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 Good morning and thank you very much for inviting me to speak here with you. 

 There is a scene in the 1970s espionage thriller “Three Days of the Condor” 

(which starred Robert Redford) where two CIA agents are in conversation.  The noted 

actor John Houseman playing an older, ranking CIA operative is in conversation with a 

younger operative played by the actor Cliff Robertson.  Houseman describes his early 

days in espionage prior to and during World War II.  Robertson asks him whether he 

misses those days.  Houseman replies, to the effect, that he does not miss those days; 

what he misses is the clarity of those times, specifically, knowing who was friend and 

who was foe. 

We are, today, in a period of great unclarity.  To borrow from theorist Samir 

Amin, there is a crisis in the national liberation paradigm.  The post-World War II efforts 

at national sovereignty in the global South have run into a wall, or perhaps more 

accurately, have exhausted themselves.  This does not mean that national liberation is no 

longer necessary.  It means that the framework that existed, particularly during the Cold 

War, has unraveled. 

 There were three approaches to what can broadly be described as national 

liberation:  (1)the formal granting of independence after some level of struggle. (2)a 

protracted national liberation struggle led by forces of the national petty bourgeoisie or 

bourgeoisie in alliance with other popular classes.  This may or may not involve armed 

struggle. (3)national liberation struggles led by socialist or pro-socialist forces where 

there was a stated commitment to directly connect the struggle for national liberation to a 
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more fundamental transformation of society (with the same qualification regarding armed 

struggle).  Of the 3 courses, the first two represented the majority of the cases. 

 National liberation movements were by definition multi-class movements, 

generally tying together different ethnic groups, and in some cases, different political 

parties.  In many cases the actual movements for national liberation took the form of 

explicitly revolutionary fronts frequently using socialist or quasi-socialist language (and 

certainly socialists were often in the leadership of such movements even if the 

movements were not necessarily socialist-led).  One can see this in the Algerian FLN, 

which launched an insurrection in 1954, FRELIMO in Mozambique, on through to the 

African National Congress and the Pan Africanist Congress of Azania.  The hostility of 

the West to movements for liberation, unless these movements represented solely the 

transfer of power to a pro-imperialist elite, pushed many of these movements in the 

direction of the USSR, China and Cuba for support.  This did not necessarily mean that 

the leaderships of these movements embraced socialism or other transformative politics.  

It often did mean, however, that movements would emulate the trappings of their 

sponsors, including organizational forms, language and style.  This is not true in each 

case, but patterns did develop which helps one understand aspects of the crises as they 

unfolded in the 1980s and 1990s. 

 The national liberation projects, generally embracing a sort of an anti-imperialist 

nationalist populism (again borrowing from Amin), were able to exist in an historically 

specific space in large part due to the existence of the Cold War.  In each case, the efforts 

at national sovereignty were constantly under threat from one of the superpowers, 

generally from the USA and its allies, however. 
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 The 1970s oil crisis and the corresponding economic crisis severely undermined 

the efforts at national liberation.  Governments that had borrowed from global Northern 

states or international financial institutions quickly found themselves in very deep debt, 

and the escalating price of oil further complicated matters by destabilizing efforts at 

economic development.  In this context, and with the turn of the global North toward 

what we have come to know as neo-liberalism as its solution to problems of economic 

stagnation, the national liberation projects faced a major set back. 

 One of the profound weaknesses of most national liberation efforts is that they 

failed to embark on a fully transformative project.  This fact was something that many of 

us missed when we looked from the outside.  Particularly in periods of armed struggle, 

many of the national liberation movements appeared to be introducing new forms of 

organization and operation.  This was only partially the case, and sometimes overly 

exaggerated by the propaganda.  What we did not necessarily see was the unevenness of 

these struggles and movements.  While the leaders could often articulate a political 

message in high-sounding revolutionary rhetoric, this did not necessarily mean that a 

process was unfolding that secured power for traditionally disenfranchised groups, such 

as women, workers and farmers.  Instead a politics of the samurai, so to speak, seemed to 

all too often emerge where a leadership team saw itself as doing FOR the masses rather 

than doing WITH the masses.  Some would call this a paternalist politics. 

 The crisis of national liberation in many respects, then, comes down to the 

incomplete nature of the projects themselves.  In other words, they began a process of 

transformation, but were stalled or were frustrated, depending on one’s point of view. 
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 In many respects this reality stands like an apparition around South Africa.  The 

victory of political democracy and the defeat of apartheid ushered in a transition to a new 

stage of what is often referenced as the national democratic revolution.  The question is 

what is the ultimate objective of the national democratic revolution and, to what is it 

connected, if anything?  That is, is it connected to an anti-capitalist transformative project 

or has it become an end in and of itself? 

 A national democratic revolution does not assume the elimination of capitalism, 

though that is one possible option.  There are, however, different approaches toward a 

capitalist project.  In other words, national democratic tasks are not equivalent to the 

creation of a native or national bourgeoisie, or the prioritization of the creation of a native 

or national bourgeoisie, though that certainly might be the outcome of such a project.  In 

fact, many of the national populist projects have resulted in the creation of native 

bourgeoisies that have varying degrees of independence from the global capitalists.  This 

new class has had an interest in frustrating the completion of a national democratic 

revolution, national populist project, or national liberation project, call it what you wish.  

National democratic tasks more broadly would include gender equality, significant land 

redistribution, wealth redistribution, the construction of an economy that services the 

internal needs of the people, the building of the public infrastructure, the rule of law, the 

right of dissent and public expression, and the addressing of inter-ethnic disparities.  In 

order to accomplish any of this, and with the anticipation of considerable resistance from 

the propertied groups, there must be a massive political mobilization of the people in 

order to have a mandate to introduce the substantive changes that this list suggests.  

Voting and elections, while critical, are insufficient.  In addition to these vehicles, one 
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must identify means and mechanisms through which the traditionally disenfranchised 

populations—the dispossessed—seize control of their own destinies.  In the absence of 

this, there is no national democratic revolution.  This is precisely the problem that has 

overcome many progressive experiments in social justice in the global South. 

 The incomplete nature of the national liberation projects also showed itself in the 

support movements in the global North.  After the victory for democracy in South Africa, 

for instance, the forces in the USA that had constituted the anti-apartheid support 

movement fragmented.  Part of the problem is that many US-based forces felt abandoned 

by the ANC, and to lesser extent the PAC, in favor of the ANC apparently attempting to 

cultivate relations with the US government and business.  But part of the problem was the 

nature of the anti-apartheid support movement in the USA.  It was a very diverse 

movement that had a common interest in ending apartheid.  It was not united in a 

common vision around a post-apartheid South Africa, or for that matter, a post-colonial 

global South. 

 The new strategic situation that followed the end of apartheid and the end of the 

Cold War resulted in an unraveling of alliances and the potential, but only the potential, 

to build new ones.  The stalling or frustration of the national liberation projects froze in 

place governments and political leaderships that had emerged, to varying degrees, from 

the national liberation struggle (or the struggle for national independence) but were now 

accepting the precepts of the international financial institutions, or the global North more 

generally.  Thus, populations found themselves watching what often felt to be the theatre 

of the absurd as former revolutionaries defended, advanced or apologized for draconian, 
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structural adjustment measures being taken against the masses, often in the name of 

economic realism. 

 The situation in which we find ourselves internationally is dominated by what is 

generally referenced as globalization, which we should understand to be not a global 

economy, but the reconstruction and reorganization of global capitalism in a manner 

which advantages an emerging transnational capitalist class led by the USA.   The 

overwhelming dominance of the USA makes it especially difficult for smaller countries 

to advance nationally sovereign projects.  International ‘common sense,’ for lack of a 

better term, has drifted in favor of neo-liberalism.  The dangers of challenging neo-

liberalism range from the fear of economic isolation to the possibility of military 

intervention.  The fear of the outrage of one’s own people does not seem to loom very 

large for many governments. 

 It is in this moment that we are challenged to think through the direction for 

progressive social movements.  In the interest of time, let me suggest a few possibilities 

for your consideration: 

• We should not be seduced by the notion that weakened nation-states make nation-

states irrelevant in the struggle equation.  Nation-states have been weakened by 

neo-liberal globalization but they remain the principal, practical terrain of the 

political and economic struggle.  It is through nation-states that capital continues 

to exert its hegemony over the people and it is through nation-states that capital 

gains any credibility or integrity in order to rule. 

• The movements of resistance against neo-liberal globalization at the grass-roots 

level do not replace the struggle for political power.  The illusion that there are 
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pure social movements that resist oppression compared with allegedly corrupt 

political movements fighting for power must be shattered.  One of the grave 

dangers that we face in abdicating the struggle for political power is that 

resistance movements can tire, much like a fighter who throws no punches but 

remains constantly on the defensive. 

• No one social movement can succeed alone against neo-liberal globalization.  

Even the national liberation movements were themselves a collection of 

movements that were united in the face of a principal contradiction.  Capital has 

been very successful in playing off one movement against another.  This must be 

turned on its head. 

• Issues relative to gender can not be at the back of the bus.  The dramatic impact of 

neo-liberal globalization on women and on gender roles has changed the 

conditions of all discussion.  The feminization of the global proletariat, the impact 

of globalization on the rural populations and the corresponding impact on women, 

the spread of the HIV/AIDS pandemic all raise issues not simply by and about 

women but about gender as a political category and the manner in which it is 

understood.  The growth of clerical fascism, and its attempt to substitute itself for 

progressive national liberation movements, is linked to the declassing of men and 

their venting their anger on women as the alleged source of their problem. 

• It is unlikely that smaller countries will be able to stand up to neo-liberal 

globalization by themselves.  Creative regional projects as are being discussed in 

Latin America by Venezuela’s President Chavez, may be the direction for 

something that approaches de-linking. 
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• We in the global North have a special role to challenge the beast from within.  

The political struggle especially rises in importance.  We cannot delude ourselves 

into fighting an amorphous, non-rooted Empire, when in fact a very rooted empire 

does exist on this planet.  The decisions made by political leaders in the global 

North, particularly among the Group of 8, not only have an impact on the global 

South, but the masses in the global North.  This means that we must think in terms 

of solidarity movements that are about building linkages rather than representing 

northern paternalism.  Our calling should derive from the words of the late 

Samora Machel, who reminded us that:  “Solidarity is not charity, but mutual aid 

in pursuit of shared objectives.”  Keeping that in mind, for us in the global North, 

the issue of global wealth redistribution will need to become central to our 

political program for the 21st century.  As the Uruguayan theorist Eduardo 

Galeano noted in his book Upside Down, in order for the global South to develop 

along the same lines and in the same manner as the global North there will need to 

be another ten planets in the Solar System!  In other words, there MUST be an 

alternative! 

In some respects the biggest challenge for global movements is to recognize that the 

strategic situation has changed in its fundamentals.  This does not mean that what we 

have learned and held to should be thrown out.  Rather, we must be cognizant of the new 

realities.  Placing contemporary contradictions into an old paradigm derived from the 

Cold War and pre-neo-liberal era runs us into significant problems.   

 Let me make this a little clearer.  What is demanded of all progressive social 

movements is a concrete and accurate assessment of our actual conditions.  This 



 9 

assessment must be based upon an historical analysis, but it must equally realize that we 

are operating in new and uncertain territory.  I found myself thinking about this recently 

in light of the crisis in the Darfur region of the Sudan.  In the face of demonstrated, on the 

ground facts about the criminal ethnic cleansing carried out by the Sudanese government 

and their Arab militia allies, there were some anti-imperialists—some genuine, others 

charlatans—who, instead of looking at the actual situation, concluded that if the US hates 

the Sudanese government, the Sudanese government, particularly with its selective and 

vocal use of anti-imperialist rhetoric, must be on the progressive side of things.  In other 

words, these anti-imperialists were attempting to frame the situation by looking 

backwards, using a fractured paradigm, failing to account for the new world situation.  

Such an approach leads not only to bad rhetoric, but as well to disastrous practice. 

 Thank you. 

#30# 
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ABSTRACT 
 
The last decade in South Africa has seen enormous gains in political rights with the final burying of 
apartheid and transition to democracy. Together with the liberation struggles inside South Africa and 
changing global and national geopolitical situations, a major contribution to this popular victory was 
made by the international anti-apartheid movement (AAM), which developed an early and successful 
form of global networking and social movement solidarity. Despite these gains, South Africa today still 
faces deep inequalities and chronic problems such as high unemployment, unequal relations with the 
North, and a burgeoning health crisis.  Many of these problems are linked to intensifying processes of 
globalisation and “global apartheid,” the need for effective responses to which make the inventive and 
well-focused networking aspects of the AAM more interesting and relevant today.  
 
This paper argues that the history of the AAM offers not only inspiration but also some practical lessons 
for both grassroots activists and government officials at the different levels of global strategy, national 
policy, and local tactics. The histories of the national and local components of the AAM are still 
incomplete and relations between these movements poorly understood, whilst their internal contradictions 
over the form of solidarity and their strategy and tactics rarely are discussed. The paper is composed of 
five sections. The first assesses social movement and globalisation theory. The second section gives a 
brief overview of the AAM. The third is a case study of a particular national AAM, which in the 
fourth section is then compared to other national AAMs, with an emphasis on Western Europe, 
Australasia, India, and the U.S. Finally, lessons are drawn from these histories for contemporary politics 
and an assessment is ventured of the prospects in the second decade of South African freedom for the 
building of alternatives to the current dominant form of globalisation.  

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The last decade (1994-2004) in South Africa has seen enormous gains in political rights with the final 
burying of apartheid and transition to democracy. This popular victory was made possible by liberation 
struggles and changing global and national geopolitical situations but a major contribution also was 
made by the international anti-apartheid movement (AAM2), which developed an early and successful 
form of global networking and social movement solidarity. Despite these gains, South Africa still faces 
deep inequalities and chronic problems such as high unemployment, unequal relations with the North, 
and a burgeoning health crisis. Many of these problems are linked to intensifying processes of 
globalisation or “global apartheid,” the need for effective responses to which make the inventive and 
well-focused networking aspects of the AAM more interesting and relevant today.  

 The history of the AAM offers not only broad inspiration but also some practical lessons for 
both grassroots activists and government at the different levels of global strategy, national policy and 
local tactics. The history of the national and local components of the AAM is still incomplete and 
relations between them poorly understood, whilst their internal contradictions over the form of solidarity 
                                                                 
1 Dr. Peter Limb was prominent in Australian anti-apartheid movements from 1979, serving as national coordinator of the 
AAM network Campaign Against Racial Exploitation and working closely with South African and Namibian liberation 
movements. He has written widely on the history of the ANC. He works at Michigan State University. limb@msu.edu  
2 The term “AAM” may be ambiguous and may refer to the broad anti-apartheid movement(s) or to individual organisations 
such as the (British) AAM. The meaning should be clear enough in each case. 
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and strategy rarely are discussed. The paper has five sections. The first assesses social movement and 
globalisation theory and the concept of solidarity. The second gives a brief overview and analysis of the 
AAM. The third is a case study of a particular national, grassroots AAM, which in the fourth section is 
compared to other national anti-apartheid movements. Finally, lessons are drawn from these histories 
for contemporary politics and an assessment ventured of the prospects in the second decade of South 
African freedom for the building of alternatives to the current dominant form of globalisation. 
 
I.  SOLIDARITY, SOCIAL MOVEMENTS, AND GLOBALISATION. 
 
The AAMs were social movements of solidarity with the South African people with their own internal 
contradictions that were, however, resolved in large part due to the clear focus on ending apartheid that 
allowed unity in action. The new South African government in 1994 emerged at a time of growing 
globalisation, which limited its ability to deliver on some of its core policies and this in turn is 
generating new social movements opposed to the negative impact of these trends. Since the 1970s, 
“social movements” and, since the 1990s, “globalisation” have becomes key themes in social and 
political analysis. Less rigorously analysed, and with a longer ancestry, “solidarity” was implicitly a 
central pillar of anti-apartheid campaigns and rhetoric.  
 
Solidarity 
 
The origin of the term solidarity originally lay in social obligation or legal liability; in the nineteenth 
century, especially from the 1840s, it came to be equated first with fraternité and more particularly with 
working-class unity. Andreas Wildt argues that within the working class movement “solidarity” was 
both a combination of “combative group consciousness and anticipated a corresponding form of social 
relations for all people.” He notes variant definitions: the more specific meaning of “engagement and 
mutual support in the struggle against injustice” as in the working-class movement and in the broader 
sense of social cohesion. He defines solidarity as “engaged action, or disposition to act” when agents 
and recipients are bound by feelings of belonging or sympathy, motivated in part by altruism and seen 
as a moral (potentially mutual) obligation. What distinguishes “solidarity” from mere “cooperation” is 
the idea of meaningful and ongoing reciprocity—and that is something to keep in mind when we discuss 
connections between the AAM and today’s struggles for equality and against exploitation. Solidarity 
also has a habit of overflowing the narrow bounds of single nations or single movements, as seen in the 
level of international anti-apartheid solidarity expressed at the United Nations, whilst Rusty Bernstein 
reminds us that his first real taste of solidarity was of the Spanish Republic fighting fascism.3 
 
Social Movements 
 
The AAM can certainly be viewed as a social movement, about which there is an extensive literature, 
from early thinkers such as Durkheim on “collective effervescence” through Blumer’s “symbolic 
interactionism” to the more popular and influential work of Touraine on worker and anti-nuclear 
movements and Bourdieu’s theory of practice, and from models of political process, rational actor and 
resource-mobilisation to the role of faith in social movements. Comparative perspectives have been 
made, and New Social Movements such as anti-globalisation and anti-GM movements mapped. Radical 
writer Peter Waterman has pushed solidarity to new limits, incorporating new labour internationalism 

                                                                 
3 A. Wildt, “Solidarity: its history and contemporary definition,” K. Metz “Solidarity and history” in K. Bayeertz (ed.) 
Solidarity (Kluwer, 1999) pp. 209-20, 191-207 respectively. Wildt notes that with Leroux and Comte the term began to take on 
stronger moral than legal connotations, approaching “brotherhood” before being given political meaning in the 1848 
revolutions by Louis Blanc and Proudhon. The International Workers Association in 1864 spoke of “solidarity among 
workmen …within each land, and of the fraternal union of workers of different countries.” “Solidarity” was the “central 
normative concept of classical social-democracy”; Lassalle in 1862 stated: “solidarity of interests” was needed to compensate 
for social inequality. Cf. M. Ishay, Internationalism & its Betrayal (Minnesota, 1995) who stresses the rise of international 
solidarity in the French Revolution; E.S. Reddy (ed.) The Struggle for liberation in South Africa & international solidarity 
(Delhi, 1993); R. Bernstein, Memory against forgetting: memoirs from a life in South African politics (London, 1999). 
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with feminism, environmentalism, and civil society. Some writers see social movements as potent actors 
able to restructure world politics, though the complexity of identities and existing political and class 
structures suggests this is an exaggeration, at least in challenging state power; the power of supra-
national bodies such as the G8, European Union, World Bank and transitional corporations suggests the 
need for a more pessimistic appraisal of the power of social movements which, however, since the late 
twentieth century seem to have overcome earlier tendencies to narrowness whereby, as in the case of 
women, workers, and blacks, as Wallerstein notes, “each success of a particular group seemed to make 
easier by example and more difficult in practice the attempts of the next claimant for liberation.” Thörn 
has argued that the AAM was a “transnational social movement” comprising national components but 
linked internationally and facilitated by new media, new global movements of people (including from 
Africa) and new global institutions such as the UN, developing at a time of “political globalisation.”4 
 
Globalisation  
 
There are many definitions of globalisation. Scholte lists five current broad definitions of the process: 
 

1. internationalisation 
2. liberalisation, or removing trade restrictions 
3. universalisation, as with the spreading of computers 
4. westernisation engulfing the world, gobbling local cultures 
5. the end of borders: local/distant events interconnecting via global relations. 
 

Some writers, with good reason, prefer to imagine globalisation as the commercialisation of the Globe; 
imperialism in a new guise with interrelated processes of globalised financial and production systems, 
socio-economic restructuring in favour of capital, and technological revolution. Others emphasise the 
privatisation of information, now a pervasive influence extending to science and agriculture as seen with 
genetically modified crops. A concise definition from a South African leftist NGO is that globalisation 
is “a process of restructuring the world economy …. to find new ways for business to maximise profits.” 
These new ways have introduced entirely new features. Never in the history of the world have 
communications between different parts of world, or between different sectors of society, been so fast or 
so easy. The rise of the Internet and its apparent open nature has caught the imagination of many, even 
if it is not necessarily free. The Net is seen as evidence of tools for all social forces. Social movements 
have certainly mobilised via telecommunications but, as we shall see in Section V, corporations 
increasingly dominate new technologies. It is perhaps, no coincidence that anti-globalisation protests 
reached a crescendo as the euphoria of dazzling Net technology began to dissipate.5 

In South Africa there has been considerable research—and action—focused on social 
movements, for instance in the civics and labour areas. Efforts to build global solidarity have taken 
concrete form in a series of regional conferences involving COSATU and labour unions from Asia, 
Australia, and Southern Africa. Rob Lambert points to the development of new forms of transnational 
solidarity across the Indian Ocean, with South African and Australian dock workers exchanging 
material and political support in strikes, and notes that such “shared experience creates a real sense of 
                                                                 
4 A. Touraine, The Voice & the Eye (Cambridge, 1981), Touraine et al Anti-nuclear protest (Cambridge, 1983); C. Smith, 
Disruptive Religion (Routledge, 1996); D. McAdam (ed) Comparative perspectives on social movements (Cambridge, 1996); 
D. Purdue  Anti-genetiX (Ashgate, 2000); S. Khagram (ed). Restructuring world politics (U. Minnesota, 2002); C. Tilly “Social 
Movements & (All Sorts of) Other Political Interaction -Local, National, & International-Including Identities” Theory & 
Society v.27 1998, pp. 453-80; P. Waterman, Globalization, Social Movements,& the New Internationalisms (Washington, 
1998); J. Krieger, “Egalitarian Social Movements in Western Europe: Can They Survive Globalization & Economic & 
Monetary Union?” in C. Murphy (ed.) Egalitarian Politics in the Age of Globalization (Palgrave, 2002) pp.36-50; I . 
Wallerstein, “Citizens All? Citizens Some! The Making of the Citizen” Comparative Studies in Society & History v.45 2003 
pp. 647-79, p.573; H. Thörn, “Anti-Apartheid, ‘New Social Movements’ & the globalization of politics” paper to “Perspectives 
on the International Anti-Apartheid Struggle: Solidarity and Social Movements, University of Oxford, May 2003. 
5 J. Scholte, Globalization (Macmillan, 2000); J. Petras & H. Veltmeyer, Globalization Unmasked ((London: Zed, 2001); H. 
Veltmeyer, “The World Economy & Labor” Canadian J. Development Studies v.20 1999, pp. 689-716, p.712; An Alternative 
View of Globalisation (Cape Town, ILRIG, 1998) p. 7; D. Brown, Globalization & America since 1945 (Wilmington, 2003).  
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international solidarity” but for “global social movement unionism” to develop in the face of radical 
global restructuring and high mobility of capital requires structural, sector-to-sector links. Even when 
globalisation may happen to stimulate economic development, non-dominant global forces such as for 
example the government of Botswana, rarely have the power to control it. Moreover, South Africa 
cannot ignore the lessons of globalisation in Asia, as Ben Fine reminds us. More broadly, globalisation 
has intensified the crisis over AIDS and poverty. Salih Booker and Bill Minter, AAM veterans, point to 
the rise of “global apartheid,” defined as 

 
an international system of minority rule whose attributes include: differential access to basic 
human rights; wealth and power structured by race and place; structural racism, embedded in 
global economic processes, political institutions and cultural assumptions. … The concept 
captures fundamental characteristics of the current world order missed by such labels as 
“neoliberalism,” “globalization” or even “corporate globalization” .… it clearly defines what is 
fundamentally unacceptable about the current system … and puts global justice and democracy 
on the agenda as the requirements for its transformation. 

 
They further argue that for genuine globalisation, global democracy must replace global apartheid and 
that this is the aim of the “emerging movement for global justice” with “growing interconnectedness” 
militating against continued inequality.6 Certainly, there is plenty of evidence of new emerging social 
movements, though they are diverse and scattered, with sometime different agendas. In contrast, the 
AAM had a clear focus, networked globally, and was united and successful in its aims. The history of 
the AAM suggests that its legacy may have lessons not just for South Africa but the wider world.  
 
II.  THE AAM: A BRIEF HISTORY AND ANALYSIS 
 
Looking back on the history of the AAM in 1999, Kader Asmal posed several questions: how did it 
survive so long? After all, as Mark Israel has shown, the apartheid regime played many “dirty tricks” on 
exiles in Britain? What was the AAM’s contribution to liberation? What actually was the AAM, how 
did it mobilise people, how did such a small body exert such a major influence, and what was its wider 
social impact? The answers, he suggests, include the close relationship with the liberation movements, 
the AAMs hard work in educating people about apartheid, and its ability to put down wide roots.7 
 Anti-apartheid movements in different countries could have diverse components: specific anti-
apartheid groups, unions, churches and political parties (or their members), NGOs, governments, 
international bodies (UN, OAU, Commonwealth), affiliated solidarity groups from other areas (peace, 
Central America, etc.) and individuals. The liberation movement, which was organically connected to 
many AAM groups, was able to influence not only specific AAM organisations but also often these 
other components or affiliates. Whilst the AAM was a social movement in the wider sense it was much 
more. It adopted a wide range of tactics, from lobbying, boycotting and picketing to patient educating. 
In many ways the involvement of so many governments,8 from Nigeria to Norway, set the AAM apart 
from most social movements, though some governments also were supportive of the peace movement.   

The early success of the AAM and how it developed into a powerful international campaign 
(greater than any similar campaign on human rights since the anti-slavery movement) is analysed by 
Vale, who examines global moral commitment, complex interdependence in the international 
community and the concept of “prohibition regimes” to account for the AAM’s early successes in 
questioning the legitimacy of the apartheid regime; it coincided with a new moral era in international 

                                                                 
6 G. Adler & J. Steinberg (eds.) From Comrades to Citizens (NY, 2000); K. von Holdt, Transition from Below (P’burg, 2003); 
R. Lambert, “The Movement’s New Unity” South African Labour Bulletin v.23(4) 1999, pp.86-90; K. Good & S. Hughes, 
“Globalisation & Diversification: Two Cases in Southern Africa” African Affairs v.101 2002, pp.39-59; B. Fine & Z. 
Rustomjee, The Political Economy of South Africa (London, 1996); S. Booker & B. Minter, The Nation 9 July 2001. 
7 K. Asmal, “Making Hope and History Rhyme” in The Anti-Apartheid Movement: a 40-year perspective (London: AAM 
Archives Committee, 2000) pp. 71-82, p. 72; M. Israel, South African political exile in the UK (Basingstoke, 1999). 
8 For the breadth of state support see, inter alia, the speakers in International Conference on Sanctions against SA (UN, 1983).  
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relations after 1945, the rise of the UN and decolonisation, and was aided by South Africa’s departure 
from the Commonwealth—all of which aided the isolation of a regime simultaneously delegitimised by 
internal struggle and facing an international regime enforcing prohibition against it.9 

The AAM like all social movements had its own internal contradictions and divisive issues, 
such as ANC vs. PAC tussles, questions around tactics, the armed struggle and sanctions, and how to 
relate to internal racism in other societies. The basic political configuration in different countries also 
influenced choice of alliances and the depth of interrelationships. Certainly in all countries there was a 
degree of solidarity expressed at large rallies (peace, anti-apartheid). But the form of struggle varied in 
different societies. The greater comparative strength of, say, the AAM in Britain may have made wider 
alliances less vital there, at least in terms of resources.10 In Australia there was (at first) more inter-
linking of groups due to their smaller size and a felt need to also support indigenous rights movements. 
 
III. CASE STUDY: ANTI-APARTHEID MOVEMENTS IN AUSTRALIA 
 
Australia had multiple anti-apartheid groups whose successes and failures and contradictions offer 
various lessons to today’s social movements. Most writings on the AAM in Australia focus on memoirs, 
though Jennett in 1989 produced a short analysis of the AAM as a social movement.11 Given the 
relative paucity of publications, I first briefly outline the history of relations between the two countries 
in general and the AAM in particular; asking also how this history influenced the nature of the AAM. 
 
Australian-South African Relations: From Empire to Apartheid  
 
Australian-South African relations have been broad, from migration to trade and culture.12 There are 
even stratigraphic similarities accounting for common deposits of minerals in the two lands, once part of 
the same landmass. Long since torn apart geologically, there remain similarities in landscapes and 
ecosystems, climate, soils, and botany. The Nullabor and Little Karoo for instance have similar alkaline 
soils. Biological exchanges, such as the introduction to South Africa of wattle and eucalyptus, generated 
both commercial success and environment problems.13  

After colonisation, the two settler societies shared common traditions. Australians viewed the 
Cape as a vital communication link. Cape Town was the base from which the First Fleet was 
replenished. The sea-link led to a constant if moderate migration. The greatest movement has been from 
South Africa. By 1891, 1,500 white South Africans migrated, chiefly in search of gold or work. Fuelled 
by depression, departures outnumbered arrivals by 53,297 from 1907 to 1909; during the 1924-7 
depression 2,066 migrated, after which movement reversed until 1939. By 1958 departures were only 
174, but rose to 1,307 in 1960 after Sharpeville, before slipping to 540 per year in 1962-8. Migrants 
were chiefly English-speaking whites. Since the 1970s, this increased, aided by immigration procedures 
privileging arrivals with wealth. Today more than 40,000 Australians were born in South Africa.14  

                                                                 
9 C. Vale, “Internationalisation of Apartheid, 1945-1963” D.Phil., University of Stellenbosch, 1993. 
10 Discussion with Bob Vassen, ANC member in the UK from the mid-1960s, East Lansing, August 2004. 
11 P. O’Donnell & L. Simons, Australians against racism: testimonies from the Anti-Apartheid Movement in Australia. 
(Sydney, 1995); C. Jennett, “Signals to South Africa: The Australian Anti-Apartheid Movement” in Jennett & R. Stewart (eds.) 
Politics of the Future (Melbourne: Macmillan, 1989) pp. 98-155. Recent memoirs include T. & A. McDonald, Intimate Union 
(Sydney: Pluto, 1998) and the pamphlet M. Brink, ‘Nkosi Sikelel iAfrika: a Memoir of Apartheid (Sydney, 2004).   
12 D. Schreuder & P. Limb “Australia & Africa” forthcoming in Schreuder (ed.) Australia & the Wider World (Sydney).    
13 Jan Smuts spoke (concerning scientific cooperation in Antarctica) in 1925 of a “reunion of the scattered members of the 
ancient mother continent of Gondwanaland”: J.C. Smuts, Plans for a Better World (London, 1942) p.180; A. Milewski, 
“Similarities and Differences of Ecosystems in Mediterranean Australia and Southern Africa” Ph.D. Murdoch University, 1984 
pp. 3, 51; G. Blainey, A Land Half Won (Melbourne: Macmillan, 1980), pp. 300-302. 
14 D. Denoon, Settler Capitalism (Clarendon, 1983); K. Darian-Smith, L. Gunner, S. Nuttall (eds.) Text, Theory, Space: Land, 
Literature & History in South Africa & Australia (Routledge, 1996) p.5; Denoon, “South Africa-Australian Relations” in G. 
Davison (ed.) The Oxford Companion to Australian History (OUP, 1998) p. 597; F. Brownell, British Immigration to South 
Africa 1946-70 (Pretoria, 1985) pp. 6, 100-12; Y. Abdurahman, “South Africans in Australia” in F. Stevens (ed.) Racism: the 
Australian Experience (Sydney, 1971) v.1 pp.135-40; S. Rule, “South African Emigration to Australia” South African 
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Cultural relations influenced the patterns of the AAM. A major point of contact has been 
sporting rivalry, as evidenced in the popularity of tournaments of rugby (from 1933) and cricket. The 
intensity of sports rivalries made sporting sanctions a major part of the bitterest chapter in bilateral 
relations. In 1992, a rugby tour also helped legitimise the transition from apartheid to democracy.15  

Intellectual contacts were more one-way. Australians wrote on South Africa, not vice versa. 
There are isolated exceptions: Davey on “Breaker” Morant; Tothill on diplomacy; and de Kiewiet, who 
contrasted Australia’s cheap grazing land with South Africa’s reliance on cheap black labour. 
Intellectual connections included the Rhodes Trust, the Round Table movement, and individual 
academics such as G. A. Wood, Professor of History at Sydney University, who campaigned strongly 
against the Boer War and was nearly dismissed as a result. Keith Hancock’s extensive writings on South 
Africa prompted later historians to regard this corpus as his “most sustained and significant 
historiographical endeavour.” Historian Fred Alexander as early as 1925 wrote on how Pretoria was 
diverging from Australia’s pro-Imperial policy. In 1949-50, he spent four months in South Africa, 
meeting Smuts, Malan, Helen Suzman, and ANC President James Moroka. Alexander encountered what 
later became known as the “Packing for Perth” syndrome, amazed that so many whites speculated about 
which country “would offer the most acceptable refuge” if things deteriorated. In the fifties he urged 
Australian academics to protest apartheid, yet failed to stimulate many debates on South Africa.16 

Before 1960, when South Africa became a republic, there were marked political similarities: a 
common head of state; the Westminster political system; Dominion status; service under Britain in wars. 
Britain also used both colonies to expand its Empire: by the 1920s both were sub-imperialists, 
answerable to the League of Nations for New Guinea and Namibia respectively. The zeal with which 
Australians embraced British colonial wars led inexorably to involvement in the 1879 Zulu War and the 
Anglo-Boer War of 1880-1. Jameson Raid forces in 1895-6 included an Australian Brigade. Australian 
involvement in the South African War of 1899-1902 was substantial and trumpeted as proof of “coming 
of age.” Despite jingoism there was considerable Australian opposition: popular Australian poets Henry 
Lawson and “Banjo” Paterson depicted what they saw as gallant resistance to imperialism.17  

Expressions of “colonial solidarity” with white South Africa occurred in the first decade of 
federation. In 1904, parliamentarians expressed outrage at plans to deploy Chinese indentured labour in 
the Transvaal, arguing it would undercut white labour. In 1906, Alfred Deakin protested against 
“interference” by Britain when it sought to prevent the execution of black fighters in the Bambata 
Rebellion. The origins of racism in the two countries differed, but the virulent effects of the subjugation 
of indigenous peoples were similar. Settlers adopted the historical-legal fictions of terra nullius or 
“empty land” and construction of “Aboriginality” or “Native” was based upon common colonialist 
discourse. The scale of resistance to colonisation was larger in South Africa, but fierce in both.18  

Commonly held ideas of white superiority were embodied in similar legislation and policies. 
The assimilationist aims of Australian “native” policy were deemed the opposite to apartheid but the 
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1949-50" Electronic J. of Australian & NZ History Nov. 1999; UWA Lecture Notes 1925 in Alexander Papers 1924-89, UWA 
Archives s.24 337/4/5; Alexander, On Campus & Off (UWA Press, 1987) pp. 66-74; Cape Times 5 Apr. 1950; West Australian 
22 Apr., 3 May 1950; Alexander, “Australians & Academic Apartheid in S. Africa” Australian Quarterly v.29 1957 pp.  41-50. 
17 D. Adamson, The Last Empire (London, 1989) p. 16; Millar, Peace & War, p. 295; L. Trainor, British Imperialism & 
Australian Nationalism (CUP, 1994) p. 179; L. Field, The Forgotten War (MUP, 1979); C. Connolly, “Class, Birthplace, 
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effects were similar. Black Australians and South Africans were denied land and citizenship, herded into 
reserves, paid minimal wages, and subject to draconian segregation. Perth Aborigines from 1937 to 
1954 were forced to carry passbooks akin to those of apartheid. Aspects of Australia’s 1901 
Immigration Restriction Act were inspired by the 1897 Natal Act that restricted black immigration by 
way of a dictation test, a model already adopted by Western Australia and NSW.19  

Indigenous women in both colonial societies were victims of gross sexual and labour 
exploitation. Colonialism tried to use them as agents of white control against black males, they also 
resisted white rule. In contrast, white women were part of a “civilizing mission” The views of Lady 
Barker, wife of Governor Broome, typify the stereotypes held by colonial rulers. Boers (of whom she 
had met only one) were “a thousand years behind the rest of the civilised world,” whilst she found it 
hard to replace her “good-tempered and docile” Zulu servants once in Western Australia.20  

Stereotyping also was apparent in prison administration. Rottnest Island (Western Australia) 
and Robben Island (Western Province) shared a common role as penal isles incarcerating exiled anti-
colonial fighters forced to work in quarries under the lash of overseer brutality, yet at times engineered 
remarkable escapes. One African who attempted to escape from Robben Island in 1820 was sentenced 
to transportation to New South Wales. Robben Island revisited this politico-penal role in the late 
twentieth century when its most famous prisoner was Nelson Mandela. Exiled black political prisoners 
and ostracized inmates (such as “lepers”) faced similar stereotyping and segregation in both countries.21  

There were early diplomatic contacts. In 1907, Transvaal Prime Minister Botha sought 
information on Australian laws from Deakin, who sent him details of the White Australia Policy. Prime 
Minister Fisher in 1910 attended the Act of Union of “our new sister nation.” An ex-miner, he lamented 
high mortality rates of black and white miners but urged “a line of demarcation between white and 
colored labor,” contrasting Australia with a South Africa that “must always be a black man’s country.” 
Travelling with him, journalist Ambrose Pratt presciently noted: “the coming generation of natives will 
put forward a demand for full political enfranchisement so powerful that the whites will be unable to 
resist it, except in arms.” South African Minister Creswell (whose brother helped found the Australian 
Navy) attended the opening of Canberra’s Parliament in 1927. In the immediate post-war period, the 
two states collaborated on nuclear power, agriculture and Antarctica. The first Australian High 
Commissioner was appointed in 1946; South Africa reciprocated in 1949. Over the next decade, the post 
at times was left vacant, pointing to unsubstantial relations. But “kith and kin” attitudes remained.22 

Foreign relations were based on self-interest. Underlying this until the 1970s was an indirect 
community of interest of settler societies. These ties, argues Peter Vale, were influenced by images of 
South Africa in the Australian mind. The first, a waning position held by “a Menzies generation,” 
shielded apartheid from attack. The second, among some business or sportspeople, emphasized common 
life-styles. The third emerged from changes in internal politics and its growing Third World ties.23 

Economic ties influenced political relations. British investment was heavy in both regions, 
impacting immigration of skilled labour and capital formation. South Africa was, from 1906 to 1922, 
the only Dominion to enjoy a reciprocal tariff agreement with Australia. By 1970 Australia was fourth 

                                                                 
19 A. Connolly, “White City: a Critical Legal History of the Prohibited Area Proclamation & Pass System in the Perth Area 
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20 Lady Broome, Colonial Memories (London: Smith, 1904), pp. 63-68, 211-19; G. Whitlock, “A ‘White-Souled State’: 
Across the ‘South’ with Lady Barker” in Darian-Smith, Text, Theory, Space, pp. 65-80. 
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Review June 1998 pp.15-19; H. Deacon, “Leprosy & Racism at Robben Island” Studies in History of Cape Town 7 1994, p. 62. 
22 D. Tothill, “Early Australian-South African Connections up to the Establishment of Official Relations in 1945” Australian 
J. of International Affairs v. 54 2000, pp. 63-67; A. Pratt, The Real South Africa (London: Bell, 1912), pp. x-xiii, 6-12, 29, 
258; Age 29 Dec. 1910; D. Tothill, “Menzies and the South Africans” in Cain, Menzies, pp.24-40; West Australian 13 Aug. 
1919; Tothill, South African-Australian Diplomatic Relations (Leicester: Centre for Study of Diplomacy, 1997).  
23 Tothill, “Australia, South Africa & the UN 1945-61” Kleio 29 1997, pp.139-155; C. Mulrooney, “Australia’s Relations with 
S. Africa 1901-75” MA U. Sydney 1980, p. 5; W. Hudson, “Australian Diplomacy & South Africa” in Stevens, Racism v.1 pp. 
165-74; P. Vale, South African-Australian Relations & the Politics of Perception (SAIIA, 1983); D. Tothill, “South African-
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among South Africa’s partners—slipping to sixth by 1980 due to import substitution—whilst South 
African exports increased fourfold; in 1978 being Australia’s fifth largest customer for manufactures. 
From 1965-92 the value of Australian exports grew from $22 million to $334 million. After 1994 trade 
replaced sanctions; exports in 1994-5 increased by 61% over 1993-94. Finance and mining were other 
connections. As early as the 1890s, Cecil Rhodes sought to invest in Australian bonds. Australian 
investments were relatively small but by 1979 official direct investment reached $15.6 million. 
Investment in Australia by South African companies rose in the 1970s, notably in portfolios and mining, 
with strong representation of De Beers and Anglo-American on local Chambers of Mines. Mining 
linkages have a long history. In 1853, South African gold prospectors came to Victoria. In return, 200 
Australian miners sailed to Natal in 1867, later to exploit the alluvial gold of Pilgrim’s Rest. By the turn 
of the century, the lure of gold had attracted 5,000 Australians to the Rand. From the 1980s, South 
African mining engineers were widely employed in Western Australia. In the 1990s, there was 
increasing exchange of mining technologies as both countries faced closure of unprofitable mines.24 

Worker contacts were at first close. In the mid-nineteenth century, British workers migrating to 
Australia passed through Cape Town. From 1895 to 1914 there was widespread exchange of artisans 
and ideas, centred on the Rand. Kennedy argues that Australia provided South Africa with a model of a 
rigid labour market. Many Australians who settled on the Rand brought with them ideas of exclusivist 
craft unionism and job colour bars that influenced white South African Labour. The left also forged ties. 
Syndicalism emerged in both regions at the same time, influenced in part by the 1910 visits of Tom 
Mann. Communist parties in both countries were in the vanguard of developing non-racial political 
policies; and both were ultimately, if temporarily, banned: in the 1940s in Australia, in 1950 in South 
Africa. When black unions emerged hesitantly in South Africa after 1919, they were at first slow to 
develop ties across the Indian Ocean. By the 1950s the Seamen’s Union of Australia forged solidarity 
with SACTU, soon driven into exile with its ANC allies. From the 1960s the Australian Council of 
Trade Unions warmly embraced solidarity with black South African workers, which continued after 
1990. If in the 1890s Australian miners had contributed to a racist labour aristocracy in South Africa 
then the 1990s saw unionists in both countries working together in solidarity. Australian anti-apartheid 
solidarity was reciprocated when South African unionists in 1997 and 1998 supported boycotts as 
Australian workers faced harsh legislation.25  

Economic ties also were the focus of conservatives. In the early 1920s, New South Wales MLA 
Thomas Henley visited South Africa, writing a trenchant pamphlet appealing for Australia to be kept 
white lest it lose the competitive tussle with a South Africa whose economy was based on cheap black 
labour. In the apartheid era, conservatives such as Robert Menzies and Charles Court sought closer 
economic relations.26 All this shared history was to influence in various ways the nature of the AAM. 

