

MOVEMENT CONSOLIDATION AND

A OIANGING NATIONAL INTEREST: 1970 TO 1979

This cbapter is primarily concerned with the development of the anti­

apartheid movement and new policy directions taken by the United States

federal govemmenlloward South Africa between 1970 and 1979.

The Seventies was a dynamic period within which the anti-apanheid

movement was able to consolidate its resources and to conduct a national

campaign organized around linkages between U.S. corporate activity in

South Africa and support for apartheid. By the end of the Seventies, the

anti-apanheid movement was successfully fighting for divestment on college

alll! university campuses. and in local communities.

During the Seventies, the national policy agenda shifted between

ignoring apartheid and condemning it. These shifts directly corresponded

with Presidential initiatives toward South Africa. Congress began 10 assert

itself in foreign affairs issues in the Seventies. As the Seventies eoded,
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legWators were able to move anti-apartheid legislation to the governmental

agenda of Congress.

The questions addressed in this chapter include: 1) How did anti­

apartheid movement strategies and tactics change in the Seventies? 2)

What were the driving forces behind national policy developmen ts during

the Seventies? 3) What is the relationship between legislators moving anti­

apanbeid legis1ation to the governmental agenda or Congress, presidential

initiatives in South Africa policy. and anti-apanheid move ment activity?

TIlE ANTI-APARlHEID MOVEMENT:
CONSOLIDATION AND EXPANDING INFLUENCE

The anti-apartheid movement co ntinued 10 flourish throughout the

Seventies, acc:ording to events recorded in The New York TImes. As

Illustrated in Figure v -t, othe r than in 1970 and 1975, movement activists

maintained a visible presence in the media. There was a peak of activity

recorded in The New York TImes in 1978.

The anti-apanbcid movement was sustained largely by re ligious

groups conducting stockholder campaigns in the early 10 mid-Seventies. and

by dvil rights/blaek orgenieadc ns and students in the latter Seventies

(Figure V-2). Campaigns against financial institutions had ceased by 1972.

An anti-corporate focus largely dominated the movemen t in the 1970's and

there was a peak of anti-universityloollege activity during 1978 and 1979.

This section divides the Seventies into two periods corresponding

with the pece of anti-apartheid movement act ivity during the decade.
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MO\ cment activity between 1970 and 1975 is firsl examined, then activity

between 1976 and 1979 is developed. In addition to the nature of

lIIovemcnl aetivily-the composition of actors and their wgtts-this secucn

focuses on the consolidation of movement resources, shifting definitions of

the apartheid problem within the Movement, and changes in the policy

solutions it preferred

Cor~Q!idaliQD and Caom", 1970 to 1975

The political and social context of the early 1970's was influenced

most clearly by an cqllosion of social movement participation: The Anti­

Vietnam war movement, the Civil Rights movement, and the Blaek Power

movement. Other social movements were also being spawned as the United

States entered the Seventies: The Ecology movement, the WOOlens' Rights

movement, and the Gay and Lesbian rights movement. This social milieu

combined with President Nixon's reversal of the Kennedy/ Johnson posi tion

on Sou th Abica propeUed the anti-apanbe id movement to higher levels of

mobilization in the United States.

The primary actors in the anti-apartheid movement continued to be

many of ee groups active during the Sixties: stoekbctders, religious groups,

civil rights and other black activist groups (see Figure V·2). As the

Movement grew during this period, there was inc:reasing suppon for the

consolidation of scarce resources. New organizations, such as the Interfaith

Center on Corporate Responsibility, TransAfriea, and The Washington
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Office all Africa, were founded to offer better coordination of movement

efforts.

Unlike the wvcflity of foci during the Sirtie$ h~Yi: r. dwing the

Seventies, the anti-apartheid mCM:IDeo! also became morc unified in its

ami-corporate fOCllS (sec Figure V·3). & the Movement grew and began

sharing resources, it reformulated its position with respect to the best

strategy for effectively attacking the apartheid system. Two examples of

anti-corporate efforts by anti-apartheid movement activists during the early

Seventies follow. These examples Illustrate Dot only the Importance of the

and-corporate focus to the Movement, they also illustrate the shifting

understanding of the best strategy 10 effectively challenge apartheid.

The Corpcrwt Shardloldm ' Campaign

The anti-corporate strategy was designed 10 hold corporations directly

accountable for the consequences of their operations and investments in

South Africa. II was a strategy which emerged from a growing

understanding of the important relationship between economic activity in

South Africa and support for apartheid. During the Seventies, this strategy

was pursued largely by institutional tevestoes sueb as ebureb organizations.

As cce important church leader pur it,

If our corporations make some of the highest profits in the world
while doing business there (in South Africa), and we as institutional
inYeSlon benefit from those profi ts. we then directly profit from
apanheid.»

• Quoted in "Churches Press Businesses on African Holdings: lli
New Yerk T imes_January 17, 1973.
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The contemporary corporate responsibility movement was kicked off

in 1971 with an Episcopal Church-sponsored shareholder resolution asking

General MotOrs to withdraw from South Afrlca. This resolution was "an

early. active expression of the 2.8 million member church's opposition to

apartheid" (The Corporate Eu miner, 1985:3A).

Investor representatives attended stockholder meetings and directly

raised the anti-apartheid issue 10 the corporate agenda by inuoducing anti­

apartheid resolutions for consideratioo by the fun voting body. These

efforts constituted the culting edge of the anti-apartheid movement between

1971 and 1975. according to The New York TImo;:s data set.

In 1971, Protestant churcbes invo~d in stockholders' campaigns and

working with the National Council of Cburcbes eonsolidatcd their resource

base and established tbe Interfaith Center 00 Corporate Respoll5ibility

(ICCR). Aa:ording to ICCR's curreot Director of South Africa programs.

Donna Katrin, ICCR's mission was "to coordinate the work of our members

in promoting corporate responsibility io the areas of priority which our

members have selected_The lOp priority area is South Africa. Other lop

prioritiu are militarism, equal opportunity and alternative investments.oS1

Cburch groups were notl1!lt'amiliar witb the use of stockholder

resolutions as a means of creating a voice in the consideration of broader

social goals. Churches first became aware of their investme nt power during

the efforu to challenge U.S. involvemeot in Vie tnam during the Jailer

" Interview witb author, October 27, 1988.
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Sixties. Dow Olemic:al, for example. was the focus of many church­

sponsored resolutions because of their production of Napalm for usc in the

jungles of VietDam. "(Our ttmstitucnU) diswvered during the Vietnam War

that while many churches were protesting for peace. they were up to their

eyebrows in Dow OIemical.oSI

Since its inception, ICCR wu r~spollsible for researching social

profiles of ccrpcrancns, exploring alternative sodally-eonsciol,ls investments,

and assbting church groups in the filing of shareholder resolutions.

Early church participants involved in challenging corporate activities

in South Africa included the American Baptist Churches, The Protestant

Episcopal Church in the USA, the United Methodist Chureh, the United

Presbyterian Church in the U.s.A. and the Uniwian-Universalist

Association, as well 3.'i the National Council of Churches., the Methodist

Church, and the Roman Catholic Franciscans."

During the early 1970's, shareholde r resolutio ns sponsored by

coalitions of these church groups were raised at the national mee tings of

Chase Manhattan Bank, FideHty Trust Bank, General Motors, AMAX

corporation, AT&T, Union Carbide. m . General Electric, Ford, Goodyear,

Kraft, Polaroid, Scars-Roebuck, Xerox, Burroughs., Exxon, and Mobil. In

1975. a coalition of 14 Protestant church groups and Roman Catholic orde rs

•
•

Ibid..

"Churches Press Businesses on African Holding." ':.be New Yort;
Time:!. January 17. 1973; "Church Groups Hil Corpora tions,"~
New York; Times. January 26, 1974.
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representing $9 million of stock brought a proposal 10 the ffiM shareholders

IIlccting asking it 10 stop selling or leasing computers to the Soul.b African

Govt mlJlcnL

During the carly Seventies, stotkholder resolutions lypicaUy fell into

twOcategories: fact-finding resolutions and limited disengagement

re~lutions. Fact-finding resolutions called upon corporations 10 either

disclose their full range of operations and investments in South Africa or

called upon corponnions to establish special committees 10 investigate the

implications of their investments in South African projects, paying special

ane ution to employment conditions for black South Abicam. The second,

IC$ frequently invoked, category of resolutions proposed thai corporations

cease from diJeetly supporting the institutiollll1 apparatus enforcing

apartheid in South Africa. Sometimes this in<;luded end ing 5aIes of

equipment to police. and other times this included totally shutting down

manufaeturiDg operations in South Africa..

The results of the church-based stockholder campaign were mainly

symbolic at the time, but significant nonetheless for potentially influencing

national problem and policy streams. FII"5t, "bur"hes firmly committed

themselves to a public, moral stand, not jusl against apartheid, but against

racism in South Africa They edccated millions of lay people about the

economic linkages between consume r-oriented, buslness-as-usual in the

United States and support for the apartheid regime. Church-based

resolutions effectively legitimated concern about apartheid for a broad

middle -class public in the United States. A range of policy sclu ncns
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including economic sanctions., divestment and dis investment were suggested

by this activity.

Seamd, the church-based stoekholden' =paign puc the anti-

apattbeid issue squarely on the corporate agenda. Corporate leaders were

forced into the positioo of having to suppon the moral goah of the

churches' battle against racism while simultaneously baving to defend the ir

firms' investments in South Africa.

Corporate leaders ultimately responded to this challenge by denying

the relationship between corpora te investments in Soudl Africa and the

continuation of apartheid. They stated very clearly thaI they were in

busines.s to make money, not foreign policy.to Some tried to d1aracterize

their investments as benertng conditions for their black employees, This

excerpt from a newspaper story about General Moton illustrates this point:~l

Wb.ile General Motors recognizes the compla issues thaI result from
race restriction in South Africa, its employment record is an
indication of the progressive change which has occurred over the
years. The corpora tion is convinced that its operations in South
Africa are helping to bu ild a climate in which desired social changes
c:aD be further implemented.

Thus, for the tiDt time, the anti-aparthe id movement employed

leverage manipula tion to maneuver fXIlpOrations into a position where they

had to defend their investments in South Afria. This defensive position-

•

"

"IBM Cites Export Role; Boeing Net Lags; limiting of Business
Abroad Is Held to Lost Jobs Here: The New y ork Time$. April 25,
1m

°A Black Director of G,M. Will Vote Agalust the Board: The New
York Times, April 9, 1971.
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well' by COl'Jl'OQle luden during a period of lJIOre gCDeralized public

~ of eorpon.tiOIl$ i.a tile urly~ntiei, he lped to reinforcc, in the

publics' mind, the eeceeeie li.nk.age argume nt: corporate inve$tmenl$ in

South Africa became syDOll)'lJIOUS with suppon for racism.

Public pressure against corporatioD$ intensified. General Momrs was

espcdally embarrassed, in 1971, when the newly appointed Afritano

AlJI(riean member of lheir Board of Dirc e;tol$, Rcvere Dd u n o Sullivan of

Philadelphia, voted in favor of an Episcopal resolution m lmg for G.M. to

do-.e its pbnl$ iII South Africa.a

Of eewse, the COl'pORIC rhetoric~ aparthcid. as David

RO(kefeUer said while defending 0Jase Manhattan', economic activity as a

stod;holdcn ' meeting:

"None of us at OaK Manhattan holds .any brief for the South
A!rican Government's policy of !lepuatioll or the races,· wd David
Rockefeller while de fcDdillg 0Jase Manhallan's economic activity in
South Africa II a stodtboldcrs' meeting.U

But the reality of the c:orpor.IIC position in the Seventies i5 iIIustntcd

by this uccrpc from The New York TImes;

Fol1owina: the growing debate in the lui ~at on American btWne$$
iIlvoIvcmeol iD South Afric3. several United States companies
operating in this toUnuy have increased pay and improved working
conditions for their black employees,

BUI recent invutigations also show that, out of some 300
subsidiaries or affiliales of United Stales eorpcrations in Soulh
Africa. only a few-probably fewer than 10 per cent - ere allempling
10 improve the 101 of lheir black worken. The rest are largely

Ibid-

"New Annual-Mutin, NOle: Social Protest," The 1'1"" y ork Tim",
May 28, 1967.
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rontcDI 10 slouch behind a curtain of apartheid restrictive labor laws
thai limit opportunities for black advancement in while industry."

Perhaps the most significant development to come OUI of the

shareholders' resolutiollS campaign was that the anti-apanhcid movement

was, for the first time, able 10 construct a national, widely publicized

campaign around the connection between corporate behavior. lnsdrutional

investments and apartheid politics. Anti-apartheid activists used this tactic

10 demand thai the public consequences of private investments-such as the

impact of $uppon for racism-be publicly scrutinized.

Just as more militanl anti-apartheid activists in the sixties were

frustrated with me moderate approach taken by civil rights leaders, some

clements of the anti-apartheid movement were frustrated by the modera te

apprc nch of using resolutions to challenge corporate activity in South Afrie:! ,

They wished to make a more direct assault against corporate opera tions.

This frustration is best symbolized by a highly publicized campaign

which dircctly attacked corporate policies at the Polaroid Corporation, This

campaign was orchestrated by wcrkers at a Polaroid Plant working in

eoUU$ion with thc Amcrican Committec on Africa duri ng the early

Seventies. This effort was called the Polaroid Revolutionary w orkers'

Movement (PR WM;

"Few U.s. Concerns Aid Africa Black$," Thc Ncw York Timcs.
August 19, 1972.
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In reaction 10 public attention 00 South Africa, Polaroid had

previously announced that it ww1d initiate a pilot project 10 improve black

Soulb African salaries, job opponunicics and education for its employees.61

The PRWM launched a pubic campaign to expose the duplicity of this

policy (Houser, 1976). They argued lbat Polaroid's pilol program ultimately

supponed the continuation of apartheid because it failed to address

underlying problems faeing blacks in South Africa (e.g. their inability to

participate in political and legal structures).

The Polaroid Revolutionary w orkers' Movement wanted 10 initiate a

worldwide boycoll of Polaroid products. While the PRWM was unable to

ever mOWlt aD effective international boycoll against Polaroid, the

ccntrcversy drew substantial attention from the mass media.

Why was this campaign significant? White (1981) outl ines the

implications of this campaign as follows. Ffrst, Polaroid pub licly committed

itself to a policy of opposi tion to apartheid and it acknowledged the

importance of trying to change apartheid through company action. Second,

lbis event signalled the entrance of the black community intO the corporate

responsibility debate. And third, this entrance pushed the debate about

corporate responsibility beyond the church position of respoltsibility through

reform. It raised the policy solution of total corporate disengagement from

South Africa as a method for ending apanheid.

• ' Polaroid, Under Attack, Plans to Aid Some South African Blacks;
The New York Times, Ja nuary 13, 1971.
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This debate of reform versus disengagement pierced through both the

black and religiOU$ anti-apanheid <:(Immunities during the early 1970's. In

1972, the World CoucciI of Qlurthcs moved toward the more militant

approach by liquidating its financial stake in all corporations doing business

with white-ruled African countries.~ This adioll, including approximately

$3.5 million iII corporate stock, was designed to serve as an example for the

Council's 250 Protestalll and OrthodOJl member churches. It took until the

latter half of the Seventies for other churches to begin totally divesting their

OWD assets from corporations involved in South Africa..

1bis eonfJid over policy preferences within the anti-apartheid

IllOVCDlcnt does nOI overshadow me unity experienced by the Movement

during the early Seventies with respect 10 defining the apanheid problem in

both moral and economic terms. The Movement was able 10 reach out 10 a

large number of people during this period, some COll$Olidation of resources

took place, and the Movement moved toward defining the problem with

apartheid more forcefully in economic terms.

Mmment MobiJjzatjon- 1976 to 1979

Up to !be mid·1970's overt political resistance to apartheid in South

Africa bad been driven underground in by the Pretorian regime. During the

late 1970's, however, a cultural movement among South African blacks

• "Churcb Unie Acts on South Africa: The New ygrk Times. August
23, 1972.
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begall to fin the political vacuum that bad been (:JellIed. during the 1970'$.61

This move ment- the Black Consciousne!>$ Movement-was particularly

popular among W'baD black iDu lleetua.ls in South Africa.. Political resistance

within the urban lownsbips was Jdndlcd by internal pressures such as the

rapid urbanization of the black population in response to rural poverty and

all overwhelmed urban bureaucracy.

Turmoil in the South AfricaD townships came to a head when the

South AfricaIl government tried to enforce cultural hegemony through the

Bantu Education A ct. This policy decreed that black children WQuld be

educated in the language of Afrikaans, a Dutch dialect, 1101 in their native

ganru language,

Urban arus exploded in June 1976 under the weight of townsbip

pressures and the Afrikaans language policy. Most notable of these

explosions was tile Soweto uprisings. Sill bundred lives were losl when these

uprisings were violently suppressed by the South African police. This

"marked the culminatioll of black consciousness u a political force"(~

Africa in Ibe 1'180:; ; Siale of Emtr&eDl;,Y, 1986).

The 1976 uprisings brought renewed ilItemational attention to the

apanlleid regime. The depth of the apartheid problem was made apparent

when Steven Biko , a popular leader of the Black Consciousness Movement

was illegally detained, then tortured and murdered by me South African

police in 1m .

" See Soutb Africa in tbe 19805: SIale Of E mergency (1986) for a
bistory of me 1976 uprising in South Africa..
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It was against this background of renewed repression in South Abica

tbat the United States anti-apartheid movemeot surged in activity between

1976 and 1978. This surge was refleaed in The &w York 11mes coverage

of United Stales anti-apanheid movement euots (see Figure V-I).

The movcmeot collSisted of more ardent activity from its traditional

political constituents: the religious community (stockholders), students, the

civil rights community (sec Figure V·2). Some neighborhoodl community­

based activity also emerged during this period. According to events

recorded in The New York TImes. the anti-apartheid movement primari ly

wgtted the government in the 1976 to 1977 period, corporate targets in the

1977 to 1979 period, and universities and colleges between 1978 and 1979

(see Figure Y-3).



116

Between 1976 and 1979, moderate dviI rights organizations rallied

strongly around the apartheid issue, As in the 1960's and early 1970's,

traditional black leaden avoided a mass·based mobilization S1Talcgy and

instead pursued a conventional lobbying campaign. Prominent leaders of the

nO'"' diminishing Qvil Rights movement focused their individual and group

picas 0 11 political leaders. This was the case. for example, in 1976 when

Rev. Ralph Abernathy. Pres ident of the SClC, and other black leaders

appealed (0 Sea-ctary of Stale Kissinger nOi to meet with Prime Minister

v orsrer of South Africa."

The election of President Carter and Caner's subsequent

appointmeot of Andrew Young as Ambassador to the United Natioll5 was

interpreted by the African·American community as a symbol of greater

access to the foreign policy-making process, This cffon brought renewed

amlcipation 10 the civil rights community and it continued to encourage

leaders concerned with apartheid issues to pursue an "inside" Strategy morc

closely associated with the power of member interests rather than an

"outside· strategy that ehallenger interests must follow. Black leaders

continued to appeal to President Caner to 1eave no stone untumed" in tbe

fight against apartheid,69

•

•

Untitled, The New York Times. June 22, 1976; ·U.S. Blacks Meet On
Soutb Atria,· The New y ork Times. August 24, 1976.

"Blaek Leaders Appeal to Caner For Meeting on Jobless 'Crisis''­
The New York Times. November 5, 19n.
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Ovil ri&hu patticipatioD iJI apartheid b.5ues espaeded, aDd became

lDOrc radiea!, wbell the Naliooal ...ssociatioa fO( the AdvaneetMDt 01

Colored People', (NAACP) Task Force oa Abiea was mandll~ to develop

a ..... ' oingflll policy position IOwUd South Africa. Tbe IqlOI1 of this

committee in 1978 wbolehearte4ly eodotud corpomc divestment and

economic $Ulctioas (While, 1981). In 1978, the NAACP mcmbenbip passed

a resolution at their national meeting <:alling for the total pUUOUI of U.S.

busincMe5 from South Africa.111 Later in the year they eaJ led for a wide

range of WlCtiOll5 10 be im~ on tile Prc torian rcgimc.lI

Rcoewed dvi1 rights actioo was abo visib le I I a oonfcrcDCe of black

reli&ious leaden in New York Ory. White (1981:96) lkseribes the

Religiov! leaden from thil't)'-e ip l RaICS and fifty-two cities rejected
the ,nAm'ism of the Sullin.o princip1u, demanded immediate
«OllOIIlie di$eagagemelll of US toTJlOQtions &OllI South Africa, and
passed I resoIutioa ded aring 'ilS unc:quTvoa.l suppon oI lhe national
liberaticm I lJUgglC waged by the South AfricaD people unde r the
In denhip of the African National Congreu.:

resse Jackson emerged as an OUtspoken opponent of apartheid in

1979. Us New Ymk TImes fint recorded his participation in the issue

weee he and other African-American leaden lobbied Sonny WerbliD 10 Stop

a boring match anange11 with a Soulll African fighter .7.1 Later in 1979

•
•

"NAACP. Calls for Total Pullout By U.s. Busin~s in South
Africa: The New y ork limn. January 20,. 1978.

"NAACP. in Policy Shift, Asks Sanctions Against South Africa,"
The New York U me:s. July 9, 1971

"Efforts to Slop Fight Continue: The lSew York Jjme:s. January S,
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jackson loured South Africa aDd l'DC1 with bbo::b in squatter eam~ and

U.s. corpceate execuUve$ openring ill South Africa.JJ While more aaMst in

or1eotatioo. J.rnoa sti1l punued imidet tKtia (LL lobbying e lites) in his

......
'Ibe insider Ilnteg)' ol c:Ml rigbu leaden. on this iuue is perhaps

best typified by the role played by the Coq:ressional Black Caucus (CDC)

on Afrieaq iuues. In 1976, ce CDC organized the Black: Leadersbip

Conference OD Southern Africa. This meerinl brought together 120 black

leaders Crom major d vil rights organiutio~ business, labor, religion. civic

assceauces and public office. One of the morc impolwll d~lopmen1S of

this roafercDCe ..-as the AfriaD-AmericLa Manifesto which represemed a

politieal aDd ecoDOluic Illpport of apanbcid and South Africa (While, 1981 ).

ADolbt;r impc:nunl ~IopmeDt produced at this meeting wu • DeW

organiutiou-Tran1Afriea. TramAfria was initiated as tbe black American

lobby for African and Cmbbean tssues, Randall Robinsoo was appointed

executive director of the organiutiolL TransAfrica's exprc$ed purpose was

to "i.D.flueoce the US Congress and Executive branch of Government 10

fashion progressive and enlightened polide$ to¥IUd the black Third World"

1979.

"Jesse Jacboa TU e$ Spirited Mcssacc to South Afriea."lbc Ntw
York Jiron. July 24. 1979; 'Vull by Jesse Jacboo Stin Up •
Whirlwind Among Blacb and Whiles ill Soulh Africa," The New
YOlk "IjmC\. Allgus1 2, 1979.
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TransAfrica was initially funded with start-up grants from the

National Council of OJ.urches, and the Board of Global M.in.istricsfUnited

Mctbodist Cburcb. tts goal was to generate elite support and to lobby key

public figures in Congress and the Executive brancb on issues of importance

to the African·Amcritllll community. Tactically it pursued this goal with

cocktail parties, &nIIual dinners, direct lobbying, and testimony at

QmgreMional bearings.

TraMAfrica focused primarily upon Rhodesian sanctions throughout

its fint two years of operation. During this period, Randall Robinson

testified several times before the House Foreign Affain Subcommittee on

Africa and mel with President Caner and Secretary of Stale Vance on

various occasions, White (1981:95) believes that "Tl1lIISAbica can claim

some credit for the firmness of the Caner administration on sanctions

against Rhodesia in 1979-1980." By 1980, TransAfrica set to work almost

exclusively 00 South African policy issues.

The formation of TransAfrica in 1976 represents a a :msolidation of

resources and institutionalization of the "insider strategy" among the

African-American civil rights community in the United Stales. Interestingly.

il was public officiah who facilitated formation of TransAbica in orde r to

promote the vclee of black Americans in foreign affaiR.. At this time, the

civil rights community identified its interests more as a member of the polity

rathe r than as a challenger of the polity. It responded to prevailing

opportunities by avoiding mobilization tact ics.
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Men (1986:398) reviews the conditions which foste red this state of

affairs:

The increase in the number, seniority. and political skill of black
congressmen, along with the affinity of the Carter administra tion for
the anti-apartheid program, appeared to create the proper conditions
for inside strategies,••

This shift 10 inside strategies, however, look place under very
special circumstances. Not only did me anti-apartheid movement
have a valuable ally within the administration in UN Ambassador
Andrew Young, bul it also had the sympathy of the President and the
SecrctaJy of State. And perhaps even more importanl1y, the Sowcto
riots of 1976 in South Africa and the government crackdown on black
opposition to apartheid in the fall of 1m greatly increased public
awareness of the situation in that natio n. This meant that the anti ­
apartheid movement could spend less time on public educatioD and
mobilixation and more on direct lobbying and legislative activity.

TheSl~' Campaign

Religious organizations vigorously renewed their attack 011 the

corporate role in South Africa with stockholder resolutions during the late

Seventies. Aoxording to the Interfaith Center on Corporate Responsfbillty,

the number of proposed resolutions quadrupled between 1975 and 1979

(Figure V-4). Fact-finding resolutions of the early Seventies gave way to

more militant demands for corporate disinvestment in South Africa. <'4

During Spring. 1m , a <:oalilion of Roman Catholic and Methodist

Churcb grOllPS brought a resolution 10 the General Electric meeting asking

GE to discontinue thei r South African operations until apartheid ended. A

• Divestment involves the selling of stock in a company. It can be
used by investors to signal their displeasure with corporate policies or
practices. Disinvestment is a more militant call for corporations to
cease from operating in South Africa by selling the ir operations
there.
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similar resolution was brought to the annual meetings of Manufacturen

Hanover, General Motors, Ford Motor Company. and Goodyear." The

United ClIurth of Christ also sent OUI a broad appeal for corporations and

banks to withdraw from South Africa.

The National Council of QUIches, representing over 30 million

parishioners, urged their member churches to divest their portfolios of

investments ill corporations and financial institutions operating in South

Africa. l.ocal church groups were also encouraged to take independent

action with their own investments.

