THE PROPOSED UDF-ECC TOUR OF THE UNITED STATES

The Problem Defined

the War Resisters League, the American Committee on Africa and the Clergy and Laity

Concerned have already reached an advanced stage 1in their planning for the proposed UDF-ECC
tour of the United States early next year. However, after initially welcoming, and in fact
inititating the tour, the process from this side has been stalled. Last month the ECC Nation-
al Committee suggested that the idea of a joint UDF-ECC tour should be replaced with the

idea of seperate tours, and sent the issue back to the regions for further discussion.

A PROPOSAL FROM JOHANNESBURG

The Johannesburg ECC General Body discussed the idea and felt that the tour should go ahead,
but that the National Committee®s suggestion of some level of seperation should be accepted.

Subsequent to the General Body meeting Laurie received a letter from Matt Meyer of WRL in
responce to his own letter which had explained ECC"s reservations about the joint tour.
Matt®"s letter (enclosed) sets out WRL"s difficulties with the 1idea of completely seperate
tours and stresses the urgency of ECC making a decision on the matter. He mentions they have
already started planning the details of the proposed tour - dates (March 5 - April 5),

itinery and so on. He also emphasises that a ""by chance1 occasional meeting with UDF tour
scheme wi11 not work"

The Johannesburg ECC Exec therefore called an urgent meeting to discuss whether there was
a way out of the dilema and whether a compromise could be reached. The meeting was called
at short notice and therefore cannot be said to be a Johannesburg General Boday responce.
Rather, the proposal outlined below is representative of the majority feeling of this
special meeting. It will be discussed by the Joburg GB next week.

The Dilema

In our search for a solution our first consideration was obviously the interests of the
Campaign - what possible losses could be incurred from such a tour, what gains we could
make and whether any damage would be done to ECC by withdrawing from the tour. Secondly
we looked at other considerations outside of ECC"s immediate interests and finally on the
basis of our analysis we attempted to find a solution.

Our understanding of the potential dangers of a joint UDF-ECC tour for ECC can be summarised
as follows:

1). Negative publicity as a result of overt links with UDF.

2). Negative publicity as a result of being too closely connected with the ANC.

3). Being implicated in supporting disinvestment and sanctions.

The potential consequences of some or all of these dangers could be:

1). Right wing (APN-Type) publicity contributing in undermining our potential support base.
Articles of a negative type in other papers could have an even more severe effect.

2). Publicity of this nature contributing towards alienating our more conservative
membership; this having the effect of driving us closerito the "People®s Camp".

3). the state using the opportunity to crack down further on ECC.

The potential gains from such a tour were seen to be:

1). Strengthening our ties with the Peace Movement and Anti-Apartheid Movement overseas.
2). International publicity on a larger scale than previously.

3). Increasing our understanding of the international scene.

The positive effects of these gains could be:

1). Using the publicity and strengthened ties to increase US support for our campaigns,
and more significantly to provide us with solidarity and hence a level of protection.

2). Building our status as a major South African organisation.

3). Funding.

The one potential loss in not going (other than missing out on the potential gains) was
seen to be the possible damage we could do to our relations with the WRL and other groups
by withdrawing after having initiated the idea.

The potential ancillary gains can be summarised as follows: . . .. ... .o th ,, 0
1). For thp WRL tne tour 1S seen as a maior wav in wnicn to build links between the us p

Movement and the anti-apartheid movement (the two major sections of the US progressive
network). This link is seen as a way to strengthen a progressive cross-organisational
alliance in the United States.

2). For the anti-apartheid movement the tour could provide an important Hnk with the
struggle in South Africa, would provide valuable information at a mass level about what
is happening in our country and would help assert a progressive agenda within the anti-
apartheid network in the United States.

3). The UDF NEC have agreed to send two reps on the tour and therefore presumably expect
to make gains from it.

Assessing the Pros and Cons

In examining the potential losses which could be incurred by ECC in embarking on a joint
tour our feeling was that the prime problem was not the link with the UDF per se. It was
mentioned, for example, that ECC has several UDF member organisations, that Janet is both
an ECC and UDF leader, that Benita is acting JODAC chair and a former ECC chair, the
majority of ECC office bearers are past office bearers of UDF affiliates and that some of
these facts have already been emphasised by APN and friends. Therefore 1in a sense the
damage has already been done and , in itself, being linked to UDF on such a tour would
make little difference. However, given our emphasis on not being seen as being part of the
"People®.s Camp™ we should not be actively encouraging this view of ECC.

