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Sanctions, Divestment and the Movement in the U.S.

On October 2, 1986 the U.S. Congress, overriding President 
Reagan's objections, voted into law sanctions against South 
Africa. Although the sanctions are far short of the comprehensive 
action demanded by the anti-apartheid movement in the U.S., they 
do represent a significant defeat for the Reagan administration's 
constructive engagement alliance with South Africa. The 
legislation also marks a significant victory for anti-apartheid 
activists in the U.S. who have for years been more successful at 
isolating South Africa through local actions than at the national 
level.  

It was these local efforts to isolate South Africa, in fact, 
that provided the political base for the movement to get economic 
sanctions imposed at a national level. For many years, local 
groups around the country have been pressuring U.S. corporations 
to withdraw from South Africa by selling off stocks and bonds 
invested in corporations involved in South Africa. By the time 
Congress passed the sanctions legislation, some 19 states, 80 
cities and counties and 111 colleges and universities, as well as 
countless churches, trade unions and community groups had already 
taken action to distance themselves from apartheid by beginning 
to divest. A history of this movement provides a useful 
background for understanding the sanctions that passed in the 
U.S. this year and may also prove useful background for a 
discussion of coordinated international work on sanctions against 
South Africa.  

History of the Sanctions Movement in the U.S.  

Black South Africans have been calling on the international 
community to apply comprehensive economic sanctions against the 
racist regime in Pretoria since at least the early 1960s.  
Sanctions, Black South Africans argued, would cut off an 
important source of economic, political and moral support for the 
white minority government and help to shorten the time before 
majority rule.  

At that time, however, there appeared to be little likelihood 
that the U.S. government would impose comprehensive sanctions 
against South Africa. U.S. policymakers paid little attention to 
Africa as a continent, and continued to identify U.S. strategic 
interests with the ruling colonial and minority regimes of 
southern Africa; at best there was only sporadic national 
interest in the issue of apartheid and South Africa. In fact, the 
U.S., along with its Western allies, continued to consistently 
block moves by the international community to apply economic 
pressure against South Africa for close to three decades.  

The response of the anti-apartheid movement in the U.S. has 
been to work on the grassroots level to apply "peoples sanctions"



against South Africa. Individual banks and multinational 
corporations in this country were pressured to cut their links 
with apartheid. Banks were the first target of these protests 
and, in the wake of the Sharpeville massacre, small protests were 
held at the headquarters of a number of U.S. banks involved in 
lending to South Africa in the mid-1960s.  

In the wake of the 1976 Soweto uprising the movement grew 
significantly, targeting corporations as well as banks and 
including protests by churches, community groups and student 
organizations. Increasingly, anti-apartheid organizations 
employed the demand for divestment as a method of forcing U.S.  
corporations to pull out of South Africa. The logic behind the 
divestment movement has always been that if the U.S. government 
would not require companies to pull out their investments in 
apartheid, progressive people on the grassroots level would force 
the companies to leave because of powerful direct pressure 
generated by the widespread sale of securities and bonds of such 
corporations. Students were in the forefront of the initial 
stages of the movement, organizing educational campaigns, rallies 
and protests focusing on the role of corporate involvement in 
apartheid South Africa. Church groups also recognized early on 
that divestment was a powerful way to focus attention on 
apartheid and on the need for progressive people to organize 
themselves to fight against U.S. complicity. Other notable early 
organizing campaigns included a successful effort to pressure 
Polaroid to withdraw, organized by a group of Black workers at 
the company and the United Auto Workers efforts to include 
pension fund divestment as an issue in bargaining with the 
automobile companies.  

Local organizing campaigns for divestment provided a good 
forum for discussing not only divestment but the whole issue of 
isolating South Africa. Campaign organizers were able to argue 
that divestment was the logical action to take when local 
organizations or individuals were confronted with the question, 
"This is a terrible situation, but what can I do about it?" Each 
individual community, whether it be a university, a union, a 
church, a town or an entire state is, as an institution, 
investing in the stocks or bonds of a company that is directly 
involved in helping to sustain apartheid. This is a very 
powerful way in which to bring the issue home to people who are 
wondering how they as individuals or even as groups can have an 
effect.  

There was still a great deal of opposition to divestment.  
Many of the same people at the colleges and universities and in 
the churches who were responsible for managing investment 
portfolios were also directors of corporations involved in South 
Africa. These linkages meant that there were powerful forces 
arguing that rather than divesting, people concerned about 
apartheid in South Africa should support U.S. corporate 
involvement as a force for social change. And even some anti
apartheid activists argued that by targeting corporations, the 
divestment movement was raising an issue that was too difficult



to deal with in a country where corporate investment was 
traditionally viewed as universally desirable.  