Realizing the potential power of Anti-apanbeid activists, corporations

seized upon a response that allowed them to seemingly support movement

concerns while !lOt hanning corporate profil margins. Corporations

attempted 10 coopt movement e fforts by supporting a set of fair labor

practices devised by Reverend Leon Sullivan, the black Minister sitting 00

the General Motors Board who voted in faVQt of the 1971 church-based

resolution 10 close company plants in SouLh Africa.

The Sullivan Principles emerged in Marcb, 1m as a result of

Sullivan's own frustl"ating efforts to encourage General Moton to leave

South Africa. These principles included equal pay for equal work,

nonsegregation in the workplace, and development of training programs for

See -History of le CR Resolmlcns on South Africa," from the
Ioterfaitb Center on Corporate Responsibility for catalogue of South
Africa-related stockholder resolutions proposed between 1975 and
1984.
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black workers. In Decodjng Corporale Camoufla,e, E lizabe th Schmidt

describes the impal:! of the Sullivan Principles (1980:811).

The Sullivan code caught on. In the wake of the Sowelo uprisings
and the rapid expansion of the divestment movement in the United
States, Amcricau businessme n bad grown apprehensive about the
W'cly of their investtnCDU i.a South Africa. By the end of 1978, there
were lOS signatories 10 the Sullivan principles. ODe year later, there
were 135. The Sullivan plan for fair employment practices received
nothing but praise from official circleL Written in consultation with
U.s. business leaders, the Principles were hailed by lIle State
Department .1$ a potentially major terce for change in South Africa"
and given the "strong support" of the United States government.

The importance of the Sullivan Principles should not be

underestimated. Since slockholde~' campaigns were first initiated.

corporations and banb tried 10 delcgitimize claims made by anti-apartheid

actiruu and defe nd their financial interests in South Africa. These

institu tions WsaVQWcd any relationship between their operations in South

Africa and the system of apartheid.

However, the rapid rate at which corporations aflinned their

adherence 10 me Sullivan principles signalled two new developments. First,

by pledging to improve conditions for their South AfricaD workers,

corporations accepted the anti-apartheid movement's claim that they bear

responsibilily for the consequences of their activities in South Africa.

Second, quick adoption of the Sullivan principles affirmed the mounting

power of me aati-apartbeid movement. The movement was having more

success influencing corporate agendas vis-a·vis the power of investment

pon folios, than it was having influencing national foreign policy vis-a-vis

lobbying tactics.



123

The anti-apartheid movemem was also able to win other tangible

successes in the banle against c:orporalc operations in South Abica during

the late Seventies. Polaroid, the c;:ompany which initialed a pilot program to

better conditions for black workers in its South Afric:an plants. stopped

shipping ifS products to Soulh Africa after learning that its film was being

used by the South African police for passbook identification.76 Also, Control

Data, I computer (OIIlpany, d u d repression in South Africa as a reason for

adopting a policy of nOllexpan5ion in Ihat nation.1'1

On the other band, the Sullivan Principles offered a method for

multinational interests to substitute reformism for the more militant

disinvestment orientation of the anti-apanhcid movement. This corporate

taetie seems to have been effective since by 1978 the stockholder's campaign

became a less important component of the anti-apartheid movement. By

19n 10 1978, stude nts were defining the cutting edge of anti-apartheid

movement activity.

Primarily through experiences wilb the Vietnam war and civil rights

struggles, a culture of protest, so 10 speak, bad developed on college and

university campuses in the United Slates. By the late Seventies, students

knew that protest was an effective vehicle for promoting stro ngly held

'Polaroid Seven Business Unks To South Africa," The New york
TImes. November 23, istt,

" ' Control Data, Scoring Repression, Plans No Expansion in South
Africa," The New York Tjmes. October 26, \9n.
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COI1<:ertlS. They had the knowledge and experience to assure thai their

protest campaigns would be effective..

Against this background, student prOle$tef5 became reinvolved in

carnplJS+based And-apartbcid aclivil)' iII 1977 and 1978 (see Figures V-2 and

V·). Students campaigned to encourage colleges and universities to divest

their ponfOIi05 of iavestmcolS in businesses operating in Soutil Africa.

According to Stew.1lS and l...ubetkin (1981:126):

The South African issue tapped into the growing belief, initially by
some students and facully and later by administrators and trustees,
!bat W1ivcrsities did Dot exist independently from the rounDy's
economic 5)'5tcm and thai by virtue of their ownership of corporate
securities they were inextricably involved in the actions of the
corporations in whicb they held investments.

In 19n. Anti-apartheid protests were held at the University of

Massachusetts, The University of California at Berkeley (400 arrested], and

al Smith College, The student movement picked up steam in 1978 with

pro tests at Stanford University (294 arrested), Ohio University, Princeton

University, Brown University, Miami University, Harvard University,

Williams College, Rutgers University, Tufts University, Phillip Exeter

Academy, University of Michigan, Hampshire College, Brandeis University,

and Columbia University. The New York Times reflected on srudent Anti.

apartheid campaigns in 1978 with the headline "South Africa is New Social

Issue for College Aetivists."l1

• ' South Africa Is New Social Issue for College Activists," The New
v ork Times, March IS, 1978.
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Campus protests engendered a variety of outcomes. In some rare

eases, such as at the University of Massacbusens, institutions voted for total

divestment." More frequenlJy, institutions rejected divestment. Such was

the case with the California Board of Regents in 1m .-

The most typical reaction by higher education institutions in the late

1970's was a mid-level response. Like corporations, unfversities and colleges

lifteD acknowledged rbat aparthe id was a problem, but, based on financial

constraints (or simply a lack of resolve on the issue), they approved

resolutions only 10 endorse investments in corporations which supponed the

Sullivan Principles. In some eases, schccls partially divested themselves of

stocks in companies which refused to sign the Sullivan Principles or in

mmpanies which refused 10 adequately respond 10 inquiries about their

South African operations. Such was the case at Smith College and Rutgers

University.

The Student campaign esperienced rapid growth in 1978. But, this

ea.rnpaign was significantly differe nt from other anti-apartheid activities

talcing place in the late Seventies. The major difference was that the

students had more access 10 the decision-making structures at colleges and

universities than stocldJolden did at corporations. or Ahican·Americaos did

with policy-makers. The result was a greater rate of success at promoting

"

•

"Univen iry of Massachusetts Ban South Africa Involvement,"~
New vork TImcs. September 16, 1m.

"California Regents Rejecl Proposal to Sell Holdings," The Ncw York
Times. September 17, 1917.
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their interests and moving the issue onto the agenda of targeted institutioDS.

Between 1977 and 1979, 26 higher education institutions divested

approximately 187 million of stocb in corporations involved in South Africa

(see Table V-I). And, campus divestments were 00 the upswing as the

Seventies cnded.

The S\lfXeSS of the student campaigns in the late 1970's infused the

moveme nt with a sease of empowerment. They brought widespread media

auenucn and public awareness to the apartheid issue. College and

university divestments symbolized the power of the public to exert influence

ever the direction of investment monies, Pressure Wll!i increased on

eorporatioDS to leave South Africa and 00 policy-makers to respond to

apartheid.

The Communily-&suJ MO'tiemMl

The turn toward local. grassroots action was reflected in another

direction of the anti-aparthe id movement during the late Seventies. AI the

vcry end of the 1970's. a community-based, neighborhood movement began

organizing for divestment al local, county. and state levels of government.

This campaign was bora ill 1979 wben Berkeley Citizens' Action, a

white. activist organization blending New Left politics with Alinsky-51yle

organizing, placed a binding referendum before voters on city investments in

corporations involved in Soum Africa. This successful initiative, the fir$t of

its kind, called upon the city to withdrawal $10 million in city funds from

banks with loans to Soutb Africa. Another measure, passed at the same
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time in Berkeley, p rohib ited tity investmentS iD banks thai make "indirect"

loans by 1endiDs to corporations operating ill South Africa. Sean GordoD of

Berkeley atizeus' Action stated thai the measures were intended "to

stimulate similar initiatives elsewhere in the country.""

This grassroots organizing approach proved at the end of the

Seventies to be an effective tactic for building local support for opposition

to apartheid. It is important to DOle, however, that this campaign for local

divestments first look bold in University dominated towns where the on-

campll$ movement had already been strong or in progressive states with

historically liberal governments. In 1980. Cambridge, MauacbusetU and

Davis, Calilomia passed ordinances prohibiting new invesuncnts in linns

operating io South Africa; and, Michigan passed a law prohibiting the

depcslt of state funds in banks making loans to Soam Africa.

As the Seventies closed, the anti-apartheid movement was thriving.

Vigorous protests were taking place in a wide array of are nas by a diverse

group of actors: African·Americ:ans were lobbying national policy-makers

for ecooomic sancacns, religiow groups were raising disinvestment

resclutlcns al stock.bolders' meetings. students were protesting and getting

arrested 00 college and university campuses, commualty-based organizations

were combining elements of protest, lobbying. and electoral politics to

encourage tocal, county and state-level divestments. The trend at this time

" "Berkeley Votes 10 Bar Its Funds From South Africa and Curb
Marijuana Enforcement," The New York Jjm~$. April 19, 1979.
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....as squarely in the lIlOrC militant camp of endifll economic c:ollaboratioa

with Soutll Alric:L Successe5 were beinl _ withiD the anDU wlticl1

offered the grUtes1 opportunitk$ for aoc:a.lo to policy by ADti-apan.beid

activist$. 'The nul seesoe of this chapter rdocwes attention to nacioul

foreign policy deve lopments taking plaee in the Unite<! Slale$ durin, the

Seventies.

GOVERNMENT ACITVITY

AlXOrding to ewnu recorded in The New York TImes. the national

, O"crlUllcnl maintained a relatively $tablc kw:1of il1YOlvemenl with SCl'uh

African affain throupout Se¥entia (Ficurc V-S). Brief peaks of aaivity

(OITcspoDd 10 the ~to massaac (1976) and the inauguratioa of Jimmy

<:mer and his fore ign policy initiative, (1m -1m ). Government ac:tiYi1y is

largely drivel! by the Executive brand! aaivity between 1970 . nd 1979

(Figure V-6).

As this section demonstrates. presidential initiatives and eventS in

South Africa had more influence over the national foreign polit')' agenda

during the Seventies than did anti-apartheid movement activity. While anti·

apartheid poI.ic:ies d id move 10 the governmental agenda briefly during the

Seventies, they did 50 I I the behe5t of le&WatNe entrepreneurs, 'Their

efforu did DOC pt'llC:r enough support. bowever. to effectively challenge

presidential initiatives in the area of South African relations.
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Njxon. Kjssjnv;r and the Ex(rntjye Branch

The Seventies began with poUq.rnakc~ giving a low priority to South

Afri= Wiles vis-a-vis the govenunental agenda. Although President Nixon

undertook a policy revie..... of the U.S. relationship with South Africa when

fint elected in 1969, once his policy course was established (by 1970), the

issue look on less importance. The national legislaNrc attempted 10

consider the U.S. role with respect 10 South Africa in 1971 but, by 1973,

South Africa was off the governmental agenda. It was left to the Ford

administration in 1974 and 1975 10 revive concern for the policy area.

Upon entering the While House in 1969, President Nixon ordered his

national security advisor, Heary Kissinger. 10 review major foreign policy

issues confronting the Dew admlnlstratien, South Africa was included on

this Iist, In December 1969, National Security Study Memorandum 39 was

presented to the National Security Council II outlined the contradictory

nature of United States interests in South Africa and assessed the substance

of previous South Africa policy choices. This report said:

The aim of present policy is to uy to balance our econo mic,
scientific, and strategic interests in the white states with the political
interests of disassociating the U.S. from the white minority regimes
and their repressive racial poLid cs. Dcd sio ns have been made ad
hoe, on a judgment of benefi ts and political C05ts a l a given mome nt.
BUI the strength of this policy-its flexibility-is also its
weakness_ ftJ.S.1 objectives are to a degree contradictory-pursuit of
one may make difficult the successful pursuit of one or more of the
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others. Moreover, views as 10 the relative priority among these
objectives vary widcly._But the range of feasible policy options is
limited.II

Kissinger's policy review concluded with I list DCoptions. Th ese

options ranged from the u.s. improving its relationship with South Africa 10

the U.S. di5&SSOciating itself from the white regime. Coker (1986:19)

summarizes these options:

OPTION 1: Closer association with the white regime in order to
better protect America's economic and strategic Interests. I I assumed
that tile United Stales could have no significant impact on events in
South Africa, and that the political costs of underwriting the status
quo would nM be excessive.

OPTION 2: Closer lI$5OCiation with Pretoria in an cffon to persuade
il to rd onn the political system. It assumed thai black violence
would be unavailing. even counter productive. Constructive change
could only be brought about by the acquiescence of the whites
themselves..

OPTION 3: Strictly limited eccperanon with South Africa in an
attempt to safeguard its interests while at the same time adopting a
posture acceptable to world opinion. Such a posture need not e ntail
giving up its material interests.

omON 4: Dissociation from South Africa and closer relat ions with
the black nationalists. Since the Inte rests of the United States were
nor vital, this seemed a reasonable price to pay.

O mON S: Dissociation from both sides in an attempt to limit
American involvemtnL The radal conflict in Southern Africa was
unmanageable and potentially dangerous and would grow worse
despite any escns the West might make.

It is be lieved that Kissinger recommended Option 2 (Coker, 1986).

This option assumed that "the whiles are here to stay" and the blacks have

"no hope" of ach ieving poli tical rights through violent means. Option 2

• Excerpts from National Security Study Memorandum 39 are quoted
in SQuth Africa" Time Ru nnjng Qyl (1981). page 3Sl.
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encouraged President Nixon 10 work for "constructive cbange" by dropping

the rhetoric aboUI racial injustice in South Africa and by encouraging

reform of apartheid through friendly support of the white regime.

PresideDt Nixon ultimalely adopted Option 2. II was, in essence, an

eztensic n rather than a challenge to tile middle road policy establishe d by

previous presidential administrations. It embodied a recognition of the

romil)' of United Stales and South Africa economic and military interests.

But, while Nixon's South Africa poliq shifted the balance of policy mere in

favor of the interests of the white regime, the aaministration simultaneously

recognized the imponance of DOl isolating the United States from the

international community-specificalIy black states in Africa-that opposed

apanbcid. To solicit the support of these black nations, Nixon offered

economic assistance 10 the Southern Africa region. He was able 10 JUStify

his South Africa policy in terms of protecting United States interests abroad

while working wilb the South African regime 10 reform apartheid

restrictions. According to Kissinger:

We can by selective relaxation of our stance toward the white
regimes encourage some modification of their current racial and
colonial polices [sic] and through more substantial economic
assistance 10 the black states help 10 draw the groW's together and
exert some influence on both for peaceful change•

• "Kissinger Ordered A Secret '69 Study On Southern Africa,· The New
y ork Time$, October 13, 1974.



Attempting to encourage the Pre torian government, the Nixon

administration offered "positive sanctions" to South Africa." These sanctions

were intended to lure South Africa toward refonD rather than to reward

South Africa for reforms after eeepteuee,

Positive sancticns came primarily in two forms: relaxation of credit

restrictions established during the Johnson administration and gulling the

arms embargo levied by President Kennedy. In the first enmple, Johnson

had authorized &port-Import credit restrictions on South African loans

during bis administration. The political benefit of this for Johnson,

according to Danaher (1985), was to minimize U.s. involvement with the

South Africa economy and to resist further domestit and international

pressures to impose ecoeomle sanctions on South Africa. These restncuoes

were revoked by the Nixon administration.

Nixon also eased anns embargo restridions against Soutb Africa.

President Nixon aut horized the selling of "dual-use" items 10 the South

African military. These ilems, mostly aircraft, could fall under either

ciYili an or military use categories. President Nixon also allowed items

specifically designed for military applications to be sold 10 eiYilian buyers

with approval from the Departments of Commerce and State.

Nixon's role iD the United Nations during the early Seventies also

retlecied bis general strategy of backing away from publicly criticizing South

• Mucb of the following discussion about positive sanctions is drawn
from "Two Case Studies of Positive Sandions," Coker (1986), Chapter
s.
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Abita while trying to maintain an image of net supporting apartheid. The

United States abstained from a 1970 vote in the Uoiced Nations to tighten

arms embargo restrictions and, for the fint time, the U.S. cast a negative

vote when the annual anti-apartheid resolution was considered in me

G eneral Assembly.

In the final analysis, the means of "positive $8JIClioos" quicldy became

separated from the ends of reforming apartheid. South Africa benefitted

from a mere liberal United States policy stance without offering anything in

~N~

By 1971, Nixon's South Africa.n policy was in place. He was DOW

able 10 pusb the issue aside and devote more attention 10 pressing problems

in Southeast Asia and to building a detente-based relationship with the

Soviet Unlcn, Throughout the rest of Nixon's tenu re, his admin istration

gave low visibility to the issue and the policy agenda remained stable.

Nixoo's policy of "benign neglect" (Coker, 1985) is re flected in the lack of

news articles about Ni:I;on's role in South Africa appearing in The New vorl:

~ between 1971 and 1m (see Figure V-6).

But wlnle Nixon was trying 10 minimize publicity on South African

affain. some legislators and CIlIdidates in the 1972 presidential election

pusbed 10 have South Africa considered on the foreign affairs agenda..

LegislatQrs and Ca ndjdatcs AllCmpt tQ Become Involvcd

The Execu tive branch of governme nt (the President, Secre tary of

State, the State Departme nt) has traditionally had scie charge of defining
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)ristOricalIy acquineed 10 this situation. After a series of questionable

foreign policy adYeDtures (die Bay of Pip. the TonIciD Gulf inddenl, ttOOp

~tiOll5 in Vietnam" the seaet war ill UoI). bowever. legblalOr$, in lhe

u rly Seventies, tried 10 position tbemelve5 50 that they could be more:

involved with foreign policy issue$. With Anti·apartheid sentiment

clamoring in the streets, in corporate boardrooms, lI$ well as in college and

univenity baUwa)", • number of legisl:uorl began 10 raise questions aboul

the United Stales' role in South Ab'ka and brought their conce rns 10 the

~l'1IIDenta1 qeuda.

N"WlQ 'S policy ol "comuuetive enpl cnwnt" outraged an alrudy

mobilized IOcia.I _meOI during tbe early~oties and motivated

individual Congres.spersom sud! as Senaton Kennedy and McGovern, and

memben of the Black Congress>onaI Caucus, 10 speak oul againsl U.s.

policy toward South AfriCL This voice was registered in The New York

~ where a rise in legisla tive activity (211 be observed between 1970 and

1912 (see Figure V-6).

Anti·South Africa legislation~d 10 the govcnunent.aJ age nda of

Congress for the fint time in 1971. In that year, legislation to extend the

Sugar Act of 1948 foc three yean <:ame before the legislature. Bills 10

c:&IK:el the South Afriean sugar quota, wbidl commiued the United Sales to

importing . quota ol6O,000 IOItS of South African SIlpl I year. were

intrOduced UIlO both lbc House and Senate . Efforts to prohibil ~&ar
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imports from South Africa were eventually rejected by both chambers it!

t97t.a

Those opposed to canceling the South Africa quota believed that the

United States should not involve itself in the mteroal af£airs of its friends.

This position sounded very similar to United States attempts during the

Fifties 10 define apartheid as an internal problem not subject to United

NatiOIl$ action. Responding to the Senate bilI which was introduced by

Senator Edward Kennedy. Senator Russell Long said thai South Africa was

a dependable supplier of sugar and "if we undenook (0 say thai we were net

going 10 trade with somebody unleu we agreed with their domestic policies

about segregation or other matters. we would find difficulty trading..IIi

The H~ version of the Anti.south Africa legislation was sponsored

by Representative Charles Diggs, then Chair of the House Foreign Affairs

Subcommittee on Africa and member of the Congressional Black Caucus

(CBC). The CDC was formed in 1911 to unite African-American members

of Congress and to multiply their respective power. Uke the rise of urban

•

•

The Senate defeated the Kennedy bill 45-47 in Doe form, and then
42·55 when the issue was brought up again. The House never vc red
direetly on deletion of South Afriean quotas from the Sugar Bill.
Instead. House members attempted to defeat the closed rule with
wbicb the Sugar Bill was reponed out or committee. Under the
closed rule, amendments sucb as the deletion of South Afriean quotas
were barred from consideration. The closed rule was adopted by a
vote of 213-136.

Quoted in Congress and fbe Nation: A Review of Gpyernmem and
PoliIics, Washington, DC: Congressional Quanerly Service, Vol. nt,
1969·1972, pp. 343.



136

black ntayors. formation of the CBC reflected the electoral powe r of black

voters which emerged from voting rights legislation of the Sixties.

The Congre$.ional Black Cauc:us was first chaired by Representative

Q arles Diggs. From the outset the CBC was particularly concerned with

TCpresenting the agcnda of Abican-AmericaDS. One of these issue areas

was United States policy as it afl'Ceted AfriQ (Dixon. 19S4). Once

organized. the CBC quickly moved to apply pressure 00 the Nixon

administration to take a stronger position challenging apartheid in South

Africa-v

During February, 1971, Representative Diggs and Representa tive

Roo DeUums, another member or the CBC, joined three white

Representatives for a House Submmmittcc 011 Africa trip to South Africa.·

Diggs returned to South Africa ill August, 1971 for a fact-finding tour

invcstigatiJlg working conditions for blacks in American corporations.

The Congressional Black Caucus attempted to shape South Africa

into an election issue for the 1972 Presidential election. The Caucus issued

a "Black Bill of Rights- wbicb they defined as nonnegotiable demands tor

African-Americans to support the Democratic nominee. Included in the Iisl

"Administration Under Pressure to Take a Stronger Stand on the
White Regimes in South Africa: The New York TIme$. February 25,
1971.

• "Black Congressman Leave South African and Whites Stay." The New
York TImes, February 23, 1971.
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was me demand that American business investments in South Africa should

FoUowing the 1972 Democratic convention. the Party nominee-,

Senator George McCkwem--establUhed l study group 00 Africa 10 outline

his African policy positlcns, McGovern's positioo was very critical of Nixon's

African policy for putting the United States in "league with racist and

oppressive forces in Africa." In addition to standing aga.iml eolonial forces

in Africa, this report stated thai a McGovern admlnistrauon would eod the

S)'$lcm where corporations and individuals are given income tax credits for

any payments made to South African authorities.""

Thus, despite Nuno's ronciliatory policy initiatives toward Soulh

Africa, entrepreneurial Black legislators, liberal white legislators, and.

generally speaking, the Democratic Party, brought anti-South Africa

sentiment into legislative and campaign politics during the early Seventies.

The fact that legislative ievclvemem arose suddenly in 1971 and

vanished just as suddenly by 1973, and that the anti-apartheid movcmcot

(especially the shareholders' campaign) Wll$ waxing in strength at the same

time, indic::ues that the anti-apartheid movement was only tangentially

involved iD the issue reacbing the governmental agenda at this time. The

movement may have indirectly created a context within which

•

•

"House Caucus Lists 'S lack Sill of Rights'; The tkw york Times.
June 2, 1m

"Nixon Denounced On Africa Policy: The New York Timer..,
November S. 1972.
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entrepreneuriallegislators drew some support, but the dynamics of the issue

reaching the governmental agcoda suggest that individual legislators acted

out of personal concern, or to promote personal gain or institutional gain in

a foreiga policy battle with the President, rather Wan as a response to tbe

demands of mobiliud constituents,

The next section examines the activity of national policy-makers in

the middle to late Seventies.

The Ford veaa

The policy agenda concerning South African affairs re mained rather

constant once Gerald Ford became President in late 1973. Henry Kissinger

remained as Secretary of Stale and the policy direction pursued by President

Nixon remained in place. By 1974, however. Portugal's withdrawal from

Mozambique and Angola together with escalating racial conflict in Rhodesia

put United States policy toward southern Africa into a crisis-management

phase of operation during the remainder of the Ford administration

(Danaher, 1985).

Liberation efforts in Mouunbique, Angola and Guinea-Bissau bad

been organized for more tban a decade. Uniled Stales policy-make rs

neglected to recognize the Importance of these movements until it was tOO

late. Once colonial powers were cast off, the U.s. government was left

without a base of support among these newly emergent black nations. The

Rhodesian conflict was also erupting at this time. To preserve national

interests in the region [i.e. economic links between Africa and the West).
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the United States tried 10 mediate betwe en Frontline Slates, Britain, and

South Africa.

III April 1976, Secretary of State Ki$$ingcr actively engaged in shuttle

diplomacy by visiting Kenya, Tanzania, Zambia, zaire, Liberia and Senegal.

He also met with Prime Minister Vorste r of South Africa. With this

mee ting, Kissinger became the highest ranking United States affida! to visit

South Africa." Kissinger repon edly offered VO~ler "incentives" for South

Africa to make concessions on RhodesiL These "ineentlves" included more

liberal International Monetary Fund credit arrangements, in addition to the

symbolism of the public meeting.

Responding 10 African-American pressure 10 lend greater visibility to

African issues, Kissinger initiated meetings with black leaders such as Jesse

Jackson and Judge William Booth, Chairperson of the American Committee

00 Africa, and with organizations such as the National Urban League in

1976 to 'seU" Ford's African position."

Danaher ( 1985:126) describes the substance of these meetings:

Although Kissinger initiated these meetings on southern Africa. the
black leaders brought their own agenda. They demanded that:
Washington communicate to Pretoria in strong terms its opposition 10
the race policies that bed precipitated recent rio ting; Kissinger
disclose tbe content of his talks with Prime Ministe r Vorster; the U.S.
grant political asylum to Soutb African refugees; and an official black
American fact-finding team visit Soutb Africa. The black politicians

•

•

"Kissinger's Meeting With Vorster Opens 011 A Hopeful Note,"~
New York Times, September 18, 1976-

Also see ·U.S. Blacks Meet On South Africa." The New York Tjme~

August 24, 1976, for media coverage of these meetings.
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and civil rights leade rs also suggested that Washington pressure
Amerieatl corporations 10 improve working conditions for the ir black
South African employees.

By the end of 1976, new c:onditions forc:ed a shift in the United

States policy agenda once again. Urban uprisings and the Soweto Massacre

in South AfriQl forced policy-mal:ers to reconsider the re lationship that the

Ullitcd States was procuring with South Africa. This new agenda

development meshed with the Human Rights initiatives of the Caner

administratiol1, which began in 1917.

