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wealth produced in the Republic of South Africa is used for the benefit of the
one sixth of its people who are white. The other beneficiaries are the foreign
based companies who make immense financial profits from their
involvement in the apartheid economy and the modern form of slavery it
uses. .

Nowhere is the inequality and inhumanity of the apartheid system more
apparent than in the division of land. Through a policy of enforced evictions
and ‘resettlements’ the majority are deprived of rights of residence and
citizenship in areas other than designated ‘homelands’ — the bantustans.

The Republic of South Africa
The black areas show the homelands to
which all members of the majority
population are allotted.
v

How it would work the other
way round. If the white population
was designated an area ofland

on the same principle the resulting
‘homeland’ would look like this:
approximately 2.3% of the
Republic’s area.













resources by multi-national companies. One third of the wealth produced in
Namibia each year is removed as profits by these foreign based corporations
—only one tenth remains for the use of the black population who make up
nine tenths of the country’s people. Much of the area’s natural wealth is in
immediate danger of exhaypstion, the once plentiful fishing stocks of the
Namibian coast have already been destroyed by systematic over-
exploitation.

Resistance.

South Africa’s use of the most extreme techniques of repression has not
been able to stifle the movement of mass popular resistance to apartheid.
The African National Congress remains at the centre of that movement
despite having been banned in 1960 in an attempt to silence its campaign to
achieve freedom for the majority. The ANCsurvives as an underground
organisation —a recent poll in Soweto found thatits imprisoned leader,
Nelson Mandela, was the choice of over 80% of the people as the leader of a
non-racial South Africa. This is in the face of laws which make any support
for the ANClillegal and even the quotation of many of its leaders’ words an
offence.

Increasingly within South Africa’s own borders and inside Namibia the
security forces are challenged by the military wings of the ANC and SWAPO
(South West African People’s Organisation) which have proved capable of
sabotaging military and economic installations in both rural and urban
areas. The bloodshed of 1976 drove a whole new generation of young people
into exile as well as into the conviction that the violence of the regime could
only be defeated by the use of reciprocal force.

The period since 1976 has also seen the rise of anew militancy amongst
South African workers organised into non-racial and democratic trade
unions. Major strikes have taken place which have shattered the regime’s
assumptions that black workers could be treated as an expendable and
passive resource.

Buying time for Apartheid.

At the present time there is evident confusion within the ranks of the
government as to how it can best defend the privileges of the white minority
from this growing movement against itsrule. As ever there are those who
can see only one response to a threat from the black majority —recourse to
the harshest possible repression coupled with economic and political
reorganisation to make South Africainto a fortress state capable of
surviving in isolation from an outside world that may impose sanctions.
Others within the white establishment hope that a longer term future for












companies and public corporations. These are bought in Britain by private
investors and, more significantly, by institutions such as insurance
companies, pension funds, banks and unit trusts. The holders of these shares
and stocks receive a return on their investment in the form of interest
payments or dividends but have no direct control over their investment.

This type of indirect or portfolio investment from Britain is currently
estimated to total £6 billion.

As amajor financial centre the City of London plays a crucial role in
organising investment into South Africa. In recent years the pattern of
British investment in apartheid has become more complex. The proportion
and amount of investment going directly into subsidiaries has declined whilst
indirectinvestment has increased.

Recession bites.

The effect of the world recession began to filter through to the South
African economy in 1981. The country began to run up a growing foreign
debt, largely as a result of the falling price of gold on the world market. Gold
is traditionally one of the Republic’s major sources of foreign currency.

At the same time the regime began a massive programme of military and
economic re-organisation trying, in the words of a government minister, to
build a ‘war-seige economy’. This was in response to events in the 1970’s that
included the fall of every colonial regime in Southern Africa sympathetic to
the apartheid regime, a massive surge of revolt amongst the majority
population of South Africa and Namibia and increasing demands for
sanctions against the regime from sections of the international community.
The government, sensing that time was running out, determined to build an
industrial and military base that would allow apartheid to survive into the
next century in total isolation.

The Banks come to the rescue.

To be able to undertake this programme of investment, modernisation
and militarisation whilst the country’s income was falling has meant that the
government has had to borrow huge amounts of money from abroad. Itis
British banks that have raised the funds to prevent the regime from going
bankrupt. In the first three-quarters of 1984 South Africa was able to raise
loans worth US$1 billion of which 40% were organised by British banks.