 
Apartheid—and its Opponents 

 
The issue of apartheid best symbolizes changes in these relations. Before 1960 there was considerable 
bi-partisan Australian support for white South Africa, based on legalistic doctrines of non-interference 
in domestic affairs and shared ideologies of anti-communism and white supremacy. There were close 
trade, defence, and sports ties. In 1949, Australia was one of the few countries to congratulate Pretoria 
                                                                 
24 D. Denoon, “Understanding Settler Societies” Historical Studies 73 1979, pp. 511-527; Official Yearbook of the 
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Sanctions against South Africa” AFSAAP Review June 1993 p. 9; M. Little, Australian Economic Ties with South Africa 
(Melbourne, 1976); R. Witton, “Australia and Apartheid: the Ties that Bind” Australian Quarterly v. 45 1973 pp. 18-31; K. 
Good, “The Intimacy of Australia and South Africa” African Review v.2 1972, pp. 517-32; Blainey, Land Half Won, p. 334; 
Blainey, The Rush That Never Ended (MUP, 1978), pp. 293, 316. 
25 A. Hassam (ed.), No Privacy for Writing (MUP, 1995), pp.3, 7; B. Kennedy, A Tale of Two Mining Cities (MUP, 1984), 
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on the Voortrekker Monument. The architect of apartheid, Malan, expressed his gratitude to Australian 
Foreign Minister Evatt for his refusal to condemn South African policy on Namibia at the UN. In 1953, 
Malan stated that “if ever India knocks on the door of Australia we will prove that we are a friend of 
Australia.” Pretoria even attempted a “sisters of the Southern Hemisphere” axis. The conservative 
Menzies government generally supported South Africa, voting with it in the UN. Australia’s Foreign 
Minister conceded privately that he had made “as good a plug as [he] could for South Africa” in 1957. 
When Thomas Boydell visited Australia as cultural ambassador of apartheid in 1956-57 and 1959, he 
had the support of Menzies, who visited South Africa in 1953 and 1957. Menzies refused to condemn 
the Sharpeville massacre; Verwoed expressed his “deep sense of gratitude,” adding that Australia was 
viewed (by whites) as the “best friend South Africa has.” Menzies maintained personal contact with 
South African ambassadors and in 1961 and 1963 torpedoed attempts by more liberal ministers to 
strengthen measures against Pretoria; in 1963 overriding departmental advice to allow establishment of 
a military attaché. Support continued under his immediate successors. No action was taken to curb 
trade; Australia represented South Africa's interests on the IMF and generally ignored UN sanctions.27  

However, pressure for change grew as Australia moved away from racist policies, partly as a 
response to Sharpeville, black empowerment in Africa, and black consciousness in America, and partly 
due to internal political changes. Aboriginal groups began to make comparisons between Australia and 
apartheid and UN reports compared their conditions with those of South African blacks. With South 
Africa out of the Commonwealth and with a need for better relations with Afro-Asian states, Australia 
from 1961 made quiet diplomatic protests about apartheid. Trade unions, the ALP (Labor), students and 
academics began to educate Australians about apartheid. Anti-apartheid groups were formed, with South 
African emigrés, such as John Brink, often prominent. In 1962, Brink, supported by writers Patrick 
White and Judith Wright, formed the South Africa Defence and Aid Fund and an Anti-Apartheid 
Movement was formed in Sydney in 1969. Another exile, Neville Curtis, in 1973 formed the first 
national anti-apartheid network, the Campaign against Racial Exploitation (CARE). In 1969 South 
African poet Dennis Brutus toured Australia, encouraging sanctions. Keen sporting rivalries magnified 
the impact of sports sanctions. Visits by “springbok” teams in 1969-71 faced vigorous protests and 
harsh government counter-measures. Nevertheless, the protests mobilized many people and educated a 
new generation in the need to take a stand against racism.28  

Two conflicting tendencies, argues David Goldsworthy, influenced state policy and public 
attitudes to South Africa: national-economic interests and humanitarianism. Both were apparent in the 
Whitlam Labor administration (1973-75), when Australia imposed a ban on sports tours, ceased 
representing Pretoria in the IMF and gave aid, if of a limited nature, to the ANC. Bilateral trade, 
however, actually increased. Yet Labor's decision to let humanitarian principles override the legal 
precept of non-interference in domestic jurisdiction created an important precedent.29  

These broad policy contours were continued by succeeding Coalition (Fraser, 1975-83) and 
Labor (Hawke-Keating, 1983-96) governments. Fraser as early as 1961 denounced apartheid and 
continued to do so as Prime Minister. His support for the 1977 Commonwealth Statement on Apartheid 
in Sport became a firm plank of Australia’s anti-apartheid policy but return to conservative rule saw 
ambiguities as commercial and diplomatic ties were maintained and even encouraged and ANC aid cut. 
Fraser’s policy was driven not only by ideals, but also fear of Soviet gains. Yet, his broad opposition to 
white supremacy encouraged greater Australian involvement in Southern Africa and Australia’s 
reputation soared in black Africa.30 
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Principled opposition to apartheid characterized policies under Hawke (1983-91). Within the 
Commonwealth, he took a strong stance, clashing with Thatcher and supporting the Eminent Persons 
Group which, with Fraser as co-chair, made determined efforts to broker change. Gareth Evans (Foreign 
Minister 1988-93), an anti-apartheid activist in his student days, actively opposed apartheid. Between 
1983-7, Australian imports declined by 14%, exports by 26%. Sanctions intensified, with bans on new 
investments/loans. The South African tourism office was closed, a code of conduct produced, and $22 
million given to aid victims of apartheid.31  

Sanctions, claims Evans, were decisive in dragging Pretoria to negotiations. Certainly, 
Commonwealth and UN resolutions were implemented and lesser diplomats expelled. By 1988 the 
incoming Ambassador felt his government “firmly fixed in Australian public demonology.” Yet 
Canberra failed to invoke truly effective sanctions and many Australian were unconvinced. Diplomat 
Renouf berated both Whitlam and Fraser for enhancing, without “valid ground,” a vigorous national role 
in a region of “little consequence for Australia’s national interests.” This perspective fails to explain 
why other states, such as Sweden, also without similar direct interest, should similarly have taken a 
vigorous role to oppose apartheid. In contrast, Bruce Haigh (attached to Australia’s Pretoria Embassy, 
1976-79), saw principled grounds. He befriended activists Steve Biko and Donald Woods, assisting the 
latter to flee South Africa.32 Foreign relations in the final analysis may be driven by self-interest but the 
range of relations outlined above suggests that a more complex web of contacts also played their part. 

Many Australians took a passionate stance on apartheid. Some conservatives, such as Western 
Australian Premier Charles Court, gave ideological succour to Pretoria. The Australian newspaper of 
Rupert Murdoch granted generous space to Pretoria’s Ambassador, an advert cunningly disguised as a 
column. Other conservatives, notably Fraser, opposed the regime. Churches and unions unanimously 
denounced apartheid. Public opinion hardened against Pretoria in the ’80s but Australians remained 
ambivalent on sanctions. Journalist John Pilger captured the similarity of white attitudes: 
 

I took the train to Soweto and saw … the red eyes and yellow teeth, melon bellies and stick legs 
.… Back in Johannesburg and Cape Town, I told the liberal people what I had seen, and they 
stood around the barbecue and listened respectfully, shaking their heads. They might well have 
been on the other side of the Indian Ocean. I had glimpsed my own country in theirs.33 

 
Overcoming such attitudes was a challenge to Australia's anti-apartheid movement.  However, it was 
able to successfully influence Australian society. Direct contact with black South Africans increased, 
aided by visits of prominent opponents of apartheid such as Allan Boesak in 1984 and Desmond Tutu 
and ANC President Oliver Tambo in 1987. The presence of exiles politicised Australian perceptions of 
apartheid. Edwin Funde opened an ANC office in Sydney in 1984. He played a pivotal role in 
popularizing ANC policies, until then little understood in Australia, although Canberra declined to 
follow India’s decision to grant the ANC diplomatic status and limited direct aid on the excuse of the 
ANC’s armed struggle. Wide sections of Australian society were engaged by the AAM. Thousands took 
part in rallies and concerts. Unions imposed trade bans. Political parties of the centre - Australian 
Democrats and Greens - joined left parties in the AAM. Writers such as Patrick White spoke out 
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eloquently against apartheid. Churches intensified their stance. Musicians and artists were drawn into 
boycotts. Taken together, these activities helped create a stronger anti-racist ethos, particularly as the 
AAM’s rise coincided with a shift to multiculturalism. Assisted by the many youth that participated, the 
AAM influenced contemporary views on racism and exemplified the “new social movements” which 
since the 1970s increasingly were significant in Australian politics. Aboriginal leader Kevin Cook 
recalled that Australians “learnt a lot about racism from being involved in anti-apartheid activities.” 
Jane Harris, a South African who migrated to Australia in 1973, noted that the AAM “helped 
Australians confront their own racism.” One by-product of the AAM was greater appreciation of 
African cultures seen, for instance, in the 1988 tour of ANC cultural troupe Amandla. In general, closer 
African relations stimulated “a good deal of activity amongst small, but committed and passionate 
groups in the Australian political community”—such as the AAM.34   

In the 1990s, Australia downgraded its relations with Africa in favour of closer ties with Asia, 
suggesting South African involvement was transitory. However, the ties forged in the ’80s had 
considerable momentum. Nelson Mandela made a celebrated visit in 1990, signifying the importance 
attached to Australian support by the ANC. He told a crowd of many thousands at the Sydney Opera 
House that he could “feel the solidarity of Australians and others for 27 years through thick prison 
walls.” The government announced a package of $15 million aid for black South Africans and in the 
period 1994-97 allocated $30 million for reconstruction and development. South Africans came to 
Australia for training and Australian volunteers worked in South Africa. Australia assisted the transition 
to democracy with observers, advisers, and technical facilitation for the critical 1994 election. By 1994 
white supremacist regimes in Southern Africa had dissolved. In 1978, Goldsworthy had characterised 
Australian public opinion as “little concerned about Southern African issues” but the noisy anti-
apartheid campaigns of the eighties and triumphal images of Mandela freed in the nineties re-inserted 
Africa into the Australian gaze in a manner not seen since 1899.35  

Recent decades have seen the dramatic demise of apartheid, the breakdown of the White 
Australia Policy and the rise of multiculturalism. In the ’90s, legal breakthroughs compensated 
indigenous people for dispossession. The South African Restitution of Land Rights Act of 1994 and 
Australia’s Native Title Act of 1993 seek to restore land to peoples prevented from obtaining title by 
discrimination. The former goes further, allowing restoration of freehold land. The South African 
Commission on Restitution of Land Rights and the Australian National Native Title Tribunal have 
similar functions. Reconciliation is a major issue in each country. Yet progress on land reform is slow.36  

Apartheid is most unlikely to re-appear, but the late 1990s saw a rising racism in Australia 
directed against Asians and Aborigines and also African Australians, whilst in South Africa there was 
evidence of xenophobia directed against African migrants from the North. The resurgence of ethnic-
based chauvinism underlined the importance of achieving meaningful reconciliation in both countries. 
In this connection, a major recent report on wider Australian-Southern African relations goes well 
beyond self-interest to encourage greater public awareness of Africa to counter stereotypes.37 
 
Inside the AAM 
 
How did the AAM relate to other forms of racism?  One of the internal contradictions of the movement 
was the at times tense relationship between movements for Aboriginal rights and the AAM. Some 
Aboriginal leaders criticised the lack of ANC or AAM solidarity with their struggles. Whilst the anti-
                                                                 
34 O. Tambo, 75 Years of Struggle (La Trobe U., 1987); E. Funde, “Race and Inequality in the South: Racial Inequality in 
South Africa” in C. Jennett & R. Stewart (eds.) Three Worlds of Inequality (Macmillan, 1987) pp. 112-27; Jennett “Signals” p. 
98; O’Donnell, Australians against Apartheid, pp. 49, 119; Higgott, “Africa,” p. 258. See History of the Australasian & 
Pacific Mission: www.ufh.ac.za/collections/Library/ANC_Materials/AustralasianM_History.htm   
35 Evans and Grant, Foreign Relations, p. 296; Goldsworthy, “Southern African Policy”, p.62. 
36 S. Fryer-Smith, Addressing Past Wrongs (Perth, 1998), p.10; R. Choudree & G. McIntyre, “Restitution of Land in Two 
Jurisdictions” South African Law Journal v.114 1997 pp. 187-96; D. Nina, “Watch Out for the Native: a Comparison between 
Non-State Forms of Justice in (Black) Australia and South Africa” Alternative Law Journal v. 22 1997, pp. 17-21. 
37 Australia’s Relations with Southern Africa (AGPS, 1996); C. Gertzel, “Parliamentary Report on Australia’s Relations with 
Southern Africa” AFSAAP Review v. 19 no. 1 1997, pp. 15-20. 

http://www.ufh.ac.za/collections/Library/ANC_Materials/AustralasianM_History.htm


 12 

apartheid movement undoubtedly increased public awareness of racism in Australia, there was a 
lingering resentment among Aboriginal people about the lack of parallel support. 

The 1990 historic visit of Mandela to Australia brought a few awkward moments: whilst still in 
transit (from Djakarta and a meeting with Suharto, who gave generously to the ANC) Mandela was 
rather uncharitably attacked by radical Aboriginal activist Gary Foley (in earlier years influenced by 
pro-PAC Maoists) for inconsistency in failing to support Aboriginal struggles. Mandela at first refused 
to meet the activists, opting instead to request a meeting with (white) Australian cricket legend, Sir 
Donald Bradman—undoubtedly a clever gambit designed to win broad Australian approval but also 
perhaps a carryover of the influence of the “British World”. Eventually, moderate Aboriginal leaders 
secured a meeting with Mandela and things were smoothed over, though in Perth local Aboriginal 
leaders expressed indignation that Mandela apparently refused to accept their symbolic bark petition.38 

The issue was more complex. I personally witnessed careful expressions of solidarity from the 
ANC Chief Representative, Funde, who was, in must be said, in a difficult situation. Australia was not 
Sweden: the ANC Office was under attack from the conservative Coalition, whose leader John Howard 
in 1985 threatened to close the Office if elected. The ANC was under pressure not to get too “involved” 
in internal Australian politics. This did not stop them expressing a rather selective wider solidarity, for 
instance with the PLO and IRA, but not directly for Aboriginal movements or Fretilin in East Timor. On 
the other hand Funde toured Aboriginal centres in the Northern Territory where he was interviewed on 
CAAMA, the Aboriginal video network. Aboriginal groups were invited to AAM activities.39 I 
coordinated Funde’s first tour of Western Australia, which coincided with a massive protest by 
Aboriginal people and their supporters in favour of long-overdue land rights. Fund had indicated he 
could not, as a virtual diplomat, speak to the rally but as AAM members moved through the crowd 
distributing handbills with his black face, a chord was struck and “Eddie Funde” began to be murmured. 
The Aboriginal leader Robert Bropho suddenly emerged from within Parliament and spontaneously 
invited Funde to speak: he could not refuse and gave a brief, but moving address. 

In Australia, there was perhaps more inter-linking of movements due to their smaller size and 
their sheer need for survival and support for indigenous rights movements were only avoided at the peril 
of left organisations’ integrity. Unity seems to have been stronger in smaller cities, such as Adelaide and 
Perth, where AAMs were often smaller in scale and thus required unity to build support, than in larger 
cities such as Sydney and Melbourne where organisational divisions could be more pronounced. 

CARE long had a dual-track policy of support for both the ANC and Aboriginal movements 
(and all forms of racism) but we accepted the ANC’s principled position. Later, both the ANC and some 
Aboriginal activists criticised CARE and affiliated groups for failing to give 100% support to their 
movement. Another fear of the ANC was that PAC influence might grow: indeed, in the early 1970s a 
PAC group had secured temporary control of CARE in Sydney. In other states, however, CARE by the 
early 1980s was firmly behind the ANC and was effective in establishing the ANC Office and building 
support. It was a difficult situation, but the dual-track policy widened our support base and helped 
counter a typical local response: “clean up your own backyard first.” CARE was the most active AAM 
group, with extensive ties with unions, churches and parties, and when in the late 1980s the ANC 
initiated separate ANC Support Groups, CARE continued to work with these—where allowed. Here 
then was a complex anti-apartheid organisation, closely supportive of the ANC but quite independent.40  

The official guide to the Papers of the ANC Australasian Mission at Fort Hare raises some other 
internal issues of the history of AAM and the ANC in exile. One issue was competition for scarce 
resources between fraternal organisations: “The first problem to be dealt with was the Sactu intention of 
opening an office. Funde felt it was a mistake to open the office before the ANC mission had been 
established.” Another was funding: “There was, however no money available to set up the mission … 
the Building Workers Union gave him a room in the Trades hall, the Seaman's Union paid for the 

                                                                 
38 P. Limb, “‘No People Can Be Expected to Be Loyal under Such Difficulties’: Ambiguities & Identities among Early ANC 
Leaders” Social Dynamics 29(1) 2003 pp. 1-26; cf. my letter to New African at the time. 
39 The Fort Hare inventory, History of the Australasian & Pacific Mission, notes that Funde “taped programmes such as the 
History and Status of the Aboriginal People from Australian television. 
40 Mayibuye Centre Archives has a small WACARE collection. 
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telephone installation and the desks came from the Miners’ Union. The competition for support with the 
prospect of a Sactu office being opened weighed on Funde.”41 The situation was complicated by the 
subsequent establishment of a SWAPO Office, but this was partially resolved by locating SWAPO in 
Melbourne, with the ANC in Sydney. In general, the two offices worked together. 

The question of “selective solidarity” is a difficult one to assess. Many exiles had difficulty just 
to survive, and liberation movement offices needed every cent they could, get so there was no question 
of dissipating resources. On the other hand, solidarity was an article of faith with the ANC and its 
supporters. ANC members in exile marched in peace and solidarity rallies in Australia and Britain, often 
under the ANC flag. Exiles from other countries, such as Chile and Central America, East Timor and 
other African and Asian countries sometimes expressed mutual solidarity: in Australia, some Chileans 
were surprised that only a few South Africans reciprocated strong Chilean attendance at ANC functions. 
It is difficult to generalise but it would appear that it was the more politically conscious who took part.        

In most countries there were a wide range of anti-apartheid organisations. In Canada there were, 
for example, Canadians Concerned about Southern Africa, the Toronto Committee for the Liberation of 
Southern Africa, and Citizens Against Racism and Apartheid in Edmonton, and others. In Australia, the 
CARE network, recognised early by the UN as the national anti-apartheid organisation, was a loose 
coalition involving some 20-30 groups: AAMs, Aboriginal Land Councils and other Aboriginal 
organisations, churches, unions, student and other groups. CARE branches included SACARE and 
WACARE, the two most active groups, the Luthuli Group in Canberra and smaller groups in 
Queensland and Tasmania, as well as some student CARE groups, notably UWACARE in the mid-
1980s. The main AAM groups besides CARE were the Anti-Apartheid Movement in NSW and Victoria 
and, from 1985, the Free Namibia and SA Campaign. 

These diverse groups produced wonderfully inventive propaganda: for example, mock 
passbooks for protests against entertainer Elton John in the mid-’80s; IDAF and UN kits distributed to 
schools; “manuals” such the Anti-Apartheid Movement (N.S.W.)’s 1971 Protesters' guidebook; a 
reprinted speech by South African anti-apartheid activist Ray Suttner; regular newsletters, and endless 
posters and stickers, leaflets.42 They also adopted diverse tactics: weekly pickets, letters of protest, 
lobbying, cricket match disruption with mirrors, mass rallies, concerts (“rock against racism”), fund-
raising dinners, consumer boycotts involving demonstrations at Shell pumps and removal of South 
African goods from supermarkets, film festivals, information stalls etc.  

The legacy of the AAM can be seen in various ways. One is the strengthening of anti-racism 
and multiculturalism, which survived the 1996 coming to power of Howard, who in the 1980s had 
opposed both the ANC and Asian immigration. Another legacy is that a new generation of politicians, at 
least on the left, can draw on their AAM experiences. Clare Martin, Northern Territory Chief Minister 
(from 2000) in a recent interview described the formative influence of her activities as a student activist 
in moratoriums and anti-apartheid protests at the University of Sydney. Once derided by right-wing 
politicians as ratbags and ruffians, the AAM has now become a model of an acceptable social 
movement, an exemplar of citizenship practice: a Sydney high school education kit on Active citizenship 
is subtitled The anti-apartheid movement and the 1971 Springboks Rugby Tour of Australia.43 
 
IV. COMPARISONS  
 
Comparative studies can place historical processes in greater focus; trends in one society can suggest 
insights into others, or more general lessons. As Frederickson notes in White Supremacy (with regard to 
differences between South African and Jim Crow segregation) similarities can be superficial with 

                                                                 
41 History of the Australasian & Pacific Mission, which notes that upon Funde’s arrival in 1983 he consulted with CARE, an 
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differences in history too great to enable elaborate comparisons based on simple analogy.44 But detailed 
and well-measured comparisons can allow a deeper level of assessment of strategy of movements and 
help us appreciate relations between them and other social forces—if the evidence suffices.  

Fortunately for researchers, the AAMs were assiduous record-keepers and left plenty of 
evidence. They produced reports of their work and the number of their archives being opened is 
growing Just a few of these include papers of the AAM (Oxford), American Committee on Africa 
(Amistad Center, Tulane University), Washington Office on Africa (Yale), Prexy Nesbitt (Wisconsin 
Historical Society), Dennis Brutus (Schomburg Center), and transcripts of “Six weeks in spring, 1985” 
documenting student divestment protests (University of California, Berkeley). We can even handle, 
literally, “A piece of wood from a [protest] shanty” [at Dartmouth College] “erected on the green in 
1985 and removed on Feb. 11, 1986.” The Mayibuye Centre (Cape Town) has a wide range of AAM 
papers from many countries. The exciting new “African Activist Archive” based at Michigan State 
University (and soon on the Web), directed by Richard Knight and David Wiley, incorporates  papers of 
a wide range of regional U.S. AAM bodies, rich in evidence of the creativity and work of grassroots 
groups. MSU also has a growing digital archive of sound and video interviews with AAM veterans such 
as Ahmed Kathrada, Bob Vassen, Eddie Daniels, Howard Wolpe, Peter Davis, and Frank Beeman.45 

Researchers could ask many interesting questions about the history of the AAM: to what extent 
were its politics influenced by ideas of solidarity, or were they more a reflection of South African 
political forces (including exiles) or national politics? How did they relate to local racism? How united, 
and how effective, were they? What are their lessons? There is no space here for a detailed comparison 
or answers to all these questions; rather I outline some salient features in common and some contrasts.  
 
USA 
 
Research on American anti-apartheid movements and U.S-South Africa relations is extensive. There are 
many books on foreign relations, from historian Thomas Borstelmann’s exposé of “apartheid’s reluctant 
uncle” in the early Cold War or the massive collection edited by Kenneth Mokoena to the numerous 
accounts of diplomatic relations (now including snippets from Clinton’s memoirs). More recently Gregg 
Mills had edited a collection of papers re-assessing this relationship from both sides.46  

On the AAM, the path-breaking work by Janice Love, with her perceptive case studies of “local 
activism in global politics” on Connecticut and Michigan AAMs has since been complemented by a 
series of dissertations and other studies. Love focused on activities around state and municipal 
governments such as divestment campaigns but also situated this is an analysis of general social 
movement and interest group efforts to influence government policies. Around the same time, Metz 
argued that the AAM was “a loose coalition” that grew out of civil rights and anti-war movements of the 
’60s which in the ’70s sought to mobilise support but with limited success, even during the Carter 
administration—evidence of the difficulty in altering institutionalized policy, though he conceded the 
AAM kept the issue alive. With the advantage of hindsight, Culverson’s more rigorous 1999 analysis of 
the AAM as a social movement that successfully convinced the U.S. public to support sanctions 
employs a political process model that transcends “classical,” resource mobilisation and “new social 
movements” theories and enables him to examine both weaknesses and strengths of the movement. 
Activist groups were neither alienated misfits seeking recognition, recipients of vast external resources, 
nor exclusively practitioners of radical new forms of protest; rather they also exploited a range of 
traditional social and political activities, whilst their organisational base “defies neat ideological 
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categorization.” He concludes that it was the combination of fortuitous historical developments with the 
work of the AAM that realised success. Culverson describes how the anti-apartheid movement created 

 
new spaces in churches, campuses, stockholders meetings, entertainment and sports venues, city 
councils, and Congressional subcommittees to broaden support for the sanctions that bypassed 
state and corporate decision makers and exerted direct pressure on South Africa …Activists 
converted civil rights movement ideals, symbols, and strategies into weapons against apartheid. 
They mobilized a grassroots network of groups previously excluded from foreign affairs, and 
proposed alternatives to uncritical acceptance of South Africa as an anti-Communist ally.47 

 
Backing these victories was a broad range of anti-apartheid forces such as the American 

Committee on Africa (which networked divestment campaigns), the Africa Fund (focusing on education 
and aid), the Congressional Black Caucus, TransAfrica and the Free South African Movement, plus 
numerous local bodies, labour, church and student protest groups, as well as also the Shell Oil Boycott, 
based at the United Mineworkers. Scholars are exploring their politics and history. TransAfrica, argues 
Tidwell, represented rising African American political power that had a strong presence in the AAM 
and was rooted in historical trends, Pan-Africanism, lack of consensus on domestic issues and ties with 
the African diaspora—it was thus a “transnational actor.” The African Affairs Sub-Committee of the 
House, claims Ansah-Birikorang, became the focal point of debate on policy on South Africa as the 
mood of the nation changed and it played a major role in passage of the 1986 Comprehensive Anti-
Apartheid Act. U.S. student divestment activism, argues Jackson, emerged from cataclysmic events in 
South Africa mediated through global media, but was decentralized and only mildly effective, having 
greater impact on colleges agendas, whose divestment decisions were largely symbolic, enacted to 
protect their public image and forestall protests. With all these inputs, the AAM clearly had a complex 
relationship with the policy process. Social movements such as the AAM, argues Solop, are important 
vehicles for citizens to influence policy, who adds that the AAM was able to influence policy due to a 
dialectical relationship between the capacity of the movement to influence policy and a window of 
opportunity created in the 1980s from tensions between executive and legislature.48 

New, important works on the AAM are appearing. Francis Nesbitt gives us a detailed and 
sympathetic account of the long-term role and significance of the African American role in the AAM. 
He reminds us how the historical foundations of the movement were laid by committed activists of 
international solidarity from an earlier generation, such as Paul Robeson, and goes on to detail the 
impact of campaigns across the country, the role of TransAfrica and Free South African Movement, and 
the visit of Mandela. And an earlier work by Lewis Baldwin on Martin Luther King and South Africa 
has been enriched by an addendum published recently in the online journal Safundi.  Finally, in a series 
of recent papers, the organiser of this conference has explored central themes in the history of the AAM 
in the U.S. and related this to the liberation movement, assessing the impact of solidarity groups and 
how they helped raise the ANC’s profile in the US.49 
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AAM work in the U.S. was on a broad scale and exemplifies the same dedication, hard work 
and inventive spirit as in other countries. The vigorous campaigners for sanctions of the Free South 
Africa Movement, who won wide publicity by their demonstrations and ability to involve celebrities, 
and displayed skill in driving divestment campaigns at a crucial time and courage in the face of a 
recalcitrant Reagan administration, surely inspired anti-globalisation protestors in the 1990s, whilst their 
ability to engage the mass media and create their own film, music and street culture surely offers potent 
ideas to today’s social movements. Some AAM groups even critiqued their own work. In 1982, Marlene 
Pollock frankly summed up the weaknesses of mass divestiture work by the Massachusetts Coalition for 
Divestment from South Africa: the group had failed to directly target unions affected by a proposed 
divestiture Bill, contact many white workers, Portuguese-speaking immigrants or Native Americans, 
and failed to tie the Bill into a broader struggle against racism. There also were organisational 
weaknesses: “we never succeeded in building an organization … to carry on the work. Most work was 
done by individuals. We think this failure came from not seeing unions and community organizations as 
taking up this issue, and therefore never asking them to send representatives to the group.” A similar 
report pointed to a lack of a plan, fluctuating leadership “energy levels” and failure to build a statewide 
network.50 I am sure many of us here would recognise similar problems we faced in our own AAM.  
 
Europe, Asia, and Oceania 
 
In India and Scandinavia in particular, the AAM could rely on the support of government, making the 
tasks of the movement (and the ANC in exile) somewhat easier. Gandhi, of course, had fought 
segregation in South Africa and his successor Nehru openly denounced apartheid and initiated protests 
by India in the U.N from the 1940s onwards. India remained a major bulwark of the international AAM. 
Common bonds of anti-colonial resistance in the form of national liberation movements in the Indian 
National Congress (founded 1885) and the ANC (1912) provided a firm foundation for fraternal ties 
based also on Diaspora links and a principled, anti-imperialist, non-aligned and anti-racist foreign policy 
led by the Congress Party and backed by a wide range of other parties and groups all aided an effective 
anti-apartheid movement in India, both at the official state and grassroots levels.51  

If the role of India in the AAM has an extensive literature, the wider Asian context of regional 
solidarity is less well known. Since the Vietnam War and even earlier in anti-colonial struggles in Asia, 
the beginnings of regional solidarity can be seen in conferences, exchanges between left political parties 
and networking of NGOs and church organisations. A 1988 AAM workshop in Tokyo raised questions 
of the interrelationship of human rights struggles in South Africa, Korea, the Philippines and Malaysia, 
and the “side-effect” of the AAM on struggles in solidarity with indigenous peoples. In Japan, as in 
Australia and Britain, the local anti-apartheid movement that developed from the late 1970s raised 
issues of internal racism in Japanese society.52  

A similar scenario emerged in New Zealand where from the ’60s there was growing opposition 
to race-based sporting tours. HART (Halt All Racist Tours, merging in 1980  with the AAM to become 
HART: NZAAM) achieved great success in mobilising mass protests that, per capita, must have been 
one of the highest in the world. The level of protest, state violence and popular resistance intensified 
during the 1981 Springbok tour. Equally dramatically, public opinion against sporting contacts shot up 
from 3% in 1969 to 65% in 1985. As in Australia, there was a deeply felt need to connect fighting 
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apartheid with action against local racism. In a 1985 publication, HART stated that it sought “to raise 
awareness of links between racism in SA and that at home.” Similar concerns were raised by other New 
Zealand groups, such as Citizens Association for Racial Equality. New Zealanders Jim and Irene Gale 
continued this tradition when they moved to Australia and became C.A.R.E. dynamos.53 

Together, Scandinavia and Eastern Europe provided the bulk of material support to the 
liberation movements. Nordic AAMs were generally successful in persuading their governments to 
support the movement, but this was a complex process. The main thrust of Danish government policy 
from 1960 to 1978 was support to victims of apartheid, channelled through NGOs; after 1978 it became 
sanctions and in 1986 Denmark became the first Western country to impose full sanctions, the result of 
growing public and NGO pressure as well as further development of Social Democratic Party policy 
that was both humanitarian and political. In Sweden, extensive aid was given to the victims of apartheid 
with political leaders, notably Olof Palme, often taking a prominent stance against Pretoria.54  

Such disinterested state solidarity was in stark contrast to the UK and US where governments 
that profited from trade with the repressive apartheid regime, which they saw as ideological bedfellows, 
refused to directly support liberation movements on the spurious ground they were involved in armed 
struggle. Similar objections were raised in Australia, even by social democratic governments—Funde, 
who worked in Sweden and Eastern Europe before coming to Australia was totally reliant on AAM 
donations. In some cases, AAMs decided to support liberation movements directly, such as material aid 
sent to ANC and SWAPO refugees in Angola. 

In Holland also, material aid came primarily from the AAM, not government. Pretoria placed 
special store in Dutch policy and historic ties between the two countries and this, rather like sporting ties 
between Australia and South Africa, lent a special character to the Dutch AAM. Anti-apartheid bodies 
emerged in 1960 with the Comite Zuid-Afrika and in the 1970s numerous other organisations, notably 
Werkgroep Kairos, the more radical Anti-Apartheidsbeweging Nederland (AABN) and the broad based 
Komitee Zuidelijk Afrika—plus hundreds of local groups. These civic bodies, argues Klein, formed due 
to the government’s lack of effective action and whilst their different ideologies meant they continued to 
function separately, with duplication of effort, this diversity brought in people from a wider spectrum of 
views who united in campaigns such as those against Shell. Protests against Shell were widespread; 
there was even sabotage in 1985 when Revolutionaire Anti-Racistiese Aktie burnt buildings. The 
Shipping Research Bureau exposed secret oil exports. If incomplete, oil sanctions were effective: P.W. 
Botha conceded they cost Pretoria R22 billion oil boycott between 1973-84. A different form of 
solidarity was evident in Operation Vula, which saw close links between the AABN and ANC.55  

The AAM in Britain was well known, and effective. But its origins were humble and its work 
hard given UK commercial ties with South Africa. As in Holland there were diverse groups, often 
working together, including the AAM, International Defence and Aid Fund, Committee on SA War 
Resistance, End Loans to Southern Africa, and Christian Concern. Gurney traces the development of the 
Boycott Movement, initiated in 1959 by exiles and their allies that became the AAM which in 1960 
called for sanctions. She notes that in Britain this was a period of disillusion with mainstream politics 
and that a “network of organizations and individuals” including the Movement for Colonial Freedom, 
Committee of African Organizations, Christian Action, Africa Bureau, the Communist Party, unions and 
churches “campaigned on three interlinked issues - peace and nuclear disarmament, racism and freedom 
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for Britain’s colonies.” Perhaps in keeping with Smith’s idea of the importance of faith in social 
movements but more likely for tactical reasons, the AAM cultivated a broad base, emphasising “a moral 
crusade of individual protest.” This was an early form of social movement networking and, as in 
Australia and New Zealand there was a connection between fighting local racism. Africans and African-
Caribbeans in Britain were supportive of both the AAM and its precursors. Williams shows that the 
Black and Ethnic Minority Committee aimed to strengthen campaigning links between the AAM and 
black communities. A veteran noted: “activists fighting racism in diverse ways wanted there to be an 
effective campaign against apartheid … The AAM provided it, and when we came in the late 1980s to 
focus on the campaign to free Nelson Mandela, support from black activists came pouring in.”56 

The AAM launched several concerted sanctions campaigns. By 1986-7 these campaigns were 
becoming more popular and AAM membership rose 50% over the previous year and the number of 
local groups doubled to 120. Large rallies were held and consumer boycotts widened. British bank 
involvement in apartheid was targeted. Recent research by John, making use of reports and personal 
interviews, shows how disengagement and a moratorium on bank lending were achieved. All was not 
plain sailing for the AAM however: despite vigorous campaigning by the AAM, Labour governments 
failed to substantially enforce sanctions, either in the 1960s or ’70s whilst the Thatcher government of 
the 1980s became a devious and notorious friend of the apartheid regime.57   

Kader Asmal notes that relations between the different national AAMs were not always 
straightforward. In Ireland, influenced by the legacy of colonialism and a shared history, the Irish AAM 
“brought its own dynamic” to relations with the British AAM, but “we were part of an international 
movement.” Adbul Minty notes that whilst the UK AAM was a “stand-alone” body it stood shoulder-to-
shoulder with the people of South Africa and had a much wider ambit than just British politics, seeking 
also to influence the UN and the Commonwealth. Asmal adds that the 1990-94 period was complex, 
with some misunderstandings between the AAM and ANC. He calls for the lessons of international 
solidarity in the AAM to link up with today’s building a New South Africa.58 How can this be done? 
 