The CQner Admjnjm al joo- Human Rights Of Rhetoric?

The Caner administration came to office with a new foreign policy

team. This team was more sensitive to the internal dynamics of African

affairs. It was also more committed 10 human rights as a guiding principle

of foreign policy. Government activity surrounding South Africa exploded

in 1977 (see Figure V-S) and tbis explosion was driven almost exclusively by

Executive branch reaction to the Sowcto Massacre and Caner's new human

rights age oda (see Figure V-6).

The Scwetc uprising coincided with the timing of the Preside ntial

primaries in 1976. South Africa was thrown, once again. into preside ntial

politics. The Democratic party accepted platform statements affinning an

ami-South Africa posi tion at its national convention during Summer, 1976.

The Democratic party adopted a1I the South Africa-related positions put

forward by the leadership of the civil rights community at its national

conven tion, Summer 1976. These positions reflected the policy solutions
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defined by the anti-apanheid movement in the early Seventies and signaled

an emerging consensus thai the United States government needed to

condemn apanheid in stronger terms. The Party planks specifically called

fur.

•

•

•

AD Africa-centered policy. and not a a;lroUary of the kind of
antiSoviet strategy thai produced the Angola fiasco;

Increased participation of black AmeriQlIl$ in the formulaLion
of foreign policy;

Strengthening the anns embargo agains t South Africa; and,

• Denial of ta;I; advantages to all U.s. corporations in Rhodesia
and South Africa who support or panidpate in apartheid
practices and policies."

Democratic Party sensitivity 10 the African.American agenda on

African aHairs was further concretized when Jimmy Carter was elected

Presidenl of the United Stales in November 1976. J immy Caner moved

uuo the White House in 1m willi moral coocern for human rights issues.

He immediately nominated Andrew Young. an outspoken veteran of the

Civil Rights movement as Ambassador to the United Nations.

Before the new administration was sworn in, Young signalled that a

shih in the South African policy agenda would be taking place. This shift

was to be expressed both in foreign policy and in the positions adopted by

the United States at tbe United NatiollS,"

•
•

Quoted in Danaher (1985), pages 137·138.

'Young Expects New Administration to be 'Aggressive' in Advancing
Majoril)' Rule in Southern Africa," The New York Times, January 3,
1977; ' Conflict in U.N. Role Is Doubted By Young," The New York
~, January 14, 19n.
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Caner assembled a foreign policy IC3llI that was quite aware of the

track record of "oootaimnenc," the foreign policy principle justifying

intervention in affairs of other nations in order to contain Soviet influence

around the world This tracl: record included humiliation in Vietnam and

loss of support among independent African nations. Political leadership in

the United States had also been discredited by Watergate and the reports of

Central lntelligence Agency abuses revealed in the Church Committee

hearings.

Carter's foreign policy team consisted of "a new generation of

a5Sistan t secretaries and bureau directors, most of whom were crit ical of the

preceding administration's conduct of foreign affain" (Study Conunission of

U.S. Foreign Policy Toward Southern Africa. 1981:356). They supponed a

"regiona.list" perspective rather than the "global ist" perspective of the

traditional foreign policy establishment. The regionalist perspective

recognized that problems in world affairs tend to have local rccu in the

political, economic. and lOcial affairs of nations. This perspective respects

the principles of self-determination and human rights.

Caner quickly announced his intention 10 take a tougher stance with

South African affairs. According to Danaher (1985:143):

The regionalists distinguished the ir strategy from Kissinge r's by
claiming that whereas Ihe previous admlnistrannn had le t Pretoria off
the hook regarding apartheid and Namibia in return for cooperation
on Rhodesia, the Caner administration would press for reforms on
all three Ironts, Pretoria would be expected to as.sist Washinglnn in
bringing about a negotiated sett lement In the Rhodesian conflict, but
would else be pressured to reform the grosser aspects of apartheid



1<,

and cooperate with an internationally acceptable trans ition to
Independence in Namibia.

BUI what did this meaD beyond the rhetoric composed for public

consumption? How far was Caner willing to go in pushing for the

reformation of apartheid? At the outset, Caner eame racing out of the

starting gate. The Caner administnltion verba1ly condemned South Atrtcan

President Varner's regime in harsh terms.

WithiD three months of coming into office, Ambassador Young

labeled reports of people detained by the South African police and then

"jumping" out of windows, "savage incidents.- He also chastised Britain as

"a little ehickco" in facing up 10 racial issues in South Africa," and created

quite a stir by condemning South African rule as "i1Iegitimate.­

Vice·President Mondale met with South African Prime Minister

v cese e in Vienna during May 1977. The two leaders clashed in this

meeting over the role of black Africans in the South Africa's future . ~

New Xgrk Times· captured the tone of this meeting:

Vice-President Mondalc said today that be had warned Prime
Minister Jobn vorsrer that unless be undertook a 'progressive
transformation' of South Afria's white supremacist policies leading

•

•

•

•

"Young Cites 'Savage Incidents': The New Yorl;: Tjroes February 18,
1977.

"Young Calls Britain 'A Llttte Oticken ' On Racial Maners: The New
york Times, April 7, 1m.

"Young Sets Off Furor By Agreeing South Africa Rule Is
'illegitimate'" The New y ork Time$. April 16, 19n.

"Mondale Meets Vorster in VieMa On Southern African Issues
Today: The Ne.... York Tjm; s. May 21, 19n.
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\0 full political and social equality for the black majority, the United
States would be forced 10 undertake dlplomadc steps against that
nation.

This meeting was quite significant because it was the first interaction

between South Africa and the caner administrancn, II was also

unprecedented for a high-level United States official to call for full political

participation on the pan of blacks and an end to discrimination in South

Africa. For the first time, Mom1ale "used the concept of 'one-man-one-

VOl e' 10 describe the preferred future for Soutb Africa's political system"

(Danaher. 1985:157). Mondalc said the meeting ' cleansed" the United

States of the "moral blemish" crea ted by past administration policy toward

South Africa."

Andrew Young then rubbed salt in South Africa's wounds when be

followed Mondale to that nation. on the day after Mondale's meeting with

v crster, Youog was in South Africa espousing use of the civil rights tac tic of

nonviolence and economic boycotts against the Vorster regime."

Though Cane r came on strong in the beginning oC his administration,

looking good on the race question 10 the American public, the problem, as

Danaher (198S:1S8) points out, Wl!.S that 100 in dIe verbiage was the Cact

that the Americans planned DO specific actions to back up their demands"

•

•

"Moral Stain Erased By U.S., Mondale Says,· n il: New York. T imes.
May 23. t9n.

"Young in Johannesburg Urges Boycott by Blacks," Th e Ntw York
Times May 23. 1977.
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An administration review of United Stales policy toward South Afric-4

came up with these potential actioas: (1) withdraw the U.S. military auache

from Pretoria; (2) end excbanges of iDteWgence information with South

Africa; and, (3) reduce Expon.lmpon Bank guarantees for investments in

South Africa.

These options ranged from symbolic to punitive, but they did not

include options whieh matched the intensity of the Cane r administration

rhetoric. Nor did these options reflect the systemic agenda of African·

Americans. At a time when corporate involvement in South Africa was

$Oaring to new beights-totalling approximately $2 billioDin 1976-Cartcr's

policy initiatives did Dot create room on the policy agenda for the anti­

apartbeid movement's concern with the linkages between U.S. corporate

interests and complicity with racism in South Africa. Also, Carter offered

no support fllr black activists fighting apanheid from within South Africa.

Following the September 12, 1m death of Steve Biko in South

Africa and the government's repressive crackdown on leaders of the black

opposition, Caner did support a mandatory United Nations arms embargo

against Soutb Africa.... However, The United States negotiated to limit the

embargo to six months. And, at the same time that he was supporting the

anns embargo, Caner vetoed an African-sponsored resolution calling for a

ban 00 foreign investments and credits for Soutb Africa.

• Other Western nations, including Britain, also supported lhis
mandatory UN arms embargo.
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A New York Times review of these decisions accurately describes the

Administration perspective at the time. Be"nse of the insight of this

review, I take the liberty to quote at length from the ankle:

In practical terms, the announcemeot did DOt really advance United
States policy; although Washington has alWll)'S vetoed arms sanctions
against South Africa. it bas voluntarily enforced a weapons embargo
since 1963. BUI by supporting the arms sanctions now, the
Administration, and the other four Western members of the Security
Council. believe thai they eao soften demands for a blenker embargo
00 trade.

Washington opposes trade sanctions against South Africa for a
variety of political and economic rcMOIlS. It also dOUbts how
effective sanctions would be.

EconomjC. The United States and its allies carTY on extensive
trade with South Africa. Britain, Soulh Africa's largest trading
partner, would have particular difficulty withstanding the financial
jess,

Poljtjg. With a strong black caucus in Congress and an
outspoken Ambassadot in the United Nations and a new policy
emphasizing closer ties with black Afriean states, the Administration
had to react Slrongly to South Africa's actions. BUI other political
considerations dictated a more moderate response. South Africa has
been a get-betwee n for the United States and Bri tain with Rhodesia.
It has also been negotiating with Western countries a plan for the
independence of SoutlrWest Africa, a lerritory it governs in defiance
of United Na tions resolutions. As the object of trade sanctions,
South Africa could hardly be expected 10 follow Western advice on
South-Wesl Africa, Rhodesia, or anything e lse....

Beyond the rhe toric, economic and military constrain ts severely

crippled the impact of Caner's human rights position with respect to Ihis

embat tled nation. Though sensitive to the age nda of African-Americans,

Caner offered the anti-apartheid movement no substantive inroads Intc the

making of South African policy. President Caner and Ambassador You ng

ultimalely abided by the position that corporate interests can act as a

• · U.S. Goes Just So Far With The Sanctions," The N(w y o rk Jjmes,
October 30, 19n.
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progreuive reree within South AbicL Corporations are. ;u Ambass.ador

Young lold j).'sir:u ludcr iII Soulh Afri<::a. the by 10 dlange in WI

country.-

By the eDd of hb ' dmjnism uioo,. PrClideol Caner bcpll bac:bliding

00 his South African policy. President Vonter of South Afria. 5lrlltegiea.lly

undenook a oounleroffensive to Weste rn "lDeddling.' duriDg South African

elections using a platform of anti·Wu bingtoo rhetoric and political reform.

Vorsle(s NatioDal Party won lilt election with the largest margin of support

in its history.

Caner did DOl nspond effectively to thi5 cbaJlcoge. The globalists

among the foreip policy elite began to t else out the regionaliu! for

tenceeee. Carter's position SWlID& back to a positiOll of acquiesceece u Iar

as apartbeid _ concerned.. From 1978 to 1980 official. U.s. policy

preferred 10 rely upotl the idea "that enlightened capitalism 'OIOU1d briog

interracial barmoay and contribute to the ~ntual demise of apartheid in

the same way that it had allegedly undermined entrenched racism in the

American South" (Coker 1986:153).

AI \he end of his term. Caner put his energies into aggreu ively

supporting the Sulliva.ll Code for fair employment practicn in South Africa.

However, be: refused to make the code mandatory and ill 1980 refused to

link Export-Import eeerrs 10 observance of this code.

• "Young. in SOtllh Africa. Asks C'baJISC; The NCW York Ijmc1.. May
22, 1m.
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Carter maintained a reformist stance at tile same time that the anti­

apartheid movement was moving toward cceseesus over the importance of

cballenging economic linkages between the Uni ted Stales and South Africa

and as anti-apartheid issues were moved 00 to the governmental agenda by

a smaU group of concerned legislaton.

LegislatQrs Move Antj-apanbeid PoIjcies to the Agenda Once Aga in

Between 19n and 1979, a «Ire group of na tional legislators

attempted to bring ami-aparthe id policies to the governmental agenda (see

Figure V-6). Their efforts reflected the increasing ability of senior liberal,

white and black Representatives in Congress to influence the policy agenda.

Events in South Africa, cues emitted from the Carter administration, and

the Increasing popularity of the ami-apartheid movement motivated their

actions.

Following the October, 1977 crackdown in South Africa, the House

of Representatives passed a bill (347 to 54) condemning the South African

regime and called upon President Carter to take effective action. Wlli le

Caner did temporarily recall the U.s. eDVOy to South Africa, Ihe

Congressional Black Caucus unsuccessfully pressed for more stringent

measures: recalling embassy attach~s. lenninating tax credits for U.S.

business with investments in South Africa, downgrading the status of the

United Stale5 embassy in South Africa, and supporting United Nations

resolutions against the Vorster regime (Danaher 1985).
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Congress continued 10 explore new responses 10 Pretoria throughout

the Caner presidency. In January 1978. the Senate Foreign Re lations

Subcommittee on Africa released a repon on U.s. corporate activity ill

South Africa and found corporate racial policies to be "abysma.l." Melllbe~

of the committee urged Carter to do his bes t 10 diseeurage investments in

South Africa. ... Later in the year, members of the Congressional Black

Caucus met with Carter 10 express their support of complete economic

sanctions against South Africa.." These initiative$, set against the rising tide

of anti-corporate resolutions and divestment activities on campuses around

the nation. implicitly suggest that this core group of legislators had adopted

the economic linkage argument put forth by the anti-apartheid movement al

the time.

Punitive sanctions against South Africa were considered by Congress

during 1978. This issue emerged during consideration of the Export-Import

Bank extension bill, a vehicle that was used to punish South Africa during

the Johnson yeaTS and then to reward South Africa during the Nixon yean.

This time, the bill became a "christmas tree" fer a variety or legislative

·ornaments" including provisions related to trade with South Africa. Anti·

apartheid policy items made it not only to the governme ntal agenda but,

briefly, to the decision agenda during 1978.

•

-
'Curb on U.S. Investment In South Africa Is Urged; The New York
Times. January 26, 1978.

"Blacks In Congress Seek Curb on Abuse of U.s. Aid: The New
y ork TImeS. April 27. 1978.
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The final version of the biU reported by the Heese and Senate

prevented the Expon -Impon bank from supporting any expo" 10 South

Africa which might ecntribute to the enfortement of apartheid policies,

prevented any exports to the South African government unless the President

rould certify that South Africa is making significant progress toward

eliminating aparthe id, and prevented exportS to any South Africa purchase rs

unless the Secretary of Stale could certify that the purchaser has adopted

fair employment principles (Congressional Ouaacrly Almanac 1981:63).

Carte r signed this bill into law during November 1978.

A small group of legislators committed 10 ending apanhe id

maintained whatever legislative attention they could 10 the issue of

apartheid. These legislators included members of the Black Congressional

Caucus, such as Rep. Charles Diggs, J r., Rep. Stephen Solan, Rep. Julian

Dixon, Rep. William Gray m. and white libe ral members of Congress such

u Rep. Howard Wolpe." These House members used the House

Subcommittee 00 Africa as their forum.

While the South African situation had been discussed in committee

bearings during the Seventies. until 1978 critical discussions were limited 10

technical aspects of U.S. policy which resulted in the measures documented

earlie r: foreign and military assistance, and Expon-Tmpon bank policies.

Formulation of self-styled anti-apartheid legislation (lhal is. legisla tion which

directly challenged aparthe id politics in South Africa and was designed 10

,.
Representative Wolpe holds a doctorate in History and is an expe rt
on African affain.
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reshape U.s. fore ign policy interest-' in thaI area) did not begin in Congress

until 1978.

1978 began with the Chair of the House Subcommittee all Africa.

Rep. Charles Diggs. <:ailing toge ther I bearing to listen to the tC$limony of

Donald Woods, a white South African joumali.st, former editor of the East

Londoll (South Africa) Daily D ispatch. Mr. WOOlb, one of six whites

banned on October 19, 19n by the South African government, had recently

escaped from his counuy. The following discussion is drawn from the

committee bearing:

Mr. Solarz. Thank you. Mr. Chainnan
Lei me follow up on your last observation, Mr. Woods. As you
know, I have been working 0 11 legislation for sometime now which I
am planning to Introduce in the very ncar futu re, which would
IcgWatively prohibit new American investment in $Quth Africa, and
which would also urge those corporations which do have c~isling

investments in South Africa 10 comply with a kind of good behavior
code of corporate conduct involving equal pay, as a condition for
various advantagu which lhey are now entitled to. concerning leans
and aspects of that son of thing,

Given the extent to which the Afrikaner elite has such a
deeply rooted commhmem, given the extent to which they fea r the
esl:lblishmcnl of majority rule would lead 10 the undoing of their way
of life, in what sense would the adoption of this legislation in any
significanl way, and obviously I am being the devil's advocate,
cootnbutc loward the amelioration of apartheid which we both sec. I
underslaDd how it would help us politically in terms of our relations
with the rest of black Africa and in terms of the way the black
majority views the United States, but in what meaningful measurable
way could we realistically expect it 10 co ntribute to amelioraling
apartheid and -

Mr. Woods. You are dealing with the do minant power group,
and while his eyes may be shut 10 reality, and he may be deluding
himself, he is 00 fool. I Ihink that if such a bill could be passed, you
would find a perception in the African nationa lists, thaI your country
is serious, and he better relhink Ihe enure situatio n. At the moment .
he docsn'l think it is serious. The legislation might be able 10 make
the ste ps progressive and conditional. If by June certain people have
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Wlhanned,. lh.is will bappell. I think)'OU 1O'OUId find thai son of
measure 1O'OUId coafroDt the leaders of Ill)' country. the ...ni l~ teaders,
with, for the fim time, the ruliutioa. they better r~1hink the
siruatioA...

R~p. SlepMn Solarz fim i11lrOduoed a bill ca1liag for ~o:onorak

l-UlC'liOll5 agUlsZ South Africa ill January. 1978. His bill (H.R. 12463)

prohibiled all new lmre$rments and I(W\$ in South Africa and eslablisbed a

fair employment rode of conduct for U.s. corporations opcraling in South

Africa beyond 1978. Thi.s bill was rather cautiously d~si gned so Ihal a

Presideotial <:e rtification of mceement in South Africa loward ~ndina:

lfucrimiaaoon could be used as a waivoer of the prolllb ilion againsl new

Three additional bills Wi~tinC apartheid in South Africa were abo

inuodu<:ed in 1978. The SlrODgesi of the three bills (H.R. 13272).

inu oou<:ed by Rep. Cbule$ Diggs. was si.milu to Solarz' bill. II call~d for a

ban on all new 1(laD$ and invesunenlS unlil the President, concumac with

Congress. could de lermin~ thai subswnial progress had been made toward

ending apartheid. The mildesl of th~ three bills (H.R. 13262), introduced

by Representative Jonathan Bingham, would use fair employmenl praetrees

as a condition tor amMued corporate and 6nandaI activil)' in Soulh Africa.

In his Ie$timony before !be House of R~presentalive1. Commill~~ on

Inlernational R~lations. Subeommillees on Afric:a and Inlemalional

- "IJailed Stales Polk:)' Toward South Afria,- H~arinl b~ld before the
House of Representatives Commille~ on Inl~ma tional Relations.
Subeommill~es on Afric:a and Inle rnational Organiutions.
Ww ingrOIl, DC. January 31, 1978. pp. t().1 1.
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Ecooomic Policy and Trade, Randall Robinson of TransAfrica threw bis

organizations's suppon behind the stronger bill because it would "cause a

gradual disinvestment of corporate capital" thus "reducing American

ecrporate support to the Apanbeid rcgimc.-

Hearings coetleued to be held in 1979 and 1980 10 consider

U.S./South Africa political and economic re lations, the carrenr Slatll$ of

apartheid. South Africa human rights violations, and coDSidcratioD of the

efficacy of the Sullivan pri odplc~ '" Stephen Weissmann, Staff Director of

the House Foreign Affairs Subcommi ttee on Africa, argues thai the authors

of anti-apartheid bills fell the mood of Congress was such tha t economic

unctions legislation would nOI pass at this uee." Therefore, they diluted

their hil ls and continued to search for consensus among e ther legislators.

Three new South Africa bills were introduced in to the House of

Represe ntatives during the 97th Congress. These bills were designed 10

establish fair employment standards for U.S. corporations in South Africa.

10 ban the imponatioll of Soutb African Kruggcrands. and to ban U.S. bank

loans 10 the Sou!h Africa gove rnment (H.R. 3008); 10 re quite the President

-
-
,.

"United Stales Private Investment In Sou!h Africa," he aring before
the House of Represe ntatives Subcommittees on Africa and on
Inte rnational Economic Policy and Trade, September 7, 1978.

See "Current Siruaticn in South Abica," hearings before the House
Fore ign Affairs Ccmrruuee, Subcommittee on Africa, September 6,
1979; and, "U.S. Policy Toward South Africa," hearings befure the
House Foreign Affairs Committee, Subcommittee on Africa, April 30,
May 6,8,13,15,20,22, June 10. 1980.

Interview with author, Febru ary 28, 1989.
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to issue regulations prohibiting ne.... U.s. Investments in South Africa (H.R.

3597); and to protubit the sale of nuclear-related materials to South Africa

in advance of South Africa compliance with the Nuclear Non-Prolilcration

Treaty (H.R. 722lJ).'"

Througbout the late Sevcoties., consideration of fundameotal

clements of the U.s. policy ro le in South Africa did DOl go furthe r than the

subcommince level. Crocker ( 1981) correet.lyargues that other than during

key periods of crisis (eg. the death of Steve Biko) Africa was 001 an issue

which captured tbe interest of the whole body of Congress. II remaioed

more within the purview of a small number of African specialists and issue

entrepreneurs. H owever, what Crocker overlooks is that Ihe a nti-aparthe id

issue was planted fumly 00 the governmental agenda as the Seventies came

to a close. The foundation for a continuing battle over South Africa policy

was in place as the Seventies ended.

'" Testimony regarding H.R. 3008 and H.R. 3597 was presented during
·U.s. Corporate Activities in South Africa" hearings before lil t
Subcommittee on Interua tional Economic Policy and Trade, and the
Subcommittee on Africa. House Foreign Affairs Commiuee,
September 24, October 15,22, 1981, May 18, June 10, 1982­
Testimony regarding H.R. '7220 was beard during "Corurels on
Exports to South Africa,· bearings before the Subcommittee on
lnteruational Economic Polley and Trade, and the Subcommittee on
Africa, House Foreign Affairs Ccmminee, February 9, December 2,
1982
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ANALYSIS

This chapter bas presented aD iJl..depth look at anti-apanbeid

_ menl bWofy and national poIky developmcnts durin, the~nties.

During thi$ period. the anti.,apanheid _men! was able 10 gaia a sclld

foothold amon, its traditional constituents.~lidate its resources, and

mount successful campaigns throughout the Uni ted StalCL The Movement

strategized to cconomieally isolate the Pretoria regime. Movement

constitueots punued this goal by tafBc ting I diverse group of institutions 10

which they had the lllOU aa:ess' African-Americans wgcted national

poticy-makers.. re ligious groups~led corporations. students targeted

uniYersitie5 and coIlc' e:l, community .c:tivim WJCled loal, COWIty. and

$late-level JOVCrmnCD1S.. Reprdless of the for\lfll$. the anti-apartheid

_meol rallied fOf divestment aDd dWDveStmellL

Tbe United Slales foreign policy agenda toward South Afria

Ouctuated between Nb:oo's policy of ' coll5uuaive change" and Caner's

human rights policy. Despite the policy differences, however, both

presideots lISCfibcd primary concern to economic and military interests

rather than moral interests when dealing wilh South Africa. Eadl

collSidc:rcd the (lJrpontc seeoe I positive force in South Africa, • force able

to secure uform of apartheid.

Gt'1lUiDe chaliCOSes to apartheid reacbtd the goverumcow agenda

during the Seventies. 'Ibii wu evidell l in lbe rbc~ of individual

kgislalon, bills rorcsidered by Collgreu. in ee issues «: Ievanl 10 me
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presidential (ODlests in 1972 and 1976. and in Cane(s early entanglemellts

"'itb the v crster regime in 1m. The qvesti0n5 po5ed in lhi$~ arc

<I>How clid the ADti-&pMtbeid attempt lO ialIuellCC problem, poIiticLI and

policy stteams in the Seventies? (2) 'Wbidl dnt: lopmcnts within these

sucams were most responsible for infIucncinl the policy agenda during the

Seventies? a::u1, (3) \Vbllt was the nature of interac:tiOll5 between the anti·

aparthe id movement and national policy-maken es Anti-apanheid

legislation was brought 10 the governmental agenda and derision agcnda?

Problem Su eam,

Problem WUDl$ were relatively stable during the lim ball ol lbe

Seveotia. No DeW aim developed iII South A&ica. The public's

undcrst.al'ldiDg of apartheid bad DOt dwlgcd. Problem Stl'CaD'I$ did beo:ome

disturbed dwing the middle Seventies as independcoce _(Milts

throughout AfriQ came to fruition. the Soweto Massacre occurred in South

Africa, Steven Biko was killed by the South African police. and repression

in South Africa WlI$ sustained.

While there had been general agreement throughout the Sixties and

Seventies thai apartheid was wrong, the events of the middle Seventies

brought tonh renewed condemnation of apartheid.

The anti-.panbeid movemellt uicd 10 affect problem streams in the

Seventies by raW.nr: • DeW undcl'SWldina 01 the problem. To lhe

~{ovemc:nt, !he problem Il'U DOl: simply WI ee Prelo rian regime _

perpetrating injustice through apartheid la~ lhe problem '11'&5 .150 W I
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U.s.·based corporations and institutional investors were perpetuating

apartheid through eronomic ccucsrce with Pretoria. Though this

understanding emerged during the eod of the Sixties. dwiog the Seveeces,

the anti-apanheid movement lnl}Ved centrifugally toWard COllSCOSUS for this

pc»ition.

This consensus is evident in the predominance of corporate

shareholders' eampaigns and the proliferation of divestment campaigns 011

campuses, and in local, county and state-wide communities. TIn: anti­

apartheid movement was able to COQStruct a national, widely publicized

campaign around the ccaneeeon between corporate behavior, institutional

investments and apartheid politics.

Tbese problem stream developments arc significant for two reasons:

First, crisis situations raised people's ccnseicusness about problems and they

demanded an immediate response. Such was the case in 1976 whe n the re

was a significant rise in both Anti-apanhcid and government activity.