The importance of these loans to the apartheid state cannot be over-
stressed. Much of the money has gone to the Electricity Supply
Commission’s nuclear programme and to finance the SASOL oil from coal
projects which are intended to make South Africa self-sufficient in the field
of energy generation, an area in which itis presently extremely vulnerable.
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These and other loans to state corporations in turn release money which is
available to the government allowing its military expenditure to have risen
to S billion rand, an estimated 27% of its budget.

Whilst British companies have been nervous of expanding their direct
investment through their subsidiaries British banks have shown their
determination to sustain the apartheid system as a viable area of investment
by lending strategic support to the regime.

But South Africa’s economic crisis appears only to be worsening.
Inflation is running at 15% per year whilst manufacturing output is falling.
Drought has led to falling agricultural production and for the first time
maize, the staple diet of the majority, has had to be imported causing it to
increase in price by nearly 20% and leaving eight out of ten people in rural
areasliving below the poverty line. In Namibia the situation is even more
catastrophic with half of the country’s agricultural land being taken out of
production due to drought.

The Case for disinvestment

For allits rhetoric about independence South Africa is clearly tied into
the international economy. Whilst these links at present strengthen the
regime they also explain the logic at the heart of the argument for
disinvestment: the apartheid system’s economic dependence on the rest of
the world provides a powerful lever with which that system can be
destroyed. Without the support of international banks the economy would
collapse; without the high technology and capital equipment provided by
multi-national companies industry would be paralysed, without oil and
petroleum products the apartheid army and police forces would grind to a
halt. Deprived of international support the regime would no longer be able
to silence the voices demanding freedom and equality but would be forced to
surrender its power.

Who would be hurt?

South Africa expends a great deal of money and energy on a propaganda
campaign against disinvestment, a fact that betrays its fear of the withdrawal
of economic support.

It is argued that foreign investment in South Africa benefits all the people
of that country, including the black majority, and that disinvestment will
have a disastrous impact on the living standards of everybody. Yet the clear
evidence is that far from guaranteeing a standard of living to the majority
foreign investment has only strengthened and prolonged gross inequalities.
The majority in apartheid South Africa have always lived on or below the
line of barest poverty and the massive increase in foreign investment in the
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last three decades has done little to alter that. The profits from the apartheid
economy go to asmall white minority and to the investors who back them.
This is not a side effect of the apartheid system but its reason for being.

Most representatives of the majority population, when they have been
free to express an opinion n this subject, have spoken out resoundingly in
favour of foreign disengagement from South Africa:

“The argument that the blacks would be the first to suffer is may be true
yet there are at least two rejoinders; a cynical one is, when did whites
become so altruistic? After all they have benefited from black misery
engendered by low wages, migratory labour etc. for so long. The less
cynical is that blacks would probably be ready to accept suffering that
had a goal and purpose and would therefore end, rather than continue to
suffer endlessly.”

Bishop Desmond Tutu. Nobel Prize Winner 1984

South Africa attempts to silence such calls for disinvestment by defining
them as ‘acts of economic sabotage’ punishable with imprisonment.

A disaster for Britain?

The other argument put forward by the friends of apartheid, in Britain by
the UK-South Africa Trading Association, is that disinvestment will have
dire consequences to the home economies of countries taking such action. It
is claimed that the loss of valuable export market and vital supplies of rare
minerals will lead to havocin the British economy and the destruction of a
quarter of amillion jobs.

The truthis very different. South Africa has declined in importance as an
export market. Between 1967 and 1980 it fell from being the third largest
export market for British goods to thirteenth. British companies earn three
times as much exporting to other African nations, nations generally opposed
to apartheid and who increasingly will look more favourably at dealing with
companies not involved with South Africa. With South Africa’s stated
determination to become self-sufficient in manufactured goods its
importance as an export market, under present conditions, can only decline
further.

A detailed study* of British firms exporting to South Africa suggested
that a less fanciful calculation of the numbers of jobs threatened by
disengagement would be below 14,000 not the quarter of a million the
propagandists suggest. This lower figure takes no account of the possibilities
of redeployment within the companies and industries involved or the
creation of alternative markets. Most importantly it does not consider the
employment benefits to the home economy resulting from the removal of
South African goods — coal, steel and agricultural products — from the

* “Sanctions Against South Africa: exploding the Myths”, Barbara Rogers and Brian Bolton.
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As members of groups however, as trade unionists, subscribers to
pension funds, members of voluntary or church organisations, or as rate
payers and voters our voices are amplified. Insuch capacities we have the
chance to question and direct the way organisations with much larger
resources use and directthem and we can begin to exert both more effective
and more public pressure on this country’s financial links with apartheid.