A tremendous amount of educational work had to be done 
before the links between corporate investment and the continued 
existence of apartheid were recognized and broadly acknowledged.  
National organizations struggled to bring together the various 
diverse parts of the student movement to undertake coordinated 
national actions and to develop a concerted principled focus on 
corporate withdrawal. Much work had to be done to develop 
detailed information and structured arguments to combat well 
financed corporate attempts to sell U.S. corporate involvement as 
a force for change through codes of conduct such as the one 
developed by Rev. Leon Sullivan. National organizations also 
played a key role in developing networks of activists and 
advisers to help plan divestment strategies and answer the 
countless questions that were raised.  

Victories were initially few and far between, but 
victories there were. Colleges and universities became 
particularly active just after the Soweto uprisings. In late 
1977, the attorney general of Wisconsin ruled that state 
educational institutions could not hold stocks in companies that 
invested in South Africa without violating state civil rights 
acts. At about the same time there were also victories at 
University of Massachusetts and at Hampshire College.  

As students on more and more campuses became involved in 
organizing for divestment, more and more colleges and 
universities began to divest. And activists in churches, trade 
unions and community groups also became involved in organizing 
for divestment. By the beginning of the 1980s these activists 
were also turning their attention toward the cities, counties and 
states that they were living in.  

In 1981 U.S. anti-apartheid groups, including the American 
Committee on Africa, TransAfrica and the Washington Office on 
Africa, called a national conference to initiate a campaign for 
divestment of public funds from U.S. corporations still doing 
business in South Africa. Progressive liberal and minority state 
and local elected officials Joined anti-apartheid activists to 
design a campaign to make state and local governments an 
effective tool in the fight to end U.S. economic support for 
apartheid.  

Working with the base created by the earlier movements for 
divestment, local anti-apartheid activists began building 
coalitions to achieve the divestment of state, city and county 
pension funds--some of which had billions of dollars invested in 
corporations involved in South Africa. Early successful 
organizing drives were mounted in Connecticut and Massachusetts 
among other states, but organizers soon learned that in order to 
achieve statewide support for divestment, the movement needed to 
build broad-based coalitions with membership beyond the 
traditional allies of the anti-apartheid movement.



The divestment movement in Massachusetts was a case in 
point. A key constituency in the statewide drive was the Black 
community. And a coalition of anti-apartheid activists, 
sympathetic state legislators, and religious organizations 
including a group of Black churches and the Catholic Archdiocese 
eventually joined with unions representing state employees (whose 
pension funds were the target of the divestment drive) and other 
local trade unions in a successful three-year divestment 
campaign. The final divestment legislation was drafted to win 
maximum political support by calling on the state employees' 
pension funds to sell all stocks and bonds that were invested in 
any company doing business in South Africa while at the same time 
specifying that the funds be reinvested in Massachusetts if 
possible. "Make It In Massachusetts, Not In South Africa" was a 
campaign slogan the workers in unions in the state could 
enthusiastically support.  

Between 1977 and 1984 nine states and many more cities 
passed binding measures restricting their investments in 
corporations that were shoring up apartheid. These actions gave 
many local activists a way to inject the issue of South Africa 
into local political campaigns and began to affect relatively 
large sums of money. By the end of 1984, state and municipal 
actions across the U.S. mandated the withdrawal of more than $1.3 
billion in public funds from companies doing business in South 
Africa.  

Movement Expands Dramatlcally 

These years of organizing and agitating laid a solid base 
for the dramatic expansion in anti-apartheid activity that took 
place in 1985. That year, the escalating crisis in South Africa 
combined with factors such as the emergence of the Free South 
Africa Movement to make apartheid a household word in the United 
States and South Africa a national issue. Eleven states and 36 
cities and counties passed divestment actions in 1985, more than 
double the number of actions in all the previous years. And 40 
colleges and universities also took divestment actions.  

Local politicans were beginning to realize that apartheid 
and South Africa were potent political issues.  

As this awareness expanded, so too did the divestment 
movement. By September 1986, 19 states and more than 80 cities 
and counties had passed binding measures requiring the sale of 
more than $18.5 billion dollars in stocks and bonds in 
corporations involved in South Africa. The movement has spread 
across the entire U.S., involving major industrial states such as 
Michigan, New Jersey and Massachusetts as well as Colorado, North 
Dakota and New Mexico, to name just a few.  