V. LESSONS FOR ANTI-GLOBALISATION STRATEGIES 
 

“With regard to the rest of the world, including our mother continent of Africa, we can state this without 
any fear of contradiction, that in less than one decade, we have transformed our country from being an 
international pariah, a negative force in favour of racism globally, reaction, destabilisation, aggression 
and war, to an important international player, for democracy, social progress, national independence and 
equality, and peace. … For decades we have fought for the liberation of all oppressed and exploited 
people throughout the world, upheld the concept of international and human solidarity and struggled for a 
world order that addresses the interests of the ordinary masses that constitute the political category - the 
people. … [But we are not] immune from negative developments in the world economy or adverse 
consequences emanating from the process of globalisation.” 
 
Statement of ANC President, Thabo Mbeki, ANC Policy Conference, Kempton Park, September 2002 

 
The history of diverse anti-apartheid struggles offers not only inspiration but also practical lessons for 
grassroots activists and government officials at the different levels of global strategy, national policy, 
and local tactics in South Africa and beyond. In this section I venture an assessment of the prospects in 
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the second decade of South African freedom for the building of alternatives to the current dominant 
form of globalisation that severely limits the capacity of social forces in the South (but increasingly also 
in the North)—whether governmental or grassroots—to resolve chronic problems of land, jobs, and 
security and construct the kind of just society that motivated those activists who built the AAM.  

In 2002 Thabo Mbeki summed up the substantial progress made under an ANC government by 
using the terms “international and human solidarity.” The South African government certainly has made 
mistakes, some of them serious, such as AIDS policy, and it has failed to deliver substantially on much-
needed jobs, housing, and land reform. On the other hand it has achieved in the space of a decade 
impressive gains in establishing and nurturing democracy, in extending electricity supply, in achieving 
reconciliation, and in other areas. These gains should never be taken for granted and are a source of 
justifiable pride for those in the liberation movements and the AAM who helped bring them about, but 
neither should we rest on our laurels. In understanding the reasons for continuing inequalities, and 
charting strategies to abolish them, we must consider both entrenched local socio-economic and political 
power structures and global trends.  

Given their diverse nature, the AAMs did not always have a single strategy although they were 
united in their goal and often worked together. The intervention in the broad movement against 
apartheid of some Western governments in particular complicated matters. Social democratic 
governments in Australia and Western Europe frequently applied graduated sanctions, whilst 
conservative governments either opposed sanctions, as in the case of Thatcher or, in the case of slightly 
more sympathetic governments, such as the Fraser Liberal cabinet in Australia from 1975 until 1983, or 
the Reagan administration—but only under strong Congressional pressure—pursued very limited 
sanctions.  In considering the impact and possible lessons of the AAM it is instructive to reconsider their 
strategy and tactics to see if the techniques, or broader principles, still have application.    
 
Codes of Conduct 

 
Some tactics the AAM had to consider included codes of conduct, the armed struggle, and sanctions. 
Codes of conduct were adopted by some businesses and whilst many in the AAM saw them as toothless 
tigers, they were a component of a wider movement and a means to draw in support from business. 
Questions also arise whether such guidelines are known or even followed. Any self-regulation without 
legal enforcement runs the risk of being ignored. Ethics are voluntary and greed, corruption and power 
can sometimes only be met by the force of Law. Yet, the inculcation of a sense of ethical responsibility 
can at least establish a foundation of principle and codes of ethical practice may perhaps help turn the 
use of new information technologies towards a more socially responsible role. Gay Seidman has re-
examined the Sullivan Principles, a two-decade effort to use codes to sensitise U.S. multinational 
corporations in South Africa to their obligation (“solidarity”) to workers under apartheid. The Sullivan 
Principles had little demonstrable effect on the ending of apartheid and were open to abuse. Without 
organised social movement pressure, corporations would not have even agreed to adopt the code and 
their (often prevaricating) compliance also needed pressure from the AAM. Whilst corporations today 
may be more willing to adopt codes, the “voluntaristic, stateless character” of codes and their lack of 
input from workers offer little hope of them helping improve working conditions around the world.59  
 It seems unlikely that codes of conduct significantly moderate company activity. Shell was a 
major AAM target for profiting from apartheid but skilfully deflected pressure through media 
propaganda about codes of conduct. Codes did not bridle Shell’s activity in Nigeria: human rights 
groups judge them accomplices in the ecological rape and devastation of the Ogoni people and murder 
of Ken Saro-Wiwa. Nor can we be at all confident that codes of conduct will ever prevent another Enron 
corruption case or stop the rampant deforestation of Brazilian or Indonesian rainforests. Codes of 
conduct were never an end in themselves for the AAM; neither should they be so today. 
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Armed struggle, liberation movements, and solidarity 
 
The AAM found that armed struggle and liberation issues were always difficult issues to resolve. The 
Western public was more comfortable with civil rights than liberation war. That George Washington or 
Winston Churchill actually prosecuted an armed struggle for freedom was conveniently forgotten. Some 
worthy organisations, such as Amnesty International, baulked at supporting Nelson Mandela as a 
“prisoner of conscience” because of his role in armed liberation. Some donors to AAMs made their 
donations dependent on the money not going to support “violence.” The AAM countered by explaining 
the historical necessity for armed struggle or flexibly accommodating such requests. Certainly until 
1989, the need for the continued existence of MK was seen as vital in many quarters of the AAM. 

In a recent article, Gay Seidman points to a silence in social movement theory on armed 
struggle, arguing that discussions of South Africa's anti-apartheid movement tend to ignore the impact 
of armed struggle on mobilisation, with the AAM usually characterised more as a mass civil rights 
struggle than an anti-colonial movement involving guerrillas and clandestine links. Why, she asks, do 
most researchers avoid discussing armed struggle: perhaps for reasons of politics or morality? She 
concludes that research into the armed struggle might change the understanding of the AAM and its 
impact on today’s politics; and also may influence the way we view social movement theories.60 
 Today’s critics of the crimes of “globalisation” or government corruption do not call for armed 
struggle. The very success of globalisation and the strategic victory of U.S. imperialism in the Cold War 
makes armed struggle unrealistic for all but the most diehard – though the utter desperation of politics 
in, say, the Middle East or chronic political instability in places such as Eastern Congo, the Sudan, or 
Cote d’Ivoire certainly prove that conflict has far from disappeared in the Age of Globalisation.  

But what of human rights and liberation struggles today? What do the terms Darfur, Palestine, 
PUDEMO or Western Sahara conjure in our minds if not forgotten struggles deemed unworthy of 
serious effort by the “international community.” South Africa has worked hard to help broker peace in 
tension-ridden Central Africa, to try and reform international relations and North-South trade, and to 
support peaceful resolution of conflicts. But the ANC government was too quick to forget their Swazi 
comrades in PUDEMO who battle an absolute monarchy, a regime that collaborated in the murder of 
ANC activists, with only Cosatu, the SACP and a handful in the ANC remembering that solidarity is an 
ongoing concern. The smaller the liberation movement the less visibility and clout it seems to have: East 
Timorese liberation fighters had to watch anti-apartheid Australian Foreign Minister Evans sign away 
their oil to dictator Suharto, who later presented the ANC with a bag of gold. Perhaps solidarity is not 
dead, only inconsistent. The South African government has braved U.S. hostility by refusing to abandon 
old allies in the Middle East but regional politics are more complex. The Zimbabwe crisis has drawn 
widespread criticism of Mbeki’s appeasement of Mugabe. Solidarity does not, it seems, extend to the 
popular opposition, unions and farm workers suffering human rights abuse in Zimbabwe. A case of “old 
comrades in the liberation movement” perhaps—yet I have old friends once gaoled by ZANU for 
supporting the ANC. All this adds up to inconsistency even if broadly speaking South African foreign 
policy remains progressive. Barber, examining the 1990s, concludes that South Africa was more 
influential than its size warranted: able to use its prestige and that of Mandela, as well as its leading 
position in Africa and the respect it had gained in international bodies. Can this special position be 
retained? Foreign policy motives can be ascribed to self-interest but the legacy of generations of 
liberation struggle and the solidarity thus engendered can influence policy. Maintaining the memory and 
legacy of the liberation and solidarity traditions is important in this regard, for example in the heritage 
of Robben Island and perhaps to a small degree, this conference.61      
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Sanctions and Boycotts 
 
The tactic of sanctions and boycotts seem to offer some continuity and perhaps the greatest potential for 
application today. It took the AAM decades to convince the “international community” to effectively 
boycott Pretoria. How many loopholes—for uranium, arms, oil, mercenary cricketers— there were!  
Arms, oil, sport and investment sanctions all had a measure of success. But how effective are sanctions 
today? Can grassroots groups—without the benefit of the enormous solidarity network (including 
government and international bodies) that was the AAM—provide an alternative centre of authority to 
the state in inducing transnational corporations to incorporate human rights in investment decisions? 
Comparing the AAM and efforts to replicate it in the 1990s in campaigns against investment in Burma 
and Nigeria, Rodman finds that whilst citizen pressure increased the costs and risks of “business as 
usual,” non-state actors have no authority to enforce sanctions and are dependent on state action. 
Sanctions were effective in changing white South Africans, asserts Klotz, but Nossal argues that despite 
this success story, they rarely hurt “the villains”: the wrong of apartheid was all too evident and in other 
situations sanctions cannot be acts of punishment, not least because of the lack of legitimate authority to 
impose them. The Security Council tends to be seen as such but only applies sanctions to “others,” not 
all: thus there were no sanctions against invasions of Panama, Grenada, Timor, or the Falklands.62   
 The point is well taken, yet AAM sanctions campaigns were imaginative and largely 
successful–if on a limited scale. Financial sanctions hit hardest, though sanctions-busters were always 
active. It was not just in South Africa that they achieved a measure of success; in Zimbabwe they were 
perhaps even more potent.63 Today the dawdling of the U.N. is only too apparent as it grapples with 
wrist-slapping sanctions against the military dictatorship in the Sudan. Similar delays occurred whilst a 
million died in Rwanda in 1994 and more in Congo. The UN must be reminded that sanctions can work. 
 
New tools, old lessons 
 
In a world of the Internet, e-banking and globalised economies, the forms of creating, distributing and 
exploiting information have changed. Information and communications technologies (ICT) are 
increasingly significant and have enormous potential for either dominating or mobilising. Social 
movements should find it easier, in theory, to network. Anti-WTO protests in Seattle, where 50,000 
marched, were mobilised largely via telecommunications. The AAM would have loved email! Yet, ICTs 
are dominated and controlled by essentially the same elitist, corporatist powers that succoured the 
apartheid regime. Cogburn warns of the growing power of global economic commerce and its declining 
interest in bridging “digital divides” between rich and poor classes or nations. Whilst stakeholders in 
countries such as South Africa and Egypt promote a vision of a global information infrastructure to 
maximise social welfare and development, others based in the U.S. and OECD countries advocate a 
narrower model based on private profit. South Africa, Cogburn argues, is “being forced to navigate a 
course between developed and developing world perspectives” in its ICT policies; it has the capacity to 
moderate the emergent global information policy regime in favour of the Third World but needs to act 
decisively because important changes are underway to limit ICT autonomy of developing countries.64  

ICTs are just one, if an important, pillar of globalisation. The struggle for popular control over 
telecommunications will be vital in coming years and here there are lessons from the AAM. The AAM 
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did not operate in the Internet World but developed many creative and effective techniques to expose 
apartheid. It built its own media and libraries with newsletters, books, cartoons, films and posters. It was 
staffed by inventive and hard-working people. We had a veritable information arsenal at our fingertips 
without the Net: Focus on Political Repression in Southern Africa from London, Southern Africa Report 
(Toronto), Africa News (Durham NC), Newsletter on the Oil Embargo against South Africa 
(Amsterdam) plus Sechaba, ANC News Briefings and many more. We had the poetry of Dennis Brutus, 
the films of Barry Feinberg and Peter Davis, the music of sympathetic composers. The AAM confronted 
powerful media empires that still prosper, but for a while we turned them to our ends, using star 
performers, massive rock concerts, and debate, as nightly TV pictures of police dogs and sjambok whips 
tearing into defenceless people swept around the world, destroying the credibility of pro-apartheid 
sycophants like Thatcher and Reagan. All this was not achieved easily; it required hard work and skilful 
leadership. It had failures. But the AAM was able to exploit an initially sceptical media because it was 
flexible, broad-based and united in a single aim: to destroy apartheid. It remained focused, firm and 
unwavering in its strategy but flexible in tactics. Organisationally it absorbed new affiliates, giving it 
considerable political manoeuvrability enabling it to even exert pressure on right-wing parties.    

The AAM, as a social movement, did not by itself bring down apartheid but rather, in 
conjunction with political forces and economic trends, helped produce an irresistible movement for 
change. AAM organisations, influenced by the leadership of the liberation movements and their 
strategic vision, seemed to have realised this from early days. It is possible to exaggerate the direct 
effect of individual components of the AAM and their lobbying, leafleting and picketing, but they were 
always part of a wider team. A lesson here for anti-globalisation movements today is the need to build 
effective, united alliances, including with sympathetic governments. Easier said than done perhaps, 
particularly when the enemy is now no longer so clear. The very strength of the AAM, a tight focus, 
ironically appears a weakness now in the face of a more amorphous “globalisation.” 

If all involved in the AAM should still be concerned for human rights, liberation, and solidarity 
then what can they do? The terrain has changed markedly, both in South Africa and globally. The 
disintegration of the Cold War international system presents basic challenges yet new opportunities. 
Dorsey, using interviews with activists of the U.S. AAM, analyses the period between the onset of 
reform in South Africa and the lifting of U.S. sanctions to help account for the failure of the AAM to 
significantly adapt its strategy to fit the altered environment. What was needed, she concludes, was 
adaptation to opportunities and constraints to create new transnational social movements.65 But many 
did adapt—at least for a short period. In the nineties, AAMs were confronted with major decisions: how 
to adapt to the changed politics in South Africa and the world, how to relate to the New South Africa; 
even whether or not to continue their work. Most chose to maintain solidarity, at least until the 1994 
elections, after which many groups folded. Their raison d’être had evaporated: apartheid was buried, 
even if many of its socio-economic power structures endured. Various European movements debated 
their changing role. In 1994 the British AAM issued a document on its future and prospects for 
transformation into a new solidarity movement. It was succeeded by Action for Southern Africa. The 
Netherlands Institute for Southern Africa (NiZA) was founded in 1997 from a merger of three AAM 
organisations. In Australia the national CARE and AAM networks did not survive; WACARE lasted a 
bit later into the 1990s, involved in broad anti-racism, providing a forum for visiting South Africans and 
assisting a new body, West Australians for Solidarity with South Africa to organise work brigades in 
rural and urban areas to help build the new South Africa.66 But many of these new initiatives soon 
petered out; after all, transnational capital offered a better source of investment for the new government.     

Today it is perhaps no coincidence that some veterans of the AAM such as Dennis Brutus also 
are active in anti-globalisation protests or in other social movements. In the early ’90s, activists in anti-
World Bank protests adopted divestment tactics learnt in the AAM. Grassroots movements around the 
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world today, like the AAM in the ’70s and ’80s, confront powerful enemies. The forces driving 
globalisation toward selfish, monetarist ends pose very different problems for the peoples of the world, 
though some issues surely are similar. But the world balance of power has changed markedly. The ANC 
and SWAPO had pillars of solidarity they could rely upon, including the USSR and its allies, the Non-
Aligned Movement, India, Scandinavia, the UN and AAM. The AAM and the USSR are gone, NAM 
much weakened. The UN increasingly means merely the Security Council. One important lesson from 
the AAM is that unity remains crucial for success. Another is that it is possible for state and non-state 
actors to work together. Here, the AAM can be seen to have contributed, as Raymond Suttner notes, to 
conceptions of international relations in which non-state actors are more prominent, though ironically it 
may also—in its ability to develop government/AAM solidarity—have contributed to a certain 
passivity. In this regard there were many different combinations of AAM-government relations: 
constant state support in India, Africa, Scandinavia and the USSR; shifting allegiances among 
governments in Western Europe and America and, within each of these, a complex mosaic of relations. 
More research is needed on these comparative dimensions and the effects of these relations.67  

If the AAM was able to work with some governments, change other government’s policies, and 
campaign against still other governments, then this is something today’s social movements should 
study. The ANC for its part always saw diplomacy, politics and armed struggle as different but related 
components of the same anti-apartheid struggle. The broad lessons of the AAM are, therefore, threefold:  
 

1. AAM success in networking state and grassroots groups can be a guide to action for both; 
2. to effectively combat racism, solidarity needs to be global, consistent, and united;  
3. social without political movements are likely to be inadequate to achieve their goals. 

 
In South Africa of the second decade of freedom, the prospects for the building of alternatives to 
globalisation remain unclear. South Africa is not spared the chilly winds of globalisation, which in turn 
generate popular struggles. In the mid-1990s the shift to GEAR was widely resisted by organised labour 
and also by many within the ANC—yet despite recent creaks and strains, an Alliance persists and Tom 
Lodge notes that, especially at lower levels, trade union members still feel a strong connection with the 
ANC. Similarly, Stadler shows that despite a decline since 1994 in activism of the ANC and its allies 
such as unions, women’s groups and civics, and with their new relations characterised more by tension, 
the ANC “achieved a greater degree of coherency than any other political group.”68  

The period 1994-2004 has seen much analysis of the nature of the ANC. Patrick Bond in Elite 
Transition speaks of the ANC government’s “rightward trajectory,” a trend also critiqued by McKinley 
and Johnson. Ashwin Desai in The Poors of Chatsworth vividly depicts new social movements of the 
poor in post-apartheid South Africa. Sampie Terreblanche reminds us of the continuity of inequality in 
South Africa history. A recent Canadian film warns against any “Ten year syndrome” that avoids seeing 
that pro-business deals done over ten years can lay a shaky foundation for achieving equality. Thabo 
Mbeki as if to verify these arguments, has launched a bitter attack on the (wider) South African left, 
couching this attack in terms of a seemingly ubiquitous “ultra left” which may apply to some of the 
above-mentioned authors, but is largely irrelevant as they lack a social base and more importantly they 
raise serious social problems that have not been resolved.69  

Yes, serious problems remain. Gerald Horne argues in a forthcoming review of recent books by 
Bond on “global apartheid” that leftist critics of the ANC should take care to neglect neither “apartheid 
remnants” nor the entrenched power of capital; and the ANC has proposed major initiatives such as 
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reform of the UN Security Council and, since the 2004 election, has proclaimed a moratorium on 
privatisation. Bond asserts that alternatives to globalisation are necessary and, citing Mbeki’s own 
words to the 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development that “out of Africa must emerge 
something new that takes the world forward away from the entrenchment of global apartheid”, argues 
that this may well mean “agreeing to disagree with [Mbeki’s] analysis, strategies, tactics and alliances, 
and offering instead, the ideals and practices of decommodification and deglobalisation.” Paterson adds 
that resistance to the negative features of globalisation that merely seeks to safeguard the autonomy of 
states within a globalising capitalist world has little chance of success—though constructing viable 
alternatives without states or major political players is also problematic. The onset of Bush’s so-called 
“War on Terror” has been accompanied by a plethora of anti-democratic laws in many countries 
prompting ACTU President Burrow to note that the definition of “terrorist” is often so broad and 
dangerous that groups such as the AAM would have been outlawed. It also flags, as Arundhati Roy so 
eloquently puts it, a New Imperialism in which “the New Imperialist doesn’t need to trudge around the 
tropics risking early death” as “New Imperialism can be conducted on e-mail.” Another lesson, in new 
conditions in which leaders such as Lula and Mbeki are forced into a globalisation mould and “apartheid 
as formal policy is antiquated and unnecessary” is the need to build an even broader, multi-faceted 
solidarity for, as Roy observes, no individual movement can stand up to globalisation alone.70  

How then to balance support for “the liberation movement” with movements for realisation of 
this liberation in its fullest extent. It should make no difference whether this or that writer is “ultra left” 
or “ultra-ANC”; solidarity did not end in 1994 and neither did inequality, which will surely generate 
new social movements. From a Statist perspective, one could argue—despite inconsistencies—that the 
South African government has, more than most states, tried to keep the ideals of solidarity alive in its 
commitment to world peace and NEPAD and its promises of delivering to the poor. From a grassroots 
perspective, others would point to the continuing plight of workers, homeless, unemployed and landless. 
I have tried to achieve a difficult task: to bridge government and grassroots views. Perhaps this is 
utopian but a lesson of the AAM was unity: of progressive governments and grassroots forces; an 
effective “unity in action.” From above and below, the second decade of freedom in South Africa is a 
vital one for keeping alive and further developing the principles of the anti-apartheid movement and this 
task falls both to government and grassroots activists. Finding a way to new forms of unity, new 
alliances, and new solidarities is the task ahead in the building of viable alternatives to the current 
dominant forms of globalisation. 

                                                                 
70 Review of Bond, Against global apartheid and South Africa & global apartheid; A. Minty, “South Africa & the NAM” in 
G. Mills (ed.) South Africa & the Future of the Non-Aligned Movement (SAIIR, 1998) p.53-9; Bond, South Africa & Global 
Apartheid, p. 38; B. Nzimande, “An ANC U-Turn, or the progressive consolidation of a majority left consensus?” Umsebenzi 
July 2004; M. Paterson, “Globalisation, Ecology & Resistance” New Political Economy v.4 1999 pp.129-46, p.141; Barrow in 
D. Farrant, “Anti-terrorist or anti-democratic?” Arena 2002; A. Roy, “The New American Century” The Nation 9 Feb. 2004.   
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Abstract 
Peter Utting traces his growing awareness of apartheid and racial exploitation from growing up in 
New Zealand, through radical years in Australia in the mid-1960s and his return to turbulent years in 
New Zealand from the late sixties through to the early eighties, with a brief interlude in South 
Africa.  His unique experiences and perspectives follow him to England, eventually settling in South 
Africa in 1989. 

 
New Zealand 1940 - 1964 
 
I suppose my activism was born out of my father’s pacifism.  He was an itinerant preacher, ministering to a 
community of Christian pacifists who were setting up a farm in New Zealand at the outbreak of the second 
World War when I was born.  The menfolk were incarcerated for their conscientious objection and my 
father was their chaplain until their release after the end of the war.  One of his closest colleagues was 
locked up and defrocked for his soap box oratory against the war.  When I first met this friend, he had just 
been released and had a job as the caretaker at a Technical College.  When I saw him a year later he was the 
Principal. 
 
After the war we lived in a freezing works town which was predominantly Maori.  My mother became an 
honorary Maori welfare officer and I was exposed to Maori life and culture.  I had many Maori brothers and 
sisters come and go from our family and I used to play on the marae at the Manakurihi Pa.  I sat in awe at 
the fluent Maori oratory of the elders, and wanted to learn the language.  Imagine my confusion when told 
that I couldn’t – they no longer taught it to their own children.  In their haste to become European they were 
sacrificing their heritage.  This continued for another twenty years until some of the Maori radicals who had 
been influenced by the anti-apartheid protests reversed the trend before it became too late.  It soon became 
fashionable to learn Maori. 
 
The only time I heard my father swear was in 1948: ‘Those bastards have won in South Africa!’ I grew up 
in a climate of protest, accompanying him on a vigil outside the prison where the last hanging took place in 
New Zealand, marching in solidarity with the waterside workers whose strike crippled the country in 1951, 
marching against the first hydrogen bomb in 1952, campaigning during the elections in 1954, and so on.  
When South Africa opened a consulate in 1952, my mother invited the consul-general to address a meeting.  
He told us that ‘apartheid’ rhymed with ‘motherhood’ to soften the image, but meant ‘apart-hate’.  These 
were impressionable years. 
 
One of my early influences was contact with war refugees who were living in a displaced persons camp 
three miles from where I lived.  There were at least three thousand people in the camp, who would stay for 
several months until they had learnt sufficient English to be able to make their way in their new country.  It 
was nothing unusual for there to be at least fifty people at home on a Sunday.  I was taken with the variety 
of experiences they recounted as they struggled to learn the language.  Tales of torture, rape, cruelty, hate, 
love, passion, understandings and misunderstandings.  War was something I wished on nobody. 
 
It was compulsory for boys in New Zealand to play rugby in winter, with only the occasional opportunity to 
play soccer.  In fact rugby was the only winter sport offered in most schools and we were indoctrinated with 
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the All Black-Springbok rivalry.  The history we were taught was of adventure and discovery, emphasizing 
the similarities between our ‘kith and kin’ in South Africa, Australia and New Zealand.  We were 
brainwashed with colonial stereotypes of European voyages of discovery, and settlers occupying empty 
lands.  Unlike Australia that had a small indigenous Aboriginal population that was nearly wiped out by 
‘Abo hunts’ as fashionable Sunday afternoon sport, or South Africa where the invading Zulu warriors were 
defeated and subjugated by the mighty British, the proud New Zealand Maori was an awesome warrior 
from Polynesia who could not be defeated but had made a peace Treaty with the British Queen Victoria as 
long ago as 1840 and lived in harmony thereafter.  This was our heritage and strength as we packed down in 
the rugby scrum together.  Rugby rivalry was greatest between the New Zealand All Blacks and the South 
African Springboks.  It was the national sport, unlike Australia who preferred to play with their own rules. 
 
When the Springboks toured New Zealand in 1956, I was on the bank cheering the gallant Canterbury team 
to a memorable 9-6 victory.  Although I am passionate about rugby, that was the last live match I attended 
as a spectator.  Some of the South African players visited my school and we subjected them to close 
scrutiny.  They were farmers and told us that they treated their dogs better than they treated their blacks.  
When asked how come they could scrum down with Maori players they said that, although rugby was an 
amateur game, it was made worth their while.  This hypocrisy really disturbed me, and I agonized with my 
parents on the morality and ethics and evil of apartheid – what could I do as an individual in New Zealand 
to show them they were wrong? My father introduced me to Richard Thompson, a sociology lecturer at the 
University who lived just around the corner.  I joined a small group of seven like-minded students who 
planned a protest against the third Test.  Three weeks later four of us invaded the rugby field with placards.  
Thus was born the first protest on a rugby field [Thompson, 1964].  That was also the year South Africa 
was expelled from the International Table Tennis Federation. 
 
In 1959 I started my university studies for a civil engineering degree.  South Africa was the hottest topic for 
debate in the Student Christian Movement (SCM).  We even voted the Rugby Club out of existence at their 
AGM.  I wanted to make a difference, not just to talk about it (I am no great speaker, I would much rather 
develop a positive strategy and just get on with creative change action).  Our target must be the system of 
apartheid, not the people.  Just as during the war, not all Germans were Nazis.  We crucial to bring about 
change in the attitudes of the dominant whites in another country so far away.  At the same time our action 
must not harm the oppressed blacks, but give them courage and hope for a better future.  It was obvious to 
me that rugby was the crucial point of contact between the two countries, and this should be our major 
focus. 
 
The shocking news from Sharpeville in March 1960 prompted six of us including the SCM President (Don 
Brash, who was to become Governor of the Reserve Bank and is now head of the National Party and Leader 
of the Opposition), to carry a coffin around Cathedral Square in Christchurch for a week in solidarity. 
 
The All Blacks planned to tour South Africa in 1960.  South Africa requested that no Maori players be 
included and the New Zealand Rugby Football Union (NZRFU) complied which resulted in much ill-
feeling.  The New Zealand Citizens’ All Black Tour Association (NZCABTA) was formed in September 
1959 with the objective ‘to combat racial discrimination in the selection of the 1960 rugby team to tour 
South Africa’.  A nationwide petition was circulated to protest the exclusion of Maori players on racial 
grounds, under the slogan: ‘No Maoris, No Tour’.  It concluded with a big Queen Street march in Auckland 
that marked the ‘All White All Blacks’ departure for South Africa [Thompson, 1975]. 
 
‘No Maoris, No Tour’ was a very short-sighted slogan which was later to backfire.  Beside there being no 
letter ‘s’ in the Maori language, when Maori players were allowed to join the 1970 tour (as long as they 
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were not too dark), many of these protestors felt obliged to support the tour.  Maori players had a history of 
being excluded, over objections, from touring South Africa since the early 1920s.  My own commitment 
was to the oppressed in South Africa, who were being treated inhumanely.  I saw sport as the soft 
underbelly of the white oppressors in South Africa, with rugby one of the few arenas where individuals 
could have any impact from so far away.  There should be no sporting tours whatsoever.  My objections 
went unheeded in 1960. 
 
Cricket like rugby is a team sport with a limited appeal, and both could be called ‘imperial sports’.  In 
1961at the insistence of India, Pakistan and the West Indies, South Africa lost its membership of the 
Imperial Cricket Conference, and in1962 the International Cricket Conference (new name for ICC) refused 
readmittance to South Africa.  At the test match level, however, rugby developed as an overwhelmingly 
white imperial game.  I became more convinced that as individuals we could best target rugby because, 
unlike cricket and other sports (eg Olympics), the rugby administrators had the support of the governments 
so it needed to be attacked from the bottom up. 
 
Two things stick in my mind from 1963.  The photo of an Indian golfer receiving his trophy in heavy rain 
outside the clubhouse where whites were celebrating.  And, following the Rivonia raid of July 1963 and the 
subsequent trial, no organized mobilization in New Zealand to save the lives of Mandela, Sisulu and the 
others who faced the death penalty.  I was preoccupied with completing a Masters thesis before moving to 
Australia, and could do little more than write a few letters to editors and others urging a letter writing 
campaign. 
 
Australia 1964 - 1967 
     
When the Australian Prime Minister, Robert Menzies refused to condemn the 1960 Sharpeville massacre, 
the South African Prime Minister Hendrik Verwoerd told him after the proclamation of the Republic in 
May 1961 he was ‘the best friend South Africa has’ [Menzies, 1969].  Australia is a country with a deeply 
racist history, going back to the British settlers drive to dispossess and exterminate the Aborigines, followed 
by the ‘White Australia’ policy.  As with New Zealanders, Australians were poorly informed on South 
Africa.   
 
The first Aborigine to play for the Australian Wallabies rugby team in 1962 was barred from touring to 
South Africa with the team in 1963.  During the 1963/4 South African cricket tour of Australia, the pitch 
was dug up just before one of the tests, and balls thrown onto the field caused further disruptions. 
 
I moved to Sydney in 1964 to take up a fellowship to study for a doctorate at the University of New South 
Wales.  I made enquiries as to where I could contact people active in doing something about the situation in 
South Africa.  Nobody seemed to know, but one of the university chaplains pointed me in the direction of 
the Reverend Ted Noffs at the Wayside Chapel in Kings Cross, and Charles Perkins at the Foundation for 
Aboriginal Affairs, who were both actively trying to do something about the plight of the Aborigines and 
confronting the racial stereotypes in Australia.  They had both been instrumental in creating the Foundation 
for Aboriginal Affairs, breaking new grounds meeting the needs of Aborigines in the welfare situation.  I 
found them both at the Wayside Chapel and soon became ensconced in the cauldron of ideas and activities 
centred around the Wayside Chapel [Noffs, 1965].  Shortly afterwards, I was offered accommodation in 
return for caretaking duties around the Chapel.  This was to change my life, but was a most welcome 
supplement to my meagre university stipend, as by that time I was married with two small children. 
 
In February 1965, Charlie Perkins and Ted Noffs organized from the Wayside Chapel a Freedom Ride of 
mainly white students from Sydney University, through some of the most racist rural towns in the outback 
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of New South Wales.  The Freedom Ride was the watershed in Australia with regard to Aboriginal affairs.  
It was an idea that had its origins in the US as a new way of promoting a rapid change in the racial attitudes 
in Australia.  It confronted a lot of people with race relations in a very uncomfortable kind of way.  The 
mixed group of thirty students were run out of Walgett as they were about to bed down together in the 
church hall after an exhausting day of picketing, then the bus was rammed by a hostile truck as they left 
town.  They were spat on and pelted with eggs and rotten fruit in Moree where they tried to desegregate the 
town swimming pool, and deserted by their scared bus driver halfway through the tour.  It made people see 
that something was wrong in the country where the white people, the first class citizens made the laws that 
kept the Aborigines in their place as second class citizens who did not have the right to vote.  Aborigines 
were being persecuted in country towns and other areas in Australia.  The Freedom Ride lead to 
confrontation and communication.  But it got people arguing and talking.  It also made lifelong friends.  The 
resultant publicity resounded around the world and exposed the vicious nature of Australian racism in an 
unprecedented way [Perkins, 1975].  Later that year, Charlie was the first Aboriginal to graduate. 
 
Shortly before the Freedom Ride the church purchased a property in the red-light Palmer Street area of 
Woolloomooloo that had previously been a brothel.  Palmer Street was so notorious that one of the 
upmarket suburbs petitioned the municipality to change the name of its Palmer Street.  Woolloomooloo was 
an area rife with prostitution, vice rackets, racial prejudice, immigrant needs, poverty, community apathy 
and despair.  I lived there for a while until renovations could be carried out at the Chapel, and worked with 
a number of prostitutes who lived and worked in the area. 
 
One of the women of Asian origin told me that they had quite a few white South African customers.  She 
had noticed that they seemed to have a penchant for coloured girls.  One of her customers it turned out, was 
a postgraduate colleague of mine at university.  Later after I had moved to the Chapel a 16 year old girl 
arrived at my door in deep distress.  She had been working as a governess for a South African couple who 
had treated her like a slave.  She had escaped when the husband had tried to rape her.  It turned out to be the 
same student. 
 
It was a time for individual actions about South Africa.  A student friend of mine called me late one 
evening.  She wanted me to come around to her flat urgently to meet her boyfriend.  I cautioned her to say 
no more and I was on my way.  I knew that the phones at the Chapel were tapped and her boyfriend was a 
student at the University of Western Cape whom she had met at a World Student Congress.  She had given 
him her contact details but had not heard from him since.  He had returned to Cape Town and been detained 
under the Suppression of Communism Act.  He had managed to escape and stowed away on a ship for 
Australia.  He jumped ship in Perth. 
 
I had been with them for about half an hour when there was a knock on the door.  She looked through the 
peephole and said she thought it was the police.  I scribbled a note for her to give to Ted Noffs, bundled 
them out the window and sent them to the Chapel.  One of the visitors said he was from the Immigration 
Department and was looking for an illegal black immigrant.  He never told me why the colour of his skin 
was significant.  When I asked him to produce his identification I discovered he was from the Australian 
Security and Intelligence Organization (ASIO).  The other three were not introduced, but I later found out 
they were from the South African Bureau of State Security (BOSS).  The couple were married within the 
hour, one of the 978 weddings I was verger at over a two year period starting with the actress Jane Powell. 
 
This was the time of hippies when flower power pervaded everything.  Australia was committed to 
supporting the United States in Vietnam through the ANZUS Treaty.  The Australian government chose to 
send conscripts into battle, and this became the focus of this pointless war.  With so many young men being 



INTERNATIONAL ANTI-APARTHEID MOVEMENTS IN SOUTH AFRICA’S FREEDOM STRUGGLE: LESSONS FOR TODAY 

 
Lessons from the Movements of Australia and New Zealand – Peter Utting Page 5 

drafted to go to a bizarre war, many of the major protests over Australia’s continued involvement in 
Vietnam were organized from the Wayside Chapel.  Massive protests blocked city streets during the visit of 
Vice President Spiro T Agnew.  Scores of students boarded the massive US Enterprise nuclear aircraft 
carrier and managed to gain access to the control room undetected.  As a vehicle to raise public awareness, 
we formed a political party with a limited membership of sixteen – Friends of All Vietnam Organization 
(FAVOR) – to focus attention on the fact that Vietnam was divided by American imperialism. 
 
It was a time when new drugs were hitting the streets at all to frequent intervals and we knew of these 
months before the police.  With a number of rehabilitated drug addicts who has sought sanctuary and help at 
the Wayside Chapel, I was involved in setting up Australia’s first drug referral centre in May 1967 in 
Rushcutters Bay, Sydney.  The Foundation for Drug Addiction and Research was established at the Centre. 
 
It was also a time of large street gangs in Sydney, the largest being the Charing Cross gang whose 400-
strong members would rampage from suburb to suburb wreaking fear in residents and damage to property.  
They ended up at the Wayside Chapel one night, resulting in a smashed plate glass window.  I worked with 
these people on their irregular appearances in Kings Cross and we slowly gained their respect and 
confidence.  It was nothing unusual for one or more of them to sit and talk as I cleaned the Coffee Shop and 
Chapel after midnight on a Saturday night in preparation for Sunday services. 
 
On one occasion, the second in command of the gang appeared after a stabbing incident.  While I cleaned 
him up, he talked into a tape recorder about the incident, the gang and his view of the world.  With his 
permission, the tape was played by Andrea on her next radio programme.  The leader of the gang was a 
slightly built fellow who looked most innocuous but was the only one who knew the secret of the gang – 
and he wasn’t telling.  Eventually we figured out that in fact he was the only one who could read and write.  
The rest of the gang had all sorts of ruses to hide their illiteracy from the others, such as ‘reading’ street 
signs.  We organized people on a one to one basis to help them learn to read, also answering the needs of 
many lonely people within the community.  The gang gradually broke up and the members integrated back 
into society. 
 
It was a time for organized crime.  The NSW police were controlled by the mafia.  The Commissioner of 
Police would meet regularly on a Thursday evening for cards at the home of the newspaper magnate, Sir 
Frank Packer in the company of the Premier, Robin Askin and two of the mafia bosses.  I became aware of 
many liquidations that emanated from this clandestine gathering, both in the criminal and political worlds 
probably extending as far as Prime Minister Harold Holt. 
 
The nascent Australian anti-apartheid movement grew from the plight of Charlie Perkins and those whom 
he represents who by their actions and voices changed Australia’s policies on indigenous affairs, 
immigration and South Africa.  While still at university, Charlie ‘kidnapped’ a young Indian girl who was 
being deported back to Fiji because of her colour.  On the spur of the moment, a group of students arranged 
for Charlie to kidnap the girl and take her to her uncle’s place where she had been living while at school in 
Sydney.  The kidnapping was caught on television and attracted maximum publicity to the ‘White 
Australia’ policy. 
 
A group of Redfern Aboriginal activists who used to frequent the Foundation for Aboriginal Affairs formed 
the core of what later became known as the Black Power movement.  Aborigines were not considered to be 
significant enough to be counted in the census figures.  Animals were counted, but not Aborigines.  Black 
Power campaigned for a referendum in 1967 that would include Aborigines in the population census and 
allow them to vote in elections.  (Citizens of the Australian Capital Territory didn’t get a vote until 1965.) 
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Black Power said that no Australian should be so carried away about injustices in other countries that they 
remain blind and silent to Charlie Perkins and those whom he represents, in their own country.  By the late 
1960s, as Australia's policies on immigration and indigenous affairs shifted, so its attention on South Africa 
became focused by the six week 1971 Springbok tour that not only divided the nation on the issue of race, 
but also had a profound effect on the indigenous political movement.  The Redfern activists developed 
strong connections with the Anti-Apartheid Movement, and were to become the centre of the protests in 
Sydney.   
 