Although problem streams were disturbed by crisis situations like the

Soweto massacre, reaction to these events seemed to fade i1""lly as quickly

as they appeared. 1D other words, crisis situations did not provide durable

justifications for policy changes. Caner's human rights policy was less

motivated by crises in Soutb Africa, and more influenced by the principles

Caner beld deeply. So 100, legi$lalol'$ working on AfridLll issues were

motivated by their personal beliel$ about what is right for the people or

SOUlh Africa and what is wrong with apartheid. Crisis situadons, and

displeasure with the U.s. policy response, may have given these legislators
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DlOTe Impetus to promote anti-apartheid issues iII Congress, but they did not

directly infIuencc the governmental agel1da.

The second reason thai these problem stream developments were

significant is that, generally speaking. problem streams carry the potential of

redefiniDg how people understand the nature of Issues, New problem

definitions may lead toward di5turbances in policy Streams: new p<llicy

solutions may be placed on the agenda. In this situation, when progressive

legislators grew impatient with Carter's policy toward South Africa. tbey

raised the economic linkages argument to the governmental agenda. While

this understanding of foreign problems was DOt new to policy circles, the

application of the argument to the apanheid issue was DCW. The aau­

apartheid movement did nOI invent this definition of policy issues but it did

promote it vigorously by the end of the decade. Progressive le gislators may

have drawn some comfort from knowing that an active cadre of their

constituents endorsed this position.

Politica ! Streams

Changes in the policy agenda with respect to South Africa during the

Seventies were most dearly dominated by political stream developments.

Presidential initiatives eontinued to dominace the political streams

surrounding South Africa policy. An emerging bailie over the substance of

foreign policy between Congress and the President became apparent in the

Seventies. Also, Ilberal, white and black legislators rose to senior positions

in Congress and were able to influence the abilil)' of ann-apartbeld issues to
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come to the gOVC1lIJI;cnta! agenda. Finally, political stream developments

foste red the growth of the anti-apartheid I2lOftttlCot, consolidation of its

resources, and its deployment of resources .iD grassroots campaigns during

the Seventies.

Official United States policy toward South Africa vacillated between

constructive engagement and humaD rights during the Seventies. These

polides were closely associated with the cbaaging of the guard at the White

House. Presidents Nixon and Caner were able to dominate r.be foreign

policy agenda while they were in office. Each brought his own policy

espera with bim and each seized control of the foreign policy establishme nt

to reverse preceding policy treads.

II was a group of progressive legislators, elected to office during an

era of government distrust and criticism of Presidential adve nturism abroad.

who rose to senior positions in Congress and raised an ti-apartheid issues to

the governmental agenda during the late Seventies. These legislators were

motivated by personal conviction but the timing of their actions

corresponded 10 the availability of specific opportunities. Entrepreneurial

legi$latol"S tried 10 raise the South Africa issue during tile 1972 presidential

campaign and then as a ride r to a Sugar Quota Act; however, at that time.

they were not in a very good position to raise specific arui-aparthe ld bills to

the governmental agenda.

This situation changed in tile laic Seventies as many of these same

public officials rose to posi tions of seniority within Congress. They had

more structural control in their possession and they used il 10 promote their
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o.....n Issues. Their actions COITe5PQnded wilb the growing power of the

Congressional Black Cauou. They primarily used the House Committee on

Foreign Affairs, Subcommittee on Africa as a platform for their issues

between 1977 and 1979. These legislators also drew some support from the

highly publicized activities of the anti-apanheid movement in the late

geventies, particularly the aetiollS 00 college and univenity campuses.

The anti-apartheid movement mobiliud to influence political streams

throughout tbe Seventies. The anti-apartheid movement grew tremendously

during the decade and was a ble to deploy resources in a variety of political

arenas. The Movement developed a solid base among civil rights leaders.

the religious community, students and community activists. It was able 10

consolidate its resource base and to force its concerns onto the agendas of

corpora tions, unive rsities, colleges, and local ecmmun ities. By the end of

the decade, the movement experienced some success with divestment

= palgn5-

It is interest ing that each of the constituents of the anti-apartheid

movement took a difl'erent route to promote their goals. These routes

reflect the resources and windows of opportunity available to eacb at the

time. African-Americans, particularly moderare civil rights leaders had bee n

deve lop ing tbeir access to institutional policy circles since the Voting Righls

Act of 1964. They were rather successful at this. Several black legislators

were ejected to Congress in the late Sixties to early Seventies. These public

officials formed tbe Black Congressional Caucus 10 enhance their voice.
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Civil rights leaders chose to eq>loit their access at this level rathe r

than go 10 the sceets 10 mobilize their constituents, as they had done dur ing

the Fifties and early Sixties. African-American legislators worked with civil

rights leaders to establish TransAfrica as an institutional lobbying voice on

African affain. Formation of lobbying organizations like TransAfrica

symbolize the attainment of member group status for African-Americans.

Protests and other disruptive tactics would only threaten potential access 10

the policy process.

Because of their perceived legitimacy. religious groups can also be

coosidered member groups. although they typically lack direct access 10 the

policy process when they promote cbaUenger interests. The stockholders'

campaign was a method for religious organizations to peacefully promote

their interests without the use of disruptive tactics, II w:u a wise choice

since these groups were able to use their large investments in corporations

as leverage to raise ami-apartheid issues to corporate agendas.

Students, while largely rescurcetess, have greatest access to the

institutions they participate in: universities and colleges. Students were

able 10 employ dlsruptive tactics on their (3lIlpw.es to maneuver Ibeir way

0010 institutional age ndas. Studellts protested, often successfully, for

divestment from South Africa.. By the end of the Seventies, the re WlI$ a

rap id escalation in student campaigns 00 university and college campuses .

Community activists were also able to successfully raise anu-apartbeid issues

in their communities. The grassroots campaigns of students a nd rommunity

activists brought a significant amount of publicity to the Anti-apartheid
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cause as they continued to disrupt political streams. 'Ibis in tum helped

legislators to promote anti-aparthe id bills 0 0 Capitol Hill.

PoUC)' Stream$

Policy $IrCaIII$ fluctuated significantly during the Seventies. The

sources of these fl uctuations were linked to previous ly discussed political

stream developments, Bom the Nixon and Caner adtninlstraticns brought

their own policy-makers to Washington. Each President re lied o n his own

people 10 outline policy options for his administra tion.

As. African affairs became more polarized, domestic conflict over

African policy heightened and policy deavages developed within the ranks of

policy-makers, The bat tle betweeo "globalisu" and ·regionalisu" was played

out durillg the Carter adminisuation. Caner empowered regionalists to

design his South Africa policy. Following a backlash by Verste r in South

Africa. Caner moved toward more traditional globalist solutions.

The anti-apartheid movement successfully generated strength for

another policy solution. Ba.sc:d on the ir growing understanding of the

importance of ecoaomlc linkages between U.s. corporations and

investments, and die South Amcan regime. Movement activists raised the

issue of divestment and disiovestmeot through aml-eorporaee stockholders'

resolutions and organizing 00 campuses and in local ecrnmuruties. Anti·

apartheid activists demanded that the public consequences of private

investments be publicly sautinized.
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The divestment/disinvestment position took hold as people gained a

clearer understanding of the economic IiDks between institutions and policies

internal 10 foreign eedces. People attempted to isolate South Abica from

the international coaununity by influencing poUdes in the eeonomle

institutions to which they had the greatest access, This "new" solution was

then thrown inlO the policy streams influencing the character of the national

government's policy agenda.

Acceptance of demands for divestment, by local governments and by

UDivcrsity and colleges, signalled the legitimacy of this policy solution, Also,

university and college divestments threw institutional support behind anti­

apanheid movement demands and thus created a disturbing effect 00

preva.il.ing political streams.

The economic IinklIIges argument was also supported by legislators

trying 10 push anti-apartheid issues onto the governmental agenda. While

economic sanctions are a traditional for eign policy tool, application of this

tool to South AfrlcaIl concerns was unique in the Seventies. AI a minimum,

these legislators knew that there was some support for their legislation.

While tIlcy understood that support was 001 widespread, lIley eacse to raise

the issue in the late Seventies, to elevate it to the governmental agenda, and

to try to organiu more support for anti-apartheid actions bolll within

Congress, and outside It,

In summary. the ami-apartheid movement created a supportive

societal context for the elevation of anti-apartheid policies to the
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governmental agenda during the ~nties. BUI because Congressional

entrepreneurs and executive level poli<:y-maken., l101 the movement, were

lhe force bebind placement of the issues on the agenda, agenda status was

rather fleeting. II varied with election cycles. legislation cycles (the anti­

aparthe id issue was tacked ODto the Sugar Quou. Act in 1972 and renewal

of Expon-lmpon Bank funds in 1978), and events in South Africa.

It would take mort widespread public and Coogressional suppon for

the an ti-apartheid movement 10 push the issue into a linner position on the

~mmental agenda, and for the issue, at a latter point in time, to be

lDOYed from the governmental to the decision agenda.
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TABLE V-I

DIVESTMENT ACIlVITY ON UNIVERSITY AND

COllEGE CAMPUSES:

1m -1979

no

Number of
Institutions
Divesting

• Millions of Dollars

11

3 10

S2l

13

Source: The American Committee on Africa
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0lAPfER VI

MOVEMENT MOBIUZATION AND POLrnCAL INNOVATION:

1980 TO 1986

The United States anti-apanhcid movement experienced rapid

mobilization dwi.Dg the 19&)'s. Between 1934 and 1986, media headlines

were dominated by arrests at the South Afriean Embassy in Washington,

D.C. and sit-ins on university and college campuses, billions of dollars

invested in corporations operating in South Africa were divested, and public

opinion supponed imposition of economic sanctions against South Africa.

In 1986, Congress reversed the historic course of U nited States-South

African relations by imposing sanctions against the Pretorian regime wilh

the ComprchcllSivc Anti-Apanhcid Act.

What factors lay behind this ind dcocc of large scale policy change,

what Polsby labels 'political innovationr How did anti-apartheid concerns

move from tbe governmental 10 the decision agenda. and eventually become

codified into law in the E ighties? Why did the President lose control over

foreign policy relations with South Africa at this time?



'"
Thi5 cbaprer explores the dynamic relationship between ann­

apanbeid aaivistI aDd DatioDaI poIiq-rnakm ill the E&blies. All &DaIysis

of the baon fOSl:eriDI: _mellt lIJOhiIintioD in the Eighties is pr~n(ed

fitU. The chapter then explores bow eeoDOlllie sana:ioos moved from me

p Cl'1IIDCotal IBenda to the decision agenda. All mu grllllcd analysis of

tbC$e dynamics is presented at the cnd of the chapter.

l1iE ANll·APARntEID MOVEMENT REDEFlNES lHE ISSUE AND
UNDERGOES RAPID MOBIUZATION

Between 1980 and 1933, ann.apanbeid movemeDt activity _ DOl

w ry visible (Fipe VI·l). During this period, accordin& to~nts recorded

in Ths:: New y orl! ljmc:s. the aoti.apanbeid movemem esperienced its

lowest level of tDObiIiutioa. siece 1960. For tile broad Abiean·suppon

Ilcrwork. this period _ m(I$l c:onsumed with the emerging vis.lbility of

hlUlgt r in Alric:a, especially in Elhiopia and Ole SLidm.

Ronald Reagan entered the While House in 1981 and his agcnda

priorities for South Africa poliey were quite clear. Reagan, like Richard

NixoD, strongly favored friendly persuuioll, rather than confrontation, as a

way 10 move South Africa toward reform. The Ippoinuncnl of hard-line

~fYatives like Jcanac Kirkpauick and Oe5ler Crocker to Reagan's

Ioreign polley leam, cunaikd any infIuetll:e die ant:i-apartbc id movement

may have boped to have over the foreign policy~

If we look more c:an :fulIy at patterns of rnobiliution between 1980

and 1983, as revealed in events rewrOed in The NCW v orl: ljmc:s. it is d e""f



that civil rights groups like TraMAfrica continued 10 work on South African

issues during the early Eighties, as did anti-apartheid groups like the

American ColM1inee on Africa, and religiow groups like the Inlerfaith

Center on Corporate RespoIl5ibility (Figures VI-Z and VI-3). Their work

was mostly behind the scenes, however. These organizations were

•
rethinking tactics rather than deploying resources to further organize the

mas.s public at this time.

The churches provided perhaps the most visible source of opposition

to apartbeid within the United Stales betwUlI 1980 and 1983 (see Figure

VI -Z). By the end of 1980, most major churches in the Uuited States had

adopted policy statements condemning apartheid and endorsing economic

pressure againsl South Africa. The list of these churches includes The

American Baptist Church Na tional Ministries, United Presbyterian Church,

South Africa, The American Friends Service Committee, The United

Methodisl Church, Reformed Church in America, The Uni ted Church of

Christ, The Lutheran Church in America, The Episcopal Ch urch, and the

American Lutheran Church.'u

Though anti-apartheid activity was ebbing from 1980 through 1983,

campus and communily-based divesunenl activities continued. During tbal

fnur year period 18 colleges and universities divested more than $69 million

'" Position statements from these churches are drawn fro m "U.S.
Corporate Activities in Soutb Africa," hearings and markup before
the Subccmmlttees 011 ln tematicnal Economic Pol icy and Trade and
on Africa of the Comminee on Foreign Affairs. House of
Representatives, Septe mber 24, October 15,22, 1981 and May 18,
June 10, 1982.. pp. 276-278.
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dollars in stocks from businesses operating in South Africa., including partlat

divestments ae Harvard University, Rutgers University. Oberlin College and

Williams College (Tables vr.u aDd V1·1b).

Four states and 12 cities and counties also pas&ed either divestment

or selective purcilasing agreements during the early Eighties. Thus, while

the movement was ebbing from a national focus, local divestment activity

continued throughout the nation during dlis period.

Beginning in late 1984, the anti-apartheid movement in the United

smes began to experience rapid mobilization, which continued through

1985 and 1986. (see Figure VI·l). The catalysts for this mobilization were

the rise of state sponsored violence in South Africa and an organized

campaign, initiated by TransAfrica, to redefine the South Africa issue <'5 a

national civil rights concern.

The first factor, state sponsored violence in Soulb Africa, eroded U.S.

public confidence that Reagan's policy of constructive engagement would

successfully encourage reform efforts in South Africa.. The second factor.

the Free South Africa protests, refocused anti-aparthe id movement energies

toward pressuring Congress for national Anti-apartheid legislation. In the

following section, these factors are explained in greater detail

50mb Africa Erupts

During tbe mid-Eighties, as in previous decades, events in South

Africa inspired Uni ted Stales anti-apartheid movement activists to more

vigorously oppose apartheid. In early 1983, the military ann of the African
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National Congreu initialed a campaign of urban guerilla warfare in South

Africa. In August of the same year. regional anti-goveroment organizations

from tbrougbou1 South Africa created an umbrella organization, the United

Democratic Front (UDf). The UDF quickly became a powerful. nationally'

visible coalition of 650 civic, religious, union, womens, and cultural groups

embodying "the greatest upsurge in blaclt politics since ._ the early 1950's"

(South Africa in the 1980':5" SIale pf Emeuem;y. pp. 7-8).

Formation of the UDF was a eauoear response to "the reign of

terror" blacks in South Africa bad been living with since 1980. This terror

took a particularly brutal tum during 1983 when 90 people were killed by

stalC authorities uying to suppress a bus boycott in ClSkei (SQuth Africa jn

tbe J980's' Stale of Erncrgenev. 1986:7-8).

The United Democratic Front allied itself with the trade union

movement in South Africa and mobilized blacks against a new constitu tion

designed to create a m-cameral, etbalcatly-based, legislative system. This

proposed legislative structure would give minimal representation to mixed

race people and people of Indian descent, and once again deny

representation to the black majority. The UDF attacked this plan as a

Pre torien reform effort to divide and eonqae r racial opposition in South

Afri~

Between 1980 and 1985, the South ACric:a government responded to

internal opposition witb extraordinary brutality. By 1985. Pretorian

authorities killed 700 antl-apanbeid protesters. In 1986, South Africa

declared a Stale of emergency which effectively denied opposition grc vps
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the right to protest and allowed the regime to undertake extreme efforu to

root out opposition leaders from society.'"

The other major South African event to enhance U.s. anu-apartbeid

movement mobilization efforts was the granting of the Nobel Peace Prize 10

Reverend Bishop Tutu, Anglican Archbishop of Johannesburg, for his

persiste nt opposition to apartheid. Wben Tutu's 1984 award was

announced, the world 's eyes turDed toward South Africa.

Bishop Tutu was in residence al a church in New York City al the

time the announcement was made. Tutu immediately assailed President

Reagan's posture toward South Africa and an exchange between Tutu and

Reagan was initia ted. Tutu a(:QI$Cd Reagan of l:!olslering the South African

regime by soft-pedaling United States criticism of apartheid. Reagan

responded by denouncing apartheid as repugnant but standing fi rm with his

policy of constructive engagement. Reagan and Tutu mel one month later

(Dece mber 7, 1984) and publiciy disagreed about the effcl:tS of Reagan's

policy.

Bishop Tutu successfully sbitted public attention to the inadequacies

of ceastructive engagement. Alan Karcher, President of the New Jersey

Assembly and author of New Jersey's $3 billion dive5tment bill, identi fied

this event as one of the major factors lending impetus 10 divestment in New

Jersey.'"

'" This state of emergenq remains in place today, four years later.

Interview with author, February 17, 1989.
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Other than token dcnWlciatioltS of the violence in South Abica,'"

President Reagan remained finn on the South Africa question. Reagan was

quickly becoming out of touch, bcwever, with public opinion in the United

Stales. Anti-apanbcid protesters in the United Stales saw tbis as an

opportunity 10 increase their efforts to challenge coaseceeve engagement,

and rcree the U nited States government to publicly, and substantively,

opposed to apattbeid.

The Free South Nrica Mov(menl

The second catalyst to rapid mobilizatiOll was a year-long.

T ransAfrica-ini tiated. civil-disobedienee campaign involving celebrity arrests

al the South AfricaD Embassy in Washingtou, D.C. This campaign, dubbed

the "Free South Africa" campaign, was inaugurated immediately afte r a

House-passed economic sanctions package failed to successfully proceed

through the Senate. It was an cffon DOl only to focus attention On South

Africa sanctions legisla tion, it was a conscious attempt by civil rights leaders

to renew public interest in !.btir social agenda.

_ the reeleetlcn of Ronald Reagan and Seoatar Jesse Helms, the
failure of Jesse Jackson's presidential bid to gamer tangible gains for
blacks, the Democratie pany'$ attempu to refOCU$ iu priorities in an
attempt 10 win back the support of white males, and continuing cuts
in the wcial programs were all counted as political defeats by the
black leadership.

'" See "U.S. Disturbed by Arre$($," The New York Times. August 24,
1984; "U.s. voices Concern," The New York Times. September S,
1984; and, "U.s. 'Deeply Regreu' Action," The New york Times,
October 24, 1984.
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II was clear thai :s.omething was needed 10 rejuvenate black
political morale and activism, an4 the apartheid issue. because of ilS
emotional impart, provided the perfect opportunity (Metz, 1986:390).

00 November 21, 1984, just after the 1984 General Election and

following years of failed legislative initiatives for C((IDOmiC sanctions against

South Africa. Randall Robinson, Director of TransAfrica, Waller Fauntroy,

District of Columbia Representative to Congress and former civil rights

activist, and Mal)' Frances Berry, Professor of History and member of the

United States Commission 00 Ovil Rights, were arrested for sitting-in at the

South African Embassy in Washington, OC'"

Three days later, TransAfrica announced the formation of a national

campaigll called The Free South Africa campaign to protest apanbeid iD

South Africa from a domestic civil rightS perspective, This movement

organiz.atioo was formed with me modest goals of (1) having all black

leaders imprisoned in South Africa since 1961 released; (2) encouraging

dialogue between black South Africa leaders and the South African

government over power sharing; and, (3) abandoning Reagan's policy of

constructive engagement.,"

For the next year, d vil rights leaden, labor leaders, religious leaden,

legislators and other public offidaIs, movie stan and other celebrltles

protested apartheid, and were arrested. at the South AfricaII Embassy every

'"

,"

"Capital's House Delegate Held in Embassy Sit-In,' The New York
Times. November 22, 1984.

·U.S. Drive Opposes South African Racial Policies," The New York
Times. November 24, 1984.
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day. By the first week of December, the Free South Africa campaign

exte nded protests to South African Embassies in New York City, Boston,

Cbicago. Los Angeles. Houston, and Seattle.'"

Within five months, more than 1800 people bad been arrested at the

Washington, D.C embassy, and another 1000 had been arrested in South

Africa protests around the natioll (MelZ, 1986). like the lunch counter

protests spearheaded by students in 1960. civil disobedience campaigns

flourished throughout the nation. "Ie seems as if we struck a chord," said

Ceclie Counts of TramAfrica.'" SQulh Africa was back in the headlines.

The Free South Africa campaign revived the traditional civil rights

c:oalitiOD and focused their energies on opposing apartheid. In so doing.

apartbeid beca me a metaphor for social problems in the United States.

Blacks in South Africa were denied a voice in public affairs., and African·

Americans as wen as other minorities in the United Stales were denied a

voice under me Reagan administration. Constructive engagement

promoted, rather than challenged, apartheid; so 100. Reagan's domestic

agenda advanced social and political inequality in the United Stales.

ReagaD's stubborn anachment to «Instructive engagemelll paralleled Ihe

inability of Afric:m-Americans and other minorities to alter the course of

policy.

'"

,.

"Protests Spreading in U.s. Against Soulh Africa Policy: The Nrw
York TImes. December S, 1984.

'South Africa Protesters Take Pan in Daily Drama," The New York
Times December 16. 1984.
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maintaining a Doncontroversial position ODthe issue." There was also an

anempe to maintain a clean-cat, DOn-militant appearance to the protests.""

The tactic of sitting-in was a throwback to the nonviolent campaigns against

segregation during the Civ:iI Rights Movement. The nonthreatening

character of tbe protests even encouraged elite liberals such as Rutgers

University President Edward Bla ustein 10 participate ln the protests and be

arrested.

Free South Africa campaign leaders were able to successfully focus

the protests and abundant media coverage 00 the need for a national

economic S3J1ctions package to send a signal to South Africa thai the United

States abbors apartheid in DO uncenain tCTIII$. Public pressure turned on

O>ngress to challenge President Reagan and deliver an economic sanctions

package.

Protes!s Continye

While the Free South Africa campaign reinvigorated the anti-

apartheid movement beginning in 1984, the movement was sustained in 1985

and 1986 by the work of other constituents. most notably students and

•

•

Maron, Allackjng Reai an by Way or Pretoria. cites Juan Williams,
"Black Leaden Find a Hot New Issue," The Washing-IOn pm t
December 12, 1984 for this information.

This effort 10 avoid a militant look at the sit-ins prompted a series of
Doonesbury cartoons where protesters in fashionable suits cooperated
with the police by handing them detailed lists of all sit-in members to
be arrested.



I"
community-activists, The Americ:an Coouninee on Africa, in particular,

channeled resources into grassroots protests in 1985 and 1986-

The media coverage of Embassy protests created opponunities for

students to wage renewed divestment =paigns against their schools' South

Africa-related investments. Student campaigns took off in 1985 and 1986,

according to The New York TImes data set (see Figures VI·2 and VI-3).

Duriag the fiTsl week of April, 1985 studeots at Columbia University

blockaded Hamilton Hall to publicize their demands for total divestment,

Five hundred students at Rutgers University initiated a blockade of their

own student center in a similar etlan one week later.

The student movement soon escalated. One hundred fifty e ight

students were arrested at me University of Calilomia, Berkeley after hearing

Mario Savio. a leader of tree speech protests in the Sixties, address a rally.

By the end of April there bad been sit-ins and demonstrations at Cornell

Uoivcl"5ity (330 arrested). Princeton University, Univenil)' of California, los

Angeles, University of Wisconsin, University of MllS5lIchuset1$, and Grinnell

College, in addition to a number of ether institutiollS.

Coa1itioos of diverse, ideologically-Left, campus groups and e:auscs

came together 10 suppon the "National And-Apartheid Protest Day" on

April 24th. This event was coordinated by the American Committee Oil

Africa. Demonstrations, sit-ins, the construction of Shantytowns to

represent the living conditions faced by black South Afrieans continued

througb Spring 1986. By the end of 1986 more than 115 schools bad
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~ud approUmalely SJ.1l billioD in inYC$tmeDU (see Tabllt$ VI·t& and VI­

Ib~

Community coalition3., indudiD& Left, labor, cMl rigbtl and ~ligi0u5

coastiruetlu, abo (3JDe together to .-ork for Ioea1, county aDd swc-wide

dive$tmeUi aetiOIlS. Divestment aetioru., measured iII te rms 01 IlI'lOOJDt5

divested, took • quantum leap 1935 and 1986 (figures YI.4a and VI-4b).

Sixteen n a te resolutloes supporting either seleerbe purcha.siog agreements

or divestiture, with a combined value of more than S13.5 billion were passed

during thb period (see Tables VJ·la and VI·l b). Another SUi billion was

divested by lOS cities and eounties between 1985 and 1986. Wbeo the IOUI

of all IUle, aty, COU.lIly and c::ampus WVC$tmeDlli are added toIemet. the

a.ori-apanbeid _~111 an claim dirKl te:SpODSI"bility for a u ting CDOUgb

leverage. through the IDObiliutiOl1 of public: influence. to force the

divestmem of more thaIl 120 billion of public and private investmc:ou

betwec ll 1m and 1986.

ADti-apartheid influence goes even beyond this, however. Between

1984 and 1986 lhe movement directly wgelcd corporations involved in

Sooth Africa th rough stockbolder resolut ions. public protesu and national

boycon eampaigns." CorporatiollS anempted once agm to iDvoke the

Sullivan Principles iII their defense. This eereese was not weU received,

bowevcr. By the mid-Eighties, l «erdin, to Rob Jones. Projects Dinetor for

the Amerieall Comminee on Africa, tbe l enenl1 public: instead

- 'Ibe AfLCIO and TransAfric:a lOOk pan in aD international. boyc:olt
ol SheU Petroleum Company.
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supported the economic linkages argument put forth by the anti-apartheid

movcmenL In Jones' words:

It look a locg time for people to understand economic Iinb between
eompanie5 that they knew and bought things from and were part of
their Jives and apartbcid. 1be concept that these companies were
doing something that would help keep apartheid running is a difficult
one to get througb_(Now you bave) fifteen yean of divestment
movement (activity) behind you such that people 00 a state and local
level understand that 'Yes, these companies are doing business with
South Africa, that they arc profiting from apartheid. No, we don't
want to be involved in doing business with then·...

k violence increased in South Africa and an unstable business

climate prevailed in thai nation, as public municipalities and universities

divested themse lves of corporate stocks, as the media highlighted apartheid

for an «tended period of time and public opposition to apartheid mounted.

and as economic sanctions moved to the decision agenda by the mid·

Eighties., many corporations began to rethink their role in South Africa....