Local campaigns, such as “Brent Out Of Barclays”, or campaigns
mounted by groups of shareholders within specific companies, such as within
Shell and Rio Tinto Zinc, show what can be achieved by combining with
others and concentrating on initially limited objectives.

By extending the number of sites in which the issue of apartheid is raised
and British involvement questioned we build an awareness and a consensus
that can lead to the adoption of comprehensive sanctions to isolate apartheid
and aid the movement for freedom in Southern Africa.
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BARCLAYS: is the most notorious of the British banks operating in
South Africa through its subsidiary Barclays National. In 1983 Barclays
profits from South Africa rose 32% on the previous year to 200 million rand
(£107m) this represented 18% of its profits world-wide although only 12% of
its assets are invested there. In March 1984 the bank organised a loan to
ESCOM, the Electricity Supply Commission, currently developing the
Koeberg nuclear plant which will give South Africa access to weapons grade
plutonium. Barclays is heavily involved in mining providing 55% of loans to
thatsector, asector in which wages, conditions and labour relations are
appalling.

Barclays operates branches in Namibia and actively seeks the accounts of
servicemen of the illegally occupying South African forces.

Members of the banks board have served on the Defence Advisory Board
which helps procure arms for the military.

In 1984 Barclays was shown to be involved in providing credit for arms
sales to South Africa in contravention of the UN embargo on such
transactions.

Inits own employment practices Barclays faithfully pursues apartheid
policies with separate wage levels and facilities for black workers.

BL: the South African subsidary of the firm, Leyland South Africa,is a
major supplier to the police who used Leyland landrovers at Soweto in 1976
and on many occasions since then to viciously break up demonstrations.
Leyland vehicles are also used by the South African army in Namibia.
Leyland South Africa has along history of resistance to union organisation
including the mass sackings of strikers and victimisation of union members
in co-operation with the security police. The company has assisted in the
‘Atlantis Project’ designed to make the country self-sufficient in the
production of diesel engines.

“The Security Council decides that all states shall cease forth with any
provision to South Africa of arms and related material of all types, in-
cluding the sale or transfer of weapons and ammunition, military vehicles
and equipment, paramilitary police equipment and spare parts of the
aforementioned and shall cease as well the provision of all types of equip-
ment and supplies and grants of licensing arrangements for the manufac-
ture or maintainance of the aforementioned.”

UN Security Council Resolution 418, 1977
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set the pattern of employment followed by the apartheid system — the use of
migrant labour and separate wage structures and privileges for white
workers. 95% of black miners are migrant workers and they receive, on
average, one seventh the pay of their white counterparts. In the decade from
1972 8,209 miners were killed in the industry. Attempts by miners to set up
their own unions have been resisted with attacks on strikers and meetings by
the police.

GEC-MARCONI: In 1983 Marconi supplied a new static radar system to
the South African Air Space Control Authority. This is an update of a
system supplied in the 1960’s and is described in ‘Jane’s Weapon Systems’ as
asystem “used for defence purposes”. Such high technology equipment is
crucial to the operating capability of the South African Air Force which has
launched attacks into Angola and Mozambique and is in constant use in
Namibia and within South Africa against the liberation movements SWAPO
and the ANC. The supply of this equipment is a clear breach of United
Nations Declarations quoted in the section on British Leyland. (see above)
GECitself supplies sophisticated electrical equipment to state agencies
including turbines for the Electrical Supply Commission.

HILL-SAMUEL: “We are against discrimination — whether or not
embodied in statute — of any type in any country of the world. However, in
our view, that does not automatically preclude us trading in or with such
countries. We believe, as a bank operating non-politically in South Africa,
that our activities are beneficial to the majority of South Africans whatever
their colour.” These are the views of Sir Robert Clark, Hill-Samuel’s
chairman.

Yet between December 1982 and 1984 the bank arranged three loans
worth over £100 million direct to the South African Government and took
partin another nine worth £300 million to the regime or its agencies. As we
have seen this money directly helps apartheid to wage its internal war and
the increased activity by Hill-Samuel in this area contradicts their statements
of disapproval.