The Springbok tour was planned in secret and they were to be escorted around the country by the Royal 
Australian Air Force (RAAF) because of trade union action forcing the major airlines to refuse to carry 
them.  All hotels and motels where they were staying were kept under wraps.  Due to intense police 
attention, the Black Power moved their Redfern commune to Bondi Junction.  Fortuitously, this was next 
door to the Squire Inn that was booked for the Springboks for the month they were in and around New 
South Wales. 
 
There had been little agitation against the 1969 tour to South Africa, but seven ‘anti-apartheid Wallabies’ 
who toured spoke out in 1971 and may not have toured if they had real support for making a stand.  Their 
experiences in apartheid South Africa made a lasting impression: segregated or completely white audiences; 
seeing police baton blacks for supporting the opposition team; the grotesque compromises by just being 
there.  Their speaking out on their return sparked the anti-apartheid movement to get off the ground and be 
counted.  In 1969 the anti-apartheid movement started demonstrating against the all-white teams coming 
from SA: the women basketballers, the surf life savers, the tennis players and Gary Player. 
 
One of the anti-apartheid activists who was a Wallaby on the 1963 tour had a collection of Springbok 
football jerseys.  He provided these to a number of the Black Power activists who were arrested for wearing 
them outside the Springbok motel in Bondi Junction.  The NSW Special Branch paraded them in front of 
the Springboks to find out who the jerseys had been stolen from.  When it was found that the jerseys were 
genuine and not stolen, the police demanded the Aborigines take them off as they were a South African 
national symbol.  No coloured man should be permitted to wear the green and gold.  They were threatened 
with being charged under the NSW Summary Offences Act.  Up to this point in the tour, the press had 
shown indifference to the anti-apartheid protestors.  This was to be one of the few face-to-face meetings 
with the Boks. 
 
The presence of indigenous anti-apartheid protestors wherever the Springboks played drew attention to the 
parallels between South African and Australian racial policies.  Nowhere more so than in Queensland, 
where the right wing Premier Jo Bjelke-Peterson imposed a State of Emergency to protect the South 
African rugby visitors, provoking a general strike by the trade unions and troops were sent in to protect the 
Boks.  More than 700 demonstrators were arrested and many more were injured because of police brutality.  
Black Power considered the tour to be the best thing that happened for a long time because it made 
Australians realize just how racist their country was.  Australia was stopped being seen by the world as 
South Africa’s white brother. 
 
Meanwhile, the South African cricket team was invited to tour Australia at the end of 1971.  The South 
African Cricket Association applied to their Government to include two ‘non-whites’ on the tour on merit.  
When the application was turned down in April 1971, however, white South African cricketers walked off 
the field to show their disappointment.  This was the first significant action by white players on the subject 
of mixed teams.  Whereas rugby can be played under quite chaotic conditions, cricket cannot.  Sir Donald 
Bradman announced that the Australian Cricket Board of Control was withdrawing its invitation for the 
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1971/72 South African tour to Australia. 
 
A group of Aborigines set up a Tent Embassy on the lawns outside Parliament House in 1972 to highlight 
their grievances particularly pertaining to Land Rights.  It paralleled the Civil Rights programme in the 
United States and made a lot of people think.  The motley collection of Aboriginal tents became a tourist 
attraction and brought promises of land reform. 
 
The Prime Minister, Mr McMahon, considered that Australia’s international image had not been 
endangered by the Springbok tour – this was a false idea created by those who were disrupting the tour.  His 
conservative government hoped to arouse racist passions during the tour and win the next elections, but it 
was soundly defeated.  Elected in the wake of a powerful protest movement in the 1960s and 1970s, the 
Whitlam Labor government announced a boycott of apartheid and was pressured to implement a sweeping 
range of reforms that began to redress some of the institutionalized racist discrimination against migrants 
and indigenous Australians.  The Labor Government (1972-75) and then its conservative successor made it 
clear that South African teams were not welcome, and the planned 1979 Australian Wallabies tour of South 
Africa was cancelled.  The Campaign Against Racial Exploitation (CARE), a coalition of groups concerned 
about racial exploitation within Australia and Australian involvement in racial exploitation overseas, was 
recognized by the UN as the national anti-apartheid organization. 
 
New Zealand 1967 - 1981 
 
In New Zealand, the Citizens’ Association for Racial Equality (CARE) was formed in 1964 by Tom 
Newnham and a small group of Aucklanders who became involved in domestic and international racial 
issues following the controversy surrounding the 1960 All Black tour of South Africa, and spearheaded 
opposition to the 1965 Springbok tour [Newnham, 1978].  The New Zealand parliament was dominated by 
the conservative National Party, whose official policy regarding sporting contacts with South Africa 
rejected sanctions or other formal protest action, but encouraged closer contacts as providing the least 
danger of provoking violence in South Africa towards a change in policy.  Several of the party MPs were 
openly pro-apartheid.  Only a few of the opposition Labour Party MPs called for a sports boycott. 
 
During the 1965 Springbok tour of New Zealand, the question was raised as to whether Maori players 
would be allowed to tour with the proposed 1967 tour of South Africa.  Both political parties, however, 
agreed that future tours should include Maori players otherwise no team should go to South Africa where 
they would be discriminated against.  The President of the South African Rugby Board (SARB), Dr Danie 
Craven assured the NZRFU that they would be allowed to tour.  The Prime Minister, Dr Hendrik Verwoerd, 
refused to comment, simply indicating that they would have to abide by local South African custom.  His 
counterpart in New Zealand, Keith Holyoake subsequently told parliament that as we are one people we 
cannot be represented by a team chosen on racial lines.  The NZRFU postponed the proposed 1967 tour to 
avoid Government embarrassment. 
 
By the time I returned to New Zealand in 1967, Verwoerd had been assassinated and replaced by the 
supposedly more enlightened John Vorster.  He had announced a new sports policy that would allow South 
Africa’s traditional sporting rivals to send mixed race teams to tour the republic, but on condition that they 
were ‘born in the country from which the tour emanates’ – a formula that ruled out Basil D’Oliveira touring 
with the English cricket team, but accepted Maori and Aboriginal players.  Visiting international sides 
might play a South African ‘non-white’ side in South Africa, but such games were not to be encouraged, 
unless specifically asked for, and were to be played on white grounds with ‘proper segregation of the 
spectators, as is done at present’.  The NZRFU reached an agreement with SARB that a tour could take 
place in 1970 with Maori players included (as long as there were not too many and they were not too dark).  
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This was also aimed at trying to secure South Africa’s readmission to the Olympic Games.  Interestingly, 
most of the reform measures instituted in South Africa over the next twenty years were aimed at alleviating 
international sports pressures rather than removing apartheid. 
 
The admission of Maori players into South Africa caught many New Zealanders with their pants down, but 
CARE and the Halt All Racist Tours (HART) movement campaigned to eliminate all sporting contacts with 
South Africa so long as it practised apartheid.  HART was formed in 1969 by Trevor Richards and a 
number of students to organize against the 1970 tour [Richards, 1999].  Both groups argued that Maori 
players and supporters would be granted ‘honorary white’ status in South Africa, rewarding the whites with 
an international sporting event without any reform to the apartheid law. 
 
The Holyoake government was content that once Maori players were accepted it would not stop the tour 
taking place.  Media support for the tour was widespread, and reporting of opposition minimal.  One of the 
most senior South African diplomats was sent to New Zealand as the Consul-General in 1969, spreading 
pro-apartheid propaganda with extravagant hospitality and largesse.  Obviously, the Vorster government 
regarded the maintenance of rugby contacts with New Zealand of the utmost importance, as economic and 
strategic relations were minimal.  Between 1968 and 1972 sporting contacts between the two countries 
actually increased when most other international competitions were no longer available. 
 
The government-appointed Maori Council voted to support the tour after receiving assurances from the 
South African Consul-General that all players and supporters would be treated equally.  The government 
and pro-tour groups considered the Maori Council as representative of Maori opinion – but the four Maori 
MPs who opposed the tour won large majorities in the 1969 election, better reflecting Maori opinion. 
 
HART and CARE continued to organize against the tour until the All Blacks, including three Maori players 
and one Polynesian, left for South Africa.  Towards the departure date, the protests became more resolute in 
order to provide the government with a preview of what to expect if the proposed Springboks rugby team 
came to New Zealand in 1973.  Larger marches were organized throughout the country, traffic was 
disrupted, paint bombs thrown as more and more people joined the protest.  There was no real likelihood 
that the 1970 tour would be cancelled, but future tours would be placed in jeopardy.  This was of particular 
importance, as New Zealand wished to host the 1974 Commonwealth Games. 
 
Two cities were bidding to host the Commonwealth Games: Christchurch and Melbourne.  In 1968 the 
African countries threatened to boycott the 1968 Mexican Olympic Games if South Africa was allowed to 
participate, and succeeded in getting South Africa expelled from the Olympics in 1970.  It was reported in 
1969 that the African countries would use the same actions if Christchurch was awarded the 
Commonwealth Games.  In addition, New Zealand might be excluded from the 1970 Games in Edinburgh if 
South African athletes participated in the New Zealand athletics championships that year.  The New 
Zealand Amateur Athletics Association withdrew its invitation to South African athletes, and Christchurch 
was awarded the 1974 Commonwealth Games. 
 
Once it became known that Christchurch would host the Games, it became clear that not only African 
countries, but Carribean and Asian countries would boycott if the Springboks came to New Zealand in 
1973.  Two visiting Kenyan athletes were barred by their governments from competing against New 
Zealanders who had participated in South Africa.  The level of opposition to the 1971 Springbok tour of 
Australia was an eye-opener to most New Zealanders. 
 
The Springbok tour took centre-stage during the 1972 general Election, with Prime Minister Jack Marshall 
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keeping quiet before issuing a statement that it was better to build bridges to South Africa – not walls.  The 
Leader of the Opposition, Norman Kirk who opposed racism in all forms faced opinion polls suggesting 
that 70 per cent of the population wanted the Springbok tour to go ahead.  HART started planning as early 
as 1971, producing a Protesters’ Guidebook detailing non-violent protest action that could be used at any 
sporting event.  A South African cricket tour and a women’s hockey tour were cancelled that year. 
 
At the end of 1972 the Labour government was elected and Norman Kirk became Prime Minister.  He 
commissioned reports from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Police on possible consequences of the 
tour.  The Police anticipated more than 10 000 demonstrators in each of the major centres, engendering the 
greatest eruption of violence the country has ever known.  Kirk eventually cancelled the tour and a boycott 
of the Commonwealth Games was averted. 
 
In 1975 the UN General Assembly adopted a special resolution on apartheid in sport, calling on all sports 
organisations to uphold the Olympic principle of non-discrimination.  A Maori Land March to Wellington, 
lead by Whina Cooper drew attention to Maori land rights and grievances.  That year the New Zealand 
National Party under Rob Muldoon was returned to power with the promise not to interfere with the right of 
sporting bodies to play against any team, and the Prime Minister sanctioned the 1976 tour.  In retaliation 29 
black African countries boycotted the Montreal Olympics when New Zealand announced it was sending a 
team.  They viewed the All Black tour as supporting the apartheid regime.  Muldoon accused the anti-
apartheid groups HART and CARE of ‘treason’ for ‘deliberately spreading lies about New Zealand’.  When 
the NZRFU toured South Africa in 1976 soon after the Soweto massacre, and African countries withdrew 
from the Montreal Olympics – the New Zealand Olympic Committee declined to even express regret.  
Concerned about possible disruption of Commonwealth Games, the white Commonwealth countries agreed 
to the ‘Gleneagles Agreement’ in 1977 to discourage sporting contact with South African teams.  Under 
pressure Rob Muldoon signed the Gleneagles Agreement but then ignored it.  These campaigns 
strengthened the anti-apartheid movements and provided tremendous publicity to the struggle for freedom 
in South Africa.  While South African tours of other countries could be disrupted by public action, it was 
much more difficult to prevent sports administrators in New Zealand and other countries from organizing 
tours to South Africa. 
 
At the local level, anti-apartheid branches were formed in various parts of the country.  I was coordinator of 
the North Wellington Anti-Apartheid Group, affiliated to both HART and the National Anti-Apartheid 
Movement (NAAM).  We developed this into the largest anti-apartheid branch in the country with 
considerable support from high schools and community groups in the area.  Our principal activities 
included: 
AWARENESS RAISING involving public meetings, workshops and producing a regular newsletter with a distribution 

of over 400 copies. 
DIRECT AID raising money for legal aid to victims; aid to refugees and families of political prisoners; scholarships 

for study outside South Africa; and health, education and development projects.   
SANCTIONS involving consumer boycotts of South African products, opposing cultural, academic and sporting links. 
DIRECT ACTION involving protest marches, demonstrations, and vigils in the Wellington region. 
LOCAL ACTION of events held in our area such as picketing and vigils during the New Zealand/South Africa Squash 

tournament; picketing of the South African Consulate and the Consul-General’s residence located in our area 
– aimed at removing them from the country; lobbying politicians – parliament was located within our area.   

 
In 1978 the South African Consulate leased two floors of the New Zealand Institution of Engineers (NZIE) 
building located near Parliament Buildings.  As a member of the NZIE, I only became aware that something 
was amiss when I noticed the second floor was being turned into a fortress with steel doors and gates.  I 
eventually found out who the tenants were, and notified a number of other members.  There was no 
indication that there had been a change in tenancy in the Annual Report or on the agenda for the Annual 
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General Meeting.  We attended the AGM and I raised the issue under discussion of the Annual Report.  
Under a point of order the President ruled me out of order and I was ordered to leave the meeting.  Another 
engineer continued raising the issue and the President had difficulty silencing him – he was his son! When 
we notified the NZIE membership of the issue, more than fifty engineers resigned. 
             
HART called a national conference to plan opposition to the proposed 1981 Springbok tour of New Zealand 
two years before they were due to arrive.  The strategy was in three parts: stopping the Springboks coming 
to New Zealand, complete disruption of the tour if the Springboks arrived aimed at cancellation, and 
education of supporters and potential supporters of the evils of apartheid.  This required ensuring that local 
support groups were established and could be mobilized as, when and where necessary.  In 1980 HART 
merged with the National Anti-Apartheid Movement becoming HART:NZAAM, creating a new 
organization to oppose apartheid South Africa on a broad front, advocating political, social and cultural 
reform in South Africa and agitating for a strong anti-apartheid stand by New Zealand.  This move was 
prompted by calls from black South Africans for the world to oppose all contacts with apartheid South 
Africa.  The NAAM regularly found that the sports boycott generated more controversy and greater press 
interest than all other aspect of the NAAM’s work – hence the merger with HART.  The word ‘HART’ had 
become absorbed into the New Zealand lexicon over the years, and continued after the Halt All Racist 
Tours acronym was dropped. 
 
The pressure from other African countries as well as from internal protest groups reached a head when 
Prime Minister Robert Muldoon was asked to cancel the tour, but declined, arguing that New Zealand was a 
free and democratic country.  The ensuing public protests polarized the New Zealand population like no 
other issue has in the nation's history. 
 
South Africa 1981 
 
In 1981, Jeya Wilson and I found ourselves in South Africa for what, to us, was an experience of a lifetime.  
After three months touring around Europe in a campervan, we had jokingly applied for a visa to South 
Africa at the Consulate in London.  Not in our wildest dreams did we expect to be granted a visa, with Jeya 
being of Sri Lankan origin and me having been in protracted correspondence with the South African 
Consul-General on the back page of the Sports Post in Wellington.  But to my surprise, the visas were ready 
the next day.  When I enquired whether we could stay with whites, that was OK.  When I asked whether we 
could stay with blacks, they became frenetic and asked for the visas back.  After much to-ing and fro-ing, 
the Consul returned the visas and told me that as tourists we were exempt from all the race laws.  She told 
me she had not referred the matter to Pretoria, let alone Wellington, but advised us against travelling in the 
Orange Free State or the rural areas.  We discussed this with friends in the New Zealand High Commission, 
the Commonwealth Secretariate, and ANC and PAC representatives in London before we went. 
 
We arrived in Johannesburg and found a cheap bed and breakfast place to stay.  I pushed the hotel 
management as far as I dared, even suggesting that we wanted to shower together.  We were told not to 
worry, business is business.  As usual, I was not at all mindful of walking into the nearest toilet when I had 
to go, but Jeya felt quite panicky as she is diabetic.  We found our way to the Library that first day 
intending looking to buy a used campervan, or find one for rental.  We spent a lot of time reading all the 
newspapers, especially reports from New Zealand concerning the forthcoming Springbok tour due to start in 
three weeks. 
 
The next morning I rang some rental places and found a Kombi camper we could hire for a month at an 
extremely good rate.  We again walked into central Johannesburg and stumbled across the Reverend Peter 
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Storey whom I had known in Sydney.  His Methodist Central Church was non-racial and we felt quite at 
home.  Peter and his assistant were invaluable, and arranged for us to stay at Roots, a mixed student flat.  
They also invited us to spend a week at a major Methodist conference – as observers. Half the participant 
were non-black.  After giving us a list of contacts around the country they sent us on our way. 
 
I will not dwell on our experiences over the next few weeks as we criss-crossed South Africa – these are 
recorded in our book entitled Babes in Verwoerds [Jeya and Peter, 1982] – but will mention the impact of 
international actions against apartheid.  Most people in the country knew nothing about rugby, the 
Springboks or the All Blacks.  Most people did not have access to any written material such as newspapers 
or magazines.  It was a complete revelation to most people that the rest of the world was not like South 
Africa – that we could live together and travel together without restriction.  It was not that they had been 
told that the rest of the world was like South Africa, but no one had bothered to tell them that it wasn’t. 
 
The New Zealand Prime Minister Muldoon was seen as a man of principle and fair play, risking his entire 
career for what he believed in without any thought for the consequences on his political future.  The media 
was unequivocal in his praise.  Nobody seemed to know there was an election later in the year.  The New 
Zealand Race Relations Conciliator, himself a Maori, was in South Africa and found nothing much wrong 
with South Africa that a few changes wouldn’t take care of. 
 
There was speculation as to whether the tour would be cancelled at the last minute.  At the same time there 
was hope that should the tour proceed other sports would be welcome back into the international arena, 
especially cricket.  The Australian Prime Minister, Malcolm Fraser was castigated for the hypocrisy for his 
attacks on apartheid and his efforts to stop the tour, while his treatment of Aborigines was so bad.  Australia 
refused to grant the Springboks transit visas, and in retaliation the Second Secretary at the Australian 
Embassy was no longer allowed to stay in South Africa. 
 
We were attacked for inviting the Springboks to New Zealand.  Nobody believed the depth of opposition in 
New Zealand.  The demonstrators in New Zealand were portrayed as a few motley school kids who were 
being manipulated by the rent-a -mob crowd.  Bishop Desmond Tutu told us, however, that the Springbok 
tour was an affront.  It was only helping the South African government in its legitimization the iniquitous 
system of apartheid, and encouraging the government to carry on with its policy.  
 
On the day that the Springboks left for New Zealand, four death-row prisoners were subdued with tear-gas 
in order to facilitate their execution in Pretoria Central Prison.  When the Boks arrived they were given a 
traditional Maori welcome on the marae in Gisborne.  The Minister of Maori Affairs, who had been 
excluded from the All Black tour of South Africa in 1949 because he was a Maori, was in favour of the 
tour.  The impression in South Africa was that there was widespread support for the tour amongst the Maori 
people. 
 
HART, on the other hand, could hardly muster enough demonstrators to fill a bus.  It was a left-wing 
movement including the Federation of Labour, the Moscow-oriented Socialist Unity Party and the Workers 
Communist League.  Their motivation was to embarrass and negate the police force and oust Prime 
Minister Muldoon from power.  We were told on many occasions that we would not understand the regard 
that South Africans had for rugby where, unlike in New Zealand, rugby was the national sport.  I tried to 
explain that in New Zealand, every schoolboy played rugby, whereas in South Africa only the minority 
whites played rugby – hardly a national sport.  The majority played soccer. 
 
The second Springbok match in Hamilton was the first ever live telecast of a major Springbok match 
overseas.  South Africa had only had TV for about five years and the last time the Boks toured a major 
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rugby country was Australia in 1971.  The Star reported on how South Africa’s mass switch-on in the wee 
small hours of the morning turned into dismay when the Bok’s game against Waikato was called off 
because of demonstrators.  Hundreds of bleary-eyed rugby supporters stumbled to their TV sets just before 
4am for the live broadcast of the Hamilton match that was not to be.  Then stumbled back to bed after an 
hour of watching determined anti-tour protestors invade the pitch.  The demonstrators held a meeting for 
more than an hour under a banner which read: ‘Communist Party opposes apartheid’.  It was reported that 
one of the main reasons why police called off the match was because they believed a terminally ill 
kamikaze pilot was intending to crash into the main grandstand. 
 
South Africans thought the New Zealand police put up a pathetic performance, and should use more 
muscle.  South African police would have cleared the field in five minutes with ten policemen with ten 
dogs.  Of course, a few guys would get hurt, but demonstrators must be prepared to take a few knocks.   
 
The blacks on the other hand responded to the events at Hamilton with absolute jubilation.  Tragically, what 
angerer most South African whites so often pleased most South African blacks.  Several blacks, some with 
tears in their eyes, came and hugged us.  In voices filled with emotion, they told us that they didn’t know 
that people thousands of miles away cared so much.  They were totally overwhelmed by the stance taken 
against apartheid by so many New Zealanders.  They had seen blacks and whites linking arms together on 
that rugby field.  They implored us to go home and tell them to intensify the protests. 
 
Driving past Newlands we paid a visit to the home of the South African Rugby Board.  Danie Craven was 
not there but the Secretary proudly showed us the biggest collection of rugby memorabilia in the world, 
housed in the rugby museum that measured about ten metres by three metres.  He insisted that we sign the 
visitors’ book, and I noticed there hadn’t been any other visitors for several weeks. 
 
One well-known rugby player, Chris Hugo-Hamon who had not made himself available for the Springbok 
tour was absolutely thrilled with what was happening in New Zealand, and especially the stand taken by 
Graham Mourie, the All Black captain who refused to play against the Boks.  He told us that, contrary to 
Danie Craven’s assurances that there was absolutely no apartheid in rugby, the groups were kept separate 
right down to schoolboy rugby level.  Each group had its own rugby administration and had to get special 
permits to play against each other, usually not worth the effort.  Mixed trials and mixed selection for a 
mixed Springbok team was only window dressing for international tours, being presented as multi-racial 
sport.   
 
On the other hand, the South African Rugby Union was non-racial and affiliated to SACOS which believed 
that one cannot have normal sport in an abnormal society.  SARU probably had more active players than the 
other three unions combined, but had no government support or recognition by international unions. 
 
On our drive back to Johannesburg we listened to excerpts of the Royal wedding between Prince Charles 
and Lady Diana.  The UK Actor’s Equity and Musicians’ Union had placed a ban on broadcasts to South 
Africa of those portions in which its members were performing.  We were most amused by the interruptions 
to the broadcast with the announcer saying: ‘While the anthem is being sung, we play an anthem from our 
studios.’ There were similar interruptions on TV transmissions as well, which the media found highly 
irksome. 
 
Back in Johannesburg it seemed that events in Hamilton had sparked off more interest than ever in us.  The 
students at Roots where we were staying and the banned Cachalia brothers whisked us through a whirl of 
meetings and interviews.  After the student leaders guaranteed that there would be no media publicity until 
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we were well clear of South Africa, we finally agreed to a half-hour interview which appeared in the 
Sunday Tribune under the heading: ANTI-TOUR NEW ZEALANDERS SNEAK INTO SOUTH AFRICA 
AND GET INSIDE LOOK AT OUR APARTHEID SOCIETY.  IT’S SICK.  We were HART members 
who had sneaked into South Africa on a secret fact finding mission.  As I had pointed out to the interviewer, 
nobody in HART was remotely aware that we were even in South Africa, and they would hardly send 
anyone with our colour combination on a secret mission – we stuck out like sore thumbs.  BOSS had been 
tracking us all the time. 
 
We were visibly upset to learn that a march down the street outside parliament in Wellington was broken up 
by baton-wielding police, leaving several protestors bloodied.  The students told us they were lucky – if it 
had been in South Africa they would be lucky to be alive. 
 
Many people told us that they were very grateful for our visit and our openness.  Simply seeing a mixed 
couple together was a great witness.  We had the privilege of meeting many other banned persons who were 
restricted from being in the company of no more than one person at a time but insisted on seeing us both 
together.  We stayed with Andrew Borraine who was a very effective President of the National Union of 
South African Students.  One of the invitations was to the fortieth birthday party of Smangaliso Mkhatshwa 
who was the General Secretary of the Southern African Catholic Bishops’ Conference.  As he could not 
leave his district or see more than one person at a time, the party was held at his place in Mabopane. 
 
Another invitation we couldn’t possibly refuse was from Beyers Naude.  He arranged to have us picked up 
from a dingy restaurant and we talked together while he drove us around.  It was necessary to take such 
precautions as the security police kept a close watch on him.  He spoke at length about New Zealand, South 
Africa and the Springbok tour.  We asked him what we, as New Zealanders could do to oppose apartheid.  
His answer was unequivocal: ‘Support the liberation movements.  For years I prayed for a peaceful 
solution.  All efforts to find one met with violence of the worst possible kind.  I do not believe in violence 
but can I turn a blind eye to all the violence around me?’ His presence had such power and strength mingled 
with great gentleness and sensitivity.  He truly was an awesome and powerful being. 
 
Although much of the 1981 tour news reporting was censored in South Africa, sufficient reports got through 
about the widespread and bloody protests in New Zealand to radically change racially-selected rugby in 
South Africa, leading to the eventual collapse of apartheid.  According to Kader Asmal who was President 
of the Irish Anti-Apartheid Movement: ‘South African rugby is identified virtually with worship; it's part of 
the sacramental arrangements ...  the effect of the campaigns against the Springboks rugby team was one of 
disbelief.  The Arc of the Covenant was being touched.  There was disbelief that whites in New Zealand – a 
rugby-mad country – would do that.’ Nelson Mandela heard about the cancelled Hamilton game while still 
in prison.  He said that ‘it felt like the sun coming out’ [Mandela, 1995]. 
 
New Zealand 1981 - 1992 
 
We eventually arrived back in Wellington, via London where we delivered several books and papers.  We 
were met at the airport by some of our HART friends who whisked us off to a large meeting of supporters 
who were busy organizing the next day’s protest.  Although we were thoroughly exhausted, we talked well 
into the night about our experiences, and how important it was to South Africans that the protests not only 
continued, but were extended as they were having a major impact on both blacks and whites.  The next day 
Jeya addressed a packed street rally of well over ten thousand before the ‘Mobilisation March’ split into 
several platoons to march in different directions causing major disruption in the city. 
 
These were dark days of thunder – when a free nation confronted apartheid in sport.  While rugby fans 
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filled football grounds, sizeable protest crowds filled surrounding streets.  Security was strengthened at 
public facilities after telecommunications services were disrupted following vandalism at a TV microwave 
station.  The anti-tour strategy was to have simultaneous demonstrations in all centres, making it impossible 
for the police to concentrate their forces in the town where the rugby match was held.  As one supporter 
reported:  

We were divided up into a symphony of platoons and sent off at a trotting pace.  Groups would run down one 
street then turn around and go somewhere completely different to disorient the police.  All the platoons ended up 
meeting at the corner of Rintoul and Riddiford Streets, where they were ordered to sit down and block pedestrians 
going to Athletic Park. 
The cops had to guarantee a walking route up Rintoul Street.  At one stage they formed a flying wedge move, and 
some people ended up getting thrown through shop windows.  We were in the middle of the crowd, they were 
working on the outside of the crowd.  It was a pretty traumatic time in the sense that we had to make the decision 
as to whether we wore crash helmets or not.  If we had worn helmets we might have been in a platoon in more 
confrontation.  The police were bloody scary, fully geared up with helmets and shields presenting themselves as 
Gestapo type enforcers. 

 
The police force had budgeted $2.7 million on ‘Operation Rugby’ during the tour but actual costs soared to 
over $15 million.  They organized themselves into two riot squads known as Red Squad and Blue Squad to 
confront the anti-apartheid protestors who laid siege to rugby fields where the touring team was playing.  
The thin blue line was a common sight in the winter of 1981.  In an effort to control protestors, all 
spectators were required to be in the grounds at least an hour before kickoff, after protestors surrounded 
grounds and attempted to invade pitches early in the tour.  The scenes on television made it look as if the 
country was on the brink of civil war as running battles between protestors, the police and enraged rugby 
fans were replayed on the evening news.  Numerous clashes occurred between protestors, supporters and 
the police.  Armed with long batons the police Red and Blue riot squads inflicted serious injuries on many 
protestors, including three clowns who were hospitalized (in 1984 they were awarded punitive damages of 
$30 000).   
 
There was only one ‘The Tour’.  It divided families, friends, sports clubs, and even political parties.  The 
56-day, 15 match, three test, Springbok tour from 19 July to 12 September 1981, brought together the 
potent symbols of rugby and apartheid with a dormant social consciousness.  The resulting explosion of 
violence and confrontation jolted thousands of New Zealanders onto the streets in a debate that divided the 
nation.  It was, to use the caustic humour of the day, ‘black or white’.  Each New Zealander had to decide, 
ultimately, whether they were for or against the tour.  There was no sitting on the fence. 
 
At Hamilton about fifty protestors invaded the pitch after pulling down a fence, causing the game to be 
cancelled.  And in Auckland, the final game of the tour was cut short after flour bombs from a low flying 
light plane were dropped on the pitch. 
 
The Minister of Police and Minister of Maori Affairs, Ben Couch was a former All Black (1947-49) who 
had himself been excluded from the 1949 tour to South Africa.  He strongly supported the tour, and on June 
14 was caught out on television by an interviewer when asked if he supported apartheid.  Mr Couch replied: 
‘Yes, over there I have got to because of the conditions that I found when I went there in 1970 and 1973'.  
Couch later said he had mistakenly ‘left an entirely wrong impression’ and ‘at this stage of South Africa’s 
development some form of separate development may be unavoidable’.  On June 25 Couch caused further 
controversy by again saying that apartheid in South Africa ‘is the best thing under the circumstances’.   
 
Muldoon and his National government took a hands-off position, effectively giving the rugby union a green 
light, and banking on (rural) rugby-loving New Zealanders to remember them in November’s election.  
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Controversial rugby tours between South Africa and New Zealand polarized the country into two groups.  
One believed that politics should be kept out of sport, the other group believed sporting contacts with South 
Africa showed New Zealand's support for apartheid.  In 1981 Rob Muldoon stated that nothing, not even 
death would stop that year's Springbok tour of New Zealand.  One of the first actions of the new Labour 
government that was elected at the end of the year was to send the South African Consul-General packing. 
 
The repressive Muldoon government of that period has left its mark today: The first person charged with 
‘Desecration of the Flag’ was in March 2004 under a law brought in by Muldoon in 1981 in response to the 
protests that year.  Added to the dilemma was a warning that the Rob Muldoon-led National Government 
knew such a nation-splitting issue could ensure re-election, provided it backed the majority. 
 
The All Blacks captain, Graham Mourie chose not to play against the South African Springboks rugby team 
during its 1981 tour of New Zealand: ‘I guess with the passage of time, more and more people would say I 
made the right decision.’ It was widely expected that he would never play for New Zealand again, but there 
were no major fallouts: ‘I don't think you lose friends over that sort of thing; you might lose acquaintances.’ 
He played against Romania and France in a series-winning tour during the summer of 1981-82 and finished 
his All Blacks career with a Bledisloe Cup series victory over Australia at Eden Park in the winter of 1982. 
 
The churches, it seemed to me, were becoming more and more irrelevant and ineffectual.  I was appointed 
to the Methodist and Presbyterian International Affairs Committee during the 1970s, principally because of 
my involvement with the anti-apartheid movements.  This was later transformed into the National Council 
of Churches International Affairs Committee and I stayed until I left for Oxford in the early 1980s.  At 
endless conferences and committees, the church representatives were forever passing resolutions on every 
conceivable subject, but the rest of the world was taking little notice of them.  Only lip service was paid to 
the plight of the oppressed in South Africa.  There was little guidance given from the top to the local 
churches on the moral and right thing to do with regard to apartheid.  Some even believed the biblical 
justification propaganda emanating from the Dutch Reformed Church.  Active opposition to apartheid was 
left to individual members.  
 
The trades unions, on the other hand, were the backbone of the anti-apartheid movement.  They provided 
endless support and facilities, educated their members on the evils of apartheid, boycotted South African 
goods and products, removed strategic services such as transportation during tours, and instructed their 
members to protest en masse.  Five of the eight major freezing works opposed the tour.  The Wairarapa 
Trades Council hosted a tour by exiled African National Congress member and unionist, Andrew 
Molotsane.  He spoke to colleges about the poor working conditions and abuse suffered by South African 
blacks.  The impact of the trades unions on the Springbok tour was palpable. 
 
Public opinion against sporting contacts with South Africa had changed from 3 per cent in 1969 to 65 per 
cent in 1985.  A proposed 1985 tour was cancelled after HART successfully brought a legal injunction 
against it.  The judge believed there was a possibility that public safety would not be maintained.  There 
was no more official rugby contact with South Africa until after apartheid was officially abolished, but in 
1986 a rebel rugby team calling themselves the Cavaliers, sneaked out of New Zealand after lies and deceit, 
only to be defeated 3-1 in a series against the Springboks in South Africa. 
 
From the mid 1980s HART:NZAAM expanded their area of interest again to combat racism in New 
Zealand as well as South Africa.  Now a broad anti-apartheid movement campaigning for economic 
sanctions, offering non-partisan aid to all recognized liberation movements and trying to raise awareness of 
links between racism in South Africa and that at home.  HART was a nationwide organization that began in 
1969 and wound up as HART:NZAAM in 1992.   
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United Kingdom 1983 - 1989 
 
In 1983, Jeya won a Commonwealth Scholarship to study for a doctorate on sanctions and South Africa 
[Wilson, 1995] at Oxford under the Rhodes Professor of Race Relations.  What a misnomer.  She found to 
her chagrin that he was in fact a recruiter for BOSS who had occupied the Chair since its inception in 1957.  
He only had a BA from the University of Natal, had come from the South African Race Relations Institute 
and his only publication was as editor of a set of conference papers.  Other students he was supervising at 
that time included Peter Katjavivi, who was the European organizer for SWAPO.  At one stage we were 
concerned about a suspicious car that was frequently parked outside our flat, and when we compared notes 
with Peter we found it was parked outside his flat at other times – in fact a BOSS agent who we never saw 
again. 
 
Our second week in Oxford found Jeya in a debate at the Oxford Union on sports boycotts of South Africa.  
She was debating alongside the former England rugby forward, Derek Wyatt.  Our mutual concerns about 
the 1995 Lions tour to South Africa led to developing a strategy to prevent the tour taking place.  The next 
year, we organized a group of like-minded prominent sports journalists and players into the Campaign for 
Fair Play (CFP) under the chair of Derek [Wyatt, 1995].  This group of twelve launched the campaign on 
New Years day in 1985.  We threatened to challenge the tour in the English courts, along the lines of the 
successful court challenge against the 1985 All Blacks tour by the New Zealand lawyers.  A telex came 
back to London from Pretoria indicating that they knew who the other eleven were, but who was Peter 
Utting! We soon discovered that our ‘secretary’ had in fact been planted by BOSS.  Shortly after her 
departure, the rugby bosses capitulated and the tour was abandoned.  Derek is now an MP, has published 
several books on Rugby and chairs parliamentary committees on the Rugby Union, the British Council and 
London 2012 Olympics. 
 
The fractious British Anti-Apartheid movement was envious of our success.  It had taken 30 years from 
those first tentative steps onto a rugby field in 1956 to be able to get a Lions rugby tour cancelled with only 
12 people.  Cancelling tours now seemed so easy.  What lay ahead was the much more difficult task of 
constructing a New South Africa.  Thoughts turned to the possibility of living and working in South Africa. 
 
Following the success of CFP in 1985, in May we attended the International Conference on Sports Boycott 
against South Africa, UNESCO House, Paris, organised by the Special Committee against Apartheid in 
cooperation with the Supreme Council on Sports in Africa and the South African Non-Racial Olympic 
Committee.  As part of her research on sanctions, the next year we went to the World Conference on 
Sanctions against Racist South Africa, UNESCO House, Paris, organized by the United Nations in 
cooperation with OAU and the Movement of Non-aligned Countries.  In 1986 Jeya became the fifth woman 
President of the Oxford Union in 180 years. 
 
When we moved to London in 1987, I worked for the National Council for Vocational Qualifications 
(NCVQ) as an IT consultant.  Jeya worked as a researcher/journalist for the Article 19 organization based 
on the freedom of expression in the UN charter.  She was involved in the campaign to free Zwelakhe Sisulu, 
the South African journalist and editor arrested in1986, which brought her to a conference in Johannesburg.  
On her return we reckoned that we could now live in South Africa.  She was also a columnist for a Tamil 
liberation magazine. 
 
We were warned that we should steer clear of two occupations: University lecturer and journalist.  By this 
time I was working as a software consultant on the design of the Channel Tunnel, and applying for any jobs 
that could get us to South Africa.  We were involved with a group of South African expatriates who met 
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irregularly socially and for discussions.  They gave us a lot of support and encouragement in our quest, but 
it seemed I was too qualified.  Eventually, I applied for chairs at the University of Cape Town and the 
University of Natal.  I was short listed for both posts. 
 
The University of Natal rang me at the beginning of 1989 to organize coming to Durban for an interview.  
In view of our mixed combination, I insisted on Jeya accompanying me and being informed of the outcome 
of my interview before I returned to London.  They readily agreed, and I was appointed in February.  The 
same evening we were toasted by the Board of Directors of De Beers, where we were staying with the 
Chairman.  The ladies retired after dinner and the men enjoyed brandy and cigars.  The conversation turned 
to discussion on the kaffir situation.  I exploded and told them I never wanted to hear them refer to blacks in 
such derogatory language.  They turned and asked me what they could do as the captains of industry to 
break down the seemingly insurmountable barriers that had been erected to divide the country.  I responded 
that we needed a common goal to which all South Africans could aspire, and if we were genuine then the 
rest of the world would readily support it.  My proposal was to set an inspirational goal such as South 
Africa hosting the 2000 Olympics.  As a first step it would require the immediate release of Nelson 
Mandela and other liberation leaders.  They would move their support from the apartheid government to a 
non-racial government and provide the finance to build the necessary infrastructure.  It was not an 
impossible goal and I am not sure whether the seeds fell on stony ground, but Mandela was released within 
a year. 
 
My application for a temporary work permit was supported by the University, Anglo American and Helen 
Suzman amongst others.  I expected this to be a quick formality, because I knew many people who were 
given work permits virtually over the counter in London.  One of the Anglo directors monitored the 
progress of my application through his weekly meetings with the Minister.  For three months he would 
inform me that my application was sitting on the Minister’s desk.  It did not move until the Minister 
returned to his office – six weeks after the election.  It was stipulated I was not to have any political 
involvement, and Jeya was not to change her job as a housewife for five years and then only with the 
Minister’s approval.  We discussed the appointment with the ANC, and on our way to the airport we were 
handed a letter from the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) to deliver to the ANC in South Africa, 
offering to train ANC cadres in successful techniques of guerilla warfare.  We arrived in Durban at the 
beginning of November and delivered the letter. 
 