By the end of 1986, a large number of corpo ra tions had pulled the ir

opera tions out of South Africa. Some like m M, Honeywell. and Coca-Cola

sold the ir South Africa operations to local managers and continued to be the

primary suppliers of merchandise. This tactic offered the appearance of

pulling out of South Africa without affecting profit margins. Otber

corporations, sudt as Kodak, withdrew from South Africa and refused to

,.

'.
Interview wilb author, February 13, 1989.

In a conversation with the author, Roben Fetterman, Direaor of
Acquisitions for Johnson Brothers, InC., pointed OUI thai public
awareness of apartheid bad the greatest impaa on investmeot
decisions of pu blic companies, those tenderi ng stock to the public.
Companies that rely upon private capital sources were more insulated
from the public debate (May 30, 1989).
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continue marketing their itelJlS in thai nation. General Motors, for instance,

=ently refuses to sell trucks 10 the South AfrieaD police.

Thus, the emption of violence in South Africa and the Free South

Africa c:ampaiga protests in the mid.Eigbties put the anti-apartheid

movement 00 the trajectory of rapid mobilization between 1984 and 1986.

The Movement successfully fought for billions of dollars worth of

divestments on campuses around the nation. and in city. COUDty. and state

governments. Corporations were on the defensive as the mass public

accepted the Movement"s argument about the importance of economic

linkages between corporate activity and support for apartheid, and as

coocern for apartheid became redefined as a domestic civil rights issue. The

stage was set ill the middle 1980's for Anti-apartheid legislation 10 move

&om the govemmentallo the decision agenda of Congress.

GOVERNMENTAL ACTION: CONGRESS V5. REAGAN

President Reagan entered the While House in 1981 and, like the

Presidents before bim, exercised near-total control over relations between

the United States and South Africa.. He redesigned U.S. foreign policy 10

reDeet accommodation, rather than confrontation, with South Africa.

Reagan adopted Nixon's policy of constructive engagement.

At the same time. a historical battle over foreign policy bad been

brewing between Congress and the White House since the earl)' Seventies.

One articulation of this battle was over the relationship between the United
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Sta teS and South Africa. The pace of Exe(:lllftre and Legislative branch

action SUfJOUDdjns South Afric:an policy caD be observed in the data SCi of

events reponed iD The New YOrk Times_ According to this dala set,

goverumenl activity 5\1lTOunding thi5 issue bad been on the incline since

1980 (Figure VI-S). After a peak of activity in 1981, there was a slight

increase between 1982 I.Ild 1984. This was foUowed by a rapid climb in

activity iD 1985 and 1986.

Figure VI~ reveals that the incline in 1981 is mosrJy rooted in

Executive branch activity. This corresponds to the first year that President

Reagan held office. As with previous admjnjstrations. there was a brief

Duny of activity as new policy initiatives were put UIIO action.

The rise in government activity between 1982 and 1984 is rooted

more in legislative behavior awJrding 10 The New York Times data set. lr

was during this time that economic sanctions legislation made it to the

decision agenda In Congress and neared pusage. A closer eumination of

the particular legislative actors confirms this assertion. According 10 Figure

VI·7, by 1982 legislative activity is Dot just rooted iD the behavior of a

handful of cDllepreneuriallcgislalOlS; ins!ead, Congress, as a legislative

body, is involved with debating sanctions legislation.

AlXOl'diDg to Figure VI-6 the rapid rise in government activity from

1985 to 1986 involves all three government branches. The legislature and

the Reagan admlaistraticn are battling OYer the complexion of policy at tills

time, and the judiciary becomes involved when it begins 10 prcseeute the

large number of protesters arrested al ami-apartheid rallies.



189

Presjdent Reagan Initj ates Constructjyc Engagement

South Africa was an issue that divided the candidates in the 1980

campaign for President: the Democrats were critical of apartheid, the

Republicans supported aceemmodatien, Once Ronald Reagan was elected,

he pur the Republican perspective into immediate action. As was true with

past Presidents, Reagan was able to uercise significant control ove r U nited

States-South African relations.

AJthougb President Carter moved, during his administration, toward a

more conciliatory tone on South African issues, Carter ultimately agreed

with Ted Kennedy during the 1980 Demoaatie presidential primary to

include a polity plank in the party platform urging all institutions 10 divest

from South Africa.... III marked contrast, a top foreign policy aide 10

candidate Ronald Reagan said he would urge Reagan to end the arms

embargo and 10 support South Africa if elected PresidenL'"

o aee Ronald Reagan was SWQI'D into office, ' constructive

engagement" with South Africa became the policy buzzword once again.

This time, the policy was authored by Chester Crocker.... an Associate

Profe~r of International Relations at Georgetown Univenity and Reagan's

new Assistanl Secretary for African Affairs. Constructive engagement was a

-

"Kennedy Baeken Challenge Carter On Platfonn's Foreign Policy
Ideas," The New York U rnes. June 21, 1980.

"Aide to Reagan, in South Africa, Says Arms Embargo Sbould End:
The New York Urnes, June 13, 1980.

More information about Cheste r Crocker's philosopby of Constructive
Engagement c:ln be found in Forei rn Affajrs, Winter 1980-1981.
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repudlalioo ollbc Can~t approach. Instu d of w elts and empty rhe toric.

c:ollStlUcUve enpgcmellt rccogniud Soulb A&ica for its geosttategic

i1nportanee IS I bWwvk api..... regioaal~ 1M global ists

triumphed OYer the reponalim 10 elevate anti<Ol!lIllunism IS a cenU'IJ

lellet olsouthern Afric:aD policy.

Crod:Cr'1 policy (Cntered around two additional principles. One

principle was the belief that reCOIlII, rather than revcletionary change, was

the more likely $Cenario in South Africa. The c u rer principle was lhat

positive suppon for the Pretoria regime would do more 10 cncoura, e

internal dlanges IhaD would utcrual inaimination (Coker 1986). Quiet

diplomacy was comidercd ,. better approadl 10 dealing with apartheid

eeeaese iI did DOl put South Africa in a defensive positiOll (Manzo. 1986).

Offic:Wly. Crod:cr's position was thlol lbe United Sutes oppoK$ apanhcid

but remaim DeuU'I.I in the con1lia between blacks and whites."

A major component of c:onstr'lldi~ enlacement was a tacit

agreement between South Africa and the United Slates thai the U.S. would

undenakc diplomatic initiatives to ~ek withdrawal of South Africa (rom

Namibia in excw l c for United Stale:; efforts 10 resurrect South Africa's

stat\L5 as a tun member of the Western alllaece of udoll$. '"

•

•

"Official Says U.s. Will Be Neuual On South Africa.' The Nar York
v me",

This po$ition _ outlined in doalmcDtI Inked to The NQ'! y ort
~ by Rancb.lI RobinsoD of TransAl'nca. See iJocumenLS U nt
f'arnibia SoIuliOIl To Better US Ties 10 Soulh Africa: The New
york Jjm($. May JO. 1981.
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President Reagan agreed that the United Stales should work with

President Bulba's government to create the appearance of aD ongoing

commitment to inlcrual reform in South Africa (Danaher 198.5). Within the

first month and a half of taking the oath of office, President Reagan publicly

praised the South African regime durillg a television interview with Walter

Cronkite. Reagan asserted that the Sotha government was committed to

reform and should be helped along in this pro<:css....

One week later, five South African military intelligence office l'$

illegal ly entered the United States for mee tings with officiah from tbe

Pentagon, the National Securiry Council, and Congress. United Nations

Ambassador Jeanne Kirkpatrick met with these officers, though she later

elaimed 10 not know of their affiliation with South Africa's milital)l.

Danaher ( 1985:193) characterized this incident as marking "I clear break

with traditional U.S. p<lliq of 00 visits by South African military officers.

and was a violation of the spirit, if not the letter, of the U.N. arms

embargo." Danaher further eommemee tbat "this visit by high-ranking

military officials was to be the Ilrst in a long series of eJlchanges tbat would

mark a new level of US-Soutb African eollaboraticn," Shortly thereafter,

Reagan met with South African Foreign Minister R. Botba 10 discuss Sou th

Africa's occu pation of Namibia. Th is mee ting was termed ·friendly"....

•

•

' Reagan's Views on South Africa Praised by Bctha," The New Yqrk
~, March S, 1981.

"South African Aid e Meers With Reagan." The New y ork Ti mes,
May S, 19S1.
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Toward the end of 1981, Reagan expanded sales of items to the

SOuth African police, lllilitaJ)' and nuclear agencies including medical

equipment and supplies, and crime-fighting equipment, In February, 1982,

me Reagan administration re laxed an expon ban, imposed by the Caner

administntion, 011 sales to the South Africa police and military by removing

licensing restrictions for many "non-military items" such as computers....

Perhaps the most heinous symbol of the alliance between President

Reagan and South Africa came when the Commerce Department approved

the sale of 2,500 hi-voltage shock batons to the South African police for

crowd control'" Wbcn confronted with the Caet thaI this sale violated a

prohibition of -'3les to police and military authorities in countries with

repeated violations of human rights, me Reagan administration apologized

by calling this "a simple mistake" (Danaher, 1985).

Big business supported constructive engagement with a flow of

investment dollan to South Africa. In 1981, U.S. investme nt iII South Africa

rose by 13.3% to 52.63 billioDaccording 10 the United States Department of

Commerce. Danaher (1985) notes thai these figur~$ only renee dlrect

investment, Considering indirect investment by U.S.

•

•

"U.S. Said to Ease Soulb Africa Curb," Th e New York Times.
February 27, 1982.

"High Voltage BalOns Sent 10 South Africa," Th~ New York Tjmes.
September 21. 1982.



subsidiaries based in third world countries, short-term bank loans to South

Africa. and South African stocks owned by Americans, the leve l of economic

engagement was upwards nf more than $14 billion by mid-1983."" As this

quole from The New york TImes makes dear, coosuuctive engagement

created a positive business climate for investments in South Africa:

There is little doubt, however, thar the interest of American
companies in South Africa would have been eiore muted were it 001
for Washington's current policy of ·coosuuctive engagement" toward
this eaucc, Ibings certainly have improved under the Reagan
administnltioo," said Clark Else. director of the American Cbamber
of Commerce in South Africa. ...

BUI constructive engagement was nor without its critics.

Simultaneous 10 the imposition of constructive engagement and a renewed

alliance between the Uni ted States and South Africa. the anti-apartheid

movemeot was mobilizing and anti-apartheid legislation was on the

governmental agenda of Congress, and moving quiddy toward the decision

agenda.

Congress Responds to tbe Rearan Arenda

During the Seventies, a core group of legislators was able 10 pur anti-

apanbeid legislatioo 00 the governmental agenda of Congress. While small

policy gain$ were made during ee Carter years, such as the limitations upon

• Danaher (1985) refers to a srudy entitled U.s. Investment in SOUlb
Africa: The HlddeD Pieces for this infonnation.

"South Africa Draws Investors," The New York TImes November 3.
1982.
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Expott-lmpon (Kdit placed on South Africa, Coogr~ :1$ • legi$lative

body. was DOt putKWuty illterested in AfricaD policy.

EcoDomie sanaiolls leg:islatioa ",mained 00 the gove:nunenuI .,ellda

thtoUgbout the early EiPtie:s. AJ. the political d jmllt dl..anged. tDOfe

wppon was geoer-ned in the Hous.e of Representatives for~ctiOll5

legislation. Presidential accommodatioll with South Africa. continlling

violenee in South Afric:a. combined with fegre.uive socia.I policies a l bome

created the opponuDity for legisIalOrs to move sanc:tiOll5 to the decisioo

agcada and eha1leoge the Reagan doc:triae.

lt was the colI.ergcnce of rceees in late 1984 wbich moved sanc:tiOIlS

Iegid u ioa toward fi.DaI pauage: vioieDee ill South Africa; T UN wimIin&: the

Nobel Peace Prize; the failure ol CO'CSUUCtiYe engagement to achieve

. panbeid refOl'1Dll 01" I reduction in Yioknce ill South Africa; redefinition of

tbe is.sue as a cMl ri&bu conc:ern; and a 5hifI in aational public opinion

toward support for economic sanctiODS agailm South Africa.. 'These events

sbaped Congress' desire 10 make a statement about where the U.s. stands

Oil apartheid.

EconomIcSanctionsl.eglslatJonMove.s IO Lhe~ 1983-1984

By 1983, PresideDl Reagao', policy of constructive engaScmcllt was

uDder atud as Yiolencr laSed in South Afrie:a. Congreuiooal leaders

(DeIIlOlnI:$ and Republ.ielD5 alike) M gan to question whe ther U.s. policy

l et1IaUy CllCOtU'al ed violence rather than reform. LtgislalOf'S ....anled their
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opposition to apartheid to go on record and they turned to a policy

innovation. economic sanctions. as the vehiele 10 express their opposition.

Sanctions had been on the governmental agenda since the late

Seventies, but between 1983 to 1984 they moved 10 Congress' decision

agenda as increasing violence in South Africa, particularly state-sponsored

violence, made relations with South Africa a 'bot' policy issue. Legislators

knew they had In respond to events in South Africa, and at borne, in some

way. The momentum was not strong enough al this time to carry sanctions

legislation to passage, however. All economic sanctions package passed

through the House in 1983. but failed in the Senate as 1984 came to an end.

Representative Julian Dixon (1984:15), CbaiJperson of the Black

Congressional Caucus, described the situation confronting legislators in

1983:

The (Reagan) administration is duplicitous when it winks at UNITA
or the anti government rebe ls in Mozambique, while inveighing
against the ANe and SWAPO. It is dece itful when it avoids the
international anns embargo against South Africa and licenses the sale
of equipment on the State Department munitions list to that outlaw
nation. It is naive if it supposes that constructive engagement has
bad any dlscernable positive impact within South Africa's borders...

In sum, the United States alone cannot eliminate apartheid. It
must be pragmatic, though, and artempr to deal with all the parties in
the conflict, especially the groups that are clearly the most important
to black South Africans. The US by pursuing this course, could bring
about real and lasting progress.

Witb events in South Africa erupting and the domestic anti-apartheid

movement reviving itself, a consensus emerged by 1983 for Congress to

challenge President Reagan and make an unequivocal statement against

apartheid.
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Five DCW bills were introduced into the 98th Congress (HR. 1693.

H.R. 2761, H.R. 3008, H.R 3231, and H.R. 3597). Serious bearings were

only held 00 Representative Solan's bill-H.R. 1693. The provisions of this

bill were similar to those Solan raised in the lace Seventies: require U.S.

rompanie$ in South Abica not 10 discrimina~ against black workers;

prohibit u.s. bank loans to the South Africa.o government unless the money

is {or desegregated education, health or housing facilities ; and, prohibit the

importa tion of Kruggerands. In 1983, six Democratic Presidential

candidates helped create momentum for this bill by endorsing iu passege.:"

This was the first anti-apartheid economic sanctions bill 10 be passed nut of

Congressional commillee."

Another bill containing anti-apartheid provisions-H.R. 3231-was also

reported out by the House Foreign Affairs Committee, the House Armed

Services Committee. and the House Rules Committee in 1983. This bill

extended me Expon Administration Ad of 1979 for two additional years.

The Expon Administration Act authorized the President of the United

States 10 restrict exports for national security or foreign policy reasons.

Some House members wanted to use this bill to weaken the

President'S ability 10 control Soutb African expons. Representative William

Gray (I).PA), a member of the Congressional Black Caucus, proposed an

"Democrat's Ask Curb on Soutb Africa," The New York }jmes,
September 24, 1983.

• "House Panel Votes Pretoria Curbs," The New y ork }jmes, May S,
1983.
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anti-apartheid amendment to this bill This amendment included

restrictions on United States business activities in South Africa. The Gray

amendment contained these provisions:

•

•

•

•

•

•

Bar all new investment by US. firms and individuals in South
Africa;

Ban US . banks from lending money to the South African
government. loans to educational. housing and health
facilities open to members of all groups were exempted;

Require all U.S. companies in South Africa that employed
more than 20 people to establish fair employment practices.
Tb~ practices included equal opponunily for employment.
equal pay, a minimum wage. and improvements in workers
living conditions such as housing. schooling, transportation,
rcCOgnitiOll of labor unions,and fait labor practices;

Prohibit imports of Krugerrands and other gold coins minted
by the South Mrican government;

Pennit lbc president 10 waive the fair employment provisions
of the bill if compliance would harm U.S. national interests.
A waiver could be overridden by enactment of a joint
resolution disapproving the action; and,

Permit the ban 00 all new investment in South Africa to lapse
if the president determined-and Congress passed a joint
resolution supporting the presidential findings-that the South
African gove rnment 'has made substantial progress toward the
fu1I participation of all the people of South Africa in the
social, political, and economic life in that country and toward
an end to discrimination based on race or ethnic origin.' '-''

The G ray amendment to the Expon Administration Act was adopted

by ee entire House of Representatives. Presence of the amendment became

a major issue when House and Sena te conferees dashed over whether it

- Th is summary of the Gray Amendment is drawn from C OOw rC:i5jo nnJ
Qu arterly Almanac. Congressional Ouanerly Press, Washington, D.C.
Vol. 24 (19&3) p. 257.
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should be included in the final bill. Ultimately the confe rees were unable

to come to an agreement, Moderate Senate Republicans like John He inz

suppon ed the bill but Senator Jake Gam, Cbair of the Conference

Committee, retused to report it out of committee with his signature....

The Senate med to salvage the Export Administration Bill by

offering a five year extension of the 1979 Act excluding the South African

loan ban and another controvcnial provision which would increase Defense

Department controls on licenses for high-technology exports. The House

moved one day later-October 11., 19M-to renew the South African ban

....i th bi-partisan support, effectively ending Senate chances for passage. The

final House vote was 269-92 with Democrats In 10 12 and Republicans 96

10 50 in favor of the South African ban (Con~M a nd the NaljoD 1985).

Other anti-Soutb Africa measures were also raised in the 1983·1984

Congress. The House and Senate considered a rcauthoriution for

International Monetary Fund (IMF) loans. The Black Congressional Caucus

took a stand favoring a prevision requiring that United States

representatives to the IMF oppose loans to South Africa. The House

supported this provision. The Senate compromised and supported a weaker

provision stating that the U.S. "actively opposed" South Africa loans unless

,.
Author interview with Steven Weissmann. Staff Di recto r of the
House Foreign Affairs Subcomminee on Africa, February 28, 1989.
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the T reasury Secretary could certify mat the loan would benefit the majority

of people in South Africa and reduce labor constraints in that nation.'"

Also in 1983, serious consideration was given to The Mandela

Freedom Resolution (H. Res. 430). This resolution dedared thai South

Africa should release Nelson Mandela from prison and revoke the banning

order on Winnie Mandcla. lbe Hou.se etse considered H. Con. Res. 122

which proposed that South Africa ~ould cease its policy of forcibly

removing and relocating black South Africans from their aacesual lands,

and H. Con. Res, 42 proposing that the State Department should refuse 10

approve the opeDing of honorary South African consulates in the United

States....

The 198J.1984 legislative KMion was significant because anti-

apartheid legislation Dloved 10 Congress' decision agenda during this period.

A hi-partisan consensus to push Soul!! Africa further and faster toward

rcformiDg apartheid was forming. This consensus is illustrated by a letter

-
•

See "The Apartheid Cause," The tkw y ork TIme$, November 16,
1983 and 'Seuare VOles LM.F. Increase; The N(:w York TImes.
November 8 1983.

Hearings for H .R. 1693 can be found in "South African RcstrictiollS,·
bearings before the Subcommittee 00 FinanciaJ Institutions
Supervislcn, Regulation, aod Insurance. House Banking, Finance aod
Urban Main Committee. June 8, 1983. Hearings held for H.Res.
4)0. H.Coo.Res 122, aod H.CoILRes. 42 can be found in "South
Africa Legislation," hearings before the Subcommittee Oil Africa,
House Fore ign Affain Committee. April 10. Augusl I, aod
September 6, 1984. Abo see "House Panel Urges U.S. Ban On
South Afrif;llll Consulates,7be New y ork TImes. September 7, 1984.
for a report on ee nonbinding resolution calling on Reagan to ban
honorary South African consutares as a sign of displeasure toward
apartheid.
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jointly written by the ranking Democra t and Republican on the House

Foreign Affairs Subcemmlttee on Africa-Rcpre$eDtative Howard Wolpe

and Rep. Gerald Solomon. ThU letter to President Botha warned thai

re lations between the U.S. and South Africa would Dever be normalized

until segregation and repression ended in Soulh Africa....

Though LIIe Gray Amendment to the Expon Administration Act did

nol ultimately succeed through the legislative labyrinth, its significance

should nOI be underestimated. It was the first piece of legislation calling for

economic saDctiOIl5 to be levied against South Africa that successfully passed

througb the House of Representatives, and also seriously considered by the

Senate.

The support that the Gray Amendmellt garnered indicated a growing

conseesus, in both the House and the Senate. that Reagan's policy of

constructive engagement was a failure. Constructive engagement appeared

to assure the South African government that they need not fcar

international coodemnation, rathe r than encourage them to move away fonn

aparthe id. Congress needed to make a statement against apartheid, and

thai statement had 10 be a significant departure from Preside nt Re agan's

posi tion. Senator Nancy Kassebaum, Chair of Ibe Senate Foreign Relations

Committee on Africa when sanctions legislation was being debated, pUI it

this way:

I think they (Soulb Africa) misread and clearly believed tbat with
President Reagan's help that we were going to continue to be a

,.
"Pressure on South Africa: The New Yor k TImes. December 2, 191D.
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panetr_ They (South Africa) misread the signals and we just weren't
tough ClK)Ugh at that point in clearly indicating, I think, the firmne ss
of the position that ....e bad. ...

legislaton sought to usc ecooomic: prCSSW'c as the means for making

this statement. The Gray amendment targeted U.s. corporations by

constraining their current attivily with Sullivan-like principles, and limiting

future investments in South Africa until such time as South Africa was

certified to be making progress toward the cllminatioo of apartheid.

1983 was the first year that economic sanctions were endorsed, not

just by African specialists and issue entrepreneurs, hut by bi-partisan support

in the House of Representatives and the Senate. Despite rejection, il was

clear thai sanctions legislation bad made il 10 the decision agenda and

would be raised again.

The Year oI5anctions:f985

Following the failure of economic sanctions to pass through Congress

io 1984, the Free South Africa campaign was initialed and the anti­

apartheid movement began to undergo rapid mobilization. During this

period, a different milieu surrounded consideration of economic sanctions.

Congress was under the public spotlight on this issue as the Ninety-ninth

Congress got under way; legislaton seized upon the $urge of anti-apartheid

activism and the broad base of support accompanying the redefinition of the

issue as a domestic civil rights concern. as a mandate for economic

$aIletions.

• Interview with author, April 27, 1989.
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1985 began with Senator Edward Kennedy spending 11 days in

January touring South Africa, speaking to black South Africans and 10 South

African government officiah throughout his trip. Later in the year Kennedy

testified to the ioc:rcasing polarization between blatks and whiles in South

Africa and the radicaliutioo of blacks. Testifying about his sponsorship of

a new economic $3.D.ctions package, Kennedy had this to say:

My brother, Roben Kennedy, visited South Africa in 1966. At thai
time the United States was looked on as a model. a way in which
those thai bad been oppressed by apanheid in South Africa could
achieve equal opponunity even in South Africa because of the
success of the civil rights movement here in the United States where
we bad courageous church leaders, sud! as Martin Luther King and
many others, who believed in eoevietence.;

When Roben Kennedy visited South Africa. the United States
was recognized as a role model for milIioIL'l of whites and blacks
alilI:e for being able to achieve some or the most basic and
fundamental rights. The United States had faced thu issue, and we
bad really set an ClIample for the world.

That concept and model bas been crushed, dashed, and
destroyed, Mr. Chainnan. The United States now is thoroughly and
completely identified with the policy of constructive engagement
which is, as Bisbop TUN has stated, an unmitigated disaster.i.The
hostility to the United States is increasing dramatically. And the
United States, I fear. Mr. Chairman, is in a dangerous position. We
have not only lost the rigbtful position as a moral leader on the
questions of rights and liberties, but also we endanger our position in
South Africa for the future. South Africa will be free some day and.
make no mistake about it. those in that government when it is free
are going to ask wbether the United States was the last country to go
down with apartheid. And it certainly appean 10 blacks in South
Africa today that this is the case....

Kennedy introduced legislation calliog for the United States to levy

economic sanctions against South Africa. His bill (eo-sponsored by Senator

• "The Anti·apanheid Act of 1985; hearings before the Comminee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. the United Slates Senate and
the Subcommittee o n International Finance and Monetary Policy,
April 16. May 24. J une 13, 1985, pages 6-7.
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Lowell Weicker) contained provisioas fot • ball on DeW invewnenu and

but: loans to South A&ic:a, prohibitioD ol computer 5lI1es 10 w:auily

agencies., and I baD CD the importation ol KJuUerands..

Scver.t.l eeer anti-apartheid bilb were also introchJeed durinl this.

legislative seuion. 'Ibese biIls ranged h om I call for a lOW trade embargo

and d ivestment proposed by Represcoutive Ronald DeUwm, to I call for

implementation of the SullivaD prindpici by companies new 10 South Africa

&om 1987 onward. introduced by conservative Republicans Roben Walker

and Newt Oin&rich. Other anti-apartbe id bills were introduced by

Representatives William H. Gray. SlepbcD Solan and Howard Wolpe. The

Republican OWrpcnoo. 01 the Senate Forcip. Relations ConuNltCC and

frieD<! of Pr~nt Reagan, and otbcr key Republican Senators inlrOduced

their own sanaions p"c:bge ill late April.-

By late June. 1985. both Houses of Congres.s supponed WKtions

packages with bipartisan VOles:~ in the House Foreign Affairs

Committee, 295-127 with S6 Republican5 supporting ~ctiOIl$ on the floor

of the House of Rcprc.sentatives, 16-1 in the Senate Foreign Relatioos

Committee, and fl().12 on the Door of the Senale.