ICL: owns 93% of International Computers (South Africa) andis
supplying the country with modern computer equipment that its own
economy is unable to produce. ICL computers have been supplied to the
police and the Bantu Administration department who use them as a means

19






Namibia.
The extraction of uranium ore is in complete contravention of a United
Nations ruling that states:

“No person or entity... may search for, prospect for, explore for, take,

extract, mine, process, refine, use, sell, export or distribute any natural

resource, whether animal or mineral, situated or found to be situated
within the territorial limits of Namibia”

UN Decree No 1 for the Protection of

the Natural Resources of Namibia.

Despite this ruling the British government and its agencies continue to
import Namibian uranium. The Anti-Apartheid Movement estimates that
60% of British uranium is supplied from Namibia.

Unlike uranium from Canadian and Australian sources there are no
restrictions on its usage. The Ministry of Defence’s Capenhurst plant will
enrich uranium from Rossing for use in the warheads of the Trident missiles
thatitintends to acquire.

“Working in the open air under the hot sun, in the uranium dust pro-
duced by the grinding machines we are also exposed to the ever present
cyclonic wind which is blowing in the desert. Consequently our bodies are
covered in dust and one can hardly recognise us. We are inhaling the
uranium dust into our lungs so that many of us have already suffered an
effect. We are not provided with remedies and there is no hospital to treat
us. Our bodies are cracking and sore.. We are accommodated 8-10 people
in one cell... There is no privacy and we are not allowed to discuss matters
of our mutual interest... We, the workers of Namibia, lodge our appeal to
you to cease your lifting of uranium to Britain.”
extract from a letter from workers’
representatives at Rossing mine.

There is no attempt at regular monitoring of radiation levels.

Strikes have been brutally crushed. There are two permanent police
stations at Rossing to subdue any dissent. Black workers receive one tenth
the pay of white workers —in 1981 Rossing’s profits were ten times the total
black wage bill for that year.

Shareholders could find the present profitability of RTZ short-lived. The
UN decree on Namibia continues: “ Any person, entity or corporation which
contravenes the present decree in respect of Namibia may be held liable in
damages by the future government of an independent Namibia”. Current
estimates of compensation the Central Electricity Generating Board may
have to pay for Rossing uranium vary between £235 million and £705
million. The sum demanded of RTZ would be even greater.
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STANDARD CHARTERED: is the second largest bank in South
Africa and Namibia after Barclays. Itis another major participant in
international lending to the state and its agencies and has taken part in four
major loans since March 1983 worth a total of £150 million. Liberty Life, a
South Africa insurance firm in which Standard Chartered has a controlling
interest, sacked a hundred black workers who struck for recognition of their
union in September 1983.

SHELL: is the largest oil company in South Africaand, like BP, has
brought oil into the country by rerouting supplies from Oman and other
OPEC nations who have placed an official embargo on such transactions.
For this they have been rewarded with massive payments from a secret
government “Strategic Fuel Fund” worth an estimated $200 million on top
of their ‘normal’ profits between 1979 and 1982. The apartheid regime are
aware of the importance of oil and define it as a munition of war —the army
and police being the single largest consumer of petroleum products.

Shell’s support for apartheid could prove misguided. Arab and African
OPEC members are considering taking action against Shell because of its
policy of sanction busting. In 1979 Nigeria nationalised BP’s local interests
because of its continuing co-operation with South Africa, Shell, by its
actions seems to have done everything possible to put its own operation in
other countries at risk.
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How they’re run.

Pension funds are run by a board of trustees or special committees which
are independent bodies whose powers and functions are defined by a specific
set of trust laws or regulations.

Inreality the boards of trustees meet fairly infrequently and the day to
day management of the fund is often left to banks or stockbrokers.

Realising the growing importance of these funds trade unionists have
begun to press for representation on trust boards so as to have a say in the
way their money is used. Many public corporations and local authorities
accept the principle of representation although there are a lot of funds where
this has yet to be achieved.

The TUC is campaigning for the boards to contain 50% representation of
the funds’ members appointed through the appropriate trade unions. This
would give the representatives power to make policy rather than sit as
spectatorsin an advisory capacity.

Even without representation members do have a legal right to know who
the trustees are, to see a copy of the trust deed which defines what the fund
can be used for and to ask how their money is actually being used. They can
also write to the trust and ask that no direct investment is made in South
Africa and Namibia and ask that the trust uses its shareholding power to
urge’companies operating there to withdraw.

Realistically however such appeals are unlikely to have much affect.
Little is likely to be achieved until proper representation is won and this will
require a campaign amongst contributors, through their trade union, to
explain the importance of these funds in general and the need for
representation. If demands for representation are denied then industrial
action should be considered to win it. Asone trade unionist remarked about
the importance of pension funds, “Since one third of our adult life will be
spent living off a pension, then one third of our strikes ought to be pension
orientated!”