More significant would be the question of being linked with UDF"s activities in the
United States - being implicated by their actions. If, for example, the UDF publicly met
with the ANC or advocated sanctions would we not be implicated if the tour was seen as

a joint one? This was seen as a strong argument for some level of seperation of tours
and relates closely to the two points below.

The question of the ANC was not, in itself, seen as a major problem. On three occasions
during Gavin®"s tour he had to turn down engagements because of the presence of ANC member:
on the platform and this caused no real problems. Gavin discussed the proposed tour in
detail with the threeosponsoring organisations and there was a completelunderstanding of
the necessity for ECC to keep its distance in this respect. Also, the tour is being
planned months 1in advance and therefore the possibilities of chance platform meetings are
slim. As Matt lIdeyer put it in his letter: "We are clear that ECC could not or would not
share a meeting with any organisation that was not legal, or with any banned movement,
even if the UDF at times would".

More of a danger, we felt, was the issue of disinvestment. With the exception of the Peac”
and Women®s groups the issue of disinvestment would probably be the main one for most of
individuals, groups and audiences we would be addressing. This would mean that on many
occasions our reps would face questions on disinvestment, and perhaps would be encouraged
to speak on disinvestment platforms. While the questions are no problem, avoiding sanction
platforms could be more tricky.

However, it must be borne in mind that even from the US side the tour is not being seen a
a vehicle for divestment pressure. As Matt explained in his letter: <“But to present the
legal spectrum - black and white reps together - to activists here, would indeed be a fir
and an historic moment for the peace and anti-apartheid movement here to go beyond disinvc
ment towards direct links and support work. The myths of: the military, Black v White,
Black on black violence, etc. could be addressed as never before".
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In each of these areasLthe potential dangers exist mainly in so far as they are used by
the state, 1its surrogates, or the press. We therefore tried to assess the likely extent
of "unfriendly” interest in this respect.

Our feeling was that the chances of major South African negative press interest were si in-.
The establishment press did not report much on Gavin®s tour, and all that was reported wa"
positive. For example it was reported in several papers that he addressed the UN, but nev
that he addressed divestment rallies. Likewise there was kfit publicity around

the tours of Annemarie, Steve, Laurie and Steve, Janet, Ivan or Justin - at least in

local papers.



Council victory over the APN might make her and others thinlg twice about launching a diatribe
of that nature, we can not rely on this holding back state-linked groups from smeering

us forever. After Gavin®s tour the APN carried a brief defamatory report although this was
drawn entirely from facts mentioned in a letter he sent which had been intercepted. Next

time around she, or her informers, might be more awake.

Our feeling was that), where possible, we should avoid providing amunition for the likes

of Aida Parker. In the past we have found that the damage caused by these attacks has been
considerable and we have had to go to great lengths to recover." While the APN only has a
readership of 2 ooo ultra-rightists, the spin-offs in terms of subsidiary publications
reaches some of our potential support base. The fact that we are able to put up a good
defence when these attacks occur does not remove our responsibility for avoiding situations
which encourage these attacks.

While the effect on our membership 1is perhaps not great, if we are talking about getting
to conscrips then this could be a significant factor in future. We should avoid situations
therefore which might lead to the alienation of our potential membership.

Finally, any negative publicity of thi.s nature could invite a state responce. While it
would be naive to think that a tour of this nature would cause the state to react, they
certainly could use the opportunity to put the boot in. Obviously any action we embark on

which could invite a harsh state responce needs to be weighed up carefully against the
potential gains.

One of the main potential gains we identified was the prospect of strengthening ties with
the peace and anti-apartheid movements. We felt this was important, but not overly so.
Through Gavin and Ivan®s tours these links have already been made to some extent, although
the tour agenda involves travel in many areas previously untapped by ECC and therefore
offers the opportunity to make new contacts as well as strengthening old ties. Also, a

feature of the proposed tour will be building contacts with women®"s groups which neither
of the previous tours had done.

We felt these links to be important in two respects. Firstly, they provide us with support
and solidarity when we face repression. The letters of support for detainees, the
ambasadorial protests to the government, the interest of senators and congressmen , the
protest activity in the United States and so on puts pressure on the authorities to

ease off in certain respects. If nothing more it ups the cost of them cracking down on

us. It was mentioned, for example, that the fact ECC hasn®"t been hit harder this

Emergency might have something to do with the fact that we have established extensive
international contacts.