The movement scored a major victory this summer when 
California passed a strong divestment measure that will result in 
the sale of more than $9.5 billion in South Africa-related stocks



and bonds over a four year period. That divestment alone more 
than doubles the total amount of money now affected by state and 
local action, bringing the total to more than $18.5 billion.  

At the municipal level there has also been a dramatic 
expansion of activity. With the passage of divestment measures in 
Houston, Texas, and Chicago, Illinois, this summer, nine out of 
the ten largest cities in the U.S. have taken concrete steps to 
distance themselves from apartheid. The tenth city, Dallas, is 
now considering a divestment resolution.  

Movement Expands to Purchasing Boycotts 

As a follow-up to these actions, local governments around 
the U.S. are also beginning to use their purchasing power to 
fight apartheid. New York City, for instance, first became 
involved in selective purchasing legislation when a local trade 
union discovered that South African pineapples were being given 
out by the city in shelters for the homeless. But when a 
coalition of local union, anti-apartheid organizations and 
community groups came together to talk about possible legislation 
to stop municipal purchases of products made in South Africa they 
decided to also target some products produced by corporations 
with investments in South Africa.  

By September of this year, more than 30 local governments 
had passed legislation restricting the purchase of goods from 
South Africa and goods from corporations with investments in 
South Africa. As a result of these actions, companies with 
investments in South Africa will lose billions of dollars in 
contracts to companies with no investments in the apartheid 
system.  

The Los Angeles City Council, for instance, turned down a 
$250 million contract with Allied Signal Inc. in early 1986 
because of that company's investment in South Africa. Ogden 
Martin, the company that eventually got the contract, widely 
publicized Allied's operations in South Africa. Also in 
California, the city of San Francisco turned down a contract with 
another company, Combustion Engineering, Inc., for construction 
of a massive $500 million trash burning complex after city 
officials learned the company was doing business in South Africa.  

Corporations Begin to Withdraw 

These actions are beginning to combine to have a significant 
effect on U.S. corporate operations in South Africa. U.S.  
companies are beginning to question whether the relatively small 
profits they are making in South Africa are worth the large 
amounts of negative publicity and the loss of business back home.  

The American Chamber of Commerce in South Africa realized 
this early on, and by 1985 the chamber's chairman, Frank Lubke, 
urged U.S. business to take an activist stance as a way to avoid 
pressure for disinvestment:



The time has come--and it may be far too late--for the 
business community in this country to take a stand on 
discriminatory legislation .... I think South Africa has 
underestimated the disinvestment issue. The threat of 
disinvestment is very real to companies here and it would 
have a major effect on the social work U.S. companies are 
doing in South Africa for the communities of their black 
employees.  

And by 1986 the combination of divestment and selective 
purchasing actions was forcing many U.S. corporations to 
reevaluate their presence in the apartheid Republic. Between 
January 1985 and August 1986 at least forty U.S. companies pulled 
out of South Africa and more companies appear to be considering 
such action.  

Bell & Howell company withdrew from South Africa earlier 
this year explicitly because the company feared local anti
apartheid laws. "We saw a very real possibility that some of our 
business would be affected by municipal decisions to bar 
purchases," said company spokesman Daniel F. Collins in 
explaining the action to The New York Times. Even IBM, a major 
investor in South Africa, has said it is "increasingly 
discouraged" by the situation there.  

By September 1986, The New York Times, in an article on the 
anti-apartheid movement, was reporting that "New pressures are 
increasing the burden on American companies operating in South 
Africa, prompting many to leave or consider doing so." 

Divestment and Sanctions 

The effects of these actions were not going unnoticed in 
Washington, where Capitol Hill politicians had traditionally been 
reluctant to take up the issue of South Africa. For years, the 
anti-apartheid movement had fought defensive battles in Congress, 
attempting small piecemeal steps to tighten the arms embargo, or 
avoid conservative efforts to quietly ship computers or nuclear 
technology to the white minority government. The Washington-based 
anti-apartheid lobbying organizations also worked hard to educate 
a reluctant Congress on the issues of apartheid and white 
minority rule.  

But in 1985 the situation changed. The escalating crisis in 
South Africa combined with a growing protest movement in the U.S.  
to make apartheid a front-burner issue for the Congress. Members 
of Congress were confronted each day by reports of labor, church 
and community activists as well as some of their own colleagues 
being arrested at the gates of the South African embassy in 
Washington. And at least as important, back in their home states 
community leaders, church groups and trade unions were all 
becoming active in agitating for real change. It is no accident, 
say anti-apartheid lobbyists, that all of the main sponsors of



the anti-apartheid legislation in 1985 came from cities with 
local divestment laws.  