South Africa 1989 - 2004 
 
The University guaranteed our safe return in the event of any untoward happening.  They guaranteed our 
application to buy a house.  We wished to have joint ownership but the Group Areas Act was still in place, 
and our attorney told Jeya she would have to declare that she was a member of the White group.  I didn’t 
like making such a declaration as well, but had to compromise as a matter of expediency to have 
somewhere to live.  That is the only time I have made such a declaration – the only race I belong to is the 
human race. 
 
I found myself in the most reactionary department on campus.  The academic staff were all white, and the 
only black staff were assistants in the workshops.  The end of year staff function was held at the home of 
one of the lecturers.  We turned up and I enquired where the black staff were, only to be told they were not 
invited because they lived in the townships and would not have transport on a Saturday.  The next year I 
refused to attend unless the black staff were invited – I even offered to pick them up and take them home.  
The function was not held that year.  The following year it was held in the department at a convenient time 
for all staff. 
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One of my black students was stabbed with a screwdriver and later died in hospital.  He was the organizer 
for the ANC in Mariannhill.  I knew him well and made it known to the department that I was taking a 
busload of students to his funeral.  The Head of Department, however, requested the other professor to 
attend on behalf of the University, to which he refused, saying he would never go into a kaffir township, let 
alone to one of their funerals.  On another occasion he had made similar derogatory remarks in the presence 
of Jeya. 
 
The HoD was smitten with Jeya and before we arrived  had dined out on how liberal the department was, a 
professor had been appointed with a Sri Lankan wife.  I could not bring myself to sign his report on my 
probation which was sycophantic and over the top.  He insisted that I sign it, but I didn’t sign my next one 
which was the complete opposite, recommending that my probation be terminated.  I complained to the 
Deputy Vice Chancellor after being subjected to an hour lecture from the HoD.  He suggested that I pass the 
report on to the Dean with my written comments.  The DVC held an enquiry where the HoD admitted that 
he had tried to rape Jeya three months earlier.  She had been saved because he had been unable to unravel 
the six metres of sari she had been wearing.  She had told me what had happened and I discussed it with the 
DVC. 
 
The DVC appointed me to the University Forum Committee six months before the 1994 election.  At my 
first meeting the committee voted to disband as attendance at the weekly Forum had completely fallen 
away.  I exploded as the next six months would be the most important in the history of the country.  
Together with the only other member opposed to disbanding, we organized ten weekly Forums for the 
following semester, inviting leaders from all political parties, culminating with a debate between all the 
main parties in the province.  These highly successful Forums continued until I took early retirement in 
1997 to care for my wife. 
 
I got to know my late wife as we worked together in the streets of Durban where she was ministering to the 
needs of the dispossessed.  Alice could be found in all weather in the Point area providing for the physical 
needs of hundreds of homeless people – food, clothing, blankets, medical attention, counselling and their 
spiritual needs through her pervasive love.  She was castigated by the church for being true to her love.  We 
even managed to find a group of more than fifty people in the affluent area of Umhlanga Rocks.  She 
suffered from scleroderma which did not respond to treatment. 
 
The processes of transformation are limping along.  We all know where we are transforming from, and we 
have a clear set of goals in the world’s best Constitution.  But there are many in society who don’t want to 
move, who fear the process, who feel threatened and cling to their precarious position.  Transformation 
needs to be embraced for it to succeed. 
 
Tertiary institutions are in various stages of mergers, the clearly stated objective being transformation.  
There are two newly created institutions in Durban that have come about because of merger: Durban 
Institute of Technology and the University of KwaZulu-Natal.  Merger, however, is always a lopsided and 
flawed process.  I have yet to find a successful merger anywhere, in the corporate world or otherwise.  
Mergers are a euphemism for takeovers.  The new is not formed from the best of both to create something 
greater than the sum, through synergy.  Unfortunately, one or other will dominate and the new body will be 
formed from the worst of both, reducing both to mediocrity. 
 
Consider the following.  The department of Civil Engineering at the University of Durban-Westville 
(UDW) was the most qualified and productive academic department in the country in 1999 – the full 
complement of academics all had doctorates (and all were black) and the only civil engineering department 
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in a historically black university.  Two years later, they had all left and I was appointed as HoD on a 
consultancy basis.  Early in 2003 the Engineering Council of South Africa (ECSA) withdrew the 
department’s international accreditation retrospectively by eight months without any warning.  In view of 
the pending merger, ECSA suggested that UDW negotiate with the University of Natal (UND) to allow the 
third and fourth level UDW students to take Natal’s accredited courses, to ensure that current students 
pursue programmes that could be accredited as meeting the standards, policies and procedures.  This was 
finally agreed and the UDW students attended Natal.   
 
When the UDW students returned to classes at UND after Easter for the start of the 2nd term, their lecturer 
(who was the Dean and also Acting DVC) informed them that the UDW students were no longer welcome 
on campus as the agreement had not been signed by UDW.  (The Acting DVC had just left a meeting with 
his counterpart at UDW, at which no mention was made of what he was about to do.) The final year class 
was addressed by the HoD, and the Acting Dean issued a memorandum to the UDW students setting out the 
grounds for expelling them from the Natal campus.  The class was again addressed by the Acting DVC who 
told the UDW students to leave.  As a parting shot he invited them to ‘throw books or tomatoes’ at him. 
 
The UDW students felt humiliated and embarrassed by such an unprofessional and unethical confrontation, 
which was an administrative problem and not an academic one.  They felt discriminated against by having 
been told to leave by three senior white professors (the UDW students in the class were all black).  They 
were particularly incensed that as they had been identified they would be subject to victimization and 
harassment. 
 
A meeting was arranged for the next day at UND in the DVC’s office.  After much heated debate, the UND 
team finally accepted that the way they had expelled the UDW students may have been unnecessarily 
confrontational.  Eventually, the Acting DVC agreed to meet the students when they resumed lectures and 
offer his apologies – the other two didn’t.  The acrimonious meeting ended after nearly five hours with an 
agreement on the process for developing the future engineering programmes in the new University. 
 
The previous HoD of Civil Engineering at UDW had left at the end of 2001 to take up a position in Civil 
Engineering at UND.  He was the only black academic in the department at UND.  At no time was the 
situation of Civil Engineering students from UDW discussed with him by any of the staff at UND.  He was 
never informed of the UDW confrontation.  When he read the article in the Sunday Times he felt so 
humiliated that he resigned, and has now left South Africa.  Transformation still has a long way to go. 
 
One of the areas that needs to be redressed in South Africa is in education.  Over the past few years I have 
been developing a system of online learning through assessment.  The QUIZ system, developed by students 
for students, has already produced a significant improvement in the learning outcomes of the students.  As 
an example, in 2000 I took over teaching a computer programming class of second year university students 
part way through the course, continuing the traditional chalk and talk approach of my predecessor.  The 
pass rate was 19% and the average mark a mere 36%.  The following year I used a continuous assessment 
approach, but with the same type of examination.  The pass rate improved to 43% and the average to 46%.  
I challenged the students to define what they needed to be able to complete a course, and then they 
developed some software to address their needs.  The software was used the following year with a similar 
examination, and the pass rate improved to 73% with the average mark now 55%.  Last year we achieved a 
pass rate of 90% with an average mark of 62%.  Injula IT Solutions are now developing and supporting this 
web-based system to try to meet the educational needs in South Africa and beyond [Utting, 2004]. 
 
Fiscal control of construction is one of the easiest tools to apply, and I watched helplessly as the outgoing 
government nearly decimated the construction industry in the early 1990s.  Unfortunately, it often takes the 
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construction industry a long time to recover as the new government found when trying to spend the RDP 
billions.  Construction, development of infrastructure and engineering progress have been referred to as the 
engine that drives the overall economy.  The construction economy has a multiplier effect.  It is estimated 
that for every rand invested in construction, about 80 cents incremental earnings are generated to the GNP.  
The corresponding figures for agriculture are 20 cents and for manufacturing about 14 cents.  Construction 
creates large scale employment which by itself is a significant contribution to the national economy.  It is 
also a good vehicle for the distribution of wealth which means that a significant proportion of the money 
spent in construction moves directly from the rich to poor people, especially in rural areas.  I continue to 
teach construction management, an area of civil engineering long neglected, but needed if this country is to 
grow. 
 
My experience spans the academic, research, development, implementation, management and community 
service spectrum.  Although I come from a civil engineering background, I have never restricted myself 
from the perspective view of the whole.  I do not confine my vision to a single discipline, but rather see 
each discipline with an essential role in the holistic milieu.  I came to South Africa in 1989 because of my 
love for this country and my desire to be part of its triumphs and tribulations.  I could not come earlier with 
my wife as we would not have been able to function as a unit under the laws that existed at the time.  I 
resigned a prestigious job on the Channel Tunnel to take up an appointment as Professor of Civil 
Engineering at the University of Natal, committed to the pursuit of academic excellence, the integration of 
computing into the workplace of the professional engineer, and to meet the challenges of creating a new 
society out of the ravages of apartheid.  The task has yet to be completed [Utting, 1991]. 
 
In conclusion, I can do no better than paraphrase the words of Alan Paton [Paton, 1948].  I shall continue to 
devote myself, my energy, my talents, my time, to the service of this country.  I am moved by something 
that comes from deep within me, that moves me to do that which is right.  There is no sacrifice; there is 
simply no other way.  My motive is not whether it is expedient, but only if it is right.  I do this not because I 
am moral and altruistic, but because life is too short and precious to continue making the same mistakes.  I 
do this because it is not within me to do otherwise.  I do it because I do not wish to live in conflict between 
aspiration and denial.  I do not wish to live like that.  Therefore, I shall try to do that which is right, and to 
speak that which is true.  Truth is not what is, but the understanding of what is opens the door to truth. 
 
References 
 
Jeya and Peter [1982]: Babes in Verwoerds: Two New Zealanders in South Africa.  Price Milburn. 
Mandela, Nelson [1995]: Long Walk to freedom: The Autobiography of Nelson Mandela.  Macdonald Purnell. 
Menzies, RG [1969]: Afternoon Light: Some Memories of Men and Events.  Penguin. 
Newnham, Tom [1978]: A Cry of Treason.  Dunmore Press. 
Noffs, Ted [1969]: The Wayside Chapel.  Collins. 
Paton, Alan [1948]: Cry, the beloved Country. Scribner. 
Perkins, Charles [1975]: A Bastard Like Me.  Ure Smith. 
Richards, Trevor [1999]: Dancing On Our Bones: New Zealand, South Africa, Rugby and Racism.  Bridget Williams.   
Utting, Peter [1991]: Engineering Changes in a New South Africa.  Inaugural Lecture.  University of Natal Press. 
Utting, Peter [2004]: Online learning through assessment.  Southern African Area Initiative Workshop, Durban 
Wilson, Jeya [1995]: Sanctions and South Africa.  DPhil thesis, University of Oxford. 
Wyatt, Derek [1995]: Rugby DisUnion.  Victor Gollancz Ltd. 
 
Email: peteru@julian.mantec.ac.za 
Or  uttingpl@yahoo.com 
Or:  peter@injulait.com 
Visit: www.injulait.com 

mailto:peteru@julian.mantec.ac.za
mailto:uttingpl@yahoo.com


[Organizing] Outrage into Action: 
A Brief Discussion of U.S. Anti-Apartheid and African Solidarity Work, 

Then and Now 
by Prexy Nesbitt Durban, South Africa 13 October 2004 The 

International Conference on a Decade of Freedom: Celebrating the 
Role of the International Anti-Apartheid Movement  

“There is now, as never before, a common destination. The 
crocodiles will quarrel and snap, snatching even the 
occasional quarry, but THERE IS A ROUTE FORWARD and 
there are no bridges over the rivers behind us.”  

(from Lewin, Hugh, BANDIET: OUT OF JAIL, Random House, 
2002, p. 263)  

Good Morning, Honorable Ministers,distinguished guests, dear friends, comrades and 

colleagues:  

My charge today is to reflect on the international linkages which existed within the 

Anti-Apartheid Movement and to sort out the implications and significance of those 

linkages for ongoing and future African solidarity initiatives. In other words, what have 

been some of the relationships and connections, nationally and internationally, which led 



to sustained and successful anti-apartheid organizing drives? Which of those 

relationships exist today? Which need to be re-created for measurably successful 

solidarity work with the struggles that Africa faces in this new historical period? Indeed, 

can and should some of these connections be forged anew?  
In his book, The Burden of Memory, the Muse of Forgiveness, Wole Soyinka notes that:  

“Every landmark is a testament of history, and in our own 
indelible instance- from Goree through the slave forts of 
Ghana to Zanzibar- every fort and stockade, increasingly 
turned into museums, is filled with grim evocations of this 
passage of our history. They are indices of Truth, an essence 
and a reality that offer any peoples, however impoverished, a 
value in itself, a value that, especially when rooted in anguish 
and sacrifice, may dictate a resolve for redemption and 
strategies for social regeneration.”  

He is, of course, discussing slavery and the slave trade, but in the U.S. context, every 

demonstration, every divestment action taken, every bank account closed, every artist 

who canceled an appearance in South Africa, every dollar into an envelope marked for 

the ANC or FRELIMO was a political statement. The estimated $20 billion divested from 

companies doing business in South Africa was a political stance against racism.  

Of late, there is a marked tendency towards re-writing the historical ledger. There is much 

spin doctoring occurring that is generating an inaccurate, if not false, rendition of the U.S. 

Anti-Apartheid Movement operative from the 1940’s until 1994.  

This year, a major public radio show in the U.S. broadcast a story- one of too few, 

incidentally, celebrating the 10 year mark- that the anti-apartheid struggle in the U.S.A. 

was the product of the single-handed yeoman-like work of Randall Robinson and the 



Reverend Leon Sullivan. Anti-apartheid work in the U.S.A should not serve as one more 

application of those pundits who would exercise their ‘great man’ historical theses.  

What made the Anti-Apartheid Movement effective was the fact that thousands of 

individuals and hundreds of organizations nationwide, moved by righteous anger, took 

steps to shift the tide of corporate America’s predisposition to side with the racist Baaskap 

minority government. This recent revisionism has included a pattern of situating U.S. 

anti-apartheid work solely within the province of Black American political activity. It is a 

tendency that, along with other recent developments, is only serving to isolate the Black 

American struggle from the remainder of the world’s progressive forces and movements.  

I wish to assert that the U.S. Anti-Apartheid Movement never belonged to only one 

grouping of peoples or one region. Part of its uniqueness in the annals of social change 

movements in the USA was that the U.S. Anti-Apartheid Movement was multi-racial, 

trans-class, and national (including Alaska, Hawaii and Puerto Rico) in its scope. 

Anti-Apartheid movements in other multiracial countries (e.g., Great Britain, Australia, 

France) also consisted of diverse strands.  

This is not to say that in the USA there was one big organization with no tensions and 

contradictions. There were many. And at times they permeated, if not dominated the 

political agenda. Despite how pervasive and paralyzing they were, at times, these class, 

race and gender challenges within the U.S. anti-apartheid struggle provided and yet 

provide (in the long term) a rich bedrock for discussion and strategizing toward social 

change in America.  

My perspective is not intended in any way to mis-estimate the particular and historic 

contribution of the U.S. Black American community to the African continent’s liberation 

struggle(s). There is no doubt in my mind that various Black Americans- individuals and 



organizations-made the leading, if not ‘critical’ contributions to many arenas of social 

change in the USA, including but not limited to the Anti-Apartheid Movement and 

solidarity work with Africa. The longevity of our work in Africa- from that of Robeson, 

DuBois, Garvey, Hunton, and the Council on African Affairs to today’s work by Salih 

Booker and Bill Fletcher, Africa Action and TransAfrica Forum- is a testament to our 

essentialness. Highlighting this history, Francis Nesbitt’s new book, Race for Sanctions: 

African Americans Against Apartheid, 1946-1994, correctly notes such extraordinary 

moments as the Council on African Affairs’ 1946 solidarity rally with the South African 

mine workers strike. Held at Madison Square Garden in New York, it drew over 19,000 

people. In her 1996 book Rising Wind: Black Americans and U.S. Foreign Affairs, 

1935-1960, Dr. Brenda Plummer points out that by the end of the 1960’s, black American 

leaders and activists had succeeded in publicly linking the achievement of racial justice in 

the USA with U.S. foreign policy actions, especially those in Africa and the Caribbean.  

From the earliest days, the U.S. Anti-apartheid movement had international linkages. The 

Council on African Affairs and various Black American church organizations were in 

constant communication with the African National Congress from 1912 onwards. There 

were the formal links to the British and Belgian Anti-Apartheid Movements, to Canadian 

groups, to the French, the Swedes, the Japanese, the Australians, the New Zealanders, 

the Jamaicans, the Trinidadians and the Ghanaians.  Besides the international links 

forged by the national Africa activist organizations like ACOA, (later) TransAfrica, and the 

Free South African Movement, there were the international ties in church legislature, 

university and labor sectors. Additionally, the various and manifold local organizations in 

the USA had their own separate and distinct bonds with anti-apartheid groups and bodies 

overseas from Europe to the Phillipines, from Cuba to China, as well as in Africa, 

including, and maybe especially in, South Africa.  

Years before the internet and before the 1999 Seattle World Trade Organization 



demonstrations, these linkages spurred and facilitated transnational activism. They 

afforded coordinated global actions like simultaneous days of account withdrawals 

against banks like Barclays and Citicorp massively engaged in providing capital flows to 

the apartheid regime. The links helped make some of the cultural initiatives like the ‘Free 

Nelson Mandela’ concerts great successes. And the contributions of the culture of 

workers and artists to the U.S. Anti-Apartheid Movement cannot be overestimated. The 

music, the art, the poetry borne out of the Anti-Apartheid Movement, is an enduring 

landmark.  

Additionally,constant exchanges of ideas, information, and analysis took place between 

and amongst various national organizations. One example is the 1972 Arnoldshain, West 

Germany conference on the Cunene Dam sponsored by the World Council of Churches 

(WCC) Program to Combat Racism (PCR). This conference made it possible for the 

Swedish Africa groups to share important insights about Jonas Savimbi and UNITA. The 

dialogue that this conference initiated helped kick-start a process of rejecting Savimbi 

initiated by Bob Van Leirop and his Africa Information Service.  The process would 

ultimately lead to the short-lived but critical U.S. government’s Clark Amendment that 

significantly curtailed aide to Angola (UNITA and FNLA) between 1976 and 1985.  

It was the same constant information flow and international dialogue that exposed and 

confronted various props and subterfuges of the apartheid regime. Internationally 

researched and shared information about Chief Gatsha Buthelezi helped expose his role 

collaborating with the apartheid regime. It was timely information that assisted some trade 

union organizations like the United Automobile Workers (UAW), the Amalgamated 

Clothing and Textile Workers Union (ACTWU), and the International Longshoremen and 

Warehouse Workers Union (ILWU) to expose and confront Buthelezi even when it meant 

challenging US labor’s parent body, the American Federation of Labor and Congress of 



Industrial Organizations (AFL-CIO) which awarded Buthelezi the George Meany Human 

Rights Award  in 1982.  

The story of Leon Sullivan and his particular contribution to prolonging the apartheid saga 

is another illustration of how crucial the communication links were to the effective 

functioning of the global anti-apartheid movement. The Black American Reverend Leon 

Sullivan-a board member of the General Motors Corporation- and his principles were 

analyzed and discussed within months of their first appearance, and the potent little 

booklet Decoding Corporate Camouflage by Elizabeth Schmidt was circulated widely and 

internationally before being banned by the South African government. Her work and the 

unrelenting work of other organizations like ACOA AND WOA assisted in exposing the 

Sullivan Principles as being (like Ronald Reagan’s “constructive engagement”) greased 

mechanisms for maintaining apartheid racism in South Africa. A more thorough and 

critical examination of the role the ‘good’ Reverend played in both the domestic and the 

international arenas is yet to be done but needed.  

The U.S. Anti-Apartheid Movement was never a single movement. As political scientist 

Joe Jordan described it in a 1995 study:  

“...throughout the history of the Anti-Apartheid Movement, 
literally hundreds of small community-based organizations 
worked with minimal cooperation. There was never a 
continuous, cooperative national network of anti-apartheid 
groups that planned and worked together.”  

In fact, a cogent argument could be made that within the USA, there were two national 

movements: one black (TransAfrica and FSAM) and one white, (ACOA, WOA, AFSC) 

that while not openly antagonist towards one another, were never able to hold a major 

unified stategy-making, agenda-setting national conference.  



Despite this fact, the AAM in the USA (likable, perhaps, to a river with two separate major 

flows) had some impressive moments. Clearly, one was the Free South Africa Movement 

(FSAM) launched in 1984 by Randall Robinson, then Director of TransAfrica, Mary 

Francis Barry, Walter Fauntroy and Eleanor Holmes Norton.  Beginning with a sit-in by 

these four at the South African Embassy in Washington, D.C., FSAM grew into a highly 

publicized mass arrest every day for nearly two years. During this time, more than 6,000 

people were arrested, many of them prominent entertainers, politicians, and other high 

profile figures (with thousands more arrested across the country in the succeeding 

months). However, it was not the drama surrounding the arrests or the tremendous 

visibility and high profile personalities that made FSAM so important. It was not just that 

the FSAM gave tired anti-apartheid combatants a shot in the arm. The more significant 

feature of FSAM, especially for the long-term growth of anti-apartheid work in the USA, 

was that FSAM (which stimulated the growth of TransAfrica chapters across the USA) 

made it possible for thousands of ordinary folk-especially black Americans- to become 

engaged in the struggle against apartheid (and racism). Evalyn Tenant says it best when 

she points out in her excellent forthcoming study of the Anti-Apartheid Movement:  

“The FSAM protests at the South African Embassy were 
immediately successful...The high profile political figures and 
entertainers were joined by workers, students, members of 
religious communities. The protests spread from the embassy 
in Washington, D.C. to South African consulates and other 
symbols of the South African government around the United 
States...the FSAM provided a way to convert American 
outrage-outrage that extended beyond existing anti-apartheid 
and progressive constituencies and into the mainstream-into 
mobilization and support.”  

In the long run FSAM and the divestment movement, largely run by the ACOA were the 



point and counter-point of the US anti-apartheid movement. It was the combined impact 

of these two streams of change that led Assistant Secretary of State from African Affairs 

Herman Cohen to concede in 1989 that “sanctions’ are having a major impact… There is 

no capital inflow….there is disinvestment” (New York Times, June 25, 1989, p. 25),  

More and more, analyses of the U.S. Anti-Apartheid Movement focus on elites, on 

projecting prominent persons like Jesse Jackson as the savior figures. Today in the U.S., 

personalities ranging from former Vice President Al Gore to aspirant First Lady Teresa 

Heinz Kerry all revel in their years as anti-apartheid combatants. Indeed, the story telling 

has gone from sublime to the ridiculous!  

What sustained the AAM in the USA, however, especially in its peak in the 1977-1994 

period, was the organic links that the issue of apartheid racism had to major issues 

affecting the day-to-day lives of the American people, most notably their encounters with 

race and racism. The U.S. bank campaign, directed at U.S. banks lending to the apartheid 

regime, is a good case study, for it worked on the level of linking local bank lending 

practices to South American lending. “Red line South Africa and not New York!” (or 

Boston or Chicago or Washington, D.C. or south central Los Angeles) captured peoples’ 

rage at banks that wouldn’t make loans for them but would provide massive capital to 

sustain a brutal, white supremacist system in Africa. Thus, the solidarity expressed by the 

U.S. Anti-Apartheid Movement participants was fueled by the fact that  

they were not merely making an empty moral international gesture but were  

simultaneously standing up for their own interests and concerns.  

In the introduction to her new study of the U.S. AAM, Evalyn Tenant reminds us that:  

“U.S. anti-apartheid activism was an important precursor to a 



variety of forms of contemporary transnationally-oriented 
activism, and shares key organizational features with many of 
them. Most significant among these features are multiple, 
spatially-as well as organizationally-decentralized participant 
groups; direct connections between people and groups 
across distances (including across national borders); and the 
framing of issues and choosing of targets at many different 
scales.  

Related forms of contemporary activism include campaigns 
against sweatshops and for fair labor practices, against the 
lending policies of multilateral lending agencies and for debt 
relief/debt repudiation for poor countries, as well as a much 
larger array of campaigns around human rights, 
environmental and development issues.”  

What is the current situation in the USA for organizing in solidarity with and providing  

support for the various issues which face the African continent today? How can  

individuals, communities and organizations within the USA impact U.S. government  

policy towards Africa and help to decisively move that policy (or non-policy) in a just and  

positive direction?  

Organizing on Africa and Africa-related issues in the United States is taking place today 

on altered terrain. It is a new situation. The South African apartheid system is demolished, 

and the Cold War no longer functions as a dominant component of U.S. foreign relations, 

especially USA relations with Africa.  

Militarism and war are the determinant notes of U.S. foreign policy global agenda for the 

foreseeable future. As with the Vietnam War, this will prove to be a cancerous node inside 

the U.S. polity. The contradictions and tensions within U.S. society today-whether rooted 

in racial, gender, religious, disability or sexual orientation issues-make Africa and 



Africa-related organizing complicated and challenging. The “local” problems American 

citizens wrestle with daily often consume what little psychic and emotional energies 

people possess so that they remain with little compassion, let alone active empathy, for 

the problems of “Those others”. The racialized projection, marginalization and 

“Tarzanization” of Africa and things African consistently result in the consignment of 

Africa and African concerns to remote and exotic chambers of American minds, with 

African people becoming as objectified and dehumanized as stuffed monkeys and 

porcelain elephant teapots. Seldom does the popular media cover Africa, let alone cover 

it in a way that the proper history and context are provided. Salih Booker, Executive 

Director of Africa Action, has recently noted it is not accidental that “Africa is ‘ground zero’ 

of the global AIDS crisis...Africa has been hit hardest by HIV/AIDS because poverty has 

left its people most vulnerable, and because racism has impeded an urgent international 

response.”  

Still, there are mobilizational possibilities and openings that have never been present 

before: this period of globalization includes that greater and greater numbers of citizens 

are aware of and traveling to Africa; African immigrants in the USA and Europe are both in 

larger and larger numbers more (economically speaking) mobile and more organized; 

technology and communication enable remarkable and instantaneous access to current 

information about Africa; there is a slow but steady growth in a general consciousness 

amongst the literate public that events in Africa are related to other world events and 

dynamics; there is a growing awareness, for example, that the energy needs of the West 

(such as oil) may eventually be available only in Africa; more and more people, especially 

young people, are becoming increasingly aware of African music and art; (This allows for 

groups and artists such as Beyonce Knowles, Oliver Mtukudzi and the late Brenda Fassie 

to create openings wherein long-term engagement with Africa can be created.) and lastly, 

from within the African continent new initiatives are blossoming continuously- grassroots 

and women’s movements that are globally linked through fora like the World Social forum 



are regularly contending with crucial issues like the HIV/AIDS catastrophe, debt and the 

neo-liberal agenda. Today’s African activists understand full well that Africa faces global 

problems necessitating global solutions.  

What are some of the lessons learned from the U.S. AAM and the international AAM that 

are applicable to current solidarity work with Africa? By way of introducing this subject let 

me emphasize that all our movements paid keen attention to information from the main 

struggle, the political and armed struggle inside South Africa. We, in the West and 

elsewhere, were awed and inspired by the extraordinary solidarity that the Front Line 

States gave to the struggle to defeat apartheid. Our efforts paled in comparison to the 

millions of ordinary people throughout the region who died or were made homeless. We 

recognized the tremendous sacrifice that came from countries like Cuba and India. Those 

countries too modeled for us in the West what solidarity was all about. Amongst other 

lessons gained: first, is the essential role that regular transnational communication and 

coordination played. Today’s technology obviously facilitates effective, internationally 

coordinated strategies and actions. Secondly, there should be a maximization of 

flexibility and adaptability in the campaigns that are undertaken. Methods that are useful 

in one local or national context prove ineffective in other contexts. Organizing approaches 

must root themselves in ways that are consistent relevant and appropriate to specific 

conditions and traditions. Thirdly, class, race, and gender factors persist as major 

obstacles to effective mobilizing in today’s world. These factors go beyond national 

boundaries. In the USA (and in Europe and Canada, as well) the history of racial ordering 

and racial antagonisms is “alive and well”. It means that too much Africa solidarity work 

being done today is done on an apartheid basis with a plethora of over-aged males (or 

“alpha males”) running things from the top. Too few new youth and women leadership are 

emerging to displace the “ancient mariners” who are getting brittle, aging and retiring. I 

think that confronting and overcoming these types of factors are essential prerequisites to 



effective mobilizing around Africa issues in the present day. Fourthly, visibility has been 

and continues to be a useful tool in organizing around African issues. There is no doubt 

that anti-apartheid organizing thrived most at those points when the media was 

highlighting the issue. Some argue, pointing to the media magnetism of Randall Robinson, 

Desmond Tutu and Jesse Jackson, that securing media coverage is the only 

indispensable element in organizing around Africa questions in the USA. However, the 

media tool is but one device. It must be coupled with an honest presentation of the 

message. In his book Race for Sanctions, Francis Njubi Nesbitt describes this aspect of 

organizing when he writes:  
“The carefully choreographed ‘arrests by appointment’ used 
media obsession with celebrity in a textbook case of prime 
time activism that catapulted sanctions to the top of the 
foreign policy agenda despite a pro-apartheid administration.” 
(p.ix)  

Let me close on a singularly grave final note. From a country renown for its brutal history 

and long years of resistance an administration has emerged that knows no limits to its 

sinister ambitions and intentions, War, war and more war is its mantra. Poverty, Poverty 

and inequity are its leitmotivs. You think that I am describing the United States, no doubt.  

I actually am opening this section describing the administration of Robert Mugabe of 

Zimbabwe. Mugabe has indeed emerged in a historical period with a U.S. administration 

that knows no limits to its sinister imperial ambitions and intentions. War, war and more 

war is its mantra.  

These are not U.S.-specific concerns but global ones. Ariel Sharon-led Israeli killing of 

Palestinian civilians knows no limits. The occupation of Iraq has no end point. Behind Iraq 

lie Iran, North Korea, Cuba and the Philippines. Today, Africa has been re-assigned the 



‘Dark Continent’ designation by much of the world’s global media moguls. The 

political/ideological orientations and class/racial blinders constraining many of Africa’s 

commentators from consistent and probing coverage constitute another type of 

“embeddedness.” The  bleakness of the situation in the Democratic Republic of the 

Congo(DRC) where an estimated 3.5 million people have died in the last several years 

from war, famine and disease should not be weighed in merely the recitation of grim 

figures. Even worse in my opinion is the clear impression I have that, as with the 

HIV/AIDS pandemic, no one cares what happens in the DRC. And that the thinking that 

does occur about the DRC(popularly conceived as “the congo”) is usually predicated on 

an imaging that can only conjur up savagery,chaos and death.  

It is becoming more and more difficult to organize on African issues and struggles amidst 

a US population facing greater and greater fears about endless war, job loss, bankruptcy, 

domestic violence, and homelessness. In the world today, I believe us to be in an 

unprecedented historical period in which ordinary people awaken each day to a 

seemingly endless barrage of immediate and overwhelmingly depressing issues. Like a 

daily fix, it “zaps” their minds and halts their movements, poisoning precious fluids.  

Still, as we saw in the struggle in Southern Africa, history is funny; like a quixotic lover 

suddenly leaping out of bed, it can bound in unpredictable directions. We must continue 

organizing, forging stronger global relations for the long haul ahead. I believe the motor of 

effective organizing is building trusting relationships. It is a long and painstaking effort for 

which there are few shortcuts. It entails building bonds of confidence and alliance. This 

we did, with a few shaky moments, during the anti-apartheid struggle. This kind of 

organizing entails reciprocity. For there are few ‘ordinary folk’ who in this particular 

historical period are going to engage themselves in efforts on behalf of Africa without 

having a sense that such engagement will give them some returns as well.  



As Amilcar, Samora (and others) said years ago, most folk live and struggle not for big 

grandiose ideas and schemes but to see their lives go forward, to see their children’s lives 

go forward.  

Thank you. I am honored to have had this time with you.  
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I have been asked to speak about South Africa’s potential role in the 

emergence of a new international solidarity movement. This question 

requires a sense of history and its significance; but I will indulge only 

briefly here in matters of memory. Looking back on the international 

struggle against apartheid, I remember, in the words of Bertolt Brecht, 

that: 

 The house was built of the stones that were available 

  

 The rebellion was raised using the rebels that were available. 

  

 The picture was painted using the colours that were available. 

 

Looking back, that is how I see the Anti-Apartheid Movement. By 

working with the resources at hand, the AAM, alongside the liberation 

movement, was able to mobilise a worldwide groundswell of support 

that was instrumental in establishing the only universal consensus the  
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world has seen since the Second World War:  opposition to racism 

and apartheid. 
 

We should have no illusion that our South African experience 

provides a blueprint that can simply be followed elsewhere. 

Conditions and situations will differ. We still need to build with the 

materials at hand. Nevertheless, if we are looking for lessons, 

grounded in experience, we should not forget that in our lifetimes we 

have witnessed the transformation of one of the most intractable 

conflicts in the world in South Africa.  

 

Looking to the future, I want to focus on matters of strategy and 

principle—the strategic analysis of a changing global terrain and the 

enduring principles of internationalism and multilateralism, human 

rights and human dignity, which must form the basis of any new 

movement of international solidarity.  

 

Internationalism 
 

Internationalism is an enduring principle of the liberation movement. 

The ANC has always been internationalist. Here I invoke the words of 

my teacher, Chief Albert Luthuli, President of the ANC in the 1950s 

and 1960s, to recall these principles:  “Our interest in freedom is not 

confined to ourselves only,” Luthuli said in his ANC presidential 

address of 1953. ‘We are interested in the liberation of all oppressed 

people in the whole of Africa and in the world as a whole.’1  
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Clearly, Albert Luthuli’s vision of freedom in South Africa was 

advanced in solidarity with the struggle for freedom throughout Africa 

and the larger world. 

 

For the struggle against apartheid, as we recall, international 

solidarity was demonstrated in the sanctions and the isolation of 

apartheid campaigns. In the South African context, the appeal was 

made in 1958 by Albert Luthuli on behalf of the African National 

Congress to start a boycott in the interested of bringing about 

fundamental change in South Africa. It started as a targeted boycott. 

Individual products, such as Outspan oranges, were identified for 

boycott. Gradually, the boycott campaign expanded, taken up in 

Britain, Ireland, the Scandinavian countries, and elsewhere, and 

eventually co-ordinated by the international anti-apartheid 

movements. As a result, through this concatenation of events, we 

found ourselves in a situation in which the African National Congress 

in South Africa led a worldwide campaign that was advanced through 

the Organisation of African Unity, the Arab League, and other 

international organizations. Eventually, the United Nations assumed 

the role of providing international legitimacy for the boycott 

movement, so its legitimacy was comprehensive. Although the 

Security Council resisted, by 1977 it had imposed an arms embargo. 

Perhaps, as F. W. de Klerk has argued, this embargo stimulated the 

development of South Africa’s own arms industry, but this action by 

the United Nations was important as another stage in establishing 

comprehensive international sanctions against the apartheid regime.  
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As creations of the African National Congress, the anti-apartheid 

movements took their leadership from the ANC.  Starting with a 

boycott, this campaign moved to sports and cultural boycotts and 

then on to comprehensive sanctions under the auspices of the United 

Nations. There were slight diversions depending on political 

tendencies in different countries. For example there never was a 

single anti-apartheid organization in the United States, but there were 

local chapters, and particularly after their sanctions legislation in 

1986, “Free South Africa” movements formed in nearly every city.  

 

We also formed in Europe, after the European Union was set up, an 

association of anti-apartheid movements, which negotiated, 

effectively with the EU. One of the good things was when the money 

was given, for example, for university students, for educational 

grants, the money was channeled through our organizations in South 

Africa.  Not a penny went to the apartheid government.  

 

Internationally, we saw the development of a cross-class, cross-race, 

truly global alliance of support for the anti-apartheid movements and 

the liberation movement. During that time, the foremost issue that 

unified people across the world was the issue of apartheid. This 

concern reached its peak in the late 1980s, creating conditions for a 

comprehensive approach to sanctions. Arguably, together with the 

resistance of the people inside South Africa the single most important  
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lever for change was the international pressure placed on the 

apartheid government through financial sanctions and 

disinvestments.  The unity of the people in their resistance in their 

demands made the task of the liberation movement easier. 

 

Regional support for the ANC in southern Africa was severely tested. 

The worst stages, as I recall, were when South Africa started 

attacking Angola, Mozambique, Botswana, Lesotho, and Zimbabwe. 

Even under attack, however, these nations stood by us, which I think 

was of enormous importance and which has not regrettably, 

replicated in other struggles for national liberation. Even when the 

Mozambiquans were forced by the apartheid regime to request the 

ANC to withdraw under the terms of the Nkomati Accord, we never 

really left Mozambique altogether. Apart from the fact that bases and 

training camps in Tanzania, Angola, and elsewhere, this support was 

crucial for regional solidarity.  The training of our cadres and the 

provisions of direct resistance by the countries of Eastern Europe, 

Cuba and elsewhere were vital elements of this international 

response of solidarity.   

 

We worked to create the conditions for engagement with the super 

powers. That of course was largely confidential, secret, but such was 

the engagement that it made it hard for even the Thatcher-Reagan 

alliance to delegitimse the African National Congress, despite  
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attempts such as Thatcher’s characterization of the ANC as a 

“terrorist organization” or Reagan’s veto of the 1986 Anti-Apartheid 

Sanctions Act in the United States. International support for Pretoria 

was substantially minimized during this period. 

 

In all of these efforts, we were fighting very hard to establish the 

international illegitimacy of the apartheid regime through a two-

pronged strategy, setting up anti-apartheid movements and 

mobilizing international support for sanctions against the South 

African government. In all of this, we recall the effectiveness of 

multilateral strategy and action. 

 
Multilateralism 
 

As a matter of urgent global concern, we must find ways to revitalize 

multilateralism in international relations.  We need to reaffirm, in 

Nelson Mandela’s phrase, the ‘solidarity of peace-loving nations.’  

The unilateral actions by a global superpower have challenged both 

the integrity of international institutions and the very concept of 

national sovereignty. These actions have created a crisis in the 

international order. Over ten years ago, the philosopher Jurgen 

Habermas anticipated the defining geopolitical opposition of our 

times, the opposition between states committed to multilateral co-

operation and states embarking upon unilateral agendas. According 

to Habermas,  
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The politically decisive distinction exists between those who take the 

UN’s jurisdiction seriously and, therefore, want to permit participation 

only in operations under UN command, as opposed to those who 

want to procure a broader political and military room for action for 

individual nations or union of nations.2 

 

In South Africa, in the light of our history, we do not need to be 

convinced of the value of legitimate international instruments and 

institutions of the United Nations.  For those of us working in the 

liberation movement in the struggle against apartheid, we were 

already accustomed to operating from a global perspective, by stark 

contrast to the unilateral, isolationist posture adopted by the apartheid 

regime. We relied upon the international support of a global anti-

apartheid movement that drew together the United Nations, human-

rights organizations, and a host of other transnational agencies in 

mobilizing opposition to oppression.  