Gavin and lvan®"s tours attracted considerable US press, radio and TV interest. The proposed
tour 1is expected to be far more high profile and therefore is likely to attract major

US publicity. Because of the nature of the US media"s interest in South Africa this
publicity is likely to be entirely positive. Again this publicity provides us with a

level of protection from the state because it means that any action taken against us will
have an international audience. TRis publicity can also have the effect of building our
status at home - meeting with senators, congressmen, governors etc can contribute to

our image as a serious and important organisation if it is picked up on local news wires.

This also feeds into the second area where links with US organisations and individuals

are important. To a certain extent they provide our membership with a levelof encouragement
and a feeling of not being alone. Again though, this should not be over-stressed. As we

have already made contacts of this type this kind of support is not dependent in the -«
proposed tour although the tour could certainly contribute to it. The same applies to

the publicity.

Perhaps a more important gain from such a tour is the prospect of it being used to
increase funding. Gavin®"s tour (which was not aimed at fund-raising) drew over $12 000
(R28 000). Fund raising opportunities have been built into the agenda of this tour and

it could be used to raise large sums of money. Unlike other forms of support getting the
maney would be largely dependant on the tour going ahead. However, while ECC is not
exactly flush at the moment, we need to bear in mind that foreign fund-raising is a
sensitive area and we should be looking more towards finding local sources of revenue.
Also, we do have reliable sources of foreign funding at the moment so there is no absolute
necessity to tap new wells, although it would be nice.

Finally we have the question of what we can learn from the toiiF. While certainly new
insights can be found in a tour of this nature, it needs to be borne in mind that the
outside world 1is not new to us and the US in particular is a country which we are
reasonably well aquainted with. Nevertheless, without doubt fresh and inovative ideas
are waiting to be brought home.

The only potential loss in not going is the damage this might cause to our relations
with the WRL, the rest of the peace movement awt the ACOA and CALC. But WRI at least Iis
a strong ally and while they would understandably be pished off with us if we withdrew
they would certainly not drop us.

However, there was a feeling that we had some level of obligation to the WRL. The idea of
this tour came from ECC during Laurie and Pete®s India tour in 1985. ECC raised the idea
of a joint UDF-ECC to«rr and WRL started working on it immediately. Because of difficulties
with funding the joint tour was not possible immediately and the WRL therefore proposed
the 1idea of the March 1986 tour to prepare the way for the more high profile UDF-ECC

tour. One of the main reasons they put so much energje-into Gavin®"s tour was to use it

to get funding and support for the UDF-ECC tour.

The proposed to«rr is being seen as a major part of WRL"s agenda for 1987 and much of 1986
has gone into preparing for it.The advanced level of preparations is not the result of
over-eagerness on WRL"s partbut rather a result of ECC"s prompting. Until the last ECC
National Committee the only thing holding preparations back was UDF support. Once UDF agre”
to go on the tour WRL were given the go-ahead, and therefore Matt Meyer®s surprise.at our
backing off 1is understandable.

But, on this issue our feeling was that we should not allow our "moral obligations"™ to

act in "good faith™ (by sticking Co our previous agreements) to outweigh our primary
political obligations, and therefore WRL"s disappointment should not be a primary consider
ation.

Finally, we looked briefly at the "anciliary"™ gaini that could be made from such a tour.

The gains for WRL, the US Peace Movement and the US anti-apartheid movement would

be considerable. The value of the tour 1is being seen by all groups concerned as very
high. They believe it can help build links between progressive bhacks and whites in the
United States and strengthen ties between the peace and anti-apartheid components of
the American "left".

Aside from assisting the groups, coalitions and networks, the tour could also have the

effect of playing an educative role in the United States - especially about non-racialism
white opposition to apartheid, opposition to the SADF, militarisation etc. In other wordr.
it has the potential to play a role in building the international component of our strugg,

If we withdraw from the tour or irttist on completely seperate tours (which would be
tantamount to withdrawal) the UDF side of the tour will also be cancel led and the gains
they could make from it will fall away. The UDF agreed to go on the tour after getting
approval from allies abroad, and presumably they believe it could be of benefit to them.
However, we felt that as ECC our prime consideration was ECC and not the UDF or the WRL
or the international struggle against apartheid. While individual members of ECC might
also support the UDF this cannot be allowed to direct ECCII decision making.Furthermore,
UDF NEC agreed to the tour but were not particularly extatic about it. Cancellation would
hardly be devestating for them.

The Compromise
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