See "G.O.P. Senators Ask Curbs 00 Pretoria,· The New York Jjrn¢$.
April 25, 19M.



The House pa~kage called for:

•

•

•
A ban on new loans to South Africa;
An end to the sale of <:omputen to Pretcrian agencies which
administer apartbeid; and,
Probibition on the imponation of Kruggerands.

The provisions of the Senate package included:

•

•

•

•

Banning new loans to South Africa;
Banning sales of computers to agencies that enforce:
aparthe id;
Banning $ales of goods used in nuclear production; and,
Requiring American companies 10 employ more the 2S
workers in South Africa must abide by the Sullivan
Principles of fair employment.

House and Senate Conferees agreed on a sanctions package by the

beginning of AugusL The final package included provisions for:

•
•
•
•
•

Banning the importation of Kruggerands;
Banning exporu of goods used in nuclear production;
Banning the sale of ecmpcters to South African agencies.
Banning bank loans to the South African government, and
Mandatory Sullivan principles for U.s. companies employing
more than 2S people in South Africa.

The House of Representatives immediately supported the cooference

package, but the Senate hesitated. Several conservatives in the Senate,

including Jesse Helms (R·NC) and Robert Dole (R-KS), sought to delay

Senate consideration before legislative recess in order to give President

Reagan time to reassess its South Africa policy, and redeem himself on the

issue. Republicans did not want to embarrass their President by reverstng

one of his major foreign policy positions.
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ReaganTries to Maintain Control of the luue

The Reaga.a administratioll responded to increasing legislative resolve

against South Africa by stepping up iu, rhetorical condemnation of apartheid

while continuing to implement constructive engagement and denouncing

sanctions legislation. BUI Congress was determined to condemn South

Africa ill no uncertain te rms. To coopt this anti-apartheid fervor. Presidem

Reagan mandated mild sanctions against South Africa in 1985 with an

Executive Order.

The Reagan administration was savvy enough to know that, despite

its ideological attachment to constructive engagement, it had to respond 10

the uti-apartheid ccrseasus emerging in the United States. Commenting

on protests io the United States and the flurry of legislative activity,

Secretary of State George Schultz made this comment:

We simply cannot afford to let Southern Africa become a divisive
domestic: issue-tearing our country apart, rendering ou r actions
haphazard and ~rtant, and wntributing to the ugliest and most
violent outcome.

Increasingly. the Reagan administration tried 10 nurtu re a public

image of opposition to apartheid.

Immediately prior to the Congressional conference committee meeting to

work 01,11 a compromise sanctions package, the United States asked the

Pretorian regime to lift the state of emergency in South Africa. The United

"Schultz Wary of Anti-Apartheid Move," The New York Ijmes, April
17. 1989.
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States also called for talks between Prime Minister Botha and Bishop T utu.

JUSl after the conference committee reponed out a compromise

package, Reagan denounced sanctiens, Yet, at an August 9th meeting

between senior White House and State Department officials and South

African officials in ViCMa, the United States warn ed South Africa that its

political climate wiU have a direct impact upon relations with the United

Stales.....

On August 12th, the White House and Stale Department called on

South Africa to end the violence and gi~ political righ ts and equality to

blacks in South Africa."" Also. as pan of the Reagan tact of escalating

rhetoric, the US. mticizcd South Africa at the end o f August [I)C halting

internal reforms and called on Pretoria for a clear cut policy to cnd

aparthe id, including talks with the African National Congress. The Reagan

administration tried whatever maneuvers were available 10 appear

responsive to anti-apartheid crtticism and to prevent Congress from pas:5ing

a sanctions package.

00 September 9, 1985, after the House passed the compromise

sanctions package and just prior to the Senate commencing debate on the

package, Reagan reversed his longstanding opposition 10 sanctions and

,.

-
"u.s. Is Repon ed to Warn Pretoria," The New y ork Times. August
to, 1985.

"u .s . Asks Pretoria 10 End Strife as Proleslers March in
Washington," The New York Time$. August 13, 1985.
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imposed limited economic sanctions on South Africa with an Executive

Orde r containing these provisions:

•

•
•

•

A baD 0 11 sales of computers to South Africa security
agencies;
Barring most loans to the Pretoria government;
A baD 00 imponation of KIuggerands pending consultation
with trading partners; and,
A prohibition on most exports of nuclear technology.

In his call lor sanctions, Reagan said that "America 's view of

apanbeid is simple and straigblforward: We believe it is wrong. We

condemn it. And we are united in hoping for the day when apartheid will

be no more,".. Schultz followed this policy up with statements calling for

political acoomrnodation in South Africa. He also suggested that Nelson

Mandela be freed from jail as a symbol of good faith by the Preronan

government.

Thus, President Reagan maneuvered 10 coopt legislative interest in

shaping Soum Africa policy. The goal of Reagan's Executive Order was to

remove South Africa from Congress' decisioo agenda and to salvage his own

policy ini tiatives in the area.

Congress Spars With Rea gan' PoljQ' is Malle

In the wake of President Reagan's Executive Order, the Senate

Republicans blocked a va le on the 1985 joint House-Senate sanctions

package . The Republican leade rship was so ccmmltted to supponing their

• ' Reagan, In Reversal, O rders Sanctions On South Africa: Move
Causes Split In Senate: An Executive Act,' The New y ork Tjmes
September 10, 1985.



208

PresideDI at this time that they removed the official copy of the bill from

the Senate chambers to block funher voting. Though temporarily derailed.

the caU for anti-apanhcid sanctions bad lIO! abated. Economic sanctions

rcmailled on the decision agenda or Congress through 1986.

As 1986 began, the state of emergency order continued in South

Africa coupled with an almost total ban OD press coverage, Archbishop

Tutu toured United States agaiD in January renewing his call for further

eco nomic sanctions. During May 1986, the world was stunned when the

South African military carried out attacks against African National Congress

guerillas based in the capitols of independent nations: Botswana, Zambia

and Zimbabwe.

By this time, the anti-apanheid movement had succeeded in

redefining the issue not jusr as Anti-apartheid,'" but as a civil rights issue.

Constructive engagement symbolized collusion with racists. Members

voting against sanctions also risked the potential or being labeled "racist,"

Re p. Stephen Solarz (D-NY) noted in the 1986 sanctions debates, 'U we are

going to stand up against repression in Central America and te rrorism in

the Middle WI. then I think it is time to stand up against racism in South

Africa" (Co0J;n::;sjonai Ouanerly Almanac 1986:363).

O n J une 10, 1986 the House Foreign Affairs Commi ttee favorably

repon ed out a bill designed 10 strengthen Reagan's sanctions. The bill,

authored by Rep. William G ray (D-PA), received a 27· 14 vote in the

Congress firsllabeled its crilicism of Sou th Africa as "Ami-apartheid"
in The Anti-Apartheid Act of 1985.
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Committee with three Republicans joining the Democra tic forces. The

provisions of this bill included:

•

•
•

•

Barring new U.s. mvestments and loans in South Africa;
Cutting off imports of South African coal, uranium and sreef
Stoppiag u.s. participatiOD in Soulb Africa lmergy
development; and,
Threatening 10 ball all American computer sales to South
Africa unless the Prctorian government initiated negotiations
with black leaders and freed political prisoners.

In a surprise gamble, consuvative Republican House members tried

to defeat the Gray bill by allowing a strongly worded sanctions bill to stand

as a substitute package 011 the House Floor. This bill, authored by Rep.

Ronald DeUums (D-CA). was similar to the Dellums bill introduced and

defeated in 1985. This bill called for a comprehensive trade embargo

against South Africa, with the exception of strategic minerals if the

president cenificd their need for miliuuy purposes. The DcUu ms bill also

required all 284 U.S. companies operating in South Africa to leave with in

180 days of enactment, called for a permanent ban on sales of Kruggerands

in the Uni ted States, and denied landing rights to South African air lines.

The Republicans reasoned that the Dellums bill would prematurely

end House member's pllLD$ to strengthen economic sanctions. Sleven

Weissmann, DireClor of the staff of the House Foreign Affairs

Subcommittee on Africa, also believes Ihis bill reached the floor as a test of

the rhetoric being espoused by legislators leading the anti-apartheid call....

• Interview with author, February 28, 1989.
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The ~Uums bill passed the House by voice vote on June 18, 1986....

This vote was a bold assenion of House opinion regarding South Africa

and, coming 00 the beels of the reimpositioDof a state of emergency and

sweeping pre5$ restrictions in South Africa on June 12, was interpreted as a

major rebuke to Pretoria and apanheid

Senator Edward Kennedy introduced another sanctions bill into the

Senate. Debate resumed in the middle of July with wide support for the

measure. In a major foreign poliq speech on July Z2, President Reagan

reaffirmed his rejection of sanctiODS and called for a timetable for ending

apartheid. But, given events in 50utb Africa, RUgaD bad lost all ercd1bility

00 the issue by DOW. Bishop Tutu and Congressionalleadcrs immediately

rejected Reagan's statements,...

JUSI two days after Reagan's speech, Senator Lugar, Chairperson of

the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, drafted a sanctions package

milder than both the De llums and Kennedy bills. Interestingly, just one

week later, President Reagan's c:nvoy to South Abica bad the first offidal

Ll.S. meeting with representatives of lIIe African National Congress, the

outlawed black opposition group in South Africa. On August 1, the Senate

Foreign Relations Committee approved strict sanctions against South Africa

-
•

The DeUums' Bill was defeated in 1985 by a vote of n -34S.

See "Tutu Denounces Reagan," The New York Times, July 23, 1986;
and, "Reaction in Congress to Speech Is Mostly Negative," The New
y ork Times, July 23, 1986.
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in a 15·2 VOle with only wmervatiVe5 JC$e Helms (R-NY) and Larry

Pressler (RoSD) iD opposition. This bill called for:

•

•
•
•

•

•

Bann;ng Dew loans and lnvestments by American
businesses;

Blnn;ng «Ial and uranium imports;
Denying landing rights for South Africa aitliJ:les;
Granting the President the authority to deny visas for South
Africans;
Eneouraging the President 10 sell gold reserves 10 undermine
the South Africa cc:ooomy; and,
Banning the usc of Americaa cwaed banks by Pretoria and
its state-owned companies.

The Senate rejected the Dellums bill but passed Lugar's version of

the Anti-apanheid Act of 1986, with amendments 00 August IS, by a 84-14

vote. All "No· VOles were east by Republicans, The Senate version called

for DO new investment in South Africa companies, resnieted trade embargo

on products from government cweed companies. barred coal. uranium and

textile imports, cancelled landing rights for South Africa airlines, and

restricted the usc of American banks by Pretoria. House Democratic

leaders accepted the Senate version of the Anti-apartheid bill The House

passed the bill On September 12 by a vole of 308-77.

Anticipating I presidential veto, Senator Ricbard Lugar warned

President Reagan thai be would pemlnally lead the fight 10 override it....

Despite that, Reagan vetoed me bill, as expected, on September 26,

daiming mal the bill would bun those it was intended 10 help-the black

majority in South Africa. The House voted to override Reagan's veto 011

• "Lugar Says He'd Lead Fighl To Override Sanctions Veto," The New
York Times, September 17, 1986.
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Septe mber 29 by a 313-83 vote witb 81 Republicans voting to override

Reagan, and the Senate similarly voted for an override on October 2, 1986,

78-21 with 31 Republicans voting againsl their presideoL

The final law (pL 99-440) contained these provisions;

•

•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

•

•

•

•

A Ban 00 DCW corporate investmeot in South Africa and new
loam to government agencies;
A prc:Ihibition on U.s. banks from accepting deposi ts from any
South African government agency;
A baD 00 loans to South African government agencies;
A prohibition 00 nuclear trade with Soutb
Africa;
A ban 00 impons of stee~ iron. uranium and coal;
A ban on the imponation of Kruggerands:
A ban 00 textile imports:
A baD OD imports or agric:ultural products;
A ban on computer exports to South African agencies
enforcing apanbeid;
A prorubitiOD 00 petroleum or crude oil exports to Soulh
Africa;
A prohibition on cooperation wilh the armed forces of South
Africa;
An end to landing rights in Uni ted States for South Africa
Airways: and.
A call for release of Nelson Mandela from prison.

The significance of this legislation was quickly noted by

Congressiooal Ouanerly Almanac (1986:359) which labeled this vote "the

most serious defeat Reagan had suffered on a foreign issue and one of the

mOOI stunning blows of bis presideocy: C!mgressjonal Ouaacrl)' also

pointed OUI that this was the fint override of a presidential veto on a

foreign policy issue since 1973.

President Reagan underestimated how deeply ami-apartheid

sentiment was felt in Congress and among the wider United Stales public.

As Bob Dote, Republican President of the Senate in 1986 laid, economic
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saDaioos wu u mud! a "domestic ciY'il riplS issue" u it _ a foreign

polic:y issue. Thoup Dole was aitical ol the issue .u a '-eeJ..sood-vote." he

wu CXllTftt in idclltifyiog the symbolism tbiJ issue had DOl jim for the anti­

apanbeid moYetllerrt. bu1 for the mau public. The rede5mtiOD of the~

es a c:iviI rights mncel'1l was especially importaDl for $WlIIylng SeDatorS aDd

Representarives-DelDOCfau and RepubU<::aII$-Upr~Dting Iara:e black

coostituenaes, panicular'r ill the South. Jt is aha apparent thaI Republican

Party leade rs wanted to avoid offending potcotial mpponel'l within the

black community. In the words of Howard Wolpc, CWrpcnon of the

House Committee OG Foreign Main, Subcommittee oa Africa:

A 101: of folb. I think, voted for $aJIClio1lS DOC benny they believed
in lbe= or believed tbey'd male all)' differeooe bul becaus.e they
c!i4D'1want to be pc:rceiwed as DOt IUflidcntly bostilc to apartheid.
Tba(s tbc reality_ A 101: of folb, iD OtMr wonh, boughl inlO it
because they saw tbc YOtt beinJ interpreted in c:iviI rights terms
rather tb.a.o. fore ign policy te rms and they dida'! WUlt to be 0 0 lbc:
wroDg lidc of thai issue."

A ¥'Ole ara inn coonomic ~ctions became I VOle fw: racism. And,

Reagan's intnmigence on South Africa wu interpreted as a mirror

reflection of his intransiSCDOC 011 domestic civil rights concerns. Anti·

apartheid activists, public opinion, aDd collp'eMionaileadcrs were seeking a

method for repudiatina: COllStnletIve englgcmenL Comprebemive economic

sanaio~ ....ere Ihe anti-thesis of Rusan', policy. and served Ihis purpose

well AI sueb, the unaionIlegislaooo was • political intl<M.tioo ligni fying

- Interview wilb author, Marcb 23. 1989.
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a brge-$Cl.lc polky break with past United Sates relations with South

Atria.

BEYOND 1HE COMl'REHENSIVE ANll·APARTIlEm ACT OF 1986

The ecocIO!nk sanctions .pinu South Africa were of p cal symbolic

and material SignifiCllDce. Ecoaomic sa.octlODS are traditionally reserved lI$

a foreign policy 1001 to be used against hostile oatiOIl5. The Reagan

administration levied sanctiOllS agaiDst Ubya and Nicaragua. two nations

eeesidered by PrC$ideot Reagan 10 po:soe serious threats to the inlCrCSts of

!be Ulliud SU.I~ On a.symbolic level, WKtiom. as politial lnlloYatioll"

sipta.\led the:~na1 of tile Ioog-beld alliance betweeD South Africa aDd

the United States..

Sanaiom anted an appeanoc:e that tbe United Swcs fO"CI'IUD<:nt

_ critic:al ol apanbeid aod CODCeroc:d with coooeouting apartheid prae:bus

in baDb terms. SuctiollS also selll I meeuge to South Africa thai the

United States considered the black oppm.ition 10 have legitima te grievances

willi me Prelonan regime. Economic sanctions were also an act of political

inDoYatiOD which signified the ability of CoD&l'CIS IlIld the public to

SUC:CleUfulIy cbaUclllc the Reap!! ageDelL For Congress. the passage of

ccooomic ~0lU reneee the a:lminatioD of a two decade battle foe

io!Iucnc:e~r the (ouip poliq-procca. with respect to Soutb Afriea. For

the antioapartbc:ic1 _menl, passqc of~~med to inc1ieatc tha t

ordinary people CllD 'WOrk IOJctber to influence the poticy-procns..



1be symbolic 1Il«C15 or the leplalion, bowever. has had a

deletel'iou$ effect on the United SLateS &4li-apar.heid IDQVement, because of

the perceptioD tIW something is beiq: ecee about apartheid.. 1be

Movemeal bas !IOI beea able 10 mobilize aI • kYel near tIW demonstrated

in 1985 and 1986. Nor have st:rOrt8er 4h'~nt padagei, such as the

Dellurns bill, been able to move OUt of Congressional eceeeuee since

1986,... Thougb supponers of total sanctions remain optimistic, the

prospects of levyillg additional trade restrictions against South Africa appear

Bul were the beoefiu of~tl$~ symbolic? Was this simply

a ruse to quen disturbances around the nation? The answer to this

questions is "No;" the rewards of sanctiotl$ have DOt been solely symbolic.

Imponant material eomoequeDe:e$ have alXOlllpaDied~ as wen. A!

the time: s.anc:tions were passed, South Africa was a major IIlpplie r of

diamoods. gold, str./olegic merats, and military arms 10 the world market,

South Africa did DOl have: a fragile ecoDOmy like other countries facing

sanctions, suclt as Nicaragua. Wb ile economic sanctions have nOI been as

destructive 10 South Africa's economy, they have bad 1.11. impact eceeeetess,

EcollOmiCsanctions sent a signal to major corporations that the

Uulted Stales QCllUidered South Africa to have &.II unstable ctiJnale for

• ODe additioclal uti-apartheid law bas been apptoved Wnc:e ecoeeeuc
S&nnioas were Iodopled by Coap-eu. la 1987. Reprnc:ntattve
Qarles Ranlel JpOtl5(lUd a W meuurc whidl prohib ited
COI)lOi atioas from deduClini the W et paid to the South AIria.n
~nuneDI from their U.s. W e$. See "Mobil Reponed 10 Plan
Soutb African PuUOIII,- The New York TIml:$, Apnl n. 1989.



216

furore investments and me United States would no longer protect corporate

investments in the nation. Major corporations, such as Mobil. dted U.s.

ecooomic sanctions as the reason mey were totally pulling out of the South

Afri(3 economy....

Corporate pullouts, decl.iniDg investments, negative publicity from

within the Uni ted States and abroad, have contributed 10 the economic and

poli tical problems fell by me South African government. Under pressure

&om a declining TeSOUl'tC base, the Pretorian regime became overextended

fighting internal opposition movements and illegally occupying foreign

territories.

By 1989, the South Africa government seemed to reconsider its

priorities. It negotiated a pullout and agreed to &ce elections in Namibia, a

neighboring ecuntry wbich South Africa was illegally occupying against a

Ullited Nations mandate. MOIli recently, President Botha, a hardliner, was

replaced by President F. W. de Klerk. President de Klerk appears 10 be

taking a more reformist approach toward apartheid. He bas relaxed many

provisions of apartheid, released opposition leaders Nelson Mandela and

Walter Sisulu from '2:1 yean of imprisonment, unbanned the AfriCWJ

National Congress, and suggested tile possibility of discussing power-sharing

arrangements with the opposition. It is far 100 early to assess the success of

these reforms or 10 speculate about an end to apartheid.

• See "Mob:l Quitting South Africa Blaming 'Foolish' U.S. l...:1ws," Ib..c.
New York Tj rne:b April 29, 1989.



217

ANALYSIS

The Eighties was a period in which the Executive branch and the

Legislative branch of nationalgoyernmcot dashed over priorities for South

African policy. Sci against renewed violence in South Africa and a rapidly

mobilizing social movement, Anti-apanhdd policy shifted from comicy with

constructive engagement to enmity with eececeue saacdcns.

By 1986, the interests of the domestic anti-apartheid movement

became wdificd as politically innovative law. In some 5e1l5e5, these

iIm:rests were the same as th~ espoused by marginal Pan-Africanise

activists in lIle early part of the IWcotie tb century. And-apartheid sentiment

bad truly moved from the margins to the mainstream of public opinion.

This anaI}~ dissects the problem, political and poliq streams

prevailing in the Eighties. The following questions guide this analysis: (1)

Which factors arc responsible for moving the ami-apartheid issue to the

decision agenda of Congress? (2) Why was Congress able to seize control

over the making of South African policy? (3) In wbat ways was the anti­

apartheid movement influential in the passage of economic sanctions?

Problem Streams

At the dawn of the Eighties. President Reagan profoundly affected

problem streams by substituting an arul-cemmunist world view of foreign

policy relations for President Caner's concern for human rights.

Constructive engagement was justified because South Africa was a trusted
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friend, a stable trading partner and an advocate of an ti·Soviet policies 00

the African continent.

But staee violence persisted in South Africa as opposition forces

within the COUDtry mounted their most significant campaign in thiny years.

Al though South Africa bad experienced violence in the past, and this

violence bad li ttle substantive impaC! upon U.s. policy, during the Eighties

continuing violence, me state of emergcm;:y decree, and Bishop Tutu'SNobel

prize delegitimized Reagan's rhelOric: about the capacity of Soulh Africa 10

reform the aparthe id system from within. This reality clashed with Reagan's

stalwart defense of constructive engagement. The dash became visible not

just to legislators ill the Uni ted Stales or 10 anti-apartheid movement

activists, but to lhe broader public as well. There was a growing consensus

that a lJIe$S3.ge needed to be sent to South Africa.

The most significant problem stream development in the Eighties was

the calculated efforts of the anti -apartheid movement to reclaim its rccu

3..IId redefine concern for South Africa as a domestic, racial issue. Wben

apartheid and constructive engagement became a metaphor for Reagan's

domestic policies. this issue rose 10 the top of the list of concerns for

African-Americans. The civil rights community mobilized around the issue,

by the mid-Eighties. as a vehicle 10 reverse broader priorities of the Reagan

agenda.

The movement positioned legislators intO taking a personal stand on

racism when they cast a VOle 'For' or 'Against' South Africa. If legislators

refused to support sanctions against South Africa. they were considered to
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be "racbt,- a label wbidll":) iepslalOf with • Jignificam black COQSIiNCIlC)'

could afl'ord to 'WUl. By 1985.~ problem RfUCIldis~

doYetailed wi th political stream dwJges u a broad-based. bi-pani$.m

comeasm asaiDst apanbeid was estab&bed.

Political Strwm

As in past decades, a new Presidenl _ able to remodel United

Stales foreign policy 10 reflect his agenda for relations with South Africa.

President Reasan initiated a policy of construd.ivc: engagement thai went

beyond the ove rtuTeS made by Richard Ni.wa toWard South Africa.

Reagan's polides bordered on coIlaboratiOQ witb South Afric::a in the

administration of apanbrid.

The Eig.b.ties bore witness. however, to Congress waging a lucteSsful

dlalkngc to the Praidcn(s foreign poIiq priorities.. This was

unprecedented. Coocres5' hanle with Reagan over South Afrit'aQ. policy can

be placed within. broader context. Congress had been stroggling 10

restrain presidential foreign policy-making powers since the Vietnam.

experience in me early Seventies. When it _ clear that Reagan was OUt

of step with the ~a1i ry of~Dt5 in South Africa, Congress elevated anti­

apanbeid sanaions from the goycrurneotalagcnda, where it resided as the

late :sew,nties ended, to the decision _scoda by 1983. Upoa failure of

UDctioas to proceed rbrough the Senate in 1980&•• third poI.itial force

joined the debate over South Africa poIiq.
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TramAfriea initiated the Free South Africa campaign protests

consisting of a widely publicized eampaign of sit-ins and celebrity arrests at

the South African Embassy in Washington. D.C. This tactic redefined the

and-apartheid bsue as a civil rights concern and captured the anention of

the nation. As more and more arrests occurred, the mass media kept South

Africa in the beadlines. The Free Soutb Africa protests also translated the

voice of grassrOOts anti-apartheid activists into a national force. Student

mobilizations followed. Legislators were put under the microscope 00 the

South Africa issue. They needed 10 appease their constituents on the issue.

VOles shifted in Ccegress,

The Free South Africa campaign protests raise two important points

for this analysis. These points arc related to the timing of the Free South

Africa protests and rapid movement mobilization, and the initia tors or this

mobilization. Flrst, it is important to recognize that rapid anti-apartheid

movement mobilization began in 1984, alter economic sanctions were

already 0 0 the decision agenda of Congress. The anti-apartheid movement

was DOt respoesfble for moving the issue to the dcdsioll agenda. Instead,

the movement was able to redefine the nature of the issue and give impetus

to itS passage after the issue bad reached the decision agenda. Thus, the

movement was able to exploit opportunities for acees.s to the agenda that

were created ceee the issue was legitimized by other forces,

Second, the Free South Africa campaign was the idea of Randall

Robinson, Dheerce of TransAfrica, an African-American lobby organization.

Lobby organizations reflect the institutionalization of access to the political
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ptoces> and are I tactic available only to member group Ollan jvltioll$.. Yet,

proteStS, Iit· iDs, and arreus are tactics ate UKd by d1aIIeogu croups to

cq>a Dd the KVpC of ~j1jzariOD &rOIlDd all issue and to qUit leverage in

thepol.i~

TramAfrica's use of chalJengcr VOUP tactics rdlem the fnAtratiOD5

Robinsoo's orpniutioo bad ~ricp<:ed attempting to gain .eceu to the

policy proeeu during the Reagan admjnistration. The priorities of the

Reagan administration confiietcd with the goah of the African-American

community. Points of access previously available to Afriean-Amcric:ans were

narrowed, DOC jtul with respee:t 10 foreign policy Wues, but OQ domes.tie

i5Iues as _ n. T ramAfrica _ fon:ed 10 cooduc:t politics by other means to

continue to have I say in the policy-proc:as. II tw'DCd 10 the hiuory of the

civil rights movement 10 find Dew tactics fOl' ez:pressioll. lJl re~et, the

Fref: South Africa protests were I bnllianl laCtic.. This tactic chalJengcd

Reagan's inlcmatioDal. and dome$tic agendas by linking powerful melDOriei

of the sit-ins aDd the civil righu agenda of the 1950's and 1960's with the

current political crisis in South Africa and the United Sta les. Congress

embraced tbcse links for it improved the resources available to them for

battling me Prc:s.idcllL

PPljex Slrnrm

For the mou PM!. policy 5OIUUoIIS in the 1980's borroooted from the

past. Reasa.D'S policy of constructive engagement was an cnthU$iutic. highly

vi$l.b1c, rendition of PreMeDI NilIoa's policy towafd Soutb Alrica. ~ral



222

provisions of the Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986 bad been

raised by lcgislaton during the late Seventies, though the extent of the

provisions was unprecedented. What is new in the 1980'$ is thai a policy of

political innovation made it to the decision agenda and was ultimately

passed by Congress.