That year both the House of Representatives and the Senate 
passed a series of sanctions against South Africa, with 
conservative Republicans joining liberal Democrats in voting to 
step up the pressure on the white minority government. The 1985 
sanctions legislation was eventually sidetracked when President 
Reagan announced a weak set of executive sanctions in September, 
but the movement had already begun to have an effect in some 
unlikely places.  

Senator Richard Lugar, the Indiana Republican who chairs the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, reversed his early opposition 
to sanctions in the summer after he began to see how important an 
issue apartheid had become for the U.S. electorate. The most 
important factor in Lugar's decision, said one of the Senator's 
aides at the time, was that "people in Indiana are beginning to 
ask question about South Africa, and it's not just the 
traditional coalitions of civil rights groups." 

Although sanctions didn't pass in 1985, the movement did 
build a base from which to launch a strong push for national 
sanctions legislation in 1986. By the time the House of 
Representatives began to seriously debate sanctions measures in 
June 1986, the pressure from local anti-apartheid activists had 
combined with a new state of emergency in South Africa and 
escalating violence to force most members of Congress to think 
twice about voting against sanctions. And in mid-June the House 
of Representatives voted by a unanimous voice vote for a complete 
end to all investment and trade with South Africa and U.S.  
corporate disinvestment from South Africa within six months.  
Although the final legislation that became law in October was far 
short of this initial bill (see comparison in appendix) there is 
no question that the anti-apartheid movement scored a major 
victory this summer in defining a vote against sanctions and 
divestment as a vote for apartheid. Any Representative who voted 
against sanctions risked being labeled a racist.  

Ultimately, even the Republican controlled Senate was forced 
to override President Reagan, and vote for sanctions against 
South Africa. In an election year, neither conservatives nor 
liberals could afford to be perceived as being "soft on 
apartheid." 

But the sanctions measures that finally became law are far 
short of the comprehensive measures that are needed to isolate 
South Africa, and as the U.S. movement begins to evaluate this 
year's sanctions effort it is already beginning to look toward 
building up stronger grassroots divestment actions as a mechanism 
for mobilizing support for stronger sanctions next year. The same 
coalitions that have pressed for divestment at the local level 
were key in mobilizing support for national sanctions and it is 
these coalitions that will have to be strengthened if Congress is 
to act again next year.



Is the U.S. Strategy Transferrable?

There are many aspects of the U.S. divestment campaign that 
are unique to the U.S. political scene and it is also certainly 
true that U.S. anti-apartheid organizations have had some serious 
problems, such as the almost total failure to develop any serious 
support for the Frontline states and the continuing U.S. support 
for South Africa's UNITA allies in Angola. Nonetheless, the U.S.  
anti-apartheid movement has had some notable successes in linking 
local corporate targets to the issue of apartheid. These 
campaigns have served both to pressure U.S. companies to pull out 
of South Africa and have helped to develop a political base for 
the passage of national sanctions legislation.  

As we begin to discuss coordinated international actions for 
economic pressure on South Africa, further discussion of the U.S.  
divestment movement may provide some useful insights into areas 
of future cooperation.  

* How can local groups develop educational campaigns that help to 
build up understanding of the role foreign corporations play in 
supporting white minority rule in South Africa? 

* What types of local conditions need to be developed before 
successful divestment and/or selective purchasing campaigns can 
be launched? 

* What other types of local institutions could be targeted for 

divestment actions? 

* what are the similarities--and differences--between working for 

divestment and/or selective purchasing legislation on a local 
level in the U.S. and working for such legislation in other 
countries? 

* Are there ways in which the campaigns to prevent cities from 
purchasing goods made in South Africa or goods made by 
corporations with investments in South Africa could be expanded 
to other countries? 