Funds and South Africa.

There is a great deal of debate about the best way that institutional
shareholders such as pension funds can act to stop companies’ involvement
in South Africa. Should they sell all their shares in such companies and get
out? Orshould they retain a nominal shareholding so as to be able to raise
theissue ata company’s annual general meeting? Or should they retain all
their shares and attempt to act witlrother large shareholders to change the
company’s policy?

The course of action chosen depends on a number of factors — the size of
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the fund’s holding, the size of the company, attitudes of other investors.
These arguments are discussed more fully in the section “Sell out or Speak
Out” later in this booklet.

The TUC suggests* that once representation has been achieved that

trustees propose the following policy on direct investment in South Africa:
a) that their pension fund should not make any new investments in South
African securities, or in property in South Africa, of any sort; and
b) that their fund should run down existing investments as convenient.

The TUC’s guidelines towards British and multi-national companies with
apart of their operation in South Africa are less stringent. They propose that
such investments be retained so long as the companies concerned adhere to
the “EEC Code of Conduct for Companies with Interestsin South Africa”.
The trustees should therefore propose that the following view be adopted by
the board:

a) to ensure that where British-based and multinational companies have
interests in South Africa and where the extent and form of South African
involvement is difficult precisely to establish, the policy of the Trustees
shall be to ensure that the Code of Conduct of the Countries of the
European Community is being applied by the companies concerned;

b) where investment trusts have investments in South Africa within their
portfolios, the policy of the trustees shall be to continue to invest in them
only if they also agree to ensure that the Code of Conduct of the countries
of the European Community is being applied.

¢) The companies concerned should be regularly monitored by the Fund’s
administration to ensure that the Code of Conduct is still being applied by
means of contact with the Department of Trade in London and with the
TUC. The TUC’s International Department is able to supply details of the
performance of particular companies if requested.

Asrecent research shows (see box) there are a number of problems with
using firm submissions on the code to establish the nature of their activities
in South Africa. There are also strong feelings amongst Trade Unionists in
South Africa that the code is a wholly inadequate means of either protecting
workers or changing apartheid. The TUC concede that the Code of Conduct
is deficient but, in the absence of anything better, they are determined to use
it as effectively as they can to put pressure on British companies.

Difficulties for representatives.

Trustees who become active in querying the policies of their funds and
making the sort of proposals suggested by the TUC will find a number of
problems in their path.

The firstis a general one which is a feeling of being “out of your depth” in
the world of major investment decisions and financial jargon. Yet the job of

*«South Africa: Guidance for Pension Scheme Trustees.” Trades Union Congress.
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in the past, portfolio performance would have been no worse, and in some
cases would have been better, if a restriction on certain categories of
investment had been placed on a fund. ...A Franklin Research and De-
velopment report was prepared specifically for the District of Columbia
4th March 1983 hearings before its City Council Committee on Consum-

er and Regulatory Affairs. The study prepared an alternative portfolio of
the DC Retirement Fund excluding companies in South Africa. It showed
that over the previous nine years the Washington DC stocks related to

South Africa had growth in ¢arnings and appreciation of 8% a year whilst
those not involved in South Africa averaged 11.2% a year.”*

This argument is backed up by the early returns of the Friends’ Provident
Stewardship Trust, started in 1984, which has proved a relatively sound
investment portfolio although it excludes companies active in South Africa.

Butit is important that trustees establish and defend clear rights to make
decisions on grounds other than economic ones, that they are free to take
action not just when the market is ‘on their side’, but are free to act
according to criteria of socially responsible investment.

In the near future there are likely to be some important test cases that
clarify the powers of trustees in these respects.
The success of these cases in establishing the powers of representatives is

obviously of great importance to the campaign to end British collaboration
with apartheid.
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**Socially Responsible Investment: The American Experience™ Dr. RJ Schwartz.
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Taking Action:
Sell Out or

Speak Out?

There are two basic courses of action for shareholders in companies
active in South Africa to consider.

The first, which has been traditionally followed, is an unequivocal policy
of disinvestment. The shareholders simply sell all their holding in the
company concerned making it clear, both to the company, its shareholders
and the public, that in so doing they are condemning all economic links with
apartheid.

The policy of the Anti-Apartheid movement is that this is the preferable
course to pursue, it being clearly wrong to profit from the exploitation of
black South Africans.