 

But we also developed a critical analysis of sovereignty to 

deconstruct the legitimacy of the apartheid state and create space for 

liberation movements that were dispersed across many nations. Our 

present work in revitalizing multilateral institutions, I would like to 

propose, will require rethinking what we mean by “sovereignty” in 

international law, international relations, and international institutions.  
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The system of states, inherited from Westphalia, implicitly operates 

with a definition of state sovereignty, in the classic formulation by the 

sociologist Max Weber, as the “organized exercise of legitimate 

violence over a territory.” These three features of the modern state-

demarcated territory, monopoly on the use of force, and political 

legitimacy—no longer seem adequate to protect the “sovereignty” of 

smaller states in the global order. Globalisation, however defined, has 

subtly but substantially eroded state sovereignty in many areas, such 

as currency regulation, trade relations, and migration, for better or 

worse.  

 

In this globalising world, is it possible to redefine state sovereignty, 

not as the organized exercise of legitimate force, but as the 

“organized exercise of the public good”? Here I invoke the phrase—

“public good”—to refer to a value that can be enjoyed by everyone 

and cannot be denied to anyone. These defining features of a public 

good, which economists identify in more technical terms as non-

rivalrous value and non-excludible value, should be central to our 

understanding of state sovereignty. In this rendering, “sovereignty” is 

the state’s capacity to protect and extend the shared, inclusive values 

inherent in public goods.   

 

In building a new foundation for international solidarity, the notion of 

the public good is essential. It goes to the heart of the matter. As 

Immanuel Kant recognised, “everything has either a price or a dignity.  
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If it has a price, something else can be put in its place as an 

equivalent; if it is exalted above all price and so admits of no 

equivalent, then it has a dignity.”3 Human dignity, individually and 

collectively, cannot be determined by the pricing mechanisms of the 

market.  

 

I believe that this reformulation of sovereignty—in keeping with the 

idea promoted by the United Nations of “sovereignty as 

responsibility”—that will be crucial for revitalising multilateral 

institutions. The public good, even in a globalising world, is in 

everyone’s interest. 

 

A few weeks ago, a non-governmental organisation from Switzerland 

contacted me requesting my response for a book they were writing on 

the need for support for the United Nations, faced as it is by direct 

attack from the right and insinuations of irrelevance from elements of 

the left. 

 

The distinguished contributions wanted to re-establish the primary of 

the UN.  They wanted me to reflect on how legal and political 

developments under the auspices of the UN had ensured that the 

apartheid regime was finally characterised as ‘ illegitimate’  and the 

way the struggle against apartheid – political, military and economic – 

was legitimated. 

 

I gladly did so, although it was my past catching up with me as I had 

spent half a life time in exile identifying these developments. 
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Globalisation from Below 
 

Today, for many people, globalisation is a source of despair, not 

because the global movement of money, technology, and people has 

made the world a “global village”, but because these forces have 

been widening the gap between rich and poor in an increasingly 

polarised world. How could this source of despair become a 

repository of hope?  

 

A new international solidarity movement is faced with the challenge of 

harnessing global forces to a politics of hope. Advancing a powerful 

critique, while never giving up hope, Nobel Laureate Amartya Sen 

has argued that we must “ask questions not only about the 

economics and politics of globalisation, but also about the values and 

ethics that shape our conception of the global world.”4  

 

When I chaired the World Commission on Dams, we worked out an 

approach to decision-making in development projects that I called 

“globalisation from below”.5 Within a human rights framework, this 

approach considered the rights and risks of global investors but it 

insisted on highlighting the human rights, as well as the considerable 

risks, of people who were most directly affected by the project. As we 

brought peasants, workers, women’s groups and representatives of 

indigenous people into the negotiations, we saw the tremendous  

potential of grassroots globalisation for advancing human rights in 

transnational negotiations. 
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In many other areas, I believe the future of international solidarity will 

also depend upon this new “globalisation from below”.6  

 

Globalisation from below is producing new forms of social activism 

across national borders. Political analyst Jorge Castaneda has 

identified these new initiatives as “longitudinal nationalism,” which is 

advanced by social actors from various nations who work together to 

challenge policies in one or more states.7 Unlike the old nationalisms, 

which tended to represent narrow national interests, this “longitudinal 

nationalism” seeks to advance what I have been calling the public 

good that is ultimately in everyone’s interest.  

 

We might want to say that a public good is just another language for 

human rights. But it is a language that directly engages the global 

economy as an alternative to the commodification of all values. As 

such, our commitment to the public good goes to the heart of 

Amartya Sen’s call to clarify “the values and ethics that shape our 

conception of the global world.”   

 

Revitalising our conception of the public good—as a basis for national 

sovereignty, democratic governance, and economic development—

holds the promise of transforming our despair into hope in a 

globalising world. 
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Making History  
 

People all around the world are trapped in circumstances, not of their 

own making, suffering under the heavy burden of history, but seeking 

a way out of their particular trap so as to restore their own human 

dignity and find security in their homes for their families and for the 

well being, development, and education of their children. They wish 

for peace. We all wish for peace, a sustainable peace in which justice 

triumphs and the dignity of humanity is restored, protected and 

elevated.   South Africa has undertaken that journey.  

 

International solidarity is at a premium at the present time in our 

world. Solidarity is constantly undermined by those twisted 

academics who purvey the false idea of a clash of civilizations and, of 

course, by those arrogant agents of cultural, economic, political and 

military hegemony. We must not allow them to triumph. Their 

hegemony is the hegemony of the graveyard. In the spirit of solidarity, 

of international solidarity, we must constantly reaffirm our 

commitment to peace, self-determination, and sustainable 

development for all the people of the world.   

 

We might not be able to determine the future, but we can argue on 

the basis of the South African experience that we do in fact have a 

future. Living in Ireland for 27 years, I thought that the South African 

situation would be the last to be resolved out of the “trinity” of 

conflicts—South Africa, Northern Ireland, and Israel-Palestine. 
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Now, surprisingly, we find ourselves reflecting on the meaning of the 

South African transition, and its consolidation of democracy, for other 

conflicts, including the seemingly “hopeless” situation faced by people 

in the Middle East. 

 

This is the story of our times. Ordinary Israelis and Palestinians go 

through ordeals of hopelessness daily, on different sides of the 

abnormal dilemma that persists in the Middle East, even as the 

regional environment is being changed by the invasion and 

occupation of Iraq. The drama is large. Big powers are changing 

regimes. But ordinary people face the daily drudgery and indignity of 

insecurity and fear; many face the agonies of hunger and death. 

 

People face an unrelenting violence from helicopter gunships smart 

bombs, enormous tanks and F16s, in a manner that we did not 

encounter even at the worst stages of the states of emergency in the 

1980s.  The reactive violence, which does not recognise ‘innocence’, 

as Edward Said has described suicide bombers leads to further 

violence.  Where is the mobilisation for peace for all and self-

determination for the Palestinian people?   

 

On the 10th of May 2004 we witnessed an extraordinary event in 

South Africa. On the tenth anniversary of his inauguration as the first 

President of a democratic South Africa, Nelson Mandela addressed a 

joint sitting of Parliament.  
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Although he described himself as a “pensioner”, retired from political 

life, Nelson Mandela was clearly still working. Nelson Mandela was 

clearly still engaged with the urgent problems of our politics, both 

locally and globally.  

 

Nelson Mandela’s pointed observations about recent international 

events were highlighted in media accounts of his speech. As you will 

recall, Madiba said: “We watch as two of the leading democracies, 

two leading nations of the free world, get involved in a war that the 

United Nations did not sanction; we look on with horror as reports 

surface of terrible abuses against the dignity of human beings held 

captive by invading forces in their own country.” 

 

The violence unleashed in Afghanistan and Iraq has shown the 

devastating effects of unilateral power. According to Nelson Mandela, 

this defiance of the United Nations and abuse of human dignity was 

not an anomaly. He saw a larger pattern in global politics. In these 

recent events, Madiba declared, “We see how the powerful countries, 

all of them so-called democracies, manipulate multilateral bodies to 

the great disadvantage and suffering of the poorer developing 

nations.” 

Although the media expressed surprise at these critical comments—

finding these remarks particularly “newsworthy”—Nelson Mandela 

was undertaking a strategic analysis that he has consistently 

advanced.  
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On an earlier occasion, he observed, “Mankind as a whole is today 

standing on the threshold of great events—events that at times seem 

to threaten its very existence.”  Nelson Mandela spoke those words in 

1951 in an address to a meeting of the African National Congress in 

which he took up the major themes of war and peace, conflict and its 

resolution, in the global arena.   

 

In his global threat analysis in 1951, Nelson Mandela identified 

military forces, headed by “the ruling circles in America, ” that were 

“prepared to go to war in defence of colonialism, imperialism, and 

their profits,” but he also identified the psychological dynamics in 

which global forces were “determined to perpetuate a permanent 

atmosphere of crisis and fear in the world.” Assuming that frightened 

people cannot think clearly, those forces were attempting, as Nelson 

Mandela observed, “to create conditions under which common men 

[and women] might be inveigled into supporting the building of more 

and more atomic bombs, bacteriological weapons, and other 

instruments of mass destruction.”   

 

Although ordinary people had become targets of this military and 

psychological violence, they also had the resources, as Nelson 

Mandela recognized, to build peace by “rising from being the object of 

history to becoming the subject of history”—by becoming “conscious 

creators of their own history.” 8 
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Over five decades later, I believe we must follow the same strategic 

analysis. We might differ on questions of tactics. We might disagree 

over whether or not a specific crisis calls for sanctions or 

negotiations, isolation or engagement, the deployment of force or the 

mobilisation of the “soft power” of moral suasion. But our strategic 

commitment to international solidarity is grounded in the enduring 

principles I have only been able to outline here—internationalism, 

multilateralism, human rights, public goods, globalisation from below, 

and a people-centred politics of hope. Revitalising these principles is 

our challenge and our obligation. 

 

Only if we accept that people can be ‘conscious creators of their own 

history’ will we be able to instil hope and optimism without which 

there can be no change. 

 

We cannot give up.  Remember the poem by Ben Okri: 

 They are only the exhausted who think 

 That they have arrived 

 At the final destination 

 The end of their road 

 With all their dreams achieved 

 And no new dreams to hold. 

 

Thank you. 
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Mr Chairman, 
Dear Comrades and Friends, 
Ladies and Gentlemen, 
 
25 years ago I moved to Southern Africa to take up my new job in 
Gaborone as Head of Swedish SIDA in Botswana and Lesotho. The 
political situation in the region was tense and difficult. One of my 
tasks was to act as liaison and channel for the Swedish humanitarian 
support to the liberation movements, particularly the ANC. This sup-
port was already at that stage substantial and covered both the 
”home front” and the offices and refugee settlements abroad. Chris 
Hani was then leading the ANC activities in Lesotho. We met regu-
larly over the next couple of years, as well as later on in Angola, and 
I will never ever forget his enormous strength as a political leader 
and his deep commitment to the difficult struggle against apartheid 
and for a free South Africa. In fact, as I see it, very few people can 
match him in terms of leader-ship qualities and moral strength. 
 
At the time, the Frontline States – not least small and peaceful coun-
tries such as Botswana and Lesotho  - had to tread the road very 
carefully. The evil neighbour in South Africa did not hesitate to act 
forcefully and decisively against any perceived threat against the 
apartheid rule, which showed few open signs of its inherent weak-
nesses. At one time there was a shoot-out in Gaborone between 
South African security agents and a few ANC comrades working 
underground in Botswana. On both sides people were wounded. 
One of my ANC friends – a young lady – tried to get treatment at the 
hospital, only to discover that the agents were already there for the 
same purpose. She then decided to come to my residence where 
she got care and treatment by private doctors over the next few 
days.  This experience lead me to Dr Beyers Naudé, who had just 
started to become more operational in supporting the anti-apartheid 
struggle. Like Chris Hani he is another outstanding hero who played 
a vital role under very difficult circumstances. God bless them; I am 
sure they have a very special place in heaven because of all the 
good things they have done for South Africa. 
 
Things got worse in the early and mid 1980s. Tensions escalated 
and open attacks took place in Gaborone, Maseru, Maputo and 
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many other places, as well as of course – on a regular basis – inside 
South Africa.  
 
For those of us who were involved during this period the memories 
and flash backs often come to mind. The struggle and the many vic-
tims of the struggle made us even firmer and stronger in our intense 
efforts to broaden and solidify the international support for all those 
who were fighting against the apartheid system. Most of us thought 
that we would be in this for a very long time ahead. We saw – with 
considerable pride – that the international anti-apartheid movement 
went from strength to strength.  But we did not see at that time 
enough cracks in the apartheid structure and we did not  see or un-
derstand that a complete turn-around was around the corner, just a 
few years away. 
 
Mr Chairman, 
 
Against this background it is almost unreal to stand here in front of 
you today, taking stock of the enormous and inspiring transformation 
that has taken place in this country over the last 10 years and dis-
cussing lessons learnt from one of the most beautiful chapters in the 
history of international solidarity. Let me pay glaring tribute to all 
South African leaders who have been part of this transition. In addi-
tion to the ANC leadership in particular this also includes leaders 
from the old regime, including F W DeKlerk, who were enlightened 
and courageous enough to understand that apartheid was doomed 
to death, giving way to a new democratic era in South Africa.  
 
As Tor Sellström pointed out at the end of his intervention on Mon-
day morning Nelson Mandela and Walter Sisulu have set the stage 
for the challenges confronting this conference. They were the first 
ones to point out that the international solidarity work, built up over 
several decades during the struggle against apartheid, and the close 
relationships growing out of this work, must continue. The aim should 
be for a second stage at the global level: how to use the experiences 
gained in intensifying a worldwide campaign in favour of a level pla-
ying field between the North and the South; global peace, justice and 
development; as well as basic conditions for human rights around 
the world.  --  Let me in this context also refer to the address made 
by President Thabo Mbeki on 21 May 2004 when opening the Third 
Democratic Parliament in Cape Town. He the suggested “that per-
haps the time has come for the emergence of a united movement of 
the peoples of the world that would come together to work for the 
creation of a new world order”, responding to “urgent need to 
address the concerns and interests of the billions on our universe 
who are poor and marginalized.”  
 
 
Mr Chairman, Dear Friends, 
 
It goes without saying that this linkage between the national and the 
global level is a very difficult task indeed. One of the main problems 
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when we talk about global liberation is to identify the targets on the 
other side of the solidarity equation: who and what are we up 
against? This was not so difficult in the South African case and also 
explains the successes behind the international anti-apartheid move-
ments. Apartheid was an evil system and was perceived as such by 
most people, who could easily be mobilized for the struggle against 
it.  At the global level the targeting process is more complicated and 
the views among people more diverse. Having said that I would like 
to sketch out – in all modesty – five major areas, which I think could 
be part and parcel of the second solidarity stage and where lessons 
learnt from the past in South Africa could also be applied.  I am not 
so sure about to what extent they represent a Nordic perspective; but 
I believe that the areas indicated have broad support in the Nordic 
countries. 
 
 
(1) Peace and security in Africa; Africa Union (AU) 
 
Only ten years ago conflicts in Africa were rampant and African 
capacity to deal with them was at a very low level. Today these 
things are changing: conflicts continue to exist but nearly all of them 
are now subject to Africa-led peace processes. The old and ineffi-
cient OAU has been transformed into the new AU with strong lea-
dership which takes responsible action and builds up African owner-
ship-based capacity. Since early this year a Pan-African Parliament 
has been established and an AU Peace & Security Council is in 
place which is now engaged in trying to stave off dangerous conflicts. 
Darfur in Sudan is a case in point. The international community and 
the international solidarity movements should do everything they can 
to underpin these efforts. A strong AU and a strong political leader-
ship in Africa is needed to build peace and stability and to avoid new 
genocides and human rights abuses on this continent. AU could also 
help pave the way for a stronger civil society which is often an asset 
not least in dealing with resource-related conflicts and defending ba-
sic human rights. This common interest should of course include all 
situations where democracy and human rights are being undermi-
ned, which unfortunately is still the case in some African countries, 
including Zimbabwe. 
 
 
 
(2) UN and the principle of multilateralism 
 
Looking at the global arena today I think few things can be more 
important than to strengthen the United Nations and defend the prin-
ciple of multilateralism. We are all acutely aware of the threats which 
the world has been subjected to in this field over the last 2-3 years 
and which in the longer run can undermine world peace and security. 
For small nations in particular an inclusive multilateral system and a 
strong UN role is vital for the defense of common interests and of 
common global goods. The aftermath of the on-going conflicts in 
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Afghanistan and Iraq, as well as the unfolding events in the Middle 
East, should make us even more determined to defend multilatera-
lism and the UN.  The huge physical wall now coming up between 
Israel and Palestine – which will lead to further division and segre-
gation; so well known from the past to all South Africans – should be 
a major concern for all those who defend freedom, multilateralism 
and the UN. 
 
(3) International trade and development 
 
South Africa is today one of the countries in the South which – not 
least in the emerging close cooperation with India and Brazil – are 
trying to break new grounds when it comes to international trade and 
development. Here it is so obvious that the conventional wisdom 
needs to be challenged. At this stage of Africa´s development, rene-
wed action on the trade and investment side is maybe even more 
important than development assistance. Without higher growth 
through a fair international and rule-based system and increased 
investments it will be very difficult to push back today´s poverty levels 
in Africa. Our strong sympathies should be with the Africans when 
they rightly criticise the enormous subsidies of farmers and agricul-
ture in Europe, the US and Japan – amounting to some USD 350 
billion per year or 5-6 times the annual level of total ODA to develo-
ping countries; or when they show their frustrations about what they 
get out of their cash crop production. Fortunately, when it comes to 
these important questions, the international solidarity movement 
seems to be very much alive and kicking. There is also some move-
ment regarding the equally important question of trying to find 
common international ground for replacing today´s inefficient and 
cumbersome aid delivery system with some kind of international 
taxation.  
 
 
(4) HIV/AIDS 
 
The single most negative factor in South Africa´s development during 
the last decade – as well as in most Southern African countries – is, 
as I see it, the negative consequencies of the unfolding HIV/AIDS 
crisis. The HIV prevalence rate is in some countries approching 30-
40%, the death tolls have reached totally unaccaptable levels, the 
number of orphans is building up very rapidly, the official health 
sector is crumbling under the increasing burden and all economic 
sectors are negatively affected, impacting heavily on economic 
growth and development. Obviously the political leadership in South 
Africa and Africa can do a lot more – hopefully inspired by Nelson 
Mandela and Kenneth Kaunda who both have a cristal clear and full 
apprehension of the problem - to deal with and counteract these 
consequences. Maybe the most important thing is to engage young 
people in the campaign work and be much more open about their 
needs for protection and their sexual and reproductive health. This 
whole area is today screaming for a second stage-type international 
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solidarity and we should not hesitate to respond as fully as we 
possibly can. 
 
 
(5) Education, research and the role of intellectuals 
 
At this stage of Africa´s development a strong push should be made 
for vigorous efforts to strengthen education at all levels and research 
cooperation, as well as a more active and constructive participation 
by African intellectuals. These elements played a crucial role within 
the solidarity frameworks during the liberation struggle. Constructive 
intellectual input and criticism is needed in shaping up Africa´s re-
naissance and future. This message came out strongly at CO-
DESRIA´s 30th Anniversary in December last year and was a major 
theme at last week´s Conference of Intellectuals from Africa and the 
Diaspora (CIAD). One of the best guides for the future in this respect 
– in spite of his high age – is Joseph Ki-Zerbo, an outstanding 
African intellectual and also a friend and mentor when it comes to my 
own involvement with Africa. Maybe African intellectuals, together 
with the international solidarity movements, could take the lead in 
trying to make Thabo Mbeki’s bold vision a reality: the emergence of 
a united movement of the peoples of the world coming together for 
the creation of a new world order. 
 
 
Mr Chairman, 
 
Having very briefly referred to these five major areas I would like to 
mention two crossborder aspects, which were vitally important for the 
international solidarity movement during the anti-apartheid struggle. 
One is the continuous need to look at the broad picture, to concen-
trate on the important factors which can really unify and rally people 
behind strong movements and a common international front; or – 
putting it the other way around - to avoid falling into the trap of 
competitive division based on petty arguments and small-minded 
interventions. The other aspect is the strong need to build up strong 
inter-action and communication net-works; a point, which is much 
easier to deal with now than for only 10-15 years ago thanks to 
internet and ICT-related progress on all fronts.   
 
                       
 
                       ************************************* 
 
 
 
Mr Chairman, 
 
Coming to the end of my intervention I wish to make one thing very 
clear – and here I think that I can also talk about a Nordic perspec-
tive:  in our future work regarding Africa and in our continued efforts 
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to sustain and strengthen our partnership with Africa the special rela-
tionship with South Africa will always be a main pillar. We stand to-
gether on a rock solid base of friendship and solidarity. We have 
common interests and common concerns in so many areas: in the 
work for peace and security in Africa, in fighting poverty, in the de-
fence of multilateralism and the UN system and in trying to build up a 
better and more fair system for international trade. It will be our and 
my pleasure to work closely with South Africa on all these fronts also 
in the future. 
 
I thank you 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



SPEECH BY THE DEPUTY MINISTER OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS, MR AZIZ 
PAHAD TO THE ANTI-APARTHEID SOLIDARITY CONFERENCE,  

13 OCTOBER 2004, DURBAN 
 
TOWARDS FUTURE STRATEGIES FOR GLOBAL MOVEMENTS 
 
Introduction 
 
On behalf of the people and the Government of South Africa, it is a great 
pleasure to welcome you all.  It is fantastic to see so many friends gathered here.  
Your presence in South Africa coincides with our celebration of 10 years of 
democracy. 
 
Gathered in this hall are representatives of millions of people throughout the 
world that made an important contribution to ending the apartheid system and the 
creation of a non-racial, non sexist and democratic South Africa. 
 
It is also appropriate that this conference highlighted the role of the FLS 
countries, which made supreme sacrifices so that we could be free. 
 
The AA movement was born in response to many governments’ political, 
economic and military co-operation with the apartheid regime. 
 
In the last few days you have been discussing the remarkable achievements of 
the AA movement,  as we come to the end of this conference it is important that 
we consider how we can once again mobilise millions of people; this time to meet 
the challenges that humanity faces today.   
 
We have identified three major challenges. 
 
1. Poverty alleviation and sustainable development 
 

1.1 We hope to achieve this in conditions of the accelerated pace of 
globalisation.  As you are aware, the key characteristics of 
globalisation have been the liberalisation of international trade, the 
expansion of FDI, mass cross-border financial flows and the 
phenomenal development of information technology 

 
1.2 Whilst globalisation is creating immense opportunities of growth 

and wealth creation for some, it has produced an abundance of 
poverty for millions. 

Increasingly the world is being constructed into two contrasting 
global villages – one in which the rich are getting richer and another 
where the poor of the world are getting poorer and marginalised. 
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This ever increasing gap between the have and have-nots is 
occurring between countries, within countries, between regions, 
within regions, between North and the South, within countries of the 
North and within countries of the South.  The world as a direct 
result of globalisation has been cast as a vast ocean of poverty in 
which a few islands of prosperity are to be found.  Never before has 
the world witnessed such unprecedented alienation and 
marginalisation of societies from the institutions that shape and 
direct their lives. 
1.2.1 In 2000 the historic Millennium Summit Declaration 

proclaimed that “we believe that the central challenge we 
face today is to ensure that globalization becomes a positive 
force for all the world’s people. For while globalization offers 
great opportunities, at present its benefits are very unevenly 
shared, while its costs are unevenly distributed. We 
recognize that developing countries and countries with 
economies in transition face special difficulties in responding 
to this central challenge. Thus, only through broad and 
sustained efforts to create a shared future, based upon our 
common humanity in all its diversity, can globalization be 
made fully inclusive and equitable.” 

The Declaration identified fundamental values that were essential 
to international relations in the twenty-first century, these included  

• Freedom. The right to live in dignity, free from hunger and from 
the fear of violence, oppression or injustice. 

•. Equality.  All must have the opportunity to benefit from 
development.  

• Solidarity.  Distribution of costs and burdens fairly in accordance 
with basic principles of equity and social justice.  

• Tolerance. Respect for diversity of belief, culture and language. 
Differences should be cherished as an asset of humanity. Promote 
a culture of peace and dialogue among all nations. 

• Respect for nature. Prudent management of all living species 
and natural resources, in accordance with the precepts of 
sustainable development. Only in this way can the immeasurable 
riches provided to us by nature be preserved and passed on to our 
descendants. The current unsustainable patterns of production and 
consumption must be changed in the interest of our future welfare 
and that of our descendants. 

• Shared responsibility. Responsibility for managing worldwide 
economic and social development, as well as threats to 
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international peace and security, must be shared among the 
nations of the world and should be exercised multilaterally. The 
United Nations must play the central role. 

The Summit resolved to: 

• To halve, by the year 2015, the proportion of the world’s people 
whose income is less than one dollar a day and the proportion of 
people who suffer from hunger and, by the same date, to halve the 
proportion of people who are unable to reach or to afford safe 
drinking water. 

• To ensure that, by the same date, children everywhere, boys and 
girls alike, will be able to complete a full course of primary 
schooling and that girls and boys will have equal access to all 
levels of education. 

• By the same date, to have reduced maternal mortality by three 
quarters, and under-five child mortality by two thirds, of their current 
rates. 

• To have, by then, halted, and begun to reverse, the spread of HIV 
and AIDS, the scourge of malaria and other major diseases that 
afflict humanity. 

• To provide special assistance to children orphaned by HIV and 
AIDS. 

• By 2020, to have achieved a significant improvement in the lives 
of at least 100 million slum dwellers as proposed in the "Cities 
Without Slums" initiative. 

The Summit also resolved: 

• To promote gender equality and the empowerment of women as 
effective ways to combat poverty, hunger and disease and to 
stimulate development that is truly sustainable. 

• To develop and implement strategies that give young people 
everywhere a real chance to find decent and productive work. 

• To encourage the pharmaceutical industry to make essential 
drugs more widely available and affordable by all who need them in 
developing countries. 

• To develop strong partnerships with the private sector and with 
civil society organizations in pursuit of development and poverty 
eradication. 
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• To ensure that the benefits of new technologies, especially 
information and communication technologies, in conformity with 
recommendations contained in the ECOSOC 2000 Ministerial 
Declaration, are available to all. 

This Declaration was enthusiastically welcomed by billions of the 
poor and the marginalised. 

1.3 What progress have been made since the Millenium Summit 
 
The world’s leaders, a few days ago, gathered at the United Nations (UN) 
in New York to outline their respective national priorities with a view to 
shaping an international agenda for the UN that would rally all nations on 
a common cause for global stability and development. What is clear from 
the proceedings of the UN’s General Debate (UNGA59) is that the 
challenges confronting our continent are reflective of a more general crisis 
in the global system. Our leaders recalled the immense hope that our 
peoples had at the dawning of the new millennium for greater peace and 
stability and for the positive possibilities of globalisation to benefit all of 
humanity. These and other global objectives form the universally adopted 
agenda by which our people, particularly the most disadvantaged, place 
their hopes and aspirations for a better future. The deliberations at 
UNGA59 however, pointed to a disillusionment that these goals and 
aspirations may yet be elusive unless more urgent political action is taken 
by the developed member states to take the necessary steps to achieve 
full implementation. 

 
For Africa the debate once again brought into sharp focus the reality that 
Africa is the only continent where poverty in on the increase.  Over 40% of 
Sub-Saharan African people live below the international poverty line of 
US$1 a day. More than 140 million young Africans are illiterate. The 
mortality rate of children under 5 years of age is 140 per 1000, and life 
expectancy at birth is only 54 years. Only 58 per cent of the population 
have access to safe water.  Africa’s share of world trade has plummeted, 
accounting for less than 2%.  
 
• FDI into Africa is negligible. 

 
• In absolute terms, bilateral ODA flows to African economies have 

dropped in the last decade, from $25 billion to $16 billion [a 40% drop] 
and fell well short of the estimated $64 billion a year required to reach 
the Millennium Development Goals. 

 
• According to a latest  study of UNCTAD debt continues to impact on 

our developmental efforts. 
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Between 1970 and 2002 Africa received  $340 billion in loans, it paid back 
plus minus $550 billion in principal and interest, it still had a debt stock of 
$29 billion at the end of 2002. 

Sub-Saharan Africa,  received $294 billion in loans from 1970 – 2002, paid 
out $268 billion in debt service and still has a debt stock of $210 billion. 

Add to this other capital outflows, some legally but most illegally, as well 
as the brain drain and one gets some sense of the transfer of resources 
from the world’s poorest continent to the richest countries of the world. 

The report also contests the popular view that our debt problems are 
simply the legacy of irresponsible and corrupt governments.  While this is 
part of the explanation, especially in the period of the Cold War and neo-
colonialism, other factors such as exogenous shocks, commodity 
dependence, poorly designed reform programmes in many cases imposed 
from outside, and the actions of creditors have all contributed decisively to 
Africa’s debt crisis. 

Most of the debt accumulated between 1988 and 1995 under the guidance 
of structural adjustment programmes, official lending was to implement 
these programmes. 

♦ MDG won’t be met by Africa. At the present rate of development 
it will take Africa over 100 years to meet the MDGs. 

1.4 Failure of Washington consensus and the neo liberal paradigm 

1.4.1 What are the alternatives? 

1.5 We must recognise the fact that global poverty constitutes the 
deepest and most dangerous structural fault in the contemporary 
world economy and global societies.  It constitutes the most 
challenging structural fault.  Logically, this means that the 
correction of this fault has to be at the center of the politics, policies 
and programmes of progressive politics. 

What is to be done? 

As a start we must challenge the hegemony of the neo-liberal 
conservative paradigm, which worships the “market” and puts 
emphasis on the private as opposed to the public, the individual as 
opposed to the collective, the individual as opposed to the state.  
They believe in each for him or herself and devil takes the 
hindmost.  This demands that the market must be given free reign 
to operate as it will. 

We are constantly warned that all of us must accept the rules of 
liberisation, privatisation, absolute protection of private property 
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rights, and deregulation and that failure to do so would force the 
private sector not to come or to move elsewhere. 

We have to disagree with the assertion of “both about a market 
tendency towards equilibrium, as a beneficial quantum, and the 
objective regularity within this market to deliver the greatest good. 

It is not possible to solve the problem of global poverty solely 
through reliance on “the market.” 

The EU understood that with regard to its poor areas, it concluded 
that it is irrational and unreasonable to expect the market to 
prepare the material market conditions it needs that would enable it 
to come to such areas, as attractive investment target areas.  It 
therefore established a comprehensive system of “structural funds.” 

Africa has a greater need for official, non-private sector capital.  
However we are constantly told that we must depend almost 
exclusively on private sector capital.  The question that millions ask 
is – why the double standard? 

If we do not answer this question honestly and practically, the 
structural fault in the world economy will widen with serious 
consequences for all humanity. 

The DG of the ILO, Juan Somavia noted that the poor of the world 
have the will to survive but need the support and possibilities to 
move up the ladder of opportunity.  They expect, that the structural 
failures, the ineffective economic and social systems, the 
inadequate political responses, the bankrupt policies and 
insufficient international support that are the causes of their 
poverty, will be addressed. 

Can we seriously expect that Africa and other countries of the 
developing world can deal with their under development by 
depending on a private sector that is driven by the profit motive. 

The reality demands that there must be a political will, to transfer 
resources from the rich to the poor globally.  In a globalised world, 
the war against global poverty calls for global action. 

Africa’s Response  

The development and adoption of NEPAD is confirmation of the emergence of a 
growing number of progressive leaders and the increase of their influence.  
These are leaders who are not only visionaries, but also men of action who are 
committed to driving the implementation of their vision and plans.  It is this 
development that makes the transformation movement both sustainable and 
irreversible. 
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The sectoral programmes cover many priorities, such as agriculture, science and 
technology, human development, industrialisation, transport, environment, 
economic integration, etc.  Taken in totality, they address the important 
objectives of self-reliance and the internal and regional integration.  Furthermore, 
they cover new areas that were not very urgent priorities when the Lagos Plan 
was drawn up, viz conflict prevention, management and resolution, political 
economic and corporate governance, protection and promotion of democracy 
and human rights and people-centred development. 

NEPAD has placed African priorities such as agriculture, infrastructure, ICT, 
research and development, health, institution and capacity building, firmly on the 
international agenda, thus changing the dominant development paradigm that 
has for so long been imposed on our continent. 

How will the progressive movement respond to these challenges?  

“Left Wing” unconstructive criticism of NEPAD. 

The second major challenge humanity faces is: 

2. Peace and security 

2.1 End of Cold War, emergence of one superpower 

2.1.1 No post Cold War peace dividends. Today world more 
dangerous. 

2.2 September 11 

2.2.1 National Security Strategy.  No political economic or military 
challenge to USA hegemony will be tolerated. 

2.2.1.1 Concepts and policies that determine 

2.2.1.2  USA policies included 

♦ “axis of evil” 

♦ “rogue states” 

♦ “for us or against us” 

♦ “clash of civilisations” 

♦ religious “crusade” 

♦ preventative action 

♦ unilateralism e.g. Kyoto, ABM, ICC, Drafts of the 
Biological Weapons Convention 
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2.2.1.3 Some consequences 

♦ The absence of a balance of power in the global system 

♦ No common vision of global security 

♦ The weakening of the multilateral system 

♦ The transformation of global priorities following 
September 11, 2001 

♦ The transformation of the very nature of war as 
witnessed in Afghanistan and Iraq. “Space war” also 
becoming a reality. 

♦ Anti-Americanism 

♦ Terrorism and their potential links with weapons of mass 
destruction 

Some consequences 

♦ Afghanistan 

♦ Iraq 

♦ Middle East 

2.3 African conflicts 

2.3.1 No sustainable development without peace 

2.3.2 UN Report on Causes of Conflict August 2004 

In 1998 14 countries in the region had experienced armed conflict or civil strife, 
11 were under political crisis or turbulence and only 15 enjoyed more or less 
stable political conditions.  All countries are signatories of the 1999 Algiers 
Declaration.   The number of military coups has diminished.  At present six 
African countries are in situations of armed conflict and very few others are 
facing a political crisis.  23 countries have acceded to the APRM, which was 
established to assess, monitor and promote good political, economic and 
corporate governance and human rights observance. 

However we still face serious challenges. 

♦ DRC 

♦ Burundi 

♦ Sudan 



 9 

♦ Cote d’ Ivoire 

2.3.3 African responses 

♦ Sustainable development in the interest of the people 

♦ Good governance, democracy, respect for human rights, 
commitment to solve differences through peaceful means 

♦ Peace and Security Council 

♦ African Standby Force 

♦ Committee of the Wise 

♦ Early Warning System 

2.4 Non-proliferation of WMD 

2.5 Terrorism 

♦ Focal point of the USA’s foreign policy 

2.6 African position on terrorism 

2.6.1 AU protocols 

2.6.2 Why we oppose terrorism 

2.6.3 No military solution. Root causes must be identified 

2.6.4 Multilateral approach to defeat terrorism 

2.6.5 Fight against terrorism must not be allowed to roll back gains 
in good governance, international law, human rights and civil 
liberties 

2.7 Other threats to peace and security 

2.7.1 HIV and AIDS and other infectious diseases 

2.7.2 Environmental degradation and climate warming 

2.7.3 International crime syndicates 

3. The third major challenge we face is to restructuring of the global exercise 
of power. 

♦ This must extend to political, economic, social and military spheres 

♦ Multilaterism remains the only viable framework within which to 
address global issues – as such the UN, while not a perfect instrument, 
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remains the only viable instrument through which to deal with such 
issues.  It is an indispensable international organisation for the 
maintenance of international peace and security, the promotion of 
human rights, social and economic development and respect for 
international law as enshrined in the Charter. 

♦ The 2003 Report on the work of the UN points to an organisation that 
at best is struggling to cope with increasing demands on its traditional 
areas of operations and at worst, experiencing an increasing sense of 
failure in the face of new and more complex challenges.  There is a 
sense that it is not merely a lack of resources that the organisation 
requires, but a genuine mobilisation of political will around the core 
objectives and values of the organisation. 

The challenge, interalia, demands urgent reforms to make the UN more relevant 
to current realities.  There is a need to transform all the organs of the UN to 
enable it to become more streamlined, efficient and effective. 

♦ We therefore firmly support the restructuring of the UN and all its 
related institutions – the GA, the Security Council, the Bretton Woods 
Institutions – in this regard we eagerly await the report from Secretary 
General Kofi Annan’s Panel, on threat, challenges and action to be 
submitted at the end of November. 

♦ We also support the reformation of other multilateral institutions to 
address the challenges facing an increasingly globalised world – the 
Non-Aligned Movement, the Commonwealth, the Socialist 
International, G-77 and China 

♦ Within Africa we are currently working to operationalise the AU and its 
institutions – there had been criticism that the AU has remained the 
OAU without the O.  The African continent, for the first time, has a 
leadership with a vision that will enable it to deal with its challenges of 
underdevelopment resulting from various circumstances.  This should 
be coupled with strong institutions and institutional capacity. 

♦ Within the Southern Africa region, the regional body SADC has been in 
the process of transformation for some time. 

Conclusion 

The new world order that is emerging is unsustainable.  In the interests of 
humanity we must urgently strive to build an international movement to fight for a 
world of peace, democracy, freedom from poverty, non-racism and non-sexism. 

This movement must address the concerns of the billions of people in the world 
who are marginalised. 
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We must reject the tendency to accept as inevitable the legacy of the neo-liberal 
paradigm and of right wing political dominance that is committed to marginalising 
the masses.  The Progressive Government Summit 2003 stated that 
 

“This century has the potential to bring huge advances in health, in 
knowledge, in prosperity, and to bring billions of people out of poverty. We 
are optimistic that a truly prosperous, inclusive and secure global society 
is within our reach. However, realising that potential depends on careful 
and concerted action. It depends on the progress we make in further 
integrating our economies, societies, regions and communities. And it 
depends on our success in standing firm against division within societies - 
against prejudice, discrimination, and inequality - and against division at a 
global level into competing blocs. Some will continue to respond by turning 
inwards to the comfort of old identities, old ways of thinking and old 
structures. We believe that new challenges demand new solutions that 
combine fiscal responsibility, investment in citizens and democratic 
processes. As progressive governments, we will therefore accelerate our 
work in matching imaginative new ideas with practical means of putting 
them at the service of the citizens we represent. 
 
We must seek the path of hope and solidarity, pursuing effective and 
constructive dialogue amongst peoples of the world based on mutual 
interests, benefits and a shared responsibility to the common issues that 
confronts humanity.  This movement must indicate respect for 
international law and promote multilaterism as means to seeking 
consensus in the affairs of the world.” 

 
This challenge to the status quo and to put in place something wholly new 
requires not only the full participation of progressive governments but the 
mobilization of the people of the world in their social movements behind 
an agreed-upon world agenda as a collective global agent for change.  
 