* Are there specific actions that could be taken by, say, cities 
in a number of countries that could have a greater impact on the 
campaign to isolate South Africa?
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STATE AND LOCAL ACTION ON APARTHEID 

19 states, 13 counties, 70 cities and the Virgin Islands have passed some form of 

"peoples' sanctions" legislation against South Africa. This legislation mandates 

the sale of at least $18.5 billion in investments in U.S. corporations and banks 

involved in South Africa. A list of the cities, counties and states that have 

passed binding measures follows: 

STATES

California 
Iowa 
Maine 
Michigan 
New Jersey 
Rhode Island 
Wisconsin

Colorado 
Kansas 
Maryland 
Minnesota 
New Mexico 
Vermont 
Virgin Islands

Connecticut 
Louisiana 
Massachusetts 
Nebraska 
North Dakota 
West Virginia

CITIES

Alexandria (VA) 
Atlanta (GA) 
Berkeley (CA) 
Brookline (MA) 
Camden (NJ) 
Chicago (IL) 
College Park (MD) 
Detroit (MI) 
Fairmont (WV) 
Fresno (CA) 
Harrisburg (PA) 
Jersey City (NJ) 
Los Angeles (CA) 
Middletown (CT) 
New Orleans (LA) 
Oakland (CA) 
Philadelphia (PA) 
Rahway (NJ) 
Richmond (VA) 
San Francisco (CA) 
Seattle (WA) 
Topeka (KS) 
West Hollywood (CA) 
Ypsilanti (MI)

Amherst (MA) 

Atlantic City (NJ) 

Boston (MA) 

Burlington (VT) 

Charleston (SC) 

Cincinnati (OH) 

Columbus (OH) 

East Lansing (MI) 

Fort Collins (CO) 

Gainesville (FL) 

Hartford (CT) 

Kansas City (KS) 

Madison (WI) 

Minneapolis (MN) 

New York City (NY) 

Omaha (NE) 

Pittsburgh (PA) 

Raleigh (NC) 

Rochester (NY) 

San Jose (CA) 

St. Louis (MO) 

Tucson (AZ) 

Wilmington (DE)

Ann Arbor (MI) 
Baltimore (MD) 
Boulder (CO) 
Cambridge (MA) 
Charlottesville (VA) 
Cleveland (OH) 
Davis (CA) 
Erie (PA) 
Freeport (NY) 
Grand Rapids (MI) 
Houston (TX) 
Kansas City (MO) 
Miami (FL) 
New Haven (CT) 
Newark (NJ) 
Palo Alto (CA) 
Portsmouth (VA) 
Richmond (CA) 
San Diego (CA) 
Santa Cruz (CA) 
Stockton (CA) 
Washington (DC) 
Youngstown (OH)

COUNTIES

Alameda County (CA) 

Hennepin County (MN) 

Montgomery County (MD) 

Rockland County (NY) 

Westchester County (NY)

Bergen County (NJ) 
Howard County (MD) 
New Castle County (DE) 
Santa Barbara County (CA)

Cuyahoga County (OH) 
Monroe County (NY) 
Prince Georges County (MD) 
Sonoma County (CA)

Copyright 1986 The American Committee on Africa. October 1986
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How the Congressional Sanctions Measure Up

President 
Tilden J LeMelle 

Vice President 
M William Hov'ard 
Elizabeth Landis 

Executise Director 
Jennifer Davis

The sanctions measures that became law October 2 were a stinging rebuke to the 

Reagan administration's constructive engagement alliance with South Africa. But 

they are far short of the strong economic sanctions supported by ACOA and 

passed by the House in June. As we begin to build pressure for stronger, more 

effective sanctions an understanding of the differences between these two 

measures may prove useful. The original House bill included important 

provisions on Namibia that are not in the final legislation and required 

Congressional approval for termination whereas the final legislation can be 

ended by the President. Below are other key differences:

The House Sanctions 

1. bans all investment in and 

bank loans to South Africa.  

Requires disinvestment within 

six months.  

2. bans all trade with South 

Africa, except certain 

strategic minerals if the 

President determines them 

vital.  

3. not included.  

4. not included.

Final Sanctions Law 

1. does not require disinvestment, but 

includes a limited ban on new investment.  

Allows investment in firms owned by Black 

South Africans, allows companies to reinvest 

profits and permits U.S. ownership of South 

African stock market shares and securities.  

Prohibits bank lending to public and private 

sector but permits short term trade credits 

which account for a substantial portion of 

U.S. lending.  

2. will ban only about 18% of total U.S./South 

Africa trade based on 1985 figures. Bans U.S.  

imports of coal, iron, steel, uranium, 

textiles, sugar, agricultural products and 

food from South Africa and legislates earlier 

bans on imports of Krugerrands and exports of 

computers to some South African government 

bodies.  

3. includes repeated reference to "terrorism" 

of liberation movements, calls for CIA study 

of "communist infilitration" of anti-apartheid 

organizations in South Africa and a justice 

department investigation of ANC activities in 

the U.S.  