However it is recognised that some institutional shareholders face
financial and legal obstacle to sudden, large scale disinvestment.

Action within companies.

In this situation large institutional investors, such as local authorities and
pension funds have adopted a second policy known as disengagement. By
holding on to their shareholding they take action within the company to try
and force a change of policy that would direct the companys’ management to
withdraw from South Africa.

By using the voting rights that their shareholding gives them the issue can
be raised at the companys’ Annual General Meeting and a policy of
withdrawal from apartheid proposed.

Shell has come under increasing pressure from shareholders in this way.
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Company’s Annual General meeting, 17th May 1984.

such actions even though nominal shareholders are notin a position to force
through changes in policy.
Which course of action shareholders decide to take will depend on the
size of their holding and the assessment of what can be achieved within a
company.

Total disinvestment is the certain option in the case of South African

companies or companies with the major part of their holdings there.

In the case of British companies with some investment in South Africa the
tactic of disengagement — shareholder action to effect withdrawal — could
be considered if there are obstacles to disinvestment and if the holding is of
sufficient size to offer some real leverage on the companies’ policies.

If shareholders are isolated and the amount of their holdin gisinsufficient

to offer little realistic chance of persuading the company to withdraw from
South Africa then disinvestment with the retention of a nominal
shareholding is the other course of action.
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involved and by encouraging both its employees and organisations and
companies it may deal with to act likewise.

Inrecent years many local authorities have begun to develop
interventionist policies towards local industry by giving direct support to
both existing firms and to new initiatives to expand local employment. A
council can discourage links between South Africa and these enterprises by
making support conditional upon them having no links with South Africa.
The council can also refuse to support or host trade missions from that
country.

Council buildings.

As the owners of many of the country’s sports grounds, theatres and art
galleries local authorities can play a crucial role inimplementing the bans on
sporting and cultural links with apartheid by denying the use of such facilities
to South African sporting teams and performers. Instead they can make
positive contributions in these areas and promote their anti-apartheid policy
by encouraging and making facilities available to events, concerts and
exhibitions that highlight the situation in South Africa.

Libraries run by the council can remove South African government
material from their shelves and provide arange of publications dealing with
this topic.

Councils can take other positive initiatives to widen people’s awareness
of apartheid such as honouring South African political prisoners by giving
them freedom of the city, renaming public places after prisoners or twinning
their towns with places or communities in Southern Africa.

Inimplementing comprehensive action against apartheid local
authorities encounter two difficulties likely to impede their effectiveness.

Firstly there is the problem of monitoring such a policy. Itis relatively
easy for a council to make statements or pass resolutions, it is altogether
more difficult for it to ensure that words are translated into effective policy.
Councils that have taken such action have realised that it requires a real
commitment in terms of resources to see that policies are followed through.
Without a machinery and the personnel to co-ordinate and implement policy
anti-apartheid declarations become no more than empty gestures. Sheffield
has attempted to overcome this problem by setting up an advisory panel
containing both councillors and interested members of the public to review
policy and make recommendations to the main council Policy Committee.

More difficult constraints may be placed on a council by district auditors.
These are the officials appointed by central government to inspect local
authorities’ finances and to ensure that their policies represent ‘best value
formoney’. Authorities implementing buying and investment policies
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excluding companies involved in South Africa have to be prepared to argue
for and defend the benefits of such a policy.

Getting Councils to act.

We can pressurise local authorities to take a stance on apartheid through
conventional techniques of lobbying. Councillors should be approached to
gauge their knowledge of and sympathy towards a policy of disengagement
for apartheid. Such approaches can be made through letters or by attending
the regular surgeries that councillors hold in their area. The existence of a
local campaign that has already raised the issue publicly and evidence of
local support for an anti-apartheid declaration by the council will obviously
make councillors more inclined to listen to arguments in its favour.

If disinvestment and local sanctions are the policy of the local party the
councillor represents then, again, they are far more likely to be prepared to
propose and support such a policy.

In the case of Labour councillors it should be pointed out that it is
conference policy to encourage Labour controlled local authorities to cease
using banks supporting the apartheid regime.

Employee’s pressure.

Policy change can also be encouraged by council employees speaking
through their union in favour of an anti-apartheid declaration. Again such
action is more likely to be effective if preparatory work has been donein
supplying fellow union members with information about apartheid and the
disinvestment campaign. Speakers from the black South African trade
union and liberation movements can be invited to address union meetings as
part of this process.