The big policy stream disturbance during the Eighties had to do with

the political dimate within which the policies were raised. By the middle

1980's, there was wide-spread public understanding of the economic linkages

argument, Corporate investments and economic trade with Soulh Africa

was regarded as encouraging apartheid, rather than reform. This was the

position promoted by some elements of the anti-apartheid movement during

the Sixties, and certainly the position promoted during the anu-ccrporate

campaigns of the Seventies. Widespread acceptance of this argument

constrained the options available to legislators who wanted to respond in a

meaningful way 10 the problems associated with apartheid.

Thus., problem, political and policy streams were in Dux during the

Eighties. These conditions created a climate in which anti-apanbeid

sanctions could be moved from the govemrnental tc the decision agendas,

aru:I ultimately on to final passage in 1986. In 1986, Congress sent a hostile

signal to South Africa and to President Reagan, It passed a strong Anti­

apartheid package and the message was that the time for refonn bad run

out. Apartheid aru:I constructive engageme nt were declared to be

unacceptable . Despite Preside nt Reagan's position on the issue, and despite
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the power of the Executive hrancb 10 dominate foreign policy, Congress

seized ccntrct over thU policy area. Simulta.lleously. the voice of the anti­

apartheid movement was heard; !KIt only because activists made noise, but,

more imponantly, because CoogreSol found it opportune to listen.
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CHAPTER vn

FROM 1lffi MARGINSTO TIlE ~S1REAM:

THE ANTI·APARTHEID MOVEMENT

AND TIlE POUTICS OF AGENDA-5ETIING [N TIlE UNITED STATES

This dissertation has examined the re lationship between anti­

apartheid movement activists and national policy-makers be tween 1960 and

1986. II is a case study of the opportunities sometimes available to social

movement activists 10 Influence large-scale policy change, also known ~

political innovatiOlL

Using an agenda-se tting framework, the last three chapters have

described how the anti-apartheid movement sought to influence problem,

poli tical, and policy streams in the 1960's, 1970's, and 1980's, respectively.

These chapters also examined bow disturbances in prevailing problem,

policy and policy streams influenced United States policy toward South

Africa during each of these periods. f inally, chapters four through six

analyzed tbe na ture of anti-apartheid movement influence over U.S.

relations with South Africa.
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This concluding chapter extends the analysis in the previous chapte rs

by combining the three periods analyzed earlier. It includes a discussioo of

the conclusions derived from application of the agenda-setting model 10 this

case study, as well as a discussion of the shonromings and concerns raised

in this project relevant to future research in this area. The organization of

the section wweb follows reflects the organization of the research chapters:

anti-apartheid movement activity is diseusscd first; governmental activity is

d~d second, aDd the interaction between the anti-apartheid movement

and policy-makers between 1960 and 1986 is discussed third.

1HE AGENDA-SETI1NG FRAMEWORK

Anti·apanbcid Movement Aetron-

According 10 events recorded in The New York Times, anti-apartheid

movement activity grew steadily in the Sixties., peaked in the late Seve nties.

and expe rienced rapid mobilization ill the mid-Eighties (Figure VII- I).

Table VII·I summarizes how the anti-apartheid movement attempted

10 influence prevailing problem, political and policy streams throughout the

three decades ....amined in this dissertation. This table depicts the dynamic

nature of social movements. Movemen ts are, in essence, a conglomeration

of constituents challenging policy norms. The capacil)' of move ments to

e ffective ly influence agenda streams, and thereby influence the composition

of issues on the policy agenda, is related to the variel)' of resources,

strategies, and tactics avai lable to movement actors at anyone time. It is

important to unde rstand the historic:al trajectory of social movement
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development in order to grasp bow social movements are able (0 exploit

windows of opportunil)' when they become available.

As Table VII·I illustrates, the Movement's definition of the apartheid

"problem" evolved between the Sixtie$ and the Eighties to include not just

direct violence and discrimination against blacks in South Africa, but

indirect support for the apartheid regime by U.s. corporate and financial

institutions, as well as broader conceptions of racism abroad and in the

United States. In the Eighties, apartheid also became a metaphor for

President Reagan's domestic policy agenda.

As far as tbe ability of the anti-apartheid movement to influence

political streams is concerned, the Movement experienced a period of

coalition building in the Sixties, resource coll$OUdation in the Seventies, and

rapid mobiliz.ation in the Eighties. Tactically, the Movement moved from

national lobbying and local anti- credit campaigns in the Sixties; 10 a

national sl~olders' campaign and grassroots, direct action in the

Seventies: and, finally, to a combination of sit-ins, natinnal lobbying, and

local divestment campaigns in the Eighties.

Thus. during the Eighties-when the anti-apartheid movement

achieved its greatest influence over the policy agenda-a multiplicity of

factors had congealed. The movement had evolved to its greatest capacity

for influence.

Two important points about the capacity of movements to effectively

influence agenda streams can drawn from this case study. First. this

research demonstrates that movements do not engage in stream activity in
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isolation from developments in other streams. In this case study, political

streams and problem streams interacted dialecticalJy, the synthesis of which

was re6eeted in policy stream activity. While problem stream events in

South Afric:a drove the United States opposition movement to newer heights

of mobilization, political stream developments such as new constituents,

including member group allies, additional resources, resource consolidation

and increased institutional access created the f;2pacily for the Movement to

organize proactive anti-apartheid campaigns.

One example of how policy streams evolved from interactions

between problem stream and political stream developments is drawn from

the Seventies. By this period. the scope of mobilization surrounding the

anti-aparthe id issue had been expanded to a na tional base. Rellgicus

groups dominated political streams in the Seventies. They we re able to

coordinate their investment portfolios to create leverage within corporate

structures. Religious groups attempted to influence problem streams by

drawing connections between corporate trade policies and support for the

apartheid regime. As more radical African-American organizations and

students entered the political stream. the problem stream linkages argument

look on a more militanl lone. The result of !his relationship between

political and problem stream deve lopments was thai the

dive5lmenl!disinvestmelll position dominated Anti-apartheid policy strea m

activil)' throughout the decade. Thus, as this example de mo nstra tes,

movement attempts 10 influellce policy streams re flected on-going

imerect lens between problem and political streams developments.
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Second, opportunities for IIlOVcmeOl$ 10 effectively influence agenda

streams change over time. Movement tactics vary with shifting

opportunities. For example, in the early Eighties, anti-apartheid activity

slowed as Reagan came into office and avcnue! for access into the policy

PrDCeS$ appeared closed. Tb is Iaek of access, (Ol.Ipled with escalating

violence in South Africa, motivated TransAfrica to combine tnlditional

lobbying tactics with dire~ action tactics in their political stream. activities

by the mid-Eighties.. Locallevel divestment campaigns and national level

action cc-edsted in tbe mid-Eighties; the Movement simultaneously called

for economic sanctions., divestment, and dismvestmenL As can be seen,

opportunities to influence policy agendas cbanged over time; when old

avenues dosed, new ones ofteD opened.

The success of the Movcmcol in the Eighties was due, in pan, to its

ability 10 capitalize liD the unique resources of individual constituents. In

attempting to influence policy agendas, movement constituents possessed

diffe rent resources and differing potentials for institutional access. African­

Americans tried lobbying public officials, religious groups fought for

stol:kholders' resolutions using their portfolios as leverage. and students,

lacking any resources, engaged in direct action on their campuses. Thus,

anti-apartheid movement activi!)' reflected the structurallocation of

movement participants and prevailing opponunitie.s for access.

In sum, using the agcnda-s.cning framework it is possible to capture

the complexities of social movement activity and to grasp the muhl­

dimensionality of movements. This research also indicates thaI the
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problem, politic2l. and policy stream Ktivity oliOdal IDO'Vementli is

diaI«tica11y related, aDd tbat the eapadty of 50dal IDO'VeJDeIlU to uploit

ibiftiD&: opponuDitici varia with the s1:1\.lC:tlnlJoatioD of !DOYt'lDent

aMtStituelllS aDd the nature of windows of opportunity which b«:ome

available.

Na riona! G w rnmcD! Aetivil)'

The agc llda'~lling framework is valuable, not just for offering iJuight

into the goals, suategieli and tactics ol ~al movements, but abo because it

offen a method for understanding the f~ which influence lIIe

c:ompositioo of issues on the poliq agcDda.

figure YD-2 preseOts an overview of pemmcnl activity surrounding

South Africa policy between 1960 and 1986, hued on events r«Ofded ill

The New York Urnes. As demomtnled here. acepl: for brief pew of

activity iII 1963 and 1966 (peaks which correspond to the activily of

individual legUJators), policy activity is rather stable through the mid·

Seventies. Policy activity is the n characterized by peaks in 1977 and 19&5 10

"...
Table YD·2 SlImma nzel; the problem, political and policy stream

influences ~ping United Stares relatioDS with South Africa be~en 1960

and 1986. 'The lDOSl Striking feature of this summary is that politial sueam

developments dominated the fonnation of United Swes policy toward

South Africa tbrougbout the three deeade5 under investigation. For the

IIlOSt pan, presidential initiatives in this poticy-area controlled the dwacur
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of official U.S. policy: Presidents Kennedy and Johnson were somewhat

critical of apartheid; Nixon wu more favorably disposed to the South

African regime; President Caner was aitical (in the early yean); and,

President RcagaD was more supportive of Pretoria than President Nixon.

However, in tile 1980's, Congress exerted control over foreign policy, a

political stream development ueebaracteristic of earlier periods, and

ultimately the one that created the crucial link betwun u ti-apartheid

interests and public policy toward South Africa.

To be sure, other stream activity influe nced the making of South

African policy. Policy initiatives often corresponded with problem stream

disturbances. Crisis situations in South Africa preceded the Kennedy Arms

Embargo and Caner's rbetorical condemnation of apartheid. Interestingly,

these crisis occurred during the last year of a lame duck Republican

president's administration: the Sharpeville massacre in 1960 (Eisenhower)

and the SowCIO Massacre in 1976 (Ford). While the Republican's may have

lacked the support (or political will) to respond effectively, the new

Democratic presidents appear to bave altered policy in response to the crisis

lituation.

But, crises, by themselves, do not drive policy. The case in point is

tbat Reagan remained a staunch ally of Soutb Africa during a period of

escalating violence in that nation. Instead, problem stream developments

accompanied by political stream developments. "encouraged" policy change.

For example, Presidents Kennedy and Caner owed e lection debts 10 the

African·American community. They, therefore, responded more senshlvely
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to situations in Africa, a historie concern lor the African-American

«Immunity. Reagan. on the other hand, was under no obligation to respond

to African-American concerns. He was able to stay the course with

consuuctive engagement without concern for domestic implications. Reagan

institu ted mild economic sanctions only wben politically forced 10 do so by

Congress in 1985.

Thus, use of the agenda-setting framework reveals the subrJe

relationships between streams. These relationships ultimately regu lated the

composition of inues 011 the polky agenda. This case study demonstrates

the central Importance of political stream activity. Political stream

disturbances preceded developments in the other streams. While problem

stream changes unfolded independent of the other streams, their policy

impact was dependent upon the nature of prevailing political strea ms.

The Dynamic Relatjonship Berne" AOIi -ap an b:jd Movement an d Natjona l
Government Activity

The ce ntral theoretical question guiding this dissertatio n bas been

"What is the re lationship between social movements and the public policy­

process?" With specific reference 10 the case study, the question has been,

"What was the relationship between the anti-apanheid eoveeem and U.S.

foreign policy relations with South Africa from 1960 to 1986?" As has been

described, the anti-aparthe id movement' s influe nce during the 1960's and

197O"s was limited and indirect. During the 1980's, however, the movement

was able to directly influence the pol icy process. II is as lmportane 10

understand why the Movement was unable [0 directly influence the policy
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process during the Sixties and Seventies, as it is to understand why the

Movement was able 10 ext" inflUCIlCe over the precess in the Eighties.

The anti-apartheid movement played an indirect policy role during

the Sixties and Seventies, It articula ted Abican-American concern for

African issues and, kept apartheid at the forefront of the African-American

systemic agenda throughout this period. Thus, when Presidents Kennedy,

Johnson, and Carter wanted 10 appear responsjve 10 African-American

in terests, they placed special Importance 00 addressing U.S. relations with

Soutb Africa. But presidential dominance in fore ign affairs, prevented the

Movement from iniJucncing the policy agenda during this period. Despite

its ability to accumulate resGUTCC$ and expand the scope of mobilization, the

anti-apanhc id movement continued to lack access to the policy process.

II was during the Eighties thai the anti-apartheid movement achieved

its greatest success. In this period. Congress legislated oomprebcnsivc

economic sanctions, a political innovation which codi fied anti-apartheid

concerns as law. What role did the movement play in this process?

Recalling the discussion in chapters five and six, erurepreneuriallegislators

and events in South Africa, not the Move me nt, were the driving force

behind anti-apartheid legisla tion moving to the governmental ageoda

between 1978 and 1979, and to the decision agenda between 1983 and 1984.

The Movement WM able to influence the policy process most effectively

after the policy innovation was on the decision agenda. A! this point,

legislators created an opportunity for Anti-apanheid activists to be heard.
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Inter-branch conflict between Congreu and President Reagan crea ted

the window of opportunity for ann-apartheid movement activists tc become

active in the national debate over sanctions. Congress bad been trying to

exert an influence over foreign affain policy since the early Seventies. As

violence escalated in South Afrk:a and constructive engagement appeared to

support ratber than encourage reform of apartheid, Congress sought 10 take

a substantive stand against both apartheid and CODStructive engagement, by

enrericg the foreign polley arena.

In 1985 and 1986, legisla tors capitalized on the efforts of the rapidly

mobilizing anti-aparthe id movement. The legislarure appropria ted the

Movement's reddinitioo of the issue as a domestic civil rights concern 10

forge the level of public support and internal bi-partisan consensus

necessary to overturn a presidential veto and redefine the course of United

States policy relations with South Africa.

The conflict between Congress and President Reagan, a political

stream disturbance, set against a political innovation already on the decision

agenda, created an opponunily for the anti-apartheid movement's attempts

10 influence prevailing problem, political, and policy streams governing the

composition.or issues 00 the policy agenda 10 be effective. The anti­

apartheid movement effectively influenced problem streams as the apartheid

issue was redefined as a domestic civil rights issue (and to some extent, an

anti-Reagan issue). Political streams were influenced because the scope of

the issue was broadened. The old civil rights coalition was revived and

public opinion heightened the scrutiny or legislative behavior on Ihis issue.
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Policy streams were affected by public awareness of the linkages between

uading and investment patterns, and the perpetuation of apartheid.

Because of its abilicy to affect these stteams, the anti -apartheid movement

ultimately became an important force behind passage of comprehensive

economic sanctions, and helped to shape South Africa policy in the 1980's.

Thus, application of the agenda-setting framework 10 this case study

bas made it possible 10 articulate the relationship between social movements

and policy-makers. More specifically, it demonstrates how movement

effect iveness iII the policy process may be dependent nOI just upon the

capadty of social movements to attempt to influence agenda streams, but

upon the creatioo of windows of opportunity external to social movement

activity.

DJREcnONS FOR RJnJRE RESEARCH

The agenda-setting framework is useful for examining the

relationships between social movement activity and the policy-making

process. It offers a tool with which to explain the constraints tha t shape and

delimit expression of challellger interests in a democracy. The agenda­

setting framework also facilitates an understanding of how public problems

become defined and integrated into the policy-making process. This

research raises two bread issues, however, about how agenda-setting studies

should be conducted in the future. These issues involve (1) the

conceptualization of the agenda-senmg framework, and, (2) methodological

sualegies (or pursuing this type of research in the fu ture.
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RCCODzidmljQQ of the Agenda.Setting Framework

h conceptualized by Kiogdon, problem. politicaI. and policy streams

are Unle more than heuristic devices which facilitate the categorization of

information into discrete boxes. But, real world politics caD rarely be

broken down into such neatly definw categories. As tbis research

demonstrates, it is Important to recognize that events may span across two

or three streams and that developments in one stream can influence

developments in another stream. When categorizing information.

researchers need to delve deeply into their subjects, with a variety of

research strategies, to understand the subtle ways in which the pclltical

world is interrelated. In other words, politics can be messy and the agenda­

selting framework is valuable only if it can account for this messiness,

Ultimately. the agenda-setting framework is only useful 10 the extent

thai it helps to develop theory iII tbe area of social movements and policy

influence. Use of the agenda-setting framework in this case SUldy bas

revealed a number of contributions te the development of theory,

Fint, generalizing from tIlis ease study, a tIleol)' of social movements

and agenda-setting needs to account for the differing ability (or inability) of

social movements 10 directly influence tile composition of issues Oil the

governmental and decision agendas. As bas been pointed out, at least some

explanation for these differing abilities may be found by analyzing the

historical context of policy development. In this ease study. tile anti­

apartheid movement was unable to directly influence place ment of the anti­

apartheid issue on either the governmental or decision agendas. It was only
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influential in affecting the dw'Kte-r of the apanbeid Issue once the issue

was au the derisioD aacDda.

Second" this raeattb suggcsu that theory abou.l ee rc: latiorWLip

berwoeeo social _meou and the polky process needs to at:eOW1t for the

facl lhal _ menu may DO( have equal aeees5 to die problem, politic:al,

and poli cy su earm. Based upon the re5earth in this di5.Senatiol1, a window

of opportunity in political streams cnemal to the anti-apartheid movement

created WOditiOllS which allowed the MQYemenl 10 influence the policy

process.. Due to iu rapid mobilizatioQ, the MOYcmeol WllS able 10 uplait

this politkal strum window. Movemcm influence over problem and poii<:)'

SUemJ5 folio cd.

Finally. I theory 01 the agcDda-seniD, tole of social_menu

Deeds to indude I dialectical UDdemandini of the relationship between

social movemeDI aDd poIic:y-makcn.. Unfornmauly, the traditiona.l 'Benda­

setting IitcraNrc ~ptualize$ eveets u pr~eding linearly: individuals

collectively pursue their interests with olber like-minded individuals, lbey

e ngage in strategies and tactics 10 bring their issue to the policy agenda,

legislators respond and include issues on meir agenda, and eventually policy

is made.

In a :Hltn,st, u deYcloped in Cbaptcr two. I sociological

IlDdc: rsWldiol of lIle initial formatioo of soda! _menu b based in

d.ialectics. U interests suppan the IlDdc:rIyina: values and usumptions of the

politic:al ~Iem, croup representatives are able to influence the policy

agenda tbrou gh "normal" political channeb. If interests are antagonistie 10
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the underlying values and assumptions of the political system, they are

ududed &Olll the poUly. Groups representing challenger interests must

look to other vehielea, such as social mcvemenu, to promote their goals,

Soda! movemeots are, by definition, a relational concept.

Similarly, this research bas found that social moVement influence

over the poliq·ageoda is relational. Movements build the capacity to

influence poliq ~D(ias through the accumulation and mobilization of

resources, but, ultimately, effectiveness in is shaped by prevailing

opportuni ty structures. Wben windows of opportunity are created. social

movement influence is facilitated. This finding corresponds with reeeet

sebolanhip 0 0 a political process model of social movement activity.

The outlines of the political process model is suggested by TIny's

work on repertoires of taetlcs employed by social movements (1979). These

repertoires involve: the range of tactical options available to social

movements at any Doe time. While a number of tactics from the repertoire

may be simultaneously employed, it is not uncommon for Doe tactic to

periodically rise 10 popularity among movement participants (McAdam 1983,

1982).

Social movement su ategies and tacucs fade in popularity as policy.

makers adapt accordingly and the strategy or lactic becomes less effective as

a means of promoting movement goals (Blumberg. 1984; McAdam, 1983,

1982; Plven and Ooward, 1m ). In o tber words, social control mechanisms

force social movements to emphasize different tactics unde r differenl

conditions.
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The pace of insurgenc;:y WIneS to be tnIcial1y influenced by (a) the
creativity of insurgents in devising new tactical forms, and (b) the
ability of opponCllts 10 oeuttaliu these moves through effective
tactical ceunters, These processes may be referred 10 as tactical
jnnovatiOQ and tactical adaptatipn. respectively. Together they define
an ongoing process of tactical jnkractjon in whicb insurgents and
opponcol$ seek, in chess-like fashion, to offset tbe moves of the
other. How well cadl succeeds at this tasIc: crucially affcc:u the pace
and outcome of insurgency." (McAdam, 1983:736)

Policy-makers and social movements are tbllS locked into constant

interaction waere the activity of one influences the activity of the other.

Much of the political process literature bas been developed within

the eonl~ of understanding the formation and development of collective

action. Past sc:bolan., however, have simplified the role of social movements

with respect 10 the policy process. This dis.senation suggc$lS that it is

important to understand the subtle and complex ways in which agenda­

selting dynamics are dialectically related.

MethodolQgical Strategies

The data SCi of events recorded in Thc New York TIme:!. combined

with e lite Imerviews, documentary bistory and archival research, provide an

excellent re:lOUI"(:C with wbich 10 uodentaod how the anti-apartheid

eovemem interacted with natiooal policy·make~ These methodological

techniques bad two major shortecmings, however, that future researchers in

this area should consider. They did not offer a great deal of information

about the activity of forces antagonistic to the goals of she anti-apartheid

movement, and rbe ab ility to generalize tbe research findings are implicitly

limited through II5C of the case study method. Fin!, it is apparent from
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this dissenatioll research thai an organized counter-movement, opposed 10

the goals of the anti-apartheid movement, never malcrialiud Wbilc

individual pro-apartheid acts and anti-sanctioDS acts appear in the data set,

the resources used in this research offer little information about why a

successful counter-movement Dever formed. Ie is possible, however, to

speculate about the lack of a visl.ble organiud ccunter-mcvemem,

One po$iblc reason that a counter-movement never materialiud

may involve the consensus-orientation of the defmitions used by the anti­

apartbc id movement to describe their concerns. It is difficult to organize

people around supporting racism, for example. While opponents surely

uisted, they Mire publicly constrained by the way the problem was defmed.

A second speculation involves the very origins of social movements

themselves. If $Ocial movements represent Interests denied access to the

policy system, and if the pro-apartheid and the an ti-sanction forces were

already represemed in the policy system, then there is essentially no reason

why a counter-movement needed to form since such Interests already had

aeeess 10 policy. As this research has demonstrated, the anti-apartheid

movement Wll$ fighting an uphill battle against institutional Interests which

successfully resisted significant condemnation of apanheid for more than

two decades. Also, when and-aparthe id sentiment suddenly captured the

nation in 1985, these institutional interests were, in all likelihood, caught off

guard. They lacked the time to effectively mount an ant i-sanctions

campaign.
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Additionally, while the methodologies employed here were sensitive

to the strategies corporations used to defend their investments in South

Africa, the methodologies were not particularly adept at registering the

specific lobbying pressures thai corporations applied to entourage national

policy-makers to resist imposition of economic sanctions against Soutb

Afri=

Neither the data set, nor interviews with legislators. recorded the

magnitude and power of the corporate lobby. My sense is that legislato rs

were reluctant 10 reveal this informatioo for fear that their autonomy would

be called into question. Paralleling this problem, this research did DOl

aUow me to specify the relationship between policy-makers and corporate

interests beyond specific lobbying pressures, Research strategies designed to

reveal the relationship between the corporate sector and policy-makers

would clearly be important additions 10 future research efforts in this area.

A second methodological shortcoming of this research involves the

limits inherent to a case study method. A case study of political innovation

was selected 10 investigate the impact of social movements on the na tional

policy agenda. This particular choice of a policy area was directed by the

literature which JUggested that research into the political innovation process

(particularly for acute innovations) is most likely to reveal the influence of

social movement activity in the policy process (Polsby, 1985). This makes

intuitive sense in thai movement objectives challenge current policy norms.

Social movements are not likely 10 be working for incremental change.
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In order to specify the relationship between social movement activists

and the policy process. it .is important to delve deeply mtO a historically­

based context. This ecotest is only kl:lowable through case study research.

However, since only a minority of policy developments involve

political innovations, what does this ease study say about the role of social

movements in American politics? Are they actually inconsequential to the

broader democratic system? Or, are social movements becoming

increasingly significant link.age mechanisms as other fonns of Linkage

perform less effectively? One case study can Dot offer a perspective on

these broade r questions. Only with tbe development of several case studies

....hich focu..s 00 social movements' ability 10 effectively influence political

innovations as well as incremental change. can we begin to answer these

questions.

A FINAL NOTE

This dissertation lias analyzed the relationship between the anti­

apartheid movement and national policy-maken as Ant i-apartheid

legislation moved to me national policy agenda. Sct against the context of

history, this dissertation demonstrates lhat an issue, once marginalia the

political system, can be brought 10 the national PQlicy agenda. It funher

demonstrates that political innovations can emerge from the PQlicy system

with impetus from social movement activists.

Final passage of the Comprehensive Anti-apartheid Act of 1986

reminds us tha t the political environment is constantly in flux. Windows of
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opportunicy sometimes arise for $OciaI movements to overcome Institutional

biases and realize their own goals..

As we pass the 200th 8IlDivenary of ratification of the Uni ted States

constitution, the nation should pause to reflect upon the Framers' principles.

The Framers organized a political framework thai limits the expression of

mass influence and dilutes direct access to the policy process. Political

scientists lend to fOCU$ upon institutions which mediate citizen opinion and

influence. While it is important to recognize thai the mediation of mass

expression is central to the United Stales political system, we must also be

cogni7.ant of the Deed to balance the value of this process against a

conception of liberty and freedolD which entitles citizens to eiore control

ovcr their lives and direct panidpatioo in the political process.

At times, people resist the temptation of apathy in the race of

unresponsive political institutions and organize challenger organizations and

social movements to directly inject their concerns into the poli tical system.