4. endangers local anti-apartheid purchasing 

laws and state and local divestment actions.

In addition, both the original House bill and the final sanctions law 

include the following restrictions: 

* ends tax treaty with South Africa that had allowed U.S. companies to 

claim a tax credit in U.S. for taxes paid to South African government.  

* ends landing rights in the U.S. for South African aircraft and bars 

direct air flights between the U.S. and South Africa.  

* mandates a major increase in U.S. government funding inside South 

Africa.  

October 14, 1986
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Model Selective Purchasing Bill 

A growing number of cities, counties and states are passing 

legislation prohibiting the purchase of goods and services either of South 

African origin or from companies that are still doing business in South 

Africa. Below is one model for this type of legislation. The city of 

Oakland has passed a similar, although more detailed ordinance and copies 

of Oakland's legislation are available from ACOA for $1.00 prepaid.  

A Local Law 

To prohibit the purchase by the city of goods orginating in the Republic of 

South Africa or Namibia and restrict the granting of city contracts to 

corporations which do business in the Republic of South Africa or in 
Namibia.  

Section 1: No city agency shall contract for the supply of goods with any 

person who does not stipulate as a material condition of the contract that 

none of the goods to be supplied to the city originated in the Republic of 

South Africa or in Namibia.  

Section 2: With respect to a contract to supply any city agency with goods 

and services, whenever the lowest responsible bidder has not agreed to 

stipulate that the contractor and its subsidiaries and affiliates do not do 

business in the Republic of South Africa or Namibia and another bidder who 

has agreed to stipulate to such conditions has submitted a bid within five 

percent of the lowest responsible bidder for a contract to supply goods or 

services of a comparable quality, the contracting agency shall award the 

contract to the bidder who stipulates that it does not do business in the 

Republic of South Africa or in Namibia.  

Section 3: Upon receiving information that a contractor who has agreed to 

the conditions set forth in Sections 1 and 2 above is in violation thereof 

the contracting agency shall review such information and offer the 

contractor an opportunity to respond. If the contracting agency finds that 

a violation of such conditions has occurred, it shall take such action as 

may be appropriate and provided for by law, rule or regulation or contract, 

including but not limited to imposing sanctions, seeking compliance, 

recovering damages and declaring the contract in default.  

Note: We suggest this as a model because it embodies the concept of a 5% 

preference to corporations that do not do business in South Africa or 

Namibia. We realize that existing city and state legislation and political 

realities may require a somewhat different approach from one city to 

another.



(Associated with The American Committee on Africa) e 198 Broadway * N. Y., N.Y. 9 10038 e (212) 962-1210

PARTIAL LIST OF U.S. CORPORATIONS THAT HAVE DISINVESTED FROM SOUTH AFRICA 

(AS OF AUGUST, 1986) 

The following companies have totally withdrawn from South Africa:

AMR, INC. (American Airlines) 
Aetna Life and Casualty Co.  
Albi International, Inc. \'subsidiary 

Helena Rubenstein, Inc.) 

American Express Co.  
Associated Metals and Minerals 
Atlantic Richfield 
BBDO International, Inc.  
Bell and Howell Co.  
Blue Bell, Inc.  
Boeing Co.  
Carman Industries, Inc.  
Celanese Corp.  
Computer Sciences Corp.  
Cooper Industries, Inc.  
Cooper Laboratories 
Dana Corp.  
Delaware North Companies, Inc.  
Do All Co.  
Ecolaire, Inc.  
Englehard Corp.* 
Flow General, Inc.  
Fuqua Industries, Inc.  
Gencorp, Inc.

General Foods Corp.  
IC Industries, Inc.  

Illinois Tool Works, Inc.  
John Fluke Manafacturing Co.  
LTV Corp.  
Mohawk Data Sciences Corp.  
Navistar (International Harvester Co.) 

Oak industries, Inc.  
PepsiCo., Inc.  
Perkin-Elmer, Corp.  
Rohm and Haas Co.  
Salomon, Inc.* 
Singer Co.  
Smith International, Inc.  
Stanley Works 
Teledyne, Inc.  
Thomas and Betts Corp.  
Tidwell Industries, Inc.  
Uniroyal, Inc.  
V.F. Corp.  
W.R. Stamler Corp.  
West Point Pepperell, Inc.

* Although Englehard Corp. and Salomon, Inc. have withdrawn from South 

Africa, both companies are partiaily owned by Anglo American Corp., the 

largest South African conglomerate.  
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