Naomi Klein in her book, Fences and Windows, points to the need to 
developing a political framework and a political discourse “that is not afraid 
of diversity, that does not try to cram every political movement into a 
single model.” She argues that “we need a movement that encourages 
and fiercely protects the right to diversity: cultural diversity, ecological 
diversity, agricultural diversity – and yes, political diversity as well: 
different ways of doing politics. The goal is not better faraway rules and 
rulers but close-up democracy on the ground.” 

 
George Monbiot in his latest book, The Age of Consent: a manifesto for a 
new global order, correctly points out that up until now: 
 



 12 

“Everything has been globalised except our consent. Democracy alone 
has been confined to the nation state. It stands at the national border, 
suitcase in hand, without a passport. 
 
“A handful of men in the richest nations use the global powers they have 
assumed to tell the rest of the world how to live.” 
 
He tells us that this “Age of Coercion” needs to be replaced by an “Age of 
Consent” and that we need “to discover the means of introducing a new 
world order, in which the world’s institutions are run by and for their 
people.” We need to create the necessary conditions for transformation. 
We need to rely on our own efforts to make a difference, to entrench 
democracy even among ourselves and to recognise, respect and assert 
sovereignty in changing the ways of the world. 

 

The movement must mobilise millions throughout the world to attain the 
objectives, goals and programmes agreed to at the Millennium Summit.  
The attainment of the Millennium Goals, the implementation of the 
programmes that emerged out of the World Conference against Racism, 
Xenophobia and Related Intolerance (WCAR), the World Food Summit, 
the Financing for Development Conference (FfD) and the World Summit 
for Sustainable Development (WSSD) are all central to the challenge of 
the development of countries of the South. 

The movement must support the decision of the Progressive Government 
Summit to develop, promote and advance the global progressive agenda 
through a collective and concerted programme of action that ensures, 
amongst other things, the reduction of barriers to international trade and 
making international rules fairer; ensuring new and more stable sources of 
finance for sustainable development, ensuring that social justice informs 
the design of the international finance system; tackling the challenges of 
sustainable energy security and climate and improving access to health 
care, including drugs and treatment at affordable prices in poor countries. 

The Campaign issues should include the following: 

♦ The eradication of global poverty and unemployment with the immediate 
objective of meeting the targets of the MDG 

♦ Campaign for the African Agenda 

♦ Campaign for the cancellation of debt of poor countries 

Why debt cancellation 
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Low levels of savings and investment leading to high poverty and adverse 
social conditions one of the biggest constraints on growth in low-income 
countries. 

♦ reverse transfer of resources 

♦ to meet Millenium Goal targets to cut poverty by half by 2015, a 7 – 8% 
growth rate is required 

♦ shared responsibility [including role of BWIs] 

Action 

UNCTAD assessment.  The 23 African HIPC that reached their decision 
points by 20 have only a 40% chance of attaining debt sustainability by 
2020, many poor African countries left out of the system; interim relief 
between decision and completion.  Points are inadequate and fall short of 
the total debt relief that creditors had promised. 

♦ Moratorium on debt servicing [and interest] lending review of present 
policies 

♦ HIPC initiative fails to consider domestic debt 

♦ Debt write-off only the first step, this will only account for less than half 
of the resources requirements. Will the gap be filled by ODA and 
governments.  As a prelude to Africa increasing the level of domestic 
savings and investments. 

This challenge also points to the fundamental question of the right to 
be, the right to human dignity, the right to exist and to co-exist, the 
right to one’s own language and to develop a dynamic and living culture 
sensitive to the practices of others yet asserting one’s self as a person 
and a nation in the world. Thus part of our assertion should also be the 
right to a new world culture, rich in diversity and deep in dialogue, 
encouraging unity in action, characterized by cultural exchange and 
possibly coalescence. Thus the language of world liberation and 
transformation should take centre-stage to offer possibilities for a different 
future where cultural, economic and political domination of the powerful 
over the powerless becomes a thing of the past and our legacy is equality 
and a more egalitarian world society. 

Campaign for 

♦ A just economic order including the termination of agricultural subsidies, a 
fair trading system and transfer of technology 

Campaign for 

♦ Peace, democracy and sovereign independence of Iraq 
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Campaign on 

♦ The Middle East Peace Process.  We must mobilise against the 
Separation Wall, withdrawal from all occupied territories, new settlements 
and extra judicial killings 

Campaign against 

♦ Terrorism, WMD, sustainable energy security and free access to health 
care including drugs and treatment at affordable prices 

♦ Reform of the UN institutions 

As we seek to build a broad social movement, let us be reminded of what an 
African intellectual Theophile Obenga recently wrote: 

“Any renaissance must correspond to a period of strong emotions, intensive 
creativity and flames illuminating the countryside – an exceptional period 
when a nation’s creative genius discovers its mission, fulfils it to its best, 
without betraying, diminishing or downsizing it.  It should correspond to great 
moments in history, and great works.  All people want rebirth after misfortune; 
wars, genocide, holocaust, ignorance, obscurantism, colonialism.  Rebirth is a 
positive attitude of hope.” 

We have to mobilise the masses in Africa and internationally “to bless Africa 
with a generation creative genius that discovers its mission, fulfil it to its best, 
without betraying, diminishing, reducing or downsizing it – the missionary to 
achieve Africa’s integration and renaissance. 
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PARTNERS IN THE STRUGGLE FOR LIBERATION 
 

It is perhaps a mere coincidence that the substantive sessions of this conference begin 
on October 11, 2004, the 41st anniversary of the United Nations General Assembly 
resolution calling on South Africa to abandon the Rivonia Trial, unconditionally 
release all political prisoners and end repression of persons opposing apartheid. That 
resolution, adopted by 106 votes, with only the apartheid regime of South Africa 
voting against, was a landmark in United Nations action in support of freedom in 
South Africa. The anniversary of that resolution was observed by the United Nations 
and many governments from 1973 as the “Day of Solidarity with the South African 
Political Prisoners”. 
 
Though racial discrimination in South Africa was on the agenda of the United 
Nations since 1946 – and apartheid since 1952 - it had been difficult for many years, 
because of the resistance of Western Powers, to secure a condemnation of apartheid 
or any sanctions against the Pretoria regime. The position began to change in the 
1960s with the cycle of repression and resistance in South Africa, the anti-colonial 
revolutions in Asia and Africa, the establishment of the Organisation of African Unity 
and the growing public opinion against apartheid all over the world, including the 
Western countries. The near-unanimous adoption of the resolution of October 11, 
1963, was a tribute to the tireless work of anti-apartheid movements1 and other 
organisations which helped persuade the reluctant governments to join with the vast 
majority of Member States  in condemning the brutality of the apartheid regime. 
 
To persuade these governments to move beyond verbal condemnation of apartheid 
repression to meaningful action to assist the South African people to eliminate 
apartheid – particularly to impose comprehensive sanctions as requested by the 
liberation movement – required a protracted and difficult struggle during which a 
powerful and growing coalition emerged. It encompassed, already by 1963, the 
governments and peoples of non-aligned and third world countries and Socialist 
States, as well as large segments of people in the Western countries and other trading 
partners of South Africa.  It included inter-governmental organisations such as the 
United Nations and its family of agencies, the Movement of Non-aligned Countries, 

                                                 
1  Numerous non-governmental organisations (NGOs) around the world – international, regional and 
local – contributed to the struggle against apartheid. I use the term “anti-apartheid movements” to refer 
to organisations in Western countries and Japan, whatever their name, which dealt solely or primarily 
with southern Africa and campaigned against collaboration by their governments with the South 
African regime. 



and the Organisation of African Unity, and numerous non-governmental institutions 
and organisations such as trade unions, churches, organisations of students and youth, 
sports bodies etc., as well as many writers, artists, musicians, sportspersons and other 
individuals. Oliver Tambo, President of the African National Congress, used to stress 
that they were all “partners in the struggle”. 
 
Anti-apartheid movements, especially in major Western countries, which mobilised 
the people to confront and press their governments to abandon their collaboration 
with apartheid South Africa and join the rest of the world in support of a democratic 
South Africa played a very significant role in this coalition. The Anti-apartheid 
Movement in Britain, as well as the American Committee on Africa and TransAfrica 
in the United States, deserve particular mention because of the scope of their 
activities in the two countries which, because of their economic and strategic interests 
in South Africa,  were crucial for the international efforts to eliminate apartheid.  
 
The movement reached a new level after the United Nations decided on an 
international campaign against apartheid and took active steps to promote a world-
wide campaign. 
 
The Special Committee against Apartheid of the United Nations (assisted by the 
Centre against Apartheid), the Organisation of African Unity and the anti-apartheid 
movements led the efforts to broaden the coalition against apartheid. As a result of 
their diplomatic and political action, most of the smaller Western countries, led by the 
Nordic States, began to support sanctions against the apartheid regime and to provide 
substantial assistance to the struggle for freedom. 
 
In the United States and Britain, while the Reagan and Thatcher administrations 
persisted in protecting the Pretoria regime from United Nations sanctions, public 
demands for action greatly increased. Many States and cities, as well trade unions, 
churches, universities etc., imposed “people’s sanctions” against South Africa, 
ultimately forcing the national governments to fall in line. 
 
This movement grew into the strongest international solidarity movement of the 
twentieth century. It spread to all regions of the world, thanks to the efforts of the 
United Nations and other international bodies. 
 
The Reverend Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., speaking in New York on Human Rights 
Day in 1965 on action against apartheid, had called for “an international alliance of 
peoples of all nations against racism”. Referring to the “international potential of non-
violence” which had not yet been employed, he suggested that the people utilise non-
violence through a massive international boycott. This was achieved by the peoples of 
the world by overcoming the strong resistance of the allies of apartheid. 
 
The contribution of international solidarity to the liberation of South Africa has been 
recognised by the African National Congress. In his opening speech to the 



International Solidarity Conference in Johannesburg on February 19, 1993, Oliver 
Tambo said: 
 

    “To those of the participants who have come from outside South Africa, we 
say you are here today because by your actions you have brought the system 
of apartheid to its knees… 
     
    “…this broad movement against apartheid struck a mighty blow against the 
system of apartheid, gave enormous strength to our liberation movement, 
sustained and helped to free those who were in prison, maintained those who 
were in exile… and has brought us to the point where we can now say that 
victory is in sight”. 

 
Mention must be made of the crucial contribution of Oliver Tambo to the 
development of this movement. He embodied the vision of a non-racial, democratic 
South Africa built by a united struggle of people of all racial origins. By his integrity, 
vision and statesmanship, he earned the respect and confidence of numerous people in 
governments and in public life. He was most persuasive in conveying the message 
that the struggle against apartheid deserved the participation of governments and 
peoples all over the world. 
 
I am, therefore, glad that the South African government has instituted an “Order of 
Oliver Tambo” to recognise the leaders of the solidarity movement2 and that this 
Conference is devoted to discussion of the historic role of the movement. 
 
 
AN OVERVIEW OF PEOPLE’S ACTION AGAINST APARTHEID 
 
It is essential to recall the development of the people’s movement against apartheid, 
as it preceded and inspired the United Nations to launch an international campaign. 
 
Before the Second World War, there was hardly any media attention or public 
concern in the world for the brutality of racism in South Africa. Dr. W.E.B. DuBois 
and Marcus Garvey, the great African-American leaders, had denounced racist 
oppression in South Africa and assisted representatives of the African National 
Congress, as did Fenner Brockway, leader of the anti-colonial movement in Britain. 
But even massacres of Africans in South Africa went unnoticed by the mainstream 
press. 
 
The United Nations did not undertake any information activity against apartheid or 
establish contacts with anti-apartheid groups until the Special Committee against 

                                                 
2 I would humbly suggest that the distinction between gold medals and silver medals be abandoned 
soon as it is invidious to place a greater value on the contribution of governmental leaders than that of 
the heroes of the movement who have made great sacrifices. The United Nations, it may be recalled, 
made no such distinction when it awarded medals in 1978 and 1982 to leaders in the international 
campaign against apartheid. 



Apartheid began its work in 1963. No representative of the liberation movement or 
anti-apartheid movements was heard until then by United Nations bodies.  
 
But a number of groups were formed around the world since 1946, by people inspired 
by the non-violent mass struggle in South Africa, to inform the public about the 
situation in South Africa and promote sympathy for the oppressed people and their 
freedom movement. They included many pacifist churchmen and others who had 
been active in support of the freedom of India and other colonies. We may recall 
some of the pioneers of this movement such as the Reverend Michael Scott, Father 
Trevor Huddleston, and Canon L. John Collins in Britain; Dr. W.E.B. DuBois, Paul 
Robeson, George Houser and the Reverend Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., in the United 
States; and the Reverend Gunnar Helander and Per Wastberg in Sweden. The Afro-
Asian People’s Solidarity Organisation, established in Cairo in 1957, and its national 
affiliates were active in promoting support to the liberation movement in African, 
Asian and Socialist countries. The government of Egypt provided offices for the 
liberation movements. 
 
Racial oppression in South Africa received international attention in 1946 with the 
Indian passive resistance movement against the “Ghetto Act,” which was supported 
by the African National Congress and attracted volunteers from all racial groups, and 
the complaint by the government of India to the United Nations.3 The Council on 
African Affairs in New York, led by Paul Robeson, redoubled its activities on this 
issue and a South Africa Committee of members of Parliament was formed in London 
by the India League, with Julius Silverman, M.P. as Chairman. 
 
The Campaign of Defiance against Unjust Laws in 1952 led to the establishment of 
other groups to promote information on the situation in South Africa and sympathy 
for the oppressed people. Americans for South African Resistance  (later renamed the 
American Committee on Africa -ACOA), led by the Rev. George Houser, was 
formed in New York to support the Defiance Campaign. Christian Action in London, 
led by Canon L. John Collins, was also active in support of the Defiance Campaign 
and later set up funds to help political prisoners and their families. Solidarity spread 
to Nordic countries where, for instance, Olof Palme, as a student leader, played a 
significant role. 
 
After the mass arrests of the leaders of the freedom movement in 1956 and the 
staging of a treason trial,  Canon Collins, the ACOA and Nordic groups began fund-
raising for the legal defence of the accused and assistance to their families. While 
raising substantial funds from the public, the fund-raising helped in informing the 
public about the situation in South Africa. 
 

                                                 
3 Though the item before the United Nations was the “treatment of Indians in South Africa”, both the 
Indian Congresses in South Africa and the Indian government tried to promote public support for all 
the oppressed people of South Africa. The broader question of apartheid was included in the agenda of 
the UN General Assembly in 1952. 



About the same time, there were moves to boycott the South African racists and 
isolate them. Father Trevor Huddleston called for a cultural boycott of South Africa. 
The International Table Tennis Federation, led by Ivor Montagu of Britain, expelled 
the racist South African team. A boycott movement was formed in London on June 
26, 1959.4  Renamed the Anti-Apartheid Movement in 1960, it was to play a leading 
role in public anti-apartheid efforts until the establishment of a democratic 
government in South Africa. 
 
The Sharpeville massacre of March 21, 1960, led to action in many countries around 
the world,  including mass demonstrations, boycotts of South African goods and ships 
and the setting up of anti-apartheid groups. African States, which emerged into 
independence and attained membership in the United Nations, pressed for sanctions 
against the South African regime. Action against apartheid was initiated by trade 
unions, churches, and other non-governmental organisations. 
 
People’s boycotts of South Africa and governmental sanctions against  South Africa 
became the focus of anti-apartheid activity. 
 
The work of anti-apartheid groups and the deterioration of the situation in South 
Africa had an influence on the attitudes of Western governments. For instance, the 
Nordic States which had been hesitant to condemn apartheid changed their attitude. 
The United States criticised South Africa after the Sharpeville massacre. The 
representative of Britain, which had been the staunchest supporter of South Africa in 
claiming that apartheid was an internal issue of the country, declared in the UN 
General Assembly on April 5, 1961, that his government “regarded apartheid as being 
now so exceptional as to be sui generis”.   
 
Public action in support of the liberation movement again greatly increased in 1963 
when the Pretoria regime resorted to the mass detention and torture of prisoners, and 
charged Nelson Mandela and others in the Rivonia trial under laws which denied due 
process and provided for the death penalty. 
 
Oliver Tambo had arrived in London in 1960 to establish an external mission of the 
ANC and a number of other leaders of the liberation movement came out 
subsequently to join the mission. They provided guidance to the anti-apartheid groups 
and encouraged the establishment of groups in other countries. They were able to 
acquaint the public of the situation in South Africa and the development of the 
liberation struggle, and explain the moral, political and material assistance sought by 
the liberation movement. Nelson Mandela’s statement from the dock in April 1964 
was a powerful inspiration. 
 

                                                 
4 The ANC had organised selective boycotts in South Africa in 1958 and the All African Peoples’ 
Conference, held in Accra in December 1958, called for a boycott of South African goods. The boycott 
campaign in Britain, which followed, was commended by the ANC, the South African Indian Congress 
and the Liberal Party.  



The United Nations began actively to encourage and support the movement against 
apartheid since the Special Committee against Apartheid began its work in April 
1963. There followed a rapid expansion of anti-apartheid groups and the range of 
their activities. 
 
The boycott of apartheid sports teams involved millions of people and demonstrated 
world revulsion against apartheid. 
 
Cultural boycott also had a great impact. Moreover, artists, writers and musicians 
reached millions of people with the anti-apartheid message. 
 
Campaigns against investments in South Africa – persuading by local bodies and the 
public to take action where national governments were recalcitrant – exerted strong 
pressure on corporations involved in South Africa. 
 
South Africa was excluded from numerous professional and other public 
organisations and conferences. 
 
No international movement had ever engaged in such a range of actions as the 
movement against apartheid. 
 
The people’s movement against apartheid comprised thousands of organisations – 
anti-apartheid and solidarity movements, peace movements, trade unions, churches, 
organisations of students, youth and women and many professional bodies. It 
included pacifists, socialists, communists and even some conservatives. Among its 
ranks were some of the greatest intellectuals of the time – artists, writers, musicians 
etc. There was no central direction, but parallel actions resulting from a common 
loyalty to the cause of freedom and human rights.  
 
The United Nations General Assembly has often commended the anti-apartheid 
groups. On December 12, 1979, it adopted a resolution on the role of NGOs in 
international action against apartheid.5 
 
Public action reinforced the efforts of the United Nations, the OAU and the liberation 
movements, and contributed greatly to forcing the Pretoria regime to negotiate with 
the genuine representatives of the great majority of the people. 
 
 
 
UN INTERNATIONAL CAMPAIGN AGAINST APARTHEID 
 

                                                 
5 Resolution 34/93M.  
 
 
 



The United Nations efforts to promote public information and public action against 
apartheid began with the establishment of the Special Committee against Apartheid. 
 
The General Assembly decided on the establishment of the Special Committee  by 
resolution 1762 (XVII) of November 6, 1962,  sponsored mostly by African States,  
which recommended a series of sanctions by Member States against South Africa and 
requested the Security Council to take measures, including sanctions and the 
suspension or expulsion of South Africa from the United Nations. The Western 
Powers refused to accept membership of the Committee – the first committee to be 
boycotted by them. While most observers expected that the Special Committee would 
be totally ineffective in dealing with a “perennial” issue, it took advantage of the 
boycott of the Western Powers to become a dynamic action-oriented committee. 
While it was established merely to keep the situation in South Africa under review 
between sessions of the General Assembly, it decided that its function could not be to 
produce more documents but to promote widest international action for the 
elimination of apartheid. 
 
It approached Member States to encourage imposition of sanctions recommended by 
the General Assembly and obtained information on action taken by a great majority 
of States, some at great sacrifice, though not by the Western States and other major 
trading partners of South Africa. A month after its first meeting, it submitted a report 
drawing attention to the grave new developments in South Africa and made a series 
of recommendations for action. Its recommendations were fully endorsed by the 
founding Conference of the Organisation of African Unity in Addis Ababa (May 
1963) which called for discussion of the situation by the Security Council and 
deputed four Foreign Ministers to represent Africa. The Security Council adopted, on 
August 7, 1963, a resolution recommending an arms embargo against South Africa; 
Britain and France abstained on the resolution and the United States voted in favour. 
That was the first action by the United Nations to exert pressure against the apartheid 
regime. 
 
During the next year, the Special Committee worked tirelessly to secure a 
strengthening of the arms embargo, to promote international action for an end to the 
Rivonia trial and the release of all political prisoners, and to encourage humanitarian 
aid to political prisoners and their families through the Defence and Aid Fund and 
other bodies. 
 
The Special Committee recognised from its inception the primary role of the national 
liberation movement of South Africa6 and the significant contribution of 
organisations and individuals in the rest of the world opposed to apartheid. Brushing 
aside doubts as to its competence to grant hearings to South Africans, it heard several 
South Africans and anti-apartheid activists. Between May and July 1963, it heard an 
ANC delegation (Duma Nokwe, Robert Resha and Tennyson Makiwane) and  Patrick 
Duncan of PAC, as well as Ms. Mary Benson, a South African writer; George 
                                                 
6 I prefer to use the term “national liberation movement” in singular, though it comprises many 
organisations.  



Houser, Executive Director of the American Committee on Africa; Professor Leslie 
Rubin, a founder member of the South African Liberal Party; and Ms. Miriam 
Makeba, South African singer.7 
 
In October 1963, on its recommendation, Oliver Tambo and Bishop Ambrose Reeves 
were heard by the General Assembly’s Special Political Committee, a committee of 
the whole, which discussed the problem of apartheid. The officers of the Special 
Committee held a reception in their honour at the United Nations Headquarters, 
thereby setting a precedent which the Committee and the Centre were to follow on 
many occasions. They treated representatives of the liberation movement and the anti-
apartheid organisations as honoured guests and associates in a common struggle. 
 
A delegation of the Special Committee visited London in April 1964 to attend the 
International Conference on Sanctions against South Africa organised by the Anti-
Apartheid Movement and held extensive discussions with the movement. 
 
While the Special Committee was soon able to make apartheid recognised as one of 
the main issues before the United Nations and secure some progress in action against 
apartheid, it became clear by 1965 that a virtual deadlock had been reached on 
sanctions against South Africa.  Britain announced an arms embargo against South 
Africa in November 1964, but France remained uncooperative and became the main 
supplier of military equipment to the apartheid regime. None of the three major 
Western Powers were prepared to move any further. The smaller Western countries 
took no measures against South Africa but for an arms embargo, arguing that action 
by them would be ineffective without decisions by the Security Council binding on 
all Member States; it was well known that three permanent members8 would veto any 
such proposals in the Council. 
 
Considering this situation, the Special Committee proposed, and the General 
Assembly endorsed,  in 1966, an “international campaign against apartheid”, under 
United Nations auspices,  as a means to overcome the impasse through a 
comprehensive programme of action involving the United Nations, governments, 
intergovernmental and non-governmental organisations and individuals. While 
continuing to press for comprehensive and mandatory sanctions by the Security 
Council and to point to the grave responsibility of the major Western Powers and 
other trading partners for the perpetuation of apartheid, the campaign would try to 
secure progress on measures which could be adopted by the General Assembly and 
implemented by governments and the public such as boycotts, assistance to political 
prisoners and their families, scholarships and other assistance to  South African 
refugees, as well as moral, political and material assistance to the national liberation 
movement. 

                                                 
7 Until this time no petitioner had been heard by the United Nations on the question of apartheid. 
Hearings were granted by the United Nations bodies only to petitioners from colonial territories. 
8 China, France, Soviet Union, United Kingdom and the United States are the five permanent members 
of the Security Council with the right of veto. France, the United Kingdom and the United States 
repeatedly exercised their veto to prevent effective sanctions against South Africa. 



 
It is not possible in a short paper to review the numerous initiatives taken by the 
Special Committee on a wide range of actions for almost thirty years.9 Reference will 
be made only to the strategy and to some of the features of the campaign. 
 
Role of the Liberation Movement and of International Solidarity 
 
The Special Committee always emphasised that while the United Nations had a vital 
interest in the eradication of apartheid, the role of the United Nations and the 
international community was supportive and secondary. As the Chairman of the 
Special Committee,  Achkar Marof of Guinea, declared in 1967: 
 
 

 “…the main role in the liberation of southern Africa should rightfully go to 
the oppressed people themselves. The international community can assist 
them and help create conditions in which they can secure the liberation with 
the least possible violence and delay, but it cannot aspire to deliver liberation 
to them. The efforts of the international community should only complement 
the efforts of the oppressed people… 

 
"The struggle for freedom in South Africa is certainly the right, the 
responsibility and the privilege of the people of South Africa. They have not 
abdicated their struggle or asked for freedom as a gift from the rest of the 
world. Whatever we do at the international level - whether as governments or 
in anti-apartheid movements and other popular organisations - we need to 
recognise in all humility that our role is but secondary. We do not aspire to 
liberate - which would be tantamount to substituting ourselves to the South 
African people - but to assist the liberation, as that is our duty if we are loyal 
to our own convictions. We can discharge this duty only if we avoid any pity 
or paternalism and remain at all times responsive to the needs and desires of 
the liberation movement."  

The Special Committee, therefore, treated the liberation movement with respect and 
always paid great attention to its views and requests. It often acted, in effect, as the 
lobby for the liberation movement. 
 
 
The Strategy 
 
The Special Committee shared the view of the liberation movement that apartheid 
was sustained by the military, economic and political cooperation of a few Western 
Powers – the United Kingdom, the United States, Federal Republic of Germany, 
France and Italy in particular – and Japan, which were the main trading partners of 
                                                 
9 For information on the work of the Special Committee, please see The United Nations and Apartheid 
1948-1994, published by the United Nations Department of Public Information, New York, 1994; and 
the websites www.anc.org.za/un and www.anc.org.za/un/reddy.  

http://www.anc.org.za/un
http://www.anc.org.za/un/reddy


South Africa. They had the capacity to exert effective pressure on the Pretoria regime. 
Sanctions by them would be of great assistance to the liberation movement and would 
enable it to achieve a non-racial democratic society with a minimum of violence. 
 
But these Powers, because of profits derived by their corporations from apartheid and 
their strategic calculations in the context of the cold war, were obstructing any action 
against the apartheid regime. 
 
When the General Assembly adopted a resolution on sanctions in 1962, none of the 
Western Powers voted in favour. It was, therefore, essential to wean the smaller 
Western Powers from this block, isolate the main collaborators with apartheid and 
thereby exert pressure on them to cooperate in international action against apartheid. 
 
The anti-apartheid coalition had to be extended from its base in the Movement of 
Non-aligned States and the Organisation of African Unity, as well as the nascent anti-
apartheid movements, to include all States except the few major collaborators and, at 
the same time, obtain maximum support from public opinion even in those countries 
with a view, hopefully, to persuade them to impose sanctions against the apartheid 
regime. Any moves by the United States, Britain and other governments to view the 
liberation struggle in South Africa through the prism of the “cold war” had to be 
countered. 
 
This required diplomatic action by the committed States, the utilisation of the 
potentials of the United Nations and other international organisations, and the 
encouragement of the anti-apartheid movements and other NGOs to mobilise the 
people in solidarity with the liberation struggle. 
 
Second, apartheid affected every aspect of life in South Africa. Action against 
apartheid had to be conducted on many fronts. Arms embargo, economic sanctions 
and boycotts were crucial, but they had to be complemented by imaginative action on 
matters relating to trade union rights, health, education, sports, status of women, 
academic freedom, prison conditions, etc. Benefits of international cooperation had to 
be denied to all institutions and organisations based on apartheid. 
 
Third, recognising the primary role of the liberation movement, the Special 
Committee sought to promote assistance needed by it in its just struggle – from 
assistance to political prisoners, their families and refugees to direct assistance to the 
liberation movement for its political and social activities as well as armed struggle. It 
helped set up United Nations programmes for humanitarian and educational 
assistance but decided to encourage direct assistance to the liberation movement by 
Governments, the United Nations family of agencies and NGOs. 
 
Growing support from Nordic and other smaller Western States 
 
In 1965, several Nordic and other smaller Western States responded generously to an 
appeal by the Special Committee for contributions to the Defence and Aid Fund and 



the World Council of Churches for assistance to the political prisoners and their 
families in South Africa. This reflected growing public sentiment in those countries 
against apartheid, promoted by anti-apartheid groups, as well as their loyalty to the 
United Nations. 
 
In the same year, the Chairman of the Special Committee and I initiated consultations 
with Nordic delegations on the formulation of the General Assembly resolution on 
apartheid with respect to sanctions. Taking into account the views of their 
governments that only the Security Council can decide on sanctions , the Special 
Committee agreed on the following formulation which was endorsed by the General 
Assembly: 

 
“Draws the attention of the Security Council to the fact that the situation in 
South Africa constitutes a threat to international peace and security, that action 
under Chapter VII of the Charter is essential in order to solve the problem of 
apartheid and that universally applied economic sanctions are the only means of 
achieving a peaceful solution”. 
 

In subsequent years almost all the smaller Western States subscribed to this formulation, 
thereby isolating the major Western Powers. After Soweto massacre of 1976, Sweden 
and Norway began to implement unilateral measures against South Africa, especially the 
prohibition of new investment in South Africa. 
 
The Nordic States made very generous contributions for legal assistance to the political 
prisoners and assistance to their families and to refugees. They contributed well over 
half of the $50 million received by the UN Trust Fund for South Africa and gave much 
more in direct grants to the International Defence and Aid Fund for Southern Africa. 
Many other Western countries made annual contributions to the UN Trust Fund. Sweden 
and Norway also gave substantial assistance to the liberation movement for non-military 
activities, and their example was followed by a few other Western countries. 
 
The Special Committee’s cooperation with these countries developed rapidly. From 
1984, several smaller Western countries sponsored resolutions on “Concerted 
international action for the elimination of apartheid” recommending a series of measures 
against the apartheid regime and in support of the struggle against that regime. These 
resolutions were adopted by overwhelming majorities. As sponsors of the resolutions, 
they accepted the moral commitment to implement their provisions. The participation of 
these countries in the anti-apartheid coalition was particularly helpful in reinforcing the 
non-racialism of the liberation movement and in resisting the intrusion of the “cold war” 
into southern Africa. 
 
 
Partial Measures 
 
While the Special Committee favoured comprehensive sanctions against apartheid and 
full support to the liberation movement in its struggle, it recognised that some 



governments and public organisations could only go part of the way. It encouraged them 
to do their best in measures they approve and this often resulted in progress in 
commitment. 
 
In 1970, the General Assembly discontinued the practice of one resolution on apartheid 
and began to consider separate resolutions on various aspects of international action. 
This enabled countries which had reservations on some proposals to support other 
resolutions. 
 
The resolutions demanding the release of political prisoners, calling for clemency to 
freedom fighters, appealing for assistance to political prisoners and their families or 
denouncing the  bantustans and their fake “independence” received virtually unanimous 
support, thus demonstrating world condemnation of apartheid. Resolutions on the arms 
embargo and sports boycott  received an overwhelming majority of the votes, while 
resolutions condemning the collaboration of some governments with the apartheid 
regime or supporting the right of the liberation movement to undertake armed struggle 
received fewer, though a substantial majority of, votes. 
 
The votes on these resolutions reflected the progress of diplomatic efforts and public 
action in securing a consensus for universal action for the replacement of the apartheid 
regime by a government elected by all the people of South Africa. 
 
Of special significance were declarations on the objectives of international action. They 
were in conformity with the policies of the liberation movement and received almost 
unanimous support.  For instance, the Declaration on South Africa, adopted without a 
vote on December 12, 1979,10 stated:  

 
“Reaffirming that apartheid is a crime against the conscience and dignity of 
mankind; 
 
“Convinced that the United Nations must take the lead in concerted 
international action for the elimination of apartheid;… 
 
“Recognising the significant contribution of the struggle for freedom and 
equality in South Africa to the purposes and principles of the Charter of the 
United Nations;… 
 
1.  All States shall recognise the legitimacy of the struggle of the South 
African people for the elimination of apartheid and the establishment of a non-
racial society guaranteeing the enjoyment of equal rights by all the people of 
South Africa, irrespective of race, colour or creed. 
 
2. All States shall recognise the right of the oppressed people of South 
Africa to choose their means of struggle. 
 

                                                 
10 General Assembly resolution 34/93-O 



3. All States shall solemnly pledge to refrain from overt or covert 
military intervention in support of or defence of the Pretoria regime in its 
effort to repress the legitimate aspirations and struggle of the African people 
of South Africa against it in the exercise of their right of self-determination… 
 
7. All States shall demonstrate international solidarity with the oppressed 
people of South Africa and with the independent African States subjected to 
threats or acts of aggression and subversion by the South African regime. 
 

 
Challenging the Legitimacy of the Pretoria Regime 
 
A major contribution of the United Nations was the challenge to the legitimacy of the 
Pretoria regime and recognition of the liberation movement as the authentic 
representative of the people of South Africa. 
 
The credentials of the South African delegation were challenged by a number of 
countries from 1965. The General Assembly decided in 1970 not to accept the 
credentials; the President ruled that this was a very solemn warning to the South 
African regime, though its delegation would continue to be seated. 
 
In 1973, the Assembly decided, on the recommendation of the Special Committee, 
that the South African regime had no right to represent the people of South Africa, 
and that the liberation movements recognised by the OAU were “the authentic 
representatives of the overwhelming majority of the South African people”. It 
requested all intergovernmental organisations to deny membership to the South 
African regime and to invite the liberation movements to participate in their meetings. 
 
Next year, the General Assembly excluded the South African delegation. And in 1975 
it declared that “the racist regime of South Africa is illegitimate”. 
 
Though many of the Western countries voted against or abstained on these decisions, 
they contributed to the growing isolation of the Pretoria regime in the international 
community.11  
 
Representatives of the ANC and PAC not only began to participate in the debates on 
apartheid in the General Assembly but, as observers in the Special Committee, 
participated in the drafting of the resolutions on apartheid. 
 
Cooperation with Anti-Apartheid Organisations 
 
One of the most important activities of the Special Committee was its cooperation 
with the anti-apartheid movements and other organisations engaged in actions against 

                                                 
11 The South African regime could not be suspended or expelled from the United Nations as that 
required a decision of the Security Council where the three Western Powers exercised the veto. But it 
was excluded from all United Nations bodies and from many international organisations.  



apartheid – and this developed into a virtual alliance which was unprecedented in the 
history of inter-governmental organisations. 
 
The Special Committee recognised the crucial importance of these organisations and 
individuals in breaking the impasse on international sanctions and ensuring ever more 
effective action against apartheid. It established close relations with anti-apartheid 
movements, especially after a session in Europe in 1968. 
 
It invited leaders of the movements on many occasions for consultations on action. It 
organised many seminars, conferences and other events – with the participation of 
governments, liberation movements and non-governmental organisations – for 
discussion of the campaign against apartheid, and development of programmes of 
action. It set a precedent by electing leaders of anti-apartheid movements as officers 
of United Nations seminars and conferences. It also co-sponsored conferences and 
seminars planned by anti-apartheid groups and provided them modest financial 
assistance.  
 
These events helped anti-apartheid movements to consult on internationalising 
campaigns against apartheid, to develop cooperation not only with the United Nations 
but with the specialised agencies of the United Nations, the Organisation of African 
Unity and individual governments, especially in Africa. 
 
The Special Committee ensured that suggestions made by the anti-apartheid 
movements, in the light of their experience, were incorporated in resolutions of the 
United Nations.  
   
Many of the publications of the Centre against Apartheid were commissioned from 
leaders of the liberation movement and anti-apartheid groups, and were widely 
circulated through the extensive network of United Nations offices. The Register of 
Sports Contacts with South Africa, which helped greatly in enforcing the sports 
boycott, was based on information provided by  Sam Ramsamy, Chairman of the 
South African Non-Racial Olympic Committee (SAN-ROC). Mike Terry, executive 
secretary of the British Anti-Apartheid Movement, contributed to the companion 
register of cultural contacts. 
 
The Special Committee, for its part, benefited greatly from its contacts with anti-
apartheid groups. 
 
The work of these groups facilitated its consultations with governments to promote 
action against apartheid. On its many missions to governments, the Special 
Committee met with the anti-apartheid groups and welcomed their advice on matters 
to discuss with the governments. 
 
It established contacts with numerous non-governmental organisations opposed to 
apartheid, irrespective of their ideological and other differences, and was able to bring 
them together. For instance, international trade union conferences against apartheid, 



with the participation of the three international confederations of trade unions, were 
possible only because of the efforts of the Special Committee and the cooperation of 
the International Labour Organisation. 
 
The Special Committee was able to play an unusually activist role because of its 
composition. The Chairman was authorised to issue public statements and appeals on 
its behalf without prior approval by the Committee. Through his statements, the 
Committee could respond promptly to developments in South Africa throughout the 
year and appeal to governments and organisations for appropriate action.12 It sent 
messages of support to the campaigns of anti-apartheid groups, emphasising that they, 
not the recalcitrant governments, had the support of the United Nations and the 
overwhelming majority of humanity.  
 
The cooperation of the United Nations, OAU and committed governments with the 
anti-apartheid groups took anti-apartheid action to a new level. 
 
For instance, on the sports boycott, the anti-apartheid movements initiated mass 
protests in Britain, Australia, New Zealand and other countries. The boycott was 
extended when governments and the United Nations took complementary action. 
African governments encouraged their sports bodies to press for the expulsion of 
South Africa from the Olympics and international sports federations. They asked their 
sports bodies to boycott the Montreal Olympics in protest against New Zealand’s 
collaboration with apartheid sport. Under pressure from African governments, the 
Commonwealth adopted the Gleneagles declaration on boycott of apartheid sport. 
African and other governments prohibited sportsmen who played in South Africa 
from playing in their countries. 
 
Reference must be made to the valuable cooperation of anti-apartheid groups in 
monitoring the implementation of United Nations resolutions. 
 
In 1977, the United Nations Security Council decided on a mandatory arms embargo 
against South Africa and set up a committee to monitor its implementation.  The 
committee could do little as governments – especially Western governments - 
provided no information to it of any violations of the embargo.  
 
In 1979, the British Anti-Apartheid Movement, with the encouragement of the 
Special Committee, established the World Campaign against Military and Nuclear 
Collaboration with South Africa, with Abdul S. Minty as Director. The Special 
Committee kept in close contact with the World Campaign which was able, with the 
help of anti-apartheid groups, to obtain valuable information. It drew the attention of 
the Security Council Committee to the work of the World Campaign and arranged for 

                                                 
12 The Special Committee and the Centre against Apartheid tried to ensure that these statements were 
known to the people inside South Africa. From the late 1970s, the United Nations arranged daily 
broadcasts to South Africa to inform the people of world-wide action against apartheid. Leaders of the 
liberation movement and anti-apartheid groups were frequently interviewed on these programmes. 



Mr. Minty and others to be heard by the Committee. This led to the strengthening the 
implementation of the embargo. 
 
A non-governmental organisation in Antigua discovered that the Space Research 
Corporation on the United States-Canadian border was shipping weapons systems 
through Antigua to South Africa. The Special Committee arranged for its leader, Tim 
Hector, to be heard by the Security Council Committee. That led to the closing of one 
of the major loopholes in the arms embargo. 
 