AI times, these interests make it to policy-makers' agendas; and, in some

cases, these interests are codified as public policy. This dissenatioll's focus

011 the opportu.llities that exist for social movements to influence the policy

process ultimately complements the traditional politic:al science literature by

yielding a more inclusive picture of politics in the Uni ted States.
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APPENDIX A

SELEcnON CRITERIA FOR EVENTS CODED IN DATAS~

1) Only events appearing under the heading of "SOUlH
AFRICA, Republic or (or similar heading) in the~
york TImes IndCl[ between 1960 and 1986 that are
re levant 10 the issue of reaction 10 the South African
situation in the United Slates were read for coding.
Under this umbrella falls all United Slates-based actors
and events involved in the struggle to support or ireject
apanhcid in South Africa.

2) The complete newspaper article was read and coded only
if there was a lack of ambiguity in the nature of the
event(s) and the individual(s) and/ or group(s) responsible.

3) lette rs (let), comments (com), opinions (op or "article
by}, utcscaccns (ill) or reviews (rev) of movies, television
shows and books, or other newspaper generated listings in
the Iwl..C3 were nOI coded.

These selection criteria and the coding manual appearing in
Appendix B are adapted t-om a coding manual used by Doug
McAdam in Political Process and the DcvclQIIIDcD! of Black
Insurgency.
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APPENDIX B

DISSERTATION COPING MANUAL

COLUMNS CODES AND INFORMATION

01.m EVENT DESIGNATION CODE (NUMBER)
Format - (YearXMontb)(Event Number)
For Example- 711101

would be 1977, November, lint story

09·13 OTATION (CITATION)
Formal - (date)(page)(eolumn)

15-16 AREA WHERE EVENT TOOK PLACE (AREA)
18-19 99 Unclear Location 29 New Hampshire

01 Alabama 30 New Jersey
02 Alaska 31 New Mexico
OJ Ariwna 32 New York
04 Arkansas 33 Nonb Carolina
05 California 34 Nonh Dakota
06 Colorado 35 Obio
07 Connecticut 36 Oklahoma
08 Delaware 37 Oregon
09 Florida 3S Pennsylvania
10 Georgia 39 Rhode Island
11 Hawaii 40 South Carolina
12 Idaho 41 South Dakota
13 n nects 42 Tennessee
14 Indiana 43 Texas
15 Iowa 44 Utah
16 Kansas 45 Vennont
11 Kentucky 46 Virginia
18 Louisiana 47 Washington
19 Maine 48 West Virgina
20 Maryland 49 Wisconsin
21 Massacbusetts 50 Wyoming
22 Michigan 51 New York City
23 Minnesota 52 San Francisco
24 Missw ippi 53 Wash. DC (local)
2S Missouri 54 Wash. DC (natl)
26 Montana 55 United Nations
27 Nebraska 56 South Africa
28 Nevada 57 Outside US (other)

97 Multiple Locat ions
98 Other Lo<:ation
99 Not ldenufied
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21-23 E}'ENI Iro'IDAIOR (INITIATOR)
25-27

Political
010 CaDdidate(s) < explicitly ad::Dowlcdgcd>
011 Party spokesperson(s)

019 Other Political cntily

Goo<_.....
azo Executive Head (G<:wemor, President, O1air)
021 EuCutiV'e Body. agcocy Of oftidal

(iDdudirla: Cabinet Members aDd military)
0'22 lzJislator($)
aD l..e:gbbtiYe Body
Q2.4 Individual Jurist(s)
02S Judicial Body
026 law Enforecmclll Personnel
027 Law EnfOtoCmCnl Body

028 Multiple penoll$, bodies.. etc,
029 Otbef GovenunellUl cnrlly

Univoersity
OJO Ezecutive Head
03 1 uccutive Body
032 Other Exccutive(s)
033 Faeulry Representative(s)
034 Faa.al ty Body (including union)
035 Faculry Member(s)
036 Studcol Government Body
037 SrudClll Governmenl Mcmber(s)
0J8 Other Studeol OrpnizationfRcprnenraUve
039 lDdividuai Student(s)

049 Other U~nily corlly

Corporate /lDdusuial (Specific cotily)
OSO EJemOve Head
051 Executive Body
052 Other Execu tive (s)
OS3 Employee Representative(s)
054 Employee Or&aniz.ation (incl. union)
OSS Individual Employc,e(s)
0S6 Stoekholdc r·~lalcd

059 Other Corporalc/lDduwial cluity
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Financial
060 Elecutive Head
061 &ecutive Body
062 Other Elecutive(s)
06J Employee Reprmnuti'ie(s)
064 Employee Orpnization(s) (iDd. umoo)
065 lodividual Employee
066 Pemioo FlUId (Public Employees)
069 Other Financial enuty

Ullited Natiom
l170 Ewc..ltM Head
071 Ezecutive Body

072 Member-nation Represeotati~

079 Other Uaieed Nations entity

ReIiJious
080 Reli~ IpOkespenou or body
081 Lay spokespelWD Of body
082 Other religious!)' buc4 person Of body
083 Multiple religious spokespenons
089 Other religious eotity

Labor and Profusional Group!
090 labor SpoIr::espenoll
091 Ubor Body
on Medical Penormel 01" ,.,ssocjatioll
093 Social seeeees
094 u pl Profeuioa
09S Sportsl Athletics
096 Edu(2tional Association
097 Humaa Relations Council/Organization
098 Foundation

099 Multiple Labor Spokespe:noas Of A5.s0ciations
100 Multiple Profcssicxlal Spokespersons Of

A5SOd'tioas

109 Museum
110 Other Labor or Profeuional group

Media
120 Newspaper
U l TelevWon
122 /vti$t' Acton
129 Other Media entity
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South Africa
130 Gcvemment body
131 Govcmmellt iD4MduaI(s)
132 Resip anoe M~ment body
133 Resistanoe M~ment iDdMduaI
134 Sisbop 1Jes"1I)nCI Tutu
139 Other South Afriea

Mowemellt Penoadities/Orpnju rions
10&0 AmerieaD Committee on Abiea
141 Free South Africa/T1'UISAfrica (RaDdaII Robinson)
142 WubingtoD Office 011 Afriea
10 ManiD Luther Kina
144 J~ Jacboll
14S Other Anti-apartheid 1IlJ. or spoke5penoll
1<t6 Other 0viI rights or.. or spokespenon
147 Other Religious org. 01" 5J'Okesperson
148 Other Stadt org. or spokespenon
149 Other New Left or.. of spo.kespenoll

159 Other spedfiea1Jy identified movemeDt
organization Of spokespenoll

Reactionary Organizations (ind uding New RighI)
160 Jeny Falwell
161 Specifically identified group or spokesperson
162 Multiple group' or spokespersoes

"",,'190 Other Individual
191 Other Institution

197 UDdear/Ambiguous
198 Not Identified
199 Not Applicable

29 INJl1A'II)R l..EYEJ (LEVEL)
JO (Imporww:e{ReputatiOn/Collte%t of Initiating Individual Of

Orpniz:ationflnstitution)

I 1.DaI
2 County
3 SUte
4 RegiorW
S National
8 Unclear Level
9 Not Applieable
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Loa!
County/Regional
Stale
National
Othe r Public

CorporatcfIndustrial
Bank/Financial
University
Re ligious
United Nations
Laber or Professional body
Labor or Professional individual
Other Loc:aJ. Institution
Other National Institution

32-33 TAR GET OF EVENT (TARGE1)
35-36 (Who is the event specifically directed toward? Whose attention

is/are the initiator(s) appealing to?)

Government (US)
10 LoeaI. body
11 LoeaI. individual
12 County/Regional body
13 County/Regional individual
14 Stale body
IS Stale individual
16 Federal (ind Agendes) body
17 Federal individual
19 Other government

Institution (US)
20
21
22
23
24
as
26
28
29

Public (US)
30
31
32
33
39

South Africa
40 Government
41 Business
42 People (White)
43 Pwplc (Black) <iDcl. insurgents>
49 Other South Africa
SO Other Nation
51 United Nations

Political Individual(s)/body
61 Political Individual
62 Political Organization
63 Students
97 Other Target
98 Ambiguous
99 Not Applicable
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38-39 INTDATOR'S PERSPECllVE OF SOlflli AFRICA
414 2

CRITICAL PERSPECTIVE
10 Political policy of racial separation
11 Economic discrimination against Blacks
12 State repressioo/persecution
13 Involvement in neighboring states
14 Moral Outrage
IS Economic Interests
19 Other critical perspective (incl general )

SUPPORTIVE PERSPECIlVE
20 SA situation improving
21 No problems in SA
22 Self-determination
23 Gee-strategic interests 10 US
24 Eoooomic inte rests (private/public)
29 Other supportive perspective

(ind. general and de faCIO)

OTIfER/AMBIGOUS/NEUTRAL
30 Other SA·related is.sue (specific)
31 Other SA-related issue (general)
96 Unclear/Ambiguous
97 Neutral/No Opinion
98 Not identified
99 Not Applicable

44-45 TAR GETS PERSPECDve OF SOWH AfRICA
47-48

CRIl1CAL PERSPECTIVE
10 Political policy of racial separation
11 Economic discriminat ion against Blacks 12State

repression/persecutiOll
13 Involvement in neighboring stales
14 Moral Outrage
IS Economic Interests
19 Other critical perspective ( incl. general)

SUPPORTIVE PERSPECllVE
20 SA situation improving
21 No problems in SA
22 Self-determinalion
23 Geo-straregic interests to US
24 Economic interests (private/public)
29 Other supponive perspective

(incl. general and de facto support )
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~s (coot.) TARGETS PERSPECIIYE DE SOlDH AFRICA

"... OTHERjAMBIGOUS/NElT11tAL
JO Other SA-re1aled issue (speciJSc)
31 Other SA-re1alcd bAle ~Denl)
96 UDdeu/AmbiplUl
rn Nnnral/NO 0pini0tI
98 Not kleatilied
99 Not Applieable

SG-S l INII1AIOR'S PERSPECID'E DE TABOEr
'~S4

10 Supportive of Target
11 Critieal of Target
12 Mixed perspective
13 Neuual

" Od><'V1 UDdear/Ambiguous
98 Not Identified
99 Not Appliable

56-57 ISSlJE AREA (lSSUE),...
11 lbe Ans
U Corporalc/lDdusuiallTrade
13 EducatioD/UaiYe~ry
14 Financia1fBanl:;
15 GO'tcrnmcDI/politia (United States)
16 Health and Medicine
17 Lobo<
18 Medicine
19 Miliwy
20 Private Funds (investment/divestment)
21 Public Funds (iavcSlmelll/divestmeot)
22 Relip oG
2J S"""
24 ....pI
2S SaDctioll.$
26 OoYernmcDt/poIitics (South Afric:a)
9S GeDeral Acea$
96 Other 1pCc:ific Wue Area

m Ulldear/ Ambiguous
98 Not Identified
99 Not Applicable
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62-63 PRIMARY EVENT (pRIMARY)
65-66 SECONDARY EVENT (SECONDARY)

Governmental Activity (Executive)
11 SpeecbjPos.ition. taJci.Dg (News Conference)
12 &eanive action/decision/order
13 Institution of new program/policy
14 Establishment of DC..... committee/commissioD
15 lDtroductioojProposal of Legislation
16 Request for Wonnation/face·linding
17 Report on Informatioa/ fact-findiog

19 Other E.tcrotivc action

Governmental Activity (Legislative)
20 Speech/positioo.taki.Dg (News Conference)
21 Introduction of bill
22 Study of bill
21 Debate on bill
24 Passage of bill
2S Rejection of bill
26 Institution of new program
n Establishment of new committee/commission
28 Request for information/fact-finding
29 Support of bill/resolution

39 Other legislative activity

Governmental Activity (Judicial)
40 Trial scheduled Of held
41 Hearing scheduled or held
42 Speech/Position-taking (News Conference)
43 CollYietions/fines/s~nsions
44 Fmding of innocence

49 Other judicial activity

Governmental Activity (Law Enforcement)
SO Charges med
51 Indictments
52 Subpoenas
S3 Arrests
54 Jailings
SS Charges Dropped

59 Other law enforcement activity
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62-63 (conL)PB IMABY EVENT (pRIMARY)
65-66 SECONDARY EVENT (SECONDARY)

Other InslitulioD Activity
(Corporate/Finandal/UniversityfLabor or Profcssional Groups,
Rcligious-cxccpting movement organiz.ation, Mcdia)
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..
61
82

"64

"66
67

"

SpeechtpO$ition-taking (News Confcrence)
Introduction of resolution/policy matter
Debate of resolution/policy matter
Support of resolution/policy matter
Rejcction of resolution/policy matter
Study of resolution/policy mattcr
Cessation of activity
Initiation of new activi ty

Other Institutional activity

Movement
70
71
72
73
14
7S
76
TI
78
79
80
81
82

83
84
ss
ss
89
90

"

""""nCampaign-eollVentional (voting. petitions)
Conference
Cultural evem
Fundraising
mcga! Acts (incl. TcrrorismfHarassment)
Intemal dynamics of movement
LobbyingfIntercst group activity
Mass Action (rally. demonstration.pretest)
Proposal constructcd/submittcd
SpecchtpO$itinn-taking (Ncws Conference)
Strike
Threat or warning made by group or individual with
resources to carry it out
Meeting
Ovil Disobedience (inc! sit-in)
Fa$ting

Cessation of Movement Event
Other Movement event
Unclear Movement Event

Other Activity
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68 DIRECIlON Of EVENT (DIRECTION)

1 Supportive of South Afric:a
2 Critic:al of South Africa

3 Other SA
7 Neutral
8 Unclear/Ambiguous
9 Not Identified

70-71 RESOURCES
73-74 (What tools were used by the initiatil'lg unilS in the effort 10 achieve

their goab)

11 Authority I Position (ind . governmental)
12 Expertise
13 Legislation
14 Money
IS Numbers (bodies)
16 Prestige (status/ reputation)
11 _
18 Technology
19 Violence

30 Other resource
31 More thaD two fe$OUrees

st Unclear/Ambiguous
98 Not Identified
99 Not Applicable

IF EVENT IS DIVESTMENT-RElATED. mEN CODE FOllOWING:

76 DIVESTMENT

1 Proposed
2 Ignored
3 Debated
4 Accepted (Full)
5 Accepted (Partial)
6 Rejected

8 Otl><,
9 Unclear/Ambiguous
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IF ANTI-APARTIiEID MOVEMENT EveIT/ACI'MTY. TIlEN CODE
FOll.OWING:

77-78 REl ATED MOVEMENT (O RGANIZATION) CONNECTIONS
80-31 (CONNECIlONS)

10 Anarchisl Movemenl
11 Ovil Rights Movement
12 Communisl Movcmenl
13 Commurnly-ba:sed movement
14 Disarmament Movement
15 Gay Rights Movement
16 Labor Movement
17 Militant Black Movement
18 New Left
19 Nou-lnterveetionist Movement
2Q Pan-Africanist Movement
21 Student Movement
22 Religious Movement (church)
23 Socialist Movement
24 Women's Movement

30 Other Movement/Organization connections

97 Unclear/Ambiguous
98 Not Identified
99 Not Applicable

82 ARRESTS

I No
2 Yes

7 UDdear /ambiguous
8 NOI Identified
9 NOI Applicable
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APPENDIX C.

UST OF SI JRJECIS INTERVIEWED:

Government AetQD

1) The Honorable Senator Nancy Kassebaum (R-KN)
April Z1, 1989

Chair of the Senate Foreign Relations Subcommittee on African
Affairs when Anti·apanheld legislation passed through both
HOU5e$ of Congress in 1985 and 1986.

2) The Honorable Representative Howard Wolpe (D-MI)
Mard! 23, 1989

Chair of the House Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on Africa
during 1985 10 1986 when Anti-apanheid legislation p:used
through both Houses of Congress in 1985 to 1986.

3) The Honorable AsscmblypeBOD Alan Karcher
February, 17, 1989

President of the New Jersey Assembly and author of the
divestment bill when divestment legislation was adopted in New
Jersey, 1985.

4) Nancy Stetson, Senate Foreign Relations Staff
February 28, 1989

Staff member of the Sena te Fore ign Relations Committee.
Principally concerned with Sub- Sahara African Affairs. Primary
staff person working on Ami-apartheid legislation during 1985
and 1986.

5) Steven Weissmann, House Foreign Affairs Subcommittee onAlrica Staff
February 28, 1989

Director of the House Foreign Affairs Subconunittee on Africa
staff. Primary staff person working on Anti-apanheid legisla.tion
during 1985 and 1986.
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AnD Lewis, f ormer Political Dil'eaOf. DeIIlOClOlDC National Commillee
September 28. 1989

Political Advbor to the Revennd 1_ J UXym durin& his 1988
pre$ideotial bi4. Ms. Lewis on=naw Rev. Jacboa's (O~Dtiol1

sttateO .!»ere be su«esst..dIy Degotiated for • Democ:n.tic Party
platform SUlernenl identifyio& South Afrk:a as a terroml SU te.
Rev. JacIaoo is a principle figwe ill the ADti- apanhied
IDO'IeUJenL

MCMmcnt "COD

I) DonDa KaWn, laterfaitb Ceoter for Corporate RespolISibiliry
October, 27 1988

DireC'lor of South Atric:a office. Advises religious organiz:J.tiollS
about eorpGralC investmentS in South Afric:a.. Coordin.ates
stockholders divestment campaigns..

2) Rob Jo nes. American Committee 00 Afric:&
February 13, 1939

P1 OS1 llID Dine:tor for cee of the central arpnizatioos in the
Antioapanbeid~ moYelDCllt. Jones advises state-wide
diYcsmlcm campaism and often ustifies about coDditiom in
South Africa..

3) Valerie Clffee. New JelWY AIlti.Apartbeid Mobilization Coalition
October 12, 1988.

President of the premiere New Jeney organizatioDS working on
Anti-apanhe id issue$. Succeufully fought for divestment of New
jersey public employee pension fund monies from busincu with
Soulh Africaa operations.

Corporale Agoa

I} Roben Fencrman, Director of Acquisitions, Johnson Brothers, Inc.

Col'porate uecuUve invo/wd illd~ related to international
invatt!lCDl$..
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APPENDIX D

I fTIER REOUESTING INFORMATION fROM AND-APARUJEIP
ORGANIZATIONS

Fred Solop
A·222 Lucy Stone Hall
Rutgers University, livingston College
New Brumwick, NJ 08903
August 17, 1987

To Whom II May Ccecere,

I am initiating a major research projcC\ which fOCU5eS on the Anti-apanheid
movement in the United States. I am specifically interested in investigating
the resources available to the movement, strategic and tactic:al decision-making
processes, and cooditions which contnbuee to sueccssful completion of goals.
The infc.;matioll I compile will be included in my doctoral dissertation and
pe rhaps in future journal articles.

I appredate any assistance thai you can provide me. Of particular inte rest to
me are resources you make available to the public, information which
do<:uments yow history and purpose, and names and addresses of other Anti.
apartheid organizations. 1 am also in terested in receiving copies of your
newletter [current and past) and other available items.

Thank you for helping me at LItis time.

Sincerely,

Fred Solop
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ORGANIZATIONS LETIER WAS SENT TO'·

QRGANlZAlJQNS

Africa Faith & Justice Network
P.O. b29378
Washington, D.C. 20017

Afri(:3 News
PO b 3851
Durham, Ne 27702

Africa Resource Center
464 19 SL
Oakland, CA 94612

Africa Report
833 UN Plaza
New York. NY 10017

Africa World Press
of the Afri(:3 Resource and
Publications Projed:
Tre nton, NJ 08608

African National Congress
of South Africa (ANC)
801 Second Ave.. Suite 405
New York, NY 10017

African Bibliographic Center
1346 Connecticut Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20036

African Research & Publications Project
PO BoJll892
Trenton, NJ 08608

African·American Institute
833 U.N. Plaza
New York, NY 10017

RECEIVED INFO

x

x

x

x

x

returned

x

- An "X- in the "RECEIVED INFO" column indicates that the
organization responded to the que!), le tte r. "Returned" indicates that
the query letter was returned as undeliverable.



O RGANIZATIONS

Afrl=
1601 Connecticut Ave.. NW
Washington, DC 2COO9

American Committee OD Africa
198 Broadway
New York. NY 10038

American Friends Service Committee
92 Piedmont Ave.
Atlanta, GA 30303

American Friends Service Committee
Je rry Herman, Director
Southern Africa Program
1501 Cbe rry SL
Philadelphia, fA 19102

Amnesty Intematlonal
Washington Office
608 Massachusetts Avenue, NE
Washington, DC 20002

William A. Au
Public Re lations Office
Archdiocese of Baltimore
320 Cathedral SL
Baltimore. MD 21201

An Against Apanheid
280 Broadway, Suite 412
New York, NY 10007

Artists and Athletes Against Apanheid
545 Eighth.. SE
Suite 200
Wasbington, DC 20003

Association of South African University
Professon in the Americas
Secretary. Dr. Gessler Moses Nkonde
c/o Department of English
Harvard University
Cambridge, MA 02138
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RECEIVEP INFO

x

x

x

x



OBGANtZADON"S
~atiOl:l of Coaccmed Africa Scbolan
PO 8olI791
~ I..a,Il$ing. MJ 48823

""'" Sd>o'"
PO ... !lOll
$atl$llito, CA 94965

Black Ul!iled Front
415 Atlantic Ave.
BrookIyD. NY 11217

Black Vanguard Resource Center
PO ... 6289
NOTfolk, VA 23S08

Blad Coa$doumess Movement or Azania
410 Central Park W~ Apt JC
New York, NY 10025

Black Student Communications
Organizing Network
PO Box: 3164
Jamaica, NY 11431

Campaign To Oppose Bank Loans
10 South Africa
1901 Q Street, NW
Wl.$hingwn. DC 2IXXl9

Center or Concern
3700 13th Street, NE
Wubineton. OC 20017

Center ApiIw Apanbeid
Room 3580
United Natioas, NY 10017

O erzy and Laily Coocemed
198 Broadway
New York, NY 10038

Coalition for a New Foreign
and Mililary Policy
712 (j SL, 5.E.
Washingtoll, OC 20003
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BECEJ\fEP INFO
relurned

returned

x

x

x



ORGANIZATIONS

CoIumban Fatben
J ol P Office
PO 801: 29151
Wuhin~ OC 20017

Confernx:e oJ. Major Religious,
Superior of Men
8808 Cameron Street
Silver Spring. 10m 20920

Con&reMional HIl.II1a.D Rigbu CallQl$
HOlUe Ann« 2, Room 552
Wuhington, OC 20515

Co:lil"~ ional Black Caucus
H2·344. HOlIK Annex #2
Wuhington, OC 20515

Episcopal O urchpeo:oJe for a Free Southern Africa
339 Lafayette SL
New York, NY 10012

Harvard &: Radcliffe Alumni Agaill$t Apanheid
S3 Park SL
Somerville, MA 02143

Human Righu Internal
1338 G Street, Sf
WubingtOIl, DC 20003

hutinlle for Policy Studi~
1901 Q Street, fI,'E
Wubington, OC 2lJOO9

101erfaitb Ccllier on Corponte
Responsibilil)'
L7S Riverside Drive • Room S66
New York, NY 101J5..00S0

Inlernational Defense and Aid FUDd
foc Soulbern Africa
1430 Mas.sadIusens Ave. • Suile 201
Cambridge. MA 02138

'"
RECEM PINFO

x

x

returned

x

x

x



QRGANlZATIQNS

Labor Committee-5an Francisco
ADti-Apanbeid Committee and Bay
Area Free South Africa Movement
eln Moulden Ucioo
LoaII64
....25 E. 14 Sl
Oakland. Ca 94601

La~rs Comminee for Civil
Rigbts Under Law
Southern Africa Project
1400 I St., NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20005

Lawyers Committee for Human Rights
36 West 44th Street
New York, NY 10036

Leadership Conference of
Women ReUgious
8808 Cameron Street
Silver Spring. MD 20910

Lutheran World Ministries
360 Park Avenue South
New York, NY 10010

MaryknoU Sisters
Maryknoll. NY 10545

Maryknoll Fathers &: Brothers
Maryknoll, NY 10545

National Namihia Concerns
860 Emerson
Denver, Co 80218

National Council of Churches
Afriean Office
475 Riverside Dr.. Room 846
New York, NY 10027

NETWORK
806 Rhode Island Avenue, NE
Washington, DC 20018
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RECEIVED INfO

x

x

x

x

x



ORGANIZADONS

New World Re50Wce Center
1476 W. Irving Park Rd.
Chicago, IL 60613

New York Area Labor
Ccmraittee Against Apartheid
c/o Headwear Joint Board ACTWU
49 w. 37 St.
New York, NY 10018

Pm Africanis1 Congress of Azania
211 E. 43 sc Suite 703
New York, NY 10017

Patrice lumumba Coalition/
Unir:y ill Action Network
243 W. 125 St.
Harlem, NY 10027

SbeU Boycott
c/o United Mine Workers of America
900 15 se, NW
Washington, DC 2000s

South West Africa People's
Organization (SWAPO)
801 Second Ave.. Suite 1401
New York, NY 10017

Southern Africa Media Center
630 Natoma St.
San Francisco, CA 94103

Southern Christian Leadership Conference
334 Auburn Ave.. NE
Atlanta, GA 30312

Stop Banking on Aparthe id
464 19 St.
Oakland, CA 94612

Third World Resources Data Center
464 19 St.
Oakland, CA 94612
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RECEIVED INFO

re turned

x

x

x



ORGANIZATIONS

Toronto Committee for the
Liberation of Southern Africa
427 Bloor SL W.
Toronto, Ontario Canada

TransAfrica/Frce
South Africa Movement
S4S 8 S1., SE
Washington, DC 20003

Ua..A South Africa Task Force
3Q3-WcslWood PI
304 Kcrcldloff Hall
Los Angeles, CA 90024

United Nations Council for Namibia
Room 5-3322
United Nations
New York, NY 10017

United Nations Center Against Apanheid
UN Secretari at
New York, NY 10017

US Catholic Conference
Africa Desk
1312 Massacbuseus Ave.. NW
Washington, DC accos

Washingtoo Offlce 00 Africa
110 Maryland Ave., NE
Washington, DC 20002

RECEIVED lNFO

x

x

x

x

x
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