Local Trades Unions Councils have an important role to play, both
educatively and also by co-ordinating action between the different union
branches affiliated to them.
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Taking Action:
Trade Union
Solidarity

The priority for British trade unionists who wish to aid their South
African colleagues is undoubtedly to exert the maximum pressure on the
economic and political links between the two countries, the links that
perpetuate apartheid and its barbaric labour system. By taking action in the
areas so far outlined in this booklet, in areas where their own power to
directly influence those links is strong, trade unionists here indirectly
strengthen the position of South African workers to radically alter their own
work situations and their wider position under apartheid.

On occasion, however, trade unionists in Britain can give more specific
help to South African trade unionists and support the particular demands of
groups of workers for recognition or improved pay and conditions.

Rise of the new unions.

Since 1979 there has been an explosion of industrial unrest amongst South
African workers - an increasing number have directly challenged the
apartheid system. New unions have emerged to put forward workers’
demands and these are rapidly expanding as more workers are attracted to
them. In the five years up to 1984 the number of strikes trebled with major
disputes in every sector of the economy.

In 1980 a two week strike by Volkswagen workers in Uitenhage won them
a40% pay increase. In the same year a strike by 30 electricians demanding
better pay spread to 10,000 of their fellow municipal workers throughout

39







experience the risks they run. Strikes in South Africa are effectively illegal
with a lengthy procedure of arbitration and cooling-off periods laid down by
Labour Relations legislation which is designed to weaken the effectiveness
of strike action. Workers employed in providing “essential services” are
barred from any strike action. Amendments to the Labour Relations Actin
June 1984 have made it even more difficult for unregistered Trade Unions to
operate and reach agreements with employers. Between 1973 and 1982 an
estimated 2,000 strikes took place of which only one met the conditions of
legality defined by the state. According to the regime’s own statistics there
were 469 strikes in 1984 involving 18,942 workers. However an independent
industrial relations consultant calculated that these figures represent only
40% of the true total.

Workers who take strike action come into immediate conflict with the
apartheid government. As “illegal” strikers they can be automatically
dismissed which means they are then liable to have the pass laws used against
them and be deported to homelands for being present in an area in which
they are not working. The 1980 Johannesburg Municipal Workers strike was
broken in this way when 1400 workers were bussed to the homelands at
gun-point.

Other laws are used against strikers. The Internal Security and Riotous
Assembly Acts outlaw any picketing or the organisation of mass meetings,
similarly the lending of financial support to strikers or their unions s illegal.

There are few disputes in South Africa form which the police with rhino
whips and guns are absent — ten strikers were killed by the security forces in
the 1982 miners strike. When miners again took strike action in 1984 at least
16 were killed and 700 injured, many of them seriously.

Trade Union activists are frequently singled out for particularly vicious
harrassment. South African law allows individuals to be held indefinitley by
the police without being brought to trial. The deathin police custody in 1982
of Neil Aggett, a branch secretary of the Food and Canning Workers’
Union, shows the price being paid by those fighting for what trade unionists
in this country would see as the most basic of rights.

In the face of nation-wide industrial unrest in 1984 the government
ordered the mass detention of trade union activists including the leaders of
the main union federations. Protests, particularly in the USA, won their
release but in February 1985 others were arrested, along with leaders of the
United Democratic Front, and charged with treason.

Need for caution.
Any committment to help South African trade unionists in their struggle
should be tempered by careful consideration of the situation in that country.
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Trade Unions in South Africa: Who’s Who

There are a number of organisations claiming to represent South Afri-
can workers and it is important that British Trade Unionists are able to
differentiate betwen genuine non-racial and democratic unions and
those bodies that are little better than mouth pieces for the govern-
ment.

Apartheid Unions

SACOL, South African Confederation of Labour: openly racist
‘whites-only’ union seeking to protect their priveleges against black
workers’ demands. 120,000 members.

TUCSA, Trade Union Council of South Africa: claims a membership of
400,000. Operates a ‘parallel’ union system with separate unions for
each race negotiating separate agreements. The black unions in this
arrangement are dominated and supervised by their white parallels
which perpetuate inequalities in pay and conditions. Many companies
recognise TUCSA unions to avoid negotiating with the emerging un-
ions. TUCSA affiliates are often referred to as ‘sweet-heart’ unions,
however their membership seems to be falling as people are attracted
to the new unions. Since 1982 an estimated 190,000 members have
deserted TUCSA unions.

Emerging Unions

FOSATU, Federation of South African Trade Unions: formed 1979,

contains 9 affiliated non-racial unions with over 100,000 members.