In 1980, the Holland Committee on Southern Africa and Working Group Kairos set 
up, with the support of the Special Committee, a Shipping Research Bureau in 
Amsterdam. Its work helped in monitoring and strengthening the implementation of 
the oil embargo against South Africa. 
 
The Special Committee and the NGOs tried to relate their activities to movements 
inside South Africa. 
 
For instance, in 1963-64 when torture of political prisoners was widespread, and 
prison conditions were inhuman, there were protests by democratic whites in South 
Africa. The Defence and Aid Fund in London publicised the situation. The Special 
Committee published a number of affidavits from prisoners and called on the 
International Committee of the Red Cross to take action. It also referred the matter to 
the United Nations Commission on Human Rights which set up a Working Group to 
investigate the situation. As a result of these initiatives, the Pretoria regime was 
obliged to improve the treatment of sentenced prisoners, though regrettably the ICRC 
delegates were not permitted to see detainees and awaiting trial prisoners. 
 
In the early 1970s when there was an upsurge of African unions in South Africa and 
an exposure by NUSAS  of wages and working conditions in multinational 
enterprises in South Africa, pressure on the corporations by trade unions and anti-
apartheid groups in Western countries greatly increased. The campaign for the 
withdrawal of investments in South Africa drew wide support. As a result of these 
actions, supported by the Special Committee, the Pretoria regime was obliged to 
legalise African trade unions. 
 
The United Nations and anti-apartheid groups carried on a persistent campaign for the 
release of prisoners, especially since 1963. In that connection, they publicised the life 
and statements of Nelson Mandela. In 1976, there was an impressive observance of 
the sixtieth birthday of Nelson Mandela by governments, organisations and 
individuals. Soon, with the encouragement of the United Nations, numerous awards 
and honours were bestowed on Nelson Mandela, making him the most honoured 
political prisoner in history and the symbol of the liberation struggle.13 

                                                 
13  I had initiated the move for the international observance of the 60th birthday of Nelson Mandela, 
following a suggestion by Mac Maharaj, by personal letters to a number of governments and 
organisations, and the response was overwhelming. I intended to continue with honouring other leaders 
of the liberation movement, but Oliver Tambo advised me that the ANC wished to focus on Mr. 



  
In 1980, after the independence of Zimbabwe,  Percy Qoboza, editor of Sunday Post 
in Johannesburg, launched a campaign for the release of Mandela and it received 
wide support in South Africa. The Special Committee commended that campaign and 
took further action internationally to develop the “Free Mandela” campaign. The 
campaign became a major component of the struggle against apartheid, thanks to the 
actions of anti-apartheid movements and the United Nations. 
 
 
A Historic Achievement 
 
The liberation of South Africa from entrenched tyranny was a historic achievement of 
a global alliance of governments and peoples in support of the liberation struggle. 
 
In the 1950s when the apartheid regime enacted a series of repressive laws and the 
Congress Alliance led a mass non-violent resistance, many observers feared that the 
situation might lead to a “race war” with incalculable international repercussions.14 
With the example of the Algerian revolution, a revolution in a country with a million 
European settlers which led to the loss of well over a million lives, one shuddered to 
think what a similar revolution in South Africa could entail. 
 
The vision of the leaders of the liberation movement, and the support it received from 
all corners of the globe, ensured that the struggle in South Africa succeeded with a 
relatively small number of casualties.15 
 
 
 
TOWARD A GLOBAL ALLIANCE FOR A NEW WORLD 
ORDER 
 
The movement against apartheid demonstrated people’s power. It showed that the 
United Nations can become a powerful force when it forges an alliance with public 
movements for peace and justice. 
 
It also showed that it is possible to overcome the obstruction of a few governments 
insensitive to the legitimate aspirations of people by building an alliance of all other 
States with public organisations, especially in the States opposing progress, and 

                                                                                                                                           
Mandela as the symbol. Mr. Tambo, who was greatly admired in many countries, declined honours to 
himself. 
14 The agenda item proposed by the Asian-African States in the UN General Assembly in 1952 was 
entitled “the question of race conflict in South Africa resulting from the policies of apartheid of the 
Government of the Union of South Africa”. 
15 Regrettably people in the frontline States suffered enormously from aggression and destabilisation 
by the Pretoria regime – as United Nations efforts to protect these States were blocked, particularly by 
the callousness of the Reagan administration. 



utilising the possibilities which exist in the United Nations despite the misuse of the 
veto in the Security Council. 
 
But the alliance against apartheid did not succeed in eliminating racism in the world. 
 
Apartheid was based on the premise that it is not possible for people of different races 
and cultures to live together in amity. Even as the new South Africa was proving this 
wrong, there have emerged many ethnic and other conflicts in the world causing 
enormous suffering and loss of life. Meanwhile the world is also faced with many old 
and new problems which cause enormous misery to the peoples. 
 
President Thabo Mbeki has suggested, in his State of the Nation address in May, that  
"perhaps the time has come for the emergence of a united movement of the peoples of 
the world that would come together to work for the creation of a new world order". 
After the endorsement of the suggestion by the ANC National Executive Committee 
(NEC) on 16-17 September, he wrote: 

 
”The NEC analysed the emerging world order, which is increasingly 
characterised by the dominance of a single world power and grossly uneven 
economic and social development. It is a world order characterised by 
terrorist activity, illegal wars of 'pre-emption' and 'regime change', 
suicide bombings, and extra-judicial killings. This is taking place 
alongside the weakening of multilateralism and a disregard for the United 
Nations and the established principles of international law. 
 
”The principal challenges of this age - tackling poverty, underdevelopment 
and human misery - are becoming ever more neglected as powerful and 
wealthy nations pursue, at a massive cost to world peace and stability, their 
own narrow material interests…. 
  
”Among other things, the movement would need to unite all those across the 
world who are committed to a more just, more democratic human and caring 
world which will guarantee peace and security for all irrespective of size, 
power, class, religion or nationality. It would need to campaign on the 
basis of the common good and common interests of humanity. The movement 
should mobilise civil society organisations and social movements, as well as 
multilateral institutions and governments.” 
 

What is envisaged is an international alliance of governments, organisations and 
individuals to overcome the few governments and vested interests which seek to 
impose a “right wing agenda” on the world at the cost of massive human suffering,  
and to bring about a new world order. I believe the rich experience of the 
international solidarity movement for the liberation of South Africa provides valuable 
lessons for developing such an alliance. 
 



ADDRESS TO THE 40TH ANNIVERSARY CELEBRATION OF THE AAM, 
LONDON 

By 
Kader Asmal 

 
 
In his Songs of the Soldier of the Revolution‚ Bertolt Brecht wrote: 
 
‘When the difficulty  
Of the mountains is once behind 
That’s when you’ll see 
The difficulty of the plains will start.’ 
 
So I have chosen as the theme of my address this evening:  
 
‘From the Mountains to the Plains’ 
 
As some of you will know, I was originally invited to address the 
opening session of this Symposium. When Shula Marks and Christabel 
Gurney first spoke to me in Cape Town some weeks ago about their 
plans, I was excited at the prospect of giving an address on this day of 
remarkable resonance, June 26th, which is of such special significance 
for the freedom struggle in South Africa and for all those associated 
with the Anti-Apartheid Movement in Britain and then throughout the 
world. 
 
This Symposium ÿ on the theme ‘The Anti-Apartheid Movement: A Forty 
Year Perspective’ ÿ is a most appropriate way in which to celebrate 
South Africa Freedom Day as well as being a very important initiative 
in its own right.  
 
Yesterday’s Special Joint Session in Cape Town of the newly elected 
Parliament meant I could only arrive in London this morning. Initially I 
was disappointed that I would be unable to address the opening 
session. But I wanted to be here for a number of reasons,  not 
necessarily in ascending order of importance. I want to find out who 
proposed the name ‘Anti-Apartheid Movement’; I want to find out who 
designed the badge ÿ the ying-yang badge. That’s not a particularly 
profound matter, but it is part of the seeking for our past. I want to 
link our past experiences in the international solidarity movement with 
today’s work of consolidating and building on what has already been 
achieved in the first five years of democratic government so that we 
can realise our vision of a genuinely democratic society. 
 



It is of course very important that we celebrate what we have done. A 
marvellous, outrageous Irishman called Michael MacLiammour [check] 
once had a one-man show at the Royal Court Theatre. It was called ‘I 
must be talking to my friends’. Well, I am talking to my friends and 
there is an extraordinary exhilaration in being able to talk to our 
friends together. It is a celebration of what we were. I never 
understand this idea that we should never speak to those who are 
converted. It’s a small pusillanimous approach to say you should never 
speak to the converted. You should celebrate with the converted and 
that’s what we are doing today.  
 
Today we have been examining the role of the Anti-Apartheid 
Movement from many different viewpoints. The organisers felt that I 
may be specially placed to add to these contributions since I can look 
at the role of the Anti-Apartheid Movement and the contribution it 
made to the wider international campaign against apartheid from a 
number of different perspectives. You will forgive me if I repeat one or 
two things that have been said already, but most of what I have to say 
comes from a perspective that is different from the perspectives here. 
 
The first of these is as one of the small group of South Africans who 
forty years ago today joined with the Committee of African 
Organisations and others to launch the Boycott Movement. Within the 
year it had been transformed into the Anti-Apartheid Movement. It was 
an exciting and challenging period and none of us ever imagined the 
size of the mountains which would have to be climbed. In fact as we 
now know it would take 35 years ÿ and great suffering and sacrifice 
across the whole of Southern Africa ÿ before the freedom struggle 
would eventually triumph in South Africa.  
 
The second of these perspectives is the one I gained as Chairman of 
the Irish Anti-Apartheid Movement. This gave me a different insight 
into the role of the AAM. Through a range of different structures ÿ 
some formal, others very informal ÿ the anti-apartheid movements 
across the world sought ways to co-operate with each other and to co-
ordinate their work. The relationships between anti-apartheid 
movements were not always straightforward. Each had its own 
characteristics which reflected their own societies ÿ and the history of 
Ireland has been very different from the history of Britain and this 
brought its own dynamic to the relations between the British and Irish 
anti-apartheid movements. And so I began to see the British Anti-
Apartheid Movement from the perspective of a country which had its 
own experiences of colonial rule, at the same time realising that the 
logic of history and contiguity of geography resulted in a sharing of 



experiences. In the end ten young working class Dubliners struck 
against the supplier of South African grapefruit and went on strike for 
two and a half years, a most remarkable expression of solidarity, 
because of the shared experience of the United Kingdom and Ireland. 
This could only have happened not because of contiguity, not because 
of history, but because we were part of an international movement. 
While my experience in Ireland might have been very different from 
yours, we were part of that international campaign. 
 
The third of these perspectives is that of a member of the African 
National Congress National Executive Committee during the 
transitional period in South Africa and then as a Cabinet Member in the 
first democratic government. The most exciting five years I have spent 
in my life has been the five years I have shared with someone an 
American academic has called ‘a person with whom the twentieth 
century began when he was released from Pollsmoor Prison’ ÿ Nelson 
Mandela. It was a most remarkable five years I have spent, just to be 
with him, and work with him. I think some of us should write about 
that,  from a different perspective from the historians and political 
scientists who no doubt will write about it. This period, however short, 
was perhaps the most complex. This period of transition led to tensions 
and misunderstandings between the international solidarity movement 
and the African National Congress and the wider democratic movement 
within South Africa. Yet solidarity during this period was crucial and 
there is a story which has still to be told as to how it was possible to 
sustain it during the inevitable changes and shifts of policy and the 
enormous pressures which the negotiators faced and under which the 
Anti-Apartheid Movement worked during that period 1990 to 1994. 
There is a history to be written. It will not be a simple history; there 
were enormous complexities within the African National Congress itself 
and these were dictated by the process of internal developments 
within South Africa. 
 
So I speak, this evening, with the benefit of all three perspective which 
I believe, taken together, enable me to speak with a little authority.  
 
This evening I want first to look back at the cause which brought us to 
where we are today. When we formed what was to become the Anti-
Apartheid Movement, in the spring of 1959, we did so against a 
background of the African continent moving rapidly on the road to 
decolonisation and independence. In South Africa, the African National 
Congress had not yet been banned and many believed that the spirit of 
African (and Arab) nationalism would soon envelop the whole 
continent from Cairo to the Cape. 



 
Europe was emerging from the austerity and privations of the first 
post-war decade and this was reflected in the idealism of the 
movements against nuclear weapons, against racism and in the birth of 
the New Left in Britain. These days were very much therefore part of 
this wider movement for peace, equality and justice. 
 
From these early beginnings it proved possible for a single issue 
campaign focused on a problem some 6 000 miles away to take root 
and eventually prove to be one of the most important British 
campaigning organisations of this century. 
 
This evening I want to identify the most important of the questions 
which have been posed during our proceedings today ÿ and to add 
some more. It will be for historians and other researchers to begin to 
give authoritative answers. Yet as an actor on this mini-stage of 
history, I am sure you will allow me to give you some of my opinions. 
 
What are these questions? 
 
Firstly, and perhaps the most critical of all, is to ask how was it 
possible for the Anti-Apartheid Movement to survive as a united and 
effective campaigning organisation for 35 years, especially during the 
very difficult period of the late 1960s and early 1970s when the 
liberation movement was effectively smashed inside South Africa and 
when we could not draw on the inspiration of the struggles inside 
South Africa to justify and develop our work. Was it the philosophy of 
the movement? Was it its policies? Was it the particular mix of British 
activists, heirs to a long tradition of anti-imperial struggle, with South 
African exiles determined to liberate their country? Was it the loyalty 
and support of the activists? Was it the special relationship which it 
enjoyed with the African National Congress and the other Southern 
African liberation movements?  
 
Secondly, what was its contribution to the liberation struggle in South 
and Southern Africa? Many have paid tribute to the Anti-Apartheid 
Movement, but what were the most decisive of its roles. Was it that it 
kept the crime of apartheid on the international agenda? Was it the 
campaigns for sanctions and boycotts ÿ which made it lots of enemies 
as well as friends? Was it the campaigns against political repression 
and for the release of political 
prisoners ÿ not least that of Nelson Mandela? Was it its role in 
explaining and supporting the liberation movement’s decision to 
embark on armed struggle ÿ and subsequently the space it helped give 



the nascent democratic movement within South Africa ÿ especially the 
UDF and COSATU ÿ enabling it to flourish and grow. 
 
Thirdly, what was the Anti-Apartheid Movement and how was it 
capable of mobilising the people of Britain? Some saw it just as 
Charlotte Street and then Mandela Street. Some saw it as the activists 
in the local groups who were the backbone of the AAM across the 
country. Some saw it as the affiliates ÿ eventually encompassing all the 
major trade unions ÿ which provided organised support and much 
needed funding. Some identified much more with the complex network 
of groupings within and without the official structures of the 
Movement, often focusing on specific issues such as the lawyers, 
architects and health groups.  
 
Fourthly, what was it that enabled this comparatively small 
organisation ÿ which for most if not all of its existence was extremely 
unpopular in the corridors of power in Whitehall and Downing Street ÿ 
to be capable of exerting considerable influence over the United 
Nations and the Commonwealth and play an important role in shaping 
international policy towards Southern Africa? Or, to put it another way, 
to the best of my knowledge there was no historical precedent for a 
campaigning organisation playing such an important role in 
popularising United Nations policies on any issue. I dare say when 
somebody writes the history of solidarity in the United States that the 
Free South Africa Movement was deeply affected by the existing 
international movements across the world. The Free South Africa 
Movement in the United States resulted in the only political defeat that 
Ronald Reagan suffered in his two terms ÿ the Anti-Apartheid 
Sanctions Act of 1986 when Congress overruled the veto of Ronald 
Reagan. That did not happen because there were black lobbyists in the 
United States; it happened because this was part of a worldwide surge 
of opposition against the apartheid regime.  
 
Finally, what was the wider impact of the work of the Anti-Apartheid 
Movement on social developments within Britain? How much did it 
help shape and influence the strategies and tactics of other 
campaigning organisations? What was the effect of its campaigns on 
anti-racist struggles within Britain? Was it an example of active 
citizenship, of which much is said these days? Did it help empower 
people and demonstrate that they had the capacity to bring about 
change? 
 
In beginning to address some of these issues, I think it is important 
that we pay tribute to those who had the vision, the conviction and the 



imagination to realise that it was possible for the work of the Anti-
Apartheid Movement to take root amongst the people of Britain and to 
achieve its many successes. It was they who ensured that the Anti-
Apartheid Movement was founded on three key pillars which from the 
beginning shaped it and supported it for the next 35 years. 
 
The first of these pillars was its relationship with the freedom 
movement within South Africa. The Boycott Movement was set up in 
1959 in response to the African National Congress’s call for 
international support for its campaign for a boycott of products 
produced by firms which supported the National Party. From then on it 
took its lead from the liberation movement. After Sharpeville in March 
1960, the symbolic boycott became a demand for the total isolation of 
South Africa and for the imposition of comprehensive sanctions by the 
United Nations. When the African National Congress and other 
movements in Southern Africa embarked on armed struggle, the AAM 
sought to explain and support this strategy. However, although it had a 
special relationship with the ANC, the AAM was neither conceived as 
nor acted as an exclusively ANC support group. You may write in your 
studies of the AAM as a British NGO, but in the end the AAM was part of 
the liberation of Southern Africa. That was its fundamental raison 
d’�tre. 
 
Although some South Africans associated with the ANC quickly came to 
form the core of the first committee (Tennyson Makiwane, Ros Ainslie, 
Vella Pillay, Masizi Kunene, Abdul Minty, Ruth Ballin, Nanda Naidoo, 
Mana Chetty) ÿ many of them students escaping the extraordinarily 
named ‘Extension of University Education Act’ ÿ they were joined by 
Patrick van Rensburg from the South African Liberal Party and they 
also had links with the National Union of South African Students. Over 
the years this apparent contradiction of a movement which had at its 
heart its relationship with the African National Congress but which did 
not perceive this as an exclusive relationship did produce tensions, but 
was 
essential to its success. 
 
 
The second pillar was its determination to ensure that it had a broad 
appeal to the people of Britain. Unlike other anti-apartheid 
movements, but very  much  like the Irish Anti-Apartheid Movement 
which grew out of the British Movement, the AAM’s essential quality 
was to be a mass movement inside Britain. From the beginning its aim 
was to educate people about the evils of apartheid. It sought to reach 
out to people in Britain and to win them to the cause of freedom in 



South African, and although this remit was soon to widen to include 
support for the struggles against racism and colonialism throughout 
Southern Africa, South Africa was the core of its work. Much of the 
time of the staff of the AAM was spent not on digging up cricket 
pitches or attending international conferences but on replying to 
seemingly bottomless piles of letters asking for information from 
schools and colleges or dispatching pamphlets and fact sheets. Many of 
them were produced by the International Defence and Aid Fund, which 
I can say now, officially and formally, played a unique and quite crucial 
role in the struggle. 
 
The third pillar was its base amongst the people of Britain. Although 
the impetus for the formation of the Movement came from South 
Africans, we all knew that it would not achieve much unless it became 
a British movement and became engaged in British political life ÿ 
although always as a non-party movement open to all. In the early 
years this was not always easy, especially at the height of the Cold 
War. The Movement owes a debt to Labour and Liberal politicians like 
David Ennals, Barbara Castle, David Steel, Andrew Faulds and Joan 
Lestor who became office bearers in the 1960s and early 1970s when 
the Movement was still working to put down roots in British society. 
Perhaps this aspiration only truly became a reality later with the mass 
campaigns of the 1980s. But this would never have happened without 
the groundwork of those early years.  
 
I was told that there are records from 1961 [check] showing that I had 
spoken at 10 trade union meetings. This made me go back to my diary 
and I found that on January 12 I was with S O Davies, the MP for 
Merthyr Tydfil [check] and the South Wales Miners Federation. S O said 
‘How long have you been way from home?’ I told him two years. He 
said ‘Ring up your home now’. This was an extraordinary outpouring of 
generosity. We were spat upon outside Hampstead Town Hall by 
Oswald Mosley, and then loved in that way by S O Davies and the 
scores of trade unionists who were giving hospitality to people whom 
they had never heard of before and to movements which they had 
never heard of before and which they then helped to build. So that 
while we say that the captains and the kings ÿ as Brendan Behan 
would have said ÿ gave us respectability in the political parties the real 
passion came from the plain people of England and Wales and 
Scotland. They were the ones who gave us both the support and the 
inspiration. 
 
Remarkably AAM succeeded in becoming a movement which had many 
different facets, which worked in different ways, at different levels, 



and often with a degree of spontaneity to which the national 
organisation responded, though not always without initial misgivings.  
 
I would like first to acknowledge how the AAM helped shape the 
international campaign against apartheid. Although Britain was of key 
importance as the country with the largest Western stake in South 
Africa, and, in the 1980s together with Ronald Reagan in the US, as 
apartheid’s staunchest political ally, from the beginning the Movement 
calculated that what was needed was a world-wide movement against 
apartheid leading to action under Chapter 7 of the UN Charter. 
 
In the early years it initiated the World Campaign for the Release of 
Political Prisoners, worked closely with the UN Special Committee 
against Apartheid, stimulated the formation of anti-apartheid groups in 
other European countries as well as in Africa and lobbied and worked 
with the countries of the Commonwealth and Commonwealth 
structures. We heard how quickly Jamaica and other West Indian 
countries adopted the most far-reaching policies the moment they 
became independent. 
 
What did the world-wide movement against apartheid achieve? Of 
course it was South Africans themselves and the people of the front 
line states who at huge cost, not least to the fabric of their own 
societies, fought for and won their own liberation. But I believe the 
international movement, with AAM playing a significant role within it, 
made an enormous contribution. That is why I am here. Because the 
history of the international solidarity movement is a history that needs 
to be written not in an official tome, with all the archives being 
collected in one country, or in one place in South Africa. There are bits 
and pieces of history we must write, of individual contributions, the 
anecdotal contributions of individuals. The contribution we need to 
make is to let the South African people know that the international 
struggle was one of the four or five  pillars of the liberation struggle 
and outside the actual activists very few people in South Africa know 
about the range, the depth and the quality of the international struggle 
against apartheid. 
 
The international struggle told the world about what apartheid really 
meant. Western governments, guided by considerations of profit and 
strategic interest, continued to give practical support to apartheid, but 
in the minds of the peoples of the world, there was no doubt that 
apartheid was an evil to be combated by every means within their 
power. We must never forget the very young men and women who 
joined the underground in South Africa, who went to South Africa and 



worked with the liberation movement, who put their lives at stake, 
who shared their knowledge with the liberation movement in the South 
African underground. There is a very rich history to be written about 
those in the traditions of the r Žsistance who went thousands of miles 
away because of their support and understanding of what the struggle 
was, a struggle led by the liberation movement, but interpreted by the 
anti-apartheid movements. There is a wonderful story to be written of 
Dutch men and women, of Danes and Swedes and Irish and English 
men and women, and Americans who went to South Africa, and came 
back as unsung heroes and heroines. One day that story has to be 
written, because they were in the best traditions of international 
solidarity. 
 
It generated support ÿ and space ÿ for the liberation struggle. It may 
be hard, in the wake of the African National Congress’s second election 
victory, and it may be uncomfortable for those without a sense of 
history, to remember how friendless we were in the dark days of the 
1960s and early 1970s. In those years the international anti-apartheid 
movement kept alive the conscience of the world, giving the liberation 
movement time to rebuild. 
 
Sanctions were a lynch-pin of the international movement’s strategy. 
Economists will argue over the extent to which sanctions damaged and 
distorted the South African economy and over how heavy economic 
difficulties weighed in de Klerk’s decision to come to the negotiating 
table. I have no doubt about the role sanctions played. I recall Barend 
du Plessis’ statement in 1990 that disinvestment was the dagger that 
finally immobilised apartheid The Arab oil producing states ban in 1974 
forced South Africa to spend an inordinate amount of money to buy on 
the black market and exploit loopholes. The World Campaign against 
Military and Nuclear Collaboration spent a great deal of energy and 
time exposing the loopholes in the arms embargo, which was first 
made mandatory by the UN Security Council in 1977. The history of the 
arms embargo is very interesting because of what happened in Lagos 
in an attempt to forestall this momentum towards full economic 
sanctions. It is an interesting strategy of international diplomacy that 
conceded this imperfect arms embargo because they had to resist the 
demand for sanctions. We were correct to expose the ways in which 
Western companies and governments ran rings around the arms 
embargo. Nevertheless the embargo did impose a huge burden on the 
South African economy, forcing it into uneconomic projects and when 
the crunch came, at Cuito Cuanavale, leaving it short of vital airpower.  
 



Above all the fear of sanctions led the apartheid government to build 
capacity and invest in state corporations, in a way which by the mid 
1980s was exhausting its credit and led to the crisis in its relations 
with the international banking world which we can now see was one of 
the key events forcing the Nationalist regime to abandon apartheid. 
 
With South Africa in the forefront of world cricket and rugby, it is easy 
to forget that less than a decade ago South African sports teams were 
banned from every major sporting competition. This was no trivial 
matter for sports-mad white South Africa. Actually the first moves to 
isolate South Africa from the international sporting world took place 
before the formation of the Movement, when the British Table Tennis 
Federation refused an all expenses paid invitation to South Africa. This 
was due to the efforts of Ivor Montagu, distinguished film maker and 
member of the Communist Party. Soon after, South Africa was expelled 
from the World Table Tennis Federation. Suspension from the 
International Olympic Committee followed in 1963, with irresistible 
consequences in other codes and them subsequent international 
organisations. 
 
Lastly the international AA movement worked in innovatory ways with 
international institutions like the UN and the Commonwealth in ways 
that made them respond to pressures from outside, from non-
governmental bodies and pressure groups, democratising them and 
making them more accountable to world opinion. In many ways this 
was a pioneering act. It is hard to imagine now an inter-governmental 
environmental conference without its lobbyists from outside and 
without a parallel event run by grass-roots activists. Or a G7 meeting 
on debt relief without an input from those calling for greater remission. 
In its relations with international bodies the world-wide network of 
anti-apartheid movements paved the way. 
 
Within this international network the British Anti-Apartheid Movement 
played a major role, as a policy and campaign initiator ÿ setting 
priorities for the international movement, from sanctions to the 
campaign to free Nelson Mandela. Other groups raised funds and 
material aid for the liberation movements, for the UDF in the 1980s 
and for the democratic trade union movement. This was of enormous 
importance. The British Anti-Apartheid never really tried to challenge 
that. But the Anti-Apartheid Movement here ensured that sanctions 
and the campaign to isolate apartheid stayed centre-stage. It 
navigated the difficult transition from a period when organised 
opposition was largely located outside South Africa to the 
establishment of supportive relationships with the growing internal 



opposition from community groups, civics and trade unions, united 
under the umbrella first of the UDF and then the Mass Democratic 
Movement, which reached a crescendo in the mid-1980s. This was not 
an easy process and it can be argued that AAM did not always make 
intimate friends along the way. Nor did it carry all sections of the 
international movement with it.  
 
But paradoxically the international movement’s success in isolating 
South Africa, particularly in the sporting and cultural fields, helped 
ease the process of transition. From 1990, as boycotts were lifted, 
white South Africans saw that they too had a stake in the success of 
negotiations. Noone wanted to go back to the bad times when to speak 
with a white South African accent overseas invited hostility and 
suspicion. In this way the work of the international movement may 
actually have helped the process of reconciliation ÿ I will revise that ÿ 
it may have helped the process of change. The sad thing in South Africa 
is that there has not been a responsive position taken to the 
remarkable magnanimity of the African people. It is sad that although 
we have a democratic order and we have 11 parties sitting in 
Parliament there is still not that understanding that when we pulled 
ourselves away  from the edge of the abyss of destruction, it was the 
Africans who pulled us away from that abyss. That is why the speech of 
the President yesterday to say that we must now get down to work for 
the real reconstruction of South Africa has enormous importance, 
because whites in fact have not yet made any reciprocating gesture 
and do not have the reciprocating understanding of the enormous 
sacrifices the Africans have made to bring us to this stage. 
 
In its campaigning AAM was a movement of many parts which 
cohabited and interacted in sometimes unforeseen ways. We must 
therefore recognise that the Movement inevitably reflected what was 
happening in South Africa. From the beginning it aimed to be a mass 
movement with powerful grass roots; it achieved this only at some 
points in its 35-year history. AAM did not foresee the reaction to the 
Springbok rugby tour of 1969, coming as it did after the student 
protests of 1968 and in the wake of the demonstrations against the 
Vietnam War. But it reacted magnificently, working in partnership with 
the Stop the Seventy Tour to organise the biggest demonstrations yet 
seen against apartheid and 
helping to defend those activists who saw direct action as the way to 
stop the tour.  
 
Likewise, the huge growth in grass roots support in the 1980s was a 
response to the dramatic struggle within South Africa, but the Anti-



Apartheid Movement rose to the occasion, marshalling mass demos of 
almost unprecedented numbers of people, culminating in the quarter of 
a million-strong rally to demand Nelson Mandela’s release on the eve of 
his 70th birthday in 1988. 
 
At the same time AAM was a lobbying organisation par excellence. If 
Mike Terry and Abdul Minty and others succeeded in anything, it was to 
give lobbying a decent honourable name. They were not doing it for 
secret sums of money, they were doing it for principle. They were 
seeking to understand how the channels of power worked and to 
influence them on precise policy issues. For example when the Labour 
Government seemed likely to abandon the arms embargo in 1967, the 
Anti-Apartheid Movement, with the help of Barbara Castle, was able to 
intervene. In the same way at what might have seemed the depths of 
its influence, on the eve of Botha’s visit to Britain in 1984, the outcry 
over the invitation led to Margaret Thatcher agreeing to meet the Anti-
Apartheid Movement’s President Trevor Huddleston and Abdul Minty, 
at Downing Street which helped to shape the agenda of the meeting. 
 
AAM grew from a movement largely depending on students for its 
grass roots support to a movement with deep roots in British society. 
Its 30 or 40 local AA groups had grown into a nation-wide network of 
over 180 groups twenty years later. Activists came from all faiths or no 
faith, Christian and non-Christian, agnostic or atheist; they came from 
a range of backgrounds, middle class professionals, trade union 
activists or unemployed; most, though not all, were young. We must 
pay a tribute to the young of Britain who galvanised themselves. From 
small beginnings in the 1960s AAM had 600 affiliated local trade union 
organisations by the mid-1980s and 35 affiliated national trade unions 
representing over 90 per cent of the membership of the TUC. By the 
late 1980s AAM had sections which worked among the black and ethnic 
minority communities, in women’s organisations, with health and 
education professionals and an Inter-Faith Committee which linked 
together Christians, Muslims, Jews and Sikhs. 
 
It was an innovating organisation in that it pioneered forms of action 
which have since become normal practice for single-issue pressure 
groups. In 1971 AAM activists mounted the first ever political protest 
inside a company annual general meeting, namely Barclays Bank, 
parent of South Africa’s biggest high street bank.  
 
In the 1980s Nelson Mandela became a household name in this 
country, the most recognisable name ÿ not face yet ÿ throughout the 
world, to a large extent because of the involvement of the music 



business and AAM’s message was carried way beyond the conventional 
political constituency by the activities of Artists Against Apartheid and 
other musicians. This culminated in the ‘Tribute to Nelson Mandela’ 
Wembley Stadium celebration held to mark Nelson Mandela’s 70th 
birthday ÿ televised in 67 countries, the world’s biggest ever audience 
for a live cultural event. The Movement had come a long way from its 
beginnings in 1959, but showed the same combination of tenacity and 
clarity of purpose with vision and imagination as to how to win support 
for its aims. 
 
Almost uniquely among pressure groups in Britain, the Movement 
mobilised in local government with the formation of Local Authorities 
Against Apartheid. The appointment of Sidney Mufamadi to be Minister 
for Local Government shows that we mean to take seriously local 
government development as the heart of our democratic order. Local 
Authorities against Apartheid is a grouping which has carried on to 
give support to local government structures in South Africa today and 
we must strengthen these links because we want to strengthen local 
government . 
 
The AAM’s success in mobilising beyond the conventional political 
constituency for a cause in which the British public had no obvious 
immediate self-interest kept alive a morality in British public life which 
was otherwise lacking in the Thatcher years. 
 
How can we ensure that the history of this international movement of 
solidarity against apartheid is recorded and why is it important that we 
do so? 
 
You have discussed today the ongoing work of cataloguing the written 
record, of collecting oral testimony, of making available the film and 
video footage. I understand that tomorrow there is to be an 
international consultation, which will discuss both the co-ordination 
and accessibility of the international archives and how to retrieve 
those that may have disappeared or are not currently accessible. All 
this is of the greatest importance. It will provide material for historians 
from Southern Africa and Britain for many years to come.  
 
May I make a small recommendation. I don’t think we should look for 
the perfect solution. Like we did with the Anti-Apartheid Movement 
every step ahead is part of progress. We shouldn’t look for territorial 
acquisition, but work out solutions to protect material and make it 
accessible. For the first time I can speak on behalf of the South African 
government. The South African government has a responsibility and a 



duty to ensure that this process takes place not only in Britain but 
across the world. We owe it to all those who supported us ÿ they are 
also a living part of the history of our struggle. 
 
A word of caution. The Anti-Apartheid Movement does not own its own 
history. Indeed as a one-time activist I am aware that even my words 
this evening form only one thread in the historical tapestry to be 
woven out of the stories of the many who played a role. It will be for 
historians to discuss where the Movement succeeded and where it 
failed, to show how things happened and to evaluate its impact.  
 
History is always the product of the society that writes it. Already the 
history of our struggle is being re-written. Within South Africa we have 
to maintain the momentum for transformation and through 
transformation for reconciliation. At the international level, we have to 
sustain and develop our relations with governments and business 
irrespective of their positions during the apartheid era. But this does 
not mean that we can write out of the history of our struggle those 
who were culpable both within South Africa and internationally. We 
must not allow the history of those who chose to collaborate with 
apartheid to be forgotten. 
 
As the new Minister of Education, it is clear to me that an 
understanding of the past is crucial if we are to avoid the mistakes of 
the past. In many parts of the world, and South Africa is no exception, 
one senses an impatience with history by a present-minded generation 
interested only in the market and its utilitarian values. This is borne 
out by the great fall in the number of students who are studying 
history. This is not a call for an exercise in triumphalism or blame. But 
unless we have some knowledge of where we have come from, how we 
arrived and where we are now, without a knowledge of history, we are 
unable to address the big questions about who we are and what sort of 
society we should live in. 
 
I therefore hope that today’s Symposium will stimulate the research 
and study which is essential if we are to understand the mountains 
which had to be crossed in the course of the struggle for freedom and 
also how it helped us face the challenges of the transition from 
apartheid to democracy. 
 
Five years ago, as last week’s inauguration of President Mbeki 
reminded us, was when we discovered, as Brecht predicted, that the 
struggle of the plains lay ahead. Although I should add, on a personal 



note, that both forests and water have flourished on the plains in the 
last five years. 
 
The new South Africa was born into a very different world from 1959 
when it seemed that Africa faced a new dawn of political freedom and 
economic potential; from the 1970s when Angola and Mozambique 
won their freedom and it seemed possible to build socialism in Africa; 
or even from the 1980s when there was still room for manoeuvre on 
the world stage.  
 
In a different era, in the aftermath of the devastation caused by the 
Second World War, Brecht wrote: 
 
The house is built of the stones that were available. 
The rebellion was raised using the rebels that were available. 
The picture was painted using the colours that were available. 
 
That is true for us today. 
 
I praise the work of ACTSA. I praise the emphasis on the work in South 
Africa and the region, especially focusing on the tragic situation in 
Angola where not all Western governments have yet imposed effective 
sanctions to stop UNITA building its war machine, and on the need for 
remission of the external debt of Mozambique and the poorer countries 
of the region. ACTSA needs the support of all those who worked in the 
Anti-Apartheid Movement and especially of those younger people to 
whom the AAM is history. 
 
Coming from a secular tradition, I have some difficulty in either 
believing in or invoking miracles, to describe what has happened in 
South Africa since 1989. We have effectively removed the threat of 
violence for political ends without imposing a state of emergency. Such 
political stability has ensured a second general election where nearly 
90 per cent of the registered electorate voted freely. In the midst of 
criminal activity which is now evident to all South Africans, we 
continue to uphold the human rights parts of our Constitution against 
the barbarians of the mind and soul. Our economic stability, hard won 
in the face of huge upheavals among the tired and now tatty Asian 
Tigers, will enable us to have growth in equity, justice and 
development in an environment in which we respect the right of labour 
to organise and represent workers within a democratic and 
comprehensive framework of labour legislation. We will continue to 
insist on growth with democracy. 
 



Five years on and we have begun to tackle the awesome legacy of 
apartheid’s inequalities and deprivation. With the provision of water, 
electricity, housing, telephones and schools we have shown that 
reconstruction is not a buzz-word but the only way of dealing with the 
past. 
 
We need your critical alignment with us as we consolidate our 
democratic gains and give concrete expression to the economic and 
social rights in our Constitution. Such solidarity is necessary if South 
Africa is to take its rightful place in a world where ethno-chauvinism 
and racialism once again rear their heads. The beginning of 
negotiations for a democratic order ensured that South Africa drew 
away from the abyss of self-destruction. The negotiated settlement of 
1993 averted what could have been the long-feared, all engulfing race 
war. Compared to other situations where liberation struggles were 
waged, South Africa emerged without the horrendous loss of lives 
tragically seen elsewhere. For this, the Anti-Apartheid Movement, as 
part of the organised international campaigning, deserves great credit. 
 
The AAM can take pride that it initiated, with the liberation movement, 
a world-wide movement which was instrumental in establishing the 
only universal consensus the world has seen since the second world 
war: opposition to racism and apartheid. 
 
It was as if we ÿ internationally and in South Africa ÿ embraced each 
other and took to heart Seamus Heaney’s stirring lines from The Cure 
of Troy: 
 
History says, don’t hope 
On this side of the grave. 
But then, once in a life time 
The longed-for tidal wave 
Of justice can rise up, 
And hope and history rhyme. 
 
So hope for a great sea change 
On the far side of revenge. 
Believe that a further shore 
Is reachable from here. 
Believe in miracles 
And cures and healing wells. 
 
We hoped with you. We dreamt our utopian dreams. And, with your 
help, hope and history rhymed. 


	1 Fletcher,Bill
	2 Limb, P
	Paper to International Conference on a Decade of Freedom, Durban 10-13 October 2004
	Solidarity
	Social Movements
	Globalisation
	Australian-South African Relations: From Empire to Apartheid
	USA
	Europe, Asia, and Oceania
	Armed struggle, liberation movements, and solidarity
	Sanctions and Boycotts


	3 Utting, P
	4 Nesbitt, Prexy
	5 Asmal, Kader
	Professor Kader Asmal , MP¹^
	Internationalism
	In all of these efforts, we were fighting very hard to establish the international illegitimacy of the apartheid regime through a two-pronged strategy, setting up anti-apartheid movements and mobilizing international support for sanctions against the ...
	Multilateralism
	Globalisation from Below
	Making History

	6 Rylander,Sten
	7 Pahad,EPaper
	TOWARDS FUTURE STRATEGIES FOR GLOBAL MOVEMENTS
	Introduction

	8 Reddy,ES
	9 Asmal,Kaderother