CUSA, Council of Unions of South Africa: formed 1980, contains 13

affiliated unions with over 210,000 members largest of these being the

National Union of Mineworkers.

SAAWU, South African Allied Workers Union: aligned to the black

consciousness movement, involved with wide range of community

issues. Has faced severe harassment from the authorities, in February

1985 its General Secretary Thozamile Gqwetha was arrested with

other trade unionists and charged with high treason.

In addition to these bodies there are a large numbr of individual unions
that remain unaffiliated to any body. Since 1979 there have been moves
by the different unions to increase their unity and build a new, larger
federation with a common programme.
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Types of support.

There are a number of ways in which British trade unionists can help their
South African colleagues.

Firstly they can seek to publicise the situation in South Africa as widely as
possible, not only amongst their fellow members but also to the general
public through the organisation of meetings and the use of local and national
media. A broadened understanding of the situation in which South African
trade unionists live is of course an important pre-condition to the possibility
of more concrete solidarity action.

Work place collections and messages of support to South African workers
in dispute are more than token gestures. In the highly censored society
apartheid has created such contact is an important morale booster for
isolated groups of workers surrounded by hostility. Material aid can be of
vital assistance to the new developing unions which are starved of funds.

SACTU administers a permanent fund to aid trade unionists in dispute in
South Africa and welcomes donations from people here to maintain it.

Where British trade unionists are employed by firms that operate
subsidiaries or have interests in firms in South Africa then representaions
should be made by that union to senior management insisting that
recognition is granted to South African employees wishing to join a union of
their choice. Similar representations should be made in support of South
African workers in dispute. In 1981 acampaign by shop-stewards in British
Leyland plants in this country led to an intervention by the Transport and
General Workers’ Union and the Allied Union of Engineering Workers that
helped win the reinstatement of 2,000 employees dismissed by British
Leyland at its Cape Town plant who had been dismissed for striking.

Lastly British trade unionists can themselves take industrial action in
supportof Scuth African workers in dispute. Such action could include a
refusal to handle goods from South African subsidiaries of a parent company
and could extend to all out strike action.
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INFORMATION
Periodicals

Anti-Apartheid News. The Anti-Apartheid Movement

Namibia News Briefing. Namibia Solidarity Campaign (monthly)

Action on Namibia. Namibia Solidarity Campaign (quarterly)

Lincoln Letter: X-Ray on South Africa. The Lincoln Trust

End Loans to Southern Africa Newsletter. End Loans to Southern Africa

Books and Pamphlets

Apartheid: the facts. International Defence and Aid Fund for Southern Africa.
This is Apartheid: a pictorial introduction. International Defence and Aid Fund for
Southern Africa.

This is Namibia: a pictorial introduction. International Defence and Aid Fund for
Southern Africa:

Profile South Africa. Catholic Institute for International Relations.

Profile Namibia. Catholic Institute for International Relations.

Sanctions against South Africa: exploding the myths. Barbara Rogers and Brian
Boiton. available from Christian Concern for Southern Africa.

The Companies List. The Anti-Apartheid Movement.

List of Transnational Corporations which operate in strategic sectors of the Southern
Africa Economy. UN Economic and Social Council, available from the Anti-
Apartheid Movement.

Barclays Shadow Report. published annualy by End Loans to Southern Africa.
Computerising Apartheid: ICL in Southern Africa. The Anti-Apartheid Movement.
Plessey Arms Apartheid. The Anti-Apartheid Movement.

RTZ: The Alternative Report. CIMRA.

Fuelling Apartheid: Shell and the Military. Christian Concern for Southern Africa.
Pension Funds and Investment in South Africa. Christian Concern for Southern
Africa.

South Africa: Guidance for Pension Scheme Trustees. Trades Union Congress.
Law of Trusts and Pension Schemes: A Note of Guidance. Trades Union Congress.
Labour Research, October 1984: “British Companies Exploit Apartheid”, Labour
Research.

Labour Research, December 1984: “More South African Low Payers” Labour
Research.

Socially Responsible Investment: the American Experience. R.J. Schwartz. GLC
Sheffield and Southern Africa. The Anti- Apartheid Movement

Isolate Apartheid: Report of Trade Union Conference, The Anti- Apartheid
Movement.

Power! Black Workers, their unions and the struggle for freedom in South Africa.
McShane, Plaut & Ward. Spokesman Press.

African Worker Under Apartheid. International Confederation of Free Trade
Unions. available from the TUC.
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